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

PLENARY MEETING

4-8 NOVEMBER 2013, BRUSSELS

1. INTRODUCTION

The STECF plenary took place at the Centre Borsshete de Froissart, Belgium, from 24
to 28 March 2014. The Chairman of the STECF, DnJ8hsey, opened the plenary session
at 09:30h. The terms of reference for the meetiegeweviewed and the meeting agenda
agreed. The session was managed through alternafidPlenary and working group
meetings. Rapporteurs for each item on the agemda appointed and are identified in the
list of participants. The meeting closed at 16:00t28 March 2014.

2. LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

The meeting was attended by 30 members of the ST&@Fthree JRC personnel. 13
Directorate General Maritime Affairs and Fishemessonnel (DG MARE) attended parts
of the meeting. Section nine of this report prosi@dedetailed participant list with contact
details.

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

Hazel Curtis

Sakari Kuikka

Simon Jennings

3. INFORMATION TO THE COMMITTEE

3.1 STECF plenary — information from the Commission — gneral

DG MARE informed the Committee that Szuzsanigailf (DG MARE unit A2) is the new
the assigned overall focal point for STECF withi@ MARE.



STECF expert compensation payments and new EMFF

With effect from 2014, compensation payments ufdécle 9.1 of Commission Decision
2005/629/EC (http://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/inderlhtshould be paid from the European
Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF), which has net gntered into force. Regrettably,
until the entry into force of the EMFF, it is nobgsible to provide this compensation.
Therefore, for STECF meetings (Bureau, PlenaryExguert Working Groups) taking place
between April 2014 and the entry into force of #BBIFF, experts will only receive
reimbursement of their travel costs and a subsistemlowance, based on the rules
established in the Commission Decision C(2007)5&58/12/2007 (for more information,
see the annex). When the Commission is in a pasiticesume compensation payments for
future meetings under Article 9.1 of Commission Ben 2005/629/EC, following the
entry into force of the EMFF, experts will be ned accordingly.

The information above is been displayed on all mgatebsites and is also included in all
expert invitation letters issued by the Commisdimnmeetings taking place after 1 April
2014.

3.2. STECF plenary — information from the Commission - wlicy developments
since last plenary

DG Mare unit A2 informed the STECF about policy dieypments i.e. the new CFP since
the last plenary meeting took place in November32@G MARE'’s presentations can be
found on:http://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/plen1401

3.3. STECF plenary — information from the Commission - eedback on STECF
proposals since last plenary

The new DG Mare focal point for STECF Zsuzsanrimilf, provided feedback from the
Commission on STECF proposals and STECF work.

DG MARE informed the Committee that the STECF ecnitoreports (mainly the AER
fleet report, but also the aquaculture and fishcgssing reports) are becoming more and
more helpful for scientific advice and policy arsiy/

While both the quality of the AER on the performamd EU fishing fleets and its focus on
interpretation of trends have increased in receats; so has its use for policy making; not
only in the EC but also in other international mgions and Member States’
administrations.. Examples of recent policy uptakes

- Data reference for economic and social indicatdrshe analysis of the balance
between Member States’ fishing capacity and th&lirfig opportunities.



+ Reference for recent Impact Assessments of fishgdices and (socio-economic)
evaluations of management plans.

« Support in the analysis of structural policies the fleet, aquaculture and fish
processing sectors (i.e. some indicators in theréduEMFF, evaluation of EU-
funded programmes in fisheries, etc). Detailsaaaglable via the following links:

https://fishreq.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/datadissenanandicators

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do2CELEX:52013DC0921:EN:NOT

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do2CELEX:52013SC0533:EN:NOT

+ AER data has also been used by other internatinstitutions

0 FAO in the context of the FIRMS project (FAO, ICEBHAFO, ...)

http://firms.fao.org/firms/fishery/760/en#Fisherginator-Fishing_Capacity

o Fisheries committee of the OECD : some referenctgslicy analysis in
relation to EU fleets

Recent studies:

0 JRC studies commissioned by the European Parliam&@®14 on the EU
fleet economic performance and fuel tax concessions
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/rmtéf013/513962/IPOL
-PECH_NT%282013%29513962_ EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/rwtg013/513963/IPOL
-PECH_NT%282013%29513963 EN.pdf

0 Sauzade D., Rousset N. (2013). Greening the Meditean fisheries:
tentative assessment of the economic leeway. PéanBlalbonne.

http://planbleu.org/sites/default/files/publicatsdgreeningmediterraneanfish
eries.pdf

« General public publications

http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/documentation/putboa/pcp en.pdf

. References in the scientific literature and restmdies of NGOs.



3.4. DG MARE address to STECF

E. Penas Lado, director of DG MARE Unit A respofesior Policy development and
coordination, addressed the STECF to thank the $T&@ir John Casey who will resign
from the Committee with effect from 15 June 201de(section 3.5. of this report) for his
work, dedication, commitment and success and tmrimf the committee on the
Commission’s plans for the future STECF.

E. Penas Lado expressed the Commission’s gratitud®mhn Casey for having done an
excellent job in his role as STECF chair the la8tygars. During his term as chair he
successfully manoeuvred the Committee through dlecttang and demanding period
during which the demands on the STECF had sigmifigancreased. John Casey not only
contributed valuable expertise on fisheries to SFEQt also been an extremely effective
coordinator and people manager, ensuring that STé&QkK handle the often large number
of diverse requests from DG MARE. He was instruraenh ensuring effective
coordination and communication between STECF and M&RE. STECF advice has
provided the basis for numerous Commission legi&giroposals and communications and
nowadays serves as the benchmark for quality siteadvice to the Commission and
member States. Mr. Penas Lado said that John Gassygnation would mean a great loss
to STECF but also acknowledged that his expertigk @ompetences will not be entirely
lost to the Commission and the STECF as he wilhdake up a position at the JRC.

E. Penas Lado explained that the new CFP puts an greater emphasis on scientific
advice than the previous CFP. The scientific adyidmdies have therefore received a
crucial and very important role. STECF is seen asian advice provider regarding

fisheries and the only one bringing together déferdisciplines on a regular basis drawing
on a wide range of experts. Because the new CHRedte a high number of requests for
scientific advice during the coming months, i.ethe context of the Landing Obligation

and regional discard plans, the Commission prefersontinue relying on the current

committee during this period with aim for renewatlte STECF by spring 2015.

3.5. Election of new STECF chair

The STECF chair John Casey informed the committee2G MARE before the plenary
meeting that he must resign from the STECF witkeaffrom 15 June 2014, to take up a
position as a senior scientist in the Maritime A8aJnit in JRC on 16 June 2014.

The committee was therefore requested to nomiratdidates for the role of Chair from
the remaining membership and potential nomineesildhoconfirm that they would be
willing and able to take on the role if elected.

The election procedure was chaired by the Comnmigsiio Doerner, JRC) according to the
procedures described in the STECF Rules of Proesdursection 2
(http://stect.jrc.ec.europa.eu/about-stecf):



H. Doerner informed the Committee that the Sedwmtahad received one
nomination for the post of Chair; Norman Graham.

» Prior to the vote, Norman Graham declared that &g prepared to accept the post
of Chair of the STECF if elected.

 STECF members attending the meeting unanimouslye@do waive the secrecy
requirement for the ballot.

* The election was therefore conducted via a sholhaafls and Norman Graham was
unanimously elected by those members present.

To facilitate a smooth transition, it was agreedl tthe vice-chairs would take care of any
unforeseen organisational and administrative tésta/een the March and the July 2014
plenary meetings and that the STECF secretariatdyoovide extra resources in support
of the preparation and running of the July plemaseting and production of the meeting
report. In recognition of the fact that the appwiant of Norman Graham as the new Chair
may prove to an interim measure, the Committeeeaigte review the situation during the

July 2014 plenary meeting.

4. STECF INITIATIVES
4.1. Landing Obligation: potential implications of 9% quota transfers between
stocks
Background

STECF addressed potential impactslefminimisand the quota flexibility tool as stipulated
in Article 15 of the new CFP Basic Regulation (BR)its first meeting on the Landing
Obligation in EU fisheries (EWG-13-16). STECF 1342&ed that the inter-species quota
flexibility and thede minimigprovisions can provide flexibility in the systemletter adjust
catch compositions to resemble fishing opportusited increase both ecological and
economic sustainability. However, depending on hiogvflexibilities are used and in what
sequence they are applied, the same provisionsl dmilused to legally increase catches
well in excess of desired or intended levels. Bone stocks, this could imply increases in F
above those consistent with achieving Fmsy (asimeduwnder Article 2 of the Basic
Regulation) and may even push the stock outsidelsafogical limits.

STECF observations

EWG 14-01 proposed a possible objective framewotiet considered by Regional Groups
when proposingde minimis exemptiong discard management plans. The proposed
framework takes account of the provisions of Adi@l of the basic regulation (e.g. FMSY
and precautionary approach considerations) and @ireasure that its use does not lead to



increase mortality thereby jeopardising the att@ntmof MSY. EWG 14-01 was not
requested to provide similar guidance in relatmmterspecies quota flexibility.

Although there is no requirement to include in discplans, how and to what extent quota
flexibility provisions will be used, STECF notesatibothde minimisand quota flexibility
provisions should not be considered in isolationESF would like to reiterate the possible
danger of a stock being pushed outside safe bimdbgmits by inappropriate application of
the inter-species quota flexibility mechanism, whimay lead to deterioration in stock
status. STECF furthermore notes that the abovdemomight be compounded by applying
ade minimisexemption in conjunction with the interspecies quitexibility.

The sole and plaice stock in the North Sea coulthken as an example of how the use of
quota flexibility could move the sole stock outsgide biological limits in a short space of
time. At the moment, both stocks are inside sa&ogical limits. Assuming plaice is the
target species and sole is the non-target spe2¥esf the plaice catch quota (9% of the
2014 catch advice (159,600 t) amounts to 14,400)dcbe used as an extra allocation for
sole catches. Assuming quota uplift of sole (Aeitb.2), based on current discard levels
(EWG 13-13 calculated a discard rate of 17% forrttegor gear catching sole (BT2)), the
catch advice for sole for 2014 would have been 0@ ®nnes. Adding 9% of the plaice
catch quota (14 400 t) to the sole would permiatelt of sole of up to 28,700 t, and would
potentially move the sole stock outside safe bialldimits within one year (i.e. generating
an F of about 0.56 in 2014 and SSB in 2015 of aB8W00 t compared tq,£= 0.4 and Ba

= 35 000t). STECF also notes that the advisedrfgsinnortality on sole for 2014 of 0.24
could be overshot by 133%.

4.2. Report on ECFA seminar on control of discard ban

A seminar on the practical implementation of thevreatures of the Common Fisheries
Policy regulation into EFCA Joint Deployment Plahsld by the EFCA — European
Fisheries Control Agency - and held in Dubrovniko&ia on January 15th and 16th 2014.

The new features of the Common Fisheries Policycha&gulation requires to adapt the
inspection and control regime accordingly. Consatjyehe European Fisheries Control
Agency needs to remodel its Joint Deployment Ptarcept in close cooperation with the
European Commission and the Member States. Inr dod@ddress the control of the
discard ban the EFCA organized the seminar. Thensemwas attended by representatives
from Member States, the European Commission, sfieeimstitutions (ICES, STECF), and
stakeholder representatives (Advisory Councils -sACThe landing obligation has
considerable potential to affect both the economéformance of European fishing
businesses and the quality of reported catch daétigh is crucial for assessment purposes.

There have been three SETCF expert groups on thding Obligation (EWG 13-16; 13-17
and 14-01) and recognising the potential impactsheflanding obligation of economic
performance and data quality, each of these Ex@eoups were asked to specifically
address topics related to control, monitoring anfbreement (CME). EWG 13-16 noted
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that while aspects of CME are generally dealt wiithother fora, they do have a direct
bearing on and inexorably linked to a number of keientific, technical and economic
issues. EWG 13-17 concluded that the ability of dMScontrol monitor and enforce the
landing obligation has a direct bearing on the @ion of reliable catch statistics while
EWG 13-17 noted that the issue of choke speciedilaly to result in severely curtailed
fishing operations if adequately enforced. Thes®ather issues such as exemptionsitor
minimis and high survival create legitimate discards ahdrdfore complicate the
verification of compliance. STECF chair John Caaegf STECF member Norman Graham
attended the Seminar on behalf of the Committee gance an overview of the work
conducted in 2013 under the auspices of the STHGEir presentations summarised the
progress made at the Expert Working Groups 13-#618r17.

The seminar provided an important platform to shibheeexperiences gained during EWG
13-16 and EG 13-17, not only in terms of data comc@nd assessing economic impacts,
but critically to describe in detail issues relgtito species exemptionsle minimis
allocations and potential impacts on observer @nognes, which had been discussed and
debated in detail during the EWG'’s. The sharinghfdrmation and the analysis undertaken
by EWG 13-16 and EWG 13-17 provided a detailedgimsind identified some of the
potential challenges that will be faced from a cointcompliance and enforcement
perspective, which ultimately may impact on the kvor STECF.

5. ASSESSMENT OF STECF EWG REPORTS

5.1. STECF-EWG-13-19: Mediterranean Assessments —part Il

Request to the STECF

STECF is requested to review the report of the SHE&pert Working Group, evaluate the
findings and make any appropriate comments andwew@ndations.

Introduction

The report of the Expert Working Group on AssessroéiMediterranean Sea stocks - part
2 (STECF EWG 13-19) was reviewed by the STECF dutte plenary meeting held from
24 to 28 March 2013 in Brussels, Belgium. The follog observations, conclusions and
recommendations represent the outcome of thatwevie

STECF observations

The meeting was the second STECF expert meetingrfdertaking stock assessments of

small pelagic and demersal species in the Meditea@a planned for 2013. The meeting was
held in Brussels, Belgium from 9 to 13 December30Ihe meeting chair person was

11



Massimiliano Cardinale and the EWG was attended®yexperts in total, including 4
STECF members plus 3 JRC experts.

Historic fisheries and scientific survey data wel#ained from the official Mediterranean
DCF data call issued to Member States on Apti2013 with deadlines of®June and 29
November 2013. The latter deadline had been speltifiset to call for in-year (2013)
MEDITS and other surveys data to improve the precisf short term forecasts of stock
size and catches under various management scen@rigace, and Cyprus did not provide
any data for the June 2013 deadline, Italy did provide data for the 29November
deadline and Spain provided data after the secaeting.

In relation to each of the Terms of Reference (TJpR$ECF notes the following:

ToRs (A-C): the EWG 13-19 aimed to undertake assessmentssfgtocks, including red
mullet in GSA 17, which was not originally schedullén 8 cases analytical results were
considered sufficiently acceptable to form the $dsi management advice, in 3 cases the
results were accepted as being indicative of tremdig 4 were rejected due to poor model
convergence (1), or major data inconsistenciesg@y, 1 was not even attempted due to
insufficient data. Short-term catch forecasts far 8 stocks with accepted analytical results
were carried out. Medium-term forecasting was edraut for only those stocks for which a
meaningful stock /recruitment relationship was kkde (i.e. anchovy and sardine in GSA
17).

ToR (C.2). the EWG 13-19 calculated the reference pointafmhovy and sardine in GSA
17 using the WKFRAME methodology.

ToR (C.3). the EWG 13-19 was unable to fully address theesgjito estimate on the basis
of commercial average catch ratesrbgtier, the level of fishing effort bynétierwhich is
commensurate to the sustainable short-term andumetirm forecasts, mainly due to the
following reasons:

— the calculation of partial F by fleetétiersshould be carried out with appropriate,
more complex multi-fleet models, which allow thespibility to assume different
population selection curves for the different fiedt has not yet been possible to
fully utilize such models.

— the lack of long time-series of fishery-dependem andependent data and lack of
knowledge on stock dynamics and connectivity foistraf the exploited resources
of the Mediterranean, impeded the use of more cexngbpproaches (AlaDym, SS3,
ASAP, Flada, etc.). In this regard, an explanatxgrcise was carried out by the
EWG to check the outputs of more complex methodgyutie AlaDym model, with
sole in GSA 17 as the case study;

— time constraints and insufficient expertise in tts® of complex multifleet models.
In principle, the lack of sufficient expertise, ébube solved by promoting
appropriate training for example, through ad-hoarses.

Tor (D.1) Small pelagic assessments in the Adriati8ea:the EWG 13-19 considered that
it may be useful to explore additional means t@nstruct the time-series of the landings

12



for GSA 18, in order to combine the two GSAs wilie taim of delivering more robust
assessment results. No strong scientific evidenoerged to justify separate assessments
for the stocks of anchovy and sardine in GSA 17 Ea@nd therefore the EWG considers
that anchovy and sardine in GSAs 17 and 18 shoalddmbined in a single assessment.
However, when combining the two GSAs, it is crud¢@bvoid the breakdown of the long
time series of GSA 17. This is especially importahtn considering the fact that GSA 17
contains by far the largest part of the stocks athlspecies. Following the preliminary
attempts to assess the stocks for GSA 18, the s;msas of anchovy and sardine stocks
have been performed/updated only for GSA 17.

The stocks of anchovy and sardine in GSA 17 wesess®d using the SAM statistical catch
at age model. The spawning stock biomass estinfateahchovy for 2012 was 123,871 t,
with 95% confidence limits of 71,052 - 215,957 teTlimit and precautionary biomass
reference points adopted by the GFCM-SAC for anghave Blim=179,000 t and
Bpa=250,600 t respectively. Hence, the estimatesvemg stock biomass for anchovy in
the Adriatic Sea is considered to be below thetlmierence point of 179,000 tons. The
spawning stock biomass estimated for sardine fd22@as equal to 220,577 tons, with
95% confidence limits of 144,177 - 337,460 tonse Timit and precautionary biomass
reference points adopted by the GFCM-SAC for sar@dinGSA 17 are Blim=78,000 tons
and Bpa=109,200 tons. Hence, sardine spawning dbamkass in the Adriatic Sea is
considered well above both the adopted limit art@utionary reference points.

Since the reference points adopted by the GFCM 8w(hased on the values derived from
the ICA methodology, and which differ from thoseirested by the SAM model, STECF

concludes that status of both stocks with respedhé GFCM SAC reference points for

biomass, should be considered preliminary. STEGE ebncludes that the SAM model is
more appropriate than ICA for assessing anchovy sardine in GSA 17 and that the
biomass reference points should be re- estimatied tise outputs from the SAM model.

Tor(D.2): according to the SAM results, the exploitatioter& on anchovy in GSA 17 is
slightly above the Patterson reference point of .E&0with a value of 0.43 (estimated for
ages 1 and 2). For sardine stock in GSA 17, théo#gapon rate estimated by SAM for
2012 is also above the E= 0.4 reference point guels 0.57 (estimated for ages from 2
and 5).

Tor (E), Evaluation of DCF data quality by EWG expets: As for previous meetings, the
quality of the fisheries data from GSA 11 (Italyepented the assessment of the status
striped red mullet in GSA 11. In addition, for G®Athe lack of catch data did not allow
the EWG to conduct assessments for any of the epegithe area. Thus, EWG 13-19
reiterated that the quality of fisheries data frG®A 8 and 11 is a cause for concern. While
for GSA 8 suitable data should be available butehast been provided, for GSA 11 a
thorough review of the data and the data collecpoocess in particular, is necessary if
informative stock assessments are to be undertakethe future. Quality checks on the
MEDITS database showed a clear improvement of @ database over time.

Tor (F), Review of R scripts used for stock assesemt, short and medium term
forecast and estimation of reference pointsall FLR scripts used for the assessment and
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forecast were revised before the meeting by the t#a@®. Development of new R routines
for the standardisation of the MEDITS data is aadmanced stage and a stratified index at
length can now be produced by linking the R scripthe MEDITS database. A Github
public repository to store the R scripts for usethy EWG dealing with Mediterranean
assessments is now under development. The EWG KRd§ested to continue updating
and developing the R scripts to improve the efficieand the quality of the assessments of
the EWG.

Tor (G) 2014 data call evaluation and revisionthe EWG 13-19 concluded that the 2015
data call for 2014 data should remain unchangedimrtde current format. There is still
scope for improvement in data quality and streamdinthe process. A file naming
convention with clear guidelines for users wouldabkelpful development to improve the
process. It is clear that the Data Validation TdeVeloped by JRC has not yet been used
systematically and there have been cases where@#i@o upload incorrect files to the JRC
facility, which is highly inefficient. The Expert Gup suggested that JRC move to
progressively more restrictive checks at the tirhapdoad in order to ensure conformity of
the data with the most important data formattingc#jcations. Future data calls should
stabilize the time-series of data without recallalythe series at every deadline. At the
same time it should also be possible to revise ttethare already uploaded as is the case
for the improvements to the MEDITS database.

Tor (H): the EWG 13-19 ranked the stocks for which DCFadate suitable for stock
assessment and for the establishment of long temmagement plans and also ranked their
vulnerability according to their productivity, segtibility and other criteria based on life
history parameters. Such rankings are available summary table, which is available at
http://stect.jrc.ec.europa.eu

Tor (1) Revision of historical assessmentsin view of some observed abrupt changes in
the F or Iysy estimates, the EWG 13-19 was requested to releseverview table of all
the assessments performed since 2008. In gendéml,most recent assessments are
considered more reliable as these were carriedising improved data of improved quality
and more appropriate assessment methods. The EWibted that the differences were
mainly due to either a change in the assessmeimoeh@gies or in the input parameters of
the models (e.g. growth parameters, catch datagnyncase, in several occasions the short
term differences in the value of fishing mortaland/or different fsy reference values
were not considered significant. The EWG 13-19 ciately one marked difference iy
estimates; for hake in GSA 11. The discrepancyhm d@stimates was attributed to poor
quality catch data and ultimately, the EWG 13-]j8ated the assessment.

Finally, EWG 13-19 reiterated the desire to convaned-hoc methodological EWG to be
held in the beginning of 2015 to set up and tefé¢mdint assumptions of selectivity for a set
of stocks and about the use of discard data acthglmethodologies in the future stock
assessments. A methodological EWG was regularly inehe past but for several years no
such group has met.
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STECF conclusions
Based on the findings in the EWG 13-19 report, SFEGncludes the following:

Among the 16 demersal and small pelagic stockssasdeby the EWG 13-19, overfishing
is not occurring on only 1 stock, Sardine in GSACK. the remaining 15 stocks, 9 are
currently being exploited at rates not consisteiith vachieving MSY (overfishing is
occurring) and 6 stocks were not assessed duetdodddiciencies or poor model fits. A
summary of stock status is given in Table 5.1.1.

Table 5.1.1. Summary of stock status for the 16kst@ssessed by the EWG 13-19. In the

case of small pelagic stocks the ratioJsfFrefers to E/g..

GSA C?]t:r;n:n Species AssessmenComment Status FIFMSY
1 Sardine _Sardlna SepVPA Trends Overﬂshm_g isnot  _ 1
pilchardus only occurring
5 Striped red Mullus XSA Accepted Overflsh!ng is 3
mullet surmuletus occurring
5 Redmullet  MUullus XSA  Accepted OVverfishingis o,
barbatus occurring
6  Red mullet bM“"“S XSA  Accepted OVverfishingis 44
arbatus occurring
7 Sardine sardina XSA Not Unknown
pilchardus accepted
9 Sardine _Sardlna SepVPA Trends Overflsh!ng is >1
pilchardus only occurring
1 Striped red Mullus Dafta quality Unknown
mullet surmuletus issues
11 Redmullet  Mullus XSA  Accepted OVverfishingis 45
barbatus occurring
15-16 Striped red Mullus XSA Accepted Overflsh!ng is a1
mullet surmuletus occurring
4,5,11- Com_mt_)n Co_ryphaena Dafta quality Unknown
16 dolphinfish hippurus issues
17 Anchovy Engra_tuhs SAM Accepted Overflsh!ng IS 2.1
encrasicolus occurring
17 Sardine _Sardlna SAM Accepted Overflsh!ng IS 2
pilchardus occurring
17 Red mullet bMuIIus SS3 Accepted Overflsh!ng IS 2.6
arbatus occurring
18 Anchovy Engr@“"s Da_ta quality Unknown
encrasicolus issues
19 Anchovy Engr@“"s SepVPA Trends Unknown
encrasicolus only
22-23  Anchovy Engrqulls Data not Unknown
encrasicolus collected
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In order to comply with the Commission’s requesisptovide fleet-based advice and
forecasts, the STECF supports the Expert groupdpgeal to convene a methodological
EWG at the earliest convenience. STECF suggeststith a methodological EWG could
form part of the 2015 STECF calendar accordingheo@ommissions priorities for STECF
or could be convened in a different forum. In eitb@se, STECF proposes that such a group
be asked to address the following:

— Collate and assemble the necessary input datadey for stocks of hake and
Norway lobster in selected GSAs.

- Run statistical catch at age assessment models different assumptions on
selectivity (i.e. dome shaped, logistic, etc).

— Discuss and compare the results with previous sssad conducted by XSA or
other models.

- Set up a common methodology to reconstruct timesaf discard data by fleet to
be used in future stock assessment.

— Decide upon an appropriate slicing methodologyetmnstruct time series of catch
at age data to be used in future stock assessment.

STECF concludes that the EWG 13-19 adequately agédethe Terms of Reference and
endorses the findings presented in the report.

5.2. STECF-EWG-14-01: Landing Obligations part Il

Request to the STECF

STECF is requested to review the report of the SHE&pert Working Group, evaluate the
findings and make any appropriate comments andwew@ndations.

Background

The introduction of the landing obligation in theform of the Common Fisheries Policy
(CFP) represents a fundamental shift in the managemapproach to EU fisheries,
switching the focus from the regulation of landintgs catches as well as introducing
regionalised decision-making into the managemegilbfisheries.

A number of scientific and technical issues weranexed by an STECF EWG (EWG 13-
16) set up with the purpose of providing advice gaodiance for the Commission, Member
States and the stakeholders to assist in the inguitation of the landing obligation. EWG
13-16 provided advice on survivabilitgle minimisand inter-species quota flexibility,

discard data issues and control and monitoringessé second meeting of this EWG
(EWG 13-17) has provided further guidance spedlficéo assist Member States in

formulating joint recommendations that will formetbasis of regional discard plans. EWG
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13-17 also identified circumstances leading tori@gins in fishing activity associated with
restrictive quotas (so-called "choke species"cdmbination, both meetings have provided
a valuable insight into the implementation of taaeding obligation for the Commission,
Member States and ACs.

The first timeline in the Basic Regulation of th&Ris the introduction of the landing
obligation for pelagic, industrial and also salmiheries in the Baltic from 1 January
2015. Other fisheries in the Baltic (other thanaged, industrial and salmon) also have a
start date of 1 January 2015 but with a 2-yearsitianal period to allow full
implementation by 1 January 2017.

In order to further assist regional groups, itnegosed to hold a third STECF EWG in early
2014 to facilitate the development of the jointawenendations and also undertake further
analysis of technical issues relating to surviugbibnd thede minimisexemption. If
available the EWG will use the work carried outdate in the Baltic and for pelagic
fisheries as test cases.

In the Baltic Sea, draft joint recommendations haeen well advanced by the Baltfish
group. These draft joint recommendations would anm@nt the landing obligation in the
Baltic Sea from 1 January 2015 for all four specesently subject to TACs: cod, plaice,
herring, sprat, salmon and one non TAC speciestreaa For the pelagic fisheries regional
groups of MS and the PELRAC have begun workinghendevelopment of discard plans.

Several regional groupings have raised specificessregarding survivability and the
setting ofde minimidevels. In this regard the EWG is requested tcsicar survivability in
respect of the exemptions being discussed in thigcRfor salmon) and by the PELRAC
(in purse seine fisheries). The EWG is also reeakett develop an objective framework for
setting de minimis levels taking account of sy and Precautionary Approach
considerations as well as control and monitoriisges

STECF is requested to review the report of the SHERpert Working Group meeting
EWG 14-01, evaluate the findings and make any gp@@® comments and
recommendations.

Terms of reference given to the EWG were:

1. Evaluate the various elements of the Baltfish djafbht recommendations.
Identify areas where additional supporting inforimaimay be required.

2. Review the current scientific knowledge on the swatvof salmon and identified
small pelagic species and where appropriate, peogdidance on additional
scientific information that may be required in sappf applications for species
specific exemptions based on high survival.

3. Develop an objective framework for settidg minimislevels taking account of
the provisions of article 2 of the basic regulatieng. Fusy and Precautionary
Approach considerations)
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4. Review the control and monitoring issues associati¢ll the documentation of
catches to be specified in discard plans.

Test this framework using worked examples from gieléisheries and the Baltic Sea

Observations of the STECF

The Report of the STECF EWG 14 -01 representsititenys of the third Expert Group
meeting in a series of such meetings planned toeaddhe implications associated with the
implementation of the Landing Obligation, the psions of which are prescribed primarily
in Article 15 of the 2013 Reform of the Common shs Policy (Regulation (EU) No
1380/2013 of the European Parliament and of then€ibaf 11 December 2013).

STECF notes that all the TORs were tackled andrtsfiwere made to provide helpful
advice on a number of the additional questionsecaisy BALTFISH. EWG 14-01 put
considerable effort into providing comment and gmick on the BALTFISH plan.
Guidance on survivability issues included the idmmattion of existing scientific work
relevant to the species concerned. Earlier adeitdiological features of some of the
stocks was reiterated in the discussion on redusimge MCRSs. The EWG suggested that
within the spirit of the basic regulation the prerol of seal depredation could in principle be
dealt with as ale minimiscase. The EWG 14-01 considered additional questioter
alia, on the inclusion of sea trout within the plan,tbe timing of the introduction of plaice
into the plan and on the associated difficultiesated by the distribution of plaice quota in
the Baltic.

STECF notes that EWG 14-01 developed an 8 poirdagusie framework for dealing with
de minimiswhich considered the requirements of Article Zhaf basic regulation, namely
that exploitation rates are consistent with prodgomaximum sustainable yield (§y).
The EWG also set out broad principles for achievénoé documentation of catches and
developed a 4 point ‘relative risk score’ systenassist in the development of approaches
to monitoring and compliance.

Conclusions of the STECF

The STECF concludes that EWG 14-01 contributed mmight to the understanding of
how the landing obligation could work in practismportantly, the opportunity to examine
a proposed discard plan helped to more clearlytiiyekey elements that regional groups
need to consider in developing discard plans amdmMuch supporting justifications are
likely to be required. STECF also concludes thatEWG 14-01 adequately addressed the
Terms of Reference, but notes that the scope fooua interpretations of the Regulation
and the emerging descriptions of prevailing circtamses in different fisheries continues to
generate challenging questions.

STECF concludes that the information provided ie BALTFISH draft plan is not
sufficient to permit a meaningful assessment of dlaa’s likely impacts. The draft plan
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largely contained a list of proposed measures witlly limited justification. STECF notes

the efforts made by EWG 14-01 to provide i) geneggaldance on the information to

include in discard plans sufficient for evaluatiparposes and ii) sources of important
existing scientific information for the specificsmof the BALTFISH plan. STECF further
concludes that in order for future evaluations ¢onbade (of the BALTFISH plan or the
plans from other regions), Regional Groups will chée focus their efforts in developing

plans in line with the guidance provided and witke cattention to providing supporting
evidence to justify measures.

STECF notes that some items included within the BRISH discard plan were considered
to be outside the scope of the provisions in Aetith of the basic regulation and could not
be progressed by the Commission by delegated hetelore, these were not addressed by
EWG 14-01 and STECF has not commented on them.

STECF concludes that when using the provisionsl@fminimisunder Article 15, the
requirements of Article 2 to fish atsky can only be met if thde minimisdiscard quantities
are deducted from the agreed catch opportunity (JT&@ing from sy based advice. If
de minimiswere operated as an addition to thgyFadvised catch, then mortality rates
would be predicted to exceed thgsk target. Furthermore, depending on the way in which
the de minimisquantity is calculated and applied (for example &an aggregate catch of
several stocks applied asda minimison one stock), the departure fromsk could be
substantial.

STECF notes that the scope for the provision oerspiecies quota flexibility (Article
15(8)) may lead to fishing mortality rates excegdiysy. This provision lies outside the
scope of discard plans and was not addressed by E¥M@.. Instead STECF has initiated
an advice which is presented in section 4.1 ofrégpert.

STECF endorses the findings presented in the rgbtine EWG 14-01.

5.3. STECF-EWG-14-02: DCF Revision part IV

Request to the STECF

STECF is requested to review the report of the ST E&pert Working Group, evaluate the
findings and make any appropriate comments andwsw@ndations.

STECF observations and conclusions

EWG 14-02 was the"4DCF revision meeting. Prior to these, four meeting the revision
of the new DCF were held. STECF recognises thaptbgress made by the working group
throughout the process has been successful, but ¥lith the completion of EWG 14-02,
STECF considers that all major scientific and pdural issues related to the EU data
collection have now been satisfactorily addressgd SIECF and submitted to the
Commission as input for the drafting of the regolat
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STECF notes that EWG report sections proposing dments of existing legal text are not
intended to be precise legal text, but are simphkgnded to provide guidance to the
Commission in response to the Terms of Reference.

EWG 14-02 successfully addressed the extensivefligrms of reference under the
following headings:

1. Architecture of the DCF: Identification of which
provisions could be removed from the current EU Méid devolved to either Regional
Coordination Groups (RCGs) or to Member States.

STECF endorses all conclusions of EWG 14-02 urtdsrTtoR (section 3.1) and makes the
following observation:

The current highly prescriptive requirements of D€F regarding sampling size have
resulted in both under- and over-sampling of d&EBECF observes that there is a need to
increase the flexibility in the sampling methodglognd sample size by delegating
decisions on sampling levels to the regional le¥éle STECF therefore considers that a
move towards a model with greater delegation toidted Coordination Groups (RCGS)
and PGECON, leaving key aspects (species, variandsperiodicity) at the EU level, is
desirable. However, in the case of stocks andsleetnaged in multiple areas, coordination
and oversight between the regional groups mightdaessary.

2. EU MAP outstanding issues

2.1 Recreational fisheries

STECF endorses all the conclusions of the EWG 1dr@2r this ToR (report section
3.2.1).

2.2 Eel & salmon

STECF endorses all the conclusions of the EWG 1dr@2r this ToR (report section 3.2.2)
apart from the following:

EWG 14-02 concluded that data on wetted area hateipmrted by water type, should be
included as a core variable of the EU MAP. Howe&FECF concludes that this habitat
variable falls outside the current scope of the DEould there be an end-user requirement
for such information, the data should instead Hlected at the regional level.

STECF concludes that the pilot studies for eel satggl by the Expert Group are basic
research projects, which are beyond the scopeedD@F.

Despite the potential benefits of extending currdata collection of salmon, STECF

stresses that there are currently several hundredspulations of salmon in Europe. The

decision on which salmon populations to sampleetioee needs to be end-user driven and
should include due considerations of the added Baghposts.
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2.3 Data collection in the Mediterranean & Black Sea

STECF endorses all the conclusions of the EWG 14u@@er this ToR (report section
3.2.3).

2.4 International dimension of the DCF

STECF endorses all the conclusions of the EWG 1dr@r this ToR (report section 3.2.4)
and makes the following observations.

STECF supports the solutions suggested by the BEQHb EU MAP should refer explicitly
to Regional Fishery Organisations (RFOs) and terirgtional waters in which EU fishing
activity is taking place under Sustainable FisteRartnership Agreements (SFPASs). This
approach would eliminate the existing gaps, botthénscope of current DCF relating to EU
fishing activities in international waters that aret covered by RFMOs and in EU data
provision to certain international scientific ancamagement organisations. STECF notes
that in cases where new SFPAs are being establiffisdvould mean an expansion of the
scope of the data collection for some Member States

2.5 By-catch of non-target species

STECF endorses all the conclusions of the EWG 1dr@2r this ToR (report section 3.2.5)
and makes the following observation:

STECF considers that the list of species to be athrghould be specified as core variables
in the EU MAP. STECF notes that it should be ugh® Regional Coordination Groups
(RCGs) to identify and prioritise the fishery/spgccombinations that need to be monitored
and sampled for bycatch of non-target species dmety protected, endangered and
threatened species (PETS). STECF also stressesdiexttion of by-catch data for PETS
should always be done at the species level.

2.6 Landing obligation

STECF endorses all the conclusions of the EWG 1dr@2r this ToR (report section 3.2.5)
and makes the following observation:

EWG 14-01 and EWG 14-02 both note that the intrtidnoof the landings obligation has
the potential for wide-reaching consequences ferctirrent approaches to monitoring and
control. The new CFP signals a change from theeatirsystem which is based on the
monitoring oflandings to one where the monitoring and controtatcheswill be the main
focus for the monitoring and control of TACs. STE@¥nsiders thatontrol observers may
have an essential function in this context. Thizdner, may have a number of implications
for the currentscientific observer sampling programme funder under the Qatéection
Framework (article 11.2, Council Regulation 199200

Presently, scientific observers have no mandatéhiicontrol of fishing regulations, only
to collect biological data which is used largelyr fstock assessment and ecosystem
monitoring purposes. STECF considers that thesecentinued requirement for an “at-sea”
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scientific data collection programme that deliveepresentative unbiased data collection
from commercial fishing trips for the following re@ns:

« Evidence exists to indicate that self-reportinglistards stipulated under the control
regulation (EC regulation 1224/2009), does not m®vaccurate estimates of
discards and only applies to TAC species.

» Scientific observers not only collect data on rated species, but also on catches of
unregulated and unwanted species.

Although a legal requirement for vessels to camgrgific observers, ships’ masters can
refuse carriage on grounds of safety and spacdabilay (Council Regulation 199/2009,
art. 11.4). In practice, however, the carriage aergific observers has tended to rely
extensively on the good will of masters rather thaough any legal obligation or enforced
means. This may present a challenge following tiv@duction of the landings obligation.
If masters perceive that scientific observers hawdeial function of collection of biological
dataand monitoring of compliance with the landings obligetior where the data being
collated could be used in subsequent legal aditids )ikely that the current ‘good will" and
critically, the level of observer coverage coulddawerely undermined. While this may be
somewhat speculative, there have been circumstamoere the carriage of observers has
suffered from non-cooperation by parts of the fighindustry due to such concerns. Lordan
et al. (2011) reports a significant reduction in obsergeverage due to concerns that the
data collated by scientific observers was to beduke control and potentially for
prosecution purposes.

STECF considers that there are a number of appesatth maintaining the collection of

unbiased catch data for scientific purposes andgiesapproach may not be appropriate in
all fishery situations. One option is to strive farclear delineation of responsibilities

between scientific observers and observers usecbfarol and monitoring, so that Member
States implement separate control and scientifisenier programmes. STECF further
notes, that this may pose challenges where fishezach the landings obligation and
continue to discard species to avoid prematuresfishlosures due to exhaustion of one or
more species in a mixed-species context i.e. avgidichoke issues’. In these

circumstances, the role of a scientific observasl&de compromised e.g. by recording
illegal activity which could potentially be used forosecution purposes or by inadvertently
collecting biased data because of differences vabeur between vessels with and without
observers.

Another approach would be for Member States totophtroduce dual-function observer
programmes where observers collect biological dathmonitor compliance with fisheries
regulations. However, STECF notes that such anoagprshould aim to ensure that both
scientific and control data are collected in aniaséd way. STECF has previously pointed
out (EWG 13-16) that under a landings obligatidweré is an increased risk of behavioural
differences in discarding practices on trips whelbeervers are not present. Such effects
need to be accounted for through additional datalyass, such as size and species
comparison of landings from trips with and withobiservers.

Recent progress in the use of remote electronicitorarg and CCTV provides a third
option for collecting data from fishing vessels authemes involving this technology may
be appropriate in some fisheries. Advantages imcthd opportunity to observe without the
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skipper being aware of when this is happening. Fslgth and weight information can be
collected although age sampling is not possiblengding developmental work on these
technologies will improve their utility and on-ggiririals are demonstrating how they can
operate during the fishing process.

It is clear that there are major challenges todmed in the monitoring process associated
with the landing obligation and to devise an effextsystem a combination of all of the
above options is likely to be required.

2.7 Economic issues: spatial disaggregation, data duali
aquaculture and processing

STECF endorses all conclusions of the EWG 14-02uttds ToR (report section 3.2.7 and
annex V) apart from the following:

EWG 14-02 stresses the need for separation of etordata from social data and proposes
that the disciplines should be treated separatehagking social scientists with the analysis

of social data (needs) and economists with theyaisabf economic data (needs). In this

respect, the term socio-economic can be misleagimghas often led to situations where

economists are asked to provide advice on sogaes STECF, however, does not endorse
the establishment of a separate sub-group on sesias as the number of social indicators
in the DCF are very limited and provided that expar social science are invited, the issue
could be addressed during other meetings such BECPE.

However, any future legislation on data collectstrould address economic and social data
in separate sections in order to distinguish betvike two fields.

STECF observes that even though it would be ddsitabcreate a dedicated formal group
for issues concerning the link between economic laintbgical data, the number of sub-
groups in the framework of the data collectionaready large and demanding a lot of time
and effort for concerned experts. STECF suggestttiegaCommission consider scheduling
a one-off Expert Workshop either as an EWG in td@52STECF Calendar or some other
forum. In addition, STECF considers that a standieguest in the RCGs (for regional
concerns) and in PGECON (for pan-European concemsitroduced to monitor and
discuss the link between economic and biologictd dad methods.

EWG 14-02 stresses the need to have a separatiterms of revenues and costs, for those
enterprises carrying out activities other than aglitare (even if aquaculture is the main
activity). STECF observes that this point has alyeédeen addressed by the previous
plenary and hence it reiterates what has alreadg bencluded on this issue (p. 15 of the
STECF 13-03 report), that iSSTECF concludes that for companies that undertbkth
aquaculture and non-aquaculture activities, collectof data disaggregated by activity
would be very difficult or impossible and would ihet cost-effective. This is because most
MSs base the collection of economic data on theialffstatistics, where companies are
classified according to their main economic acyivétnd hence, their incomes and costs
relating to secondary activities are not easilytitiguishable from those relating to their
main activity. STECF also concludes that a feagybiktudies will be required if
disaggregation of aquaculture production to farmproduction unit level, disaggregation
of economic data (income and costs) by type of goan activities, or disaggregation
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according to any other aspects of production aredsel. The aim of such studies should be
to evaluate if it is possible to collect data attbesired level of aggregation and the
associated cost of doing so.

STECF has previously recommended the inclusioronfesbasic social indicators (e.g. the
regional importance of the sector and employmamtthe EU MAP (e.g. STECF 13-31,

page 184). In addition, a study on the inclusioruother social indicators is important to

get an overview on the potential usefulness of éheSTECF notes that previous
recommendations (e.g. STECF EWG 13-05 etc.) to Buwih a study together with a study
on collection of raw material to provide the linktlveen fishing fleets, aquaculture, and
fish processing have not yet been addressed.

2.8 Regional coordination

STECF endorses all conclusions of the EWG 14-0O2utids ToR (report section 3.2.8).

3. EU MAP annexes

STECF endorses all conclusions of the EWG 14-02utids ToR (report section 4) and
makes the following observation.

Regarding transversal data, STECF notes that iexsting non-DCF source of data
(Control Regulation etc.) does not meet end-usedsiat could be appropriate for such data
to be collected under the EU MAP. Before such @ ssetaken though, it should be
investigated if it is possible to firstly improvieet quality in the non-DCF data source. If that
is not possible, STECF suggests that the CommissidnMember States evaluate whether
it is feasible to use the DCF data as the primatg dource. STECF notes that if the quality
of non-DCF data is identified as insufficient, tim$ormation needs to be transferred back
to the source to facilitate improving the source.

4. AOB

STECF endorses all conclusions of the EWG 14-02utids section (report section 5.1).

5.4. STECF-EWG-14-03: Management plans: BoB Anchovy, N3atfish, WSC
sole

Request to the STECF

STECF is requested to review the three reportshef STECF Expert Working Group,
evaluate the findings and make any appropriate cemsrand recommendations.
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5.4.1. Data analysis to support the impact assessmeriteofong-term management plan
for the anchovy stock in the Bay of Biscay andfisteeries exploiting that stock
(COM(2009)399 FINAL)

Background

In July 2009 the Commission adopted a proposakf@ouncil Regulation establishing a
long-term plan (herein referred to as 'the plant) the anchovy stock in the Bay of Biscay
and the fisheries exploiting that stock (COM(20@®3inal). The objective of this plan is
to keep the biomass of anchovy in the Bay of Bisaagustainable levels and maintain
levels of exploitation consistent with the maximwustainable yield while ensuring
stability to the fishing sector. Its main elementai harvest control rule prescribing annual
TAC levels. The plan’s harvest control rule hasrbpevisionally implemented since 2010.
After four years of provisional implementation & appropriate to evaluate the plan and
possibly implement relevant measures taking intmast recent scientific developments as
well as stockholders’ views.

Terms of Reference given to the EWG were:

Following ICES advice updating stock dynamics ai a®the methodology underlying the
assessment of the anchovy stock in the Bay of Bjsba@ STECF is requested to assess the
biological and socio-economic impacts of optiongpsxl with stakeholders in October 2013
in relation to changes to the harvest control riieyear TAC revisions and TAC period.
The long-term biological and economic objectiveslglished in the plan should guide this
assessment.

Observations of the STECF

STECF reviewed the work of the EWG 14-03 concernihg impact assessment of
management plan for anchovy in the Bay of Biscay.

To carry out the analysis the EWF 14-03 used Mamage Strategies Evaluation (MSE)
model, implemented in the FLBEIA R package. Datedu®r conditioning the MSE model

came from a DGMARE data call to the Member Stateslved in the fishery, Spain and

France. Most of the data provided were very usédulthe EWG. However, the data
submitted by Spain did not contain the requireclef disaggregation, and the data from
France was submitted only one week before the ngeeis a result, the EWG was unable
to include any economic components in the MSE.

STECF notes that the provision of the economic rmégion would have allowed the
analysis of fleet dynamics, which would provide iéiddal indications of the economic
performance of each fleet involved in this fisheigr the whole range of TACs.
Additionally, it would provide the necessary metblodyy to simulate and test for
undershoot of the TAC, which has been observeddant years.
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Conclusions of the STECF

The EWG-14-03 addressed the terms of referenceet@xtent possible with the available
resources, data and information. STECF endorsefnifiegs and conclusions presented in
the EWG 14-03 report and wishes to emphasise tleviog:

5.4.2.

The range of alternative HCR formulations (scergrassessed by the EWG 14-
03 provide a sound base for developing option$isberies management.

The current HCR is confirmed to remain within tlaeng precautionary limits of

risks as assessed originally in 2008. It provedaorobust to low recruitment

scenarios and limited changes in the quota upta@teden semesters. Hence
STECF considers that the current HCR remains apjptepas a basis for

advising on TACs.

The HCR proposed by the SWWRAC, modified to avadgé inter-annual
changes in TAC arising from minor changes in SSBdjoted lower catches (by
about 1,000 t — 1,500 t per year) compared to timeent HCR but higher
stability of annual TACs, while maintaining a sianillevel of risk of the stock
falling below Bin,.

The HCRs that consider a continuous increase ofctitehes between the
minimum and maximum TAC levels, resulted in highé&Cs (by about 1,000 t)
when compared to the current HCR, while showinglamievel of risk of the
stock falling below B, and inter-annual variability of catches.

Changing the management period to January-Dece(fdreall HCR options)
considerably reduces the risks of the stock falledow B, and leads to a
small increase in quantity and stability of catchas compared to presently
applied management period July-June.

Reducing the maximum TAC from 33,000 t to 25,00@duces the risk of the
stock falling below B, by 1-2% and is predicted to give rise to increassdh
stability, while average catches decrease by 280000 t per year.

Mid-year revisions of TACs were not tested by th&®& due to lack of time.
Following the discussions by the EWG and the STECHKlenary, STECF
acknowledges that performing a second, within-ystock assessment, to
provide updated information for a mid-year revisiohthe TAC, may be a
desirable option especially if the realised recneitt is lower than originally
assumed for advising the TAC. In such circumstaiitcessconceivable that the
risk of the stock biomass falling below,Bmay become unacceptably high.

Evaluation of the multi-annual management plantfe North Sea stocks of plaice
and sole
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Background

The multi-annual management plan for North Seacpland sole; Council Regulation (EC)
No. 676/2007, has been in place since June 200defthe reformed CFP it is likely that
this management plan will be superseded by a ragimanagement plan for all North Sea
demersal stocks caught in mixed fisheries. As altiei$ is appropriate to review the past
performance of the management plan in order thatrétrospective review can form part of
the impact assessment for the anticipated mixdgkifisplan.

The evaluation should review the performance of ttenagement plan in achieving its
objectives. It should take account of the mostmeseientific information on developments
in the relevant fish stocks and fishing fleets, alsb the any existing studies of the
management plan. Where possible, it should consideindividual elements of the plan
and summarise how they have contributed to thégplarformance — see STECF SGMOS-
10-06a, Annexe C.

Terms of Reference given to the EWG were:

Plan and initiate the work necessary for a retrospge evaluation of the multi-annual
management plan for the North Sea stocks of pkaicksole.

Observations of the STECF

The objective of the plan (LTMP) to bring both saled plaice stocks to a status within safe
biological limits has been met.

When the plan became operational in 2008, plaice ali@ady within safe biological limits
as defined in the plan (Article 2) and below theelefor fishing mortality as defined by
Article 7 (F=0.3). The proportion of older (and reasaluable) plaice in the stock and in the
catches has been increasing since the introductitire plan.

For sole, when the plan became operational in 20@8stock was outside safe biological
limits as defined in the plan (Article 2) and abdke level for fishing mortality as defined

by Article 8 (F=0.2), but since that time, fishimgortality has been steadily decreasing
towards the target value of F=0.2.

STECF notes that in general, the provisions of tR&IP have not restricted fishing

opportunities and that the observed fishing pattdrave largely been driven by other
factors such as decommissioning schemes, high dueés and low prices for plaice.

Because of such influences, direct effects on eat@nd effort that may be attributable to
the LTMP cannot be fully evaluated. NeverthelesSSEGF notes that the most obvious
effect of the LTMP has been to bring stability i@ tannual TAC for both stocks.

In the absence of the LTMP, the move from ICES &ugonary Approach framework to

MSY framework (including MSY transition approachpwd have potentially resulted in
large variations in annual TACs between 2008 art?2@\lso, it is likely that TAC advice
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for both stocks would have followed largely oppesitends, potentially creating larger
mismatches between fishing opportunities for thaicel and sole stocks, and hence,
between the amount of fishing effort required ttchahe respective TACs. The LTMP may
thus have contributed to better governance schemésmore possibilities for long-term

planning in the fishery.

Fishing effort in the North Sea flatfish fisherissregulated both by the cod management
plan and by the sole and plaice management plaortEeilings defined by the cod
management plan have in most cases not been doiggréor the beam trawl fishery (BT1
and BT2), but they may now become more limitingfiaking opportunities for sole and
plaice increase. The Dutch BT1 fishery has alraadghed the ceiling imposed by the cod
plan in 2012. According to EWG 13-21, effort in tB&1 fishery is low and results in less
than 3% of the total cod catches from the North, Seaits impact on the cod stock is
currently limited. STECF notes that if the Dutcldustry wanted to allocate more effort to
BT1 to operate in the central North Sea, where sofet caught and where the discarding
of plaice is reduced, the interaction with the ptah would need to be addressed first.

Considering the provisions of Art.2 both stocks aosv within safe biological limits and,

according to Art.5, the plan should be amendedrdagg its objectives, HCRs and effort
limitations, on the basis of scientific advice byECF and the opinion of the NSRAC.
STECF notes that until such a revision is impleradrthe current provisions of the plan
remain in force. Since the current harvest rulegdets of F = 0.2 for sole and F = 0.3 for
plaice) are performing as intended, and are withénestimated sy range for both stocks,

they are thus compatible with the stage-two objectf exploiting both stocks at rates
consistent with MSY.

STECF concurs with the conclusions from EWG 14-OBictv relate to a number of
additional design issues in the current LTMP tlinetugd be considered in a future revision.
These issues include (i) revising the formulatidéfrgsy such that it is either a target or an
upper limit instead of the lower limit as currentigfined in Art.4; (ii) specification of
socio-economic objectives for the second stagéefplan, (iii) potential interactions with
the cod management plan regarding effort restnst@and which could be considered in the
context of a mixed fisheries plan.

Conclusions of the STECF

STECF considers that the suite of scientific aredythat have been performed over recent
years provides a comprehensive overview of the am@sims of the LTMP for North Sea
plaice and sole, and the outcomes provide the li@stbe revision of the plan required by
Art.5.

STECF notes that until the revision of the planuiezg in Art.5 is carried out, the current
provisions remain in force and the harvest ruled @t in Art.7 and 8 to set fishing

opportunities, have delivered Fs that are withia éistimated ¥rsy range for both stocks,

and are thus compatible with the stage-two object¥ exploiting both stocks at rates
consistent with MSY.
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5.4.3. Evaluation of the multi-annual plan for the managatmof Western Channel sole
(Regulation EC 509/2007)

Background

Article 6 of the Common Fisheries Policy basic lagan introduces the concept of multi-
annual / long term management plans for stocksinvighfe biological limits. These plans
have to be regularly assessed against their obgsciivith regard to their effectiveness,
utility, efficiency (cost-effectiveness) and sustbility taking account of all biological,

fisheries, ecological, economic and social impact.

Article 11 of the Western Channel sole plan prositte the Commission to seek scientific
advice from STECF on the rate of progress towdndstargets of the management plan in
the third year of its application and each thircccmssive year thereafter. The first
evaluation of the Western Channel sole plan stame@009 via an evaluation report

(Annex, item 1) which was followed by an Impact é&ssment in 2010 (Annex, items 3 and
4).

During this process, STECF's 33rd Plenary (Annéxni2) had noted that the short data
series (especially economic ones) prevented theslolement of any comprehensive

analysis: 'The timing of the review, at around Zanrgeafter the plans were implemented,
meant that only very limited analysis was possiBIEECF notes that a period 48 months
after implementation would be required for 3 yeafrbiological data and 60 months for 3

years of economic data to be available’.

Now that seven years have elapsed since the inceptithis plan, the Commission wishes
to carry out again the evaluation process to agbesperformance of the management of
this fishery. The following step would normally tieassess options for improving it where
the evaluation signals areas of weakness. HowéweiCommission is also considering the
need to evolve towards mixed fisheries or multiesg®e management plans in line with the
new basic regulation.

It is therefore suitable at this time to examine teasibility of a mixed-fisheries or multi-
species fishery plan for the Western Channel. T®dhd, it seems necessary to assess if the
state of knowledge and the data available is safficto proceed. If not, it would be
necessary to identify the needs in terms of datioamesearch that must be covered for the
required assessment of management options to lage.p
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Terms of Reference given to the EWG were:

Ex-post evaluation of the plan. Evaluate the matirual plan for the sustainable
exploitation of the stock of sole in the Westerna@el (Council Regulation n°

509/2007) according to the procedure described ®yISS 10-01 (Annex item 5,

see Appendix I, pages 30-33) and adopted by PLER11(Annex item 2).

Current scientific knowledge. Filling data or restagaps for a possible future
mixed-fisheries or multi-species plan

O Provide an overview of the current scientific knedde and data availability
regarding mixed-fisheries or multi-species managerfa the fisheries/stocks
concerned by the present request. To this end,STHeCF is in particular
requested to:

- Identify the metiers (or higher aggregation levainetiers information
is not available) exploiting the Western Channé;so

— Identify the catch composition of each metier. @rsis figures should
be taken into account in this analysis;

- Identify the economic dependence of the metiershernspecies caught
in this mixed fishery.

- Identify possible data or research gaps that mestilled in order to
proceed with an assessment of options for a pessiilre mixed-
fisheries or multi-species management plan. Thistoisassist the
Commission in deciding whether or not to move or timpact
Assessment phase for this plan.

Ex-ante overview for a possible mixed fisheriesnuittispecies plan. In case STECF
considers that there is sufficient scientific basiproceed with work towards a
mixed-fisheries or a multi-species plan, STECFeiuested to provide an initial
overview based on available science and data ofollogving aspects:

O The stocks potentially concerned

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

O What could be the driver/choke species for a fuplae

@)

Identify the metiers (or fleets segments if notgiole) possibly concerned

O Management measures that should be considered
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Observations of the STECF

STECF notes that since the introduction of the p&aneduction in fishing mortality (F is
currently less thanyJsy) and an increase in SSB to sustainable levels ¥SSBtrigger)
have been observed, in line with the objectivethefplan.

STECF notes that the majority of fishing effort geessed as kW days fishing) deployed in
the Western Channel is effort that is not beingilatgd by the Management plan for sole.
The two regulated gear groups, beam trawls andttii nets, account for only a relatively
small proportion (about 15%) of the overall depldéfort.

STECF further notes that effort prescribed underglan has not been restrictive for any
fleets, indicating that there may be the poternitahcrease fishing mortality above current
rates if the TAC does not restrict catches. Althotltge likely effects of a reduction in the
effort ceiling to levels that would restrict fislgireffort are difficult to predict, it is possible
that vessels will return inshore where fuel coseslawer and sole abundance is higher. If
this were to occur, catches of undersize plaice alsy increase due to increased effort in
nursery areas.

Effort in kWdays as well as vessel numbers has beguced in most of the fleets fishing in
Vile. The UK beam trawl fleet which targets soleash been reduced through
decommissioning. However, for the other fleets apeg in Vlle, it is unlikely that the
observed reduction in kW days and vessel numberdéen in response to the plan as they
have continued to fish with unrestricted effortrthermore, they have only low dependence
on Vlle sole and exploit resources in adjacentsseas. For the French fleet, the decrease in
kW days is mainly due to a decrease in the numbleotbom trawlers fishing in Vlle.

STECF notes that the fleets exploiting sole havg baen affected marginally in terms of

income, either because their dependence on sddsvigtrawlers, netters) or because they
have been able to consolidate quota on to a snmalietber of vessels and change their
spatial pattern of exploitation to utilize othesoerces available in the area (beam trawlers).

Prices for sole and other species exploited byfigieeries have improved. Increases in
prices have been important in a number of stocks.ekample cuttlefish prices are now
higher than previously, with landings having deetindue to a decrease in stock biomass,
coincident with the implementation of the sole ngeraent plan. In contrast scallops have
become more abundant in the area and now represemnportant component of the
catches. Lastly, angler fish have decreased in ddnoe as assessed by fisheries
independent surveys, but landings and LPUE haveased due to a spatial shift in the
beam trawl fleet.

Catch stability (15% TAC constraint) has been iratkccasionally in setting the TAC for
Vlle sole, however the differences between the TA@h or without any constraint were
minimal. Nevertheless the constraint has increasablility in fishing opportunities by its
mere presence in the plan, and may have simpliire@stment decisions and credit
applications, ensuring continued investment andleynpent in the UK beam trawl fleet at
least.
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Conclusions of the STECF

The EWG addressed the terms of reference to thenexdossible with the available
resources, data and information. Neverthelessfitlkdengs presented in the report provide
the best evaluation possible at this time. STEC#oeses the findings presented in the
report and draws the following conclusions:

* There is little doubt that the fishery for sole H@e®n exploited at a rate less than
Fusy since 2009 with biomass having been restored ével Exceeding MS¥igger
prior to the formal implementation of the plan D0B.

* The TAC restriction is the major management measureently restricting catches
of sole in the area and hence is the only effecleenent of the plan.

« The TAC has been consistently overshot since 20t# athough compliance
regarding area misreporting of catches recently imsoved, there still remains
scope for further improvement regarding quota dvering.

* More highly-disaggregated economic data are reduoeassess the socio-economic
consequences of the management plan appropri®etyajor problem is that the
DCF data are aggregated by national fleets andagegions. It thus aggregates
vessels fishing for sole in Vlle with vessels nishing for sole (or fishing for other
sole stocks) but belonging to the same DCF fletstgray.

» Given the multispecies nature of all the fisherreshe area, STECF considers that
efficient management of the fisheries would best dmhieved through the
development and implementation of a regional naitrual fishery management
plan.

* As the TACs prescribed by the plan appear to haselted in fishing mortalities in
line with the plan’s objectives (F<=0.27), thergoagars to be no need to revise the
provisions for calculating TACs.

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

* Management according to the plan is entirely rélanthe availability of a suitable
stock assessment to set appropriate quotas. Althougently such an assessment
exists, this has not always been the case. STE@fests that managers consider
whether some form of procedure to set TAC in theeabe of an acceptable
assessment should be included in the plan.
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6. ADDITIONAL REQUESTS SUBMITTED TO THE STECF PLENARY BY
THE COMMISSION

6.1. Advice on the implementation of scientific trials br two stocks with
restrictive TAC

Background

The new Common Fisheries Policy (Regulation 138P320requires the progressive
introduction of the landing obligation for all si@c subject to a TAC. Article 14 of

Regulation 1382/2013 provides for pilot projectsot conducted in order to facilitate the
introduction of the landing obligation. These areended to fully explore practical methods
for the avoidance, minimisation and eliminatioruafvanted catches.

Several Member States have already undertaken aeruwh catch quota/ FDF trials which
STECF have previously evaluated and STECF haveegubstly issued guidance on the
design of catch quota and FDF trials (STECF PLEN1R

The UK has identified two projects, the operatida &DF trial in the West of Scotland and
the improvement/ continuation of existing fishecjesice partnerships in the Irish Sea,
where they consider low or zero TACs will make timelertaking of scientific trials more
complex.

FDF trial in the West of Scotland.

For the stock of cod in ICES area Vla the TAC isrently zero, with a limited by-catch
provision. The ICES advice for a total catch in £20based on a MSY approach is 10
tonnes. The 2012 total catch was estimated at 1&€32tent avoidance measures have not
been demonstrated to reduce cod mortality belowdésired to facilitate rebuilding of this
stock. A FDF will develop data on the fisheriesistssy future management planning .

Consequently, the UK seek a scientific TAC to bedenavailable for cod in area Vla to
enable a pilot project as foreseen in article 14flRRegulation 1382/2013 to take place.
Further details of the UK proposal are annex@dnéx A)

Maintenance and Improvement of the Scientific Assassnent of cod in the Irish Sea.

The UK has identified some concerns with the quadit the data available for the stock
assessment of cod in the Irish Sea, in particidéa ttom fisheries dependant sources which
has arisen from the decrease in fishing opporesior codhe UK has identified a number
of ongoing surveys in the Irish Sea which they adersrequire an additional allocation of
cod to continue. They report that the Fishery SmdPartnership (FSP) in the Western Irish
Sea terminated in 2013, and that an additionalagawér and above that possible under the
existing provision allowed for scientific reseafcimework is required.

33



Annex A: Additional Information on FDF proposal for the West of Scotland.

ICES 2013 advice highlights that cod form aggregetj resulting in the potential for areas
of high cod density in area Vla despite the lowrallestock abundance. This can lead to
high catches in localised areas, which results istadds due to the current bycatch
provision, and risks choking the west of Scotlartdtefish fishery under the future landing
obligation.

In order to prepare for the landing obligatiorisitherefore necessary to collate information
about where/when cod are caught, as well as theespmix and economic dependency, to
develop fishing plans; these plans should outlioes ho avoid cod (thus reducing cod
mortality) whilst allowing an economic fishery torgtinue. The plans should then be tested
under ‘no discard’ conditions.

Stage 1- Contractor to develop a series of standard gurestwith the purpose of gaining
detailed information from vessel skippers prosequstocks in the West Coast of Scotland.
Information to be included:

Vessel type — length and power (Capacity)

Vessel gear — type and dimensions

Depths fished

Average trip length

Location of fishing activity

Location related information on target species

Location related information on mix of catch

Location information on cod caught / discarded

Information on the economic dependency of fishimeg tarea at that specific time
10 Alternative fisheries known to exist at that tinfeyear

11.Reasons for not prosecuting the alternative fishery

12.Requirements to allow any alternative fishery tgbesecuted

13.Suggested alternatives — Faroe/North Sea

©CoNOORWNE

Stage 2-Contractor to compile data presenting a report/rofspatial, temporal and
economic information.

Stage 3 Recommendations to be developed outlining meadoravoid cod capture in area
Vla whilst trying to maintain the economic fabri€ the business. The recommendations
will be supplied in the form of draft individual sgel fishing plans, which will incorporate

both spatial and temporal elements.

Stage 4~ Volunteer vessels would use the fishing plangsi&b a fully documented fishery
in the West of Scotland, with the aim of reducitgl catches to the lowest possible level in
a mixed fishery whilst maintaining a profitableHesy. The vessels would operate a catch
quota system for a number of species (for examptilbck, saithe and hake), including
cod, and so would be allocated additional quoteoteer catches of these species. The trial
would see:

o All caught fish recorded;
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0 All catches of species included in the trial (irdthg under Minimum
Landing Size) retained on board, landed and cousge¢hst quota;

o Participating vessels exempted from effort controtsler Article 11 of the
cod recovery plan;

o Participating vessels fitted out with a fully opwaal CCTV and REM
system and fully functioning vessel monitoring aabkéctronic logbook
system.

o Participating vessels ceasing all fishing actiwityarea Via when any one of
the catch quota species quota allocation is exbdust

The final part of the trial would also aim to fuetithe development of tools to quantify and
remotely measure discarded fish.

In order to trial a Fully Documented Fishery of andarea Vla, the UK proposes that a 370
tonnes of cod be available, on a relative stabbagis, in 2014 for participating vessels. If
fully caught, this would be equivalent to maintaigifishing mortality at current levels,
with an 8.3% increase in SSB in 2015 compared @20

Annex B: Additional Information on the improvement and maintenance of the
Scientific Assessment of Cod in the Irish Sea.

The ICES benchmark assessment in 2012 identifieidla mortality rate for Irish Sea cod
from the available information. It also includedJX fishery science partnership survey as
input to the assessment that provided valuablernmdtion on the abundance and age
structure of adult cod in the Irish Sea. Theresaneimber of data sources for the assessment
of the stock, but the quality of this informatioashdeteriorated for a number of years and in
most cases will worsen in future due to more rei&td fishing opportunities and the effect
of new regulations.

Fisheries dependent information:

Historically the main fleet targeting cod in theskr Sea has been the semi-pelagic TR1
fleet. This fleet ceased to conduct a directed distiery due to reduced fishing
opportunities. The fishing method used by thistfsgables a cod fishery when the cod are
also distributed in deeper water when there is ligig overlap with the TR2 fleet effort
distribution. Therefore loss of data collectionpopunities in the TR1 fleet reduces our
knowledge of the cod stock in areas outside traakiNephropsgrounds.

Cod are also taken as a by-catch in the NeRhropdishery operating in the Irish Sea. The
significant effort to improve the selectivity ofishfleet, primarily to reduce mortality on cod
under the cod long term plan, resulted in much eceducod catches in this fleet. The
reduction of cod catches in thephropdsfleet particularly affects data on adult cod araym
impact on our knowledge of the age structure ofstbek, especially older fish.

The combined effect is much reduced sampling oppdiés for cod from the commercial

sector and a resulting deterioration of data afarmmation in the assessment of the stock.
Although there is still some information obtainedrh the TR2 fleet, the improvement in
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the selection of gears deployed by the fleet arok laf seasonal overlap with cod

distribution compared to a targeted whitefish frgh@eans that data collection is becoming
more limited. This may hinder our ability to ddtdmprovement in the cod stock.

Improved data collection is vitally important to plementation of the new Common

Fisheries Policy but in case rules in the ContregiRation (EU 1224/2009) will prevent

adequate scientific assessment.

Fisheries independent information:

There is a significant amount of fishery indeperdaformation for this stock. Currently,
there are 9 fishery independent surveys includeterstock assessment for Irish Sea cod:
* 2 Northern Ireland groundfish surveys (quarter d 4n
e 2 Scottish groundfish surveys (quarter 1 and Ajets terminate in 2006-7)
* 2 recruitment surveys (Northern Ireland MIKnet d&hlish beam trawl)
» 1 biomass survey (egg production, for a numbeel#csed years)
» 2 fishery science partnership (FSP) surveys usorgneercial vessels, one in the
eastern Irish Sea using rockhopper gear and otteeimest using midwater pelagic
gear

For 2014, resources and available TAC only alloars4f of these surveys to continue, of
which only one (the Northern Ireland quarter 1 syjvprovide information on the
abundance and population structure of adult coe Jurvey deploys a rockhopper otter
trawl. The information from the survey will thus befluenced by the timing and
distribution of cod migration onto the spawningnds.

An analysis of historic VMS information for the TRfleet and the latest tagging
information shows a very distinct seasonal distidnof adult cod (Figure 1 and 2). Irish
Sea cod shows a clear preference for deeper watdrigh confines the geographic
movement largely to the deeper waters of the Nantd St George’'s Channel. This
distribution pattern also coincides with the highesundance of cod catches from the TR1
fleet. The only exception is during the spawningse® in quarter 1, when there is a higher
abundance of cod in shallow areas.

These very distinct behaviour and distribution grai$ of cod resulted in the development
of the semi-pelagic fishing method in the Irish $dgen the cod are in deeper water and
slightly off the bottom. A survey conducted withrgepelagic gear is the only effective way
to obtain information of the abundance and sizé&ibdigion of adult cod in the Irish Sea.
This will be essential for monitoring stock recovend provide information on the adult
population to support the current scientific assesg of the stock.

The ICES benchmark assessment identified a higlafitgrrate for this stock, indicated by
all the available data sources, despite the remluaf fishing effort and the closure of the
spawning grounds since 2000. Total mortality ratesnow higher than when the stock was
abundant. The source of this high mortality sélinains unexplained. There are a number of
possible causes of this, one of which is high ratanortality or emigration. A survey
focussing on adult cod will also provide an oppoity to extend the limited tagging
programme to help identifying the possible soufasnallocated mortality.
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Proposal

The UK proposes that an additional 20 tonnes ofamdd be made available for Fisheries
Science partnership surveys to support the sdertssessment, monitor cod recovery and
provide opportunities to investigate the sourcethefhigh unaccounted mortality estimated
for this stock.

Two surveys will be conducted:

Fishery Science partnership survey in the westgsh Bea in quarter 1, following a similar
methodology and timing than the survey that wasnitesited in 2013. The existing survey
series that started in 2004 can thus be continnddreximises the value of including this
as part of the fishery independent informationthar stock assessment. The survey will take
place during the spawning season to monitor abwedamd population structure of the
spawning migration.

A second stratified survey to be conducted in thmraer to complement the sentinel
fishery initiative conducted by the UK for the lasto years. This is during a time of the
year when the adult cod are primarily concentratethe deeper waters. In additional to
providing an abundance index, a survey during timee of year will also enable the
investigation of migration (resident versus migratsh) and mortality through a tagging
programme.

Terms of Reference

STECF are asked to consider the two requests sigdohby the UK and comment on the
likely impact of allocating a quota of 370t for thiéa Cod stock in the West of Scotland for
vessels to participate in a Fully Documented Figsarial and an additional 20t of Cod in
the Irish Sea to the UK to allow the UK to operatEDF trial or continuing FSP surveys in
terms of the objective of reaching FMSY by 2015tfagse stocks.

STECF are further requested to comment on the inesfsl of these proposed surveys /
trials in relation to improving the quality of tlssessment of the stocks concerned.

STECF response

Cod in Division Vla (West of Scotland)
Likely effects of allocating extra quotas

STECF notes that, according to ICES, fishing mawtalf cod in Division Vla is high, that
the spawning stock biomass has been belgwdihce 1997, has remained very low, well
below B since 2006 and that recruitment is considered ime@alCES advises on the
basis of the MSY approach, that there should bdirezted fisheries in 2014 and by-catch
and discards should be minimized.
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STECF also notes that management measures takeriathbave not recovered the stock
and not constrained catches. In 2012, total cat{lmsling and discards) have been
estimated at 1632t, well above the agreed TAC (0t).

STECF notes that under the proposed fully docunden&#ch quota scheme (everything
landed and accounted for) a TAC of 370 tonnes (atkva proportion would be allocated
to the UK FDF participating vessels on a relatitebgity basis) would lead to a fishing
mortality slightly above frsy (set at F = 0.19and well below current fishing mortality
(estimated at F = 0.92). Even though the quoteacation sought by the UK under a FDF
trial is significant for a depleted stock such aesiVof Scotland cod for which no directed
fishery is advised by ICES, it could potentiallpdkin the case of perfect implementation
(i.e., assuming that no catches in excess of thé ®A370t is taken}o a decrease in F and
an increase in SSB. This of course assumes thathb quota is operated under a catch
quota scheme which is very unlikely to be the case.

According to the proposal, the participation in thdly Documented Fishery trial will be
done on a voluntary basis. The fishery will thusspét into two vessel “categories” : one
with a proportion (currently unknown) of UK vesseisolved in the FDF trial and another
with non-FDF vessels from UK and other countriegcluiag cod. It can reasonably be
expected that the vessels involved in the FDF wi#llcomply with the total catch of cod
allocated to them (a proportion of 370 tonnes eutyenot known). However, in a fishery in
which, as mentioned above, no management measaxes lbeen able to constrain the
catches in recent years, this is unlikely to bedhse with the non-FDF part of the fishery
and the 370 t TAC is highly likely to be exceed&kpending on the extent of the
overshoot, recovery of the stock would be impaaed total mortality would be greater
than that implied by a 370 t TAC.

STECF further notes that according to the propgsaticipating vessels will be exempted
from effort controls under Article 11 of the codtosery plan. STECF reiterates its previous
comments that partial exemptions from the effogimees under CQ/FDF schemes, could
potentially cause an increase in fishing mortatitystocks other than those for which they
have catch quota. This is particularly likely ifetiDF vessels deploy additional fishing
effort in order to take their catch quota.

STECF concludes that, if there is a high degreeoofipliance both from FDF and non-

FDF vessels and a low discard level in the non-F®H,AC of 370t may not have an

adverse impact the recovery of the stock (biomagseadicted to increase by around 70%).
However STECF does not have enough informatiorherdegree of future compliance and
discarding and is thus unable to comment on theliknpact the TAC requested for this

trial may have on the West of Scotland cod stocroreaching frsy by 2015.

Usefulness of the proposed trial in relation to rmpng the quality of the assessment of the
stock

Based on past experiences, STECF considers that tRBIE usually result in better
estimates of catch from participating vessels. GHEonsiders that the current proposal
should provide valuable information on total catiejs,catch and potential choke species of
participating vessels, which may be not only bdulder stock assessments but also for the
development of management measures for the fisparticularly in relation to the landing
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obligation. STECF notes however that vessels fishinder FDF will alter their fishing
strategy compared to non-FDF vessels and thusninafiton collected under the FDF may
not be representative of the fishery as a whole d$efulness of the data collected during
the trial will thus depend on the proportion of ses involved in the scheme (which is
unknown at present) and also on the informatiorctviiecomes available on the non-FDF
vessels. STECF also notes that the provision ajrimétion in the trial relating to the
implementation of the landing obligation in a miXezhery context may be useful for other
fisheries and stocks.

STECF notes that the prospects of constrainingctitehes to 370 tonnes and limiting
discards would be enhanced if the FDF trial weranude a broad range of vessels
including those from other Member States. Givert teech an inclusive approach would
also provide more broad-based information relatmgnanagement measures such as the
landing obligation, STECF suggests that opportesitfor such a scheme should be
discussed between relevant players.

Cod in Division Vlla (Irish Sea)
Likely effects of allocating extra quotas

STECF notes that according to ICES, fishing mdstailn recent years is declining and
uncertain but that total mortality remains very higrhe spawning-stock biomass has
declined ten-fold since the late 1980s. The spagvitiibmass increased from 2010 but
remains below B,. Recruitment has been low for the last ten yd@BES advises on the

basis of the MSY approach that there should be inecteéd fisheries and bycatch and
discards should be minimized in 2013 and 2014.

STECF also notes that total catches are unknowntaugtle information available on
discards and that landings were estimated at 200 2012. However, total removals
estimated by the assessment model is 2 to 3 tiheeseported landing suggesting a large
amount of unaccounted catches.

STECF considers that the additional 20 tonnes dfwbich represents 10% of the current
reported landing and probably a lesser proportiothe total catches is unlikely to have a
detectable effect on the fishing mortality on IriSea cod or to represent a significant
additional risk to the stock.

Usefulness of the proposed trial in relation to mmpng the quality of the assessment of the
stock

STECF first notes that 9 independent surveys weee in the last stock assessment of Irish
Sea cod, of which only 4 may be conducted in 201 to reduced financial resources for
the scientific surveys and lack of available TAC e 2 science partnership surveys (FSP).

STECF notes that the FSP survey conducted in teeduarter of the year in the western
Irish Sea has been carried out since 2004 anddesused in recent assessmertte. main
objective of this survey is to develop a time-seraé data to track year-on-year changes in
abundance, population structure and distributioeesferal species (cod, haddock and whiting).
STECF considers that this survey can provide usefafmation on the abundance of larger
cod and on the age structure of cod from the weskesh Sea and as such would
complement information provided by the other scfeEnsurveys.
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The objectives and usefulness of the second swwegh UK proposes to conduct in
summer is less clear to STECF. It is for instanifiécdlt to evaluate from the information
available, what additional information on the abamck of large cod this second survey will
provide compared with the FSP survey mentioned @b8TECF notes that another stated
objective of the survey is to investigate migrati@gasident versus migratory fish) and
mortality through a tagging programme. STECF ndtewever that according to ICES,
“recent tagging experiments have shown that the nibajof cod remains within the
management area. The experiments also showed thedtion of cod out of the Irish Sea
could not account for the high mortality rates amtnsequently, the estimated level of
unallocated mortality STECF thus considers that investigating migmatioay not be a
priority to improve the assessment of this stocKEGF further notes that tagging can
provide information on mortality rates (natural madity and fishing mortality) provided
that a dedicated experiment is carried out andrgelaumber of fish are tagged and
released. STECF considers that tagging in an oppistic way during a fishery science
partnership survey may thus not be the best wagstionate mortality rates for the stock.
STECF concludes that to estimate mortality and eatimn rates, a dedicated large scale
experiment would be more appropriate.

6.2. Request for a STECF opinion on the biological situgon of deep-sea stocks
and the state of play of their fisheries in CECAF risions 31.1.1, 34.1.2 and
34.2

Background

Fishing opportunities for EU vessels for certaiemsea fish stocks will be fixed at the end
of this year in the Council. The Commission will keaits proposal according to the most
updated scientific advice. The advice is mainly sayrfrom ICES but the Commission also
counts on the opinion of the STECF when reviewimg ICES advice. Certainly, for one

stock, Black scabbard fish in international watefsCECAF 34.1.2 (BSF/C3412-), the

STECEF is biannually requested to give advice orbtblgical situation of the stock.

The Commission is currently discussing in the Cduts proposal setting a new deep-sea
access regime for fisheries in the North-East Aita(COM(2012)371 final). By virtue of
this regulation the Council will have the choicesti fishing opportunities in basis of effort
only. Notwithstanding, this is a scenario not feess feasible for setting fishing
opportunities in near future. Therefore, the Consiois will make its proposal traditionally,
i.e., setting TACs for certain deep-sea stocksHerperiod 2015-2016.

In order to improve the state, knowledge and maoinitpof the EU fisheries in the Northern

fishing grounds of CECAF regulatory area, STECFeiuested to explore the situation of
both the fisheries targeting deep-sea stocks andittogic situation of the main stocks.
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Request to STECF

1 STECF is requested to gather all the informaéiwailable for the concerned deep-

sea species listed below and the state of playheffisheries targeting these species in
CECAF divisions 31.1.1, 34.1.2 and 34.2. STECFguested to evaluate such information
to determine and advise if there is a need tongetiianagement measures, for example
setting TACs by individual stocks.

2 In particular, STECF is requested to provide eghdas for Black scabbard fish and
deep water sharks harvested in waters of CECAFEB434.1.2 and 34.2.

3 In case of scientific uncertainty with regardthe above, identify what are the
sources of information that should be provided ¢bieve the goals 1 and 2 and, if any,
what are the difficulties that the STECF has fotorchot having access of that information.

List of deep-sea speclés

Scientific name

Centrophorus lusitanicus
Centrophorus granulosus
Centrophorus squamosus
Centroscyllium fabricii
Centroscymnus coelolepis
Centroscymnus crepidater
Dalatias licha

Etmopterus princeps
Apristuris spp
Chlamydoselachus anguineus
Deania calcea

Galeus melastomus
Galeus murinus
Hexanchus griseus
Etmopterus spinax
Oxynotus paradoxus
Scymnodon ringens
Somniosus microcephalus

Common name

Lowfin gulper shark
Gulper shark

Leafscale gulper shark
Black dogfish

Portuguese dogfish
Longnose velvet dogfish
Kitefin shark

Greater lanternshark
Iceland catchark

Frilled shark

Birdbeak dogfish
Blackmouth dogfish
Mouse catshark
Bluntnose six-gilled shark
Velvet belly

Sailfin roughshark (Sharpback shark)
Knifetooth dogfish
Greenland shark

Alepocephalidae
Alepocephalus Bairdii
Alepocephalus rostratus

Smoothheads (Slickheads)
Baird's smoothhead
Risso's smoothhead

Aphanopus carbo Black scabbardfish
Argentina silus Greater silver smelt
Beryx spp. Alfonsinos

Chaceon (Geryon) affinis

Deep-water red crab

Chimaera monstrosa
Hydrolagus mirabilis

Rabbit fish (rattail)
Large-eyed rabbitfish (Ratfish)
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Rhinochimaera atlantica

Straightnose rabbitfish

Coryphaenoides rupestris

Roundnose grenadier

Epigonus telescopus

Black cardinalfish

Helicolenus dactilopterus

Bluemouth (Bluemouth redfish)

Hoplostethus atlanticus

Orange roughy

Macrourus berglax

Roughhead grenadier (Rough rattail)

Molva dypterigia

Blue ling

Mora moro
Antimora rostrata

Common mora
Blue antimora (Blue hake)

Pagellus bogaraveo

Red (blackspot) seabream

Phycis blennoides

Greater Forkbeard

Polyprion americanus

Wreckfish

Reinhardtius hippoglossoides

Greenland halibut

Cataetyx laticeps

Hoplosthetus mediterraneus

Silver roughy (Pink)

Macrouridae
other than Coryphaenoides
rupestris and Macrourus bergl|

Grenadiers (rattails)
other than roundnose grenadier and
axroughhead grenadier

Nesiarchus nasutus

Black gemfish

Notocanthus chemnitzii

Snubnosed spiny eel

Raja fyllae
Raja hyperborea
Raja nidarosiensus

Round skate
Arctic skate
Norwegian skate

Trachyscorpia cristulata

Spiny (deep-sea) scorpionfish

Brosme brosme

Tusk

Conger conger

European conger

Lepidopus caudatus

Silver scabbard fish (Cutless fish)

Lycodes esmarkii

Greater Eelpout

Molva molva

Ling

Sebastes viviparus

Small redfish (Norway redfish)

Dissostichus eleginoides

Patagonian toothfish

Phycis phycis Forkbeard
Cyclopterus lumpus

Dissostichus mawsoni Antarctic toothfish
Hippoglossus hippoglossus Atlantic halibut
Paralithoides camstchaticus King crab

Pandalus borealis

Northern prawn

(*) List extensive, not only referred to CECAF Ré&gary Area
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STECF response

The response provided below is built upon the mfation provided in STECF 2010 Plen-
10-03 report and STECF 2012 Plen-12-03 report whiealt with black scabbard fish in
waters around Madeira and fish stocks of OutermRegfions (Madeira and Azores).

The CECAF areas 34.1.1, 34.1.2 and 34.2 includeerswadround Madeira and Canary
Islands and partially the southern part of the Booic Exclusive Zone of Azores, which is
the Northern part of wider CECAF area (Figure 6.2Most of the Azorean maritime

territory is located within ICES Division X and,us, all information compiled for Azorean

fisheries is considered to belong to ICES statitg8abarea X.
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Figure 6.2.1. CECAF areas 34.1.1, 34.1.2 and 34.2

Specific STECF responses to the individual itemghi@ Terms of Reference are given
below.

1.- STECEF is requested to gather all the infornmatéwailable for the concerned deep-sea
species listed below and the state of play of ifiefies targeting these species in CECAF
divisions 31.1.1, 34.1.2 and 34.2. STECF is reqeksd evaluate such information to
determine and advise if there is a need to settingagement measures, for example setting
TACs by individual stocks.

There is very little information available for tfisheries and existing management advice
available for the species covered by this requestCECAF area 34.1.1, 34.1.2 and 34.2.
However, there is some fishery information and nganaent advice covering the Azores
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region (ICES Subarea X, Divisions Xal, Xa2) and Haet Atlantic wider area (including
Subarea IX), but only for species of commercial amb@nce specific to those Subareas. In
the absence of any data for CECAF area 34.1.1,.34ahd 34.2; the advice as it is
available for stocks and fisheries occurring in 8&ubarea X and subarea 1X, is the best
available, due to similarities of the fisheriestivose areas. A summary of the advice for
such stocks and fisheries is given in the tableveel
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Fishery information and Management Advice awdda

Scientific name

Common name

Advice Source

ICES area

CECAF 34.1.1, 34.1.2, and 34.2

Centrophorus lusitanicus
Centrophorus granulosus
Centrophorus squamosus
Centroscyllium fabricii
Centroscymnus coelolepis
Centroscymnus crepidater

Dalatias licha
Etmopterus princeps
Apristuris spp

Chlamydoselachus anguineu

Deania calcea
Galeus melastomus
Galeus murinus
Hexanchus griseus
Etmopterus spinax
Oxynotus paradoxus
Scymnodon ringens

Somniosus microcephalus

Lowfin gulper shark
Gulper shark

Leafscale gulper shark

Black dogfish
Portuguese dogfish
Longnose velvet
dogfish

Kitefin shark

Greater lanternshark

siceland catchark
Frilled shark
Birdbeak dogfish
Blackmouth dogfish
Mouse catshark
Bluntnose six-gilled
shark
Velvet belly
Sailfin roughshark
(Sharpback shark)
Knifetooth dogfish
Greenland shark

EU FP7
Deepfishman

ICES WG
DEEP

ICES WG on
Elasmobranchs

Genetic studies suggest that there is no genelo much information of deep

population structuring in the NE Atlantic fdC.
squamosuandC. coelolepigVerissimo et al., 2011]
2012) so that the management by large are
appropriate.

Because of the difficulties in assessing quantiedyi
elasmobranch populations it is unlikely th
population dynamic modelling can be achieved
the absence of (i) fisheries landing data, anda@@
composition. Therefore, the monitoring a
management of deep-water sharks should be cal
out using populations indicators derived frg
surveys and on-board observations. Monitoring

management are required to assess whether s
populations recover under the current fish
pressure, and to take management actions if
The most appropriate option would be to moni
abundance of sharks and manage fisheries at

corresponding to the area of distribution of therm,
deep-water fisheries.

More information on deepwater shark for Northe|
Atlantic and ICES Subarea X (Azores) in ICES W
on Elasmobranch reports.

Low bycatch and discards levels (around 3 and 5
in Azores deepwater longline targeting bla
scabbardfish (Machete et al.,, 2011) main(
squamosusand in Azores bottom longline arour
135 tonnes yearly (Silva et al., 2011)

Deepsea shark TAC 0 in Northeast Atlantic g
ICES Subarea X (Azores) (EC Reg 1262/2012).

water sharks. Bycatch and discards

, rates are considered low in the de
a la;gline  fishery  for  black]
scabbardfish fishery. 0 TAC fg
deepwater shark in Madeira sin
2008 (Morato, 2012).

atow bycatch (<2%) in Spanis
ideepwater trawl fishery for hak

N@004). Deepsea shark bycat
rrredged from 4 to 182 tonng
nbetween 1992 and 2001.

and

harks
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Alepocephalidae

Smoothheads

WG DEEP

No information for CECAF Are#GES Subarea X

No information for CECAF Area
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Alepocephalus Bairdii (Slickheads) partially (Divisions; Xal, Xa2) and IX. Bycatch adiscards rates are
Alepocephalus rostratus Baird's smoothhead considered low in the deep longlin
Risso's smoothhead fishery for black scabbardfish
fishery (Morato 201z
Aphanopus carbo Black scabbardfish WG DEEP See specifically point 2 of the response.
Various report:
Argentina silus Greater silver smelt WG DEEP ICES acknowledge there is considerable uncertaiptijo information for CECAF area
EU FP7 over stock structure in the northeast Atlantic and
Deepfishman recommend a further appraisal of the oceanographic
conditions, genetic characteristics, morphometric
and panmictic characteristics (ICES 2010). The
current structure for greater silver smelt is IGES
Subareas I, 11, IV, VI, VII, VIII, IX, X, XIl and XV
and Divisions llla and Vb, are treated as a single
assessment unit. It is therefore likely this stock
assessment unit and advice will extend at leatbteto
northern part of CECAF.
The advice from ICES in 2011, for 2012/13 is “The
fishery should not be allowed to expand, and a
reduction in catches should be considered, in bfht
survey data indicating a recent declii
Beryx spp. Alfonsinos WG DEEP Total landings stabilize around 377 t since 2003 in Deep water trawling is prohibited
EU FP7 ICES Subarea X. ICES Advice for 2013 and 2014| in Madeira (EC regulation EC
Deepfishman was: "Catches should be no more than 280 tonnes"1568/2005) and the Azorean box
As a consequence of their spatial distribution 100 miles limiting fishing
associated with seamounts, their life history and | to vessels registered in the Azore
their aggregation behaviour, alfonsinos are created in 2003 under the CFP (E
considered to be prone for overexploitation by trayvReg. 1954/2003)
fishing; they can only sustain low rates of
exploitation.
Deep water trawling is prohibited in Azorean box of
100 miles limiting fishing to vessels registeredtin
Azores created in 2003 under the CFP (EC Reg.
1954/2003) (Morato 2012).
TAC 296 tones East Atlantic (EC Reg 1262/2012)
for 2014.
Chaceon (Geryon) affinis Deep-water red crab WG DEEP No information for CECAF Area or ICES Subarea X\{Bions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.
partially
Chimaera monstrosa Rabbit fish (rattail) WG DEEP No information for CBF Area or ICES Subarea X (Divisions; Xal, Xa2)l &x.
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Hydrolagus mirabilis Large-eyed rabbitfish | partially
Rhinochimaera atlantica (Ratfish)
Straightnose rabbitfis
Coryphaenoides rupestris Roundnose grenadier WP DEEP In Subareas VIII, IXXKand XIV the TAC was
set at 3581 tin 2013 and 3223 t for 2014. This TAC
covers areas with minor roundnose grenadier catches
(VII, IX and X), part of this assessment area
(Division XlIb, the western slope of the Hatton
bank) and the Mid-Atlantic Ridge (Divisions Xlla,c
and Subarea XIV). The main countries having
guotas allocations under this TAC are Spain and
Poland.
TAC 3223 tones East Atlantic (EC Reg 1262/2012)
for 2014.
Epigonus telescopus Black cardinalfish WG DEEP No information for CECAF Area or ICES Subarea X\(Bions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.
partially
Helicolenus dactilopterus Bluemouth (Bluemouth| WG DEEP No information for CECAF Area or ICES Subarea X\{Bions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.
redfish) partially
Hoplostethus atlanticus Orange roughy WG DEEP The fishing grounds so far discovered in the North
EU FP7 Atlantic have appeared to support relatively small
Deepfishman aggregations of fish, usually associated with

seamounts and other topographical features.

Fisheries have been conducted in Subareas Va, Vb,
VI, X, and XII. Most started in the early 1990ke
exception being Subarea X which started in 1996/ In
the last seven years, fisheries are mainly ocayirin
X and XII, with sporadic catches in Va, Vb and IX

The ICES advice for 2013 and 2014 is: Due to its
very low productivity, orange roughy can only
sustain very low rates of exploitation. Currentiyis
not possible to manage a sustainable fishery for th
species. ICES recommends no directed fisheries for
this species and bycatches in mixed fisheries shol
be kept as low as possible.

The conclusion from the Deepfishman project was
that the sustainable management of orange roughy
could only be done at the scale of every si
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aggregation. In each aggregation a fishing maytali
not exceeding that producing MSY, i.e. F betweer
0.04 and 0.05 should be applied to keep the biomass
of every aggregation at or above gsBlevel. The
techniques to assess the biomass of every
aggregation in order to set the catch level astatig
with the target (below or equal tg;&) remain to be
defined. In the current technological context, the
small aggregations of orange roughy that occur in
the NE Atlantic cannot be managed sustainably.

TAC 0 in East Atlantic including ICES Div IX and
X (Azores) (EC Reg 1262/201

Macrourus berglax

Roughhead grenadier
(Rough rattail)

WG DEEP
partially

No information for CECAF Area or ICES Subarea X\(Bions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.

Molva dypterigia

Blue ling

WG DEEP

No information for CECAF Areal@ES Subarea X (Divisions; Xal, Xa2) and IX (In
those ICES area few catches as bycatch in otheerfes).

Mora moro
Antimora rostrata

Common mora
Blue antimora (Blue
hake)

WG DEEP
partially

Mora are caught in targeted and mixed species
longline fisheries in Subareas VIII, IX and X.

Landings in Subarea X since 2004 have been abqut
60 tonnes.

No quotas are set for this species in EC wateirs or
the NEAFC Regulatory Area. None of these species
are included in Appendix | of Council Regulation
(EC) No 2347/2002 meaning that vessels are not
required to hold a deep-water fishing permit inesrd
to land them; they are therefore not necessarily
affected by EC regulations governing deep-water
fishing effort.

Pagellus bogaraveo

Red (blackspot)
seabream

WG DEEP
EU FP7
Deepfishman

is

ICES considered three different components for th
species, namely (i) Areas VI, VII, and VI, (iiyrAa
IX, and (iii) Area X (Azores region), (ICES, 1996;
1998). Given the known distribution of the specieg|
by depth, ICES Subarea X can effectively be
considered as a separate assessment unit.
Historically, landings increased from 400 t at the
start of the eighties to approximately 1000 t &t th
start of the nineties. Between 1990 and 2009 the
annual landings have fluctuated around 1000 t, with
a peak in 2005. During the last three years (2011
2013) the landings decreased significantly to 6!

[
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624 t and 613 t which correspond to about 60%, 55%
of the actual TAC (1136 t). In general a continuou

decrease has been observed since 2005. The ICES
advice for Subarea X for 2013 and 2014 is: “Catches
should not be more than 400 tones”. TAC for 2018
and 2014 was set in 1022 and 920, respectively.

Phycis blennoides Greater Forkbeard WG DEEP Minor quantities ofPhycis blennoideare landed by
EU FP7 Portugal in Subarea X. Landings peaked at 136 t|in
Deepfishman 1994 and 91 tin 2000. Since then landings have
continuously decreased with the lowest landing
recorded in 2012 (6 t)P. blennoidegypically
represents less than 1% of total deegier landings
in the last three years, and can mainly be consiier
as bycatch in this Subarea.

TAC 54 tonnes in ICES Div X (Azores) (EC Reg

1262/2012).
Polyprion americanus Wreckfish WG DEEP Wreckfish are caught in targeted and mixed species
partially longline fisheries in Subareas VIII, IX and X. The

landings in the last 3 years (2010 — 2012) from
Subarea X have been about 250 tonnes per year.

No quotas are set for this species in EC wates of
the NEAFC Regulatory Area. None of these species
are included in Appendix | of Council Regulation
(EC) No 2347/2002 meaning that vessels are not
required to hold a deep-water fishing permit inesrd
to land them; they are therefore not necessarily
affected by EC regulations governing deep-water
fishing effort.

Reinhardtius hippoglossoides Greenland halibut No information for CECAF Ared®ES Subarea X (Divisions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.
Cataetyx laticeps No information for CECAF Area or ICES SubareaDivfsions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.
Hoplosthetus mediterraneus| Silver roughy (Pink) No information for CECAF Area ICES Subarea X (Divisions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.
Macrouridae Grenadiers (rattails) No information for CECAF Area or ICES Subarea Xv{Bions; Xal, Xa2)

other than Coryphaenoidgs other than roundnose

rupestris and Macrourus grenadier and

berglax roughhead grenadier
Nesiarchus nasutus Black gemfish No information for CECAF Area or ISESubarea X (Divisions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.
Notocanthus chemnitzii Snubnosed spiny eel No information for CECAF Ape#CES Subarea X (Divisions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.
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Raja fyllae
Raja hyperborea
Raja nidarosiensus

Round skate
Arctic skate
Norwegian skate

No information for CECAF Area or ICES Subarea Xv{Bions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.

Trachyscorpia cristulata

Spiny (deep-sea)
scorpionfis|

No information for CECAF Area or ICES Subarea Xv{Bions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.

Brosme brosme

Tusk

WG DEEP
EU FP7
Deepfishman

No information for CECAF Area or ICES Subarea X\(Bions; Xal, Xa2) and IXa

Conger conger

European conger

No information for CECAF Area@ES Subarea X (Divisions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.

Lepidopus caudatus

Silver scabbard fish
(Cutless fish)

WG DEEP
partially

Silver scabbardfish are caught in targeted and anixe
species longline fisheries in Subareas VIII, IX and
X. The standardized abundance index for Silver

scabbard fish in the Azores longline survey dedin
between 1995 and 2000 and has remained at very
low levels since then with landings in 2011 and201
being 148 and 271 tonnes, respectively. Mean
length has also declined across the time-series.

[¢]

No quotas are set for this species in EC wateirs or
the NEAFC Regulatory Area. None of these species
are included in Appendix | of Council Regulation
(EC) No 2347/2002 meaning that vessels are not
required to hold a deep-water fishing permit ineord
to land them; they are therefore not necessarily
affected by EC regulations governing deep-water
fishing effort

Lycodes esmarkii

Greater Eelpout

No information for CECAF Area GEIS Subarea X (Divisions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.

Molva molva

Ling

WG DEEP
EU FP7
Deepfishman

No information for CECAF Area or ICES Subarea X\(Bions; Xal, Xa2) ) and IX (In
those ICES area few catches as bycatch in otheerfes).

Sebastes viviparus

Small redfish (Norway
redfish

No information for CECAF Area or ICES Subarea Xv{Bions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.

Dissostichus eleginoides

Patagonian toothfish

No information for CECAF AmdCES Subarea X (Divisions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.

Phycis phycis

Forkbeard

No information for CECAF Area or ICESh&tea X (Divisions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.

Cyclopterus lumpus

No information for CECAF Area or ICES SubareaDivfsions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.

Dissostichus mawsoni Antarctic toothfish No information for CECAF Area ICES Subarea X (Divisions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.
Hippoglossus hippoglossus | Atlantic halibut No information for CECAF Area BEZES Subarea X (Divisions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.
Paralithoides camstchaticus | King crab No information for CECAF Area or ICESHaumea X (Divisions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.

Pandalus borealis

Northern prawn

No information for CECAF Area oS Subarea X (Divisions; Xal, Xa2) and IX.
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STECF conclusions

STECF concludes that the information available $twck structure, catches, biology, and
population status of the species listed above awdrang in CECAF divisions 34.1.1, 34.1.2
and 34.2 are very scarce or non-existent, whichtdirthe ability of STECF to provide a
comprehensive response to this request.

STECF observes that the bycatch in the deep lomdighery targeting black scabbard fish in
Madeira (CECAF 34) as well as in Azores (ICES SebhaxX) and Portugal mainland (ICES
Subarea IX) is very low (Morato 2012), however, EHAdid not have access to any information
about bycatch of industrial fisheries operatingniternational waters of CECAF area.

2.- In particular, STECF is requested to provideviad as for Black scabbard fish and deep
water sharks harvested in waters of CECAF 34.1411.2 and 34.2.

Stock structure

The stock structure of Black scabbard fish wasstigated in the Southeast Atlantic (Madeira,

Azores and Portuguese waters) during the APHACARBG)ect (Gordo 2009 and references

therein). The stock structure was investigatedgusirtombination of methodologies including

life history parameters, otolith shape analysisagites, landings-and-effort data, genetics and
contaminants.

This project concluded that the majority of thechniques used showed the existence of
different black scabbard fish population units lre tthree study areas, (mainland Portugal,
Azores and Madeira) or at least between two of themmely mainland Portugal and Madeira

(Gordo et al., 2009). However, the project als@memended that further genetic techniques be
used in the future to complement the results fdunthis project.

The fish caught off Madeira and Azores (and off maid Portugal) are generally larger than
those caught in more northerly areas off Scotlamti leeland; which are mainly immature fish.
This has supported the hypothesis of a single sip@wstock around Madeira, which with
Canary Islands are the only known spawning aredisi®Epecies in the East Atlantic (Gordo et
al., 2009). The possible migration of pre-adultagtd to the west of the British Isles to the
south in combination with results from morphometiid stable isotopes suggested that black
scabbardfish from the west of the British Islessieortugal and Madeira may form one single
panmitic population (Longmore et al., 2010).

STECF observed that the stock structure of blaeklsarfish is not clear in the distributional
range of the species in the east Atlantic. STEGH abtes that, for stock assessment and fishery
advice, ICES currently considers three assessmmetst mamely (i) northern (Divisions Vb and
Xllb and Subareas VI and VII), (i) southern (Sudms VIl and IX), and (iii) all other areas
(Divisions llla and Va Subareas |, II, IV, X, and\X. Although ICES X area overlaps with
northern part of CECAF 34, STECF notes that theufadmn in CECAF area 34.1.1, 34.1.2,
and 34.2 is treated as a separate stock unit.
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STECF concludes that further stock identity andratign studies are needed to confirm current
understanding of the stock structure in the ICE @nd adjacent CECAF area 34.

The Fisheries

There are a number of black scabbard fisheriesffarent areas, such the Northern Europe
(ICES subareas IlI, 1V, V, VI and VIl combined), ¢mental Portugal (mainly ICES 1Xa),
Azores (ICES X) and Madeira waters (CECAF 34.1.2).

The Northern Europe fisheries are characterisetthéyact tha#A. carbocan be considered a by
catch in the trawl fisheries in these fisheriesSubareas VI, VI, and Xll, and Division Vb,

black scabbard is mainly taken in mixed trawl fisé® along with roundnose grenadier and
sharks.

In the waters off mainland Portugal, black scabharthken in a targeted longline fishery that

started in the late 1980°s. The fleet comprisedlsantisanal vessels (Bordalo-Machado et al.,
2009). The number of vessels in the fleet reachei@mum in 1986 (28), decreased to 15 in
2004 and, at present, fleet size remains belowvi@, more than 95% of the vessels registered
in the port of Sesimbra. Fishing takes place oml Hettoms along the Portuguese continental
slopes at depths ranging from 800 to 1450 m. Thehea increased from late 80s to highest
historic level of around 4,500 tonnes in mid-90sl atecreased thereafter to 2,500 tonnes
between 2000 and 2006. Catches increased to larelsnd 3,500 tonnes in 2007 to be

maintained at that level in recent years (Figugej.
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Figure 6.2.2. Trends in landings of black scabbesfufin ICES subarea IX

In Azores, a drifting deep-water longline fisheaygets black scabbardfish (Morato 2012). This
fishery is still in an experimental phase in theoAes and landings are small (Figure 6.2.3). On
average, for the past 10 years yearly landings weyand 50 tonnes (< 1% of total landings)
with a peak in 2005 of about 320 tonnes (3.3% t&#l tandings) (Morato 2012). Landings from
ICES Subarea X increased since 2006 to reach tustaghest levels at around 462 tonnes in
2012 (ICES 2013). According to a report preparedsbgExpert (2012) there are about 10
fishing vessels with a mean length of 14m operathey drifting deep-water longline in the
Azores.
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Figure 6.2.3. Landings of black scabbardfish froatess around the Azores

In Madeira CECAF 34.1.2 area, the black scabbalffistyline fishery is one of the oldest
recorded deep-water fisheries dating back to theé t" century. The drifting deep-water
longline in Madeira Islands is very specializedy&ing black scabbardfish (Morato 2012). The
fishery takes place year round in CECAF area 34ldr8ely inside the Madeira Exclusive
Economic Zone. The number of vessels dedicatetisofishery peaked in 1988 with a total of
95 vessels. After that period the fleet sufferedoasiderable reduction, mainly between 1990
and 1995, when the number of vessels dropped frbrio 84 (Bordalo-Machado et al., 2009).
Between 1998 and 2000, the fleet comprised ca.e48els (on average 13 m LOA) (Reis et al.,
2001). Fleet size continued to decrease to aroGneedsels in recent years (2009-2010). Annual
catches represent on average 48% of all landindaiteira (Figure 6.2.4). However, landings
of black scabbardfish have steadily declined sih888 and continued declining during the
period between 2000 and 2012. In recent years lantdings ranged from 4,200 tonnes in 2000
to 1,800 tonnes in 2010.
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Figure 6.2.4. Trends in landings of black scabbsindhto Madeira
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No information on fisheries statistics was ava#alitb STECF for other areas, such as
International waters, of CECAF area 34.1.1., 34.3422

STECF notes that longline fisheries from the Parasg EEZ (Madeira, Azores and Portugal
mainland) exhibited similar catch and fishing cafyaitends, i. e. fisheries showing an increase
in fleet size between the late 1980s and the €890s followed by a decrease from the late
1990s to the late 2000s (Figure 6.2.5). STECF afs#tes that the most recent reduction was
closely accompanied by an investment in technolagih larger vessels with higher engine

power and new equipment, however, the vessels thrbe considered artisanal or semi-

industrial. STECF observed that this increase issgk dimensions and power is more
pronounced in the mainland fishery.
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Figure 6.2.5. Total landings (tonnes) reported by mainland R@aty(ICES Subarea IX), the

Azores (ICES Subarea X), Madeira (CECAF 34.1.2) modhern Europe (subareas Il, IV, V,
VI and VII combined) from 1988 to 2007. Taken fr@wordo et al. (2009) (sources for Madeira
data: DREM (2008); Other data: ICES (2008)).

Discards and other species caught (Deep Sea Sharks)

In mainland Portugal (ICES Subarea IX) discardshef black scabbardfish fishery were 6.3%
and 2.2% of the total catch of black scabbardfishumber and weight, respectively (Bordalo-
Machado et al., 2009). 23 species were presenthaitid’'s smooth-headA\{epocephalus bairdji

and smooth lanternsharEttmopterus pusillysbeing the most frequent species caught in most of
the sets (85.7 % and 78.6 % presence, respectivalylhe other species were present in less
than 50% of the sampled trips. The species withhilgaest mean discard percentage \&as
pusillus with 3.24% of total catch in numbers of all sgsciwhile other species did not reach 1
% of total catch (Bordalo-Machado et al., 2009)e Wast majority of discarded specimens
corresponded to non-commercial species, with tleegtion of small-sized commercial sharks
(Centroscymnus coelolepis, C. crepidater, Scymnoidgens, Prionace glauga
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In Azores (Subareas X), by-catches of other speamged between 3% and 5% of the weight of
black scabbardfish caught (Machete et al., 2011h wnh estimated maximum of 16 tonnes,
which are rates similar to those observed for otbagline fisheries such as in Madeira or
mainland Portugal (Martins and Ferreira, 1995; BtyéMachado and Figueiredo, 2009) but
smaller to those observed in the deep-water trashiefy targeting black scabbardfish (Anon,
2002). A recent report (seaExpert, 2012), howesstimated a much higher by-catch of deep
water sharks than that reported in Machete e8lX). In the Azores as in other regions, deep
sea sharks (mainly leafscale gulper sha@k, squamosusand the Portuguese dogfish,
Centroscymnusp.) composed the main by catch (Machete et al.]12@ther species reported
as by-catch of the drifting deep-water longlineg&ing black scabbardfish but with low
numbers includeEtmopterussp., Mora morg Deania cf Calceg Centroselachus crepidater
Alepochepalus rostratu®eania profundorunandChiasmodon nigefMorato 2012).

In CECAF 34.1.2 (Madeira), the longline black scalolfish fishery has the potential to capture
other deep-water species, mainly deep-water sh@ites discard rates are known to be low and
some species of deep water sharks are landed iriMa@orato 2012). However, a zero TAC

for deep-water sharks has been established in kéadigice 2008 which may potentially lead to
an increase in discarding of deep-water sharks.

Moreover, other fisheries in Madeira can also cacme deepsea species. The catches from
bottom longline and handline fisheries for exampielude more than 20 demersal species in
Madeira but their landings are estimated to be tatvan 50 tonnes annually (Morato 2012). The
most frequent species for the period 2000-2010udedd the red porgy with average annual
landings of 19 t, the forkbeard with about 11 & threckfish with about 10 t, the blacktail
comber with about 6 t per year, the blackspot ssabrwith average annual landings of 4 t,
barracudas3phyraenasp.) with 2 t per year (DGRM, http://estatisticazgnadeira.pt).

STECF notes that discards rates and species camposire well known for the Azores
(Machete et al.,, 2011) and Mainland Portugal (Blarddachado et al., 2009), however, little
information is available for the Madeira fleet (Mtw, 2012). STECF considers that, due to the
similarities of the deep longline fisheries for dkascabbardfish in Madeira with those in the
Azores and mainland Portugal, bycatch and discareld may also be similar. STECF suggests
that although only low levels of discards have beleserved in these fisheries, bycatches should
be closely monitored in the future in order to assthe impact of the fisheries for black
scabbardfish on deepwater sharks.

Assessment of the species

Black scabbardfish stock assessments are conductdee framework of scientific working
groups from regional fisheries organizations: ICil CECAF. ICES considers the existence
of a single stock in the northeast Atlantic butidigd into three components: north, south and
other areas (ICES, 2013). The north component sporeds to subareas V, VI, VII and XII, the
south component to subareas VIII and IX, and o#lreas to Division IlIA and Va Subareas |,
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I, IV, X, and XIV. Madeira Islands are includedtime CECAF area 34.1.2.

Latest ICES assessment for black scabbard fishla/®as VIII and IX was carried out in 2012
and the stock assessment results showed that piopulbundance remains stable (ICES,
2012). The latest ICES advice for this speciesubaBeas VIII and IX for 2013 and 2014, based
on the ICES approach for data-limited stock, wad datches should be no more than 3700
tonnes (ICES, 2013). There is no reliable assedsamh stock status is unknown for black
scabbardfish in Subareas |, Il, IV, X, XIV and Dgns llla, Va, however, the latest advice
provided by ICES for 2013 and 2014 wtast fisheries should not be allowed to expandlunti
there is sufficient information showing that thghéry is sustainable (ICES, 2018).the Azores
(ICES Subarea X), the stock status of black scalfishris unknown; however, the resource is
being regarded as a nearly virgin stock (Machetd.e2011). The absence of a local market for
this species and the complexity and labour reqeregmof the gear and operation have limited
the development of the fishery in the Azores amdctitches have remained very low.

No assessment of black scabbardfish has beendcawtéen CECAF area 34 and, thus, the status
of the stock is unknown.

Management regime

Management advice from ICES on deepwater specabsdimg black scabbard is biennial and
is based on the reports of the ICES WGDEEP. Thekldaabbard fisheries in those areas are
regulated by Council Regulation (EC) No 1262/20&RBich fix the fishing opportunities for
EU vessels for black scabbard in those areas aa$ aff Madeira (CECAF area 34) for 2013
and 2014 as presented in the table below.

TACs (t) proposed for ICES area, ICES area in Azaed Portugal mainland, and Madeira
scabbard fish fishery.

Black scabbard| EU and international EU and internationall EU and international
waters of V, VI, VII | waters of VIII, IX and waters of
and XIl (BSF/56712-) X (BSF/8910-) CECAF 34.1.2.
(BSF/C3412-)
Year 2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014
Spain 12 12
France 29 29
Portugal 3,659 3,659 3,674 3,490
EU 3,051 3,966 3,700 3,700 3,674 3,490
TAC 3,051 3,966 3,700 3,700 3,674 3,490
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The current fisheries resource management stratethe Azores and Madeira is based on the
EU Common Fishery Policy, implemented primarilyaiingh Total Allowable Catches (TACs)
for various species including blackspot seabre&agéllus bogaraveo alfonsinos Beryx
splendensandB. decadactylus and deepwater sharks suchDesmniaspp.,Centrophorusspp.,
Etmopterusspp.,Centroscymnuspp. and kitefin sharkDalatias licha(EC Reg. 2340/2002;
EC Reg. 2270/2004). In addition to TACs, the Azoamsl Madeira Regional Governments
have implemented technical measures such as minitaodings sizes or weights, minimum
mesh sizes, allowable percentage of bycatch spewiea and temporal closures (Morato et al.,
2010) and ban on the use of certain gears. Exanmpiksle the Azores and Madeira regulation
that prohibited deep-sea trawling, which recentizdme an EC regulation (EC 1568/2005)
and the Azorean box of 100 miles limiting fishirgvessels registered in the Azores created in
2003 under the CFP (EC Reg. 1954/2003).

STECF observes that only deepwater longlining isngiéed in EEZ waters of Azores and
Madeira. No information was available to STECF dtner fisheries operating in International
waters.

STECF conclusions

STECF notes that ICES considers that there is glesiNortheast Atlantic stock, but for
management purposes three components are diffetiehtiSTECF also observes that stock
structure of black scabbard fish in the Northeasamtic and northern part of CECAF is still
unknown. Thus, STECF concludes that further stdektity and migration studies are needed to
confirm or reject to current understanding of tha&ck structure in the ICES area and adjacent
CECAF area 34.

STECF notes that information is available for theddira deepwater longline fishery for black
scabbard fishery in CECAF areas 34.1.1, 34.1.23dn2l STECF concurs with the conclusion in
Morato (2012) that deep water sharks are takenyaatth by this fishery but at low levels.
STECF is unable to assess whether the low bycatwhdsepwater sharks pose a threat to the
stocks of such species in these areas. No infoomatias available to STECF for fisheries in
international waters of the CECAF area 34.1.1, 24.4nd 34.2 that targeting black scabbarfish
and which take a bycatch deepwater shark species.

STECF notes that there is no assessment of blatibadish in the waters adjacent to Madeira
or in the wider CECAF area 34. However, the catelnds and number of vessels fishing for
black scabbard fish in Madeira has been decreasidgecently a catch of around 2000 tonnes
by 15 vessels operating in the area has been t&®&ECF concludes that there is insufficient
information to advise on an appropriate catch level

From the information available to STECF, it is aggpd that in conjunction with Madeira area of
CECAF, ICES sub-area IX is the most important dogahe exploitation of black scabbard in
the northeast Atlantic. However the paucity of ampiate and reliable fishery-related data on
black scabbard continues to compromise the aliditgrovide pertinent management advice for
fisheries exploiting this species. STECF considéat appropriate data and information is
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needed, either through collation of existing infatmn or collection of additional
information, to permit a reliable assessment of tlesources of black scabbard in the
northeast Atlantic.

3.- In case of scientific uncertainty with regaal the above, identify what are the sources of
information that should be provided to achieve tfmals 1 and 2 and, if any, what are the
difficulties that the STECF has found for not havaitcess of that information.

STECF did not have access to information availablesheries statistics in CECAF area 34.1.1,
34.1.2, 34.2.

STECF conclusions

STECF notes that there is no available informabanstock structure, catch trends or fisheries
catching the deep sea species (specified in thefdis CECAF areas 34.1.1, 34.1.2 and 34.2.
STECF also notes that such information should bkected through the DCF for EU vessels
operating in these waters and if such data wereenaadilable, assessments of black scabbard
fish and other deepwater resources in North EasinAt (Azores — ICES Div X and Portugal
mainland — ICES Div IXa and CECAF area 34.1.1, 2.34.2) could be attempted.
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6.3. Prioritisation of Data Poor stocks

Background

The European Commission is desirous of prioritisamgions in support of the estimation of
fishing mortality rate in relation to the rate thaill deliver maximum sustainable yield in the
long term. To assist this process, STECF is reqdest compile systematically the information
considered pertinent to the prioritisation.

Terms of Reference

STECF is requested to evaluate, for appropriatebawations of species and sea areas for
commercial stocks exploited by EU fleets wherenestes of fishing mortality compared to
Fmsy (or appropriate proxies for this parameteg)rent available or not reliable, the following:

» The average catch over the available time-serielaaf.

» The average catch over the last three years olcdlaidata.

* The average first-sale price over the last threzsyef available data.

» A description of trends in prices over the laseéyears.

* Whether the species is normally caught as a byrcalen targeting other species.

* Whether restricting fishing on the species in goestmay be likely to restrict
substantially the fishing opportunities for othpesies.

* Whether the species has unusual vulnerability osigeity to fishing.

* Whether there is evidence that the stock may béetdep substantially below Bmsy
levels.

* Whether there is any evidence of a declining triemstock size.
* Whether preliminary estimates ofig&y and current fishing mortalities exist.

For each stock, STECF is requested to briefly iflenhe or two principal reasons why reliable
MSY estimation is not currently available.

ICES work on classification and prioritisation a$Hf stocks should be taken as background
document for this request.
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STECF observations

Until 2011, ICES provided only qualitative adviegarding the future exploitation of stocks for
which there is limited knowledge of their biologgddor lack of data to assess their exploitation
status. In 2012, ICES developed a framework in otdgrovide quantitative advice regarding
such Data Limited Stocks (the DLS framework). Thim@ples underlying this framework are
that “the available information should be usedt tha advice to the extent possible should be
based on the same principles as applied for st@aks analytical assessments and catch
forecasts, and that a precautionary approach sheufdllowed” (ICES 2012). The latter implies
that as information becomes increasingly limitedrenconservative reference points should be
used and a further margin of precaution should depted when the stock status is poorly
known.

ICES identified six categories of data-limited #®cranging from data-rich to truly data-poor
stocks, according to the availability of data octéel under the DCF:

. Category 1: data-rich stocks (quantitative asaesss)

. Category 2: stocks with analytical assessmerdd@ecasts that are only treated qualitatively

. Category 3: stocks for which survey-based assassnndicate trends

. Category 4: stocks for which only reliable catiglta are available

. Category 5: data-poor stocks

. Category 6: negligible landings stocks and staakgyght in minor amounts as bycatch

Within each category (related to data availabilityt also to the method used), subcategories are
defined. For each subcategory, there is an assdaiate which prescribes how the catch advice
should be derived (for instance, correcting thei@gdeon TAC by a precautionary buffer). The
subcategories are provided in Annex 1, below.

Based on information provided to STECF by the ICES8retariat compiled from reports of 11
ICES assessment working groups (WGBFAS, WGNSSK, WECWGDEEP, WGWIDE,
WGNEW, WGHMM, NIPAG, WGHANSA, WGEF, and HAWG), tHeLS approach has been
applied to 151 and 159 stocks, in 2012 and 201Pertvely (over a total of 242 stocks
considered by ICES). Table 6.3.1 specifies the rerrobstocks per DLS category and per ICES
Ecoregion.

STECF notes that the proportion of stocks whereiceadwas provided based on the DLS
approach increased from 62% to 66% between 2012618 (due to a decrease in the number
of stocks not considered in any category). Morekstavere assessed according to categories 2
and 3, and less to categories 4 and 5, reflectinignharovement in the capacity of ICES WGs to
have access to more or better information.
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Table 6.3.1 -Number of stocks per DLS category and per ICES égion in 2013; comparison with
2012 and with the target proportions for each eategs defined by ICES WGs.

EcoRegion ND* Cat.1 Cat.2 Cat.3 Cat.4 Cat.5 Cat.6 Total | %in2to6 Target
Baltic Sea 6 7 13 54%  46%
Barents Sea and Norwegian Sea 4 3 2 9 56% 11%
Bay of Biscay and Atl.lberian waters 1 9 11 13 2 36 72% 67%
Celtic Sea and West of Scotland 24 3 19 2 5 10 63 62%  49%
Faroe Plateau Ecosystem 3 1 4 25% 0%
Iceland and East Greenland 6 1 6 13 54%  46%
North Sea 22 3 15 5 6 7 58 62%  41%
Widely Distributed 1 7 1 18 1 11 7 46 83%  74%
Total 2013 2 81 11 79 8 35 26 242 66%

Total 2012 10 81 6 69 10 40 26 242 62%

Target DLS categories 0 117 6 66 22 12 19 242 52%

ND* Status not defined

In 2013 ICES WGs were asked to define what shoalthle achievable DLS category for each
of the 242 considered stocks. Based on this infoomaSTECF notes that the proportion of
DLS stock (categories 2 to 6) should be reducenh 86% to 52%, 36 stocks being expected to
move to category 1 (quantitative assessment) vthéenumber of stocks in categories 5 or 6
would be markedly reduced.

The comparison between ecoregions highlights ldifferences. Few quantitative assessments
have been carried out for stocks in the Bay of &isand lIberian waters, or for widely
distributed stocks. Targets defined by ICES do draistically change the status quo and the
largest improvements currently planned are for egions where DLS stocks are already
proportionally less numerous (e.g. Barents Se#aride Faroe, North Sea)

STECF attempted to compile the requested informabio DLS stocks in order to address the
ToRs, but due to lack of time, the compilation conbt be completed during the current plenary
meeting and it was possible to compile the inforamatequested for 32 stocks from the Baltic
and the North Sea only (see Table 6.3.2). Dataatch@and stock status were extracted from the
STECF Consolidated Review of Advice for 2014 (STEL3F27); prices (and estimate of the
trend over the last three years) come from the 2Bb8ual Economic report database;
vulnerability index by species (from Cheung et2405, based on life history parameters) was
extracted from FishBase; and DLS categories wereighed by the ICES secretariat. Stock value
in 2012 was estimated as landings x price.

A number of the 32 Baltic and North Sea stocks immed appeared economically important
(landings in 2012 above 1 million euros for 22 kgy@and above 10 million euros for 5 of these).
Fourteen stocks are mainly exploited as targetiwisipecific fisheries (including Blephrops
stocks, and 4 sandeel stocks). No stock is classifis highly vulnerable, according to the
Cheung et al. (2005) index (the index value 71 ey in Fishbase for plaice was assumed to be
erroneous). Seven stocks seem to exhibit a deglinemd in abundance.
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STECF notes that three stocks have been categobgelCES as being in category 6.30
(referring to depleted biomass), but there is fiormation available on the trends in stock size.

DLS target categories defined by ICES, on a casecdse analysis, take into account the
feasibility to move to category 1. On the other dhaib is not considered here whether stocks
currently managed using full analytical assessmentdd be managed using less resource-
demanding alternative assessment methods.

STECF conclusions

Based on the preliminary analysis conducted duttiegplenary, the set of indicators requested
by the Commission is a useful synthesis of inforamafrom several data sources, and which
provides some insight into the relative importarafethe various DLS stocks and their
categorisation with regard to their vulnerabilitpdaMSY. Nevertheless, such indicators are
probably not sufficient to establish a fully-meagfur prioritisation. In particular, the feasibility
to move to category 1 as estimated by ICES is gwoitant criterion and the actual costs of
additional data collection supporting this prigdtiion needs to be considered in the context of
the EU-MAP for data collection. STECF considerst tthas suite of indicators is therefore a
useful starting point to initiate the dialogue WIBES and other regional bodies, and to define
priorities based on case by case analysis. STE@GSiders that it would be useful to complete
Table 6.3.2 for other ICES Ecoregions and otheraseas.

With regard to the CFP objective to minimize thshihg impact on marine resources and
ecosystems, STECF considers that complete assessovemage for all stocks is not a realistic
aspiration. From the ecosystem perspective, ab@sled approach could be defined in order to
identify and assess a sufficient number of the &egcies that could provide a representative
overall assessment of fishery impacts in each gamme

STECF concludes that the DLS approach has conédbiat the increase in scientific advice for

fisheries management and can inform on some adidgnostics on ecosystem health, according
to descriptor 3 of the MSFD. STECF considers theinthg priorities for stock assessment and
advice procedures is a necessity for all stocksrandonly for the current data-limited stocks.

However, STECF stresses that more work is likelpegaequired in order to define criteria and

indicators for such a prioritisation.
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Table 6.3.2 -Indicators on 32 stocks for which the DLS approaes used in 2013, in the Baltic and the North 2843 and target DLS categories were provided by th
ICES secretary. Coloured 2013 DLS categories refetocks assessed as being at low level, whileucetl target DLS categories identify stocks whicbudd move to
category 1 (full quantitative assessment) accorthi@ES WGs.

Is

Average Trends . Impact of . Evidence -
R(a:; g:ng ;:r?;ck Catch (t) first-sale  Catch in in prices nsopr‘f:;ﬁs fishing Vulnera thgtv'ltﬁznsigck of a :srglrlnrgltgzrgl zc?altg [())I;S Tglr_gset
Stock name FishStock available time- °Ve" the last  price (€) value (last cau hty restriction bility is depleted declining Fmsyand | (an dgsu)tl) cateqol
series of data year over the last (‘000 €) three as agb _on other index belowams trend in curant F | category) r 9
3 years years) catchy species Y stock size. gory y
g:\'/'i's'i';:;‘ﬁf;?m'ivv“::;de bll-nsea | 1,400 to 2,700 1,515 6.18 9,365  152% Yes Yes? 31 No No(+56%) No 3(.20) 1
2;"('5'3:“5;;2‘1';’;5'0”5 2= 2232 1to 160 30 4.38 131 -37,1% No No 31 No No (+26%) No 3(.20) 3
g?vli’s'ig::‘ﬁ’:rea Vand b nsea 61'20(?0:)0 6,019 0.73 4400  7,5% Yes Yes? 43 No No(+7%) No 3(.20) 3
S;t(’ézlf‘i‘c‘t;‘:';’)'s"’"s 227 4ab-2232 | 1,000 to 1,900 1,300 0.80 1,042 8,0% Yes ? 43 No No (+44%) No 3(.20) 3
Zf;gjg;r'za'i'\‘/"s'on M2 fensea | 1,500t05,560 2,187 0.68 1,483  11,5%  Yes Yes? 45 No No(+7%) No 3(.20) 3
;';_”anzdga'ﬂii“;:i')" BN fle-2232 1%)32;0 15,900 0.43 6841  3,9%  Yes Yes 45 No Yes (-15%) No 3(.20) 2

Grey gurnard in Subarea
IV (North Sea) and
Divisions VIId (Eastern gug-347d 180 to 4,600 600 0.39 237 4,6% Yes Yes 30 No No No 6 (.20q) 3
Channel) and Illa
(Skagerrak—Kattegat)

Herring in Subdivision

- ? 0, ? 0,
31 (Bothnian Bay) her-31 ? 3,50 0,.5 843 4,0% No? No 34 No No (+59%) No 3(.20) 2

Horse mackerel
(Trachurus trachurus) in
Divisions llla, IVb,c, and
VIld (North Sea stock)

hom-nsea ? 21,375 0.64 13,642 8,0% No No? 56 No No? No 5(.20) 1

Lemon sole in Subarea
IV and Divisions lllaand  lem-nsea 3,000 to 8,000 3,084 3.73 11,498 -0,7% Yes Yes? 51 No No(+16%) No 3(.20) 1
Vild
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Nephrops in Noup (FU

10) nep-10
Nephrops in the
Norwegian Deep (FU 32) nep-32
Nephrops in Botney
Gut-Silver Pit (FU 5) nep->
Nephrops off Horn'’s
Reef (FU 33) nep-33
Nephrops in Devil’s Hole
(FU 34) nep-34
Northern shrimp
(Pandalus borealis) in
Division IVa (Fladen pan-flad
Ground)
Plaice in Subdivision 20 le-ska
(Skagerrak) P &
Plaice in Division Vild

ple-eche

(Eastern Channel)

Plaice in Subdivisions
21, 22, and 23 (Kattegat, ple-2123
Belts, and Sound)

Plaice in Subdivisions

24-32 (Baltic Sea) ple-2432

Pollack in Subarea IV

A ol-nsea
and Division llla P

Sandeel in the Central
Western North Sea (SA San-ns4
4)

Sandeel in the Viking
and Bergen Bank areas ~ San-ns5
(SA'5)

Sandeel in Division llla

East (Kattegat, SA 6) san-nsé
Sandeel in the Shetland San-ns7
area (SA 7)

Sprat in Division Illa spr-kask

(Skagerrak — Kattegat)

13t0 173

310 to 1,200

806 to 1,467

597 to 1,305

0 to 6,000

6,000 to
14,000

2,000 to
10,000

59,705

10,000 to
70,000

13

310

1,240

1,191

597

7 600

3,600

1,845

848

1,500

2,500

8,048

210

10,400

8.08

0.92

0.92

2.61

1.21

221

3.21

4.21

0.26

69

1,642

6,568

6,309

3,162

10,442

4,946

1,689

776

3,913

3,031

17,806

675

2,733

93,9%

93,9%

93,9%

93,9%

93,9%

84,2%

10,5%

10,5%

-0,1%

-0,1%

17,0%

102,6%

202,6%

302,6%

402,6%

5,4%

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No?

No?

No?

No?

No

Yes?

Yes

Yes

Yes

No?

No?

No?

No

Yes

14

14

14

14

14

71?

71?

71?

71?
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25

No

No

No

No

No

No?

No?

No

No

No

Yes?

No

No?

No?

No?

No?

Yes?

No

No?

No

No?

No

Yes (East)

No

No(+76%)

No(+61%)

Yes

Yes(-36%)

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes (Fmsy)

Yes(F<Fmsy)

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

4(.14)

4(.14)

4(.14)

4(.14)

4(.14)

6(.30)

3(.20)

2(.11)

3(.10)

3(.20)

5(.20)

3(.20)

6(.30)

5(.20)

6(.30)

3(.20)




Striped red mullet in
Subarea IV (North Sea)
and Divisions VIid

. mur-347 7 11. 7, 101,7% Yes Yes? 7 Yes? Yes No .

(Eastern English 347d 20 06 963 101,7% ? 3 ? 3(.20)

Channel) and llla

(Skagerrak—Kattegat)

Turbot in Subarea IV tur-nsea 3,000 to 6,000 2,800 9.24 25,866 -25,1% Yes Yes 51 No No Yes 2(.11)

Turbot in Division Illa tur-kask ? 189 9.24 1746 -25,1% Yes Yes? 51 No? No No 3(.20)

;;zz;t('ga?;fgg’;'ons tur-2232 | 42t01,210 230 3.62 832 21,4%  Yes? ? 51 No ? Yes? No 3(.20)

ggzzrgr; ?"li':t'?:g!'t‘;‘ whg-kask | 63 to02,000 63 114 72 10,7% Yes Yes? 37 No? ? No 5(.20)

\é\('t.c_h n Slﬁbarej \'/\Illjnd ? 1,500 2.42 3,627 -167%  Yes Yes? 68 Yes? No(+>20%) No 3(.20)
Ivisions Ifila an Wit'nsea
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Annex 1 —Subcategories of the DLS framework

Category 1: Data-rich stocks (quantitative assessments)

Category 2: Qualitative analytical assessments and forecasts
2.11 stock biomass greater than MSY Btrigger
2.12 stock biomass less than MSY Btrigger
2.13 Extremely low biomass

Category 3: Survey-based trends
3.10 A biomass/abundance index, and Fsq is known
3.11 B>MSY Btrig and Fsq>F0.1
3.12 B>MSY Btrig and Fsq<F0.1
3.13 B<MSY Btrig
3.14 Extremely low biomass
3.20 A biomass/abundance index is known, but no F and no MSY Btrig
3.30 Biomass index is increasing or stable

Category 4: Trends from reliable catch data
4.10 A suitable exploitation rate is known
4.11 Catch greater than DCAC
4.12 Catch less than DCAC
4.13 Fsq and Fmsy known
4.14 Data borrowing for sedentary species
4.20 Catch trend considered to be representative of a substantial reduction in biomass

Category 5: Data-poor stocks
5.10. Productivity and Susceptibility Analysis (PSA) risk assessment
5.20 No F and no positive trends in stock indicators
5.30 Catch trend considered to be representative of a substantial reduction in biomass

Category 6: Negligible landings stocks and stocks caught as bycatch
6.10. Productivity and Susceptibility Analysis (PSA) risk assessment
6.20 No F and no positive trends in stock indicators
6.30 Catch trend considered to be representative of a substantial reduction in biomass

6.4. Special Chapters for 2014 Processing and Aquacultarreports

Background

The AER reports (including the aquaculture and fisbcessing reports) are becoming more and

more helpful for scientific advice and policy arsby

As the quality of the AER reports and its focustmends and interpretation increased in recent
years, so did its use for policy analysis and gifieradvice of structural policies on fisheriesn A

important element contributing to this objectivethe preparation of special chapters on topics of
applied analysis in the reports. These specialrte@iould focus on specific and relevant aspects

helping to policy interpretation and scientific &b/
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Terms of Reference

The STECEF is requested to provide recommendationsossible special topics for the new reports
on aquaculture and fish processing 2014.

STECF observations

STECF observes that three economic reports wifproeluced in 2014 covering 1) the EU fishing
fleet, 2) the EU aquaculture sector and 3) the Edd¢gssing industry.

STECF observes that the two latter reports wilhbotlude a chapter devoted to a topic of special
interest which is not normally covered in the répor

STECF proposals

In relation to the aquaculture report produced MY@EL4-10, STECF proposes that the special
chapter reviews and documents the barriers to @rawtaquaculture in EU Member States,
focusing on economic regulatory and organisatiasects. This was partly addressed in the
publication ‘Summary of the 2013 Economic Performance RepotherEU Aquaculture Sector
(STECF 13-30) However, the section did not cover a more dethénalysis at the Member State
level. Such a chapter would provide an overviewnform on the initiatives and measures that
could facilitate future growth in the sector.

In relation to the processing report produced by@&M-15, STECF proposes that the special
chapter investigates the medium-/long-term outlfmykthe investment situation in the industry. In
the report of the 2013 EWG report (STECF 13-31)jnalicator is calculated to reflect the future
expectations of the industry. This indicator carirtierpreted as a proxy for the industry’s intentio
to remain in the market in the medium-/long-teriMnvestment minus depreciation is positive, the
sector is allocating resources to increase itsymtoh capacity, and therefore it expects to remain
in the market to recover the cost of the investseitvalue close to zero could be interpreted as an
indication that sector is only wishing to maintdi® production capacity in the future and is not
planning to expand. When depreciation is highen thaestments, it is possible to assume that the
industry wants to reduce its presence in the mark#te future. Therefore, this indicator can be
used as a proxy for the expected investing behaundthe future.

Using this indicator, expert knowledge can be usedompare the results for different countries
and try to draw some observations and conclusitsitathe structural developments within the
processing industry. For instance, the German peagg industry is not investing so much in
Germany itself. Instead they are investing in PdJaand thus Poland may show a positive
development, not generated solely by the Polishstrg.

6.5. Request for an evaluation of the effectiveness ofigthly Selective Gears based on a
net grid being used by English administered vessels

Background

STECF has previously considered the applicatiom Bt Grid, a modified inclined separator panel
in PLEN 12-02 (section 7.1) and PLEN 13-3 (secBali7). At its November 2013 plenary STECF
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commented on a preliminary report about the perémwe of a gear tested by a Fisheries Science
Project. This trial tested two variants of a Neid@rawl design being used in the North Sea
nephropsfishery to avoid catches of whitefish. However,E®F was unable to evaluate second
variant of Net Grid design because data collecbanthe efficacy of the second variant (short
version) was still in process and not provided.

Terms of reference

The UK has now submitted final repamtluding the performance of a second variant ef gear
tested by this trialvith the outcome of further trials. The STECF is reqegsb consider:

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

2 To what extent does the data and information pexvith relation to the technical
characteristics of each of the designs supportdmelusion that catches of cod by such
gears will be less than or equal to 5% (five) fritva total catches

3 The extent that both variants of the design careXygected to reduce the catches of
whitefish that are frequently caught and discarlech the North Seaephropsfishery.

In particular the STECF is asked to comment onawerall reduction in the catches
(both landings and discards) of other commerciacss likely to be achieved by this

trawl.

4 The extent to which both variants of the design banexpected to retain catches of
nephrops

5 In cases of scientific uncertainty please spedigyinformation and data that have to be

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

STECF observations

The STECF response is based on the informatioracwed in the project report ‘North East Coast
Net Grid Trials’ prepared by Armstrong and Catclep@013). The work was carried out as part of
the Fisheries Science Partnership (FSP) programgie,(2013-14) (37).

STECF has previously considered the applicatioa dlet Grid in PLEN 12-02 (Section 7.1) and
PLEN 13-3 (Section 6.17). Information and datavigted in Armstrong and Catchpole (2013) are
improved compared to reports previously reviewe®SH¥ECF, especially regarding the description
of the gears and their effects.

Armstrong and Catchpole (2013) tested two varianta Net Grid trawl design referred to as the
long and short versions (Figure). The Net Grid wasndustry driven alternative to the Swedish
grid. The rigid construction of the Swedish gricside@ was considered inappropriate for vessels
working in the English NENephropsfishery, due to handling difficulties with net dng and power
blocks.

A commercial vessel with a twin-rig trawl was uskd the trials. One rig was modified by

including a version of the Net Grid, the other vef$ in its standard commercial configuration to
provide direct comparisons of catch. Data fromltmgy- and short -version were collected from 10
and 8 valid tows, respectively.
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The STECF response to the specific requests inTdrens of reference can be summarised as
follows:

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.

The Armstrong and Catchpole (2013) report statas dhstatistical analysis using General Linear

Mixed Model (GLMM) demonstrated that significantigwer cod were caught across the length

range with both Net Grid designs. However, therimiation presented in support of this statement
is insufficient to permit such a conclusion. Thed®loformulation is not presented and the model

outputs do not show a good fit to the experimedédh. Nevertheless, there are indications that the
total numbers of cod retained by both versionfiefet Grid trawl are less than the standard trawl,
see for example Figure 16 in Armstrong and Catah®013), but in the absence of the raw data
resulting from the trials, STECF is unable to codel that this is the case.

STECF considers that the data and information ptedein Armstrong and Catchpole (2013) is
insufficient to conclude whether the long and shNet Grid versions can be expected to
significantly reduce the catches of adult and juleerod. In the absence of data on the total catche
of cod associated with the Net Grid metier, STEE€RIso unable to assess the potential impact of
either gear on cod mortality.

Furthermore, while Armstrong and Catchpole (2018)ctude that the long version was more
efficient at releasing cod than the short versiba,information required to confirm whether this is
indeed the case are not presented in the repoBCSETs unable to conclude whether each NetGrid
design reduces the catches of adult and juvende co

Compared to the control trawl, there was a sigaifticreduction in the catch of cod using both
versions of the Net Grid. Compared to the contra,cod catch in weight in the long version of the
NetGrid was reduced by 75% and in the short verbp61%. Unfortunately, as raw data of total
catch per haul were not provided, it is not possibldetermine the total reduction in the catclinwit
the use of the modified gears (both in the longt simort-version).

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

STECF notes that there were few cod in the ardlaeatime of the trials with a mean catch weight
of 9 kg of cod per haul. Cod accounted for 2.9%heftotal catch in the control trawl and 2.6% in
the long version of the Net Grid trawl. In trialsthvthe short version of the Net Grid trawl, cod
accounted for 2.1% of the total catch in the cdrtnawl and 1.5% in the Net Grid trawl. STECF
concludes that the data presented in ArmstrongGatdhpole (2013) indicate that catches of cod
by weight using both the long and short versionshef Net Grid trawl and the control trawl was
less than 5% of the total catches of each gearCE&Tieiterates that the percentage of cod in the
total catches is not only determined by the salagbroperties of a gear, but also by the abundance
of cod relative to the abundance of all other sgean the area and at the time the fishing takes
place. Furthermore, STECF reiterates that the mefrpercentage of cod in the total catch is not
necessarily related to fishing mortality rate od.co
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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.

As regards the extent that both variants of the Get can be expected to retain catches of
Nephropsand to reduce the catches of whitefish that aquiently caught and discarded from the
North SeaNephropsfishery, it can be seen thisephropsand whiting dominate the catch in both
Net Grid versions. Thdlephropscatch was unaffected using both version of the G, but the
catches of whiting and the majority of other fisare/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 concludes that if the raw haul by haul data been included in the report of Armstrong
and Catchpole, STECF would have been able to peosisdnuch more comprehensive informed
opinion of the effectiveness of the Net Grid traa reducing catches of cod and other species
exceptNephrops for which it is clear that catches by both the Beid and control trawls were
unaffected. No other additional data is required.

STECF conclusions

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

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

Catches from the modified trawls showed that bathsions of the Net Grid did not affect the
retention of marketablsephrops

There are indications that the Net Grid can potdlgtreduce the adult and juvenile cod catches, as
well as catches of whitefish that are frequentlygtd and discarded from the North S¢ephrops
fishery. The few cod on the fishing grounds dutting period the study was carried out and the lack
of raw data in the report prohibit any conclusiarith regard to trawl selectivity.

STECF concludes that if raw data and informatioa provided, a much more comprehensive
informed opinion of the effectiveness of the NetdGrawl could be undertaken.
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Figure 6.5.1. Net Grid modified (a) Design 1 longersion; (b) design 2 short version.

6.6. Request for exclusion from the cod plan effort regne in accordance with Article
11(2) of Regulation (EC) No 1342/2008 for two growpof vessels in the UK

Background

Article 11(2) of Council Regulation (EC) 1342/2068tablishing a long-term plan for cod stocks
and the fisheries exploiting those stocks lays dtivenconditions under which the Council, acting
on a Commission proposal and on the basis of fleenmation provided by Member States and the
STECF advice, may exclude certain groups of vessais the effort regime.

12



Following a number of requests by Member Statesh&o European Commission, the STECF

assessed in 2009, 2010, 2011 and 2012 the act¥itgroups of vessels against the criteria
mentioned in Article 11(2) of the cod plan, in pautar based on the concept of technical or
biological decoupling. The Commission's approackéssels’ exclusions from the cod plan effort
regime has taken into account the STECF's condefcbhnical and/or biological decoupling as

well as vessels' group activities or charactessti@at result in cod catch rates equal to or below
1,5% of the total catches for each group of vessmiserned, provided that:

a) the Member States provide appropriate informate the Commission and STECF in
order to establish that the conditions are and meffodfilled in accordance with the detailed
rules adopted by the Commission and;

b) the Member States concerned put in place a owmyt system that provide

representative catch data enabling the Commissiass$ess whether the fulfilment of the
exclusion criteria at the group or vessel levelttwes to be met.

Member States requests for exclusion must follow iquirements prescribed by Commission
Regulation (EU) No 237/2010 laying down detailekksufor the application of Council Regulation
(EC) No 1342/2008.

Terms of Reference

Under the conditions laid down in Article 11(2) Régulation (EC) No 1342/2008 establishing a
long-term plan for cod stocks, the STECF is reqgeb$d evaluate two UK requests for exclusion
from the cod plan effort regime for groups of vésse the Firth of Forth and the Clyde.\

Following the approach described in the backgroand taking into account the information and
data provided by the UK to the European Commisdioa,STECF is requested to advice on the
following:

1) To what extent does the data on catches andnig;mdubmitted by the UK support the

conclusion that during the reference period for chhihe data have been collected, the
vessel group has (annually on average) caughthessor equal to 1.5% of cod of its total

catches?

2) In cases of scientific uncertainty with regaml dquestion 1), please specify the
information and data that have to be improved; amtipular concerning the sampling

strategy including sampling precision levels artgnsities in relation to catch and discards
data and, where relevant, the description of gegpgsties and its effect.

3) In cases of scientific uncertainty with regaodquestion 1), please specify whether the
information presented gives indications that tha-wfilment of the assessment criteria is

due to a specific activity of the vessel group, algen the group fishes in a particular area.

In carrying out its assessment, the STECF shoufdider the rules on vessel group reporting
established in Article 3 of Commission Regulati®Uj No 237/2010 laying down detailed rules

for the application of Council Regulation (EC) N&42/2008.

The STECF advice should be consistent with compaadivices.

The STECF is requested to complete the table bselawmarising its findings in relation to the

present request.
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Table 6.6.1: Summary of STECF findings in relatiorvessels groups requests for exclusion

Country Description of vessel group  Data submitte@ TECF advice

[to include a statement on| a
favourable or negativ
opinion on the exclusion i
guestion]

[}

=

STECF observations

The UK administration submitted two requests fograption from the effort regime of the cod plan
through the provision of Article 11(2) of RegulatigEC) No 1342/2008 establishing a long-term
plan for cod stocks. One request concerns a gréouf® dR2 vessels, targetingephropsin the
Firth of Clyde in ICES Subarea Vla, and the othemazrns a group of 17 TR2 vessels targeting
Nephropsn the Firth of Forth in ICSE Subarea IVb. Theffirsquest specifically concerns fishing
activity in statistical rectangles 39E4, 39E5, 40EBE4, and 40E4, while the second request
specifically concerns statistical rectangles 4186 41E7. The requests claim that the respective
vessels’ catches from the respective areas coatanally on average <1.5% cod. In support of
their claim the administration provided observetadan the catches in the format of Table 3 as
specified in Annex | to Commission Regulation 232/Q.

The request concerning the Firth of Clyde providieserver data of 161 trips of 42 vessels, mainly
in August-December. Two and three trips respectit@bk place in statistical rectangles 41E3 and
41E4 respectively, which do not belong to the dogavhich exemption is requested (see above).
The remaining 156 trips of 40 vessels, represerivgof the total effort of the group concerned,
had on average 0.37% cod in their catches, whichdiszarded. Only 5 of the trips, all in statistica
rectangle 40E4 and three of which by the same Vé&#RB12281), had >1.5% cod in their
catches, namely 1.6%, 1.8%, 5.0%, 9.8%, and 12e8%ectively. The latter trip had 201 kg of cod.
The 60 trips in statistical rectangle 40E4 had werage 0.7% of cod in their catches, more than
twice that in the next-highest statistical rectan@.3%). One vessel, GBRB12281, whose observed
trips were all in statistical rectangle 40E4, hacawerage 3.2% cod in its catches.

STECF notes that unlike many previous submissiorsupport of Article 11 exemptions, the UK
administration provided a detailed description ok tprotocols by which the independent
observation of relevant fishing vessels was coretlaend the values of catch weights were derived,
accompanied by the statement that they (UK Scotlanlll make arrangements for independent
observation of relevant fishing activity to contnin the future in order to meet the requirements
described in paragraph 4 of Annex | of Commissiegation 237/2010.

The request concerning the Firth of Forth provié&d observer data of 366 trips of 4 vessels, all
in statistical rectangle 41E7, in April-Novembegpresenting 12% of the total effort of the group
concerned. On average the 366 trips had 0.24%rcdtiokeir catches, which was landed. Only 5 of
the trips had >1.5% cod in their catches, nameéd%0l.1.6%, 1.9%, 2.3% and 2.7% respectively.

The UK administration also provided a descriptidrth@ methods by which the Remote Electronic

Monitoring of relevant fishing vessels is condugtadcompanied by the statement that they (UK
Scotland) will make arrangements for Remote El@itrdlonitoring of relevant fishing activity to
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continue in the future in order to meet the requeats described in paragraph 4 of Annex | of
Commission Regulation 237/2010.

STECF conclusions

STECF concludes that, with regards to the FirtiClyfde fishery, the data on catches and landings
submitted by the UK support the conclusion thatirduthe reference period for which the data

have been collected, the catches of cod by theevggsup taken in statistical rectangles 39E4,
39E5, 40E3, 40E4, and 40E5 were on average lessothaqual to 1.5% of the total catches of that
vessel group in those statistical rectangles. STRAEs that given the relatively higher catches of
cod in rectangle 40E4, in particular by one vesG&8RB12281, it would be advisable to closely

monitor such catches to verify that the condititorsexemption under Article 11(2) continue to be

met.

STECF concludes that, with regards to the Firtlrafth fishery, the data on catches and landings
submitted by the UK support the conclusion thatirduthe reference period for which the data
have been collected, the catches of cod by theelvgssup taken in statistical rectangles 41E6 and
41E7 were on average less than or equal to 1.58%eofotal catches of that vessel group in those
statistical rectangles.

Table 6.6.2: Summary of STECF findings in relatiorvessels groups requests for exclusion

Country Description of vessel group| Data STECF advice
submitted

UK Scotland | 49 TR2 vessels targetin@bserver dataThe data on catches and
Nephrops in the Firth of| of 156 trips off landings submitted by t
Clyde in ICES Subarea VIa40 vessels, UK support the conclusio
specifically statistical mainly in| that during the reference
rectangles 39E4, 39EbAugust- period for which the dat
40E3, 40E4, and 40E5. December, have been collected, the
representing 2% catches of cod by the vessel
of the totall group taken in the relevant
effort of the| statistical rectangles were

group on average less than pr

concerned. equal to 1.5% of the total
catches of that vessel group
in those statistical

rectangles. STECF notes
that given the relatively
higher catches of cod in
rectangle 40E4, in particular
by one vessel, GBRB1228]L,
it would be advisable tp
closely  monitor  such
catches to verify that the
conditions for exemption
under Article 11(2) continue
to be met.
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UK Scotland

17 TR2 vessels targeti
Nephrops in the Firth of
Forth in ICSE Subarea 1V
specifically statistica
rectangles 41E6 and 41E7

L@DF observe
data of 366 tripg
bof 4 vessels ir
April-
November,
representing
12% of the tota
effort of the

group
concerned.

The data on catches and
5 landings submitted by the
UK support the conclusio
that during the referenge
period for which the dat
have been collected, the
catches of cod by the vessel
group taken in the relevant
statistical rectangles were
on average less than
equal to 1.5% of the total
catches of that vessel group
in those statistical

rectangles.

7.

7.1.

STRATEGIC ISSUES

advice

Background

The new Common Fisheries Policy regulation ((EU) Ng80/2013) gives the Commission the
possibility to consult not only STECF but other aggiate scientific bodies while avoiding
duplication of work by such bodies. The Commissiamuld therefore like to review STECF's role

Preparation and Planning for the future role of STECF EWGs dealing with stock

in the assessment of stocks and the provisionwtador the management of stocks.
Under the new policy STECF should:

» provide advice on stocks complementary to adviceived by other advisory bodies on a

case by case basis

o0 Wwhere such advice is not provided according to @f¢vant criteria (e.g. FMSY)

o where further clarifications are needed

» support the Commission in its annual reporting gdilon on the progress of achieving
MSY for stocks fished in Union waters and by Unf@hing vessels outside Union waters

by

o0 developing a reporting format (allowing comparisoindifferent EU regions and
external waters)

o providing annual advice accordingly

* provide an economic assessment of the MSY policy
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Terms of Reference

The STECF is requested to comment on the optionggdduture role in stock advice specified
above in particular in terms of feasibility and gmtial implications for the planning of Expert
Working Groups.

STECF response
Use of STECEF in future advice on stocks of intere¢b the EU

Noting that under the 2012 reform of the CFP, tloen@ission is required to consult appropriate
scientific bodies which includester aliathe STECF (Article 7), STECF considers that theseaa
number of options on the most appropriate use ®fGbmmittee’s expertise in giving advice on
stocks of interest to the European Union in thariand which are given below.

1. Continue with the current process.

For over a decade, STECF has produced annual seghactimenting summaries of the stock status
and advice from regional advisory bodies and RFMED8 where appropriate, has provided
additional comments, clarifications and in someedagointed out discrepancies errors and
omissions. This process has been conducted inmespo the requirement under Article 2.3a of the
Commission Decision establishing the STECF (ComimisBecision 2005/629/EC), which states
the STECF shall draw up an annual report on thmtin as regards fishery resources relevant to
the European Community.

The contents of such reports have also been prddumeually as a consolidated report. Noting that
the reports largely repeat information that is E#e elsewhere, the Commission will need to
consider the benefits of continuing to have allsudormation summarised in a single volume.

2. Refine the current process

A second option would be to continue to requestvdew of stock status and advice for stocks of
interest to the EU but to prepare a report thatidents summary information for only those stocks
where the review process has identified the needadllitional comment by the STECF. Such
additional comments may arise through the idemtiion for the need for clarifications,
discrepancies errors and/or omissions.

3. Respond to specific requests only

A third option would be to dispense with the regment to conduct a comprehensive review of
stock status and advice for stocks of interestheo EU and use the Expert Group to respond to
specific requests for advice from the Commissioat tarise following the advice provided by
relevant advisory bodies. Such requests may otigifram Member States, the Commission itself
or from other stakeholders.
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4. Focus on reporting obligations on progress to aching MSY

STECF notes that Article 50 of CFP Regulation (Ramon (EU) No 80/2013) states: "The
Commission shall report annually to the Europeatidfaent and to the Council on the progress on
achieving maximum sustainable yield and on theatitn of fish stocks, as early as possible
following the adoption of the yearly Council Redida fixing the fishing opportunities available in
Union waters and, in certain non-Union waters, tood vessels.

STECF also notes that indicators to comply withphavisions of Article 50 need to be developed
and that such indicators as far as is practicdineld be

» Stable and comparable over time

* Objective

* Thoroughly documented

» Based as closely as possible on raw data

* Have a minimum of intermediate processsing
* Ideally, also be usable by EUROSTAT

* Reproducible

STECF also notes that since the 2002 reform ofdRE, the Commission has published numerous
metrics/indicators to monitor various aspects afggenance includingnter alia the following:

* Trendsin fisheries management performance.

* Metric: number of stocks for which TACs are fixedline with advised catches
* Trendsin the state of fish stocks

* Metric: number of stocks exploited at Fmsy

* Metric: number stocks outside safe biological Ianit

* Metric: number of stocks for which zero-catch aévfor similar) is given
* Trendsin the coverage of scientific advice

* Metric: number of stocks for which a quantitativdvie is available

* Metric: number of stocks for which F with respexfmsy is known

STECF considers that if requested, the task of ignoy appropriate indicators to report on the
progress towards MSY could also be undertaken byEtpert Group dealing with the review of
advice on stocks of interest to the EU. An initiédcussion on how devise appropriate indicators
that comply with the above requirements, conclutted the process is not straightforward and
could not be adequately addressed in the curremiapy meeting. STECF also concluded that the
best way to proceed would be to convene an Experkig group meeting in the second half of
2014 to review those indicators that have routirmdgn used to monitor performance against CFP
objectives and if necessary, derive appropriatétiaddl or alternative indices. The requirement for
such a meeting (EWG 14-20) was already anticipdi@thg the Bureau 14-01 Meeting held in
Brussels in January 2014.

Economic assessment of MSY
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STECF was requested to assess how STECF shouldi@ranr economic assessment of the MSY.
Taking into account information from recent publicas and ongoing FP 7 projects, STECF
considered the following options:

1. Economic benefits achieving Bysy or Maximum Economic Yield (MEY)

Several publications have assessed possible econcomsequences of stock rebuilding (e.g.
Doéring and Egelkraut 2008), to pre-defined levelshimmass (Risy) for a group of stocks for
which estimates of By are available from advisory bodies (Quaas et@122 Froese and Quaas
2012; using their own Bmsy estimates). The reagphehind such studies is to compare the status
qguo (in many cases under existing multi annual mameent plans) with the objective to achieve
Bmsy. Such analyses would inform managers on @sisbenefits of alternative harvest control
rules (e.g. the 15% limit of fluctuations of théd). A similar approach could be taken with
respect to achieving MEY, provided that a suitatiédinition for MEY (certain level of profits
compare to invested capital, earned interests wasted capital, resource rent) can be defined.

Major disadvantages of the above approaches aragineed RBsy estimates are not available for
many stocks and such estimates, together withaa ridication of the management approaches that
are likely to be implemented in an attempt to aahiBysy will be required, in order to undertake
informative economic assessments especially foedhfisheries.

2. Regular impact assessment

STECF no longer regularly assesses the economgeqaences of annual TAC advice as was done
in the past using the EIAA model (SEC(2007). Howewe the interim more sophisticated models
like FishRent, FLR, FLBEIA allow the assessmen¢odnomic consequences of the introduction of
management measures, changes of TACs or in cake dMediterranean e.g. changes in effort. As
an example, the FishRent model (Salz et al. 204 being further developed in several EU FP 7
projects (such as COEXIST, VECTORS, SOCIOEC, MYFIS#l assess the likely impact of
management measures with respect to MSY. HoweVerset developments and the broad
application of the FISHRENT model have been madssipte through the additional resources that
are made available by the European CommissionRi@.F

It is, questionable whether STECF will be able eéguiarly assess the consequences of the MSY
policy in all regional seas on an annual basisr&lea general shortage of experts able to run the
bio-economic models (including within STECF) ane #ffort required will be substantial if there
IS a requirement to assess a large number of stdeitditionally, experiences from impact
assessments undertaken by STECF for multi-annuahsplor the experiences of STECF
Mediterranean EWG where economists participatee ltlamonstrated that detailed knowledge of
specific fleet segments is crucial to the assessmienertain fisheries. Hence for example, such
assessments could not be successfully be undertgkarsmall number of economists participating
in stock review EWG meetings. STECF suggests tindhér thought on this topic be addressed
during the proposed EWG 14-20 (see below).

STECF proposal

STECF proposes that EWG 14-20 should be conveivath@ and venue to be decided) during the second
half of 2014 with the following terms of reference:

1. Review the metrics and indicators that have alrdaeln developed by the Commission to assess
various aspects of performance of the CFP and asisessuitability for such metrics and indicators
in evaluating performance against the objectiveshef 2012 CFP reform (Regulation (EU) No
1380/2013 of the European Parliament and of thenCitju
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2. Inthe light of that review, and if necessary, depeand propose appropriate alternative indicatimrs
evaluate progress towards achieving maximum swuibdryield and on the situation of fish stocks in
accordance with Article 50 of Regulation (EU) Na80R013 of the European Parliament and of the
Council, taking into account the requirements thath indicators should as far as practically
possible should be:

» Stable and comparable over time

* Objective

* Thoroughly documented

» Based as closely as possible on raw data

* Have a minimum of intermediate processsing
* Ideally, also be usable by EUROSTAT

* Reproducible

3. Describe the utility of the indices developed unpleint 2 above regarding their suitability to meet
with the requirements of Article 50 of the CFP (Rlegion (EU) No 1380/2013 of the European
Parliament and of the Council). In particular asgbe suitability of each indicator as a measure of
performance for stocks that fall into the differezdtegories of the ICES data limited stocks
classification.

4. Test the available bio-economic models and theient@l for an economic assessment of the MSY
policy for a limited number of stocks. STECF sudgébat case studies should be undertaken using
a diversity of stocks covering different ecoregiansl under different management regimes.

5. Devise an appropriate reporting format for the pegul indices.

For 2014, it was agreed at the Bureau 14-01 meetnag the 2014 stock review process would go
ahead on the same basis as in previous years. VBAIECF is not averse to attempting an
alternative approach, it is worth noting that as tteandate for the existing Committee derives from
the 2005 Commission Decision establishing the STBG& commitment to draw up an annual
report on the situation as regards fishery res@urelevant to the European Community is still in
place. STECF also notes that it would not be ptessiodevelop an alternative approach in addition
to the current approach with the time and resouawagable for the planned stock review meetings.
Finally, STECF considers that the Expert group imgeproposed above is required before an
alternative approach to the current stock reviese@ss can be attempted.
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8. STECFRECOMMENDATIONS FROM STECF-PLEN-14-01

No new recommendations arose during discussions e 453" plenary meeting of the STECF.
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9. CONTACT DETAILS OF STECFMEMBERS AND OTHER PARTICIPANTS

! Information on STECF members and invited expetfliations is displayed for information onlynl
some instances the details given below for STECFipees may differ from that provided in Commission
COMMISSION DECISION of 27 October 2010 on the appment of members of the STECF (2010/C
292/04) as some members’ employment details mag bhanged or have been subject to organisational
changes in their main place of employment. In aagec as outlined in Article 13 of the Commission
Decision (2005/629/EU and 2010/74/EU) on STECF, Mers of the STECF, invited experts, and JRC
experts shall act independently of Member Statestaiteholders. In the context of the STECF work, th
committee members and other experts do not représernnstitutions/bodies they are affiliated totlheir
daily jobs. STECF members and invited experts maddelarations of commitment (yearly for STECF
members) to act independently in the public inteoéshe European Union. STECF members and experts
also declare at each meeting of the STECF andsdxpert Working Groups any specific interest which
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