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46" PLENARY MEETING REPORT OF THE SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICAL AND
ECONOMIC COMMITTEE FOR FISHERIES (PLEN-14-02)

PLENARY MEETING

7-11 JULY 2014, COPENHAGEN

1. INTRODUCTION

The STECF plenary took place at the University opénhagen, Department of Geosciences and
Natural Resource Management, Rolighedsvej 23, F988eriksberg C, Copenhagen (Denmark),
from 7 to 11 July 2014. The Chairman of the STEDOF Norman Graham, opened the plenary
session at 09:15h. The terms of reference for teetimg were reviewed and the meeting agenda
agreed. The session was managed through alternatiétienary and working group meetings.
Rapporteurs for each item on the agenda were ajgoloamd are identified in the list of participants.
The meeting closed at 16:00h on 11 July 2014.

2. LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

The meeting was attended by 21members of the ST&@FfourJRC personnel.SixDirectorate
General Maritime Affairs and Fisheries personneG(IMARE) attended parts of the meeting.
Section nine of this report provides a detailedipigant list with contact details.

The following members of the STECF informed the SFechair and Secretariat that they were
unable to attend the meeting:
Michel Bertignac

Hazel Curtis

Georgi Daskalov

Alyne Delaney

Ralf Ddring

Andrew Kenny

Sakari Kuikka

Loretta Malvarosa

Hilario Murua

Clara Ulrich

3. INFORMATION TO THE COMMITTEE
3.1. STECF plenary — information from the Commission — gneral
STECF expert compensation payments and new EMFF



The committee was notified that with date 7 Julyi2@e Commission is again in a position to
resume compensation payments for meetings undeiclAr8.1 of Commission Decision
2005/629/EC, following the entry into force of tBMFF and respective financial commitments.

The STECF website including individual meeting mabas been updated accordingly.

3.2. STECF plenary — information from the Commission - tedback on STECF
proposals since last plenary

The DG Mare focal point for STECF Zsuzsanrtnlg§ provided feedback from the Commission on
STECF work.

DG MARE informed the Committee that the STECF répor 2013 Assessment of Mediterranean
Sea stocks part Il (STECF 14-08) was used in tlepgation of several EU proposals, e.g. to
establish the minimum standard for demersal stotkise Strait of Sicily, to set precautionary and
emergency measures for 2015 on small pelagic siagke north Adriatic, as well as it was a basis
for the preparation of the GFCM-SAC Annual Meeting.

The most recent report on Landing Obligations in fidberies (STECF-14-06) has been proven
useful, and as all work is in progress, take-upoofcomes by Member States is expected to
continue.

The report on DCF contributes to the undergoingsien process.

Advice provided on the ad-hoc requests have bepreajated by DG MARE. Nevertheless, two
requests had to be resubmitted as new data arfelzleai

4. STECF INITIATIVES
No additional items were raised by the committee.

5. ASSESSMENT OF STECF EWG REPORTS
5.1. STECF-EWG-14-04 and 14-05: Economics - AER of EUdkts
Request to the STECF

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

STECF decided to postpone the AER report to writtertedure.

Following review by STECF, it was concluded that teport contained several important statistical
inconsistencies and errors resulting in incorratérences being made. Consequently, the STECF,
were unable to endorse the draft report in itsesudrform. While the EWG 14-04 & EWG 14-05
have produced sound national summaries for the rnhaj¢>20) of MS, a regional and pan-



European analysis was hampered by significant amgbiog data issues, which have been
highlighted previously by STECF (PLEN 13-02). TaeJaegional and EU wide summaries have
been limited due téack of data from key MS and previously published STE&Ivice has been
given with caveats regarding these omissions. Wihala transmission and overall coverage has
improved and this is welcome, a significant numbémata issues remain and new ones have
emerged.

STECF notes that much of the effort used by theeggpduring EWG 14-04 and EWG 14-05 is
spent identifying, understanding and resolving detsues. This is inhibiting the EG from
undertaking any detailed analysis and the developwierobust economic fisheries advice. This is
a consequence of the failure of some key MS to matet submission deadlines; in-year (between
EG’s) resubmission of national data; inconsisteneied obvious outliers in the data. These issues
all contribute to limiting the ability of the EW@® tpresent a credible regional and pan-European
analysis of the EU fleet. In 2014, this has resuitesome spurious/questionable results that requir
further analysis before the report of can be reicened by the STECF.

In an attempt to resolve these outstanding isdhese MS where issues were identified in their
annual submissions will be invited by the EC inySAigust 2014 to rectify or resubmit their data
and depending on the response, their national tepoll be redrafted through an ad hoc contract
and the report will again be handed over to the GAEnd dealt with through written procedure in
early October.

STECEF reiterates its comments from 2013, noting tthe@ usefulness of future Annual Economic
Reports on the performance of EU fishing fleetsl weimain less than optimal unless Member
States submit complete, accurate and timely datamissions in response to annual economic
data calls. STECF urges the Commission to takatevier action is necessary to ensure that future
data submission from Member States are completecurate and are submitted within
timescale specified in the annual data calldildnch time that these issues are resolved, the
ability to generate accurate and in-depth analgkithe performance of the EU fishing fleet at a
regional and EU wide level is compromised.

5.2. STECF-EWG-14-06: Evaluations of fishing effort regmes — 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.

STECF comments, observations, and conclusions

STECF notes that the Terms of Reference relatirfighiong effort regimes in the following sea
areas have been addressed in part by the Repbwe &WG 14-06:

Eastern and Western Baltic,

the Kattegat,

the Skagerrak, North Sea, European waters in ICE2 nd the Eastern Channel,

to the West of Scotland,

Irish Sea,

Celtic Sea,

QA WNE



7. Atlantic waters off the Iberian Peninsula,
8. Western Channel,

9. Western Waters and Deep Sea

10.Bay of Biscay,

The EWG 14-06 Report provides updated estimaté®dls in fishing effort.

STECF notes that the means of data aggregationbbkas transferred to a new software
architecture. There are three motivations for this:

1. Greater data security as all data is processedsenlae server.

2. Increased quality assurance through the excluseeotithe dedicated JRC upload facility.

3. Greater transparency of the data input and praogskrough a documented upload facility
and processing algorithm and because of point two.

STECF further notes that data processing time Hes lzeen reduced considerably. This is a
welcome development as re-submissions are sometegased during EWG meetings resulting in
re-compilation of aggregated data. These beneaftdilely to become increasingly apparent as the
guantity of data for processing continues to inseea

All data used by the EWG 14-06 was submitted thinoagevised upload facility that functioned
well and all processing was performed on the JRfDreeserver. Documentation of the processing
is in progress and will be available in a flow difarmat. Time constraints prevented full testirig o
the new system. Outstanding software problems wdggregating catch data meant it was not
possible for the EWG to review catch data or urakerfToR based on catch data. These ToRs will
be dealt with during the forthcoming STECF EWG Bifishing effort regime evaluations part 2
(29 September-03 October 2014, Barza d’Ispra,)ltaly

2014 DCF Fishing Effort Data Call

The EWG 14-06 Report is based on data submitteddapber States in response to the 2014 DCF
fishing effort data call. STECF notes a generalrmmpment in Member States’ submissions with
regard to data completeness and quality as wethpsoved compliance with deadlines. This was
probably aided by the fact that the call in 201quessted the same fields of data as in the 2013 data
call, and only 2013 data were requested. Theraforee-submissions of data were required and
only took place if a member state needed to codatz submitted in previous years.

However, the work of the EWG 14-06 was still compiged by delays in some Member States’
submissions, incomplete and erroneous data sulimgssind re-submissions. STECF notes that
tables related to effort for the various fishingfoef regimes can be downloaded at the
corresponding aggregation level as digital Appeeslito the present report from the EWG 14-06
web pagehttps://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/ewg1406

Effort regime evaluation for the Baltic

For regulated gears in accordance with Council Reigumn (EC) 1097/2007 and unregulated gears
combined, the total effort deployed in the Baltic2013 was 59% of the 2004 levels but increased
by 25% compared to 2012 levels.



Deployed effort of regulated gears in cod plan sa¥gsubdivisions 22-24), B (subdivisions 25-28)
and C (subdivisions 29-32) declined between 200#t 2009 but fluctuated without clear trend
since.
For small boats <8m LOA, data from Estonia was aiakle and data from Finland could not be
used.

STECF undertook a provisional quantitative analysgarding the estimation of effort deployed in
units of days at sea by Member State. For thisyaigalthe maximum number of days at sea
available to the Member State was calculated aprb@uct of its ceiling in number of days at sea
per vessel and the number of active regulated ieedSer each Member State the total national
uptake of days at sea is then expressed as a pageenf the calculated maximum effort available
to the Member State. With this approach the indigldvessels’ uptake cannot be determined, nor
whether any individual vessel exceeded the ceilng,only the average uptake per vessel. From
this analysis the average uptake of available ddéysea across the Member States over the time
period 2008-2013 was in the range of 39-47% forabiéng in area A, 34-41% for the ceiling in
the area B and has risen from 42% to 69% for thlengan areas A and B combined. Only one
Member State slightly exceeded the allowed limitregulated gears in areas A and B combined in
2011. No clear trend in average uptake in area i area B could be revealed over the observed
period. For area A and B combined average uptakegiser in 2011-2013 compared to 2008 but
very similar over the years 2011-2013.

According to the information submitted by membeat&s, only Denmark has operated under the
fully documented fisheries (FDF) scheme in the iBatt 2012 but no vessels participated in 2013.

Effort regime evaluation for the Kattegat

In 2013 70% of the total effort was deployed byutated gears, dominated by the TR2 fishery
(demersal trawls and seines with mesh 70-99mm). &ifeat deployed by regulated gears has
decreased steadily from 2003 (by 57% between 200@B 2013). Total effort in Kattegat has
decreased by 46% between 2003 and 2013.

Fisheries in the Kattegat are almost exclusivelgdemted by Denmark and Sweden. There are
three effort derogations in place in Kattegat f&2] CPart13B, CPart13C and CPartll. All the
Danish TR2 effort is under the derogation CPartir8@ 2010 onwards.

The Swedish regulated TR2 effort has decreased®®y fince 2003, partly due to a move towards
the unregulated CPartll category (achieves <1.544catch by using a 35midephropssorting
grid; introduced in 2003) which constituted 71%tloé Swedish TR2 effort in 2013, and partly to
an overall decrease in TR2 effort (38% since 2003).

The effort carried out by unregulated gears, inicigdhe SwedisiNephropssorting grid under the
derogation CPartll, has increased 43% between 20032013. It represents 30% of the total
effort in 2013.

In 2013 the nominal effort (kW days at sea) depibig small vessels (LOA<10m) constituted
13% of the total effort in the area.

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



STECF notes that that ICES did not provide an dmalyassessment of cod in the Kattegat in 2014.
STECF EWG 14-06 is therefore unable to provide ym®s dealing with the partial fishing
mortalities by fisheries (metiers), the respectieerelations between partial fishing mortality and
fishing effort and the review of reductions in fistp mortality of the effort regulated gear groups i
relation to the cod plan provisions.

Effort regime evaluation for the Skagerrak, North Sea including 2EU and Eastern Channel
STECF notes that in this area, a substantial gatteoeffort is deployed by Non-European fleets
(primarily Norway); this component is not accounfedin this report. Norwegian fishing effort is
reported to ICES (ICES, 2013). Catch and efforadatluding the special conditions of the cod
management plan in force since 2009 (CPartll arattCH have been provided by all Member
States with significant fishing activity in thisea. Additionally, distinction is now provided acsos
the various CPart13 specifications (A, B, or C).

The North Sea (area 3b2) is the main fishing ar&&o( of the total 2013 regulated effort in area
3b), followed by The English Channel (15%, 3b3),ilesthe Skagerrak represents a smaller
component (6%, 3bl).

In all three sub areas, regulated effort has deerkaince 2003. The estimated overall reduction in
effort (KW days at sea) in 2013 of regulated g@atke entire area 3b amounts to 43% compared to
the average of 2004-2006 but was marginally high®) compared to 2012.

Overall, the share of regulated gears to totalreffoarea 3b has also decreased regularly, down to
61% in 2013 on average (but no more than 45% irg&kak). In area 3b2 (North Sea), regulated
effort is equally shared between beam trawls andedsal trawls/seines (52% and 43% of total
2013 regulated effort respectively). Small meshnbéeawling (80-119 mm, BT2) and demersal
trawls/seines with larger mesh sizes (>=100mm, T&t#)the predominant fisheries. There is an
increasing trend for large meshed beam trawls (Bil)ecent years. In the Eastern Channel,
demersal trawls/seines are also the main gears @33Pe 2013 regulated effort in the area, mainly
smaller mesh size 70-99mm TR2), but with beam seawld passive gears representing important
fisheries as well (20% and 16% of the 2013 regdla#ort respectively). The main gears in
management area 3bl (Skagerrak) are demersal fsainkss (86% of the 2013 regulated effort),
with a predominance of TR2. However, there wag@ngtincrease in Danish TR3 effort in 2013
compared to 2012.

The unregulated effort has increased in sub-arbdsaBd 3b3 in 2013 compared to 2012. This,
together with the general decreasing trend of etgdl effort, means that unregulated effort now
represents almost 40% of the total effort in arbaThis is despite nearly all French TR1 effort

being re-classified from the CPart11l exemptiondh2back to under article 13B.

From 2003 to 2012 the effort of small boats (LOArfGQyradually increased from 3% to 9% of the

overall effort deployed in the entire area 3b (Seaamk, North Sea and 2EU, Eastern Channel).
Absolute effort has been slowly declining since @bbwever and in 2013, the effort from vessels
<10m was 8% of the total effort in this area. Undaged gears account for 60% of total effort from

vessels <10m.

In 2012 and 2013 fully documented fisheries represk a similar proportion of the total effort
(5.5% and 5.1% respectively). The importance of FbEhe main cod gear (TR1) also remained
static (28.8% in 2012, 28.4% in 2013).

Effort regime evaluation for the West of Scotland

10



The fishery West of Scotland is primarily an ottewl fishery; beam trawls and static gears are
hardly used. Effort within regulated gears is 5818%s in 2013 compared to 2003. Regulated effort
by trawl and seine gears (TR gears under Councj. REC) 1342/2008) shows a long term
decrease in effort and fell to its lowest levethe time series in 2011, but was stable betweet 201
and 2013 for those nations reporting in both years.

Unregulated effort has been increasing since 28t@,has exceeded regulated effort since 2011
and the difference has increased again in 2013.

Overall effort is 11% higher in 2013 compared t®@2@lthough it has been relatively stable since
2006. Greatest effort comes from Scottish vessgtoging pots.

Effort regime evaluation for the Irish Sea

For boats LOA>=10m there has been a 37% declirgsin Sea nominal effort (kW*days at sea)
since 2000, the majority of which occurred betw2603 and 2009. Since 2009 effort has remained
relatively constant.

Irish Sea fisheries are predominantly demersal lingwand seining (TR group). Combined, TR
effort mirrors the overall effort trend represegtif5-60% of total Irish Sea effort. As part of
regulated gears, the TR group accounted for ovés @0 all effort from 2003, (over 80% since

2008). Within the TR group, the TR2 category (7089 mesh sizes) dominates. The majority of
TR2 effort is now carried out under Article 13 ab@hcil Reg. 1342/2008. A small amount of effort
is reported under Article 11 of the regulation (@P3) since 2010, 4-9%.

During 2006-2013, small boats’ effort (LOA<10m) &l without a clear trend and constituted
among 12-15% of the overall effort deployed. Thegamiiy of effort by the under 10m vessels is
directed at pots and traps.

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.

Analysis of the larger area 7bcefghijk is affectgdhe fact Spanish data are only included for 2012
and 2013 as no data for earlier periods have bhaamitted by the Spanish Authorities. Area 7fg is
only affected to a minor extent.

In 7bcefghjk in terms of kW*days in 2013 France tifnuted 37%, Ireland 20%, England and
Wales 15%, Spain 8%, the Netherlands 8%, Belgi®ty Scotland 3%, Germany 2% and
Denmark 1%.

The demersal fisheries are dominated by the geaais TR2 and BT2 (26%, 19% and 10% of total
Celtic Sea effort respectively). In recent yeamsdgs 2008) fishing effort has been relatively stabl
with the increase for most gears from 2012 duéhéoimclusion of Spanish data from 2012. The
exception is TR1 effort which has been increasinges2009.

For “unregulated” gears most of the effort is DuteErench, Danish and Irish pelagic trawl fisheries

(17% of total Celtic Sea effort), with a receninfs 2009) increase of Danish and Irish pelagic
boats fishing for boarfish in the Celtic Sea.
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The overall effort in 7fg decreased between 20@B2013, however, in the last two years the effort
showed an increase to levels similar to 2004/200ks increase is mainly due to an increase in
effort by the demersal trawlers (TR). The effortumregulated gears has been increasing steadily
since 2006 until 2012, but in 2013 the unregulaedarrs effort showed a decrease, mainly due to the
reduction of effort using pots.

Effort regime evaluation for southern hake and Norvay lobster

STECF notes that the major data deficiency inri@lyses is the lack of Spanish data in 2010 and
2011. Furthermore it is important to note that Sgfarfishing vessels using regulated gears were
not granted fishing effort derogations by the SglarAuthorities in 2012 and 2013 as provided for
in Annex IIB to the annual TAC and Quota regulasion

The nominal effort of regulated gears (3a-c) dediby 17% during 2007-2013 and by 12% from
2009 to 2013. Regulated trawl (3a) deploys mosirefh the area (62%) with most of it (90%)
under effort control in 2012 and 2013. Bottom traffbrt subject to effort regulation decreased by
17% between 2007 and 2013 (but only 1.5% betwe6@ a0d 2013).

Passive gears (3b, 3c and 3t) accounted for appaigly 27% of all effort in 2012 and 2013.
However, such results have a limited meaning reggrthe relative fishing pressure exerted by
these fleets, since the unit kW*day does not taite account the number of hooks deployed by
longlines or the area covered and soak time ofipasets.

In 2012 and 2013, about 19% of the effort was assigo non-regulated gears (“3t” and “none”
gears), of which trammel nets (“3t”) contribute &% the overall effort deployed. Most non-
regulated effort is deployed by gears that do aadt hakeNephropsor anglerfish.

For small vessels (LOA<10m) Portuguese data dgprmtide gear or fishery specific information.
Spain has provided data for 2012 and 2013 only.

Effort regime evaluation for Western Channel sole

STECF notes the majority of fishing effort deployiadthe Western Channel is effort that is not
being regulated by the Management plan for sol@iumsion Vlle. The two regulated gear groups,
beam trawls (80mm and above; labelled ‘3a’) and dtaic nets, (Gill and trammel nets up to
219mm mesh size; labelled ‘3b’) account for oniekatively small proportion (about 15%) of the
overall deployed effort.

Effort in the regulated beam trawl fleets (gear @agreased gradually from 2% above the 2004-
2006 baseline level in 2004 to 37% below that lene2009 and thereafter has fluctuated between
30% and 37% below the 2004-2006 level. Effort ie tiegulated static gear (gear 3b) dropped
substantially from 9% above the 2004-2006 leveR@®4 to 77% below the 2004-2006 level in
2013. The effort from the vessels <10m fluctuatetsveen 13% and 25% of the effort deployed by
the vessels >10m.

STECF notes that only UK (England and Wales) haak\fessels operating under an FDF scheme
in the Western Channel (2012 and 2013). In 20188eis (7 in 2012) were operational in the FDF
fisheries using the regulated beam trawl gear @& one vessel (same as 2012) using the
unregulated beam trawl gear (mesh size <80mm).taa numbers of English vessels operating

such gears are 44 and 2 respectively. The effatieofDF fisheries to the total deployed effort by

the regulated beamers (3a) and unregulated beamengnt to 24% and 5% respectively (17% and

1% in 2012).

12



STECF estimated the uptake of the permitted fislafiigrt 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. STECEsnbiat the number of active vessels and their
associated days at sea may be overestimated (lawdtpnted) if they changed regulated gears. For
the regulated beam trawl fleet (3a), the Englisteseindicate an increasing uptake (47% - 95%)
over time whereas the Belgian and the French regglilzeam trawl fleets show a stable uptake at a
low (around 10%) and high level (around 65%) reipely. The English regulated static gear (3b)
show a slight increase in uptake (20%-45%) oveetimhereas the French regulated static gear
shows a stable uptake of around 50%. However, aptgkboth French fleets fell sharply in 2013
to approximately 30% and less than 40% respectively

National amendments to the effort regulations wgeanted to the UK in 2012 and to the UK and
France in 2013. This has the effect of increasimg maximum permitted fishing effort and
lowering the percentage uptake of effort. In 201 théam trawl fleet effort uptake fell from 95%
to 75% as a result of the extra days allocate@0R the effect was a change in uptake from 85%
to 67%. The changes in French uptake were a rextuitm 31% to 29% for the beam trawl fleet
and a reduction from 38% to 35% for the passivegieaet.

STECF concludes that if a fishing effort regimetie Western Channel is to be maintained, it
would be appropriate to use an alternative meastieffective unit of fishing effort that takes
account of vessel size/power and gear effectiveness

Effort regime evaluation for the Western Waters andDeep Sea

In accordance with the Terms of reference, the Rgpesents trends in effort for defined fisheries
(major gear groups) for 18 management areas witlenconvention areas of ICES and CECAF.
STECF notes that discard information is often ssarc

Effort within the Deep sea and Western waters legs lwompiled for kW*days-at-sea, GT*days-
at-sea, and numbers of vessels. Within the reperfdcus is on kW*Days at sea. Information on
GT*days at sea and numbers of vessels, landingsais, CPUE and LPUE is available via the
website (electronic appendixes to the repohitps://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/ewqgl1406
Because of problems with data upload from Portwegidrt analysis for areas with significant
Portuguese effort was not possible (ICES areasniX % and CECAF Areas 34.1.1, 34.1.2 and
34.2.0).

Bottom trawl effort is concentrated in ICES Areaalds well as the Continental shelf and slope to
the west and southwest of Ireland and the UK.

Pelagic trawling was concentrated to the west @fird, and to the west and north of Scotland in
the mid-2000s. This effort decreased greatly betm2@07 and 2009, increased in 2010 before
reducing again in 2011 and 2012. In 2013 effortaased in Areas IVa and 1Xa, but decreased in
areas Vllla and VlliIb.

Longline effort was concentrated on the shelf dodesbetween Shetland and Portugal but has been
in decline in recent years.

In the mid-2000s gill net effort was concentratadthe Celtic sea and Porcupine Bank. Due to
current restrictions in the use of deepwater glisfsmuch of this effort is now concentrated in the
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Celtic sea, with some effort in the North sea, vags$cotland and the Bay of Biscay. In 2013 effort
increased in areas Vllg and VIb but decreasedaa &rb.

Beam trawling is concentrated in the Celtic sea e western English Channel. While beam
trawls are not a deepwater gear some of the speaiggt are classified under Annex 2.

Effort regime evaluation for the Bay of Biscay

STECF notes that all the analyses and trends pesbéanthe Report include data from Spain for
2012 and 2013. However, Spain did not provide epoading data for previous years to the DCF
data call for fishing effort regime evaluations. ilmterpreting the trends in fishing effort and

landings, it is important to take into account tbata from Spain for years prior to 2102 are not
included in the tables and graphs presented iRéport.

STECF notes that the multiannual plan for the sonabde 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. ThedReprovides fisheries-specific effort data for the
Northern Bay of Biscay (ICES Div. Vllla) and theutbern Bay of Biscay (ICES Div. VIIIb).

In 8a-BoB, 90% of 2013 effort is French, 7% Spdi#h Belgium and 1% Netherlands. The main
French fisheries are otter trawl, trammel andrggll and pelagic trawl. The main Spain fisheries are
longline, otter trawl and gill net. In 8b-BoB, 6786 effort in 2013 is French, 25% Spain, 6%
Belgium and 1% Netherlands and England. The magndfr fisheries are otter trawl, trammel and
gill net, longline and pelagic trawl. The main Siganfisheries are otter trawl, pelagic seine and
longline.

Information on the nominal effort of the specifionclition (special fishing permit) SBCIHIART5
has only been provided for the full time seriesB®jgian. It has only been provided for the 2010-
2013 period for French vessels. This results irapparent shift in effort for the main gear type
from the “none” category to the specon “SBCIIIART%ollowing these considerations, no firm
conclusion could be drawn on trends in effort ursjecon SBCIIIARTS before 2010.

Due to data deficiencies, STECF was unable to ®Mgluate the effort regime for sole in the Bay
of Biscay. Spain provided data on fishing capaicitthe unit of gross tonnage (GT) as requested in
the data call, for the year 2012 only; France mteslidata in units of kW not GT.

Between 2012 and 2013 (the two years for which Bpatata is available) overall effort in units of
kW days at sea fell by 10% in area Vllla and inseshby 1% in VIlIb.

Almost all supplied effort data on small boats rerf€h. Also the effort data available for small
boats before 2010 seem to be incomplete. Overatefbur years, small boats represent almost
20% of the effort deployed by the large vesseRarand 10% in 8b.

5.3. STECF-EWG-14-07: Evaluation of 2013 MS DCF Annual Rports & Data
Transmission

Request to the STECF

STECEF is requested to review the report of the SHE&pert Working Group, evaluate the
findings and make any appropriate comments andmemndations.
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STECF observations

STECF acknowledges the intensive and thorough wertormed by EWG 14-07. All three Terms

of Reference have been fully addressed. The AnRegdorts 2013 of 22 MS, excluding the

Bulgarian Annual Report (withdrawn from evaluationjere reviewed in relation to MS National

Programme proposals for 2011-2013 or updates fbB.2As in previous years, the Annual Reports
were pre-screened by a group of experts beforemibeting, which again facilitated an effective
evaluation of the extensive material (report temtl atandard tables) provided by MS. STECF
acknowledges that the EWG explored a first apprdacka more quantitative evaluation of MS

compliance with the DCF and the Annual Report dinés, based on suggestions from EWG 13-
07.

Additionally, the EWG 14-07 reviewed tables withfarmation from end-users on data

transmission by MS in 2013. STECF notes that theeiage of RFMOs in the end-user feedback
has improved compared to previous years. In cantoadast year's evaluation of data transmission,
the MS reply on end-user comments was alreadydedun the tables. STECF acknowledges this
progress, as the EWG was one step ahead in thegsrad communicating data transmission
failures between end-users, the Commission andNWfseover, a complete list of MS derogations

was available to the EWG, which facilitated judgemtseon the relevance of some end-user
comments that indicated missing data from MS iresaghere MS were not obliged to collect these
data due to an approved derogation.

Altogether, the EWG 14-07 has reviewed more thab déta transmission issues. STECF notes,
however, that an indication of severity of datangraission failures or delays was not included in
the data transmission tables. This information wolblve allowed the EWG to appropriately

comment on the likely negative effects of datagmaission failures on the end-user work, which

would help the Commission in applying financial g@éans to MS that are “proportionate to the

degree of non-compliance” (Reg. 199/2008, Artick) 8

STECF acknowledges that the EWG 14-07 has prowadwabble input for improvements of the
Annual Report evaluation process under its ToR@8uding a short-term and long-term scenatrio.

STECF conclusions
Annual reports

STECF concludes that the pre-screening of MembateSt DCF Annual Reports and Data
Transmission issues should be continued. To erefteetive quantitative evaluation of compliance
as started by EWG 14-07, STECF considers that@gsoach is further explored and addressed by
the EWG 14-17 and that objective criteria are deito categorise MS compliance.

To continue the improvements of the Annual Repordleation process and to assess MS
compliance, STECF considers that the guidelines table templates for submission of MS’
Annual Reports and evaluation sheets be amendedjaddlines for pre-screeners be established
in accordance with the suggestions in the EWG 1&R€gort.
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STECF concludes that the EWG 14-07 report provgidBcient information to identify cases of
non-compliance and cases where additional infoonasi needed from MS.

Data transmission

STECF concludes that EWG 14-07 did its best in etppm the Commission in identifying
relevant data transmission failures. To furtherrowp the evaluation process, STECF urges the
European Commission to seek feedback from end-use@BCF data analyses to indicate the
severity of any impacts of data transmission issunetheir work.

The EWG 14-07 Report identifies several issuesaasn with compliance of data transmission
and STECF requests the Commission to provide fugh&lance and clarification on how to deal
with such issues before next year’s evaluation.

Compilation of STECF recommendations for considenaby MS in their Annual Reports

MS are obliged to respond to STECF recommendatiotiseir Annual Reports. The EWG is then
required to evaluate whether MSs have adequatalyeased these in their ARs. Given that a
compiled list of STECF recommendations for actignNdSs is not currently available, STECF
considers that it would be beneficial if ad hoccontract could be provided to compile such a list.
The compiled list could then be forwarded to thedpean Commission for consideration and
transmitted to MS and EWG. To ensure that MSskap fully informed of any future actions
arising through the evaluation process, STECF mwepothat the Commission (DG MARE)
maintains and amends the compiled list and cirealad MSs annually.

5.4. STECF-EWG-14-08: Review of scientific advice for 216 - part 2

Request to the STECF

Background

According to Article 2 of Commission Decision 62026 August 2005 establishing a Scientific,
Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries, GFEshall provide annual advice on the
situation of fishery resources relevant to the BEble second part of the stock advice focuses on
stocks and associated fisheries in the North SeathNVestern Waters, South Western Waters,
Deep Sea and Widely distributed and migratory stock

Terms of reference
The STECF is requested to review and comment orschentific advice released so far in 2014.
The text of previous STECF reviews of stocks forichhno updated advice is available shall be

retained in the report in order to facilitate eesfgrence and consultation.

STECF is requested, in particular, to highlight angonsistencies between the results of the
assessment and the advice delivered by scientifisary committees of ICES and RFMOs.
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In addition, when reviewing the scientific advio®rh ICES, and any associated management
recommendations, STECF is requested to take irtoust Harvest Control Rules adopted in any
type of multi-annual management plan and rulespaimgtiples for the setting of TACs as specified
in the Commission Communication to the Council @ntg a consultation on Fishing
Opportunities for 2015 (COM(2014) 388 final.

ICES has been asked to provide advice option takit account new regulations concerning
landing obligations (Article 15 of CFP); STECF exjuested, when reviewing this advice, to also
comment on it.

Similarly, for data-limited stocks, ICES has beequested to use the available data, together with
basic principles, information from comparable camed expert knowledge in order to provide the

best possible advice on the level of landings, aiclies when possible, corresponding to MSY,

using quantitative, semi-quantitative or qualitatmethods as appropriate. Most of this advice is
not expected to change in comparison with last.yRarlast year, STECF is requested to review
this advice on data-limited stocks, in particulaoge which were re-examined or re-opened by
ICES.TECF is requested to review the three repdrtee STECF Expert Working Group, evaluate

the findings and make any appropriate comments@cammendations.

STECF response

STECF reviewed the Review of Advice for 2015 pawldich was prepared in draft by the EWG
13-08 at its meeting in Copenhagen from 1-5 July320rhe report was amended following the
STECF review and has been adopted as the STECEWReViAdvice for 2015 part 2 (STECF-14-
11). The report is available dnitps://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports/review-agvic

This report represents the STECF review of adwicestocks of interest to the European Union in
The North Sea, Skagerrak, Kattegat and easternigBn@hannel, the Celtic Seas and west of
Scotland, the Bay of Biscay and lberian waters,evgasurrounding Iceland and Greenland, the
Barents and Norwegian Seas and some widely distiband migratory stocks and deepwater
resources in the northeast Atlantic ocean.

In undertaking the review, STECF has consultedntlet 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. Fones stocks the review remains unchanged
from the Consolidated Review of advice for 2014KEEF 13-27), since no new information on the
status of or advice for such stocks was availabtlaetime the present review took place.

Request to the STECF

STECEF is requested to review the three reportb@fSTECF Expert Working Group, evaluate the
findings and make any appropriate comments andmemndations.
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6. ADDITIONAL REQUESTS SUBMITTED TO THE STECF PLENARY BY THE
COMMISSION

6.1. Request for advice on relevant elements of joint tommendations (Baltic Sea,
North Sea, industrial fishing in the North Sea, Noth Western Waters, South
Western Waters, Mediterranean Sea)

Background

Joint recommendations for discard plans have thrpgse to provide the Commission with the
agreement among Member States cooperating at segalbael on the elements for the preparation
of Union law (Commission delegated Act) in accoamwith Article 15.6 of the CFP Regulation.

The five potential elements that can be containea discard plan are the following: definitions of
fisheries and species, provisions for survivabiliéxemptions, provisions on de minimis

exemptions, the fixation of minimum conservatiorfierence sizes and the documentation of
catches.

STECF is requested to review and assess individtiadl supporting documentation (background
documentation onhttps://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plen1i}Qinhderpinning the first four elements
mentioned above in the joint recommendations subchiby regional groups of Member States.
STECEF is not requested to consider the issue afrdeatation.

The joint recommendations apply to the followinghtries:

a) Baltic Sea: fisheries for cod, herring, sprat aalth®n
b) North Sea: pelagic fisheries

c) North Sea: industrial fisheries

d) North-western waters: pelagic fisheries

e) South-western waters: pelagic fisheries

f) Mediterranean pelagic fisheries

Terms of Reference
STECF are requested to:
a) Review the identification of the fisheries and sps¢o be covered in the discard plans.

b) Review the supporting documentation for exemptionmghe basis of high survivability. In
data poor situations, assess what further supgomiiormation may be available and how
this be supplied in the future (e.g. survival stsditagging experiments).

c) Review the supporting documentation (biologicalgchtécal and/or economic) for de
minimis exemptions on the basis that either in@gsas selectivity are very difficult to
achieve, or to avoid handling unwanted catches avotgate disproportionate cost. In data
poor situations, assess what further supportingrinétion may be available and how this
could be supplied in the future (e.g. discard datkection, selectivity studies).

d) Review whether there is sufficient information tgoport proposed minimum conservation

reference size(s) that deviate from existing mimmianding sizes, and whether they are
consistent with the objective of ensuring the prota of juveniles.
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In the absence of a joint recommendation, STEC&sked to consider the advice of the relevant
Advisory Council. Where no advice from an Advis@guncil is available, STECF is requested to
review and assess the supporting documentatioridad\by the Commission. In both these cases
only (c) above is relevant and STECF should onlysater the supporting information relating to
possible de minimis exemptions in line with Artidl.7 of the CFP Regulation.

STECF comments
Application of de minimis

STECF reiterates that when using the provisiondeominimis under Article 15, the requirements
of Article 2 of the Common Fisheries Policy CFP)figh at F MSY can only be met if the de

minimis discard quantities are deducted from theed) catch opportunity (TAC) arising from

F MSY based advice. If de minimis were operaedn addition to the F MSY -advised catch,
then mortality rates would be predicted to excdwlR MSY target. Furthermore, depending on
the way in which the de minimis quantity dalculated and applied (for example 5% bof a
aggregate catch of several stocks applieca ade minimis on one stock), the departurefro

F MSY could be substantial.

STECF has previously commented on the two de mioanditionalities: (a) difficulties in
improving selectivity, and; (b) avoidance of digpodionate costs. The first condition — where
"improvements in selectivity are considered to kery difficult” is subjective and EWG 13-16
interpreted as a technical restriction where gearsot be improved to become more selective.
Based on purely technical grounds there are nursef@ys in which gears or fishing tactics could
be used to avoid unwanted fish but at a certaiel]élie changes in fishing practices are likely to
lead to a significant reduction in their econom@fprmance, either through lower catches and/or
increased costs. EWG 13-16 concluded that it isentigely to be the economic implications of
improving selectivity (lower revenues and or highests) rather than a technical issue that leads to
‘difficulty’. On this basis EWG 13-17proposed thhé ‘current revenue to break even revenue ratio
economic balance indicator, as currently used unthe Balance and Capacity reporting
requirements, could be used as an appropriate chéthguantifiably demonstrate the economic
consequences of changing selectivity.

The second conditionality relates to “disproporétencosts of handing unwanted”. On first reading,
it would appear that there is a requirement to tifienvhat constitutes “disproportionate cost”.
However, EWG 13-16 interpreted that disproportienabsts are simply assumed to be already
occurring and that the key aspect of the regulaisohow to define when the unwanted catch is
“below a certain percentage of the total catch taft tgear” how to set the “the percentage
unwanted” and how this should be implemented irseadd plan. STECF previously suggested that
the following information should be presented ie tliegional discard plans. This should include:
the management unit in terms of number of vesdbts;target Species and unwanted by-catch
species; the cause of disproportionate costs; th&sures taken to reduce disproportionate costs;
total annual catches by species for the manageomats; the total levels of unwanted catches;
discard rate and the contribution to the total umed catches for all management units. Of primary
importance is specifying the actual level of de imis to be applied and how that is
implemented/distributed in the Joint Recommendation
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High survival

Research has shown that not all discards die. nmestases, the proportion of discarded fish that
survive can be substantial, depending on the spefishery and other technical, biological and
environmental factors. Article 15 paragraph 2(b)tloé regulation allows for the possibility of
exemptions from the landing obligation for sped@swhich "scientific evidence demonstrates high
survival rateS. STECF reiterates that it is not possible to pievany judgement on what
constitutes ‘high’ as this is a subjective term @dependent on the survival rate at age andgbe a
composition of the overall catch and the relatiomtabution discards make to it and whether
exempting fisheries will remove the incentive touee discards which is considered the primary
objective of article 15.

General Comment of Provisions for documentation

STECF reiterates its previous conclusions that shecessful implementation of the landing
obligation will be dependent on the degree of coamgle leading to the accurate documentation of
catches. STECF interprets the provision on docuatient in Article15.5d of the CFP (Regulation
(EU) 1380/2013) to include fisheries control andfoetement measures required to ensure
compliance with the provisions stipulated withisaird plans.

STECF observes that the current system of docutm@mtdogbooks, landing declarations and
transport declarations etc.) works reasonably wasglla data capture system. However, under the
landing obligation with a request for full documatndn and with provisions for exemptions and de
minimis defined at percentages, the current scaseisto be expanded to improve resolution in
terms of catch reporting (e.g. catches <50kg);usion of vessels not currently covered (e.g. under
10m) and; information at an individual operatioleadel (e.g. haul).

From a control perspective, the fact that catchesadded under the de minimis provisions do not
count against quota, creates a significant riskaf-compliance around de minimis, for example
under-logging to protect access to the provisioratteempting to mask non-legitimate discards as
de- minimis. Similar concerns relate to potentitraptions associated with high survival (EWG
13-16 etc.).

STECF observes that some regional groups (BALTFEld SCHEVENINGEN) have created
fisheries control working groups to address therobrand enforcement challenges associated with
the landing obligations. The findings from theseugps should help in defining control and
enforcement measures needed to implement the lgodirgation successfully.

a) Joint Recommendation for the Baltic Sea: fisheioexod, herring, sprat and salmon

BALTFISH joint recommendations

STECF observes that the joint recommendation (ftereeeferred to as "JR") submitted by the
BALTFISH group is well-structured, comprehensivel dhe information needed for evaluation is
easily extractable. The BALTFISH JR covers all galaspecies under the landing obligation. It
proposes that besides these, fisheries for cod heilincluded in the plan from 2015 onwards,
whereas plaice and possibly sea trout will be idetlas from the*lof January 2017.
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Exemptions are sought for salmon and cod cauginamnets creels/pots, fyke nets and pound nets,
based on high survivability and exclusion/de miimare sought for fish damaged by seals and
other predators.

STECF notes that most of the information requireimeaised in EWG 14-01 to justify exemptions
based on high survivability are included in the BALSH JR.

Exemptions based on high survival.

The rationale for the exemption for salmon is based number of studies on mortality in traps,
fykes and push-up traps (trap-nets). For thesesgelmect mortality seems to be low based on
scientific evidence, typically less than 10%.Faips, post-release mortality has also been shown to
be low. As the background scientific informationedonot relate to all the gears for which
exemptions for salmon are sought, STECF cannotuatalwhether it is appropriate to assume
equivalent mortality rates for creels/pots and gboets. However, based on the fact that such gears
operate by trapping fish inside a static nettingidtire operating in a similar way to those
examined, it seems reasonable to assume that moftalthese gears will also be low. However, it
would be advisable to undertake further work tofconwhether this assumption is valid.

The exemption for the cod fishery is based on mftron on the survivability of cod in pots and
pound nets from Sweden and Germany. These studggest that survivability of cod is high
during the catch phase. No information is availabie survivability after release, or on the
survivability of cod in fykes, traps and trap nethierefore STECF cannot evaluate whether the
assumed low mortality rates for these gears isqgpj@te. However, as above, based on the fact
that such gears operate by trapping fish insidatecetting structure, as opposed to entangling o
hooking for example, it seems reasonable to asshatanortality for these gears will also be low.
However, it would be advisable to undertake furtiverk to confirm whether this assumption is
valid.

STECF notes that the survival of both cod and salmbeased from all of the gears mentioned
above, will depend on handling practices, prevailenvironmental conditions and work on the
effects of such practices would be informative.

De minimis exemptions

The plan includes a proposal to exclude from tmeliteg obligation all fish that are damaged by
seals and other predators. The proposal is sugpbyteeasoned arguments as to why such catches
should not be landed or documented. In the evexttsinch an approach is not legally possible, the
JR proposes a de minimis exemption for damaged fishwvever, the basis for calculating the de
minimis is not clearly specified. It is not cleahether the percentages would apply to the total
annual catches of all species or to the total antatahes of each species concerned. Furthermore
no data are given in the JR that can be used f@osugr justify the de minimis percentages sought.

STECF stresses that in order to provide best plessdientific advice, documenting all catches is of
paramount importance. In this regard, with an gxe&n from the landing obligation for damaged
fish, there is a risk that there will be no docutaéinn of the amount of fish that are discarded.
Furthermore, from a control and enforcement petsgedt may be difficult to verify whether such
discards occurred because of damage or for sonee i@hson.
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As indicated in the report of the EWG 14-01 (STEGF01), STECF recognises that the issue of
damaged fish does not strictly fall under the deimis provisions, but it might be appropriate to
use this possibility in the short-term until a mapgropriate provision can be developed.

Minimum conservation reference sizes

The BALTFISH JR proposes a reduction in the minimahservation reference size (MCRS) for
cod from 38 to 35 cm. STECF reiterates its previadgice (EWG 14-01 and PLEN 13-02) on the
MCRS that there may be sound biological reasongdducing the MCRS to reduce the current
levels of discarding. Under the landing obligatisaiting a MCRS for cod at 35 cm would reduce
the level of catches that may not be sold for hunwrsumption.

Nevertheless, although a MCRS of 35 cm for cod metluce undersized discards, there remains a
risk of discarding to preserve quota for high vataches. Current marketing restrictions also
prevent the sale of cod above MCRS but below aiteweight which provides a further driver for
discarding. In the JR additional national/regiotethnical measures are proposed to reduce the
catches of undersized cod.

b) Joint Recommendation for the North Sea: Pelagleefigs in the North Sea.

STECF was asked to review and comment on varicusesits contained in the above proposal.
However, STECF notes that it is unclear whether sekmitted North Sea, Kattegat and Skagerrak
formally constitutes a draft joint recommendatianwhether the intention was to gain views of

STECEF for further consideration by the MS involved.

Definition of the pelagic fisheries

The definition of pelagic fisheries in the jointoenmendation (JR) for a North Sea Discard plan
pertains to the North Sea (ICES subarea 1V) andel§at and Skagerrak Division Illa (Tables 6.1.1
and 6.1.2).

The list of species and fishing methods that ex@aiall pelagic species in the North Sea and
Skagerrak subject to the landing obligation frodahuary 2015 are adequately specified in Tables
6.1.1 and 6.1.2. However, STECF is not aware of\@gsels currently using bottom otter trawls
and bottom pair trawls with a mesh size <70 mnpecHically exploit small pelagic species in the
Skagerrak or Kattegat. Therefore consideration lshba given as to whether the OTB and PTB
fishery specified in Table 6.1.1 of the JR is altyua targeted fishery for mackerel, herring and
sprat for human consumption. STECF also notesthimfiishery/gear type is not included in table
6.1.2 for the North Sea.
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Table 6.1.1:

Fisheries in ICES llla (Kattegat and 8agerrak)

Code Pelagic fishing gear Species targeted
OTM and Mid-water trawl and mid-water pair trawl Herringankerel, blue whiting, horse
PTM mackerel, sprat (for human consumption)
PS Purse seine, Herring, mackerel, sprat (for human
consumption)
OTB and Bottom otter and bottom pair trawl Herring, mackesprat (for human
PTB(1) consumption)
GNS and Gillnets anchored (set), and gillnets (drift) Makeherring
GND(2)
LLS, LHP Set longlines, handlines and pole lines Mackerel
[and LHM] (hand operated) [and handlines and pole
lines (mechanised)]
MIS Miscellaneous gear, including traps, pots | Mackerel, herring, sprat (for human
and pound nets consumption)

(1)Bottom otter and bottom pair trawl with meshesiz70 mm
(2) Mesh size 50 — 99 mm

Table 6.1.2: Fisheries in ICES IV (North Sea).

Code Pelagic fishing gear Quota species targeted
OTM and Mid-water otter trawl and mid-water pair | Herring, mackerel, horse mackerel, greatg
PTM trawl (inc. TR3) silver smelt, blue whiting, sprat (for humar
consumption)
PS Purse seines Herring, mackerel, horse mackéuel,
whiting
GNS and Gillnets anchored (set) and gillnets (drift)# Maekeherring
GND(1)
GTR Trammel nets Mackerel
LLS, LHP Set longlines, handlines and poles lines | Mackerel
and LHM (hand operated) and handlines and
pole lines (mechanised)
MIS Miscellaneous gear, including traps, pots | Herring, sprat (for human consumption)
and pound nets

(1) Mesh size 50 — 90 mm

Proposed Exemptions in the JR
The proposed exemptions for pelagic fisheries afelows:

=

a) Exemption from the landing obligation for mackgretse seine fisheries in all areas in NE
Atlantic based on high survival

b) Exemption for landing obligation based upon highvstal for North Sea Autumn Spawning
Herring (Clupea harengus) in purse seine fishergubarea IV and Divisions llla and

VIid.

c) Exemption from landing obligation based upon higtvival for sprat (Sprattus sprattus) in
purse seine fishery in North Sea (Subarea 4) aag&kak-Kattegat (Division llla)

d) Exemption from landing obligation for mackerel dretring in the North Sea, Skagerrak
and Kattegat, ICES areas llla and IV in pound n&tédries

e) A de minimis exemption to the landing obligationadisanal trawl fisheries using OTM in
the southern North Sea (ICES IVbc).
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For each, underpinning information to support tkeneptions is presented. The STECF comments
on each exemption are given below.

STECF notes that most of the information requiremerstablished in EWG 14-01to justify
exemptions are given in the plan but that in soases is limited and insufficient to calculate, for
example, the volume of the proposed de minimishcatc

The STECF comments on each proposed exemption\ae ig turn below.

a) Exemption from the landing obligation for mackerelpurse seine fisheries in all
areas in NE Atlantic based on high survival

The JR covers only the North Sea (IV) and Divisita. However, this exemption covers purse
seine fisheries for mackerel for all areas of NiaAtic. NE Atlantic is not defined.

Justification for high survivability is based orethesults of experimental trials on the survivapili
of mackerel in purse seines. The results from tlatgdies are variable. Lockwood et al (1983)
found that the mortality of mackerel was high ihfiwere crowded to densities corresponding to
those experienced in the late phases of purse-§isiniag (i.e. when the purse is almost closed).
Huse and Vold (2010) also simulated crowding amgpsilg of mackerel from purse seines. Five
repeat experiments were performed, all of whichwsd that crowding has a major effect on
survival rates. In all five experiments, mortalityasvhigher among the crowded fish (80—100%
mortality) than the controls (0.1-46% mortalityhdathe difference was significant (p = 0.01). The
experiments demonstrate that excessive crowdingréeslipping mackerel from purse seines
should be avoided in order to avoid massive fidls Kiluse and Vold, 2010). Mortality of mackerel
at crowding densities in the region of 30kg mas found to be 10-20% (Lockwood et al, 1983) and
28% (Huse and Vold, 2010).

As anecdotal evidence for high survival, “swimming?. the process of holding fish in the purse
seine, for periods up to 48 hours to increase tyuahd subsequent price for fish as a result of
emptying their stomachs is presented as furtheleene of high survivability.

80% rule

On the basis of these studies, the JR provide®mmedsarguments for the use of an "80% rule"
when hauling a purse net. The 80% refers to theegetpe seine is closed. The arguments presented
suggest that for a typical purse seine used bydbar@wedish and UK RSW vessels, the average
size of the purse seine will be around 720 m lond 200 m deep. The JR notes that individual
catches above 1000 tonnes are rare, and that adiogvdensity of 20 kg M is considered
precautionary based on the work of Tenningen (20449 Huse and Vold (2010). They
demonstrated survival rates of between 10% -28%abirayvdensities of about 30 kg m-3 (10%-
28%). If this is considered by managers to reprebegh survival, the proposal suggests that
retraction of more than 80% of the purse seine still leave 130,000 fhwhich would be enough
volume within the purse seine to secure high sahagsuming catches of less than 1000t.

The JR also includes proposals on an operatioraal fiir the implementation of the mackerel

exemption for the purse seine fishery as follovihe' purse seine must be fitted with a visible buoy
clearly marking the 80% limit. To facilitate comgtice, control and documentation the vessel and
gear shall be equipped with an electronic sensiystesn recording and documenting when and
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where the purse seine has been hauled beyond #eliBt. Quantities of released fish must be
reported in the logbook in order to ensure full andbiased recording. Purse seine fishing
operations that retrieve the purse seine beyon®@% mark are not subject to this exemption

The arguments for the 80% rule based on the infbomgresented seem reasonable and the
proposed measures to ensure compliance with tleafrptoperly implemented are likely to ensure
that in most purse seining sets, crowding in cleaiches of mackerel will not exceed 20kd.m
There remains some concern, however, on the alwfitguch a rule to ensure high survival.
Survival is not only related to the crowding deypditit also to the crowding duration. The proposal
indicates that a typical purse seine fishing openafrom shooting the net until the whole net has
been hauled usually takes about 1.5 hours, wheretisly takes about 5 minutes, pursing about 20
minutes and hauling about 60 minutes. Huse and Y20d.0) indicate that crowding duration in
their experiments were either 10 minutes or 15 memwduration and was chosen on the basis of
video documentation of commercial purse seiningvipled by the Norwegian coast guard. Their
experiments showed that a crowding duration of dflynin may be fatal to mackerel. It would be
desirable if a relationship between crowding densihd duration with mortality could be
established, but STECF notes that at present tlacag@ too sparse to determine such a relationship.
As crowding duration may be a key factor in surljivehaul duration in practice is greater than
that assumed for the experiments, then mortaltgsraould be greater than those observed.

STECF also notes that the JR also includes a peopesemption for herring in the purse seine
fishery in Subarea IV and Divisions llla and Viidowever the proposal is for a 90% rule on the
grounds that crowding mortality of herring is lowdan that for mackerel. Operationally, it is
conceivable that if clean catches of mackerel agwlifg could be identified and the appropriate
hauling rule could be appliea priori, the vessel's system to monitor the proportiorthaf net
hauled would need to be set to monitor 80% or 98&omingly. This may imply that the skipper
will know a priori what will be caught. In the case of mixed catabiemackerel and herring, it is
not clear how much of the purse seine should b&etlaand there is no experimental information on
the mortality of slipped mixed catches of mackared herring.

STECF conclusion

Assuming the experiments undertaken on the crowelifegcts on mackerel mortality referred to in
the JR are representative of the conditions expee@ under commercial purse seine fishing
operations, in particular crowding duration, theulées indicate that implementation of the 80% rule
as described in the JR is likely to result in crowgddensities of mackerel less than 30kg m-3 and a
survival rate of around 70%. STECF cannot commédratier this constitutes "high" survivability.

b) Exemption for landing obligation based upon high stvival for North Sea Autumn
Spawning Herring (Clupea harengus) in purse seine fishery in Subarea IV and
Divisions llla and VIid.

Justification for high survivability is based orethesults of experimental trials on the survivapili
of fish including herring released from purse ssinkhe results from such studies are variable.
However, one study Tenningen et al (2012) indicahbed herring are less susceptible to crowding
than mackerel and that crowding densities less 1fikg n® did not exert mortality rates greater
than the control group (0.9%-2.0%).
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As for the mackerel exemption, “swimming” i.e. thcess of holding fish in the purse seine, for
periods up to 48 hours to increase quality andesgueent price for fish as a result of emptying their
stomachs is presented as anecdotal evidence foshiygival.

90% rule

The JR provides reasoned arguments for the use"80%" rule when hauling a purse net for
herring. This is based on a typical purse seina UwseDanish, Swedish and UK RSW vessels,
measuring 720 m long and 200 m deep. Tenningendj20ds estimated that where 70-80% of a
typical purse seine is hauled, there is 130,08@fwater within the net.

Under the assumption that individual herring caschbove 1000 t are rare, and that a crowding
density of 150 kg m-3 will result in 0.9%-2.0% nadity, STECF estimates that assuming 70%-
80% of the purse net is hauled, then for a cleachcaf herring of 1000 t, the crowding density
within the purse would be 0.08 kg3mSTECF notes that this is much lower than the itlengere
mortality of herring was observed to increase. SFEGtes that Figure 2 in the JR is a duplicate of
Figure 1, which pertains to the survival of mackemad not herring and hence there is no
supporting information to estimate what the crowditensity of herring would be if 90% of the net
is hauled. STECF was unable to check the figuredgegufrom Tenningen (2014) as this citation
relates to a PhD thesis which was not made aveil@STECF during the meeting.

The JR includes proposals on an operational plath®implementation of the herring exemption
for the purse seine fishery as followg:he purse seine must be fitted with a visible belegrly
marking the 90% limit. To facilitate compliance,nb@l and documentation the vessel and gear
shall be equipped with an electronic sensing syseguording and documenting when and where
the purse seine has been hauled beyond the 90% IFPnirse seine herring fishing operations that
retrieve the purse seine beyond the 90% mark shmtlthe subject to the exemptibn

STECF notes that the senten€@uantities of released fish must be reported inldigbook in order
to ensure full and unbiased recordinghich is included in the proposed exemption faakerel is
absent from the proposal for herring.

The arguments for the 90% rule based on the infoomgoresented seem reasonable and the
proposed measures to ensure compliance with tedfrptoperly implemented are likely to ensure
that in most purse seining sets, crowding in cleatthes of herring will not exceed 20kg m-3.
However, STECF has some concerns on the abilisuoh a rule to ensure high survival. Survival
is not only related to the crowding density bubdls the crowding duration. The proposal indicates
that a typical purse seine fishing operation fromoating the net until the whole net has been
hauled usually takes about 1.5 hours, where shpdtikes about 5 minutes, pursing about 20
minutes and hauling about 60 minutes. TenningeddRhdicate that crowding duration in the
experiments was 10 minutes and was chosen on 8is dbthe experimental procedure of Huse
and Vold (2010). It would be desirable to estabkskelationship between crowding density and
duration with mortality could be established, bEEF notes that at present the data are too sparse
to determine such a relationship. As crowding domatay be a key factor in survival, if haul
duration in practice is greater than that assumedhle experiments, then mortality rates could be
greater than those observed.
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STECF conclusion

Based on the figures quoted in the JR from Tenmn@@14), STECF estimates assuming 70%-
80% of the purse net is hauled, then for a catdireafing of 1000 t, the crowding density within the
purse would be approximately 7.69 kg mhich is much lower than the density where masytadf
herring was observed to increase (Tenningen, 201®te is no supporting information in the JR
to indicate what the crowding density is likelytte if 90% of the purse is hauled.

Assuming the experiments undertaken on the crowdfferts on herring mortality referred to in
the JR are representative of the conditions expeei@ under commercial purse seine fishing
operations, in particular relating to crowding diga, the results indicate that implementation rof a
80% rule is likely to result in crowding densitiesich lower than those where mortality of herring
has been observed to increase.

STECF also suggests that for control and enforcémermposes, it would appear sensible to use a
common rule for all purse seine operations rathan have different rules as proposed (i.e. 80% for
mackerel and 90% for herring).

c) Exemption from landing obligation based upon high grvival for sprat ( Sprattus
sprattus) in purse seine fishery in North Sea (Subarea 4nd Skagerrak-Kattegat
(Division llla)

The JR proposes and exemption from the landingyatidin for sprat caught by purse seine vessels
in the North Sea (Subarea 1V) and the Skagerrakkattbgat (Division llla). There is an adequate
description of the purse seine gear. However, ¢éasans why an exemption for sprat is sought are
not explained.

A brief description of the purse seine catchespoéitsin 2013 is presented indicating that 6 vessels
participated in the fishery in 2013 and catcheseview ranging from 1 t to 120 t.

High survival.

The basis for the exemption is high survivabilityserved for other small pelagic species (e.g.
mackerel and herring) and not sprat. STECF is urewé any studies on the survival of sprat
slipped from purse seines.

90% rule
The JR includes proposals on an operational plath®implementation of the sprat exemption for
the purse seine fishery in the same way as foimgeand mackerel.

The JR makes the assumption that survival of sgliigped from purse seines is the same as for
herring i.e. there would be no additional mortakitympared to control groups if the crowning
density in the net does not exceed 150 RgBITECF has no information to determine whethes thi
is likely to be the case. There is also no infororativailable, to estimate the potential effectlom
survival of slipped sprat given much smaller pugsimes are used in this fishery.
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STECF conclusion

STECF concludes that there is currently no inforomaavailable, to reliably estimate the survival
rates of sprat slipped from purse seines. STECF tharefore not comment on whether this
exemption is appropriate or not.

Furthermore, the size of the purse seines usedlttt sprat in 2013 is smaller than the typical @urs
seine nets deployed to catch herring meaning tioatding densities could be much higher.

d) Exemption from landing obligation for mackerel andherring in the North Sea,
Skagerrak and Kattegat, ICES areas Illla and 1V in pound net fisheries

This exemption relates to herring and mackerelhestén pound net fisheries in the North Sea (1V)
and Division llla (Skagerrak and Kattegat).

There is an adequate description of the pound et lgut no details of the area of operation other
than they are staked out perpendicular to the doastpermanent location for the fishing season.
Fish are held in the holding area which is emptiatly, or in bad weather, up to 4-5 days.

STECF notes that there are no reasoned argumesdsrped in the JR as to why this exemption is
sought.

High survival

The JR does not provide any direct scientific enaderelating to mackerel or herring survivability
from pound nets but uses studies that show sureivaleased fish (cod) to be close to 100% as the
basis for the exemption. The JR states that aslihgntime is short for such gears that similar
survivability is expected for mackerel and herriag seen for cod. The JR reports that Danish
catches of mackerel and herring from pound net¥ iand llla for the years 2010 — 2013 are low,
with catches of mackerel and herring averaging §4akd 446 kg for mackerel and herring
respectively. STECF notes that the JR containsotnébe that catches from other MS are to be
added. Furthermore, STECF notes that there arensigtencies between the area sub-totals and
total catch estimates presented in the table.

STECF notes that while pound nets are relativehjdregears and the handling time for catches is
short, the emptying process does require thatisiieare hauled out of the water. Such a process
will inevitably result in overcrowding and may rétsin abrasive injury, which pelagic species are
particularly susceptible to. In addition elevatetless levels are known to be a significant
contributing factor to fish mortality.

STECF conclusions

There is insufficient data and information in tiietd assess the likely survival rate of mackerel an
herring released from Pound nets under operatiocoabitions. While such gears operate by
trapping fish inside a static netting structures auling process is likely to lead to overcrowding
and damage. STECF also notes that studies havenslaoge differences between the survival of
demersal species such as cod and pelagics, widlyipespecies showing much higher mortality
rates. However, a lack of quantitative informatmevents any firm conclusions on the likelihood
of high survival being made. STECF further notex thiven the low level of catches of herring and
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mackerel involved, the contribution the catchesnfithis fishery make to overall mortality levels is
negligible.

3. A de minimis exemption to the landing obligation fo artisanal trawl fisheries of all
Member States using OTM in ICES sea area IVbc (sobtof 54 degrees north).

The JR seeks a de minimis exemption to discard eratkhorse mackerel, herring and whiting
caught by pelagic trawlers up to 25 m overall lan@OA) using gear type OTM in ICES divisions
IVb and IVc south of 54 degrees north. The de misibeing sought is 3% of total annual catches
in the flyear and 2% for the"%ear with a proposed review on the de minimis pemge after 2
years of implementation and monitoring.

The evidence presented in support of the exempdidrased on the French fleet and the JR states
that it should apply equally to the small numbewves$sels from other Member States that fish for
the same species in the same areas and in theve®yn&TECF is unaware whether other Member
States have similar vessels to the French fleefrithes!.

The footnote to the title of this exemption in tBR specifically excludes OTB gear, as it is
considered as a mixed fishery. STECF also notddiiealR does not include any fishery for small
pelagics using midwater pair trawl (PTM), desplte fact that information on 2012 discards is
provided for combined OTM and PTM in Table 2 andalded as targeting mackerel. Further
clarification on whether PTM gears should be ineldich the JR may be warranted.

The JR includes a description of the French flegtgiOTM in the IVbc. The fleet comprises 78
vessels up to 25m LOA. The same fleet also openatd€ES division VIId. There is limited
information presented on catches.

The JR acknowledges that it is not yet not possblarecisely estimate 2013 discard rates although
highlights a French observer r programme (ObsM#ith has been set up to collect such data. No
other discard estimates for 2013 were availabtbedSTECF.

Using the data reported in the JR, a de minimisngtion of 3% (for 2015) would represent 360 t
(3% of total catches of 12000 t). It is not cleathe JR where the valued of 12000 t originates but
it is assumed to be the total catches of the Fréaeh

STECF notes that from the information presentet ihot possible to precisely identify which
vessels or trips would be subject to a de mininxigngption or whether it is intended that the
exemption would apply to specific fishing operaiararried out in the course of any given fishing
trip. It appears that the exemption is being sodghtunder 25m (LOA) vessels that carry both
midwater trawls, (possibly single (OTM) and paif @)and bottom trawls (OTB) but only for trips
or fishing operations that deploy midwater travigt this needs further clarification. Furthermore,
it also appears that if a vessel deploys both bottawls and midwater trawls on the same fishing
trip, then that trip would be considered a mixeshdry trip. Therefore it could be argued that they
should be excluded until the introduction of lamgdobligation for demersal fisheries.

Difficulty to improve selectivity.

The reasons why discarding occurs in the artissmall pelagic fishery are described in the JR and
can be summarised as follows:
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» For whiting, discarding is mainly due to catchesvbiting below 27 cm and it is difficult to
avoid such catches with a mesh size less than 70 mm

STECF notes that there is no information presetdedemonstrate that increases in selectivity to
avoid whiting catches are in fact difficult to aete in accordance with article 15.5(c)(i). STECF
can therefore not evaluate whether this assersigorirect or not.

* Mackerel and herring discards in 2012 were mainlg ¢b quota limitations and/or the
difference in MLS between IV (30 cm) and VII (20 rand suggests that harmonising the
minimum size in both areas to 20cm would help reduowanted catch of undersized
mackerel for the fishery.

STECF notes that harmonising the minimum size otkeeel at 20 cm would increase the
proportion of any mackerel caught in subarea IVt tbauld be landed and sold for human
consumption. However, it remains unclear whethehstatches would in fact be wanted, since
guota limitations is also identified to be one lo¢ tmain reason why discarding currently occurs.
Furthermore, it is unclear whether this statememstitutes a proposal to set the minimum
conservation reference size for mackerel at 20 cmhether it is merely an observation.

» For horse mackerel discarding represents only dl p@eentage of the catches and appears
to be due to a lack of market. The JR indicates ittmease in selectivity to reduce these
discards is difficult in practice.

STECF notes that there is no information presetdedemonstrate that increases in selectivity to
avoid unwanted catches of horse mackerel are trdifcult to achieve in accordance with article
15.5(c)(i). STECF can therefore not evaluate wéethis assertion is correct or not.

* Some discarding arises because of mechanical damageed in the fishing operation. The
JR indicates that few solutions to reduce suchadiisccurrently exist especially in terms of
selectivity.

STECF notes that mechanical damage to part of #tehcduring the fishing operation is
unavoidable in many cases for many different figserand currently results in discarding.
However, damaged fish account for part of the d/éshing mortality and STECF considers that
such catches should be reported and accounteditoether such catches need to be landed is a
decision for managers.

STECF considers that while the above argumentsradgble, they do not constitute clear scientific
evidence to indicate that increases in selectaigydifficult to achieve.

Disproportionate costs of handling unwanted catches

The JR presents reasoned arguments in suppotisaféhminimis exemption on the grounds of
disproportionate costs of handling unwanted catches

STECF conclusions

STECF concludes that it is not possible to pregisgintify which vessels or trips would be subject
to a de minimis exemption from the information givie the JR or whether it is intended that the
exemption would apply to specific fishing operatamithin a given fishing trip.
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STECF concludes that the information in the JR dud#sconstitute scientific evidence to allow an
assessment of whether increases in selectivitgiéfreult to achieve.

STECF concludes that the JR presents reasonedafwaliarguments in support of a de minimis
exemption on the grounds of disproportionate costsandling unwanted catches in the artisanal
fishery using midwater trawl in ICES Divisions I\éb,However, whereas Article 15.5.c(ii) of EU
regulation 1380/2013 stipulates that the de minmismption shall apply to avoid disproportionate
costs of handling unwanted catches, for those rgstgears where unwanted catches do not
represent more than a certain percentage, to bblissied in the plan, of total annual catch of that
gear, STECF notes that no such percentage is isst@dblin the plan.

c) Joint Recommendations for the North Sea:Industisaleries

Discard Plan for industrial fisheries

Given there are no proposed exemptions for de nnamhigh survivability contained in the joint
recommendations for industrial fisheries in Katte§gkagerrak and the North Sea, STECF has not
carried out any detailed evaluation of this discatdn. STECF does acknowledge that the
descriptions of the fisheries contained in jointam@mendations is comprehensive and clear and
would appear to cover all of the relevant indusfrsheries in this region.

d) Joint Recommendations for the North West WatersoReBelagic Fisheries

The proposal for a specific discard plan for thetNdVest Waters region submitted to STECF for
review is labelled as a draft proposal for consigiapurposes. STECF has reviewed it as if it were
a Joint Recommendation for a discard plan for ¢gggon.

Definition of the pelagic fisheries

The definition of pelagic fisheries in the propopaltains to small and large pelagic fisheries and
fisheries for industrial purposes in the North Wd#&iters, comprising ICES sea areas Vb, VI and
VIl, as per Article 15.1(a) of Regulation (EU) N&80/2013.The list of species and fishing
methods that exploit small pelagic species in #gan are adequately specified in Tables 1 - 4 of
the proposal and are reproduced below. (Table8 6.6.1.6)

Table 6.1.3. Fisheries in ICES Vb, Vla, VIb

Code Pelagic fishing gear Quota species targeted

OoTB Otter trawls— bottom Mackerel, herring, horsackerel,
blue whiting, boarfish, argentine

OT™ Otter trawls midwater, other Mackerel, herrihgrse mackerel,
blue whiting, boarfish, argentine

PTB Pair trawls — bottom (other) Mackerel

PTM Pair trawls — midwater Herring, mackerel

PS Purse seines Mackerel, blue whiting

LMH Handline Mackerel

LTL Trolling Mackerel
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Table 6.1.4. Fisheries in ICES VII (excluding a, énd e)

Code Pelagic fishing gear Quota species targeted

LMH | Handline Mackerel

LTL Trolling and poles and lines Albacore tuna

PTM Pair trawls — midwater Blue whiting, macketadrse
mackerel, albacore tuna, boarfish
herring

OTM | Otter trawls — midwater Blue whiting, mackeredrse
mackerel, boarfish, herring,
albacore tuna

OTB Otter trawls — bottom Herring

PS Purse seines Mackerel, horse mackerel

Table 6.1.5. Fisheries in ICES VIl d-e

Code Pelagic fishing gear Quota species targeted

oTB Otter trawls (not specified) Sprat

GND | Driftnets Mackerel, herring

LMH | Handlines and polelines Mackerel

OTM | Otter trawls — midwater (other) Sprat, horsackerel, mackerel,
herring, boarfish

PTM Pair trawls — midwater (other) Horse mackerel

PS Purse seines Mackerel, horse mackerel

Table 6.1.6. Fisheries in ICES Vlla

Code Pelagic fishing gear Quota species targeted
OTM | Otter trawls — midwater Herring

PTM Pair trawls — midwater Herring

LMH | Handlines Mackerel

LMH | Gillnets Herring

Proposed Exemptions in the JR
The proposed exemptions for pelagic fisheries aifeliows:

a) A de minimis is proposed for the blue whiting p&lagawl fishery with on board
processing of the catches that produce surimi lil$€ES sea areas VII.

b) A de minimis exemption is proposed for the albadare pelagic pair trawlers in ICES
sub-area VII.

c) A de minimis exemption to the landing obligationgdisanal trawl fisheries of all Member
States using OTM in ICES sea area VIid.

d) A de minimis exemption for boarfish in ICES seaardl and VII.
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For each, the reasons why the exemptions are Beunght is explained and evidence in support of
the exemption is presented.

STECF notes that most of the information requiremerstablished in EWG 14-01to justify
exemptions are given in the plan but that in soases is limited and insufficient to calculate, for
example, the volume of the proposedde minimis catch

The STECF comments on each proposed exemptionae ig turn below.

a) A de minimis is proposed for the blue whiting pelag trawl fishery with on board
processing of the catches that produce surimi base ICES sea areas VII.

The proposed exemption is clearly defined in teofit® which fishery it would be applied.

STECF notes that given the data provided by the& pfe volume of this exemption can be

estimated to be between 213 and 700 tonnes depeadithe reference year used for the landings.
The % asked for the de minimis (7%) is, accordiaghe plan, similar to the average level of

discarding of this stock by this fleet.

STECF notes that the exemption is supported byregsarguments on the difficulty of improving
selectivity in this fishery although no quantit&tianalysis is provided in relation to this. STECF
also notes that the current mesh size in the codsed in this fishery is of 54mm while regulation
allows a mesh size from 32 to 54mm. The exempsoalso supported by estimates of the loss in
turnover due to different direct or indirect effeatf the landing obligation which vary from a
minimum of € 0.9 to maximum of € 1.6 per kilogram.

STECF conclusions

For the proposed de minimis exemption for the bilting pelagic trawl fishery with on board
processing of the catches that produce surimi $€ES sea areas VI, STECF concludes that
the exemption is sufficiently well argued with respto the difficulty of improving the selectivity
and with respect to the additional handling cdsaés the vessel is likely to incur.

b) A de minimis exemption is proposed for the albacoréuna pelagic pair trawlers in ICES
sub-area VII.

The proposed exemption is clearly defined. The ntepovolume of discards of this species varies
between 71 tonnes (3% of total landings) and 4hhde(12% of total landings).STECF notes that
given the landings reported in the plan for the tasee years of this stock by this fleet, the ltota
volume of catch that would have been subject te anthimis exemption ranges from a minimum
of 71 tonnes to a maximum of 244 tonnes (7% otfdhdings in 2013).

The proposed exemption is supported by argumentétiat discards are due to the low commercial
value of some catches (due to the damage of thedisd not to the catches of individuals under the
minimum landing weight. In support of this argunsgitn the size structure of the tuna catches is
provided in the plan. Given this information, STEQ#tes that catches of individuals below 46 cm
(2kg) are negligible. The exemption is also supgmbrby the fishing opportunities lost if the
exemption is not considered, which according toetstemations provided by the plan, will be in the
order of 13.4% of the turnover obtained by thetflee
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STECF conclusions

For the proposed de minimis exemption for the albatuna pelagic pair trawlers in ICES sub-area
VII, STECF concludes that the discards for whiok ¢ixemption is asked is essentially highgrading.
Furthermore STECF concludes that the argumentdtmn the costs side is not related to the
handling costs but on the loss of fishing oppotiasidue to, precisely, such highgrading practices.
Thereby STECF concludes that the arguments in stippthe exemption are not well founded.

c) A de minimis exemption to the landing obligation fo artisanal trawl fisheries of all
Member States using OTM in ICES sea area VIid.

The JR seeks a de minimis exemption to discard eratkhorse mackerel, herring and whiting
caught by pelagic trawlers up to 25 m overall lan@OA) using gear type OTM and targeting
mackerel, horse mackerel and herring in ICES dwisiVIld. The de minimis being sought is 3%
of total annual catches in the 1st year and 2%hersecond year with a proposed review on the de
minimis percentage after 2 years of implementagiott monitoring.

The evidence presented in support of the exempdidrased on the French fleet and the JR states
that it should apply equally to the small numberes$sels from other member States that fish for
the same species in the same areas and in thensame

The JR includes a brief description of the Frernebtfusing OTM in VIId and IVbc and indicates
that the majority of activity is in VIId. The fleetomprises 78 vessels up to 25m LOA. There is
limited information presented on catches.

The JR acknowledges that it is not yet not posgiblerecisely estimate 2013 discard rate from the
French ObsMer programme. No other discard estinfateé2013 were available to the STECF.

Using the data reported in the JR, a de minimisngt®n of 3% (for 2015) would represent 360 t
(3% of 12000 t). It is not clear in the JR where #alued of 12000 t originates.

STECF notes that it is not possible to precisegntdy which vessels or trips would be subject to a
de minimis exemption from the information giventime JR or whether it is intended that the
exemption would apply to specific fishing operasoft appears that the exemption is being sought
for under 25m (LOA) vessels that carry both midwatawls (OTM; there is also the possibility
that vessels also work with midwater pair trawl§VP and bottom trawls (OTB) but only for trips
or fishing operations that deploy midwater trawdsiwthermore, it also appears that if a vessel
deploys both bottom trawls and midwater trawls lo@ $ame fishing trip, then that trip would be
considered a mixed fishery trip therefore it cobéargued that they should be excluded until the
introduction of JRs landing obligation for demerfstheries

Difficulty to increase selectivity.
The reasons why discarding occurs in the artissmall pelagic fishery are listed in the JR and can
be summarised as follows:

» For whiting, discarding is mainly due to catcheswiting below 27 cm and it is difficult to
avoid such catches with a mesh size less than 70 mm
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STECF notes that there is no information presetdedemonstrate that increases in selectivity to
avoid whiting catches are in fact difficult to aete in accordance with article 15.5(c)(i). STECF
can therefore not evaluate whether this assersigorirect or not.

* Mackerel and herring discards in 2012 were mainlg ¢b quota limitations and/or the
difference in MLS between IV (30 cm) and VII (20 rand suggests that harmonising the
minimum size in both areas to 20cm would help reduowanted catch of undersized
mackerel for the fishery.

STECF notes that harmonising the minimum size otkeeel at 20 cm would increase the
proportion of any mackerel caught in subarea IVt tbauld be landed and sold for human
consumption. However, it remains unclear whethe@hstatches would in fact be wanted, since
guota limitations may also be a reason why disogrdurrently occurs. Furthermore, it is unclear
whether this statement constitutes a proposal ttah&@eminimum conservation reference size for
mackerel at 20 cm or whether it is an observation.

* For horse mackerel discarding appears to be d@elésk of market and the JR indicates
that it would seem difficult to increase selecinais discards already represent a really small
percentage of the catches.

STECF notes that there is no information presetdedemonstrate that increases in selectivity to
avoid unwanted catches of horse mackerel are trdiffcult to achieve in accordance with article
15.5(c)(i). STECF can therefore not evaluate wethis assertion is correct or not.

* Some discarding arises because of mechanical damageed in the fishing operation. The
JR indicates that few solutions to reduce suchadiisccurrently exist especially in terms of
selectivity.

STECF notes that mechanical damage to part of #tehcduring the fishing operation is
unavoidable in many cases for many different figserand currently results in discarding.
However, damaged fish account for part of the d/éshing mortality and STECF considers that
such catches should be reported and accounteditoether such catches need to be landed is a
decision for managers.

STECF considers that while the above argumentsceedible, they do not provide sufficient
scientific evidence to indicate that increasesiledivity are difficult to achieve.

Disproportionate costs of handling unwanted catches

The JR presents reasoned qualitative argumentgppost of a de minimis exemption on the
grounds of disproportionate costs of handling urte@mcatches.

STECF conclusions

STECF concludes that it is not possible to pregisgintify which vessels or trips would be subject
to a de minimis exemption from the information givie the JR or whether it is intended that the
exemption would apply to specific fishing operaamithin a given fishing trip.

STECF concludes that the information in the JR dussprovide sufficient scientific evidence to
allow an assessment of whether increases in setgdare difficult to achieve.
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STECF concludes that the JR presents reasonedafyaliarguments in support of a de minimis
exemption on the grounds of disproportionate costsandling unwanted catches in the artisanal
fishery using midwater trawl in ICES Divisions I\éb,However, whereas Article 15.5.c(ii) of EU
regulation 1380/2013 stipulates that the de minimismption shall apply to avoid disproportionate
costs of handling unwanted catches, for those rgstgears where unwanted catches do not
represent more than a certain percentage, to bblissied in the plan, of total annual catch of that
gear, STECF notes that no such percentage is isst@dblin the plan.

d) A de minimis exemption for boarfish in ICES sea aras VI and VII

STECF notes that the proposal is for a de minimxisngtion from the landing obligation for

boarfish catches in the pelagic fisheries for honsekerel in ICES subarea VIl which takes place
in spring (January-May) and autumn (September-DeeeinThe gear is midwater trawl (OTM)

with a codend mesh size of 32-54 mm. The proposgethption clearly specifies the fishery to

which it would be applied.

STECF notes that the proposed de minimis exemjidor 1% (year 1) and 0.75% (year 2) of the
TAC for boarfish with a review on the percentagebeapplied in the '8year of application. In
terms of calculating what this would mean in terofis/olume of permitted discards of boarfish,
STECF notes that based on the agreed TAC for thecp2011 -2014, a 1% de minimis would
range from 300 t and 1275 t depending on the nefer& AC year. Similarly a 0.75% de minimis
would range from about 247 t to 956 t.

STECF notes that the proposed exemption is sugpdrereasoned qualitative arguments on the
difficulty of improving selectivity in this fishergnd while there is no scientific evidence presénte
to support such arguments, STECF acknowledgesathatesent no such evidence exists. The
proposal for the exemption is also supported byneses of the loss in turnover to the broader
Netherlands Pelagic sector, including the potemtsits of retaining and landing boarfish catches.
As the Netherlands pelagic fleet has no quota darfish, estimates of the potential loss in revenue
to the fleet are also given, assuming that quotaofber species would need to be used (species
flexibility) in the absence of a de minimis exenopti STECF notes of the Member States who
participate in this fishery, only the NetherlanBsance and Germany have no boarfish quota.

STECF conclusions

STECF concludes that the proposed de minimis exempd discard boarfish in the pelagic
fisheries for horse mackerel in ICES subarea V#Hupported by reasoned qualitative arguments on
the difficulty of improving selectivity in this ffeery and while there is no scientific evidence
presented to support such arguments, STECF ackdgedehat at present no such evidence exists.

STECF concludes that the arguments regarding additihandling costs appear reasonable and
notes that the supporting arguments are basedawsiple estimates of reduced revenues for the
Netherlands’ pelagic fleet assuming that freezexcepwvould need to be used for boarfish rather
than horse mackerel and the need to transfer dumtaother species because of a lack of boarfish
guota for that fleet.
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STECF notes that in accordance with the provisiohérticle 15.5.c (ii) the JR establishes de
minimis percentages of 1% and 0.75% respectivalydars 1 and 2 of the plan. STECF also notes
that at present, there is no information availatdedetermine whether such percentages are
representative of the proportion of boarfish in thi&al annual catch of the pelagic trawl fishery fo
horse mackerel.

e) Joint Recommendations for the South Western WReg®n: Pelagic fisheries

STECF notes that the objective of the JR is tongeéi discard plan for the small and large pelagic

fisheries and fisheries for industrial purposeshi@ South West Waters (species subject to catch
limits), comprising ICES sub areas VIII, 1X, X a@ECAF areas 34.1.1, 34.1.2, 34.2.0. It defines

partial exemptions of the landing obligation forrsospecific fisheries, and recommends changes to
the minimum conservation reference size (MCRS)chavy.

STECF notes that the fisheries concerned are suisgdam Tables 1 to 4 of the JR. STECF
concludes that they provide a clear descriptiotheffleets (from France, Portugal and Spain), areas
and fisheries concerned.

The JR proposes the following exemptions from #meling obligation:

e) A total exemption for the anchovy, horse mackgealk mackerel and mackerel in purse seine
fisheries in ICES areas VI, IX, X and CECAF 34.1.34.1.2, 34.2.0 based on high
survivability.

STECF notes that the fishery to which the exemptiavuld apply is clearly defined. The
exemption is supported in the JR by an explanatiomow this fishery operates and by a specific
survival study (Arregi et al., 2014) in which “gliimg” (releasing fish before the net is fully taken
on board if the catch is unwanted by the skippesimulated and survival rates of anchovy, horse
mackerel, jack mackerel and mackerel are estimdieel survival rates provided by this study vary
in relation to the species as well as the crowdimg and total catch (density). The survival rates
for the different species obtained in the study. anackerel 3%-100%; horse mackerel 89.7%-
100%; anchovy 54.2%-97.8%; sardine 83.9% -100%dmnb enackerel 100%. As stated in the
study, survival rates depend crucially on the criogydime and the density of fish within the net
which is in keeping with findings of other publishstudies, which is also referred to in the JR.
According to Arregi et al (2014), crowding timeatdd to slipping, under real fishing conditions, is
estimated to be less than 5 minutes in duration.

f) Ade minimis exemption is proposed for the blue wigitpelagic trawl fishery with on board
processing of the catches that produce surimi l@s€ES sea areas VIIl. The proposed
exemption is clearly defined in terms of the fish&r which it would be applied.

STECF notes that given the data provided by the& pfe volume of this exemption can be
estimated to be between 213 and 700 tonnes depeadithe reference year used for the landings.
The % asked for the de minimis(7%) is, accordingh® plan, similar to the average level of
discarding of this stock by this fleet.
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STECF considers that the exemption is supportedelagoned arguments on the difficulty of
improving selectivity in this fishery although noantitative analysis is. STECF also notes that the
current mesh size in the codend used in this fistseof 54mm while regulation allows a mesh size
from 32 to 54mm.

The exemption is also supported by estimates ofldke in turnover due to different direct or
indirect effects of the landing obligation whichrydrom a minimum of € 0.9 to maximum of € 1.6
per kilogram.

g) Ade minimis exemption is proposed for the albadomea pelagic pair trawl fishery in ICES
sub-area VIII. The proposed exemption is clearliingel. The reported volume of discards of
this species varies between 71 tonnes (3% of tatalings) and 411 tonnes(12% of total
landings).STECF notes that given the landings tegdan the JR for the last three years of this
stock by this fleet, the total volume of catch tkaiuld have been subject to a de minimis
exemption ranges from a minimum of 71 tonnes to aximum of 244 tonnes (7% of the
landings in 2013).

The proposed exemption is supported by an argum@mtshat discards are due to the low
commercial value of some catches (due to the dansdgbe fish) and not to the catches of
individuals under the minimum landing weight. Ipport of this argumentation the size structure
of the tuna catches is provided in the plan. Githés information, STECF notes that catches of
individuals below 46 cm (2kg) are negligible. Theemption is also supported by the
argumentation of fishing opportunities lost if tbeemption is not considered, which according to
the estimations provided by the plan, will be of 8.4% of the turnover obtained by the fleet.

h) A de minimis exemption is proposed for anchovyhe pelagic trawl fishery in the Bay of
Biscay (ICES Divisions VIl a,b,d,e). It is cleartiefined with a maximum of 5% (4% the third
year) of the total annual catches in the pelagavitrfishery targeting anchovyE(graulis
encrasicoluy mackerel $comber scombrisand horse mackerell(achurus spp in ICES
subarea VIII. Given the multispecies nature ofdiséis STECF is unable to estimate the volume
by stock that could result from the de minimis epé&on.

The exemption is supported by reasoned argumentatidiow selectivity cannot be improved. The
length of the largest anchovy caught is smallen ttiee minimum size (MLS or MCRS) of both,
mackerel and hake. It implies that selectivity impments are unlikely to occur in this fishery. In
fact, and according to the JR, avoidance practickanges in fishing areas) have already been
implemented by the fishermen to avoid greater discaNevertheless STECF notes how some
discards of damaged anchovy could be classed hgrading.

The exemption is also supported by a non-quantgaargumentation of the disproportionate costs
of handling these catches which according to tla@ jlre: extra sorting work, limited capacity of
storage, and cost of storage boxes and icing.

i) Ade minimis for 5% for the catches of anchovy, maaek horse mackerel and jack mackerel in
the purse-seine fishery in ICES subareas VI, X0gnd CECAF 34.1.1, 34.1.2, 34.2.0.

The exemption is clearly defined in terms of fleatsl stocks considered although STECF cannot
estimate the volume by stock that would result fiittn de minimis exemption. STECF also notes
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that this exemption is addition to the exemptiomgd for the same fishery based on high
survivability (exemption a).

The exemption for mackerel and horse mackerel patied by the fact that the association of
these two species in mixed shoals makes improveneselectivity very difficult.

The exemption is also supported by reasoned argisntleat disproportionate costs would result
from separating and storing these catches.

STECF also notes that for anchovy the % askedh®de minimis is conditional on granting of the
total exemption due to high survival rate askedtlfis fishery (exemption a). If this high survival
exemption is approved the % of the de minimis askdidoe 2%. If the high survival exemption is
refused the % of the de minimis asked will be 7¥e €xemption is supported by an argumentation
on the difficulties to improve the selectivity. Tde minimis exemption for Jack Mackerel (5%) is
supported by analogy with mackerel and horse matkBio further information is given for jack
mackerel.

STECF cannot estimate the volume by stock thatdcoesult from the proposed de minimis
exemption for any of the stocks of the exemptideeddor this fishery.

STECF notes that the JR also proposes changesetanthimum conservation reference size
(MCRS) for European anchoviigraulis encrasicolysin ICES subarea IX from 11 cm to 9 cm.
The argumentation is based on the consistencythigtMCRS for anchovy set by Regulation (CE)
N° 1967/2006 in the Mediterranean Sea. It also ggep a change to the MCRS for the same
species in the CECAF area 34.1.2, from 12 cm tmm9The argumentation is based on the size of
first maturity which according to the availabledies for this area is established between ranges of
7.8 to 10 cm (STECF- PLEN-13-01).

STECF conclusions

STECF concludes that most of the information regqagnts proposed by EWG 14-01to support the
proposed exemptions are given in the JR but thabme cases the information provided is limited
and insufficient to calculate, the volume of thengi@imis catch.

For the exemption for the purse seine fishery @nldasis of high survivability, STECF concludes
that, assuming the results of the survival stugyrapresentative of survival rates under commercial
fishing operations, the proportion of slipped fistrviving would likely be greater than 50%.
However, it would be advisable to undertake furtimark to confirm that the experimental
conditions are representative of commercial fislopgrations.

STECF notes that in addition to this exemption angd@mis exemption has also been proposed for
the purse seine fishery. STECF concludes thatetkesnption is supported by reasoned arguments
which demonstrate the difficulties of improving thelectivity in this fishery.

For the proposed de minimis exemptionfor the blueting pelagic trawl fishery with on board
processing of the catches that produce surimi ba$€ES sea areas VIII, STECF concludes that
the exemption is sufficiently well argued with respto the difficulty of improving the selectivity
and with respect to the additional handling cds#és the vessel is likely to incur.
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For the proposed de minimis exemption for the albatuna pelagic pair trawlers in ICES sub-area
VIIl, STECF concludes that the discards for whidie texemption is asked is essentially
highgrading. Furthermore STECF concludes that tlggiraentation from the costs side is not
related to the handling costs but on the loss slifig opportunities due to, precisely, such
highgrading practices.

For the proposed de minimis exemption for the amghpelagic trawl fishery in the Bay of Biscay
(ICES Divisions VIl a, b, d, e), STECF concludésttthe exemption is well argued for mackerel
and horse mackerel given the difficulties of impngyvselectivity with other measures apart from
those currently in place. Nevertheless for the edssnchovy, STECF concludes that the discards
for which the exemption is asked is essentialljngrgading, at least partially. Furthermore STECF
concludes that part of the argumentation from t&cside is not related to the handling costs but
on the loss of fishing opportunities due to, prelgissuch highgrading practices or to the absefice o
market for damaged anchovy.

STECF concludes that the proposed reduction in BGRanchovy to 9cm, given the size maturity
of this species, will keep the fishery directedrtature individuals of anchovy, so would not impact
on juvenile anchovy. STECF also concludes thatréaeiction of the MCRS for anchovy in both
areas would increase the level of catches thatdcbel sold for human consumption without
increasing fishing mortality. Furthermore, STECHsiders that harmonising MCRS with other
areas may have benefits for control and enforcement
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f) Joint Recommendations for the Mediterranean Redfatagic fisheries

STECF observations pertaining to all joint recommenations for discard plans for the
Mediterranean

Five joint recommendations associated with peldigiceries in the Mediterranean region were
reviewed:

(i) Discards management plan for Western Mediterran8aa (GSAs 1-12 except for
GSAs 3 and 4) joint recommendation agreed by fiskatirectors of France, Spain
and lItaly.

The JR applies to the following fisheries: Frendd-water pelagic trawlers and purse seiners with
light sources from Italy, France and Spain. Limitefdrmation is given in the plan concerning the
number of vessels or licenses involved in eachefiglas well as target species and description of
fishing operations. There is no information regagdihe volumes of landings and discards.

(i) Discards Management Plan for Malta and the Soutlsiofly (GSAs 15-16) — Joint
Recommendation agreed by Italy and Malta
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The JR applies to the following fisheries: Italipalagic pair trawlers, Italian purse seiners and
Maltese purse seiners. Very limited informatiogiigen in the JR concerning the number of vessels
involved in each fishery (provided only by Maltag well as target species and description of
fishing operations (provided only by Italy). Thee no information regarding the volumes of
landings and discards.

(iiDiscards Management Plan in North Adriatic SeéGSA 17) — Joint
Recommendation by Croatia Italy and Slovenia

The JR applies to the following fisheries: Italipelagic pair trawlers, Italian purse seiners,
Slovenian purse seiners and the ‘Srdelara’ Crogiase seiners. Very limited information is given
in the JR concerning the number of vessels or siesnnvolved in each fishery (provided only by
Croatia and Slovenia) as well as target speciesdasdription of fishing operations (provided only
by Italy). There is no information regarding thduraes of landings and discards.

(iv) Joint recommendation to the European Commissiorafepecific discard plan for
pelagic fisheries in southern Adriatic Sea, westana eastern lonian Seas (GSAs
18-19-20)

The JR applies to the following fisheries: Italipalagic pair trawlers, Italian purse seiners and
Greek purse seiners. Limited information is giventlie JR concerning the number of vessels
involved in each fishery (provided only by Greees)well as target species and description of
fishing operations. There is no information regagdihe volumes of landings and discards.

(v) Greek discard plan for pelagic fisheries in Aeg&wa and Crete Island (GSAs22
and 23)

The plan applies to the purse seine fishery caroedin the Aegean and Crete island waters.
Limited information is given in the plan concernitige number of vessels, their spatial distribution,
the characteristic of the gear employed (only pwai@e), fishing operations and target species.
There is no information regarding the volumes afliags and discards.

STECF comments

De minimis exemptions on the basis that either ineases in selectivity are very difficult to
achieve, or to avoid handling unwanted catches wadlilcreate disproportionate cost.

The main aim of the JR’s is the application of daimis exemption on the basis of the low amount
of discards and disproportionate costs due to adinwanted catches. The JR’s do not consider
the increase in selectivity as basis for de miniexismption.

STECF notes that that the content of the abovespa@ broadly similar, with the only substantive
differences being the levels of de minimis beingigdd. Given the similarities, STECF has
provided collective comments on all the plans alstd anade observations pertaining to specific
plans where relevant.

STECF notes that the JRs for discard plans (inc#se of GSA 22 and 23it is a recommendation
from Greece only) provide limited descriptions aohadl pelagic fisheries occurring in each
GSA/MS. They essentially propose a de minimis exempto discard up to 3%, 5% or 7%,
depending on the fishery, for the small pelagiccgsehaving a MCRS in the Mediterranean. All
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the JRs have a duration of three years and propgosasopt the de minimis exemption during the
first and second year at a fixed rate, in somesc@skan (i) and plan (iv)] the de minimis is
differentiated between gear types i.e. 3% of catdhmm the purse seine 7% of catches associated
with pelagic trawls, whereas in other [plans (i)));(and (v)] it is not differentiated between gea
However, the basis for calculating the de minirsisdt clearly specified. It is not clear whether th
percentages will apply to the total annual catdfes! species or to the total annual catches ohea
species concerned. Furthermore no data are givdreidRs that can be used to support or justify
the de minimis percentages sought.

Table 6.1.7 below provides a summary of the peeggntle minimis being sought in each plan and
the fisheries from which the de minimis volumedse calculated.

Table 6.1.7. Summary of the percentage de minimiisgosought in each plan and the fisheries
from which the de minimis volume is to be calcutate

Management Plan De minimis Base fishery for calculation of the
de minimis volume

(i) Western Med. GSA 1-21 and GSA 3 5% Not specified

(i) and South of Sicily GSA 15-16 3%/7% Purse Seine/Pelagic Trawls

(iii) North Adriatic (GSA 17) 5% Not specified

(iv) South Adriatic, W & E lonian Seas (GSA 18-19-20) 3%/7% Purse Seine/Pelagic Trawls

(v) Aegean and Crete Island (GSA 22-23) 3% Not specified

It stipulates that appropriate data on discards vl collected during the first year which will be
analysed during the second year. According to éiselts obtained the de minimis percentage may
be revised during the third year. The de minimiscpetage will be allocated to the different
fisheries (pelagic trawlers or purse seiners) lmhédS according to national fleet composition.

The JR’s apply to all pelagic species in the Meditrgean with a Minimum Conservation Reference
Size (MCRS), listed in the Annex Il of the EU Ré@67/2006. STECF notes that, although not
clearly mentioned in the JR, pelagic species witBR% caught with purse seines and pelagic
trawls are the European ancho®ng@raulis encrasicolys European sardiné&érdina pilchardus
jack mackerelsTrachurus trachuruand T. mediterraneysand mackerelsScomber scombruasnd

S. coliag.

Each JR advocates a three year plan using an eeampproach with the defined de minimis
exemptions for the first 2 years to allow collentiand analysis of discard data with a possible
revision during the third year on the basis of #mslysis. STECF notes that the main rationale of
this de minimis exemption is to allow collectiondeanalysis of discard data. However, apart from a
reference to an Italian pilot study there is nagaton in any of the JR as to how this data wél b
collected. It would be useful for Member Statesotdline data collection programmes that are
planned to fulfil this objective.

STECF questions whether data to estimate discafdmes is available through the DCF.
Furthermore, if data are unavailable or the quasitguestionable to support the JRs, the reasons
should be clearly stated.

Each JR expresses reasoned arguments relatec tmdtease of costs in handling unwanted
catches supported in some JR with a qualitativesassent of the costs. However, article 15.5.c(ii)
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of EU regulation 1380/2013 stipulates that the deimis exemption shall applytd avoid
disproportionate costs of handling unwanted catcHes those fishing gears where unwanted
catches do not represent more than a certain peaggn to be established in the plan, of total
annual catch of that gegrSTECF notes that no such percentage is establishany of the plans.

In order to assess the likely impact of proposeshgtions, information may be required including

catch composition data on small pelagic fishereg tould be used to estimate the proportion of
undersized fish in the catches and potential dammncatch volumes together with quantitative

estimates of the disproportionate costs of handhiegunwanted catches separately by fishery.

STECF notes that no estimates of discard volumesndersized fish are provided in the JRs
because of lack of ‘clear and reliable’ data. STH@es that data to estimate discard volumes
should be available from the DCF and advises thagféort should be made to use DCF data to
provide estimates of discards volumes and percestdegurthermore, if data are unavailable or the
guality is questionable, to support the JRs, tlesaas should be clearly stated. STECF notes that
several of the JRs (plans (ii); (iii), and; (iv))ake reference to the scientific publication by
Santojanni et al. (2005), that states that the higlount of discards reported for the Italian pelagi
pair trawl fleet is constituted by species not sabtfo minimum landing size (presumably sprats).
STECF notes that such assumption is not suppoxtecdhht is presented in the paper and it refers to
a fishery carried out in the Northern Adriatic E&5A 17). Furthermore, STECF notes that the JR
for the Aegean Sea and Crete Island (plan v) didcoasider data reported in Tsagarakis et al.
(2012), where data on discards of the Greek lopiase seine fishery are presented.

According to the JRs landings and discards wilkcbetinuously monitored during the year and if
the de minimis threshold is reached discarding @afise and all catches for the rest of the year wil
be landed. Furthermore, in Italian waters the aitibe will examine the feasibility to conduct a

pilot study, possibly with observers on board. Twetails or aim of such a pilot study are not
specified.

For Italy the plan states that/fjon reaching the management threshold and thezefompletely
blocking discards for the fishery in question, Administration reserves the right to use part @& th
share for another fisheryyWhat this means in practice is unclear.

Several reasons are described in the plan whichdneyaate disproportionate cost for handling the
unwanted catches. These include:

» the low amount of discards;

» the extended coastline with numerous landing ports;

» the lack of necessary infrastructures on land talleadiscards;

* increased labour, storage and preservation costs;

» decreased time allocated to profitable fishing;

» limited space onboard to store the fish; and

» arrangements for transportation, sale/disposalkeased disposal costs (‘special waste’

disposal).

STECF notes that arguments related to increasedlihgrcosts are not unique to fisheries in the
Mediterranean. The arguments in support of a deinmsnexemption on the grounds of
disproportionate costs of handling would be streagéd if such cost estimates were included in the
JRs as in the example presented by France foratte@pSete.
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Minimum conservation reference sizes

The JRs state that it is not appropriate to incletiments related to MCRS. However, Spain
requests, with the purpose ofharmonisingsizes l@twentiguous areas, the inclusion of the same
flexibility to Atlantic horse mackerel in the reteRAC and Quota regulations. Provision has been
made for up to5% of the purse seine catches ofehmrgckerel between 12 and 15cm could be
landed for human consumption. STECF notes thatSgp@nish request would seem contrary to
article 15 of the CFP regulation (Regulation (EGBQ1/2013 which states that fish below the
MCRS cannot be used for human consumption. STEEFefbre suggests it is up to managers to
decide whether this exemption is appropriate or Rotthermore STECF notes that to achieve the
same objective ofharmonisingthe MCRS in the Methigean with adjacent sea areas, the JR could
propose to change the MCRS to 12 cm.

Exemptions on the basis of high survivability

The JR’s states that it is not appropriate to idelelements related to survivability.
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g) Request for scientific advice on the sprat fisherhe Black Sea

Background

In accordance with Article 15 of the CFP (Regulatia (EU) 1380/2013), all fisheries for small
pelagic species which are subject to catch limits fall under the landing obligation as from 1
January 2015. For the Black Sea effectively thib apply to pelagic fisheries for spragrattus
sprattug. Catches of turbot caught in such fisheries algb fall under the landing obligation from
1 January 2015 given this species is also sulpezitch limits in the Black Sea.

So far, the Members States concerned in the sjatarf for the Black Sea (i.e. Bulgaria and
Romania) have not submitted any joint recommenddbo a multiannual plan or a discard plan as
provided for in Article 15. Under Article 15(7) wieeno such plan is in place the Commission must
adopt a delegated act setting a de minimis exemsudpject to the conditions set out in Article
15(5c¢) (i.e. increases in selectivity are veryidifft or to avoid handling unwanted catches would
create disproportionate costs)..
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Terms of Reference

Based on the assumption that no joint recommendafimm the relevant Member States will be
forthcoming and to assist the Commission to se¢ anthimis provision for the sprat fishery in the
Black Sea STECF is requested to:

1. Provide, where possible, estimates of discard fatesprat and turbot in the sprat fisheries
in the Black Sea for Bulgarian and Romanian vessels

Taking account of (1) above, comment on whetheretli® sufficient biological, technical
and/or economic evidence to support a de minimesmgtion on the basis that either
increases in selectivity are very difficult to aa¥e or to avoid handling unwanted catches
would create disproportionate costs.

STECF observations

Discard rates for sprat and turbot in the sprahfisies in the Black Sea for Bulgarian and
Romanian vessels.

The only information available to STECF on discagdior Bulgarian and Romanian vessels are
data on discards of sprat by Romanian vessels $tdghmm response to the 2013 data call under the
DCF and are summarised in Table 6.1.8.

Table 6.1.8. Estimated discards of sprat by Ronmavegsels (units are unknown).

Reported |Reported |Discard
year landings discards %
2008 234.896|NE
2009 90.707 1| 1.102451
2010 29.625 9.446| 31.88523
2011 123.513 2.331| 1.887251
2012 84.871 3.42| 4.029645

NE = no estimate

No data on discarding of turbot are available. hptthat turbot is a sought after and valuable
pecies, STECF consider that discarding of turbofisheries in the Black Sea is likely to be
negligible.

Evidence to supportde minimisexemption from the landing obligation
STECF concludes that the reported discard of dpradRomanian vessels reported in Table 6.1.8
above does not provide any evidence to supportraidienis exemption on the basis that increases

in selectivity are very difficult to achieve or tha&aandling unwanted catches would create
disproportionate costs.
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STECF is unaware of any other biological, techneadl/or economic evidence to support a de
minimis exemption on the basis that increaseslgcseity are very difficult to achieve or to avoid
handling unwanted catches would create dispropmatecosts. Therefore STECF cannot comment
on this issue.

6.2. Alternative modelling approaches supporting the 208 Atlantic Skipjack stock
assessment

Background

Skipjack is one the three topical tuna species ltalng EU purse seiners in the Atlantic Ocean. As
highly migratory species, management measure @nstg fishing activities deployed in the

Atlantic Ocean on these species falls under th@esad the International Commission for the
Conservation of Atlantic Tunas and are based orensiic advice and management

recommendations released by the ICCAT Scientifim@ittee.

Traditional stock assessment models (SA) have lificult to apply to skipjack because of
certain key aspects of its biology. Skipjack spawnan opportunistic manner throughout the year
and over large areas, so recruitment is continumutsheterogeneous in space and time. This
explains why cohorts cannot easily be identifiedrtirermore, skipjack growth parameters vary
with latitude. The catch-at-age matrix will, themed, not be consistent because fish of the same age
will exhibit different sizes depending on their pasovement patterns. Another difficulty arises
from the fact that skipjack tuna is often a secoypdaecies, depending on the price differential and
catchability of other target species such as laygbowfin. Consequently, estimation of the
effective effort exerted on skipjack (e.g. effortoportional to fishing mortality) remains
problematic, and catch rate may sometimes degliftexent trend than abundance.

In order to overcome these difficulties, in additim conventional SA models (surplus production

model, may be integrated models as SS3, data-ppooaches) and to support the SA to be carried
out in 2014, the European Union would like to cimite to a discussion on alternative SA

approaches and, with this aim, to propose the disgize-structured models and length-based
Reference Points, commonly used for of hard-tosggpeies.

Request to the STECF

However, such integrated size-structured SA moaedsnot used by tuna RFMOs and the STECF
would be then asked to explore, to discuss anddgest possible ways to support such approaches.

SKJ stock structure:

- A two-stock assumption (East and West) as adapéitinow by SCRS

- An alternative five-stock assumption (based oatigp distribution of catch and tagging
data) with 2 components in the West and 3 in thet.Ea

The STECF will be asked to explore, to model andiszuss the SKJ SA for the two candidate
stock structures and to write a scientific docuntenibe considered as a contribution of the EU to
the SA process carried out by the ICCAT Scient@@mmittee.

As results of this ad hoc contract, a report walé to be delivered for the 23.06.2014 at the tlates
by the selected expert in integrated size-strudttBA models. She or he will have obviously to
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work in coordination with the EU scientist in chargf the SKJ SA in the ICCAT context, Daniel
Gaertner from IRD.

Request to the STECF [request as modified followingliscussion and clarification by the
European Commission, 7 July 2014]:

 To review and report on the contract document 'spgibn of length-based assessment
methods to skipjack fisheries in the Atlantic Oceamd determine whether the size-based
assessment methods trialled in the report are ne@ded for further development and/or
adoption.

» To report on the advantages and disadvantagesogiting a [2 West Atlantic and 5 East
Atlantic] stock assumption for the Atlantic Ocedapgack tuna assessment rather than the
two stock assumption currently used by ICCAT.

STECF comments

STECF observes that the contract report 'Applicatid length-based assessment methods to
skipjack fisheries in the Atlantic Ocean' descrilaes application of the Then-Hoenig-Gedamke
(THG) method to estimate fishing (F) and total ratity (Z) rates for one West Atlantic and two
East Atlantic skipjack stocks. The THG method pdeg estimates of F by expressing Z in the
preceding Gedamke and Hoenig (2006) method as @idanof catchability, fishing effort and
natural mortality. Fitting the THG model requiresrae-series of mean length and fishing effort.

STECF observes that the THG method was appliedesafidly to the West Atlantic stock and
results were broadly consistent with those prewnoobtained using APSIC (A Stock Production
Model Incorporating Covariates: a non-equilibrivagistic Schaefer model was assumed). In the
East Atlantic, where the THG method was applieddta from areas (1) south of 10°N and east of
30°W and (2) north of 10°N and east of 30°W, thpliaption was not successful. In both areas
variation in mean lengths of skipjack through tleeigd when estimates of fishing effort were also
available was very small. The authors consideradlikely that the model would provide valid
estimates of F without greater contrast in meagtlen

STECF observes that Gaertner (2010) has previditiggl the Gedamke and Hoenig (2006) model
to skipjack length data from the eastern Atlanti@stimate Z, but he was able to use a longer time
series of length data that included greater cotstiasmean length because this model, as opposed
to the THG model, did not require effort data. BOtHG and Gedamke and Hoenig (2006) methods
assume that growth is adequately described by treBértalanffy Growth Equation (VBGE), that
growth is constant through time and that the mibytaate is constant among ages and over time.
STECF observes that a recent analysis of skipjackvih data suggests that some of these
assumptions may not be met (Fonteneau 2014b). druttiere is no current consideration of the
existence of, and any effects of, sexually dimargrowth.

STECF observes that a range of alternate methadavailable for the assessment of data-limited
and data-moderate stocks, including other sizeebasethods. In addition to the Then-Hoenig-
Gedamke (THG) model proposed and tested in the igq@014) report and the developments of
this model that are proposed, alternate size-badeth-poor” and “data-moderate” approaches
could be considered for assessing the status ah#dl skipjack (e.g. Cope and Punt, 2009; other
extensions of the SEINE (Survival Estimates In Nkmpuilibrium situations; an implementation of
the Gedamke and Hoenig (2006) method) model ésglescribed in in Brodziak et al (2012));

48



Carruthers et al (in press)). Given the challengeenig (2014) encountered when applying the
THG model to 2 eastern stocks, STECF observe thatr @assessment methods could be reviewed
in the eastern Atlantic, and a subset of the restewnodels for which data are available and
assumptions best met could be trialled. STECF @bsehat the assessment methods to include in
any review would not necessarily have to be sizeta

STECF observes that Atlantic skipjack tuna catcaes recorded from the area 40°N to 40°S
(although they are low in the gyres), while taggimas been conducted mostly in the eastern
Atlantic and from 5°S to 30°N (Fonteneau 2014a).l&/this limits opportunities for resolving the
movements, migrations and stock structure of Aitatina, the analyses of distances travelled and
the frequencies and timing of tag recoveries pieseim Fonteneau (2014a) are sufficient to show
that levels of stock mixing from East to West arahf North to South are relatively low. These low
levels of mixing support the current assumptiort tie@ population dynamics and responses to
mortality of skipjack tuna in the East and WestaAtic are not linked. However, the evidence from
tagging data for limited North to South stock mixidoes not support the current assumption that
there are single stocks in the East and West AtlaSSTECF observes that evidence for the
existence of more stocks than currently assessedlsis provided by growth data and the
distribution and size composition of skipjack caughthe fisheries (Gaertner et al. 2008; Gaertner
2010; Fonteneau 2014a,b)

STECF observes that available evidence on stodkctste from tagging, growth and size
composition data supports the identification ofeasst four stocks (the NE, SE, SW & NW Atlantic
areas proposed by Fonteneau (2014a)) and thermris svidence to support an assessment of
eastern Atlantic skipjack using five stocks as psgul by Fonteneau (2014a). STECF observes that
both of the stock structures (2 East Atlantic stgpékWest Atlantic stocks or 5 East Atlantic stocks

2 West Atlantic stocks) described by Fonteneau 4aDhre better supported by tagging, growth
and size composition data than the current 2 shieskimption.

STECF observes that, pending the collection of itag@nd other data that would contribute to
improved stock identification, a better assessnoénhe status of Atlantic skipjack is likely to be

obtained by assuming that there are 2 East Atlatticks and 2 West Atlantic stocks or 5 East
Atlantic stocks and 2 West Atlantic stocks. Thisbecause a more refined definition of stocks
increases the probability of detecting dynamics r@sgonses to fishing mortality.

STECF conclusions
ToR a. Review of report

The stock assessments trialled and presented iddbeig (2014, Commitment No. 682915) report
assumed one Western and two Eastern stocks oftistl8kipjack tuna. STECF agrees with the
conclusion of the Hoenig report that the size-basbdn-Hoenig-Gedamke (THG) method for
assessing total mortality could reasonably be aegpb the western Atlantic skipjack stock, but not
to the eastern stocks. For the eastern stockst afisessment methods could be reviewed, and a
subset of the methods, for which data are availabtbassumptions best met, could be trialled.
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ToRb. Stock structure

STECF conclude that the assumptions of 2 eastelr? avestern stocks, or 2 western and 5 eastern
stocks, are better supported by available data ttheexisting ICCAT assumption of 1 eastern and
1 western stock.
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6.3. Sea bass fisheries and their management
Background

ICES has provided assessments of the stock of se&dna2013 identifying 4 potential stock areas.
The stock distribution has increased; ICES idesgifihat there is evidence of local depopulation
despite increasing incidence of the species. Cenigiglthe life cycle of this species there is achee
to ensure that management measures are approfwitte stock and can provide the necessary
protection to limit mortality to prevent a declimeregional and local populations.

In 2012 and 2013 through expert meetings the Cosianisand Member States have been
considering the introduction of a TAC for seabdS&S has previously identified that a TAC may
not be the most suitable means to effectively abmirortality for this stock. Some Member States
have also mentioned the CFP reform (landing ohbgatas an argument against the introduction of
a new TAC.

In addition recreational fisheries play a signifitgart in the total outtake. Member States have
identified the existing various direct and indiréishery national management measures that impact
on both recreational and commercial activity.

Member States have been asked to consider theonahtcontrols on this species and identify
possible management measures they could adopt. Howeere remains a need to evaluate the
combined impact of these various management measurehe stock and to explore how these
measures can be co-ordinated to effectively coestre stock; the setting of particular catch limits
for various fisheries should be considered.

Request to the STECF

STECEF is requested to assess and comment on tlbealahanagement measures of the Member
States to determine their impact on the currerkstiistribution of Seabass. In particular STECF is
asked to:
* Identify the contribution to mortality from the duot and indirect fisheries on a Member
State basis;
» Identify for directed fisheries potential limitsnca management indicators and possible
avoidance/ technical measures for indirect fislserie
» STECF are asked to identify management measuresahae considered precautionary or
would allow for the management of the stock at MSY.

In addition STECF is asked, considering the laa€ésice for these stocks, to comment on:

» the effectiveness of the current national measuaresntrolling catches and in preventing an
increase in fishing mortality and/or a decline iarbass for each stock;
» the likely effectiveness of existing national maasy under the current stock situation, in
maintaining the stock at MSY levels if
0 existing commercial effort levels remain constant;
o or if existing catches are maintained
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o If possible comment on the potential impact on #teck if this situation is
maintained over a 3-5year timescale;
» Lastly STECF is asked to recommend measures thigd be applied now to ensure that the
stock is maintained within MSY levels.

STECF observations

The following information is based on the sea bagert (No. SI12.680348) and on the latest ICES
stock assessment report (ICES 2014).

Sea bass stock structure and biology

The stock structure of sea bass remains poorlynefiand ICES has pragmatically split the
populations into four stocks: i) North Sea, Chan@elltic Sea and Irish Sea (ICES IVb,c & Vlla,d-
h); ii) west of Scotland and west/ south of Ireldk@g, V1Ib,)); iii) Bay of Biscay (Vllla,b) and iy
Iberian coast (Vllic, 1Xa). Currently, only the nbern stock in IVb,c & Vlla,d-h has an analytical
assessment, which indicates a rapidly decliningnbgs due to an extended period of poor
recruitment and increasing fishing mortality. Soaspects of the biology of sea bass, including
slow growth, delayed maturity, longevity to arouBttlyears, site fidelity in adults, and formation of
offshore spawning aggregations, make the stock evabie to overexploitation and to local
depletion. For the other putative stocks, no stdessment is available. The information on stock
status included in this report is therefore basethe assessment of North Sea, Channel, Celtic Sea
and Irish Sea (ICES IVb,c and Vlla,d-h) stock ukbwever, some of the fisheries descriptions
apply also to Bay of Biscay (Vllla,b) stock unit.

Sea bass commercial fisheries

Sea bass commercial fisheries in areas IVb,c aha d/h comprise a mixture of inshore fisheries,
with a large contribution of small-scale (artisgrfadheries using mainly hook and line and gillnets
and offshore fisheries targeting pre-spawning graveing aggregations of sea bass. In the Bay of
Biscay,sea bass is targeted mainly using trawmtsagh longline, other hook and line fishing and
gilinetting takes also place.In Iberian waters {Bions Vllic , IXa), a significant proportion of ¢h
catch is from a mixed fisherywhile trawls and ssiaee little used. One of the biggest of the sea
bass fisheries on the stock in areas IVb,c and,dfais the targeted fishery on mature fish
aggregating to spawn on offshore areas in the we&tkannel and approaches, including off North
Devon and Cornwall. This is primarily a fishery aiving around 30 French pair-trawlers, and
smaller numbers of UK pair trawlers. This fishengemtes from winter to spring on or near
spawning grounds in the Channel when sea basggregated. This is an offshore fishery, usually
outside the 12 miles zone, and mesh size used(sni@ or sometimes more. This fishery is
responsible for over 25% of the total commercial agcreational fishery removals and for around
25% of the total fishing mortality of F(5-11) = @.8stimated by WGCSE 2014 for the years 2011 -
2013.

Sea bass recreational fisheries
The total recreational removals for areas IVb,c ¥ihld,d-h are estimated around 1400t — 1600t
compared with total reported commercial fisherydiags of 4100t on average during 2009-2012.

In the Bay of Biscay (Vllla,b), recreational langsare estimated to be an average of 1430 t (2009-
2011) compared with an average commercial landing5d0t. From information available, the
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precision of the combined international estimateaneas IVb,c and Vlla,d-h is likely to be
moderate, with relative standard errors of at |288b. The ratio of recreational removals estimates
in each country is a very consistent proportiontieé combined recreational and reported
commercial fishery landings (France: 25%; Engl&2®&%0; Netherlands: 26%; Belgium: 29%). The
recreational catch estimates exclude figures fote@/ar any other European countries without
surveys that could report sea bass catches. d¢tnsleded that recreational fishing may account for
around 25% of total fishery removals and fishingtality and this represents a significant missing
catch from the assessment for earlier years withremoeational fishery survey estimates. ICES
IBPbass (ICES 2014a) developed a method to refl@ist additional mortality in the Stock
Synthesis assessment model. The historical trendcreational catches are unknown, but they are
likely to differ from commercial catch trends. $t possible that, before the large growth in biomass
of the stock in the 1990s, recreational fishing rhaye been a much larger proportion of total
fishery removals than at present.

Current management measures

There are several national and EU wide controle@nmercial and recreational fisheries for sea
bass, which range from a moratorium on commer@airig for sea bass around Ireland, minimum
landing sizes, sea bass licencing for commercsaiefiies in France, weekly or monthly boat limits
in some commercial fisheries, closures of nurseegsin England and Wales, some closed seasons
for French fleets and bag limits for recreationshéries in several countries. There is no TAC for
any of the stocks assessed by ICES. Detailed irdgtom is provided in the sea bass report (No.
S12.680348).

Stock status and proposed management measures

Fishing mortality on the North Sea, Channel, CeS&a and Irish Sea (ICES IVb,c & Vlla,d-h)
stock increased at the same time as the stock B®mareased in the 1990s and 2000s and F has
continued to increase as stock biomass has reastlined.

It is possible for fisheries to maintain catchespiie declining biomass, and hence inflict higher F
particularly for fisheries targeting spawning aedding aggregations.

In order to achieveysy, a combination of national measures to reducetdfidhe directed inshore
fisheries, combined with measures to manage trehaifé international fisheries on spawning sea
bass, is urgently needed in the North Sea, Cha@edtic Sea and Irish Sea (ICES IVb,c & Vlla,d-
h).

STECF conclusions

Generally speaking, catches of seabass in ICESI®bYIla,d-h can be broadly split into three
categories: (i) recreational; (i) commercial figles targeting seabass, and; (iii) fisheries where
seabass are taken as a commercial by-catch in rdem@e@rsal fisheries. Based on 2010-2013 data,
recreational fisheries account for 26% of the oNecatch (commercial and recreational);
commercial targeted fisheries account for 33% (mader pair trawls and lines) and;other
commercial fisheries where seabass are taken aatblg-account for 41% of the overall catch.

According to ICES (ICES 2014) and as reported endba bass report (No. SI12.680348), the largest

contribution to theeommerciallandingsfor the North Sea, Channel, Celtic Sealasd Sea (ICES
IVb,c & Vlla,d-h) stock is made by the targeted e and UK midwater pair trawls fishery. These
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take over 34% of théotalcommerciallandings and are responsible for around 25% oftobed
(commercial and recreational combined) fishing radst (i.e. total F(5-11) = 0.325) estimated by
WGCSE 2014 for the years 2011 - 2013. Other tarxgatommercial fisheries are lines fisheries
mainly from France and UK, amounting to 8% of tlo¢al catch respectively. The remaining
commercialcatches are attributed to line fisheries targefeg bass (11%), while the remainder
(and majority) of catches from commercial actiarg associated with seabass caught as by-catches
in demersal towed and static gears (Table 6.3.1).

The Member States’ contributions of the commeiaiatlings of the North Sea, Channel, Celtic Sea
and Irish Sea (ICES IVb,c & Vlla,d-h) stock, arefadows: France 65%; UK 21%, Netherlands
9%, Belgium 4% and around 1% for the other MS. Thenbined recreational fisheries from
France, UK, Netherlands and Belgium are around 2%%he total landings of commercial and
recreational fisheries in recent years.

In the Bay of Biscay (Vllla,b), based on the averad 2010-12 data, France takes 91% of the sea
bass landings and Spain the remaining 9%. Framgettasea bass using mainly nets and midwater
trawls.Recent estimates of recreational landings rance were 38% of the total of recreational
and commercial French fisheries.

In the Iberian coast (Vllic, 1Xa), based on therage of 2009-11 data, Portugal takes 61%, Spain
36% and France 3% of the commercial sea bass lgsdin this area, a significant proportion of
the landings are from a mixed fishery.

STECF concludes that in the absence of explicir-gaad Member State-specific estimates of
fishing mortality, the landings by Member State aeér group relative to the overall landings of
seabass is an appropriate proxy to estimate thelmotion to the total mortality on sea bass. Based
on the information presented in the sea bass répart S12.680348), the approximate percentage
contribution to the overall mortality by gear ane@idber State is given in Table 6.3.1.

Table 6.3.1. Average commercial and recreatiomalitays of sea bass by country and gear group
(where available) 2010 — 2013 and approximate dmutton to overall mortality of sea bass.
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Fishery Landings Percentage

UK(E&W) trawls 147 2.6
France trawls 793 14.0
UK(E&W) midwater 57 1.0
France midwater 1408 24.8
UK(E&W) nets 361 6.4
France Nets 139 2.5
UK(E&W) lines 175 3.1
France lines 305 5.4
UK(E&W) other 65 1.1
France other 142 2.5
Belgium 165 2.9
Netherlands 384 6.8
Channel Isles 54 1.0
recreational France 2009-11 940 16.6
recreational England 2012 335 5.9
recreationalNetherlands 2010-11 138 2.4
recreational Belgium 2013 60 1.1
TOTAL 5667 100

1. Identify for directed fisheries potential limits, and management indicators and possible
avoidance/ technical measures for indirect fisherg

See paragraphs 3 and 6 for information on potefhirats and possible avoidance and technical
measures. STECF considers that there is a rangm®ssible management indicators but these
would be dependent on the management objective tli@davailable stock specific data and
information.

2. STECF are asked to identify management measures thacan be considered
precautionary or would allow for the management othe stock at MSY.

STECF notes that ICES has not identified any pricwaary reference points for sea bass stocks.
However, a range of potential measures is availabtecould be considered for the management of
the stock at MSY(Table 6.3.2).These could be implet@d at a national, regional and EU level and
include (in no particular order of preference):

(i) Catch limits

(i)  Improvements in selectivity;

(i) Bag limit for recreational fisheries
(iv) Spatial and temporal closures

(v) Effort restrictions and licensing
(vi) Catch and release

(vii) Spatiotemporal tariff management
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Table 6.3.2. Range of potential management meaap@gable to the different fisheries catching
sea bass in i) North Sea, Channel, Celtic Sea ashl $ea (ICES IVb,c & Vlla,d-h); ii) west of
Scotland and west/ south of Ireland (Vla, VIIbij); Bay of Biscay (Vllla,b) and iv) Iberian coast
(Vlllc, 1Xa). X signifies a potential managementasere applicable to a particular fishery group.

Fisheries

Management measures Target Fisheries By-catch fisties Recreational Fisheries
Catch limits X X
Improvements in selectivity X X X
Bag limits for recreational fisheries X
Spatial and temporal closures X X X
Effort restrictions and licensing X X X
Catch and release X
Spatiotemporal tariff management X X X

() STECF notes that stock definition and managemes# for sea bass by ICES is pragmatic
and may not correctly identify the true stock stuwe. STECF also notes evidence from
tagging for strong site fidelity in adult sea bagsulting in many fish returning to the same
coastal sites after spawning each year. Catchsliemd. TAC or individual vessel limits, for
the whole area could allow mobile fisheries to cbote to an increase in F in excess of
Fusy on any sub-stocks or localised populations. I€ledimits such as TACs or individual
vessel limits are to be considered as a means tageafishing mortality on sea bass
effectively, the resultant allocation of fishing paptunities would be complex and would
need to be set at spatial scale which reflectsshatial structure of the various sub-
populations which is currently poorly understood. dddition, STECF observes that the
landings statistics from the commercial fishery arecertain due to the likelihood of
underreporting. Unreported removals are associatddthe allowances under article 65(2)
of the EU Control regulation 1224/2009, which pesidisposal of up to 30kg of fish for
personal consumption without supplying sales dipd article 14 (1&4), which exempts the
mandatory recording in logbooks of catchesof aficggs less than 50kg . For small-scale,
low-volume fisheries catching sea bass, this legaking catch could be significant except
in countries such as France where log-book scheswsre reporting of all landings in
under-10m fleets (Armstrong and Drogou, 2014 [repi. S12.680348]). The uncertainty
in the landings statistics due to underreportingusth be considered when decisions are
made on which management measures and associdtedeparting requirements could
potentially be applied to the fishery.

(i) Improvements in selectivity consistent with an ease in size at first capture would be
beneficial in improving yield per recruit and spamg biomass per recruit (more detailed
information is given in the sea bass report No.@348). Increases in mesh size and/or
avoidance of juvenile areas would be required k@ngple, but the implications for catches
of other species taken in the fisheries need tadesidered. Increasing the size at first
capture in recreational and commercial line fiskgrby increasing the MLS, would result
in a further increase in release rates. Post-releasrtality in both recreational and
commercial fisheries is poorly understood at preaed appropriate studies are needed.
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(iif) Recreational catches could be limited by #wgting of bag limits. The bag limit would be
determined by the desired overall outtake and #eceeational fishing effort. This could be
combined with a catch-and-release system, where bag limits have been reached any
subsequent catch should be released (see point Rgcreational fisheries survey data
should be analysed to predict the likely impactifferent bag limits on reducing fishing
mortality. In particular, the expected complian@ter associated with bag limits under
current fisheries control and enforcement schernesld be assessed. Recreational fisheries
are a significant component of the landings (aro25% for the North Sea, Channel, Celtic
Sea and lIrish Sea stock of sea bass and 38% foroB&yscay (Vllla,b)), and thus the
introduction of bag limits as a means to reduskifig mortality should be considered.

(iv) The closure of targeted fisheries with well-definguhtial-temporal catch patterns could
achieve a substantial reduction in fishing mona(#.g. around 25% of the current F is
attributed to the spawning-grounds fisheries in $C&b,c & Vlla,d-h) on adult sea bass
provided the effort of the vessels involved in flehery is notallowed to be displaced to
other components of the sea bass populations wiitleirstock area or in neighbouring stock
areas. Spawning-grounds fisheries of sea bassealrelefined in space and time, and target
large sea bass individuals with a high spawningmal. As the location of spawning areas
may vary from year to year (and during the same@®a it is therefore important that any
spatial and temporal closures during spawning shbale sufficient coverage of all the
main areas of spawning. However, it is not cleaergtor how the effort would be displaced
or how displacement could be prevented. The likeijpliance rate with the closures and
the potential impact of effort displacement on otepecies are also unknown. From a
control and enforcement perspective it is cruclattthe defined spatial closures are
sufficiently large to ensure effective control. 8loes would also need to be accompanied
with suitable control provisions such as approprigtMS transmission times for fishing
vessels active in the area.

(v) Direct control of fishing effort (e.g. days at seauld be considered but it is noted that this
may be complex for sea bass. Direct control ofifigheffort could involve limiting the
available number of licences to both recreationadl @ommercial fishermen, and/or
associated restrictions related to variables doutirig to effective effort, such as number
and/or length of gillnets or longlines. Howevere ttelationship between fishing effort and
fishing mortality is unknown and studies have sho{ag. Faroe Island studies)
compensatory adaptations by business in an attemmptaintain or at least minimise the
impacts of reduced fishing time allocations. Th&aduction of effort limiting measures
would need be monitored and assessed to ensurdhihaequired reduction in fishing
mortality is in practice, being achieved.

(vi) The usefulness of management by spatiotempordfstawhere fishers ‘pay’ from an
individual allocation of ‘effort credit points’ aocding to spatiotemporally varying tariffs,
such as the recently proposed system (Kraak e204l2), could perhaps be explored. In
some areas at some times of the year fishers wiaylatredits at a high rate per fishing day,
whereas in other areas and/or other times of tlae fyghers would pay credits at a lower
rate per fishing day. Similar as with real-time stlees this would require monitoring of
catches to identify areas with high concentratidnjuvenile or adult sea bass, and
establishment of appropriate tariff levels. VMS@PS would verify the fishers’ location.
This system is in fact spatiotemporal effort mamaget and can include temporal/seasonal
closures.
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(vii) Consideration could be given to the introduction coimpulsory catch and release for
recreational fisherman. This measure would onlyeffective in case of high post-release
survival.

3. The effectiveness of the current national measuresn controlling catches and in
preventing an increase in fishing mortality and/ora decline in biomass for each stock.

There are numerous regulations at the national,lexech are described in details in the sea bass
report (No. SI12.680348). Nevertheless, given tlwemetrends in F and SSB, STECF concluded that
the combined current national measureshave not k#ective in controlling catches and in
preventing an increase in fishing mortality anddattecline in biomass for the North Sea, Channel,
Celtic Sea and Irish Sea stock of sea bass. Farttiee stocksii) west of Scotland and west/ south
of Ireland (Vla, VIIb,j); iii) Bay of Biscay (Vlllab) and iv) Iberian coast (Vllic, 1Xa), STECF is
not in the position to determine the effectiveneSthe national measures as an assessment of the
stock status and trends in not available.

4. The likely effectiveness of existing national meases, under the current stock situation,
in maintaining the stock at MSY levels if:

0 existing commercial effort levels remain constant;

o or if existing catches are maintained

o If possible comment on the potential impact on #teck if this situation is
maintained over a 3-5yr timescale;

According to ICES short term forecast, at the aurtevel of F, the SSB of sea bass of North Sea,
Channel, Celtic Sea and Irish Sea stock will cargito decline (about 23% in 2016 compared to
2015). This is also due to a combination of fishimgxcess of frsy and poor recruitment in recent
years. Thus, STECF considers that the currentiegisational measures as a whole, if commercial
effort and catches are maintained at the level robdein 2013, are likely to not be effective to
control F and allow the stock to recover to MSYdiswover a 3-5 years’ timescale.

5. STECF is asked to recommend measures that could [pplied now to ensure that the
stock is maintained within MSY levels.

STECF notes that to reackydy as advised by ICES (ICES 2014), would requiredaicgon in Fof
around 60%. It is unlikely that any one single nieaf those identified above will be sufficient to
bring F to lysy. A package of measures, including several of thdeatified above, will likely be
required across themain commercial and recreatiishéries, depending on the management
objectives for the different fisheries.

Additional observations:

Given the diversity of recreational and commergah bass fisheries, any given management
measure could have highly inequitable economic social impacts. Furthermore, the various
parties involved in the exploitation of sea basy mave different objectives for their fisheriesjgh
making it necessary to consider potential econ@nda social impacts on both the commercial and
recreational sector when taking management deaisionherefore, the choice of specific
management actions will not be straight forwardhase will impact different sectors of the fishery
and generate different social and economic dowastreffects. Furthermore, when considering
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management objectives and the instruments to applgconomic assessment should also consider
possible differences in control and enforcementscas well as the expected compliance levels
associated with the various segments in the fishery
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6.4. Update of the STECF assessment of closed areas
Background

As part of a previous review of the technical measuin 2007 the Commission requested STECF
to evaluate the utility and effectiveness of erigtmeasures limiting fishing activity in an area
(closed areas).

The original analysis followed a two-step approdeirst, an overview was made of existing closed

areas within EU waters and of any existing matetfet could be used to evaluate their

effectiveness. This first meeting of the STECF sabg on Management of Stocks (SGMOS-07-

02) was held in March 2007; it prepared an inventdrclosed areas and identified a process and
the data requirements for an evaluation of theetlareas in the inventory, considering maximum
use of existing evaluations and information. Se¢ondst of the closed areas in the North Sea and
Atlantic identified at the first meeting were evatied during a second meeting of SGMOS-07-03
held in October 2007.

The Commission is now in the process of a furtleerew of the technical measures in light of the
new CFP and in this context would like to update #uvice provided by STECF. The review
should take account of relevant ICES and STECFcadsince 2007 and also be expanded to
several closures that have been introduced simre @losures that have been deleted should not be
included.

To support this request the Commission commissi@meald hoc contract to:

- Review and update the earlier evaluation carriedbyuSTECF of the efficiency of the
closed areas on conservation of marine organisnis; a

- Using the framework used by STECF extend this amal closed areas introduced since
the STECF assessment.

Background documents ohttps://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plen1402
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Terms of Reference

STECF is requested to review the report preparettruan ad hoc contract, evaluate the findings
and make any appropriate comments and recommensatio

STECF comments and advice

1. Blue ling closed areas
Blue ling are highly vulnerable to overexploitatiddecause fisheries are generally targeting
spawning aggregations. The stock became overeggdl@ibm mid-90s, and closed areas to protect
spawning aggregations were introduced in 2009

Latest ICES assessment shows that fishing mortality been decreasing since 2001 and is
currently below ksy while the biomass is increasing. ICES further agrs that maintaining the
current closed areas will provide protection fag #pawning aggregations, but that this may not be
needed if the current TAC management regime isce¥e in limiting fishing mortalities as
intended (ICES, 2014).

STECF in the past has suggested that reopenintpefling closures should only be considered if
there is clear evidence that recovery has taketeplghis may take a long period due to the fact
that blue ling is a slow-growing and late-maturspgecies. At least one full life cycle (20-30 years)
is needed to demonstrate that management has Heetive at reversing the negative trends in
stock development (STECF, 2007). STECF acknowledggsthe closed areas for blue ling may
have contributed to the recently observed increasestock biomass but it will be some years
before it will be possible to confirm whether tithe case.

STECF advice

While acknowledging that the closed areas for Hing may have contributed to the recently
observed increases in stock biomass STECF notesttiall be some years before it will be
possible to confirm whether that is the case. HERT&CF considers that its previous advice
(STECF, 2012) remains appropriate and the predestres should be maintained Furthermore, in
an attempt to provide additional protection to ding spawning aggregations, the option to extend
the existing closures to include the spawning aggjtens in Division VIb should also be
considered.

2. Gillnets below 200 m
Limits for fishing with gillnets over 200 m were piicitly implemented in order to protect deep
water sharks, reduce discards and reduce ghostidifilom lost or abandoned nets. Most deepwater
sharks, such as the leafscale gulper sh@dn{rophorus squamosuand the Portuguese dogfish
(Centroscymnus coelolepisare considered to be long-lived with a low protdaty and thus can
only sustain very low rates of exploitation. Bofiesies continue to be in a depleted state and ICES
2013 advice is for no catches.

In keeping with its previous advice (STECF 20080202010), STECF considers that the removal
of the restrictions will not help the recovery bétshark stock.
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STECF advice

STECF considers that to reduce exploitation on Weégr sharks, the present restrictions to fish
with gillnets at depths greater than 200 m showdnfmintained and extended to other areas.
Furthermore, additional protection for deepwatearks could be provided ifthe current derogations
that permit deployment of gillnets at depths betw2@0 m and 600 m are removed.

3. Plaice Box
The plaice box was introduced in 1989 to reduceadding of undersize plaice with the expectation
that yield and spawning stock biomass would inaeA#though yield and spawning stock biomass
decreased and remained low until 2007, the stosknloav recovered and is presently at historical
high levels (ICES, 2014).

Several studies have indicated that neither bemtbicpiscean diversity showed any pronounced
changes that can clearly be attributed to the @laiox. Although beam trawl fishing effort has
reduced, it has never completely stopped (derogiets still fish actively and their effort and
capacity has increased) in the closure (Beare,2@l0).

In the short to medium term, dispensing with thesate is unlikely to have a measurable effect on
the status of North Sea plaice stock. However, ST BQtes that any increased beam trawl activity
in the area of the plaice box that might occur #hahbe closure be dispensed with is unlikely to
result in a reduction in unwanted catches of splalte.

STECF advice

Taking into account the need to reduce unwantecheatof small plaice, STECF advises that until
such time that the effectiveness of the landinggakibn in reducing unwanted catches is better
understood, it would be premature to dispense Mifth Sea plaice box.

4. Nephrops restrictions
Several closed areas have been implemented tacpepawning stocks in the Porcupine Bank and
in the context of the recovery plan for Iberian Way lobster stocks and southern hake. The
Porcupine Bank closure has been effective in redudishing mortality and increasing stock
abundance.(STECF,2013). Fishing mortality is culyerbelow Rysy proxy (ICES, 2014).
Nevertheless, the reduction of the closure perodl tnonth in 2013 implies that now the fishery is
opened in a period (June and July) of high actiedyresponding to the peak female emergence.
STECF was not able to provide a quantitative ptemicof the impact of this partial reopening the
fishery. However, it would most likely lead to ieased mortality on females which may be
detrimental to future stock productivity (STECF120).

Since the Porcupine Bank stock has just begun tavsmprovements, and in accordance to
previous STECF advice (STECF, 2013), it is likehatt the reopening of the Porcupine Bank
closure will have a detrimental effect on the otsedrsmall recovery.

STECF advice

Regarding the Iberian coast, the Norway lobsterksto FU26 has yet to recover. In line with ICES
latest advice (2014) that catches should be redtacdae lowest possible levels and that effective
technical measures should be implemented, STECi€exlthat the closure should be maintained.
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For FU28 (Porcupine Bank), as the stock is onlylitaievely assessed by ICES to be stable,
STECF also advices that the closure should be aiaed.

5. Haddock Box
ICES in 2013 has evaluated the haddock box andwdext that there is no evidence of a change in
the fishery selection pattern after the introduttad the closure, although for most ages, densities
are now higher inside than outside the haddock(l®kS, 2013b). The stock continues to be in a
poor state. Although fishing mortality has decrelasethe last decade, SSB is af,Es recruitment
between 2006 and 2011has been extremely low. RiscgEgnificantly increased in 2013 and are
expected to remain high in 2014 as a consequenddeofstrong 2012 and 2013 year class.
Therefore ICES advises that further management umesishould be introduced to reduce catches
of small haddock and to protect the incoming reorant haddock in order to maximize their
contribution to future yield and SSB (ICES, 2014).

STECF advice

Taking into account both the need to protect incmgmecruitment and to reduce unwanted catches,
STECF advises that until such time that the effectess of the landing obligation in reducing
unwanted catches is better understood, it woulghreenature to dispense with the haddock box
closure.

6. Northern Hake closed area
The hake boxes were introduced to improve the Betepattern and protect juveniles. STECF
(2007) recommended that this area closure be niaéataSince 2007 the northern hake stock has
recovered to levels not seen for many years, witmhss at the highest observed level over the
period 1978- 2013 and strong recruitment of O-grbake in 2012 (ICES, 2014).

STECF (2007) advised that the closure may haveriboieéd to an unquantifiable extent to the
recovery of the stock. STECF notes that F is ablbve sy and increased in 2013, and discards
have increased sharply in recent years.

STECF advice

Given that F on Northern hake is still aboyg¥and that discards have increased sharply in recent
years, STECF advises that until such time that dffectiveness of the landing obligation in
reducing unwanted catches is better understooevoiild be premature to dispense with the
Northern Hake closure.

7. NEA Mackerel Box

Advice provided by ACFM in October 2002 providesteong indication that the mackerel box was
beneficial for conservation of Northeast Atlantiackerel. Fishing mortality in 2013 is estimated to
be below sy and SSB has increased considerably since 2002@andins high, above MSY
Buigger HOWever, the stock distribution has changed sk@i¢7, expanding north-westwards during
spawning and the summer feeding migration. In va#whis shift in distribution of mackerel, a
further evaluation using up-to-date fishery andreyrdata should be carried out to determine if the
current mackerel box arrangement remains an efecbnservation measure.
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Therefore, STECF considers that until there is evog that dispensing with the SW mackerel
boxwill not posea risk the stock, it should be iregd in its present form. Further, with the landing
obligation coming into force for pelagic specie015 and given that a major aim of the mackerel
box is to afford some protection to juvenile maekehrough reducing discarding of unwanted
catches of juvenile mackerelretention of the bmay provide an effective means of reducing
unwanted catches.

STECF advice

Given that the mackerel box may provide an effectiweans of reducing unwanted catches of
juvenile mackerel, STECF advises that until suoketihat the effects of the landing obligation on
reducing unwanted catches is better understooduidvbe premature to dispense with the NEA
Mackerel Box.

8. Norway pout

The area covered by the Norway pout box is an itapbnursery ground for juvenile haddock and

whiting. The Norway pout stock dynamic is highlyriadle from year to year. Stock size has

increased following the very high recruitment inl2Gand fishing mortality has decreased in recent
years to below the long-term average. Both haddmuo#k whiting North Sea stocks, the main

bycatch species in the Norway pout fishery, havpedenced poor recruitment. For haddock
fishing mortality has continually decreased andhetow target reference points, while biomass is
above. For whiting, biomass is very low approactigg.

STECF notes that the impact of the closed areaadnreadily be distinguished from other

interacting effects of technological developmenthe fishery, including changed selectivity and
fishing behaviour in relation to bycatch rates. rEfiere STECF considers that, until there is
evidence that dispensing with theNorway pout baxibkely to have an adverseimpact on whiting
and haddock stocks, it should be retained. Furtbezm the Norway pout box may also provide an
additional effective means of reducing unwantedtoad which is in keeping with the major aim of
the landing obligation.

STECF advice

STECF advises that until there is evidence thatetising with the Norway pout box is unlikely to
have an adverse impact on other stocks, espeaidliftng and haddock, it should be retained.
Furthermore, the Norway pout box may also provideadditionaleffective means of reducing
unwanted catches which is in keeping with the major of the landing obligation.

9. Sandeel (Firth of Forth)
STECF (2007) concluded that the closure partialgt the goal to improve sandeel availability for
a dependent predator (kittiwakes). Following the@suote there appears to have been an
improvement in the age one and older sandeel abgedatil around 2003.

The Western Central sandeel stock in the North %= declined to a very low level. The
gualitative evaluation of fishing mortality is estnely low, yet stock biomass has failed to recover.

STECF advice
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STECF advises that dispensing with the closureatmsel fishing in the Firth of Forth most likely
slow down any future recovery of the stock in thestérn central North Sea management area.

10.Herring
Spawning grounds closures Closures were intended primarily to limit thekrisf overfishing
during the period of the year when herring are dgnaggregated. In 2007 STECF recommended
that the closures could be removed given that hesing stocks were in a better condition than
when the closures were implemented, and that nfasistock improvement seems to be due to
controls on overall fishing pressure. Consequettily closures in Division VI were removed.
Several other closures however are still maintaindtie Irish Sea, south coast of Ireland and east
coast of England.

STECF advice

The 2007 STECF advice that spawning ground clodiarelserring could be removed is still valid
in most cases. However, the North Sea autumn spgwstock is currently in a low productivity
phase. As the management plan for herring in thehN®ea and Skagerrak is to be evaluated in
2014, STECF advises that it would be appropriateetain the East coast of England spawning
closure at least until the results of that evabratire available and to consider the merits of hdret

to retain or dispense with the closure after timagt

Nursery areas closuresSTECF (2007) was able to review information on ingrnursery ground
closures in the Irish Sea, but had no informatiarclosures in the western North Sea. The North
Irish Sea herring stock biomass is above M&yg since 2006 while fishing mortality is around
Fusy. Acoustic surveys confirm the significant increasel+ herring biomass (ICES, 2014).
STECF notes that the combined effect of the Irish Bursery area with the closure of the juvenile
herring fishery seems to be effective at protectieging juveniles. Since a management plan for
Irish Sea herring is currently being developed, SFEonsiders that the issue of whether to retain
or dispense with the nursery area closure shouidddeded in the discussions of the plan. For the
nursery closures in the western North Sea there nwasew information available to permit an
evaluation and therefore no recommendation candmgem

Closed area for sprat to protect herring (off Jutland). STECF (2007) concluded that the sprat
closed area was performing sub-optimally in protecsprat nursery areas and juvenile herring.
STECF therefore recommended that a closure be amadéat and that further analyses be carried to
determine if it might perform better in an altematconfiguration. However, the North Sea

autumn spawning stock is currently in a low produtgt phase. As the management plan for

herring in the North Sea and Skagerrak is to béuated in 2014, STECF advises that it would be
appropriate to retain the closure to sprat fishoify Jutland at least until the results of that

evaluation are available and to consider the mefitghether to retain or dispense with the closure
after that time.

Ila areas closure As noted by STECF (2007) the objective of thesate is still unclear although it
seems to have been introduced to reduce catch puorsireg between areas. STECF reiterates its
advice for the removal of the closure, if relevar@nagement authorities are confident that modern
control systems e.g. VMS can minimise area mistempr
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11.Cod
West of Scotland (Vla) closures The west of Scotland cod stock continues to sufifem
impaired recruitment and biomass is still extremely and well below Blim. ICES (2014) states
that TAC, effort restrictions, and spatial managetnaf fisheries have not controlled mortality
levels.

STECF advice

STECF continues to advise that dispensing with“thiadsock” and Clyde closures will not help
the recovery of cod in division Vla. Additionallyhe closures may also provide an additional
effective means of reducing unwanted catches wiscim keeping with the major aim of the
landing obligation.

Celtic Sea (VIIfg) closure The Celtic Sea cod closure was proposed by Freansh and UK
fishermen as an alternative to days-at-sea linRSEECF (2007) concluded that the closure has
played a role in the reduction in the fishing efifdrhe stock biomass increased significantly after
2011, as a result of the recruitment of the vergrgg 2009 year class. However, in 2013 biomass is
decreasing close to MSYyerwhile F has increased and is now ovggy: Furthermore, catches
are mainly composed of 1 to 3 years old, makingstioek quite vulnerable to recruitment failure
(ICES, 2014).

STECF advice

Since the Celtic Sea closure has been effectieke@neasing fishing effort and that the cod stock is
still highly dependent on recruitment and thus eudble to overexploitation, STECF advises that
the Celtic Sea closure should be maintained uhgle is evidence that reopening it will not
jeopardise the sustainability of the cod stock.

Irish Sea (Vlla) closure. The Irish Sea cod closure was introduced as amgamey measure in
2000 to protect spawning cod. STECF (2007) notatldtderogation for prawiNéphrop$ fishing,

and a reduction in spatial extent to cover only $pawning sites in the western Irish Sea, have
significantly diluted the effectiveness of the alosin reducing fishing mortality on spawning cod.
The stock continues to be extremely depleted. Bssnsstill well under B, and F is above ks,

STECF advice

STECF considers that dispensing with the closureldvoot help the Irish Sea cod stock to recover
from the severely depleted state. Furthermore, FTB@vises that to afford further protection to
cod with the aim of aiding recovery of the stot¢kyould be appropriate to re-establish the original
2000 specification of the closed area.

STECF general considerations

STECF concludes that assessment of closed areatodszl conducted on a case by case basis,
taking into account: the efficiency of the closumerelation with its original objectives (usually
protecting juveniles or reducing catch on adultgragations), the current and predictable state of
the stocks impacted by the closure, the effectisgme potential effectiveness of complementary or
alternative management measures.
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STECF considers that the opportunity of reopeninger areas could especially be assessed in the
frame of the definition of long term managementplawvhen complementarities between various
management options are discussed.

STECF advices that, in the context of the upcontargling obligation, the reopening of closed

areas dedicated to juvenile protection should be=fally considered. Decisions need to be

coordinated and take into account the effects eflémding obligation on reducing the unwanted
catch of juveniles. In many cases,until such tihved the effectiveness of the landing obligation in
reducing unwanted catches is better understo@ piemature to consider dispensing with closures
aimed at protecting juveniles or depleted stocks.
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6.5. Extension of the current deep-sea sharks TAC to CEAF area around Madeira —
Background

Council Regulatioh fixing fishing opportunities for EU vesselsfor tn deep-sea stocks lists a
number of deep-sea sharks for which a TAC is shes& sharks are considered to be highly
vulnerable to exploitation as they are long-livéate maturing and low fecundity species. It is
generally accepted that there is an urgent neegrdtect deep-sea sharks from fishing even if
sharks are taken as by-catches in relative smalttifies.

1 See Council Regulation (EU) No 1262/2012.
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TACs for deep-sea sharks are based on ICES adwid€ES sub-areas. Zero TACs are set for a
growing group of 18 sharks caught in most ICES agas (V, VI, VII, VI, IX, X, Xll) but not in
CECAF area. Although its abundance may vary aaosss, in the absence of detailed information
on stock identity, stock structure and stock dymamior a number of species ICES considers the
existence of a single stock in the whole North-Bekintic area. The STECF notdbat there is no
available information on stock structure, catcmdi® or fisheries catching deep-sea sea species in
general and in particular deep-sea sharks for CE@#BRs 34.1.1, 34.1.2 and 34.2. These include
EU waters adjacent to Madeira, the Canary IslamdisAzores. Knowing that deep-sea sharks are
widely distributed and migratory species it followkat it may be appropriate to extend
management measures applied in ICES sub-areas@AERdjacent area.

In 2014 the Commission requestdde STECF to collect available information on deep sharks
and relevant fisheries catching these species duaigeaon whether there is a need to introduce
management measures such as setting TACs for dudivstocks in CECAF areas 34.1.1, 34.1.2
and 34.2. Based on a study (Morato 2012) the STE@f€luded that a zero TAC for deep-sea
sharks caught in waters around Madeira (CECAF a#eh) has been established since 2008 and
discards, mainly from the black scabbard fisherg,kmown to be low. These findings are somehow
inconsistent with information provided by Portugah catches of deep-sea sharks. Portugal
confirmed catches and landings of 160 tonnes gb-dea sharks in CECAF area 34.1.2 in 2012. In
the Portuguese report on the activity of its fleet2012, landings of leafscale gulper shark (a
species considered endangered in the NE-Atlantideu0 TAC and one of the main by-catch
species in the black scabbard fishery) are amoagpiin 5 landings by the Madeira fleet.

Terms of Reference

On the basis of the information provided by Portuga landings of deep-sea sharks in 2012 in
Madeira (background documents odmitps://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plen1iCnhd on any other
relevant informatioh the STECF is requested to advise on whether #pisropriate from a
conservation point of view to extend the TAC area dleep-sea sharks to CECAF areas, in
particular to area 34.1.2 around Madeira.

STECF response

The response provided below is built upon the mfation provided in STECF 2010 Plen-10-03
report, STECF 2012 Plen-12-03 report and STECF Z&#-14-03 report and which dealt with
black scabbard fish inwaters around Madeira, figltks of Outermost Regions (Madeira and
Azores) and the biological situation of deep-sexlkdand the state of play of their fisheries in
CECAF divisions 31.1.1, 34.1.2 and34.2.

The CECAF areas 34.1.1, 34.1.2 and 34.2 includervaround Madeira and the Canarylslands
and partially the southern part of the Economiclé&sige Zone of Azores,which isthe northern part
of wider CECAF area (Figure 6.5.1). Most of the Agan maritimeterritory is located within ICES
Division X and, thus, all information compiledforzéreanfisheries is considered to belong to ICES
statistical subarea X.

2 STECF 48 Plenary meeting report (24-28 March 2014).
3 STECF 48 Plenary meeting report (24-28 March 2014).
4Such as the STECF report on the Evaluation ofifgsEffort Regime in European Waters - Part 2 (SFEQG-21).
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Fig. 6.5.1. — a) Map of the northeast Atlantic witle ICES divisions and b) the southern northedlsinfic with the sampling locations of
black scabbardfish and the 1000 m isobath. AA, Azdkrchipelago; AO, Atlantic Ocean; Cl, Canary hgls; FC, Funchal; IE, Ireland; IS,
Iceland, MA, Madeira Archipelago; MS, Mediterraned@a; NWA, Northwest Africa; PC, Pico Island; PTainland Portugal; SM, Santa
Maria Island; Sz, Sesimbra (mainland Portugal); UWkiited Kingdom; 1, Porcupine Seabight; 2, RocKalbugh; 3, Hatton Bank; 4,
Faraday seamount; 5, Reykjanes Ridge; 6, Sedlo aeam7, Gorringe seamount; 8, Ampére seamountJricorn bank; 10, Lion

seamount; 11, Seine seamount.

A list of deepwater shark species present in ICEEBGECAF areas is presented in Table 6.5.1.

Table 6.5.1.- List of deep-sea sharks specieeptdmth in ICES and CECAF Areas.

Scientific name Common name
Centrophorus lusitanicus Lowfin gulper shark
Centrophorus granulosus Gulper shark
Centrophorus squamosus Leafscale gulper shark
Centroscyllium fabricii Black dogfish
Centroscymnus coelolepis | Portuguese dogfish
Centroscymnus crepidater | Longnose velvet dogfish

Dalatias licha Kitefin shark
Etmopterus princeps Greater lanternshark
Apristuris spp Iceland catchark
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Chlamydoselachus anguineusFrilled shark

Deania calcea Birdbeak dogfish

Galeus melastomus Blackmouth dogfish

Galeus murinus Mouse catshark

Hexanchus griseus Bluntnose six-gilled shark
Etmopterus spinax Velvet belly

Oxynotus paradoxus Sailfin roughshark (Sharpback shark)
Scymnodon ringens Knifetooth dogfish

Somniosus microcephalus | Greenland shark

Studies of the life history parameters of thesecigsesuggest that they are slow growing, mature
relatively late in life and have low fecunditiesld€ke et al, 2001; Clarkeet al, 2002a, 2002b;
Girard and DuBuit, 1999). These characteristicslyntpat they cannot sustain high levels of
fishing pressureC. squamosuss a bathidemersal elasmobranch, appearing antand45 and 2
400 m depth. Its distribution is very broad, finglim the Eastern Atlantic, Western Indian Ocean
and Western Pacific. Found on or near the bottormootinental slopes; also found pelagically in
the upper 1,250 m of water 4,000 m deep. Reach»ammuan length of 164 cm. Ovoviviparous,
with maturity at 128 cm |, their life span estimates of 21-70 yeds §quamosysand 11-35 years
(D. calceu$. Presumably feeds on fish and cephalopods. ®tland fishmeal and dried salted for
human consumption; meat and fins (low value) awer Ioil (very high value), and occasionally for
its mature eggs. They show very lowResilience, mimh population doubling time more than 14
years (Fec=5-8). Also show very high vulnerabili®6 of 100), being included in the IUCN red
lists.

In Madeira waters, the deepwater sh@rksquamosuandD. calceusare abundant between 700 m
and 900 mC. coelolepigs more abundant deeper (1,300 m) but gravid fesreaie more abundant
inshallower watersC. squamosuspawns in the Portuguese waters off Madeira arldgpe
(Severino et al, 2009) Recent data shows that pregiemales may be also found off Iceland
(Moura et al., 2014), and occasional captures efpant females off Portugal and off Galicia have
also been reported (Bafiehal, 2006) suggesting a wide reproduction area.

C. squamosupresents a distribution pattern characterized byadial segregation by sex, size and
maturity likely driven by the factors depth and parature (Moura et al., 2014). It is admitted that
this species makes large scale migrations alongliggibution area, probably associated with
reproduction.A recent study used fishery-dependatd (vessel monitoring systems, logbooks and
official daily landings) available for a period be¢ the mentioned EU regulation on discards,
investigate the spatial distribution and overlapween the black scabbardfish and the leafscale
gulper shark taken by the longline fishery opetoff mainland Portugal (Veigat al, 2013).
Results indicated that in fishing grounds where lieck scabbardfish is more abundant, the
relative occurrence of this deepwater shark is ceduThe Portuguese dogfish data gave similar
results (Veiga, unpublished data). These findingsid preclude the proposal of alternative
management measures to be adopted in this partittsiteery, particularly where it concerns the
minimization of deepwater shark bycatch.

The current ICES advice (2008) concludes that thermsufficient information to separate the

landings of Portuguese dogfisfentroscymnus coelolepgsd leafscale gulper sha@lentrophorus
squamosusTotal international landings of the combined spedave steadily increased to around
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11 000 t in 2003 and have rapidly declined afted® the lowest levels since the fishery started.
Substantial declines in catch rate series forwespecies in Sub-areas V, VI, and VIl suggest that
both species are severely depleted and that they been exploited at unsustainable levels. In
Division 1Xa, Ipue (landings per unit of effort) rges are stable for leafscale gulper shark and
declining for Portuguese dogfish.

Due to its very low productivity, Portuguese dogfsnd leafscale gulper shark can only sustain

very low rates of exploitation. The rates of exf@ton and stock sizes of deepwater sharks cannot
be quantified. However, based on the catch raternmdtion, Portuguese dogfish and leafscale

gulper shark are considered to be depleted. Gikem very poor state, ICES recommends a zero
catch of Portuguese dogfish and leafscale gulparksbonsequently, deep-sea shark TAC O in

Northeast Atlantic andICES Subarea X (Azores) (EQ R262/2012) wasestablished.

STECF notes that there is no assessment on the deepsvateks, specifically o€. squamosys
both neither in ICES nor in CECAF areas. Howeveking into account their life history
characteristics, the deepwater squaliformes shamdee found to be the most vulnerable to
overexploitation, with lowest predicted recoveryesa(Anon., 2001; Clarket al, 2003). These
sharks are taken by all demersal deepwater geastypthe area, mainly longlines. Given their
vulnerability, and the fact that Portuguese dogtskl leafscale gulper shark are considered to be
depleted in ICES Northeast Atlantic andICES Subafe@Azores), a zero catch of Portuguese
dogfish and leafscale gulper shark was set.

In Madeira CECAF 34.1.2 area, the black scabbdrdfAwhanopus carbolongline fishery is one
of the oldestrecorded deepwater fisheries datingk da the mid-17th century. The drifting
deepwaterlongline in Madeira Islands is very spead targeting black scabbardfish (Morato
2012). Thefishery takes place year round in CECA€aa34.1.2 largely inside the Madeira
ExclusiveEconomic Zone. The number of vessels aelicto this fishery peaked in 1988 with a
total of95 vessels. However, in recent years (20080) the fleet comprises of ca. 15 vessels.
Landingsof black scabbardfish have steadily dedlismce 1998. In recent years total landings
ranged from 4,200 tonnes in 2000to 1,800 tonn@9ird.

The longline black scabbardfish fishery has theepiml to captureother deepwater species, mainly
deepwater sharks. The discard rates are known kmAdbandsome species of deep water sharks are
landed in Madeira (Morato 2012). However, a zerdCigx deepwater sharks has been established
in Madeira since 2008 which may potentially leaginancrease in discarding of deepwater sharks.

There are an extensive number of deep-sea shaswiespcaught as by-catch in longline
fisheries.At least eleven squaliformesdeepwaterkshare regularly caught in the waters west
andnorth of Ireland (Gordon and Swan, 1997). Howevenly two, Portuguese
dogfisiCentroscymnus coelolepand leafscale gulper shaentrophorus squamoswselanded
(Charuauet al. 1995). The livers of others, such as birdbeak dbddeaniacalceuskitefin shark
Dalatias lichaand greater lantern shaBtmopterus princegiylesias and Paz, 1995) are sometimes
retained, but the carcasses are discarded.

There is a directed long-linefishery fBralatias lichaat the Azores and in the early 1980s this
species accounted forabout one fifth of total Aaarésh landings (Silva, 1983). Landings from
this fisheryhave declined from 896 tonnes in 198131 tonnes in 1999. In the most recent
yearssmall numbers @fentrophorus squamoshave also been landed in this area.
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A smalllong-line fishery foICentrophorus squamosasd Centroscymnus coelolepaso existsat
Madeira but landings never exceeded 30 tonnes ghout the 1990s (Anon., 2000b). The
information provided by the Portuguese Authoritf@able 6.5.2) shows total landings for 2012.
Despite a zero TAC for the species since 2008, mgnaimounts 160 t fa€. squamosus

Table 6.5.2.- Species of deep-sea sharks unloadezh€&h port and catch zone in Madeira.

PORTS OF
SPECIES AREA OF CATCH TONNES
UNLOADING
Leafscale gulper .
GUQ 34.1.2 Porto Moniz 1.4y
shark
DCA | Birdbeak dogfish 34.1.2 Funchal 0.40
Leafscale gulper
GUQ 34.1.2 Paul do Mar 0.88
shark
Portuguese
CYO ) 34.1.2 Funchal 0.02
dogfish
Leafscale gulper
GUQ 34.1.2 Funchal 157.p
shark

STECF considers that, due to thesimilarities ofdeep longline fisheries for black scabbardfish in
Madeira with those in theAzores and mainland Padtuigy-catch and discard levels may also be
similar. In fact, in Madeira waters, by catch cange from a 2.5 to an 8.4 % of total catch, while
discards are below the 12.1 % of total capt@entrophorus squamosasthe most important
species in the by-catch, and did not represent rtttag 5.8% in weight of total catch.STECF
suggeststhat although only low levels of discardgehbeen reportedin these fisheries, bycatches
shouldbe closely monitored in the future in order assess the impact of the fisheries for
blackscabbardfish on deepwater sharks (STECF 2044-12-03). Given the lack of analytical
assessment, STECF is unable to assess whethemthi/tatches of deepwater sharks pose a threat
to thestocks of such species in these areas. Inftleemation was available to STECF for fisheries
ininternational waters of the CECAF area 34.1.1124 and 34.2 targeting black scabbardfishand
which take as bycatch deepwater shark species.ST&@Fests that some discards mitigation
measures can be applied, mainly based on fishirgctsaty,spatial-temporal closures and
protection of vulnerable sizes and vulnerable ggdnvolvement of fishermen into management
to comply in a better manner withmitigation measwd! be desirable.

STECF conclusions

Given the lack of analytical assessment, STECHable to quantify how by-catches of deep-sea
sharks taken in the fishery for black scabbardis@ECAF areas 34.1.1, 34.1.2 and 34.2 impacts
on the populations of deep water sharks. HoweVvEECF notes that their biological characteristics
make them very vulnerable to over-exploitation anellikely to be severely depleted. Furthermore,
their populations are widely distributed throughthé North East Atlantic. On this basis, STECF
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advises that appropriate management measures docahservation of these species should be
extended to cover the full distribution of the #toklowever, STECF has noted previously, where
species are taken as a by-catch (non-target), TA@rals as a means of regulating fishing
mortality where they are implemented as landingsté may not meet the objective of controlling
fishing mortality as by-caught species will conenio be caught and discarded once their quota is
exhausted. STECF therefore considers that thecgpioin of a zero TAC is unlikely to offer any
significant conservation benefit and other meassteh as spatial-temporal constraints, technical
measures or effort restrictions may be more apmtgprSTECF further notes, that despite the
introduction of a zero TAC in 2008, landings datanf CECAF area 34.1.2 shows that the TAC is
not constraining landings.

STECF notes that in EU and international watefsl, V, VI, VI, VIII, Xll and XIV and
ICES division Il and VI (Regulation (EC) 43/2014here is a footnote associated with the zero
TAC for spurdog which stateshat shark“catches taken with longlines when accidentallygtw,
these species shall not be harmed and specimenks b&hg@romptly released"However, these
species are not identified as prohibited specie®uarticle 12 of Regulation (EC) 43/2014 nor in
the TAC and quota regulations for deepwater spd&iegulation (EC) 1262/2012), although recital
7 in this regulation notes that deep water sharksdapleted and that no directed fishery should
take place.

Currently two TACs exist for deep water sharksHJ and international waters of V, VI, VII,
VIl and IX and (i) EU and international wateo$ X. In both areas the current TAC is zero. It is
therefore unclear (a) whether these species ifidanga longline fishery targeting black scabbard
should be returned to the sea unharmed and (bhehttere is a difference in current management
arrangements between ICES divisions (I, V, VI, WiJI, Xl and XIV) and ICES division X.
STECF therefore considers that clarification orséh&ssue is required if the current management
arrangements are to be extended to CECAF areas.

While the above points may be somewhat academimdsr current arrangements (zero TAC or
prohibited species) all catches of deepwater sharlest be returned to the sea, it does present
important considerations for the forthcoming intotion of the landing obligation. STECF notes
that if deepwater sharks are considered a prolditsfeecies in accordance with article 15.4a of
Regulation (EU) 1380/2013, then this would implattihthese species would be exempt from the
landing obligation. On the other hand, if thesecggseare not exempt then STECF notes that they
must be landed but may not sold for human consumftecause of the zero TAC. In practice, this
means that any catch of deep water sharks woukhpally "choke" the targeted fishery for black
scabbard as soon as any by-catches of deep watessare taken unless they could be offset
against the quotas of other species as allowedrfder Article 15.8 of the CFP or some discarding
is allowed under a de minimis exemption.
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6.6. Modification of legal size of Japanese clam
Background

The Japanese or Manila claRuditapes philippinaruijnstock in the Bay of Arcachon is the largest
in France, estimated by IFREMER at more than 7000ds with landings of 400 to 600 tonnes per
year The minimum landing size for Japanese or Maniam (is currently set at 35 mm by

Regulation (EU) No 227/2013 which amended RegulatitC) No 850/98.

The Commission has received a request from thecRranthorities to modify this minimum size to
take account in differences in growth rates ofgstoek of Japanese clam in the Bay of Arcachon.
Based on studies conducted by IFREMER  (backgroundocuments on:
https://stect.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plen1f0@ appears that the clams in this area have nslotver
growth rates than in other areas. According totess, the fishing industry in the area assert that
would be appropriate to lower the minimum landirmp £30cm) for the Bay of Arcachon reflecting
differences growth rates and prevailing environrakconditions.

Terms of Reference
STECEF is requested

- To review the supporting study from IFREMER andleate whether the differences in
growth rates and environmental conditions may fiyistie introduction of a lower minimum
landing size for the Bay of Arcachon and whethé&s would have an impact on the stock of
Japanese clam in the area.
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- Comment on whether for sedentary shellfish speties Japanese clams it is more
appropriate to set minimum sizes at local leveheatthan at a European level reflecting
differences in stocks.

STECF observations

Two IFREMER reports (Sanchet al. 2010 and 2012) were submitted to the STECF asostipg
studies for the request to lower the minimum lagdsize to 30 mm. IFREMER has carried out
surveys every two years since 2006 for direct estada of the clam stock in Arcachon Bay. Before
2006, surveys were conducted in 2001 and 2003tiRelabundance and biomass of the different
clam species present in the b&y philippinarum by far the dominant specieégenerupis decussata
andPolititapes aureusare reported for each of the 16 strata plus 4tiaddl strata defined in the
bay. Regarding the Japanese clam, total abundadckei@mass are estimated for each stratum. The
distributions of sizes are presented for the whiag (2003, 2006, 2008, 2010 and 2012) and by
stratum (2012). In 2012 the size distribution wasnodal, with very low presence of smaller (less
than 20 mm) and larger individuals (greater tham®8). No information is available on catches
and sizes in 2013, which would have allowed knovilrgresult of the 2012 low recruitment in the
size structure the following year. The size disttibns by stratum show that recruitment varies
among strata. Dangt al (2010) reported that recruitment events in thpl@ted area varied
spatially, but with uniformly low values.

The estimated exploitable stock 85 mm) in 2012 was 721 t for 58 million individealwhile in
2010 it was 916 t for 71 million individuals. In 2D the size structure was unimodal, with most
individuals between 26 and 32 mm. For comparisbig indicated that in the Gulf of Morhiban,
located around 400 km northwards the study aresguithern Bretagne, most clams are between 30
and 42 mm. The abundance of juveniles (less thamr} has markedly decreased over the period
2008 — 2012 in the Gulf of Archacon. In 2012 rety<17 mm) were much less abundant than
observed in the previous survey in 2010. It isllikibat because of low recruitment in 2012, the
mean size increased from 25.0 mm in 2010 to 27.2im&2012. The report emphasizes the low
abundance of juveniles in 2012 and a continuedatemtuin the number of individuals >35 mm,
which contribute to the renewal of the stock.

Data on abundance, biomass and distributions essiere not jointly analyzed with environmental
variables.

STECF comments

The STECF in its  winter plenary in November 2007 |efR07-03)
http://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/documents/43805/42887-11 PLEN+07-03 JRCxxx.pdf  was
requested to give an opinion on changingRhghilippinarumminimum landing size from 40 mm
to 35 mm. According to The NWWRAC (Opinion of 3 $apber 2007), estimates of size-at- first -
maturity forR. philippinarumis generally within the range 23 to 28 mm, thusjiaimum size of

35 mm would still allow multiple opportunities fgpawning. STECF concluded that based on the
information available, the increased risk to thexks ofR.philippinarumof changing the minimum
size from 40mm to 35mm was low. However, STECF dathid that the results of a specific
research programme on growth of Japanese clam vpooldde a stronger scientific basis on which
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to recommend a revised minimum landing silte 2008 the EU chose to reduce the minimum
landing size to 35 mm on the basis of the STECHcadv

When compared to the situation in 2010, the 2012esushowed a significant increase in average
density in weight per i(+22%) for all species and for total biomass faarlila clams (+23%); a
moderate increase in average density for all speni¢éerms of population numbers pef 8%)
and total abundance (+6%); a 21% decrease in éaplei biomass in terms of weight; and a
significant drop in the juvenile population in tesnof numbers and weight (-77% and -74 %
respectively).

Regarding the size-at-first maturity, Robettal. (1993) refers to spawners as clams > 25 mm in the
Arcachon Bay and Danet al. (2010) define adults as >26 mm individuals in kherbihan Gulf.
Accordingly, the proposed minimum landings siz&@fmm would be slightly higher than the size-
at-first maturity reported by these authors. Themage to reach 35 mm is 2.9 year (Dah@l
2010). These authors found within the Bay of Araacleterogeneous growth performance and
spatial and temporal variability of spawning eveattghe km scale. An economic study assessing
the result of the proposed measure is lacking. ideriag that the value depends on the size, it
remains unclear whether lowering the minimum lagdize further would be really beneficial for
fishermen in the mid or long- term.

STECF conclusions

STECF notes that no updated information on therksg®aclam biology in the Arcachon Bay has
been submitted to STECF to support the view thavtr and size-at-first maturity in Arcachon
Bay is different from that observed in other areas.

STECF notes that the 2012 stock assessment shewsvéimile abundance rate is the lowest of the
whole data set. This reveals a certain level aflstoagility and a lack of recruitment to compemsat
may lead to a reduction in exploitable biomas2fat4. Stock weakness is further accentuated by a
continued reduction in the number of clams meagudawer 35 mm which not only provide a
fishery but also contribute biologically to stocknewal. STECF considers that lowering the
minimum landing size may worsen the state of tbekst

Generally, in cases where differences in growth ianthe size-at-first-maturity are demonstrated
for the same species in different areas, the mimmanding size could be set differently

considering the population specific growth in eacha. However, STECF notes that this would
require evidence on a relevant scale subject tepeddent and periodic review. However, STECF
notes that having different minimum sizes will cditgte control and enforcement, particularly in

circumstances where shellfish from different loiedi are presented on the same market.
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6.7. Request for an STECF opinion on assessment of theewhber States annual reports
whether the conditions for exclusion in accordancwiith Article 11(2) of Regulation
(EC) No 1342/2008 remain fulfilled

Background

Council Regulation 1342/2008 establishes a longrtgdan for cod stocks and the fisheries
exploiting these stocks. Under Article 11(2) theu@al 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 pipdication of the effort regime.

The current exclusions for groups of vessels framedn, the United Kingdom, Ireland and Poland

are described in Council Regulation (EC) No 754208 amended. Member States must submit
annually, appropriate information to the Commissamal STECF to establish that the conditions for

any exclusion granted remain fulfilled. ReportsfAsh11 are due 31st March.

Ireland have identified that sampling has not oamlifor the exempted vessels in 2013, but that on
the basis of previous comparative examinations éetwthe use of grids and the use of an inclined
panel in the same fishery that there is a high qodiby that the terms of the exclusion have been
met.

Poland reported to COM that in 2013 managemenbgegyolish group of vessels exempted under
Artll did not fish for saithe in the area concernddvertheless, Poland would like to maintain in
force the exemption from the effort regime forgteup of vessels.
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Terms of Reference

Based on the information provided by the MemberteSta(background documents on:
https://stect.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plenif0B support of the continuing exclusions granteader
Article 11 in their annual reports, the STECF iquested to assess whether the groups of vessels
concerned have been complying with the conditi@®at in the decision on exclusion. In carrying
out its assessment, the STECF is requested to:

a) advise whether the data on catches and landinigsiitted by the Member State support the
conclusion that during the preceding fishing seamyim the date of the exclusion), the vessel
group has (on average) caught less than or equab% of cod from the total catches of the vessels
concerned;

In this instance STECF is asked to additionallysider the background paper provided by Ireland
in relation to the sampling of the excluded vessel2013. STECF is asked to comment on the
assumptions made in the calculation of the possibfeact of the use of grids in 2013 and if the
paper presents a reasonable indication of theylikaich of the vessels in the 2013 year.

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

In carrying out its assessment, the STECF shoufdider 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.

STECF observations and conclusions

Data received from Sweden, The United Kingdom, €ezand Ireland.

Sweden

The data concern 91 vessels targehigphrops fishing with the grid and 70 mm in areas a and bi
According to their Table 1, 34 kg cod was caugtt Emded. According to Table 3, 37 trips were
observed. The Table indicates that 0.8 % of effeas observed. No cod was caught during the
observed trips.

STECF conclusions

STECF notes that the catch sample data providedatss that in 2013, the proportion of cod in the
catches of the Swedish vessels fishing with the gimid 70 mm in areas a and bi under Article 11(2)
of the cod management plan (Council Regulation (EX2)2/2008), was less than 1.5%.

UK

The Minches and the Clyde
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The data concern 41 vessels targehiggphrops fishing with 80 mm mesh size in areas 2b2, and 2d
The Clyde, 2d The Minches and 2d “other” areas;dnly 37 of them are fishing in the relevant
areas The Minches and the Clyde. In total thessel®snade 24 trips in the Clyde and 511 in The
Minches. According to their Table 1, 20.9 kg codswaaught and landed (in two trips in The
Minches). Within all the trips undertaken by thesssels in The Minches and The Clyde, the cod
landings never exceeded the 1.5% threshold. STE€Riagd that the information in Table 3
concerns 18 observed trips in The Minches, onehe Tlyde and one in 2d “other”; the 19
observed trips in The Minches and The Clyde con&&rof the 37 vessels involved and the effort
deployed in the observed trips represent 4% of ffart of these vessels in the management
period this represents.

In these 19 trips a total of 94 kg of cod was cawgid discarded, and this amounts to 0.47% of the
overall catches. Among the 18 sampled trips inMiveches, the average percentage of cod in the
catches was 0.8% (ranging from 0% to 4.5%). Ofdlokthese trips the percentage of cod in the
catches exceeded 1.5% (4.5%, 3.2%, and 2.6%). Baptanalyses (as PLEN-11-03) of the 18

trips’ data indicate that the average percentageodfexceeded the 1.5% threshold in 1.7% of the
cases.

In the one single observed trip in the Clyde theg@etage of cod in the catch was 0.2%.

Many of the 37 vessels that had fished under exemjty Article 11 in The Minches and/or The
Clyde, had also conducted 10 trips in area 2bZ25dnid area 2d “other”. The latter fishing activitie
are not exempted from the effort regime, and tloeeeSTECF has not considered their catches in
those trips.

STECF conclusions

Because only one trip in The Clyde was sampled, GHEannot conclude anything about the
statistical probability that during the 2013 fisfpiseason the group of vessels fishing in The Clyde
on average caught less than or equal to 1.5% otcougbared to the total catches.

STECF notes that the catch sample data providedatss that in 2013, the proportion of cod in the
catches of the UK vessels fishing with 80 mm mezé & areas The Minches under Article 11(2)
of the cod management plan (Council Regulation (E32)2/2008), was lessthan 1.5%.

Isle of Man

The data concern 22 vesselsfrom the Isle of Magetarg queen scallop mainly between June and
September. One of those trawlers had no activitynguthe referred period.According to their
Table 1, 1 kg cod was landed. According to Tabl&4® trips were observed. These observed trips
concerned 10 of the 21 vessels involved and tlwetedeployed in the observed trips represent 32.3
% of total effort of these vessels in the managédmenod this represents.

In these 149 trips a total of 140.5 kg of cod wasght and discarded. No-one observed trip had
cod catches exceeding 1.5%, and the average gfetfventages of cod in these trips was 0.037%
(min=0.0% - max 0.59%).The percentage of the ol/eal catches to the total catches amounts to
0.034%.
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STECF conclusions

STECF notes that the catch sample data providedaites that in 2013, the proportion of cod in the
catches of the group of vessels from Isle of Mageing queen scallop under Article 11(2) of the
cod management plan (Council Regulation (EC) 131282, was less than 1.5%.

France
TR1 vessels West of Scotland (Vb — Via)

In the report submitted by France the group of$seés concerned is described as targeting saithe.

Within the trips undertaken by these vessels inest of Scotland (Table 1), the range of depth
during the fishing operations is between 411 an8B81l®. According to Table 3, 7 observer trips

were conducted in 2013 (Table 3), of which 6 tgpsducted in depth more than 580m,where no
catch of cod and saithe can occur, and only ompebteiween 215 and 235 m a common fishing

depth when targeting saithe in West of Scotland=GH notes inconsistencies in Table 3 because
all the observed trips are described as targetithes

STECF notes that according to data provided codimgs and cod catches never exceeded the
1.5%.

STECF conclusion

In the absence of clarification on the depth duting observed trips and the non-observed trips
STECF cannot conclude on the proportion of cochendatches of the French TR1 vessels fishing
in the West of Scotland under Article 11(2) of twel management plan (Council Regulation (EC)
1342/2008).

LL vessels West of Scotland (Vb — Via)

Within the 43 trips undertaken by thetwo vesselsceoned in the West of Scotland (Table 1), the
reported cod landings never exceeded the 1.5%hiblices5 observer trips were conducted in 2013
(Table 3); the effort deployed in these observeplstrepresents 10.3% of total effort of these
vessels. There were no cod catches recorded oofdhng observed trips.

STECF notes that in the French report it is memtibthat the fishing depth is generally between
300m and 400m and in Table 3 the fishing depthndutihe observed trips was between 180m and
250m.

STECF conclusion

STECF notes that the catch sample data providedaites that in 2013, the proportion of cod in the

catches of the French longliners targeting hal@rfgsin the West of Scotland under Article 11(2)
of the cod management plan (Council Regulation (EX)2/2008) was less than 1.5%.
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Ireland
TR1 vessels in Vla.

The data concern 5 vessels operating mainly in ICHS8sion Vla in the TR1 (120mm) gear
category. According to Table 1, 11839 kg cod wasléal during the 43 fishing trips. According to
Table 3, 10 trips were observed. In these 10 #ifigtal of 2372 kg of cod was caught of which 772
kg was landed and 1596 kg discarded. The perceofape overall cod catches to the total catches
of these trips amounts to 1.03 %. The average eptrcentages of cod in these trips was 1.1 %
(ranging between 0.0% and 7.5 %). One observed#tpcod catches exceeding 1.5%, and during
that particular trip cod catches amounted to 15R3ootstrap analyses (as PLEN-11-03) of the 10
trips’ data indicate that the average percentageodfexceeded the 1.5% threshold in 27% of the
cases.

STECF conclusion

STECF considers, based on the information provitteat,while during the sampled trips the 5 Irish
TR1 vessels concerned had cod catches of, on a/efag§%, the bootstrap analysis suggests that
thereis a 27% probability that the true proportadncod in the catches of the vesselsconcerned
exceeds 1.5%.

TR2 vessels in Vlla using the sorting grid.

Seven vessels continued to operate with the Swegiidhn 2013. Unfortunately, owing to an error
in the design of the 2013 sampling programme, thexre no sampling of those seven vessels. No
data were available for the calculation of the patage of cod in the catches in 2013.

A background paper was provided by Ireland in retato the case of the excluded vessels in 2013.
That paper presents an estimation of what percerdagod catches is likely to have been reached
with the grid in 2013 based on observer 2013 datavessels using the separator panel and a
scientific paper (D. Rihan, 2009) presenting congoar of selectivity between the separator panel
and the grid.

The analysis presented shows that the catchesdodmreduced by 88% when using the grid in
comparison with the panel. Observer data showttiepercentage of catches of cod when using
the panel is 1.54 % in 2013. Under the assumptian the catches of the other species are not
affected by the grid, the percentage of cod catehestimated at 0.19% for vessels using the grid.
That percentage could be underestimated becausdikiely that when using the grid the bulk
catches is significantly reduced.

During the meeting, STECF got clarification on ca@mgon of the bulk catches between the
separator panel and the grid based on 2012 obs#ate@r During those observed 2012 fishing trips
the bulk caches per tripwere on average 6729 kgqwwkang the separator panel and 3767 kg when
using the grid. Based on those data it is estim#tatd when using the grid the bulk catches are
reduced by 44% in comparison with the separatoelpan

If that amount of reduction of the bulk catchesaisen into account the percentage of cod catches
when using the grid in the Irish Sea are estimatdil34% instead of 0.19%.
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The information presented by Ireland constitutadence suggesting that it is highly likely that the
vessels using the grid in 2013 maintained cod eatdielow 1.5%. In addition STECF notes that
the catches of cod are significantly reduced withdrid in comparison with the panel.

STECF conclusion

STECF notes the absence of catch sample data i®, 20hd considers that it is likely that the
proportion of cod in the catches of the Irish TR&sels fishing with the sorting grid in the Irish
Sea under Article 11(2) of the cod management (muncil Regulation (EC) 1342/2008), (Reg.
712/2010 Article 2) was less than 1.5%.

6.8. Request for an evaluation of national measures takeunder Art 13(6) of the cod
plan

Background

In accordance with Article 13.2 of Council Reguwati1342/2008 establishes a long term plan for
cod stocks and the fisheries exploiting these stdlck Member States may increase the maximum
allowable fishing effort within applicable effortr@ups. Member States are required to notify the
Commission of any planned increase of the fishiifigrieallocation by April 30 of the year during
which such compensation for effort adjustment skeitle place. The notification shall include
details of the vessels operating under the speoiadlitions referred to in Article 13 (2) (a-d), the
fishing effort per effort group that the Member t8taxpects to be carried out by those vessels
during the year and the conditions under which ¢éfffert of the vessels is being monitored,
including control arrangements.

Under Article 13.7 the Commission shall request SFEo compare annually the reduction in cod
mortality resulting from the application of point)(of Article 13 (2) of the cod plan with the
reduction it would have expected to occur as alresuhe effort adjustment referred to in Article
12(4).

Not all Member States have allocated additionadrefbnly on the basis of Article 13 (2) (c) and
have identified additional allocation on the basfisArticle 13 (2) (a,b and d). Member States are
required to submit by March each year a reporth@namounts of effort used within the actions
during the previous year.

Information on the respective measures has now @emitted by FR, IR, UK.

Terms of Reference

Based on information provided by the United Kingddmance, Ireland, Germany and Denmark
(background documents onhttps://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plen1X0justifying fishing effort
increases for 2013 under the conditions laid dowrarticle 13.2 (c) of the cod plan (Council
Regulation (EC) No 1342/2008), and the reportsfioireallocated under these measures, STECF is
requested to assess the effectiveness of the ntlewd avoidance measures undertaken pursuant to
Article 13.2 (c). In carrying out its assessmehg STECF is requested to compare the impact on
cod mortality which results from the application thfis provision (cod avoidance or discard
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reduction plan) with the reduction it would havepegted to occur as a result of the fishing effort
adjustment referred to in article 12.4 of the ctahp

In light of its conclusions of the assessment reféto above, STECF is requested to advise the
Commission on any appropriate adjustments in eftotie applied for the relevant areas and gear
groupings as laid down in article 13.7 of the ctahpas a result of the application of Article 13.2

(c).

Additionally, based on any relevant informationabed from the EWG 14-06 and in conjunction
with the information provided by Member States ifystg fishing effort increases for 2013
pursuant to Article 13.2 of the cod plan CouncigRation (EC) No 1342/2008) under conditions
other than paragraph 13.2 (c), STECF is requestaabsess the additional effort applied by the
Member States concerned in terms of its compdiilith the conditions and objectives of the
plan and in terms of its impact on cod mortalitf.E®F is requested to identify instances where
this assessment is not possible and to indicateifgpaformation for each action that should be
provided to enable such assessment.

STECF is requested to identify where possible amgudative or in combination impact as a result
of the actions undertaken under Article 13 (2).

STECF response

Previous STECF comments (see PLEN-13-02) regartieg difficulties associated with the
evaluation of the effects of the Article 13c praeis remain relevant but will not be reiteratedener
Last year (PLEN-13-02) STECF carried out an evauain response to the same ToR using the
partial F values for the affected fleets as compute EWG-13-06; these values were compared
with i) the required reduction under the cod plaw &) the observed change in overall F for the
stock concerned. STECF could not use the same agiptbis year as EWG-14-06 did not analyse
catch data and could therefore not compute pédftiahlues for the affected fleets. Therefore, the
ToR could not be adequately addressed.

In terms of more qualitative comments on the variaations undertaken by the Member States,
STECF has nothing to add beyond the comments nmagesvious years’ reports (e.g. PLEN-13-
02).

Germany

Germany only submitted a table, without explanatmyer letter, documenting the total number of
kW days allocated and used by TR1 and TR2 in thpe&ive management areas. It is not known
to which provision of Article 13.2 the table relgitéast year it was 13.2(b), the provision accagdin
to which cod catches have to be smaller than 5% efcatches. According to the table, only the
TR1 fleet in area 2b used extra effort allocatedeurArticle 13.2, namely 450,481 kW days (about
65% of what had been notified for that fleet anglburon top of the 954,390 kW days according to
Article 12. As explained above, at present STEQ#oaestimate the reduction in partial F by this
group of vessels for comparison with the requiestliction in F or the change in overall F.

France

France provided a cover note stating that the prowiunder consideration was Article 13.2(b).
France submitted tables documenting the efforffiedtend used under Article 13 by the respective
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fleets in the respective areas in 2013, plus b$tghe individual vessels concerned. According to
their table and letter, of the 1,451,944 kW day#sfied for the TR2 fleet in the North Sea and
Eastern Channel, only 1,421,287 kW days were ubedause 5 of the 240 vessels that had
requested the derogation did not comply with theddion laid down in point 2 (b) of Article 13 of
the Regulation. On the other hand, for TR1 in th@thN Sea and Eastern Channel the notified
amount of 690,780 kW days has been increased ®89,B83 kW days because 8 vessels were
added to the 3 vessels in the original notificatibre document states that these vessels have
respected the condition laid down in point 2 (b)Aoficle 13 of the Regulation. Lastly, for TR1 in
the West of Scotland, the used effort was as edtif2,580,678 kW days). As explained above, at
present STECF cannot estimate the reduction inigbaR by these groups of vessels for
comparisons with the required reduction in F ordghange in overall F.

Ireland

Ireland provided a list of vessels using selecgears and the number of kW days used by each
individual vessel. It involves 54 vessels usinglralined Separator Panel with TR2 gear in ICES
Area Vlla, having used a total of 476614 kW dayy] 8 vessels using a Swedish Grid with TR2
gear in ICES Area Vlla, having used a total of &8V days. In the table it is noted that effort
data for West of the cod management area are nawalable. As explained above, at present
STECF cannot estimate the reduction in partial Rh@ge groups of vessels for comparisons with
the required reduction in F or the change in oVé&ral

Denmark

As in previous years, Denmark provided substargivemissions including descriptive narratives,
an analysis (see below), effort data for the varigaar types, and some documentation on control
measures. Denmark utilised Article 13.2(c) in tredt&gat TR2 fleet under a comprehensive Danish
Cod Avoidance Plan since 2010 with the followingasres:

1. Closed area in the Kattegat

2. Closed area in the Sound

3. Use of square mesh panel in the Kattegat (Octderember)

4. Use of fishing pools in eliminating discards

5. Use of selective gear (Seltra 180 mm) in thed{mt (January-September)

Using a modelling approach (described in the peeiewed paper Vinther and Eero 2013), the
Danish documents report an expected reductiorsimnyg mortality by 2013 to 26% of the baseline
(2008). Year-on-year application of 25% reductismee 2009 would have resulted in a reduction
by 2013 to 24% of the baseline. Nevertheless, STE@Erates from last year (PLEN-13-02) that
no attempt was made to estimate the actual, ol$erduction. As explained above, at present
STECF cannot estimate the actual reduction in glaftiby these vessels for comparisons with the
required reduction in F or the change in overall F.

UK

As in previous years, the UK provided substantiubnsissions including descriptive narratives,
effort data, and gear descriptions. There is aragpalocument on gear descriptions by DARD
(Northern Ireland) and one on the Scottish CongenveCredits Scheme by Scotland. The UK
utilised the provisions of Article 13.2(b), 13.2(&@nd 13.2(d) for TR1 and TR2 in the North Sea
and Eastern Channel, the West of Scotland, anttifieSea (see Table 6.9.1).
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Sea area / category

North Sea (area b) Irish sea (area c) WeStofland (area d)
kW Days TR1 TR2 TR1 TR2 TR1 TR2
13(a) - - - - - -
o, [ 13(b) 358,570 208,898 - - - 967
5 | 13(0) 4,600,419 5,078,145 13,508 1,856,374 1,001,59p 904,
S [ 13(d) ] - - - 434,799 -
TOTAL 4,958,989 5,287,018 13,508 1,856,374 1,436,394 955,1

In the documentation these actions are furtherdsrakown by each Fisheries Administration, by
sea area and by activity type.

In Scotland there were six categories of actioneurddticle 13.2(c):

. No fishing within mandatory seasonal closures aadlHime Closures

. Fishing trips where fishing took place exclusivelgyond a specified ‘deep water line’ in
Areas lla and IVa;

. Fishing trips where fishing took place exclusivetuth of 59 degree latitude in Area Vla;

. Fishing trips where the area of capture was exadlgiwithin Area IVa and where landings
constituted of not less than 40 per cent of Motkéiad/or Megrim;

. The exclusive use of specified selective gearsenfidhing with a category of regulated
gear; and,

. Participation in a trial of fully documented codHeries (Catch Quotas).

In Northern Ireland there were two categories ebacunder Article 13.2(c):

. No fishing within mandatory seasonal closures, Réale Closures and compliance with a
voluntary seasonal closure in the East Irish Sea,;

. The exclusive use of specified selective gearsenfidhing with a category of regulated
gear.

In England there were three categories of actiaeuArticle 13.2(c):

. The mandatory compliance with all UK Governmentsseal and real time fishery closures,
. Use of selective fishing gear,
. Participation in trials for fully documents fishesi (catch quota).

The separate document of the Scottish governmenh@rScottish Conservation Credit Scheme
provides several analyses that attempt to quatttdyimpact of the measures. Preliminary analyses
suggest that the impact is still in the desire@ation but the reductions in cod catches attridatab
to the Scheme appear to be smaller than in previears.

As explained above, at present STECF cannot e&ithat actual reduction in partial F by these
Article 13.2 actions for comparisons with the reqdireduction in F or the change in overall F.
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6.9. Request for an evaluation of the effectiveness ofigthly Selective Gears being used
by English administered vessels

Background

At its November 2013 and March 2014 plenarymeeti8J€CF commented on the performance of
two variants of a NetGrid which were tested throaglfrisheries Science Project. This Project
tested two variants of a NetGrid trawl design beaisgd in the North Sedephropfishery to avoid
catches of whitefish. At its March plenary STECHdaoded that if the raw haul by haul data had
been included in the report they would have bede &b provide a much more comprehensive
informed opinion of the effectiveness of the Netd@rawl on reducing catches of cod and other
species excepiephrops for which it is clear that catches by both thd 8eid and control trawls
were unaffected, and that no other additional gataquired.

This raw data is now attached which includes hghdwl information for the trials of both variants
of the NetGrid (background documents btips://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plenif02

Terms of References

STECF is asked to evaluate the final set of resufltscientific trials on variants of a NetGrid
Nephropstrawl design submitted by the UK and in particutaassess the extent that both variants
of the design can be expected to reduce the cawhesitefish that are frequently caught and
discarded from the North Sé&&ephropsfishery. In particular STECF are asked to comnmenthe
overall reduction in the catches (both landings disdards) of other commercial species likely to
be achieved by this trawl and on the extent to Wwihioth variants of the design can be expected to
retain catches dfephrops

STECF observations
The STECF response, to the specific requests inehms of reference, complements that provided
during the STECF PLEN 14-01 and it can be summasefollows:

STECF observations

1. The extent that each design can be expected to reduce the catches of adult and juvenile
cod. STECF are further asked to comment on the possible impact on cod mortality arising
from the use of this gear.

Catch comparison analysis carried out at the STBCEN 14-02 demonstrate that the Net Grid
versions can be expected to reduce the catchedutifad. While there is evidence that both grids
did not reduce the catches of juvenile cod and eguesntly is unable to assess the potential impact
of either gear on total cod mortality.

Contrarily, while Armstrong and Catchpole (2013)nclode that the long version was more
efficient at releasing cod than the short vers®hECF did not see any statistical differences on
size selection properties between the two gridioess
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2. To what extent does the data and information provided in relation to the technical
characteristics of each of the designs support the conclusion that catches of cod by such
gearswill be lessthan or equal to 5% (five) from the total catches

In addition to the observation provided during 81 BECF PLEN 14-01, as raw data of total catch
per haul have been provided, there is now a cleareption of the cod catch reduction with the use
of the modified gears (both in the long- and shertsion).STECF notes that cod accounted for
about 2% of the total catch in the experimentalisaand 2.5% in the control trawl. Such
differences in the cod catch ratio, compared to dbetrol trawl, are due to a high significant
reduction in the catch of cod using the Net Gravs (<0.01). A large reduction of around 77%
by weight was achieved when using experimentallgraMevertheless, the study demonstrated that
also a significant reduction of around 55% in test of the catchp&0.05 occurred in the Net Grid
trawls, resulting in a lower total catch volumeeréfore fewer cod could have made up a much
higher percentage contribution of the total catch.

3. The extent that both variants of the design can be expected to reduce the catches of
whitefish that are frequently caught and discarded from the North Sea Nephrops fishery.
In particular STECF are asked to comment on the overall reduction in the catches (both
landings and discards) of other commercial species likely to be achieved by thistrawl.

4. The extent to which both variants of the design can be expected to retain catches of
Nephrops.

STECF confirms what has been stated in the STEGENP14-01. As regards the extent that both
variants of the NetGridcan be expected to retaiohes ofNephropsand to reduce the catches of
whitefish that are frequently caught and discarfteth the North Se&ephropsfishery, it can be
seen thaNephropsand whiting dominate the catch in both Net Gridsian. The small reduction of
Nephropscatch of around 6% was insignificapt=0.271) by either version of the Net Grid but the
catches of whiting and all other fish was signifitta reduced.

5. In cases of scientific uncertainty please specify the information and data that have to be
improved; in particular concerning the sampling strategy including sampling precision
levels and intensities in relation to catch and discards data and, where relevant, the
description of gear properties and its effect.

STECF considers that the data and information pexviafter the STECF PLEN 14-Olare now
sufficient to draw robust conclusions and consetiyés able to assess the potential effectiveness
of either gear.

STECF conclusions

STECF acknowledges the initiative by the UK fishindustry and scientists, through the Fisheries
Science Partnership (FSP) of the Defra-funded looltative research programme of scientific

research, for having undertaken trial studies car geodifications designed to reduce catches of
cod and other by-catch species.

Catches from the modified trawls showed that barsions of the Net Grid did not significantly
affect the retention of marketatiephrops
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There is evidence that the Net Grids can potemtigtuce the adult but not the juvenile cod
catches.Net Grid trawls can also reduce the catohesghitefish that are frequently caught and
discarded from the North S&eephropdishery.

The effect of both grid variants (short or long)sasgnificant <0.05 only on whiting and cod
catches, while it unaffected the catchedlephropsand haddock as well as the cod catch ratio.
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Figure 6.9.1. Net Grid modified (a) Design 1 longersion; (b) design 2 short version.
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Annex — Summary of the work carried out:

1. Development of a database and queries

2. Data check
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- The three invalid hauls (e.g. 9, 12 and 13) of fir& trial, see Annex 3 at page 24 of
Armstrong and Catchpole (2013) are included in e dataset. While haul 16 of the
second trial is not present;

- They carried out in total 14 hauls in the firsatiand 10 in the second. Without the 3 invalid
hauls in the first trial they should have 11 vdl&lls, while in the table at page 14 results of
12 hauls are presented. STECF decided to carrtheudata analysis with all the 14 hauls;

- Ratios presented in Armstrong and Catchpole (2@i8xlightly different by those found by
the STECF,;

3. Differences between control- and experimental-traw(t-test and Two-way ANOVA)

- Differences between Control- and Experimental-trawmtithout and with NetGrid
respectively, have been investigat@aifed t-test. In this case the NetGrid type was not
taken into account. Furthermore, the differencdas/éen the control and experimental trawl
(1st factor) has been examined across the Net@piel tshort or long version, 2nd factor)
using atwo-way anovae.g. interactiometgrid:trawltypg. The following data have been
compared:

Catch of cod (COD);

Cod catch ratio (cod catch/total catch);

Pooled catch of other species;

Catch ofNephropgNEP);

Catch of haddock (HAD);

Catch of whiting (WHG).

-0 o0 o

4. Catch comparison analysis

- The analysis was conducted using the software ®BLNET.Information about the
SELNET software can be obtained by consulting &jstiet al. (2010), Eigaard et al.,
(2011b), Frandsen et al. (2011), Wienbeck et &8l112, Madsen et al. (2012), Herrmann et
al. (2012) and Sala et al. (in press).SELNET oftengariety of size selection models and
methods for analysis, including the double boogstezhnique used in the current analysis.

- Substantial differences between the current modetk those reported in Armstrong and
Catchpole (2013) have been found for COD, HAD and@Y whilst no differences were
noted for the models of NEP.

6.10. Additional management measures for the Baltic codtacks
Background

In 2014, ICES provided the assessment of the Beadtet stocks indicating that additional specific
measures are needed to address the poor stake Béltic cod stocks.

As regards Baltic cod in subdivisions 22-24, ICE&exl that different reproductive units exist in
different subdivisions. There is a need to reduertsk of local depletion of the western Baltic
population spawning in subdivision 22. To this ed@ES recommended several possible
approaches to reduce fishing mortality for the spans in subdivision 22. These are:

a) a temporal and spatial spawning closure in Sudidn 22, with the appropriate timing
(i.e. February—April) and area (deeper than 20 m);

93



b) a separate (sub-)TAC for Subdivision 22 (astfer Downs component in North Sea
herring);

c) additional effort restrictions in Subdivision.22

As regards Baltic cod in subdivisions 25-32, ICE&ex] that there may be a need for additional
measures to protect the older cod stock, therefoeglvised to reduce the fishing pressure on
pelagic stocks in subdivisions 25-26.

In addition, ICES highlighted uncertainties in thssessment of the cod stocks caused by e.g.
mixing between eastern and western cod stock iligisiion 22 and pointed out that a separate
resident stock in subdivision 22 might exist.

Request to the STECF

STECF is requested to assess, comment and elalmwratee above measures recommended by
ICES. In particular STECF is asked to:

* For the period of 2007-2013 to identify catch affdrelevels of relevant stocks in relevant
subdivisions where additional measures are to ppéeap The catch and effort levels have
to be presented by month and by gear;

» ldentify the percentage of cod caught in area dettya®m 20 m and area shallower than 20 m
of subdivision 22 on the basis of 2013 data anthéusrspecifying the most common gears
used and the months when the catch was made;

* Identify the best timing for fisheries closure imlslivision 22 in order to protect cod
spawners;

* Provide for a possible separate (sub-)TAC level dod to be established for 2015 in
subdivision 22;

* Provide for a specific effort levels restrictingdcfishery in subdivision 22 for 2015;

 Comment on the appropriateness to change the tefiruf eastern and western cod stocks,
as well as to quantify the catches (in tonnes)astern cod in subdivisions 22, 23 and 24
made in 2013.

Also, STECF may propose any other alternative nreasif any, that it deems appropriate in order
to improve the state of the Baltic cod stocks.

STECF observations

The TOR makes requests for several different tgpeéisformation concerning cod belonging to the
part of the western Baltic stock in sub-division Background documentation was not provided
but some information relevant to the request wasdan the ICES WG report (ICES, 2014) and in
a number of scientific publications including, mostently, Eero et al (2014).

Available genetic information on biological stodkueture (Nielsen et al 2003, 2005) suggests two
separate stocks in the Baltic. The stocks are iitkshtas a western Baltic cod population resident i
sds 22-24 and an eastern Baltic population maiekident in sds 25-32. There is increasing

5ICES Advice, May 2014, 8.3.2. Cod in Subdivisio2sZ%, p 5
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evidence to suggest that movement of the Eastdtit Btock into sd 24 takes place where it mixes
with the western Baltic population. There has bggeculation that a separate stock exists in sd 22
(the ‘Belts’) but scientific evidence for this iacking. In addition, there is evidence of a segarat
resident population in sd23 (Lindegerhal, 2013). Current ICES advice is that “the cod spagn

in Subdivision 22 belonging to the western Balie diological population”. Although there does
not appear to be a separate cod stock in sd 28 the appear to be localised differences in
spawning time for Western Baltic cod in differeraris of sds 22-24, with the sd 22 component
spawning earlier in the year than cod found in 4dT2e particular focus of the request is reducing
the risk of local depletion in the sd 22 reproduetinit.

STECF notes the request for detailed informatioratches (landings and discards) and effort. The
request is for information on stocks and relevartidsvisions by month and by gear. Potential
sources of data on landings and effort include 1@B& the STECF effort database, however, there
are constraints associated with both sources. ¥ample the ICES information presented by sd in
(ICES, 2014) is annual and presented only for ebgesar distinctions (‘active’ or ‘passive’) and
effort data are not provided. On the other hand, SMECF database contains both catch and effort
information for rather more gears but only hold$adat quarterly level. If the intention is for
detailed discussion on potential temporal and geacific measures (including a consideration of
impact) then disaggregated data are required. ST&@Biders that the relevant data should be
available in the countries involved in the cod éshs and that an ‘ad hoc’ contract involving
scientists with close knowledge of the data shixeldet up to collate and present this.

STECF also notes the request for depth-specifteefis information for different gears in sd 22.
This relates to the observation that spawning aaeagenerally limited to depths greater than 20m
(ICES, 2014). Again, information of this type wast mvailable at the STECF plenary and potential
sources are less obvious. One option is to inva®tigvhether the FishFrame database (ICES)
contains relevant material. Another possibilityghtibe to utilise VMS data linked to landings and
to bathymetric data using a GIS approach. Such atatavailable for some fleets and the example
in Figure 6.10.1 is taken from the ICES WG rept®@HS, 2014) and shows Danish trawler effort
distribution from VMS. This technology is not fitteon smaller vessels so only provides a partial
picture but nevertheless may provide guidance easaof highest cod catch. The example figure
shows the location of considerable trawler activitysd 22 in the first quarter when spawning
occurs.

95



oo T

T T T T
10 UE 1R°OTE 14 00E 1500E

S5°00° N

T T T T
10°F0E ROTE 1400E 16" 0TE

Figure 6.10.1 From ICES (2014)

STECF observes that cod aggregate to spawn anththatost effective way to protect spawners is
to ensure the timing of a closure covers the pediming which spawning takes place and that the
closure coincides spatially with the aggregatiofoimation on spawning time in SD 22 is reported
by Bleil et al (2009). Peak spawning in sd 22 osdarthe period March-April so that a closure
starting in thefirst quarter would be beneficial protecting fish as they gather in advance of
spawning. The precise dates for closing and reiogdehe area and the spatial definition need to be
informed by the analysis of more detailed fishemyad referred to above and also by examination of
fish distributions derived from fishery independentrveys. STECF notes that since the sd 22
reproductive unit contributes to the overall reong@nt ofwestern Baltic cod, it would be helpful to
know what the relative contribution of this unifmpared with, say, the sd 24 unit which spawns
later, in June —July (Bleil and Oeberst, 2012)).

Without the additional, detailed analysis of catnid effort information, STECF is unable to
address the question of a separate TAC for sd 2P15 or to advise on specific effort levels for sd
22 in 2015. Establishing a basis for splitting T&C should also include some reference to the
distribution of fish in different parts of sd 22-2formed by fishery independent survey data. In
considering a separate TAC approach for this asesether considerations are important. STECF
notes that recent simulations (Eero et al 2014yssi3 that the movement of fishing activity and
out-take from one part of sd 22-24 to another néed® managed carefully. This is because of the
very different biological characteristics in difégit parts of the overall area. Partitioning theralle
TAC and shifting some of the TAC away from sd 22éne the cod are generally bigger) to sd 24
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(where the size of fish is currently much small@mplies that more of the smaller fish in sd 24
would need to be caught in order to take the ol@®C. This in turn could lead to the unintended
consequence of higher fishing mortality rate onwlestern Baltic stock as a whole arising from a
measure to protect the sd 22 reproductive unit. @@ this is also confounded by the fact that a
proportion of the cod taken in sd24 actually belémghe Eastern Baltic stock (Eero et al. 2014);
this latter fact would then reduce the increasgé on the western Baltic stock as a result of sifti
TAC from sd22 to sd24 with the scale of reductiepehding on the extent of stock mixing.

With respect to the stock definitions for the WestBaltic cod stock (sds 22-24) and Eastern Baltic
cod stock (Sd 25-32), STECF notes that there isgoitty considerable uncertainty surrounding the
dynamics and distribution of the Eastern Balticcktgsds 25-32) and its interaction with the
Western stock. The uncertainty is related to @waiof factors including environmental changes,
changes in biological characteristics and predatey interactions. Survey (BITS) results tend to
indicate quite good recruitment for the EasterntiBgbopulation, but this does not seem to be
subsequently detectable in the adult populationtaegroportion of larger fish decreases rapidly in
the landings. It is unclear whether this is becanfsdecreased growth rate due to scarce food or
some other factor. The uncertainty is compoundetebhnical difficulties in age reading for this
stock to the extent that the age structure of tbekshas become uncertain. In recent years the
distribution of this stock has generally shiftedhe south and west with higher abundance in sd 25
and across the subdivision boundary into sd 24.C3HE not able to say whether the observed
changes are permanent or will revert back to aipusvstate in due course. In view of this
uncertainty, STECF does not consider it appropt@thange the definitions at the present time.

STECF notes that recent research suggests théesatt sd 24 contain an increased proportion of
the eastern Baltic cod stock. STECF is not, howeafele to quantify the catches of Eastern Baltic
cod in sds 22, 23 and 24. Information from recamteggics work (Eero et al 2014) showed that 88%
of fish sampled from sd 24 were of Eastern Baltd stock origin whereas individuals sampledin
sd 22 were all of western cod stock origin. It dddee noted, however, that the samples were taken
over a short space of time (June 2011) and it ¢dean whether the situation is stable or whether th
proportions vary through time. Before attemptingdwantify annual catches a more complete
picture is required.

STECF conclusions

STECF was unable fully to address the TOR owingyrtee constraints and lack of relevant data
available during the plenary. STECF concludes thatrder to provide advice on measures for
sd22 in the specific way requested, more comprebeasnd detailed data are required. These data
include fishery dependent data — catch, effort, VEt®l also fishery independent survey data.
STECF has identified a number of potential sounfegata to help inform a decision on measures
to protect cod in sd22 and draws attention to abmmof issues related to specific parts of the
request. In addition, STECF notes that there idenge of a separate resident population in sd23
and that this should also be considered in anyduamalysis (Lindegreat al, 2013). STECF also
concludes that the collation and preparation o&aatd further analysis would be best conducted
outside of the STECF plenary and with expert irfpuin those most closely involved with the data
and ongoing scientific advice in this area. STEORatudes that an ad hoc contract would be an
efficient way of progressing this advice.
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6.11. Dutch proposal to amend the timing of the triennial North Sea Mackerel egg-
survey, from 2014 to 2015

Background

The EC guidelines on NP modifications sets out:nier States wishing to make the following
type of amendment to their National Programme far year N+1 should submit their proposed
amended National Programme to the Commission:

- Modification of surveys or pilot studies thatvieaan effect on the temporal aspects (continuity of
survey series), spatial aspects (coverage), teghaspects (change in gear, technology) or findncia
aspects of the National Programme.
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(...)In their amended National Programme, MembeteSt should provide a justification for each
proposed amendment and a description of the imffastwill have on the data quality and
coverage.'

The Netherlands has requested to amend the tinfitigedriennial North Sea Mackerel egg-survey,
from 2014 to 2015 with the following justification:

‘This year, the triennial North Sea Mackerel eggvey was scheduled in the Dutch National

Programme for the duration of 3 weeks, startinglyedune. Due to the Norwegian withdrawal

from this survey, The Netherlands scheduled a 4tbkwio sufficiently cover the entire spawning
period. This matter has been discussed with DG MAR#port at various occasions. However,

while under way, the Dutch Research vessel hadalloport in Norway due to severe technical

problems. Despite hard work by the vessel's engines well as experts from the vessel’s
shipyard, the technical problems could not be sblwéthin the timeframe the survey had to be
executed. As the survey has to take place duriagpawning season, the timing of this survey is
crucial to its success.

Several solutions were investigated, including aeplg the vessel by another vessel. Despite
various options, no adequate solution could be dowithin the required time frame. This left no
other option but to cancel the survey for 2014.tlAs survey is crucial to the perception of the
North Sea component of the mackerel stock, TheeNatius plans to postpone the entire survey to
2015 as was discussed with and agreed upon by #ukerel assessment and data experts. The
vessel owner indicated to be able to facilitate shevey in 2015. The relevant ICES groups have
been informed on this situation as well.’

Terms of References

STECEF is requested to evaluate whether such awitifbave scientific implications and whether
carrying out this survey with 1 years delay stédklvalue compared to not doing it at all.

The remaining question from the DCF and Nationalghamme point of view is whether this
postponement requires a resubmission of the Dutdh-amnual programme for 2015-2016.

STECF response

Northeast Atlantic (NEA) mackerel is assessed as stock, but comprises three spawning
components: the combined southern and western coenp® and a separate North Sea spawning
component. Only the North Sea component is sefifity distinct to be clearly identified as a
separate spawning component. STECF notes that ihare directed fishing on the North Sea
component which is considered to be at a low aburelaelative to its status pre the 1960’s
collapse and management measures are in placetecpthis component of the NEA stock. The
present North Sea mackerel egg survey is not usedel assessment but is used to monitor the
status of the development of the component reldtvibe stock. The absence of a 2014 value will
preclude an update on this status by ICES in 2014.
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STECF considers that a 2015 survey is necessaradk ongoing changes the status of the North
Sea component. Failure to undertake the surveyreslllt in a gap in the survey series of 6 years
and given the depleted status of this stock, thisiadvisable.

STECF further notes that harmonising the timindpath the triennial North Atlantic and North Sea
surveys in 2016 could also be considered as tHiravide an overall synoptic view of the entire
stock.

Regarding the necessity for the member state tondnaed resubmit its national programme,
STECF considers that this is an administrative enathd not within the remit of the committee.

6.12. Fishing effort ceilings allocated in Sole and Plaefisheries of the North Sea

Background

In accordance with Article 9 of the Council Regidat (EC) No 676/2007 establishing a multi-
annual plan for fisheries exploiting stocks of pdaand sole in the North Sea the maximum level of
fishing effort available for fleets where eithertmth plaice and sole comprise and important fart o
the landings or where substantial discards are raladeld be adjusted to avoid that planned fishing
mortalities rates are exceeded.

The Commission has to request STECF advice on thennum level of fishing effort necessary to
take catches of the plaice and sole. When prepativeg advice STECF should take into
consideration TAC advice and follow the Regulati@C) No 676/2007. Similar advice was
requested from STECF in the previous years.

Terms of References
STECEF is requested:

» to advise on the maximum level of fishing efforcaessary to take catches of the plaice and
sole equal to the EU share of the TACs adoptedrdoup to the multi-annual plan for
plaice and sole in the North Sea (R (EC) No 6767200

» to report on the annual level of fishing effort tiged by vessels catching plaice and sole,
and to report on the types of fishing gear useslizh fisheries;

» to provide the ranking of the gear groupings aviped in Annex lla of the FO regulation
according to contributions of those gears to plaie sole (separately) catches and landings
in 2013.

STECF response

STECF observes that similar advice has been rezpieshce 2007 (see STECF winter plenary
reports from 2007 up toand including 2011 and tAi&GF summer plenary report of 2012 and
2013; STECF review of scientific advice reportsnir@007 up to and including 2014). STECF
follows the same approach for the current requEBECF notes that the TAC advice (following the
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regulation [R (EC) No 676/2007]) given for NorthaSgole and plaice respectively implies a 5%
reduction in F in 2015 relative to F in 2014 fotesbut an increase of 37% for plaice.

Assuming (as before [STECF review of scientific iadvsince 2007 until 2014]) a proportional
relationship between fishing mortality and effortkW*days, and a constant EU share of the TAC
for plaice, STECF considers that the best estimbtee maximum level of fishing effort necessary
to take catches equal to the EU shares of the TGsld be equivalent to a 5% reduction in effort
in 2015 relative to 2014 when considering soleswlation and a 37% increase when considering
plaice in isolation.

Plaice is mainly caught together with sole in aedideam trawl fishery. Therefore, thaximum
level of fishing effort necessary to take catchebaih speciesqual to the respective EU shares of
their TACs, would be equivalent to anincrease ioréfin 2015 relative to 2014 of 37%. STECF
notes that this amount of effort would likely leeda mismatch between effort and the sole TAC
adopted according to the flatfish plan [R (EC) N®&007], potentially leading to over quota sole
catches (under the assumptions of the calculatadomsre the sole TAC would be overshot by
around 1.9 kilo tonnes, or around 17%)

STECF notes, however, that in order to deal with ithbalance in effort, there is a potential for
spatial management to balance the mixed fishery S8{both species under some circumstances.
There are more northerly areas of the North Seaavbencentrations of plaice are much higher
than sole. North of 56°N (Council Reg. 2056/20019 mandatory 120mm codend mesh nets will
catch plaice with negligible sole catches. A fishter take plaice independently of sole is therefore
possible in these more northerly areas of the N&h. If there is surplus effort available in
addition to that required to take the sole TAGyduld be possible to redeploy that effort within a
spatial management regime (subject to any constiesalting from the NS cod plan).

Such a spatial approach would give a mechanisnbéteincing the respective quota, such that
anyremaining plaice quota can be fished withoutwamptended sole catch, when the sole quota has
been exhausted. It would require spatial efforutagon, restricting the transfer of existing and
potential additional effort from the more northeNgrth Sea (plaice fishery) to the mixed sole and
plaice fishery in the southern part of the Nortla $&e also SGMOS-10-06b, impact assessment of
North Sea sole and plaice multi-annual plan).

The main regulated gear catching sole and plaiegte beam trawls with mesh size equal to or
larger than 80 mm and less than 120 mm (BT2); botraw! with mesh size equal to or larger than
100 mm (TR1); bottom trawls with mesh size equabrtdarger than 70 mm and less than 100 mm
(TR2); and to a lesser extent beam trawls with nsgzh equal to or larger than 120 mm (BT1);gill
nets (GN1); trammel nets (GT1); bottom trawls witksh size equal to or larger than 16 mm and
less than 32 mm (TR3) and longlines (LL1). The dgetl level of effort (kW*days) in the North
Sea for these gears over the period 2000-201%&epted in table and figure below.
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Table 6.13.1 — Effort (‘000 kWdays) of the reguthtgear in the North Sea (2003-2013)

ANNEX REG AREA (REG GEAR 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
lla \% BT2 60346 59373 58960 50362 48377 36065 36874 36242 31570 27386 29453
lla [\ TR1 31732 25414 24714 25178 21604 24341 24208 21513 20600 20235 19016
lla \% TR2 19369 18609 17248 16131 16233 16433 14847 13500 11645 9669 7358
lla [\ BT1 5675 4967 4613 5347 3254 2039 1673 1631 1525 2799 3331
lla \% GN1 3434 3518 3359 3304 2309 2484 2463 2555 2615 2427 2213
lla \Y% GT1 970 1039 1056 1974 1821 1143 1228 840 926 1017 1115
lla \% TR3 3153 3085 2429 1790 834 928 614 1139 365 526 884
lla \% LL1 265 168 188 120 44 421 765 416 235 125 107

Relative effort in the North Sea forregulated gear
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Figure 6.13.1 — Trends in effort for the regulatggr in the North Sea (2003-2013). Each line is
relative to the average of the time series.

The ranking of the gear groupings according to Anite of the FO regulation in the North Sea on
catches/landings for plaice and sole in 2013 cowoldbe calculated at the time of this meeting but
will be available following the “Evaluation of fighg effort regimes in European waters — part 2”
(EWG 14-13: Fishing effort Part 2 — 29/09/2014-@32D14).
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6.13. Design of at sea surveys on Mauritanian octopus fisries

The STECF is requested to review and to provideadgice on the report produced under the
STECFad hoccontract with EU internal reference on the desifat sea surveys on Mauritanian
octopus fisheries (background documentshiims://stect.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plen1f02

This report should provide for:

— establishing an inventory of indicators facilitafithe monitoring and the evaluation of such
a spatiotemporal management strategy. Among othigese indicators should inform the
scientists on:

a. the status and the changing conditions of the \A&g&tan upwelling,
b. the recruitment level and its variability (Recrugn Index),
c. the abundance level of the population and its @lattons (Abundance Index).
— describing the methods and means — including trenmat sea - which would be needed to
collect data directly related to the establishnedrihese indicators, taking more particularly

into account:

a. the access to remote sensing data and the possiblef scientific and / or professional
naval resources,

b. the different components of the white cape octgmmulation, inshore and offshore,

c. the possibility of establishing both fisheries degent and fisheries independent indices.

STECF observations

STECF notes that the contract report (ARES(2014)362) addresses all of the items in Terms of
Reference.
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In relation to the inventory of indicators, STEG#hsiders that:

The proposals to monitor and assess the hydrogragamditions using an upwelling INDEX off
West Africa appear feasible and suitable to as#esstatus and the changing conditions of the
West African upwelling. This indicator has alredmben successfully used in the past.

The report of the ad-hoc contract does not prowadg specific inventory or guidance regarding
indicator of recruitment. STECF notes that, in #imsence of any age-based assessment of the
stock, an index of recruitment could especiallydeeived from surveys data, based on CPUE of
small octopus.

The report of the ad-hoc contract does not proadg specific indicator or guidance regarding
indicators of the abundance level of the populatiod their fluctuations. STECF notes that such
indicators can be derived from survey and comme@RUJE data, especially those of the industrial
trawl fishery (exclusively Mauritanian since mid42).

Regarding the means which would be needed to ¢alka, required to the establishment of these
indicators, STECF notes that three complementaty slaurces are mentioned in the ad-hoc report
contract: (i) remote sensing data, especially &reglable SST from NOAA satellites; (ii) data from
surveys conducted annually on the whole Mauritastaif, since 1982; (iii) CPUE of commercial
fisheries, especially those of industrial trawldRegarding the later one, STECF note that Spanish
data ended in mid-2003 (due to the null fishing apymities for octopus included in the
EU/Mauritania protocol).

More generally, STECF notes that the Solaris-Baigseapproach is based on two distinct tools.
On one hand, the oscillatory model allows for tmalgsis of the effect of environment on the

abundance of the whole octopus stock. On the dthed, General additive models (GAM) have

been fitted to catch per trawl data, showing thgregated distribution of octopus and the driving
effect of SST on this distribution. No spatiallypdigit model has been developed at the moment,
able to represent and to assess the likely effespatial fisheries closures.

STECF notes that the Mauritani&ctopus vulgarisstock is currently considered overexploited
resulting in a loss of potential yield from thehigsy. During its last meeting (Madrid, June 2014),
the Joint Scientific Committee Management set ughan framework of the Fisheries partnership
agreement between Europe and Mauritania, concluskeskd on the most recent available
assessments (endorsed both by COPACE or by thesd@intific committee itself) that the stock is
overexploited, and that no surplus are availabiefdceign countries. In consequence, the current
protocol between EU and Mauritania does not inclaag fishing opportunity to European
countries forOctopus vulgarisEU cephalopod fleets abandoned the exploitatioiMauritanian
EEZ in mid-2013.

Two seasonal closures are in place for the wholé &Bce several years (4 months overall for the
industrial fishery and 2 months for the small sqade fishery). The last Join Scientific Committee
discussed the opportunity to introduce spatialricgins, based on the idea that very stable
aggregations have already been identified. The Cteenconcluded that additional surveys
dedicated to the analysis of recruitment are ctlyemot a scientific priority, even though the
spatial management should be furthermore invesiigatt could include the introduction of
special/temporal closed areas based on preferdeitatsawhich can be defined by environmental
factors, and especially the mean water temper&uch. area restrictions will potentially give rise
to higher recruitment, improved future yields andreased economic stability of the fishery.
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STECF notes that becau®etopusis a semelparous species, a better understantinegroductive
seasons and habits could be useful for determithegbest strategy for protecting reproductive
output. Whenever possible, it would be advisablavoid catch of adult females following mating
and during egg development. Larger females, iniqua&r, may have the highest reproductive
output (Hartwick 1983).

STECF comments and conclusions

STECF concludes that the Report contains usefolrimétion regarding data needs, sources and
monitoring strategies for a spatial management ofo@us in Mauritania. The contract report
(ARES(2014)1027351) addresses all of the itemauded in the Terms of Reference.

STECF considers that a spatial modelling approachdcbe used to identify the best location for

fishing closures. Such models need as input spdéite on fishing effort, catch and biomass, as
well as information on the environmental driverdhisl could also be obtained from fishery

dependent and independent data. STECF suggests fiedibility approach should be conducted in
order to determine whether existing data couldgesidor such spatial management.

Key references for the SEA and present protocol:

Anonyme 2014. Rapport de la septieme réunion duitéddtientifique Conjoint RIM-UE.
Hartwick, B. 1983. Octopus dofleini. (in) Cephaldpafe Cycles Vol. I. Boyle P.R. eds.:277-291.

Solari, A. P. (2008). New non-linear modebr fthe study and exploitation of fishery
resources. Mem.PhD Thesis. University of Las Palf@utstanding Cum Laude by
unanimity of the tribunal’, A+). President:r.C5erge Garcia (Director FAO/FIRM).

6.14. Request to the STECF to rank the effort groups undethe cod plan fishing effort
regime according to their contribution to cod catcles in 2013

Background

Article 12 of Council Regulation (EC) No 1342/2088tablishing a long-term plan for cod stocks
sets out the rules for adjusting each year the maxi allowable fishing effort.

In accordance with paragraph 4 of the aforementicaticle 12, the annual adjustment should

apply to the effort groups where the cumulativeleatalculated according to paragraph 3(b) of the
same article is equal to or exceeds 20%. It issfoee necessary to compile a list of the aggregated
effort groups and their corresponding cod catchmeduding discards. This list should be arranged

in ascending order of cod catch in each effort grou
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Terms of reference

The STECF is requested to provide the Commissidh thie absolute and percentage cumulative
catch calculated in accordance with article 12(B}he cod plan. The effort groups should be
ranked according to their contribution to cod cat;hncluding discards, in 2013.

STECF response

The ranking of the gear groupings according tackerti2(3) of the cod plan (EC Reg. 1342/2008)
could not be calculated at the time of this meekingwill be available following the “Evaluation of
fishing effort regimes in European waters — part (EWG 14-13: Fishing effort Part 2 —
29/09/2014-03/10/2014).

6.15. Request for STECF opinion on the offshore cod stock the Greenland area (ICES
subarea XIV and NAFO Subarea 1)

Background

The ICES advice (June 2013) for the offshore catkstin Greenland (ICES subarea XIV and
NAFO subarea 1) indicates that based on precauiaumsiderations there should be no offshore
fishery in 2014 to improve the likelihood of esiahing offshore spawning stocks in West and East
Greenland. This advice is the same as for 2013.

The government of Greenland established a TAC 006for 2013 and adopted a management
plan for 2014 with a TAC of 10000t. The fishery camly take place under exploratory conditions
as defined by the plan. These conditions includelosed season and fishing activity is only
permitted in the southernmost area of West Grednkmd in East Greenland. Also, the plan
contains technical measures to distribute therfgpleiffort between four geographical areas and has
a mandatory biological sampling in close collabioratwith the Greenlandic Institute of Natural
Resources.

Regarding the stock definition, ICES and the Grasedic Institute of Natural Resources have
indicated that based on genetic studies the custeick delimitation might not correspond to the
biological spawning populations.

Terms of reference

For the cod stock distributed in Greenland in tfishmre area (ICES subarea XIV and NAFO
subarea 1) STECF is requested to provide opinicth@management plan adopted by the
government of Greenland, including:
- assessment on whether the proposed technicaumesa@ermitting fishing in a limited
area) are likely to have any impact on catchesexpdbitation rate
- assessment on whether the provisions of thefplagiata collection are adequate for future
scientific purposes to undertake assessments/dialue the plan
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STECF response
Elements of the management plan for Greenland (offshore) cod

The elements of the management plan for the fisth@ryGreenland cod in 2014-2016 are as
follows:

The management plan for cod states that explordismgry is only permitted in the geographical
area of East Greenland (ICES XIV) and the southestrarea in West Greenland (NAFO 1F), as
the stock is under rebuilding.

1) The fishery is permitted in NAFO 1F + ICES XIx6im June 1. — 31th of Marts. The
fishery is closed from April 1. — 31th of May ind&r to protect spawning of cod.

2) The quota is split between four areas: 1) NAFO2) ICES XIV split areas Q1-Q2,
3) ICES XIV split areas Q3-Q4, and 4) ICES XIV splieas Q5-Q6. (Figure 6.15.1)

3) Logbooks shall be filled by the fishing indusfmycluding by-catch).

4) Biological samples should be collected by tltifig industry to have the permission
to fish.

A vessel may choose to fish in only two of the foudicated areas. The chosen areas will be
indicated in the request for a fishing authorizatio

Guidelinesfor biological sampling.

1) Information about the length of fish caught via rardom samples
To obtain this information, observer (or, if absemtcrew member) must once a day
measure 100 randomly selected cods from a randoim ha

2) Information about the age and spawning condition otod caught
To obtain this information, observer (or, if absentrew member) must daily remove
otoliths with information about length, weight asei from 20 randomly selected cod.

Upon request from GINR all vessel must collect andend samples of cod

Samples are shipped or mailed to Greenland InstidfitNatural Resources, Postboks 570, 3900
Nuuk, Greenland. Att. Rasmus Hedeholm. Expensessiiggment of samples are paid by the
companies involved in the exploratory fishery.Ldnglamples are recommended to be mailed
electronically taoahe @natur.gl
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Figure 6.15.1. Map with the 4 areas

Area Definition

NAFO 1F West of 44°00'W and South of 60°45’'N

That portion of NAFO subarea 1 lying south of tlaeghiel of 60°45' north
latitude (Cape Desolation). For detailed definition
sedttp://www.fao.org/fishery/area/Area21/en

ICES XIVb East of 44°00'W and South of 62°30’'N

Q5+Q6

ICES XIVb North of 62°30’'N and West of 35°15'W
Q3+Q4

ICES XIVb East of 35°15'W

Q1+Q2

STECF observations
General observations on the management plan

The fishery and the stock

STECF notes that since 1993, ICES advice has bmemof fishing on the offshore component of

Greenland cod and that no offshore fisheries deetd cod took place from 1993 to 2004. Directed
fishing re-commenced in 2005 with TACs set at 5,000 all years except 2008 (15,000 t) and

2009 (10,000 t). Reported catches of cod in alryesince the directed fishery recommenced are
less than the respective TACs. The TAC for 2014useker the first year of the management plan is
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10,000 t, to be equally split between the four seas indicated above (see elements of the
management plan) implying TACs for each subaregsi0 t.

STECF notes that in the absence of an analyticgdsament, reliable estimates of recent stock
biomasses and exploitation rates are unavailalstmBtes of total mortality rates based on catch-
curve analyses using data from the German groundfisvey indicate total instantaneous mortality
rates (4.g) between Z=0.13 and Z=0.85 over the period 19983, at a time when reported
catches were less than 1,000 t.

Since that time, information from both the Germawl &reenland trawl surveys indicate that the
average survey abundance index of cod (mainly 23apear-old fish) over the period 2005-2011
has increased above the average level for the ¢irex&3 years. Such observations have led ICES
to conclude that all information indicates that tdftshore cod biomass is low compared to before
the 1990s and that the offshore component of Gageintod has been severely depleted since 1990,
but has started to recover since 2005.

The basis for the decision to set a combined TAGafofour subareas of 10,000 t is questionable.
The justification appears to be it is less than TR&s that would result from application of the
ICES data-limited (category 3 stocks) approachQQQ,t) and a joint assessment approach that
derives a TAC as a proportion of the ICES assessaofdcelandic (ICES Division Va) stock.

On the one hand, in addition to survey estimatestmfndance, the ICES (category 3 stocks)
approach uses the landings for 2012 in the estmadf the TAC, which means that if 2012
landings had been higher or lower than those redatte TAC calculated for 2014-2016 would
have also been higher or lower accordingly. Furtteee, the landings in 2012 are in agreement
with the TAC set for 2012, which means that effegy the TAC in 2012 is partially determining
the TAC for 2014.

On the other hand, the TAC derived using the jasgessment approach which derives the TAC as
a proportion of the ICES assessment of Icelandi&g Division Va) stock, is determined in part
by the assumed proportion (6%) of the Iceland/@ee®h cod stock complex that is in East
Greenland waters.

STECF considers that neither method to derive a TG stock that appears to remain severely
depleted is risk-averse.

STECF also notes that the management plan propgbs¢sadjustments to the TAC which is
intended to be established for the 3-year duratibthe plan may be warranted if survey results
indicate increased abundance. However, precisely duch adjustments are likely to be made and
the magnitude of the adjustments is not specified.

STECF observation on the specific e ements of the plan.

Closure of the fishery from 1 April — 31 May irder to protect spawning of cod.

STECF notes that according to ICES (2012), fislsngmly allowed in East Greenland east of
44°W, from 1 July - 31 December, and the “Kleine Bamk&a in East Greenland is closed for all

fisheries. Thisarea is delimited by: 1) °6@'N 37°30'W, 2) 6440'N 36°30'W, 3) 64°15'N
36°30'W, and 4) 6315'N 37°30'W. However, it is not clear whether following pementation of
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the plan in 2014, these restrictions are to cometiand at present it is not possible to assess their
potential impacts on catches or exploitation rates.

STECF notes that the proposed closure from 1 Ap8l May each year has the potential to reduce
fishing mortality on spawning concentrations of @l may potentially reduce the annual rate of
fishing mortality on cod. However, the realisedeefs on the annual fishing mortality will depend
on a number of factors includinmgter alia:

a) Whether the closure results in fewer cod being baudgan would have been the case
without the closure.

b) Whether any potential reduction in F achieved kg phoposed closure, is partly or wholly
offset by increased catches of cod at other tinfiekeoyear; for example through increased
effort directed to catching cod outside the clogedod.

STECF also notes that potential reductions in estcind exploitation rates arising through the
provisions of the management plan may be reducechudiified, if any previously existing
restrictions on the fishery are removed followingpiementation of the plan.

Splitting the TAC into separate quotas for four-sumbas.

Compared to setting an overall TAC for the area aghole, splitting the TAC equally between 4
sub-areas and permitting vessels to fish in onlgf 2hose areas may result in reduced overall
catches and exploitation rates provided that theasa quotas are effectively enforced. If the area
guotas restrict catches to the less than thosedatk the overall exploitation is likely to be redd

as only part of the overall quota will to be takelowever, as pointed out in the management plan,
if the cod are concentrated in some subareas, thereisk of depletion of the populations in those
areas. This will to some extent depend on how gisodédlocated within areas but STECF notes that
there is no mention in the plan as to how intrazayeotas are to be allocated and on what basis.

Obligation to complete logbooks

Accurate reporting of catch and effort data is fameéntal to undertaking stock assessments and
providing best scientific advice on future fishiogportunities. STECF considers that provided
appropriate data and information entered into l@yisocan be verified as complete and accurate,
mandatory reporting in logbooks will prove to berermely valuable.

The provision to measure 100 randomly-selectedfiand a random haul on a daily basis is likely
to be sufficient to provide a representative estn@ the size composition of cod in that haul.
STECF suggests that if there are less than 100ithdil cod in a haul, all fish should be measured.

Obligation to collect biological samples
The plan stipulates that biological samples shdé@dollected by the fishing industry to have the
permission to fish. As for mandatory completionlajbooks, STECF considers that this initiative

could prove to be an extremely valuable source até dor assessment and evaluation purposes
provided that samples are collected in the randednzay intended.
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STECF considers that the provision to collect rddength, weight and sex and remove otoliths
from 20 randomly selected cod on a daily basis didel sufficient for assessment purposes.

STECF conclusions
The STECF conclusions to each of the elementsailgrms of reference are as follows:

Whether the proposed technical measures (permifighgng in a limited area) are likely to have
any impact on catches and exploitation rate

Given the absence of reliable information on therent stock status of offshore Greenland cod,
STECF is unable to assess the exploitation ratevibald correspond to a TAC of 10,000 t or to
assess whether such a rate would represent anasecrélecrease or no change on previous
exploitation rates. Nevertheless STECF notes thiding a TAC and permitting a directed fishery
for the offshore component of Greenland cod, isl{iko give rise to fishing mortality rates thaear
greater than those that would arise through int¢addyycatch of cod in fisheries for other species.

STECF concludes that the proposed closure from il AB1 May each year has the potential to
reduce fishing mortality on spawning concentratiohsod and may potentially reduce the annual
rate of fishing mortality on cod. However, the readl effects on the annual fishing mortality will
depend on a number of factors related to whetheeclbsure will result in fewer cod being caught
than otherwise would have been the case.

Compared to setting an overall TAC for the area aghole, splitting the TAC equally between 4
sub-areas and permitting vessels to fish in onlgf 2hose areas may result in reduced overall
catches and exploitation rates provided that theusa quotas are effectively enforced.

STECF concludes that if effectively enforced, thepmsed technical measures are likely to restrict
catches of offshore cod to less than or equaldatreed subarea TACs and to restrict exploitation
rates to less than or equal to the rates requiréake the subarea TACs.

Whether the provisions of the plan for data coltattare adequate for future scientific purposes to
undertake assessments/evaluation of the plan

STECF concludes that provided appropriate dataiafttmation entered into logbooks can be
verified as complete and accurate, mandatory riygprh logbooks will prove to be extremely
valuable and should be encouraged. The provisiamdasure 100 randomly-selected cod from a
random haul on a daily basis is likely to be sudint to provide a representative estimate of the si
composition of cod in that haul and which wouldaokequate for stock assessment and evaluation.

Obligation to collect biological samples
STECF concludes that the requirement to colledblyioal samples could prove to be an extremely
valuable source of data for assessment and ewvatugtirposes provided that appropriate training is

given to collectors and that samples are collectéde randomized way intended.

STECF concludes that the provision to collect ¢itsliand record length, weight and sex from 20
randomly selected cod on a daily basis would becseit for assessment and evaluation purposes.
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7. STECFRECOMMENDATIONS FROM STECF-PLEN-14-02
No new recommendations arose during discussiotieats” plenary meeting of the STECF.
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