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SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC COMMITTEE FOR FISHERIES (STECF)

Evaluation/scoping of Management plans
Evaluation of the multi-annual plan for the management of Western Channel sole (Regulation EC
509/2007) (STECF-14-04)

THISREPORT WASREVIEWED DURING THE PLENARY MEETING HELD IN
BRUSSELS, BELGIUM, 24-28 MARCH 2014

Background

Article 6 of the Common Fisheries Policy basic lagan introduces the concept of multi-annual /
long term management plans for stocks within saogical limits. These plans have to be regularly
assessed against their objectives with regard ®r teffectiveness, utility, efficiency (cost-
effectiveness) and sustainability taking accounalbbiological, fisheries, ecological, economicdan
social impact.

Article 11 of the Western Channel sole plan prosidier the Commission to seek scientific advice
from STECF on the rate of progress towards thestargf the management plan in the third year of its
application and each third successive year theneafhe first evaluation of the Western Channeg sol
plan started in 2009 via an evaluation report (Anrieem 1) which was followed by an Impact
Assessment in 2010 (Annex, items 3 and 4).

During this process, STECF's 33rd Plenary (Annéami 2) had noted that the short data series
(especially economic ones) prevented the developofeamy comprehensive analysis: 'The timing of

the review, at around 3 years after the plans weptemented, meant that only very limited analysis

was possible. STECF notes that a period 48 mofftésianplementation would be required for 3 years

of biological data and 60 months for 3 years ofnecoic data to be available’.

Now that seven years have elapsed since the ioceptithis plan, the Commission wishes to carry out
again the evaluation process to assess the perioanaf the management of this fishery. The
following step would normally be to assess optitmxamproving it where the evaluation signals areas
of weakness. However, the Commission is also censig the need to evolve towards mixed fisheries
or multi-species management plans in line withrteée basic regulation.

It is therefore suitable at this time to examine fhasibility of a mixed-fisheries or multi-species
fishery plan for the Western Channel. To this eidseems necessary to assess if the state of
knowledge and the data available is sufficientrmcped. If not, it would be necessary to identifg t
needs in terms of data and/or research that must\ered for the required assessment of management
options to take place.

Request tothe STECF

STECF is requested to review the three reporthefSTECF Expert Working Group, evaluate the
findings and make any appropriate comments andmemndations.



Observations of the STECF

STECF notes that since the introduction of the ydareduction in fishing mortality (F is currentgss
than Fsy) and an increase in SSB to sustainable levels ¥SSBtrigger) have been observed, in line
with the objectives of the plan.

STECF notes that the majority of fishing effort §eessed as kW days fishing) deployed in the
Western Channel is effort that is not being regddiy the Management plan for sole. The two
regulated gear groups, beam trawls and the stets; account for only a relatively small proportion
(about 15%) of the overall deployed effort.

STECF further notes that effort prescribed underpglan has not been restrictive for any fleets,
indicating that there may be the potential to iaseefishing mortality above current rates if theCTA
does not restrict catches. Although the likely efifeof a reduction in the effort ceiling to levéist
would restrict fishing effort are difficult to pred, it is possible that vessels will return inshevhere
fuel costs are lower and sole abundance is hidgftis were to occur, catches of undersize plaice
may also increase due to increased effort in nyisEas.

Effort in kWdays as well as vessel numbers has begunced in most of the fleets fishing in Vlle. The
UK beam trawl fleet which targets sole, has beeiced through decommissioning. However, for the
other fleets operating in Vlle, it is unlikely thiiie observed reduction in kW days and vessel ntsnbe
has been in response to the plan as they havenaedtio fish with unrestricted effort. Furthermore,
they have only low dependence on Vlle sole andaixmsources in adjacent sea areas. For the
French fleet, the decrease in kW days is mainlytdwedecrease in the number of bottom trawlers
fishing in Vlle.

STECF notes that the fleets exploiting sole havg been affected marginally in terms of income,
either because their dependence on sole is lowl@rs, netters) or because they have been able to
consolidate quota on to a smaller number of vesselchange their spatial pattern of exploitatmn t
utilize other resources available in the area (beamlers).

Prices for sole and other species exploited byisheries have improved. Increases in prices have
been important in a number of stocks. For examyigedish prices are now higher than previously,
with landings having declined due to a decreastaok biomass, coincident with the implementation
of the sole management plan. In contrast scallape become more abundant in the area and now
represent an important component of the catchesly, @angler fish have decreased in abundance as
assessed by fisheries independent surveys, buhgdnd LPUE have increased due to a spatial shift
in the beam trawl fleet.

Catch stability (15% TAC constraint) has been iragbkccasionally in setting the TAC for Vlle sole,
however the differences between the TACs with @heut any constraint were minimal. Nevertheless
the constraint has increased stability in fishipgartunities by its mere presence in the plan,raay
have simplified investment decisions and creditiappons, ensuring continued investment and
employment in the UK beam trawl fleet at least.



Conclusions of the STECF

The EWG addressed the terms of reference to tlemepossible with the available resources, data and
information. Nevertheless, the findings presentethe report provide the best evaluation possible a
this time. STECF endorses the findings presentédemeport and draws the following conclusions:

» There is little doubt that the fishery for sole hmeen exploited at a rate less thagFsince
2009 with biomass having been restored to a lexed@ding MSYgyigger prior to the formal
implementation of the plan in 2006.

» The TAC restriction is the major management measureently restricting catches of sole in
the area and hence is the only effective elemetiteoplan.

 The TAC has been consistently overshot since 20@4adthough compliance regarding area
misreporting of catches recently has improved, ehstill remains scope for further
improvement regarding quota overshooting.

* More highly-disaggregated economic data are reduite assess the socio-economic
consequences of the management plan appropridtehajor problem is that the DCF data are
aggregated by national fleets and supra-regionfult aggregates vessels fishing for sole in
Vlle with vessels not fishing for sole (or fishirigr other sole stocks) but belonging to the
same DCF fleet category.

» Given the multispecies nature of all the fisheireshe area, STECF considers that efficient
management of the fisheries would best be achietredugh the development and
implementation of a regional multi-annual fishergmagement plan.

* As the TACs prescribed by the plan appear to hasalted in fishing mortalities in line with
the plan’s objectives (F<=0.27), there appears éonb need to revise the provisions for
calculating TACs.

» Given that the overall effort ceilings prescribgdtbe plan have not been restrictive, managers
may wish to consider whether such provisions nedzktretained or revised.

* Management according to the plan is entirely réliam the availability of a suitable stock
assessment to set appropriate quotas. Althougbkrdiyrsuch an assessment exists, this has not
always been the case. STECF suggests that mamagesider whether some form of procedure
to set TAC in the absence of an acceptable assassimauld be included in the plan.



EXPERT WORKING GROUP EWG-14-03 REPORT

REPORT TO THE STECF

EXPERT WORKING GROUP ON
Evaluation/scoping of M anagement plans
Evaluation of the multi-annual plan for the management of
Western Channel sole (Regulation EC 509/2007)
(EWG-14-03)

Varesg, Italy, 10-14March 2014

This report does not necessarily reflect the viéthe STECF and the European
Commission and in no way anticipates the Commissiture policy in this area



1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

STECF was asked to carry out the evaluation ofnth@agement plan of Western Channel sole and
explore the potential for implementing a multisgscof mixed fisheries management plan.

The EWG addressed the terms of reference to tlemegossible with the available resources, data and
information. Nevertheless, the findings presentethe report provide the best evaluation possible a
this time.

The evaluation was carried out following the proidaid out by SGMOS-10-06a as much as possible.
Quantitative analysis were updated from previoualw@tions and new analysis were included
whenever needed to clarify or support the evalaatio

The first evaluation of the Western Channel soé@tarted in 2009 via an evaluation report (STECF,
2009) which was followed by an Impact Assessmer20h0 (STECF, 2010a). During this process,
STECF's 33rd Plenary (STECF, 2010b) had notedttieashort data series (especially economic ones)
prevented the development of any comprehensiveysisal The timing of the review, at around 3
years after the plans were implemented, meanbthigitvery limited analysis was possible.

At the moment the knowledge based is larger andr thorough analysis could be performed.

No formal comparison between the management pldmarmanagement plan scenarios were carried
out in this evaluation. As such, the evaluationthef added value of the plan was mostly qualitajivel
The EWG considered that:

» Fishing mortality on sole has been reduced corslderthrough TAC reductions from
2006 to 2010.

* The recovery phase of the plan provided the oppaytio decommission 8 vessels from
the UK fleet with the express intent to improve tbeonomic performance of the
remaining vessel.

« Price stability and constraint variation of soleot@u from one year to another have
significantly improved the investment opportunitieghe fleets exploiting sole.

« The management plan development focused greatmnaitonal effort in the biological
understanding and assessment procedure at thedfighg management plan improving
our ability to manage the stock, with the addedelienf increasing the cooperation and
trust between science and industry.

* The spatial shift of the UK beam trawl fleet hapioved the selectivity pattern for sole
and plaice and the gear improvements supportethdyJK government have reduced by
catch of other species in the fishery.

Additionally the EWG concluded that:

» The fishery for sole has been exploited to MSYecrdt since 2009 (F <psy), with biomass
having been restored to precautionary levels (ba®®dMSYgyigge) prior to the formal
implementation of the plan in 2006.

* TAC restrictions in conjunction with better comple were the management measures that
currently restrict catches of sole in the area.

» Higher disaggregation levels for the economic da&anecessary in order to assess the socio-

9



economic consequences of the management plan ajaspebp

* There are currently no other plans in operatiothearea.But due to the multispecies nature of
the fisheries having amultispecies or mixed fisterplan would make management more
efficient and avoid problems of TAC unbalance.

* There is currently no need to revise the plan aspian is achieving the desired objectives,
however a decision on whether to retain the comptexcedure in maintaining effort
restrictions that appear to be unnecessary / uintest for all fleets could be reconsidered.

* Finally, management according to the plan is elgtireliant on the availability of a suitable
stock assessment to set appropriate quotas. Sameofgrocedure to set TAC in the absence
of an assessment should be formally included irptae.

2 |INTRODUCTION
Article 6 of the Common Fisheries Policy basic lagan introduces the concept of multi-annual /

long term management plans for stocks within safogical limits. These plans have to be regularly
assessed against their objectives with regard tr teffectiveness, utility, efficiency (cost-
effectiveness) and sustainability taking accounalbbiological, fisheries, ecological, economicdan
social impact.

Article 11 of the Western Channel sole plan prosidier the Commission to seek scientific advice
from STECF on the rate of progress towards thestargf the management plan in the third year of its
application and each third successive year theneafhe first evaluation of the Western Channeg sol
plan started in 2009 via an evaluation report (Aqrieem 1) which was followed by an Impact
Assessment in 2010 (Annex, items 3 and 4). Dutmggrocess, STECF’s 33rd Plenary (Annex, item
2) had noted that the short data series (espe@atiypomic ones) prevented the development of any
comprehensive analysis: 'The timing of the revieat, around 3 years after the plans were
implemented, meant that only very limited analysigs possible. STECF notes that a period 48
months after implementation would be required foyears of biological data and 60 months for 3
years of economic data to be available’.

Now that seven years have elapsed since the ioceptithis plan, the Commission wishes to carry out
again the evaluation process to assess the perioanaf the management of this fishery. The
following step would normally be to assess optifmramproving it where the evaluation signals areas
of weakness. However, the Commission is also censig the need to evolve towards mixed fisheries
or multi-species management plans in line withrteée basic regulation.

It is therefore suitable at this time to examine fheasibility of a mixed-fisheries or multi-species
fishery plan for the Western Channel. To this eidseems necessary to assess if the state of
knowledge and the data available is sufficientrmcped. If not, it would be necessary to identifg t
needs in terms of data and/or research that must\eed for the required assessment of management
options to take place.

2.1 Termsof Referencefor EWG-14-03
1 - Ex-post evaluation of the plan. Evaluate thdtiramnual plan for the sustainable exploitation of

the stock of sole in the Western Channel (Couneg®ation n° 509/2007) according to the procedure
described by SGMOS 10-01 (Annex item 5, see Appehdages 30-33) and adopted by PLEN-10-
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01 (Annex item 2).

2 - Current scientific knowledge. Filling data esearch gaps for a possible future mixed-fishenes
multi-species plan

- Provide an overview of the current scientificokriedge and data availability regarding
mixed-fisheries or multi-species management forfidteeries/stocks concerned by the present request.
To this end, the STECF is in particular requested t

* Identify the metiers (or higher aggregation levklmetiers information is not available)
exploiting the Western Channel sole;

« |dentify the catch composition of each metier. @rsls figures should be taken into account in
this analysis;

» Identify the economic dependence of the metiertherspecies caught in this mixed fishery.

» Identify possible data or research gaps that muastfilled in order to proceed with an
assessment of options for a possible future miistefies or multi-species management plan.
This is to assist the Commission in deciding whetrenot to move on the Impact Assessment
phase for this plan.

3- Ex-ante overview for a possible mixed fishevesnultispecies plan. In case STECF considers that
there is sufficient scientific basis to proceedhwitork towards a mixed-fisheries or a multi-species

plan, STECF is requested to provide an initial es®v based on available science and data on the
following aspects:

» The stocks potentially concerned

* The suitable geographical scope for the possibleagement plan taking into account plans
currently envisaged or developed

* What could be the driver/choke species for a fuplae
» Identify the metiers (or fleets segments if notgdoie) possibly concerned

* Management measures that should be considered

2.2 Addressing thetermsof reference
The evaluation was carried out following the praolotayed out by SGMOS-10-06a as much as

possible. Quantitative analysis were updated froavipus evaluations (REF) and new analysis were
included whenever needed to clarify or supporteieduation.

3 DESIGN | SSUES
The WC-sole management plan was designed to refikliag mortality to sustainable levels and

increase the biomass to levels where the fluctnaticaused by variability in recruitment would
prevent SSB falling below levels where stock dyramwere unknown. The reasons for this were that
the stock structure and the recruitment dynamia®weknown and no convincing link between stock
size and subsequent recruitment could be establishiting of various stock recruitment models was
carried out but temporal auto correlation in retnaint likely caused by environmental fluctuations
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precluded the elucidation of a tangible link betwestock size and recruitment. Consequently,
investigations focused on simulating SSB at variewsls of Fax using geometric mean recruitment
taken over various temporal phases to see if saad of fishing mortality would take the SSB ofit o

the region of known stock dynamics (below histdhcéow levels of SSB from which subsequent

recoveries had been documented.

In addition it is acknowledged that this fisherwery much a multispecies fishery relying heavity o
the catches of other species to remain economicelhfe. At the time of plan development plaice was
seen as the major choke species in the fisheryrafatt the plan was developed as a sole and plaice
combined plan, ensuring that the reduction of fighmortality recommended was in line with the
sustainable exploitation of plaice. The conclusiovese that plaice, as assessed at the time, were
slightly less susceptible to fishing effort and \Wbrequire higher effort to sustain maximal yiel@ibe
recommended fishing mortality for solepydy = 0.27) was determined on the basis of choosieg th
lowest fishing mortality that would sustainablyaatt 90% of the maximum yield for both species.

Having determined the appropriate target levelsFofvarious scenarios of F reductions were
investigated to determine the likely impact on gseas well as the risk of further reducing SSBghtl

of the poor state of the stock estimated by the7Z06ck assessment. It was concluded that a ope ste
reduction in F to the target level would seriouaffect the viability of the fleet, but that smaller
stepped reduction in F held over a 3-year periath éeme would allow the fleet to adapt while the
resultant increases in SSB would ameliorate thectffon landings during future reductions in F,
without significantly increasing the risk to thesk.

The following management plan was adopted for swid, although the decision on target Fs included
considerations on plaice these were never fornaaltpted in the legislative plan.

The management measures implemented were mainlyA@e but effort regulation was added to the
plan to avoid an expansion of the fishery as agqugnary measure as it was assessed that the stock
was exploited above sustainable levels. Variousngtens from the effort control were argued for by
national governments leaving only the static gésgtf(mainly the French gillnetters) and the beam
trawl fleet (mainly UK) with effort restrictions.

3.1 Specificlssues
Effort regulation in this plan seems to have beemplémented mainly as a defacto attempt at

instigating effort restrictions in the area, as aggx to attempting to attain a specific plan objectt

is clear from the data to date (Table 1) that éfémntrol has been ineffective in reducing fishing
mortality since no regulated fleet is restricted the current effort allocation and because effort
regulation only constraints static gears and beamlers. The otter trawl fleets (mainly French and
some UK otter trawlers) are currently not restdcby effort regulation because sole is considered a
by-catch species making up less than 2% of themecof the boats. Yet according to STECF data the
fleets do contribute around 30% of the landings wughe large number of vessels operating in the
area. However, of the more than 500 French otéevlérs fishing in Vlle only 50 vessels caught more
than one tone of VII e annually, averaged over 2P0B1.

The success in achieving the plan objectives ithated to the TAC restrictions in conjunction with
an improved enforcement regime by the UK authailies suggested that the current effort reguhatio
represents an additional burden on member stateelags additional costs to individual boats some
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of which have had to purchase days at sea fromsboaly marginally involved in the fishery.
Furthermore the specifics of the UK fishery arehstltat days at sea if restrictive would encourage
vessels to return to areas of higher sole condémg increase plaice discarding and reduce the
overall income of the fleet because of reducedhestof other lower pressure stocks.

The management plan is reliant on an accurate shgskessment. Since the introduction of the
management plan there has been a period whereslbesment has been considered unrepresentative
of stock dynamics by ICES. The management planeatlyr contains no method to proceed in the
absence of an accurate assessment. Furthermooeglithhe current assessment is suitable to assess
the status of the stock a small but persistenbspective bias (Figure 1) significantly affects the
forecast procedure which in conjunction with ICHEferpretation of MSY reference points as limit
reference points has led to a persistent unden#apbn of the stock (fs.1) by 10 to 15% despite
overshooting the TAC.

Awarding of an additional 5% quota by the commissia return for experimenting with fully
documented fisheries (2012-2013) without considetime effects on the management plan has the
potential to undermine the effectiveness of the pliscard rates have been consistently shown to be
well below the 5% level by STECF so that this Hesgotential to increase fishing mortality. Thisha
not been a major effect on F in the plan becausephake has been small in the UK fleet and because
the methodology for setting the TAC is sufficienthaccurate to compensate for the small up-take.
However, future decisions with regards to changelgctivity and changes to fishing mortality should
be explicitly examined in relation to the effecttbie management plan.

The direct effect of the catch quota system tonygléemented in 2016 for demersal species on sole is
likely to minimal since discarding in sole is loWwowever given that all fisheries exploiting sole ar
actually part of multi-species fisheries it is mudore difficult to assess the by-catch component of
other species which may have the potential to éiet patterns in order to maximize profits sor¢he
may be some indirect effects that are currentlifadikt to predict.
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Figure 1. Retrospective analysis from the 2013 assessment indicating that despite the new assessment methodology a
retr ospective biasremains apparent in the assessment. Thisis small, but causes significant difficultiesin the forecast
projections used to manage the fishery.

4 ENFORCEMENT AND COMPLIANCE
Enforcement and compliance have been problematitis fishery historically. Prior to 2005 the

significant divergence between the TAC and the lestimate of landings calculated by the ICES
working group arose largely from area misreporbigghe UK beam trawl fleet. In 2005 these catches
were formally included in the assessment and leadrevised assessment on the basis of which it was
possible to set more reasonable TAC for the stesklting in a better science and a consequential
increase in compliance (Figure 2). Area misrepgrtiantinued in the period 2005 to 2008 but due to
increased enforcement at significantly lower levels
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Figure2. TAC, ICESWG best estimates of landings and official landings statistics.

Since the implementation of the single area licasdeme by the UK (operational for the entire year
from 2009 onwards) landings of WC-sole by UK beaawters have been reduced in line with quota
allocations (see also 4.1). Without the ability amea misreport the pressure to under report has
increased and a number of cases have been braugbttt. The total amount of illegal landings by
the UK sector however is small, suggesting overathpliance in the UK fleet is now thought to be
very good.
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Figure 3. Official landing statistics and initial quota allocation by country

Despite a greater enforcement and monitoring otagusince 2008 in France with an increasing role
of POs in the monitoring, official landing statcgtiindicate that France has overshot the natianathqg

of sole in Vlle particularly after 2008 (Figure &qualing the UK landings in 09-11. WG estimates of
landings are lower than the sum of all official darg statistics, suggesting the issue is not caste
serious as indicated here. However the issue naustddressed. Belgian landings have been largely
unaffected by the management plan since the imeua variability in landings appears to be larger
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than the decline in TAC. It is not possible to assiie compliance of Belgian and Irish fleets, bhsea
their TACs are sufficiently small that it would nbe possible to differentiate divergence from the
official TAC from quota swaps and the latter infatmon is not available to this group.

As well as the TAC restrictions the management plaludes a clause to restrict effort in days @ se
at the national level, leaving it up to the memétate to decide on how to implement this at thellev
of the vessel. Effort data from the STECF effortetireg indicates that the effort regulation is not
restrictive for any of the regulated gears at thttomal level (Table 1).

Table 1. Effort in sea days by gear type and percentage used for regulated gears 3a (beam trawlers) and 3b (static
netters).

REG AREA COD |REG GEAR COD SPECON COUNTRY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
7e 3a none BEL Vessel 57 67 58 55 49 44 31 33
max-days 16080 12528 10560 9408 8448 5084 5412
days-used 670 810 542 174 342 521
% used 0.05 0.08 0.06 0.02 0.07 0.10
7e 3a none ENG Vessel 62 53 51 53 47 43 38 44
max-days 12720 11016 10176 9024 8256 6232 9064*
days-used 6026 5960 6065 6167 6175 4769 5070 5687
[ % used 0.47 0.55 0.61 0.68 0.58 0.81 0.63*
7e 3a none FRA Vessel 12 13 20 15 11 10 13 8
max-days 2132 1312
days-used 1271 914
| % used 0.60 0.70
7e 3a none GBJ Vessel 4 2
max-days 480
days-used 333 174
| % used 0.36
7e 3a Total none Vessel 135 135 129 123 107 97 82 85
max-days 0 29280 23544 20736 18432 16704 13448 15788
days-used 6359 6134 6735 6977 6717 4943 6683 7122
% used 0.50 0.45
7e 3b none ENG Vessel 21 17 17 14 12 13 12 12
max-days 4080 3672 2688 2304 2496 1968 1968
days-used 1211 1047 844 584 566 646 618 752
[ % used 0.26 0.23 0.22 0.25 0.26 0.31 0.38
7e 3b none FRA Vessel 68 62 7 48 34 34 22 22
max-days 3608 3608
days-used 1830 1780
[ % used 0.51 0.49
7e 3b Total none Vessel 89 79 94 62 46 47 34 34
max-days 0 4080 3672 2688 2304 2496 5576 5576
days-used 1211 1047 844 584 566 646 2448 2532
% used 0.44 0.45
7e none none BEL Vessel 3 6 7 6 12 28 23 20
days-used 20
7e none none DEU Vessel 4 3 3 2 1 3 1 2|
days-used 4 34 12 46|
7e none none DNK Vessel 1 4 8 1 1 1 1 1]
days-used 2 40 123 32 27 6 30 24
7e none none ENG Vessel 178 162 170 175 174 156 154 158 158
days-used 19227 19410 18298 18693 16610 17383 17797 18402 17213
7e none none ESP Vessel 5]
days-used 135
7e none none FRA Vessel 837 943 1114 1259 868 1022 688 654 642
days-used 52225 54427 51683|
7e none none GBG Vessel 1 2 4 5 4 3 3 2 3]
days-used 226 172 152 245 100 121 277 180 229
7e none none GBJ Vessel 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 3 1]
days-used 2 27 88 139 117 140 173 191 62
7e none none 10M Vessel 1 1 2 1]
days-used 53 3 4 56
7e none none IRL Vessel 13 5 1 3 2 2 1 2 3]
days-used
7e none none LTU Vessel 1 1
days-used
7e none none NIR Vessel 1 1
days-used 7 1
7e none none NLD Vessel 15 13 13 19 15 18 16 17 15|
days-used 468 433|
7e none none Sco Vessel 23 14 21 16 15 18 18 19 18
days-used
7e none Total none Vessel 1077 1153 1343 1486 1096 1251 910 877 871
days-used 19464 19649 18714 19112 16858 17674 70537 73680 69881
Vessel 1301 1367 1566 1671 1249 1395 1026 996 993
7e Grand Total none days-used 27034 26830 26293 26673 24141 23263 79668 83334 80368

UK beam trawlers, at a utilization level of 95% pepr to be closest to being restricted in terms of
effort. However the effort meeting did not take @aat of the additional days at sea requested by the
UK as compensation for decommissioning in 2009,0284d 2012. This represents an additional 34
days per vessel so that the effort on the natilmvall is definitely not restrictive. However, atthoat
level in the UK days at sea transfers were requirechsionally, leading to costs and an additional
bureaucratic burden without effect on fishing miatta

Netting gears have utilizations of less than 50%onally and there are no indications that the
available days have been restrictive at the vdssgel. In addition netting gears are notoriouslyipp
regulated by days at sea, since the effectiverfgsinortality is more closely linked to the soakdim
and the amount of gear deployed which for smalstadavessels are only poorly linked to days at sea.
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Unregulated gears, mainly French trawlers curretiathg around 30% of the catches of sole in the area
(Table 2 and 4). For these boats this catch reptesesmall proportion of the income.

Table 2. Percentage of sole taken by the major fleets in the fishery over time taken from STECF effort meeting
report.

ANNEX REG_AREA SPECIES REG_GEAR 2004 Rel 2005 Rel 2006 Rel 2007 Rel 2008 Rel 2009 Rel 2010 Rel 2011 Rel 2012 Rel |Avg.2010-2012
lic 7e SOL 3a 0.44 0.57 0.63 0.61 0.61 0.56 0.63 0.61 0.67 0.64
lic Te SOL none 0.45 0.35 0.32 0.33 0.33 0.36 0.33 0.32 0.27 031
lic 7e SOL 3b 0.11 0.08 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.04 0.07 0.06 0.06

In conclusion effort regulations as currently immpknted in the plan are having no beneficial eféect
the effectiveness of the plan and the TAC is thé agastrictive factor and largely effective in
controlling fishing mortality.

5 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTSOF THE PLAN
The most recent ICES stock assessment for WC-$GIES( 2013) was used as the basis for the

evaluation of the management plan in terms offfeceon sole and the success in reaching theeatesir
goals of the management plan. Such an evaluatioieVver must recognize that the current assessment
methodology is different from that at the time lo¢ tdevelopment of the plan having been changed in
2012 (WKFLAT 2012) to include a new survey as wadl splitting the time series of commercial
CPUE data thought to be responsible for the vergigtent retrospective pattern observed in previous
assessments. However, the major stock dynamiasrimstof recruitment and SSB as well as growth
and selectivity remained consistent with earlievestigations so that the conclusions about the
sustainability of the target F from the managemplain remain unaltered as demonstrated by
simulations carried out by ICES (Figure 10).

5.1 Evaluation of the effects of the management plan on thefishery

As eluded to earlier in the report, the EU métiar¥lle do not represent homogenous entities with
respect to their activity and effects on the sosagement plan. This makes a detailed examination o
the changes in the fishery complex and a greaiasl lef disaggregation of fleets is necessary to
properly examine the effects of the management. plevertheless there is a need to interpret the
information provided by the STECF- effort meeting a useful way as it is likely that future
restrictions and allocations will be based on thé métier rather than the fleet sub-component. In
addition spatial trends in the activity of the UkKam trawl fleet consistent with the EU métier have
been examined and placed in the context of ecasyafgroach to evaluate changes in fleet behavior.
An analysis of greater detail in terms of depenglemapacity and income is presented for more
appropriate sub-components in section 6.

Effort by DCF métier:

The STECF-effort meeting reported on the effecthhefmanagement plan in terms of vessel numbers,
effort in kwdays, the uptake of effort and the tiela dependence on WC-sole of each métier. Beam
trawlers overall represent the largest componemiatfhes and are regulated in the management plan
through effort control by a days-at-sea regulatiime number of beam trawlers of all nationalities h
decreased since the implementation of the manadgepian in 2007 with Belgian beam trawlers
showing the greatest decline, however this fleatrdautes a very small amount in terms of days spen
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in the area and in terms of landings. The incréasbe number of Belgian beam trawlers in Vlle (up
to 2005) and French beam trawlers (up to 2006)endpuiota in wc-sole was already decreasing appears
to be as a result of decreasing fishing opportesiith other areas so that the decrease in vesseisic
necessarily be linked to the management plan péatiy for the Belgian fleet that contributes oialy
very small percentage to the total landings of.sole
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Figure 4. Time series of the number of beam trawler sby nationality activein Vlle

In contrast to the other nations the UK beam tr@dt has reduced in number for a significantly
longer period, well before the management plan. rélagson for this is that in 2003 it became apparent
that a large proportion of the Vlle sole catched haen misreported in to VIld. These landings have
been taken account of in the stock assessmenitt, togant that landings were effectively unregulated
for this fleet prior to 2003. Subsequent increase®nforcement effort, regular convictions and
eventually the VMS enforced single area licens®9 resulted in a reduction in catches and a
reduced economic efficiency of the fleet. Quotasewmnsolidated on to a smaller number of vessels
leading to a decline in the number of beam trawl&te slightly steeper decline in vessel numbers
2007-2010 were as a result of the decommissiorghgrae that became possible during the recovery
phase of the management plan 2007-2009. The sutastedse in the number of vessels since then is
due to the combination of the increasing quotas, ahility to utilize other resources and a move
towards smaller more fuel efficient vessels.
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Figureb5. Time series of the number of static gear vessels by nationality activein Vile

Static gears vessels are also regulated in thegearent plan and their trends in number mimic those
of the beam trawlers at the national level. Oneeption is that there was no decommissioning made
available to the English netter fleet so that nogoeof more rapid decline in number corresponding
the implementation of the management plan is appaein the beam trawlers (Figure 5).

Fleets that catch sole but are unregulated in teagement plan are largely made up of otter trawler
and scallop dredges. The largest proportion ofettesmts by far are French otter trawlers. The gize
the fleet again shows a similar pattern to oth@nEh fleets with an increase up to the management
plan implementation followed by a substantial dezl{Figure 6). However the dependence of the fleet
on sole is much lower and in fact many of thesedoatch virtually no sole so it is again diffictit

link this reduction to the management plan. A dl@semination of a subset of this fleet that deée t
significant proportion of sole landings in Vile 0-30%) is provided in section 5. UK otter trawler
and scallop dredge numbers have varied much |esstiove.
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Figure 6. Time series of unregulated vessels by nationality activein Vile
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From these figures it is safe to conclude thatfkbet capacity of vessels capable of taking sole ha
significantly decreased in the western channel. M#kess clear is the degree to which this reducti

in capacity is permanent, i.e. whether the boatscarrently utilizing fishing opportunities elsewbe
making it difficult to assess whether there isl stilproblem of over capacity. Furthermore vessel
numbers are not generally a good proxy for effortishing morality. The measure chosen by STECF
in their effort report is the kW day, but comparisan terms of the contribution of each fleet te th
decrease in fishing mortality apparent in the assest since 2009 are hampered in that report by the
differences in the catchability of the differentagéypes.

Standardizing the fleet kW day values for eachtftgethe average of each fleet over the entireopleri
makes such a comparison possible (Figure 7).
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Figure 7. M eans standar dized effort for the fleets catching a significant portion of the solein the Vile

The largest decline in effort is observed in theréh over 10m netting fleet having rapidly reduced
over the period 2006-2010 to roughly a quartetofarmer effort (Figure 7). French beam trawl and
under 10m netters show more inter-annual varigbiin other gears though both indicate a sharp
decline during the first two years of the managempéan. The two fleets taking the lion’s share afw
sole (UK beam trawls and French over 10m otterlgatvave decreased their effort by around 40%
between 2007 and 2009. Given the high catchalfityole in the UK beam trawl fleet and the large
numbers of French otter trawlers it is likely thia@se two fleets have contributed most signifigatul

the reduction in F in this stock.

Although this attention had resulted in a decraasthe misreporting it was unable to eliminate the
practice. In response a days at sea regulationnirasluced limiting the beam trawl and gillnet effo
as part of the management plan in order to betabieduce effort commensurate with catches.

During the first three year period of the managemetan (recovery plan phase) a UK
decommissioning scheme was introduced to remowerdar of beam trawlers from the fleet with the
express intent to improve the economic viabilitytlo remaining beamer fleet rather than specificall
to reduce effort. In return the UK fleet was awardmlditional days at sea in the plan which in
conjunction with the fact that the western beamvitfdeet (Newlyn - Pensanze beamers) were also
awarded days despite the fact that they had vexyWC-sole quota and hence unable to use the
majority of their days in Vlle so that the UK flee$ a whole was not limited, though individual Isoat
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may have had to acquire days. In general then, alagsa in the western channel have been ineféectiv
since only other fleet restricted is the gillnetefl which is not effectively managed by days at sea

During the latter part of 2008 a single area lieeregulation was introduced by the UK government to
completely eliminate the practice. Although thidlateral measure strictly speaking was not part of
the management plan it is undoubtedly a directaiesp to the measures implemented in the plan
aimed at resolving the compliance issue, reducirigreement costs and deemed preferable to further

VMS BT pings in 2006 o VMS BT pings in 2007

510

Figure 8. VMS activity for the UK beam trawl fleet in the
Celtic Sea 2006-2013 indicating a south wards movement of
the centre of activity in the western channel (Updated from
WKFLAT 2012).

restrictions in days at sea as this allows the
fleet more flexibility to exploit other
resources available in the area.

The UK fleet takes the majority of catches
from this stock and the vast majority of the
UK landings come from the beam trawl
fleet from the ports of Brixham and
Plymouth. The spatial distribution of effort
of these boats has been shown to have
moved southwards since the
implementation of the single area license
scheme (Figure 8).

Figure 9 shows a summary of the fleet
activity spatially aggregated over the
period 2005-2012. Landings of all species
are assigned to 1 mile edge length
hexagons based on the number of VMS
contacts observed during each activity,
summed over each hexagon and divided by
the number of contacts observed over the
period. The species composition is then
submitted to a cluster analysis to indicate
the type of community being exploited.
Aggregation of the landings over the
clusters provides a good indication of the
economic resources available in each
community and allows prediction of the
effect of fleet movement on landings
composition. The VMS data suggests an
increase in the activity further south
predicts a decrease in the catches of sole
and plaice and an increase in the landings
of cuttle fish, angler fish and scallops
thought the latter is hard to perceive due

to the low total landings weight of this high valsgecies. These predictions are largely confirmed i
section 5 where a more detailed analysis of thedgen landings is presented for a subset of the UK
beam trawl fleet, but this information confirmstthize trends are applicable to the entire DCF métie
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The decrease in the sole landings should lead$awexr economic return from sole, because distances
to port are greater and catch rates are lower. Mexyéhe sole taken are larger and of greater véue
addition a significant resource of lower pressuighér value stocks are available in the area in
addition to the ones mentioned previously suchedsmullet, brill, turbot making up for the incredse
costs and reduced landings of sole.
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Figure 9: Clusters of spatially disaggregated landings composition of UK beam trawlers as inferred by use of VMS data
aggregated over the period 2005 to 2012. In the eastern part of the channel highest sole (SOL) and plaice (PLE) LPUEs are
associated with the orange cluster near shore, whereas light pink and dark pink clusters represent successively smaller L PUE
for sole and plaice and higher LPUEsfor angler fish (ANF) and cuttle fish (CTL). Total effort aggregated over the time seriesis
shown bottom left, indicating that the highest densities of beam trawl effort are found east of 5 degrees west in the channel and

inshor e off the north Cornish coast.
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5.2 Evaluation of the effects of the management plan on the stock

Figure 9 and Table 3 present the outcome of tha mognt assessment carried out by ICES (ICES:
WGCSE 2013). It shows that the stock dynamics hawproved considerably since the
implementation of the management plan in 2007 with majority of the change occurring after the
introduction of the UK single area license effeetirom 2009 onwards. Since then F has been
significantly below the target value of 0.27 despliandings exceeding the quota. SSB has been
generally increasing since the early 1990’s buicategd a short term decline 2007-2009, but has been
increasing since then commensurate with the sigmfidecline in F. Base recruitment has been stable
since the mid1970s, although since 1989 the vegeleecruitment peaks seen prior to this time appea
to be less pronounced.
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Figure 10. Stock summary plots showing the development of stock dynamics from the | CES 2013 assessment, solid
line indicates the start of the management plan implementation and the dashed line the initiation of the UK single
area license scheme.
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Table 3. Assessment Summary table from WGCSE 2013

Year

1969

1970

1971

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1990

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Recruits[000’]

1480

4212

2829

2493

3425

3267

3068

7197

5106

4779

5132

8843

5114

4132

6515

7676

4161

6359

4128

4046

3086

7737

4289

3739

2584

3734

4390

3699

4929

3874

7256

6000

4240

6028

3164

4466

5107

4449

4523

3534

5054

3337

1871

4345

TSB[t]

2980

3206

2915

3218

3373

3628

4627

4765

5746

5822

6290

6777

6066

5972

5513

5546

5797

5535

5347

5078

4327

4934

4236

3964

3393

3971

4188

4428

3623

3783

4816

4875

4484

4798

4553

4413

4529

4071

4268

4213

4174

4329

4495

4041

SSBI[t]

2432

2646

2383

2388

2767

2883

3652

3385

4074

4047

4825

5282

4508

4493

4271

4289

3858

3845

3921

3825

3227

3025

2754

2641

2626

2901

2941

2819

2709

2740

2746

2780

2867

3053

3231

3059

3166

2765

2851

2666

3041

3422

3450

3488

Landings[t]

25

352.72

389.61

431.92

436.55

458.25

426.52

500.63

614.25

604.58

868.31

1170.17

1268.1

1217.81

1437.95

1503.84

1362.66

1400.09

1418.02

1279.28

1443.13

1389.36

1306.25

852.2

895.68

903.83

800.26

855.85

833.38

949.66

880.05

955.93

911.73

1068.62

1105.32

1078.12

1073.92

1036.77

1015.53

1014.65

908.12

700.48

698.15

801.28

871.97

Yield//SSB

0.15

0.15

0.18

0.18

0.17

0.15

0.14

0.18

0.15

0.21

0.24

0.24

0.27

0.32

0.35

0.32

0.36

0.37

0.33

0.38

0.43

0.43

0.31

0.34

0.34

0.28

0.29

0.3

0.35

0.32

0.35

0.33

0.37

0.36

0.33

0.35

0.33

0.37

0.36

0.34

0.23

0.2

0.23

0.25

FBar3-9

0.134

0.146

0.181

0.139

0.16

0.153

0.131

0.181

0.131

0.179

0.244

0.235

0.274

0.328

0.374

0.312

0.344

0.327

0.304

0.352

0.434

0.442

0.293

0.257

0.332

0.248

0.315

0.279

0.328

0.304

0.327

0.309

0.36

0.349

0.255

0.304

0.334

0.352

0.356

0.321

0.214

0.208

0.213

0.246



5.2.1 Evaluating the stock response to the changes in the fisheries resulting from the plan - is the
plan delivering its own internal objectives with respect to the stock?

The conclusions from the analysis are that the nraaduction in fishing mortality in response to the
plan is caused by the reduction in catches of bplthe UK beam trawl fleet as a consequence of a
reduction in effort in conjunction with a spatighange in the distribution to areas of lower sole
catches. However the analysis by STECF (STECF, ROI8! Reference source not found.) also
indicates that potential effects between effort padial F exist for other fleets though some @& th
contrast in effort of the fleets may have beenesponse to external factors since the dependence of
these fleets on sole is low.

There is however the danger that increased reliaheffort as a measure to decrease F may result in
undesirable consequences in terms of fleet prafiifalbecause it may preclude the exploitation of
other less pressured stocks such as cuttle fisipps and angler fish as well as increase thespres

on plaice.
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Figure 11. Western Channel sole. Partial fishing mortality (based on harvest rate estimates) over effort (kW*days)
of the major fisheries, 2005-2012.

5.2.2 Evaluating whether the values of target and other reference points referred to in the plan are
consistent with current knowledge and the objective of achieving MSY by 2015.

The latest assessment formulation for western alasole conducted by ICES (WKFLAT 2012)
suggests that the changes in the fleet since tipdementation of the management plan and the
improved understanding of the stock dynamics havk materially altered the suitability of the
management plan reference points (FMSY = 0.27, BMi&)ger) suggesting that changes to the
management plan are not necessary. The assessmagrtowducted on the basis of the simulation
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framework developed for SG-MOS 1006 also are ctarsisvith the previous impact assessment of
the management plan in 2010 (Figure 12.).

There are no indications from the commission thdter@nt objectives are thought from the
management plan.
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Figure 12. Output from 500 50-year management simulations assuming the best guess estimates of assessment bias
and variance as well asthe most likely management implementation error usign R-code developed for STECF (SG-
MOS 1006a) based on estimates of selection and recruitment from the new assessment methodology.

The results suggest that the more realistic appraaen in these simulations with respect to thelyi
stock recruitment relationship means that SSB iB=41.27 unlikely to increase in the long-term to
much more than 3500t not far from the current SSBrate. Consequently, it seems unlikely that
yields will increase substantially in the long tethough some short term gains may be possiblasf F
increased to frsy or when strong recruitment are present.

5.3 Evaluation of the effects of the management plan on the ecosystem.

The fleets taking the majority of the catches désre mobile gears. STECF indicates a reduction in
effort of these mobile gears (otter and beam tresklm the area which is likely to have a positive
impact on the ecosystem due to reduced abrasiamBewlers are generally considered as the most
destructive method of fishing, despite the fact tha area of seabed affected per kW hour is much
less than that for otter trawlers. However, theamgj of this impact is considered to occur when
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operating on grounds not previously exploited, wiiurther degradation of previously impacted sites
appears to be small and productivity in terms st fat least continues to be high in such areas.

The change in the UK beam trawl fleet distributionresponse to the plan shown in section 4.1
indicates that no new areas have been impactednénly that the relative proportions of effort bav
moved south and are spread over a wider area. Qoeisily the more sensitive inshore areas in Lyme
Bay are likely to be less impacted, while the arefagreater natural disturbance offshore have been
impacted more. From a habitat perspective it iBodilt to judge what the sum of these impacts is fo
the ecosystem as a whole. From a species cerghiofi epifauna perspective it means that discarding
of plaice and juveniles of other inshore benthiecsgs working further offshore and using the
improved gears means that there is a positive ldnahese ecosystem components which are much
less abundant offshore. However by-catch of smaltkifish is likely to have increased because these
are found further offshore.

6 SoclAL AND EcoNOMIC EFFECTSIF THE PLAN
6.1 Dataand Calculation of Indicators

The plan do no explicitly include socio-economigeaiive. The evaluation thus should be against the
general socio-economic objectives as stated irC#e and provide tendency on number of vessels in
the fishery, employment, value of landings, grosisi® added or profit.

6.1.1 Data sources used and selection of main fleets segment involved in sole Vlle fishery

For the selection of the fleets fishing sole in éinea Vlile, DCF data set from 2013 economic dalla ca
has been used. The selection has been done bashd same methodology as for the 2013 Annual
Economic Report on the EU Fishing Fleet (STECF 3B<hapter Economic trends for fleets under
long term management plans. Taking in to accoumathailability of the data from France in 2008 and
2012 data sets significance and dependence o§flesting sole in Vlle, have been evaluated based
on 2009-2011 landings data.

However for the purpose of the evaluation of thenaggment plan, DCF data appeared to be
aggregated at inappropriate level to be able téopareconomic analyses (see AER, 2013).Fleets
aggregate all the vessels of the segment and tiuhgde vessels fishing for sole Vile with other

vessels of the same fishing technique and vesegtheclass fishing for other species. That is why
dependency on the stock of sole in Vile is undereged for those fleets. Despite that, it seems tha
those fleets, except beam trawlers, are not vepgmdgent on the sole in Vile, making evaluation of
changes of economic performance of these fleatkewrant for the evaluation of the management plan.

Table 4 shows the DCF fleets fishing for sole ineVIThe main 5 fleets, fishing sole in the areaehav
landed 66% of sole in terms of weight and 60% rm&of value in 2009-2011. These fleets are using
beam trawls and demersal trawls. All of them belmiK. Their dependency on the sole stock varies
from 3 to 22 percent. The French fleets are reptedeby demersal trawlers and netters (<12m).
Belgium and French beam trawlers only account2%6rof the total landings of sole in Vlle.

Those further analysis is concentrated on the mdaik data sources.
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Table 4. Number of vessels and landings data (average 2009-2011) for the 15 first segmentslanding solefrom Vlle

Number of Significance (value) Sole landings Total landings Dependence
Segment sole 7e
vessels % of total Cumulative % | Weight (tons) | Value (keuros) | Weight (tons) | Value (keuros) (in value)
in value

GBRTBBVL1824 16 18% 18% 212 2169 3031 9848 22%
GBRTBBVL2440 32 17% 35% 198 2051 6436 19075 11%
GBRDTSVL1218 7 11% 46% 292 1341 22066 49765 3%
GBRDTSVL1012 115 9% 55% 255 1159 4656 10867 11%
GBRDTSVL0010 276 5% 60% 136 593 5187 13414 4%
FRADTSVL1218 170 3% 63% 54 607 13585 48 425 1%
FRADTSVL1824 159 3% 67% 116 603 34117 83662 0%
FRADFNVL0010 349 3% 70% 76 592 4001 17 647 2%
GBRDRBVL2440 26 3% 73% 38 394 13200 23933 2%
FRADTSVL1012 158 3% 76% 49 576 5868 18677 2%
FRADTSVL2440 61 3% 79% 90 515 20199 43304 1%
FRATBBVL1218 7 2% 81% 34 367 451 1638 15%
FRADFNVL1012 188 2% 83% 30 332 6417 29719 1%
BELTBBVL2440 34 2% 85% 23 217 12 832 50292 0%
GBRDTSVL1824 208 1% 86% 32 181 48 813 103658 0%
Others 14% 100% 174 1708 263052 544 445 0%

Source: DCF 2013 Fleet Economic data call (MAREAX3(2013), STECF AER 2013

Based on the information provided during the meghip South Western Fish Producers Organization,
around 85% of UK sole quota in Vlle are shared betwbeam trawlers, 63% of it used by vessels,
belonging to the organization. Those further aredysf UK fleet are based on the individual
information, provided by PO.

Table 5. Selection of French vesselslanding at least 1 ton of sole caught in VIle by year (average 2009-2011)

vessels fishing for sole Vlle vesselsin the DCF segment
Dependence Dependence | % ofvesselsof
R Number of Number of the DCF

2 vessels ‘sole ‘e vessels ‘sole ‘e segment fishing

(in value) (in value) for sole in Vile
FRADTSVL1012 23 11% 158 2% 15%
FRADTSVL1218 14 7% 170 1% 8%
FRATBBVL1218 3 29% 7 15% 43%
FRADFNVL0010 9 26% 349 2% 3%
FRADFNVL1012 6 13% 188 1% 3%
FRADTSVL2440 8 2% 61 1% 13%
FRADTSVL1824 5 1% 159 0% 3%

Complementary selection of French vessels fishorgsble Vile by fleet segment shows that they
were only representing 3 to 43 % of the total nundferessels in the DCF segment (

Table 5.). IFREMER/Fisheries Information System aWeMA data base has been used to select
vessels landing at least 1 ton of sole caught ile Wl year in 2000 — 2012 (around 100 vessels in
2012). A large number of vessels also catch soaintities of sole in Vlle. In 2012 there were

around 450 vessels thus fished less than one teolefin Vlle and contributed to around 25% of the
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French total landings of sole in Vile with mean éegency of 2% of the value of landings. Only
demersal otter trawlers (DTS) and netters (DFNylilag at least one ton of sole by year are taking in
account in analyses below, so that can explainttiege are some discrepancies with official data.

Due to the level of aggregation of DCF fleet seginPCF economic data by DCF fleet segment were
thus inappropriate to perform the socio-economalwation of the plan.

To provide some insight on the socio-economic ¢ffed the plan on value of landings, fleet size,
composition of landing, employment and economicalvedr other data sources been used:

» Data from the South Western Fish Producer Organiz&b describe the impacts on the UK beam-
trawler fleets. Data from IFREMER/Fisheries Infotinoa System and DPMAo describe the
impacts on the French fleets.

* Following sections describe the trends in valudaoflings, fleet size, composition of landing,
employment and economic behavior for French maetdl of bottom &wlers and netters and the
UK fleet of beantrawlers.

6.1.2 Evolution of some economic indicators for French fleets

Figure 13 shows the evolution of the total valudamidings (as a proxy of the income) for the two
main French fleets fishing fasole in Vlle. It highlights that there were annuariations for the
bottom trawler fleet segment linked in particularthe punctual increase in monkfish catches due to
high abundance of this targeted stock in the yehserved (see also figure 18). Evolution does not
highlight any significant changes between the gkbefore and after the management plan.
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Figure 13. Evolution of the total value of landings for French demer sal trawlersand netter s fleets from 2000 to 2012

Source: DPMA/Ifremer-FIS

For the French bottom trawlers, the average vafdarmlings by vessel (Figure 14) shows the same
annual variations as total value while for the emsttthere has not been any significant trend dimee
implementation of the management plan in 2007.
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Figure 14. Evolution of the average value of landings for French demersal trawlers and netters fleets from 2000 to
2012

Source: DPMA/Ifremer-FIS

French demersal otter trawlers (DTS)

The number of vessels in the French demersal trefl@let varied from 45 to 80 trawlers with some
annual variations linked with the entry or exitrfrothe fishery of bottom trawlers according to
opportunities (Figure 15). The number of fishernmenthose vessels followed the same variations
between 150 and 300.
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Figure 15. Evolution of the number of vessels and fishermen involved in the sole Vlle fishery on French bottom
trawlersfrom 2000 to 2012

Source: DPMA/Ifremer-FIS

Dependence to sole in the Vlle of demersal ottawlers have remained below 10% during all the
period and does not appear to have changed aftemfflementation if the management plan.

31



100

90
80
70

60

50

mDTS
40

30
20

% of sole Vlle in total value of landings

10

I B B EEENENWTN®NNNES

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Figure 16. Evolution of the dependency of French bottom trawlersto sole VIle from 2000 to 2012

Source: DPMA/Ifremer-FIS

Value of landings for sole remained stable from@@® 2012 while the price for sole increased from
9€ to 13€ during the period analyzed (current pri€eench bottom trawlers are opportunistic with
catches of squid and also of cuttlefish that havgdly increased since 2008.
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Figure 17. Evolution of the value of landings of main species and price for sole for the French bottom trawlers
fishing for solein Vlle

Source: DPMA/Ifremer-FIS

French netters (DEN)

The number of vessels in the French netter fleageased from around 10 in 2000 to 20 in 2012. The
number of fishermen followed the same trend.
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Figure 18. Evolution of the number of vesselsand fishermen involved in the sole VIl efishery on French nettersfrom
2000 to 2012

Source: DPMA/Ifremer-FIS

Dependency of French netters to sole Vlle varieanfi9% to 18% between 2000 and 2012 without
showing any significant trend since the implemeatabf the management plan.
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Figure 19. Evolution of the dependency of French nettersto sole VIle from 2000 to 2012

Source: DPMA/Ifremer-FIS

Value of landings and price of sole globally in@ee from 2000 to 2012 (current price). They also
show annual variations with strong increases invélee of landings and decrease for the price in
2002, 2005 and 2009 due to in particular voluméantlings multiplied by 3 during 2002 and 2005
years.
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Figure 20. Evolution of the value of landings of main speciesand price for sole for the French nettersfishing for sole
inVlile.

Source: DPMA/Ifremer-FIS

Economic evolution of the fleets exploiting thecktaoncerned in terms of Gross Cash flow, Gross
Profit or Gross Value added were not availablensdbsence of a specific data call on disaggregated
fleet segments.

6.1.3 Evolution of some economic indicators for UK beam trawlers

As it has been mentioned above, the following asislis based on the selection of beam trawlers,
belonging to South Western Fish PO and has to bsidered representative for the evaluation of the
economic behavior of UK fleets affected by sole agement plan in the Western Channel (overall
TAC, belonging to selected vessels counts for niwee 50% of overall UK quota and 63% of quota,

attributed to the beam trawling fleet).
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Figure 21. Evolution of capacity of the UK beam trawlersin 2003-2013.
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The number of vessels, involved in the sole fishimghe Western Channel decreased in 2003-2005
before the implementation of the management pldheatime, when the sole quota in Vlle was on the
lowest level over the analyzed period. The sciggicheme, implemented in 2008-2009, seems to be
effective in reduction of fishing capacity in theea. According to the data set analyzed, the nummber
vessels reduced by 6 in 2007-2010, while the olveaglacity of beam trawlers in the WC reduced by
12 in 2008-201f most of them (8 vessels) been scrapped.

At the same time the UK beam trawlers seem to bketalincrease overall landings in 2008-2012 (see
Figure 22).
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Figure 22. Evolution of thetotal value of landingsfor UK beam trawlers 2003-2013

Source: South Western Fish Producer Organizatiovigied data

The landings statistics, obtained from the officlata sources is showing quite big increase oftihe
landings in 2005, which was driven by the increafsguota of sole in Vlle after prove of misrepodin

of catches in the area in 2004. Before 2005 moghefcatches been reported as North Sea sole
catches.

The overall landings of sole from Vlle in 2006-20@8s continuously decreasing (Figure 23) due to
the decrease of overall sole quota, how ether aftesduction of the management plan and with the
improvement of the stock status and available gtieaveight of landings increased in 2010-2013.

ISEAFISH data for South West beamers.
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Figure 23. Landings of solein VIle by UK beam trawlersand aver age weight and value per vessel in 2003-2013.

Source: South Western Fish Producer Organizatiovigeed data

The average weight of landings of sole from Vlle pessel, decreased by around 10-15% in 2009-
2011, compared with 2008, however increase of pdiee, compensated the decrease in weight of
landings during the same period. At the averaget flevenues from the sole fishery in Vlle in real
prices has been stable in 2005-2013.

The analysis of the economic behavior of beam &esylfishing sole in Vlle, is showing the shiftrino
the sole fishery to other species, e.g. scalpsittle@ish fishery (see Figure 24).
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Figure 24. The economic dependency? to the major species of UK beam trawlersin 2003-2013

Dependency on sole, reported as coming from otfgions, was continuously decreasing over entire
period, while dependency on sole from Vile remaimadre or less stable since 2005 when the
problem of misreporting was eliminated.

The change to scallops fishery is considered a® guiportant economic decision of fisherman as for
this change additional investment in the new geaeed. This is why the individual data been ueed t

2 Estimated as the value of landings of targetedispdivided by the total value of landings of flee
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assess this kind of change in economic behavitdikobeam trawlers in 2003-2013. The Figure 25 is

showing the changes in the individual dependenscédiops and sole fishery in the Western Channel
beam trawling fleet. As we could see the numberessels, scalloping at certain part of the year was
continuously increasing since 2005.
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Figure 25. Change in the behavior of vessels during the year in terms of dependency to sole in Vlle and scallops
fishing.

Source: South Western Fish Producer Organizatiovigied data

Some of the vessels changed their behavior anggtrgeting scallops.

7 WHAT HASBEEN THE ADDED VALUE OF THE MANAGEMENT PLAN

No formal comparison between the management plah rom management plan scenarios were
carried out in this evaluation. The main reasoth#& the management plan other than its legal statu
does not differ from the management measures inmgiéd for stock not under a management plan at
the time. The only difference would have been thatreductions in F would have been stepped and
held for three years allowing for a less dramagduction in landings but rebuilding the stock more
slowly. However, due to the combination of poor gliance at the time and a lacking assessment to
manage by the reduction in F was implemented amgesstep in line with stocks not under a
management plan.
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This is not to say that the management plan hasneaddded value, but that these can only be
described qualitatively:

» Fishing mortality on sole has been reduced corsidgithrough greater compliance in the
UK beam trawl fleet and TAC reduction from 20062il0.

* The recovery phase of the plan provided the oppaytio decommission 8 vessels from
the UK fleet with the express intent to improve teeonomic performance of the
remaining vessel.

* Price stability and constraint variation of soleotgu from one year to another have
significantly improved the investment opportunitieghe fleets exploiting sole.

* The management plan development focused greatnational effort in the biological
understanding and assessment procedure at thedfighg management plan improving
our ability to manage the stock, with the addedefienf increasing the cooperation and
trust between science and industry.

* The spatial shift of the UK beam trawl fleet hagpioved the selectivity pattern for sole
and plaice and the gear improvements supportethéyJK government have reduced by
catch of other species in the fishery.

8 PERFORMANCE EVALUATION OF THE PLAN

The plan clearly has reached its objectives in sepfireducing F (2009) and increasing SSB (2006) to
sustainable levels. However, current methods usedetermine the appropriate TAC based on the
assessment appear to lead to consistent undertaxiplo of the stock by around 10-15%.

The fleets exploiting sole have only been affestedginally in terms of income, either because their
dependence on sole is low (trawlers, netters) calree they have been able to consolidate quota on t
a smaller number of vessels and change their $patitern of exploitation to utilize other resowsce
available in the area (beam trawlers). Increasdisarbiomass of the stock have not yet reachedsleve
where the increase compensates for the lower td¥ehow exerted on the stock.

Effort has not been restrictive, suggesting thatismatch between capacity and F remains, however
all fisheries in the area are truly multispecieshéries and the risk in decreasing effort or capaci
further is that it precludes the exploitation ohert lower pressure stocks and hence reducing the
economic efficiency of the fleets. Paradoxically fbe beam trawl fleet the plan has decreased the
efficiency in exploitation of sole through an offtsb movement of the fleet into areas of lower sole
abundance. These boats will return inshore whezkdosts are lower and sole abundance is higher if
effort or capacity were to be reduced further.ddigon to the decrease in economic performance thi
would also increase the discarding of plaice dukecexploitation of plaice nursery areas.

Effort in kWdays as well as vessel numbers has begunced in most of the fleets, but apart from the
beam trawl fleet which had decommissioning, itiffialilt to assess whether this is a response ¢o th
plan because of the low dependence on Vlle solereswlrces exploitable in adjacent areas. In the
French fleets, the decrease is mainly due to aedserin the number of bottom trawlers in Vlle which
might have shifted towards other fisheries.
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Prices for sole and other species exploited byfiheries have hardened up since the illegal layglin
have been significantly reduced stabilizing thealegupply and demand chain. This has been
important in a number of stocks, but cannot alwhgsassociated with the management plan. For
example cuttlefish prices are now higher than mneslly with quantities of landings having declined
since the implementation of the management plaoutiit a decrease in stock biomass. In contrast
scallops have become more abundant in the arem@mdepresent an important component of the
catches. Lastly, angler fish have decreased inddnoe as assessed by fisheries independent surveys,
but landings and LPUE have increased due to aadsiift in the beam trawl fleet.

There are currently no other management planstaftethe fisheries exploiting sole in the western
channel, although a management plan has been seddesVllek cod. Such a plan if consistent with
other cod management plans would likely only aftbetotter trawl fleet. Although its dependence on
sole is low they still make up around 30% of casctiee to the sheer number of vessels indicatirg tha
there could be some interactions between plans.

Catch stability (15% TAC constraint) has been irealkccasionally in setting the TAC, however the
differences between the actual and constrained Toh@nges were minimal. Nevertheless the
constraint has increased the certainty by its megsence in the plan simplifying investment decisio
and credit applications ensuring continued investna@d employment in the UK beam trawl fleet at
least.

9 CONCLUSIONS

» There is little doubt that the fishery for sole lha&gn exploited to MSY criteria since 2009 (F <
Fusy) with biomass having been restored to precautioteels (based on MS¥igge) prior
to the formal implementation of the plan in 2006.

* The TAC restrictions in conjunction with better gollance is the only management measure
that is currently restricting catches of sole ia #rea. As such it is considered the only element
of the plan that is having an effect. Some furtherasures may be necessary to improve
compliance.

» Higher disaggregation levels for the economic dameanecessary in order to assess the socio-
economic consequences of the management plan ajgpetya The problem is that the DCF
data are aggregated by country fleets and supraagglt thus aggregates vessels fishing for
sole in Vlle with vessels not fishing for sole §@hing for other sole stocks) but belonging to
the same DCF fleet

* There are currently no other plans in operatiothaarea, although a plan for Celtic Sea cod
has been proposed several times. However sucmanalald have little overlap with the plan
for sole, as catches of cod in Vile are minimalreYar those vessels employing gears that
would be more efficient at taking the species sithee abundance of that stock is low in the
area. Development of plans for other species cabghthe fleets catching Vlle sole are
difficult to link with this plan formally since thenanagement units for most of the other stocks
are spread across a much wider area (plaice, afigj@ror are none quota species (scallops,
cuttlefish). In addition the multispecies natureafifthe fisheries in the area precludes efficient
management by linked plans and would challengetivelastability due to the national
differences in fleets exploiting the multispeciesaurces.

* There is currently no need to revise the plan aspian is achieving the desired objectives,
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however a decision on whether to retain the comppescedure in maintaining effort
restrictions that appear to be unnecessary / uintest for all fleets could be reconsidered.

* Finally, management according to the plan is eptireliant on the availability of a suitable
stock assessment to set appropriate quotas. Dehpitslight retrospective pattern currently
such an assessment exists, but this has not alvesmysthe case so some form of procedure to
set TAC in the absence of such an assessment sheuilormally included in the plan. The
current method used to calculate the TAC is leadingersistent under exploitation of the
stock with regards to the current F targets ofpla@.
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Annex
DTS: Value of landings (k€) for sole Vlle.
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DFN: Value of landings (k€) for sole Vile.
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Value of landings of main species: UK trawls, tdirgg sole in Vile

Weight of landings of main species: UK beam trasléargeting sole in Vlle
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Price by main species: UK beam trawlers, targetig in Vlle
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11 CONTACT DETAILSOF STECF MEMBERSAND EWG-14-03 L1ST OF PARTICIPANTS

1 - Information on STECF members and invited ex@eatffiliations is displayed for information onljn some
instances the details given below for STECF membeay differ from that provided in Commission
COMMISSION DECISION of 27 October 2010 on the appwoient of members of the STECF (2010/C 292/04)
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their main place of employment. In any case, adimmat in Article 13 of the Commission Decision
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and other experts do not represent the institutimaes they are affiliated to in their daily jodSTECF
members and invited experts make declarations ahnttment (yearly for STECF members) to act
independently in the public interest of the Europémion. STECF members and experts also declaeacit
meeting of the STECF and of its Expert Working Grewany specific interest which might be considered
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12 L1ST OF BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS

Background documents are published on the meetimgfssite on:
http://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/ewg1403

List of background documents:

1. EWG-14-03 - Doc 1 - Declarations of invited and J&@erts (see also section 09 of this report — List
of participants)
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