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

PLENARY MEETING

7-11 JULY 2014, COPENHAGEN

1. INTRODUCTION

The STECF plenary took place at the Centre ther€d@turschette, rue de Froissart, Belgium, from 10
to 14 November 2014. The Chairman of the STECHNBiman Graham, opened the plenary session
at 09:15h. The terms of reference for the meetiegeweviewed and the meeting agenda agreed. The
session was managed through alternation of Plemadyworking group meetings. Rapporteurs for
each item on the agenda were appointed and ardfieerin the list of participants. The meeting
closed at 16:00h on 14 November 2014.

2. LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

The meeting was attended by 24 members of the ST&@Ffour JRC personnel. 18 Directorate
General Maritime Affairs and Fisheries (DG MARE)Yamne DG Environment (DG ENV) personnel
attended parts of the meeting. Section nine of temort provides a detailed participant list with
contact details.

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

Georgi Daskalov

Didier Gascuel

Andrew Kenny

Sakari Kuikka

Hilario Murua

Jenny Nord

Simon Jennings

3. INFORMATION TO THE COMMITTEE
3.1 STECF plenary — information from the Commission - €edback on STECF proposals
since last plenary

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



Follow-up of the summer plenary:

« DG MARE followed up the STECF conclusions on EWG M ensure good quality and
consistency of the evaluation of data transmisgitfining objective criteria for compliance,
improvement of evaluation sheets and guidelinegligiu the compiled recommendations of
end-users)

» Delegated acts on discards plans were adoptedtob@rctaking note of STECF advice, further
meetings are planned for 2015 to evaluate demgsbaries plans.

 The STECF advice on sprat fishery in the Black feed to be useful to justify that a de
minimis exemption for the sprat fishery was notessary.

DG MARE made the advice on skipjack tuna availdbtehe discussions in ICCAT

* Both advice on closed area and the Japanese clhtmewooked at as part of the development
of a new technical measures framework.

* Itis alegal requirement to ask STECF advice watards to Article 11.2 and 13.6 as well as
ranking effort under cod management plan, fishiffigreceilings for the sole and plaice plan in
the North Sea; and any changes to surveys und&Qlkeregulation.

» STECF advice on the Octopus model to assess amdvemmanagement framework was taken
into account in the discussions with Mauritanialos renewal of the current protocol.

3.2. STECF plenary — information from the Commission — panning and STECF website

The STECF was informed that an additional Expertrkivig Group EWG-14-21 has been set up to
complete the work of EWG-14-12 Balance fishing @iyaopportunity. EWG-14-21 will take place
13 to 15 January 2015 at JRC, Ispra.

The secretariat informed the committee that thentegection of the STECF website has been updated.
The report section of the STECF website contaimsregdorts released by the STECF sorted in

subsections according to main thematic areas. Estgogection now contains a short description of

what it contains. The section ‘Electronic data antables of STECF reports’ has been substantially
overhauled and new text on what it contains and iheWwould be used has been added.

Data tables displayed there are electronic anngdata tables”) of STECF reports on:

» Evaluation of fishing effort regimes

e Economic performance of the EU Fleet

» Economic performance of the EU aquaculture sector
* Economic performance of the EU fish processingmssct
» Assessments of Mediterranean fish stocks

» Assessments of Black Sea fish stocks

Note that all of the “data tables” available here iategral parts of the STECF reports with whicayt
are associated and are not updated after the sepave been published. It is essential to conbalt t
relevant reports and familiarise yourself with th@ntent in order to understand the legal basibef



requests by the European Commission to EU Memla¢e$to submit the data contained in the tables.
The reports also contain important information be limitations of the data regarding coverage and
quality.

It is also essential to quote the source of the deed in any further analyses (reference to the
appropriate STECF report).

Note that the most-recently published STECF repamtsassociated “data tables” on economics (fleet,
aquaculture, fish processing) and evaluation dhiriig effort regimes, supersede any previously
published reports and data tables.

Some data annexes information and a set of deiivdidators can be obtained through interactive
tables, charts and maps also through the ‘DataeBisstion’ tool on the Data Collection website
maintained by the JRC (https://datacollection.gearopa.eu/data-dissemination).

4. STECF INITIATIVES

4.1. JRC presentation bio-economic activities

On invitation by the STECF the work 'Bioeconomidadanashup' by Ernesto Jardim (JRC) was
presented. The work aims to build a dataset witmemic and biological data, to support the ex-ante
and ex-post evaluations of management plans. Ire metail, the work aims to expand the knowledge
based used to evaluate management plans, so thabmeic effects of distinct management options
can be considered, as well as, include economitteifieet dynamic models.

This analysis presents some challenges, namdlyginismatch between the spatial aggregation of the
data, where the economic data is at the suprarrdgi@l while the biological data is at the subioeg
level; (i) and the mismatch between the fleet nigbns, where the economic data is aggregated with
the 50\% rule in ‘fishing technique’, which is aggeegation of gears, while the biological data is
aggregated at the level of the gear.

Additionally the effort concepts used in both as@ydiffer. While in economics effort is a proxy fo
costs and what matters is that one day off ynaests (gear is only important if the cost struetur
changes); in biology effort is a proxy for fishingprtality and the interest is that one hour of ifigh
activity kills n individuals and gear is important because selégithanges.

The solution proposed in this work is to scale #@enomic variables to the transversal variables
aggregation (see DCF for definitions).

Transversal variables are "administrative" inforimat required for management and monitoring,
namely landings, effort and capacity, which havhigh level of disaggregation. So, an economic
variable at metier level can be computed by resgak standardized economic variable by a
transversal variable, e.g. costs by metier = qostaunit effort by fleet X effort by metier.



The results presented illustrated the ideas destr@bove and showed how the information could be
used to run new analysis about the cost strucliire.next steps will be to (i) update the dataset an

rerun the analysis to include the latest submissifr) model standardized economic variabkeg, to

fill missing data; and (iii) publish results, indimg the dataset with the standardized economic
variables.

As a result of the experience accumulated, theoiodlg comments were made with regards to
management plans:

1) the computation of costs is the first step, toudelin MSE a cost function will have to be fit;

2) for MSE a price function will also have to be byt in the context of single species may be of
limited use if the fleet does not depend on theigse

3) MAPs will have specific needs that will need tod®alt on a case-by-case basis;

4) the knowledge base must include the relevant teasaV variables to scale up the costs ad
revenues;

and regarding the DCF and data calls:

1) days-at-sea must be included in the transversahbias required by the economic data
call;

2) fuel consumption could be requested at a more gisggted level;

3) codes should be harmonizexdg. AER and Effort were using different versions oé th
FAO alpha codes for species;

4) variables should be called using the DCF defingjang. 'vessel length' when in the
DCEF is called 'length over all’;

5) different variables should have different codeg, fleet segments and clusters;

5. ASSESSMENT OF STECF EWG REPORTS
5.1. STECF EWG 14-09 Mediterranean assessment part 1

Request to the STECF

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

Introduction

The report of the Expert Working Group on Assesdm@nMediterranean Sea stockspart 1
(STECF EWG 14-19) was reviewed by the STECF duthmeg plenary meeting held frod0 to 14



November 2014 in Brussels, Belgiumhe following observation and conclusions repnésee outcome
of that review.

STECF observations

The meeting was the first STECF expert meetingufmtertaking stock assessments of small pelagic
and demersal species in the Mediterranean planmred0fl4. The meeting was held in Rome, Italy
from 14 to 18 July 2014. The meeting chair persoms Wassimiliano Cardinale and the EWG
was attended by 21 experts in total, including £6F members plus 3 JRC experts.

Historic fisheries and scientific survey data webbéained from the official Mediterranean DCF dedi ¢
issued to Member States on April™18014 with deadlines orf"®f June 2014. All concerned member
states provided the requested data, although watyalin respect of the deadline.

In relation to each of the Terms of Reference (TlpBFECF notes the following:

ToRs (a-b) Update and assess historic and recenbsk parameters the EWG 14-09 undertook the
stock assessment of 15 stocks. 13 out of theses$bssed stocks were classified as exploited
unsustainably; the status of the remaining 2 staoksd not be defined (Table 5.1.1.).

ToR (c) Provide for each of the 15 priority stocksa short term and a medium term forecastthe
EWG 14-09 conducted short term forecasts of staok @nd catches for 11 stocks and medium term
forecast for two stocks (Table 5.1.1.).

ToR (d) Evaluation of DCF data quality by EWG expets: in fulfilment of TOR (d), stock specific
evaluation of the data quality were conducted tbstacks requested under ToR (a-c) by the EWG
14-09 experts. Moreover, JRC team examined the catarage and quality for the fisheries and
survey data. This was performed by means of dgtéoetion and the MEDITS SQL quality checks
developed by JRC. Results of the evaluations grerted under chapter 5 - ToR (d) and at the end
of the assessment section of each stock. Data ageeras not always complete in the latest data
call: France did not provide any fisheries data &8A 8 (Corsica); moreover effort data for all
French GSA's are absent prior to 2012. Italy inegahdid not provide any fisheries data prior to
2005. Apparently, lack of specific Croatian data2012 and 2013 did not allow the EWG to apply
an analytical methodology for assessing hake in G3AAdditionally, officially submitted sardine
landings data from Croatia was not used during EW&9; experts identified them as incorrect and
used their own 'correct' data. As a result of matartaking data collection in accordance with DCF
requirements, Greece did not submit any data f6©22012 and submitted only last quarter of 2013.
Due to this gap in data, stock assessment (exceqit pelagics) seems unlikely to be performed for
any demersal species in the next 2-3 years. Mot&lde issues identified in the data are described
in the stock assessment sections of the EWG 1408rt. In addition TOR (d) section includes a
more extended data coverage/quality evaluatiomgriegg on all data collected under the 2014 Data
Call and not only those related to the stocks agsks

STECF conclusions
Based on the findings in the EWG 14-09 report, SFEGncludes the following:

Among the 15 demersal and small pelagic stockssasdeby the EWG 14-09, 13 are currently
being exploited at rates not consistent with achgwWSY (overfishing is occurring) and 2 stocks



were not assessed due to data deficiencies ormpodel fits. A summary of stock status is given in
Table 5.1.1.

Table 5.1.1. Summary of stock status for the 1bkst@assessed by the EWG 14-09.

Stock area Species Common name Assessment Fusy F/Rusy B/Bim Shortterm Medium term
GSA 6 Merluccius merluccius Hake XSA 148 0.15 9.87 Yes No
GSA 6 Mullus barbatus Red mullet XSA 147 045 3.27 Yes No
GSA 6 Micromesistius poutassou  Blue whiting XSA 152 0.16 9.50 Yes No
GSA 6 Nephrops norvegicus  Norwegian lobster VIT 0.59 0.15 3.93 No No
GSA7 Merluccius merluccius Hake ada 1.67 0.17 9.82 Yes No
GSA7 Mullus barbatus Red mullet XSA 045 0.14 321 Yes No
GSA9 Merluccius merluccius Hake XSA 130 022 5091 Yes No
GSA9 Mullus barbatus Red mullet XSA 0.70 0.60 1.17 Yes No
GSA 9 Micromesistius poutassou  Blue whiting XSA 0.38 0.32 1.19 Yes No
GSA9 Nephrops norvegicus  Norwegian lobster XSA 0.43 0.21 2.05 Yes No

GSA 17-18 Engraulis encrasicolus Anchovy SAM 1.04 050 2.08 0.92 Yes Yes

GSA 17-18  Sardina pilchardus Sardine SAM 053 023 230 114 Yes Yes
GSA 17  Merluccius merluccius Hake VIT 101 0.28 361 No No
GSA 25 Mullus barbatus Red mullet SepVPA NA  0.30 NA No No
GSA 25 Mullus surmuletus Striped red mullet SepVPA NA 0.14 NA No No

STECF concludes that the EWG 14-09 adequately agédethe Terms of Reference and endorses the
findings presented in the report.

5.2. STECF EWG 14-10: Aquaculture economics

Background

Following the latest DCF call for economic datatba EU aquaculture, EWG 14-10 is requested to
analyse and comment on the economic performanddeofEU and national aquaculture sectors
between 2008 and 2012.

Previous editions of this report have been fundaaigndescriptive and have focused more on the
presentation of data. This year's report should/igeoa more analytical approach notably on the
drivers and aspects of policy relevance in aquaceltAnalysis for variables and indicators not
explored in previous reports should be developegl @ebts, investments, raw material volume and
costs). Additionally, the issue of data quality eens essential for the 2014 report.

In 2014, the Economic Report on EU aquaculture khbave a special chapter designed to deepen
analysis on this sector.

Terms of Reference

STECF is requested to provide an Economic RepoAduraculture sector for 2014 including, at least,
the following sections:

1. A summary containing key findings.

2. EU aquaculture economic overview: drivers andhnii@nds. (It must include specific sections on
aquaculture employment, economic performance, andugtivity at EU level)
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3. EU analyses of economic performance by aquaeutegments
4. National chapters on the economic performand¢beodquaculture segments:
» National aquaculture overview
0 Recent developments
o Employment and average salaries
o Economic performance and indicators
o Structure and performance of aquaculture segments
= Issue of special interest
= Qutlook for future production trends
= Data coverage and quality

5. Special topic: Areas for growth in the EU aqutase sector.

= EU overview

o Short recognition of accepted issues effectingwtynt (Administrative/regulatory barriers
(licenses, space, use of water, multilevel goveraasic.)

= Focus on technical externalities effecting growth:
o Organic waste
o Nitrogen, phosphorous
o Escapes
oDiseases / viruses / antibiotics feed dependence
o Domestication of new species

= National overview
0 Most important areas to be addressed for proolugiowth (Regulatory/Technical)
o New developments in terms of production technplkagd regulatory measures.
o Future outlook for growth (2013-2014)

Request to STECF

STECF is requested to review the report of the SHEQpert Working Group meeting, evaluate the
findings and make any appropriate comments andmwetndations.

Introduction

The Expert Working Group 14-10 convened in Septan@bé4 in Ispra (Italy), to produce the 2014
Economic Performance of the European Union Aquacelsector report. The report reflects the
work by 24 external experts and 2 experts of JRE dlitended the meeting. Furthermore, 4 external
experts were available by correspondence.

This is the fourth report focusing on the perforicarf the aquaculture sector and providing an
overview of the latest available information on teucture, social, economic and competitive
performance of the aquaculture sector at nationdl BU level. The data used in this publication
covers the period from 2008 to 2012, and was ctdttander the Data Collection Framework
(DCF). The call for data was issued by DG MARE ba 19th of May 2014. Member States were
requested to submit the data within one month daftercall, making the submission deadline the
19th of June 2014.
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STECF observations

The quality of the data submitted compared to thevipus data calls continues to improve.

However, there are still issues with several patarsethat Member States should improve in the
future. Data checks were performed by the JRC befbe meeting and communicated to the
Member States for possible corrections. Furthermexperts at the EWG meeting also checked the
submitted data. The checks resulted in data resdioms by some MS after the deadline and even
after the EWG meeting.

The data coverage improved for 2012. This is toesextent was driven by the improvements in UK
and Cyprus data. This improves the current analyisiee EU aquaculture sector. However, there is
still room for improvement especially on the ecomomdicators.

STECF notes that there were:

a) MSs submitting incomplete data sets with sonrarpaters missing thereby preventing an EU
wide assessment of economic performance (e.g. &regmesenting 8.8% in weight of the EU
aquaculture sector),

b) the Netherlands only provided data for 2008 -1120The Dutch aquaculture production
represents 3.7% in weight and 2.4% in terms ofevaluthe EU aquaculture production in 2011.

c) the coverage of UK data has improved but is ri@sbeen possible to calculate all economic
indicators (e.g. net profit) on the segment lewel 2011, as the data set was incomplete. Most of
variables are missing for the years 2008-2010.

d) For France some variables associated with somermroduction segments are missing. These
segments represent around 5-7% of overall nattomabver. Therefore, it has not been possible for
France to provide all indicators that fully encomgéhe total national production.

e) In addition there are minor data issues in otleentries referred to in the report which prevent
the analysis time series in several cases

STECF notes that while data covering freshwatermagiture production is not mandatory, some MS
did supply data. A mandatory collection of datafeeshwater aquaculture would give a much more
comprehensive overview of the economic performawfcthe sector which is also very relevant to
cover the whole fishing and aquaculture productmoBurope.

As data delivery for freshwater production is noandatory and not all countries deliver the data
voluntarily, the EWG used other data sources te givmore complete picture in volume and value of
aquaculture production within the EU. STECF obsemvat in 2013, the working group included data
from FAO and EUROSTAT. However, from 2014 the EW&vé decided only to use EUROSTAT
data. The reason behind this choice is firstly D data actually is based on data originatingnfro
EUROSTAT and secondly that FAO try to estimate wwuand value if data are missing in the
EUROSTAT dataset. For the later, the EWG expertge heompared actual figures with FAO
estimation and concluded that these estimates @reefiable for countries with minor aquaculture
productions, such as the land locked countriesln Eaking this into account, the EWG decided not
to include FAO data. Instead, only EUROSTAT datas waed to cover the freshwater aquaculture
sector in landlocked countries, which account f@%3 of weight and 2.3% of value of the total EU28
aquaculture production in 2012. Additionally, ctues without marine aquaculture still have some

12



freshwater production. For example, Belgium hasaayction in the freshwater aquaculture sector of
0.3% of weight and 0.2% of value for the EU. STEAFees with the approach taken by the EWG
Additionally, for the purpose of this analysis, tB#®) aquaculture production for EU has been
completed by including EUROSTAT data to fill in tgaps of missing turnover and volume of sales in
the report.

STECF observes that the 2012 DCF data includeabile 2.1 relating to e.g. the number of companies
and employment covers 90% (75% in 2011 report) odhltvalue of EU production (following
EUROSTAT total production). The necessary econoraitables to calculate economic performance
of EU aquaculture sector at a national level (sdéet2.2 EWG 14-10) is available from the DCF for
78% (70% in 2011) of value of production, whilel f'stonomic performance on segment level covered
75% (50% in 2011) of EU aquaculture production galu

STECF observes that there are several obstacfatute growth of the aquaculture sector, e.qg.:

a) Environmental legislation (esp. Marine Strategynk@avork Directive (MSFD) and Water
Framework Directive (WFD)) may restrict the issuinignew licenses inter alia limitation on
the discharge of nutrients. Where nutrient dischasgnot permitted?, expensive recirculation
system would be required for additional producttapacities

b) Other environmental externalities, such as diseagesh spread to natural stocks (like the
salmon lice), the use of antibiotics and chemicaig] concerns regarding genetic mixing can
be limiting factors.

c) Availability of feed may be a limiting factor inehfuture even with potential additional supply
coming from the CFP landings obligation. Therefdtether research could be necessary in
order to reduce the dependency on the currentlg teeding inputs used in the aquaculture
sector.

d) Competition for space in coastal waters (with otbectors like windfarms and Natura 2000
areas) and inland (with agriculture)

e) Availability of freshwater (rights) for inland agoature

f) Most companies are still relatively small as 90%h&f employees are employed in companies
with less than 10 employees. These companies &a tdmily owned and have no or very
limited intention to increase production. Large @stments to increase production are not
possible for many of these businesses due to acipital or lack of market demand.

g) There are only a few large companies which coulcha@ leader for parts of the sector.

h) The sector is relatively small and not attractige the development of supporting industries
which makes investments more expensive.

STECF observes that there are only a limited nurobeountries that expect a substantial growth in
the sector despite the general desire by MS torekpeoduction.

STECF conclusions

The EWG 14-10 report provides a good overview efébonomic performance of the EU aquaculture
sector. It also represents an improvement in tesguality and coverage compared to previous
reports. Also, a time series of five years is naailable and thus improve the type of analysis taat

be undertaken, for instance between various segnagrtt production techniques within and between
Member States. Despite the effort of individual entp, useful analysis was still limited by the

coverage and quality of the data submitted by M8 imansome cases the failure of submitting the
required data.

13



The data submission by MS after the deadlines comijses the ability of the EWG to undertake its
work effectively and may also compromise the gyalitthe report (see also section 7.2 of this pigna
report).

STECF also notes that there is improvement in tbmparability between DCF and Eurostat
production data.

Regarding the future growth of the aquaculture aec6TECF concludes that administrative,
legislative and technical issues are restrictivéostering growth in production. From an economic
perspective, the technical barriers will be solifétere is an economic incentive to do so.

Specialisation, using economics of scale and \@rtitegration, may give possibilities to improve t
economic situation and competitiveness of the seetowever, in most cases this may be complicated
and hampered by other obstacles identified abdnes, preventing a substantial increase in the dize o
a farm.

STECF concludes that there is increasing competitigth aquaculture products from countries
outside EU, but the demand for aquaculture prodaotsin general also increasing. Additionally,
STECF considers that for future reports, price tgyaents should be reported, as low prices could be
an important factor for the future growth of thetse.

STECF acknowledges that the EWG-14-10 adequatalyeaded all of the Terms of Reference and
endorses the findings in the report.

5.3. STECF EWG 14-11: Landing Obligations in EU fisheris- part 4

Request to the STECF

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

Terms of reference given to the EWG were:

1. Review the current scientific knowledge on the suavof species covered by catch limits in demersal
fisheries in the North Sea, North Western Watets@outh Western waters.

2. Identify potential discard problems in demersdidises in these sea basins that cannot be addressed
through improvements in selectivity or would leaditsproportionate costs of sorting unwanted catcme
board.

3. Identify species which for quota reasons may leagstrictions to fishing activities in these sasibs.

Observations of the STECF

The Report of the STECF EWG 14 -01 representsitiginiys of the fourth Expert Group meeting in a
series of such meetings planned to address thecaiphs associated with the implementation of the
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Landing Obligation, the provisions of which aregmebed primarily in Article 15 of the 2013 Refowh
the Common Fisheries 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. STEG¥ewes how results from survival studies show that
survival rates are highly variable and that directnparisons between studies is problematic due to,
different methodologies, gears, areas, seasonsJle¢cEWG report also concludes that some spedies o
rays have high (>50%) and consistent levels ofigatvThe rest of the species that appear in tieedliure
could present high survival rates although the E@rt consider them as not consistent given tloet sh
observation periods.

STECF observes how the EWG report provides a figtotential (although not exhaustive) cases for de
minimis exemptions based on difficulties on imprayselectivity due to losses in marketable fish.

STECF observes how the group has identified theispéhat within the member state have higher estch
that the total final quota (including swaps/banketg.) that could be interpreted as choke speeaieledst

at a member state level). The EWG has done thik Wwgrmerging different data bases, and, due to the
heterogeneity of the available information somelsidhat are potential choke species for certaimefiies
have not been included in the analysis. STECF @bsethat according to the work undertaken by the
EWG there are a number of potential choke spebiatsthat there also others for which quotas have no
been fully taken

Conclusions of the STECF
The STECF concludes that EWG 14-01 has coverdgtl@all ORs of the meeting.

STECF agrees with conclusion that the EWG repavides in the report for the review of the survival
literature. STECF concludes that that the rateuofigal depends largely on the species concernddoan
the fishery in general (including biological andveanmental factors). STECF also concludes thatreshe
fish survive, the estimated rates are highly véeigdnd that these rates are affected by experimenta
methodologies, gear types, areas, seasons etch wiaike direct comparison between studies problemat

In general, the studies identified show that eldsmachs, specifically species of ray, appear tehav
the highest and most consistent levels of discardsal. Studies which have looked at flatfish gpec
including plaice Pleuronectes platesyaand sole $olea solepand dab limanda limanda show
variable results between species, with survivagat the range of ~40 — 80%, although zero sukviva
was observed in some experiment®phropsalso have highly variable survival rates ranginanf
survival rates of 28 to 88%, but the studies shgwire highest survival rates (80 and 88%) also had
very short observation periods and should therafotéde considered as representative.

STECF concludes that in terms of TOR 2 the lispofential candidates to illustrate where selegtivit
improvements to reduce unwanted catches are likehe problematic is adequate. Nevertheless STECF
also concludes that this list of candidates isnsatessarily exhaustive.

STECF concludes that the analysis provided in tesfrthe potential choke species is difficult to jprat
forward, given that the new CFP and in particuher éxemptions and flexibilities provided by thedag
obligation produce new incentives to change fistlagt's behavior as well as technical capabilitiest

will likely change the catch profiles of the flee®TECF notes that the current excess of availqirea
shows that potentially there is flexibility in tlgystem to accommodate part of the problem with ehok
species, although it may not imply a potential qustvap with another member state, precisely to be
prevented from these technical and behavioral chsng
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STECF also concludes that tables provided in amheft the report is an estimable source of infotioa

to assess the size of the choke species probleheast at member state level. Nevertheless STECF
considers that there is some redundant informatiotie table provided in this annex (uptake ofiahit
quota and landings to Initial Quota should in pipiee measure the same thing). STECF also conclindes
the column of value is providing information on timarket value (when caught and sold) of the quué t
each member state has of this stock and that nbisproviding any reference to nor on the potential
economic consequences that the choke species caulsk on the fisheries, neither on the potential
swapping value of these quotas. In that sense, ET&dhsiders useful an analysis of the economic
consequences that the potential choke speciefhavit on the performance of the fisheries, at laadtas

a first step, considering the same behavior artthieal characteristics of the fleet observed inghst.

5.4. STECF EWG 14-12: Balance fishing capacity-opporturty

Request to the STECF

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

STECF comment
STECF preliminary reviewed the work done by EWG.a&ditional Expert Working Group EWG-14-
21 (13 to 15 January 2015, JRC, Ispra) has beenpséd complete the work of EWG-14-12 (see

section 3.2 of this report). EWG-14-12 and EWG-14wdll produce one joint report which will be
reviewed by written procedure in end January —rregg February 2015.

5.5. STECF EWG 14-13: Fishing effort- part 2

Request to the STECF

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

Introduction

The report of the Expert Working Group on Evaluatad fishing effort regimes in European Waters
Part 1 (EWG -14-13) was reviewed by the STECF duits 47" plenary meeting held from 10-
14November 2014, Brussels, Belgium.

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

STECF notes that the Terms of Reference relatirfgsthing effort regimes in the following sea areas
have been addressed almost fully by the RepohteoEWG 14-13:

Eastern and Western Baltic,

the Kattegat,

the Skagerrak, North Sea, European waters in ICER nd the Eastern Channel,
to the West of Scotland,

Irish Sea,

Celtic Sea,

Atlantic waters off the Iberian Peninsula,

Western Channel,

Western Waters and Deep Sea

0. Bay of Biscay,

HOONOORAWNE

The EWG 14-13 Report provides updated estimatdsenfls in fishing effort, landings and discards
by species, CPUE and LPUE by fisheries and spepasial fishing mortalities for effort regulated
and non-regulated fisheries by Member States, Gpatiporal patterns in cod catchability, and
detailed evaluations of the national implementatisiregards fishing effort derogations granted unde
the provisions of article 13 of the new cod plan@c. Reg. No 1342/2008).

STECF notes that the means of data aggregatiohd®s transferred to new software architecture.
There are three motivations for this

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

2. Increased quality assurance through the exdusse of the dedicated JRC upload facility.

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

All data used by the EWG 14-13 was submitted thinoagevised upload facility and all processing
was performed on the JRC secure server. STECFefuntbtes that data processing time has also been
reduced considerably. This is a welcome developnasnte-submissions are sometimes required
during EWG meetings resulting in re-compilation agfjgregated data. These benefits are likely to
become increasingly apparent as the quantity @f fdtprocessing continues to increase.

Because of software problems when aggregating itlat@as not possible for the EWG to perform
comparative analyses regarding cod and sole satgctf fully documented fisheries (FDF) and
fisheries not participating in FDF schemes.

STECF noted a number of generic issues dealing (iyittata re-submissions, (ii) gear categories used
for discards raising and (iii) validity of CPUE oa@rsion factors. These three points are detailed
below. Additionally, STECF discussed the futuretttd database and some of the expected incoming
ISsues.

() 2014 DCF Fishing Effort Data Call

The EWG 14-13 Report is based on data submitteMéyber States in response to the 2014 DCF
fishing effort data call in 2014. STECF notes aegahimprovement in Member States’ submissions
with regard to data completeness and quality asagsamproved compliance with deadlines.

STECF notes, however, that the EWG-14-13 was sdicaffected by late re-submissions of data.
Some re-submissions unconnected to requested ttongavere made up to few days before the
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second EWG, sometimes without prior agreement amdnwunication with the JRC. It had been
attempted to prevent this situation by setting entteman’s agreement’ deadline for re-submissions
set for two weeks before the second meeting. Sametges had respected this, others ignored it.
Additionally, format errors in some submitted datare discovered by the EWG experts during the
meeting (missing discards data reported as O (disgards) instead of -1(=no information available))
The impact of such errors on the estimation ofatids ratios was considered large enough to require
corrections during the meeting itself. Data wall B&ing re-processed on the second last day of the
meeting. For this reason EWG-14-13 had to conctentna producing key tables of the report.

STECF notes that the new institutional proceducesiata processing compound the problem of late
re-submissions because of the dependency of the BW(he facilities at the JRC and greater time
elapsed between error detection and availabilityegbrocessed data. The new procedures, however,
do ensure greater security, reproducibility andeadility.

The EWG will continue to set a deadline for re-sigsions in future. STECF advises the Commission
to support initiatives to prevent ‘last minute’ sabmissions. STECF also advises that given the new
data processing system future EWG meetings willkebefrom continuity of IT support within the
JRC.

(i) Categories used for discards raising

Member States provide information at the level eargand mesh size class, but this is subsequently
aggregated into fisheries, before the applicatibdigcards raising algorithms. STECF notes that the
definition of fleet segments for estimating specifiternational landings and discards was initially
devised in relation to the cod recovery plan (R€)(E23-2004) and subsequently adjusted for the
Long Term Management Plan for Cod (Reg) EC 13838200t has remained unchanged since.
Subsequent to the first assessments of effort gimew areas covered by different management
plans have been added to the remit of the EWG. ddimition of fleet segments for ‘fill-ins’ of
discard information can be inappropriate (too hyghfgregated, e.g. when all trawl fisheries are
lumped together in one single category) when usedhiese areas (Iberian peninsula). Problems have
also been identified when gears unregulated byefifi@t management regime take a significant
proportion of the catch of species of greatest eomin the area (Western Channel). STECF advises
that revised methodology for estimation of inteior@l discards be considered for some of the fighin
effort regimes. More generally, STECF acknowlediped the objectives of EWG-14-13 extend now
beyond the monitoring of the regulated effort, a@nat some revision of the established procedures,
some of which have now been in place for ten yesdrsuld be undertaken.

(i)  Interpretation of CPUE conversion factors

STECF notes that the use of CPUE conversion factansbe questioned from a scientific point of
view. The estimated CPUEs are not only influencgdhle potential of a certain gear and mesh size to
catch a certain species but also to an extentdyatfyeting behaviour of fleets and in which aresyt
operate. For example, the large difference in CRWEod between TR1 and TR2 is to an unknown
extent influenced by the fact that TR1 is usedist for cod while cod is only a bycatch in the
NephropsTR2 fisheries. It remains unclear what would ke ¢htchability of TR2 when used to target
cod. Therefore, the CPUESs calculated in this repomot reflect the theoretical potential of atair
gear category to catch cod. Such estimates couidbenderived from gear trials applying different
gears in the same area. In addition, gears arefaséifferent kinds of fisheries in different aedor
example, TR1 gears are used to fish for haddockcaddbut also, in the central North Sea, to target
plaice. These fisheries have different discardsrared CPUESs for cod that cannot be distinguished in
the current transfer coefficient calculations.
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STECF notes that fisheries-specific parameters thar various fishing effort regimes can be
downloaded as digital Appendixes to the presentortefrom the EWG 14-13 web page:
http://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/ewg1413

(iv)  Future perspectives

STECEF reiterated that the EWG and the effort databeere launched and designed in order to support
the evaluation of the effort regimes, and that feitperspectives are uncertain under the new CFP,
particularly if effort limits are not to be used fature. STECF notes also that under the landing
obligation, changes in selectivity will likely oacin many fisheries at the local scale, and current
procedures for estimating and raising discards mellchallenged. STECF suggests that any decision
on the future use of and design changes to thetefédabase is done considering the wider strategic
monitoring needs of the CFP and all data callseidswnder the DCF.

In addition to the primary support for the evalaatiof the cod recovery plans (Reg(EC) 423/2004;
Reg(EC) 1342/2008) the catch and effort data has bhed is continued to be used for a wide variety
of uses. A summary of these are listed below, ibteid not exhaustive, and as the data is freely
available the full extent of its use cannot beyfgjlantified.

STECF PLEN-14-03
« STECF EWG 14-11 Landings Obligations in EU fisherpart 4): Landings and discards by gear (re-

aggregated data as used by STECF EWG 13-16).

e ToR 6-1 Selectivity in the Celtic Sea: Two conttibg analyses.

« ToR 6-2 Technical measures and a results basedagprCatch numbers at age.

« Use of the landings by ICES statistical rectangiad

« ToR 6-3 Advice on the state of cod, haddock andimdnistocks in the West of Scotland: Makes use of
effort graphs form the STECF-14-13 report.

« ToR 6-4 Evaluation of national measures taken uAdiet3(6) of the cod plan: Use of ‘Fpar’ tables.

Previous STECF Plenaries
e STECF EWG 13-16 Landings Obligation (part 1): Langdi and discards by gear. Note; the data needed
to be re-aggregated from the raw database into Wa@agement areas (cf effort management areas
used in the electronic annexes).
e STECF PLEN-14-02 ToR 6-4 Update of the STECF assest of closed areas: Cites results from
STECF effort reports of 2011 and 2012.

Potential incorporation into future (STECF) work
* Assessment of North Sea multi-species managemamnt pl

EU projects (organisations)
» Discard atlas:
0 Schevevingen Group: Discard Atlas of North Seadtisis
0 NWW High Level Group: Marine Institute, Galway, lmad: Discard Atlas of North Western
Waters Industrial and Pelagic Fisheries
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0 NWW High Level Group: CEFAS, Lowestoft, Ireland dbard Atlas of the North Western
Waters Demersal Fisheries

* BENTHIS: Effort by ICES rectangle.

* MareFrame: Effort by ICES rectangle, landings bgtargle, discards by gear group and vessel length
class.

» MEFEPO (FP7): Effort by gear types. Report: Makihg European Fisheries Ecosystem Plan
Operational Work Package 5 RepoBevelopment and selection of operational management
strategies to achieve policy objectiv@dB: report published 2011, STECF database nopgnly
cited].

e MYFISH (FP7): Effort by ICES rectangle. Electroraninexes cited in Shephard et al. 2014 (ICES
Journal of Marine Science; doi:10.1093/icesjms/f€)1

» European Parliamentary Research Service (EPRS)ais by member state and species.

« EFCA European Fisheries Control Agency (EFCA): Hfftandings and discards by gear category.
Discards by gear category has been linked withcamdpared to equivalent data from ICES to produce
the ‘Joint Deployment Plans Database’ that alsorimarates logbook data.

»  DAMARA - Scientific support for the development@imanagement plan in the Celtic Sea. EC Project
S12.658980.

« GEPETO - Sharing Knowledge for Sustainable Fisberlaterreg European cooperation project

« DEFINEIT (FP7): Spatial distribution of fishing eft in the North Sea.

Other projects (organisations)

« UNEP-ASCOBANS: Effort data by gear type (West obtlnd area). Special request to include data
by quarter.

*  MMO (Marine Management Organisation) UK: Discartesafor report “North Sea Cod Catch Quota
Trials: Final Report 2013".

« EU member states: Landings by ICES rectangle amtdiigs by gear type. To quantify the proportion
of landings of given species coming from and torabirise the fisheries operating in their national
waters.

Effort regime evaluation for the Baltic

For regulated gears in accordance with Council Reigim (EC) 1097/2007 and unregulated gears
combined the total effort deployed in the Balticz@13was 41% lower compared to 2004 but 25%
higher compared with 2012.

Deployed effort of regulated gears in cod plan sa&asubdivisions 22-24), B (subdivisions 25-28)
and C (subdivisions 29-32) declined between 20@42809 but fluctuated without clear trend since.

For small boats <8m LOA, data from Estonia was aiflakle and data from Finland could not be
used. Of the usable data the majority of effort Wissributed between non-regulated gill nets (46%),
pots (23%) and regulated gill nets (12%).

STECF undertook a provisional quantitative analysigarding the estimation of effort deployed in
units of days at sea by Member State, and compheedational uptake with the calculated maximum
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effort available. STECF notes that its approacestimate the maximum days at sea available per year
and Member State from the product of its numbeadative vessels using one of the regulated gears
times the days at sea per vessel can only seram approximation of the effort ceiling. From this
analysis the average uptake of available daysabser the time period 2008-2013 remained in the
range of 36-38% in area A, 34-47% in the area B%383% for the areas A and B combined. Only
one Member State slightly exceeded the allowed Hariregulated gears in areas A and B combined
in 2011 (Figure 5.1.7.3). No clear trend in averagtke could be revealed over the observed period.
According to the information submitted by membeat&s, only Denmark has operated under the fully
documented fisheries (FDF) scheme in the Balti2dh2. The reported Danish catch of cod caught in
fully documented fisheries with regulated gears amted to 333 t in area A and 406 t in area B,
representing 3% of the overall catch. A preliminanalyses of cod selectivity revealed that non-FDF
fisheries were catching younger fish. However,dffects of different age reading methods applied in
different national institutes remain unclear. Spotliminary results require further investigation.

Most cod landings stem from areas A and B. Accaydim the available data area C plays only a
marginal role in the present distribution pattefrcad landings in the Baltic (e.g. landings in 2043
A+B = 44,252 tonnes; landings in area C = 71 ton@eX% of total). Cod discard rates are highest in
area B, followed by area A.

Considering partial F estimates for cod in areah@ s$tock is subject to overfishing and annual F
reductions are not following the management plandiscard mortality is generally low. In recent
years the effort regulated fisheries contributeertban 82% to the total fishing mortality. Sinc&E
did not accept the analytical assessment of theeEaBaltic cod (Area B) in 2014, the STECF is not
in the position to evaluate the partial fishing tabties for this cod stock.

Effort regime evaluation for the Kattegat

In 2013 70% of the total effort was deployed byrgdhat are under effort regulation in the cod plan
dominated by the TR2 fishery (demersal trawls agides with mesh 70-99mm). The effort deployed
by regulated gears has decreased steadily from @3037% between 2003 and 2013). Total effort in
Kattegat has decreased by 46% between 2003 and 2013

Fisheries in the Kattegat are almost exclusivelydumted by Denmark and Sweden. There are three
effort derogations in place in Kattegat for TR2,aa®R3B, CPart13C and CPart11. All the Danish TR2
effort is under the derogation CPartl3C from 20bvards. STECF notes that the uptake of the
regulated gear TR2 exceeds the maximum effort ¢ewdfined in the annual TAC and quota
regulations since 2010 as Member States appliedi@ul effort allocations under article 13 of the
cod plan. All other regulated gear categories ittégmt are well below their respective effort base
lines.

The Swedish regulated TR2 effort has decrease® %y $nce 2003, partly due to a move towards the
unregulated CPartll category (achieves <1.5% ctzh day using a 35mniNephropssorting grid;
introduced in 2003) which constituted 71% of theeBish TR2 effort in 2013, and partly to an overall
decrease in TR2 effort (38% since 2003).

The effort carried out by unregulated gears, iniclgdhe SwedisiNephropssorting grid under the

derogation CPartl1, has increased 43% between&@@D2013. It represents 30% of the total effort in
2013.
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In 2013 the nominal effort (kW days at sea) depiblpg small vessels (LOA<10m) constituted 13%
of the total effort in the area.

STECF notes that information on fully documentesthéries FDF was only provided by Sweden and
only for 2010. FDF fishing effort and catches appesgligible and are not evaluated further.

The table of international conversion factors isdmh on average CPUE (2011-2013). Red cells
indicate imprecise values due to lack of adequeteadd information, yellow cells indicate adequate
discard information. The transfer factor betweenlT@onor gear) and TR2 (receiving gear) is

believed to be underestimated since it is based& diR2 CPUE with German cod discards still

included (the allocation was based on the SwedRR] discard rate in quarter four, which was 99.7%
due to a quota closure). If the German discardgear®ved from the calculation, the transfer factor
TR1/TR2 would be 0.509.

Kattegat

donor gear |receiving gear 2011-2013
GN1 GT1 L1 TR1 TR2 TR3 CPUE LPUE factor= CPUE donor/CPUE receiving

3a GN1 200 27 if factor >1 then
3a GT1 1 1 factor=1
3a L1 1 1 |
3a TR1 59 13 if CPUE=0 or LPUE =0 then
3a TR2 123 36 CPUE=1 or LPUE=1
3a TR3 9 9

STECF notes that that ICES did not provide an dmallyassessment of cod in the Kattegat in 2014.
STECEF is therefore unable to provide analyses wigalith the partial fishing mortalities by fishesie
(metiers), the respective correlations betweengdithing mortality and fishing effort and theview

of reductions in fishing mortality of the effortgelated gear groups in relation to the cod plan
provisions.

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

The North Sea (area 3b2) is the main fishing ar8&o(of the total 2013 regulated effort in area 3b),
followed by The English Channel (15%, 3b3), white tSkagerrak represents a smaller component
(6%, 3bl).

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

Overall, the share of regulated gears to totalreffoarea 3b has also decreased regularly, down to
61% in 2013 on average (but no more than 45% irg&kak). In area 3b2 (North Sea), regulated
effort is equally shared between beam trawls amdedgal trawls/seines (52% and 43% of total 2013
regulated effort respectively). Small mesh beamwlireg (80-119 mm, BT2) and demersal

trawls/seines with larger mesh sizes (>=100mm, T&®) the predominant fisheries. There is an
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increasing trend for large meshed beam trawls (B t¢cent years. In the Eastern Channel, demersal
trawls/seines are also the main gears (63% of €183 2egulated effort in the area, mainly smaller
mesh size 70-99mm TR2), but with beam trawls arss$iga gears representing important fisheries as
well (20% and 16% of the 2013 regulated effort ee$pely). The main gears in management area 3b1l
(Skagerrak) are demersal trawls/seines (86% o013 regulated effort), with a predominance of
TR2. However, there was a strong increase in Dani&h effort in 2013 compared to 2012.

The unregulated effort has increased in sub-aré2sa®d 3b3 in 2013 compared to 2012. This,
together with the general decreasing trend of edgdl effort, means that unregulated effort now
represents almost 40% of the total effort in areaThis is despite nearly all French TR1 effortrigei
re-classified from the CPart1l1l exemption in 201&kta under article 13B.

From 2003 to 2012 the effort of small boats (LOArf@Ogradually increased from 3% to 9% of the
overall effort deployed in the entire area 3b (Seak, North Sea and 2EU, Eastern Channel).
Absolute effort has been slowly declining since @®bwever and in 2013, the effort from vessels
<10m was 8% of the total effort in this area. Unileged gears account for 60% of total effort from
vessels <10m.

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

Overall, cod discard rates have decreased afte8 26pecially for TR1. However, discard rates for
TR1 CPartl3c showed a substantial increase in 26dtpared to 2012. High discard rates can still be
found for TR2 gears. TR2 CPart13c shows very highatd rates in the North Sea including in 2013.
In the Eastern Channel (area 3b3) discard infoonat very scarce and not representative. Catches
from unregulated gears do not play a major rolghest landings from unregulated gears come from
unregulated Otter trawls in the Skagerrak.

Of non-cod species anglerfish, and saithe landivaye decreased since 2009 while hake and plaice
landings have increased. Whitefish landings in ER2 globally low compared to TR1 landings but
discard rates are higher; discards are a consigtaportion of total catch (~40-45%) for TR2.
Nephropslandings have decreased in recent years. Catcitesumregulated gears of sole and plaice
are very small compared with the total catch.

For cod, TR1 and TR2 contribute more than 80% efdatches in area 3b combined in 2013. The
most important gears for plaice are BT2, TR1 an®,Twhile for sole BT2 and GT1 contribute to
more than 80% of the catches. For plaice BT1 hgkdnilandings than TR2 but discards are much
higher for TR2.

The table of international conversion factors isdih on average CPUE (2011-2013). Red cells

indicate imprecise values due to lack of adequesteadd information, yellow cells indicate adequate
discard information available and green cells iathaepresentative discard information available.
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receiving gear 2011-2013
BT1 BT2 GN1 GT1 LL1 CPUE LPUE factor= CPUE donor/CPUE receiving

donor gear

3bl1 BT1 73 73 if factor > 1 then
3bl BT2 1 1 factor =1
3bl1 GN1 1885 1855
3b1 GT1 1246 1214 if CPUE=0 or LPUE = 0 then
3b1 LL1 711 711 CPUE=1 or LPUE=1
3b1 TR1 1468 1118
3b1 TR2 826 414
3b1 TR3 116 116

donor gear |receiving gear 2011-2013

BT1 BT2 GN1 GT1 LL1 TR1 TR2 TR3 CPUE LPUE factor = CPUE donor/CPUE receiving

3b2 BT1 1 042 1 1 323 265 if factor > 1 then
3b2 BT2 0.111 0.19 36 33 factor=1
3b2 GN1 1 1 769 731
3b2 GT1 0.585 1 0.246 189 174 if CPUE=0 or LPUE = 0 then
3b2 LL1 687 685 CPUE=1 or LPUE=1
3b2 TR1 1 1100 917
3b2 TR2 0.554 1 0.233 0.947 179 75
3b2 TR3 3 3

donor gear |receiving gear 2011-2013

BT1 BT2 GN1 GT1 LL1 TR1 TR2 TR3 CPUE LPUE factor = CPUE donor/CPUE receiving

3b3 BT1 88 88 if factor > 1 then
3b3 BT2 19 18 factor=1
3b3 GN1 378 378
3b3 GT1 73 70 if CPUE=0 or LPUE = 0 then
3b3 LL1 27 27 CPUE=1 or LPUE=1
3b3 TR1 202 196
3b3 TR2 83 75
3b3 TR3 13 13

STECF notes that with respect to partial F valuesad the overall long term F target of 0.4 stipeda
by the cod management plan has been reached. Howmaause the stock is still below 150 000
tonnes a fishing mortality around 0.2 would be mekadccording to the plan.

Effort regime evaluation for the West of Scotland

The fishery West of Scotland is primarily an otteawl! fishery; beam trawls and static gears are
hardly used. Effort within regulated gears is 5818%s in 2013 compared to 2003. Regulated effort by
trawl and seine gears (TR gears under Coun. Reg) {842/2008) shows a long term decrease in
effort and fell to its lowest level in the time &= in 2011, but was stable between 2011 and 26113 f
those nations reporting in both years.

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

The most important category in terms of cod catoth landings is TR1 which over the period 2011-
2013 on average, accounted for 94% and 87% of dted tod landings and catches by weight
respectively from Vla. The second most importardrgeategory is TR2, which can be seen to be a
gear category wittNephropsas the dominant species in the landings. Base@lative contributions
TR1 is the only gear group where the percentageutative cod catch in 2013 exceeded 20% and thus
considered subject to annual effort adjustmentaI(CBReg. 1342/2008, art.12(4)).

The table of international conversion factors isdshon average CPUE (2011-2013). Discard data are
scarce for many regulated gear groups but have inéenpreted as representative for TR1 and TR2.
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Red cells indicate imprecise values due to lackd#quate discard information, green cells indicate
representative discard information available.
West of Scotland

donor gear [receiving gear 2011-2013
BTl BT2 GN1 LL1 TR1 TR2 TR3 CPUE LPUE factor =

3d BT1 1 1 if factor > 1then
3d BT2 1 1 factor=1
3d GN1 4 4
3d L1 1 1 if CPUE=0 or LPUE =0 then
3d TR1 319 33 CPUE=1or LPUE=1
3d TR2 43 2
3d TR3 1 1

For the most significant gear groups catching doel ¢orrelation between partial F of cod and
estimated fishing effort of regulated gears isistigally significant but negative. STECF is unatie
determine the reason for this. Assessed F of codlanremains high indicating the management
measures in place in Vla have not been success@dhieving a reduction in fishing mortality.

With respect to Article 13.2 of the cod long terrmmagement plan

e Article 13.2.a has not been adopted by any mentbes s
* Article 13.2b fisheries are estimated to accountdss than 1% of the F total in 2013.

» Atrticle 13.2c; in 2013 high discards from Scottigheries under 13.2c meant this category
contributed nearly 50% of the F total in 2013.

* Atrticle 13.2d; the partial F for this one categasybetween 0.57 and 0.6 (58% of F total).
Discards have made the much greater contributidisiiong mortality in recent years.

Effort regime evaluation for the Irish Sea

For boats LOA>=10m there has been a 37% declimgsim Sea nominal effort (kW*days at sea) since
2000, the majority of which occurred between 200@ 2009. Since 2009 effort has remained
relatively constant.

Irish Sea fisheries are predominantly demersallingwand seining (TR group). Combined, TR effort
mirrors the overall effort trend representing 53460f total Irish Sea effort. As part of regulatezhgs,
the TR group accounted for over 70% of all effoont 2003, (over 80% since 2008). Within the TR
group, the TR2 category (70-99mm mesh sizes) ddesndhe majority of TR2 effort is now carried
out under Article 13 of Coun. Reg. 1342/2008. A Bamaount of effort is reported under Article 11 of
the regulation (CPart11) since 2010, 4-9%.

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

STECF notes Ireland resubmitted landings data f20®9-2013 in which cod landings recorded in
ICES rectangles 33E2 and 33E3 of Vlla have beemssigaed to ICES division Vilg due to
uncertainty in catch origin. STECF also notes didcata is not consistently available for all years

all categories, resulting in distorted CPUE treadd uncertainty in gear ranking by catch. TR2 gear
has been the most important for cod landings s20dd..
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The table of international conversion factors isdshon average CPUE (2011-2013). Discard data are
scarce for many regulated gear groups but have inéempreted as representative for BT2, TR1 and
TR2. Red cells indicate imprecise values due t& laicadequate discard information, green cells
indicate representative discard information avédab

Irish Sea

donor gear |receiving gear 2011-2013

BT2 GN1 GT1 LL1 TRl TR2 TR3 CPUE LPUE factor =

3c BT2 89 60 if factor >1then
3c GN1 331 331 factor=1
3c GT1 263 263
3c L1 1 1 if CPUE=0 or LPUE =0then
3c TR1 313 312 CPUE=1or LPUE=1
3c TR2 79 31
3c TR3 1 1

STECF EWG 14-13 notes that the correlations betwhensummed partial Fs for landings of the
regulated fisheries and their estimated fishingrégfare almost all non-significant.

Effort regime evaluation for the Celtic Sea

The review of trends in fisheries-specific efforidacatches in the Celtic Sea is presented at the le
of aggregation as defined in the multi-annual clach pto allow managers to evaluate the data wigh th
view to the potential extension of the cod plamude the Celtic Sea. The Celtic Sea is defimd i
two management areas, i.e. ICES Sub-divisions ghgefind ICES Sub-divisions 7fg.

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

In 7bcefghjk in terms of kW*days in 2013 France tritnuted 37%, Ireland 20%, England and Wales
15%, Spain 8%, the Netherlands 8%, Belgium 5%tl&cd 3%, Germany 2% and Denmark 1%.

The demersal fisheries are dominated by the geRfs TR2 and BT2 (24%, 18% and 10% of total
Celtic Sea effort respectively). In recent yearags 2008) fishing effort has been relatively stabl
with the increase for most gears from 2012 duehtoinhclusion of Spanish data from 2012. The
exception is TR1 effort which has been increasinges2009.

For “unregulated” gears most of the effort is DytEhench, Danish and Irish pelagic trawl fisheries
(17% of total Celtic Sea effort), with a recenn¢® 2009) increase of Danish and Irish pelagicdoat
fishing for boarfish in the Celtic Sea.

The overall effort in 7fg decreased between 2008 2013, however, in the last two years the effort
showed an increase to levels similar to 2004/200%s increase is mainly due to an increase in effor
by the demersal trawlers (TR). The effort in unitatpd gears has been increasing steadily since 2006
until 2012, but in 2013 the unregulated gears eBbowed a decrease, mainly due to the reduction of
effort using pots.

STECF EWG 14-13 notes that the coverage of discdodmation for gears catching cod in the wider
Celtic Sea is often low. In most cases the discakerage index is either C (<33% of landings having
discard information) or BX33% < 66%); only the relatively low cod catchingags BT2 and TR3
have category A (> 66%).Discard coverage from |ICEdsions VIIfg is better.
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Landings and estimated discards of cod (where @wail for the main gear in the Celtic Sea catching
cod (TR1) have increased significantly since 204idh 2012 landings double the landings in 2011.
This reflects the particularly strong 2010 yearssléthe largest since 1987) entering the fished/ an
increased quota available. Landings of anglerfisiildock and whiting have also increased since 2011
from this gear.

The contribution to Celtic sea cod landings fronE&Divisions VIIfg has been 60-70% in all years
(except 2011) since 2003.

CPUE for cod has increased since 2011 in all magulated gears, consistent with the strong 2010
year class of cod.

For the wider Celtic sea TR1 gear is the main ¢gading anglerfish and cod; TR2 is the main gear
catchingNephrops BT2 is the main gear landing plaice and soleevhL1 is the main gear landing
hake. For ICES Divisions VIIfg TR1 is the main gdéanding anglerfish, cod and hake; TR2 is the
main gear landinglephropswhile BT2 is the main gear landing plaice anasol

Effort regime evaluation for southern hake and Norvay lobster

STECF notes that the major data deficiency in italyses is the lack of Spanish data in 2010 and
2011, (99% of kWdays in the area comes from Spaargh Portuguese vessels). Furthermore it is
important to note that Spanish fishing vesselsgisagulated gears were not granted fishing effort
derogations by the Spanish Authorities in 2012 2083 as provided for in Annex IIB to the annual
TAC and Quota regulations.

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

In 2012 and 2013, about 19% of the effort was assigto non-regulated gears (“3t” and “none”
gears), of which trammel nets (“3t”) contribute 8¥athe overall effort deployed. Most non-regulated
effort is deployed by gears that do not target hblephropsor anglerfish

For small vessels (LOA<10m) Portuguese data dopnwtide gear or fishery specific information.
France and Spain have provided data for 2012 ahd a6ly.

STECF notes landings of hake reported to STECFtartde ICES assessment working group were
about the same until 2009 but, in 2012 and 201Rliteys reported to STECF are 46% and 66% of the
values included in the ICES assessment. This idaloauch lower landings reported in logbooks than
in sales notes and high values for unallocatecheatestimated by ICES in these years.

Regulated trawlers (gear group 3A) are most impofiar hake landings (49% for Spain and Portugal
combined). The Spanish regulated trawlers disca®déd of the total discarded volume of hake. Most
important unregulated gear was trammel net (lan@i6é6 of hake total weight).

Spanish and Portuguese regulated trawls landedd®16tal Nephropdandings in.

The discard coverage index for the main gears cajchake and\ephropswas classified as ‘A’
(representative discard information) for all ye@drake) and most yearksl¢phrops.
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Effort regime evaluation for Western Channel sole

STECF notes the majority of fishing effort deployadhe Western Channel is effort that is not being
regulated by the Management plan for sole in DavisVlle. The two regulated gear groups, beam
trawls (80mm and above; labelled ‘3a’) and theistagts, (Gill and trammel nets up to 219mm mesh
size; labelled ‘3b’) account for only a relativedgnall proportion (about 15%) of the overall deplbye
effort.

Effort in the regulated beam trawl fleets (gear @agreased gradually from 2% above the 2004-2006
baseline level in 2004 to 37% below that level @2 and thereafter has fluctuated between 30% and
37% below the 2004-2006 level. Effort in the regedastatic gear (gear 3b) dropped substantially
from 9% above the 2004-2006 level in 2004 to 77%wehe 2004-2006 level in 2013. The effort
from the vessels <10m fluctuates between 13% abd @3he effort deployed by the vessels >10m.

STECF notes that only UK (England and Wales) haak \essels operating under an FDF scheme in
the Western Channel (2012 and 2013). In 2013 9el®$3 in 2012) were operational in the FDF
fisheries using the regulated beam trawl gear #Bd)one vessel (same as 2012) using the unregulated
beam trawl gear (mesh size <80mm). The effort efRDF fisheries to the total deployed effort by the
regulated beamers (3a) and unregulated beamersnanoo24% and 5% respectively (17% and 1% in
2012).

STECF estimated the uptake of the permitted fiskafigrt in units of days at sea per vessel. The
results should be interpreted with caution as ttemated ceilings are based on number of active
vessels times the number of days allowed. STECEsnibiat the number of active vessels and their
associated days at sea may be overestimated (lauttpinted) if they changed regulated gears. For
the regulated beam trawl fleet (3a), the Englisfesandicate an increasing uptake (47% - 95%) over
time whereas the Belgian and the French regulagednbtraw! fleets show a stable uptake at a low
(around 10%) and high level (around 65%) respelstivihe English regulated static gear (3b) show a
slight increase in uptake (20%-45%) over time wasrde French regulated static gear shows a stable
uptake of around 50%. However, uptake by both Frdleets fell sharply in 2013 to approximately
30% and less than 40% respectively.

National amendments to the effort regulations wgranted to the UK in 2012 and to the UK and
France in 2013. This has the effect of increashegrhaximum permitted fishing effort and lowering
the percentage uptake of effort. In 2012 UK beawltfleet effort uptake fell from 95% to 75% as a
result of the extra days allocated. In 2013 theatfivas a change in uptake from 85% to 67%. The
changes in French uptake were a reduction from R129% for the beam trawl fleet and a reduction
from 38% to 35% for the passive gears fleet.

STECF notes that the aggregation for the fill-ihshe discard estimates for the unregulated gears i
area 7e — which are responsible for substantigheatof the main species - sometimes do not reflect
the real discard values for these unregulated g&#mber States provide discard estimates specific
for gear and mesh-size. The aggregation only taceunt of the gear and not the mesh-size.
Therefore, sometimes discard rates for e.g. athevl$ with mesh-size 16-32 mm are used as a fll-in
for otter trawls with mesh size 80-89 mm. Regulagedrs are linked to gear and mesh-size and
therefore do represent true discard estimates Vihéms are used.

In 2013 the unregulated gears account for 30% efallvsole landings of which the otter trawl fléet
responsible for 26% of these landings (the pergentd sole landings caught by unregulated gear has
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been> 27% in all years). Unregulated gears accounted%86 of plaice landings and 88% of cod
landings in 2013, (otter trawl accounted for 33% 88% respectively).

CPUE of sole and plaice from beam and static geairscreasing. CPUE and LPUE of cod by otter
trawls and dredges increased sharply between 20d@@11 (with CPUE preceding LPUE) but have
fallen again, possibly in connection with a strgegr class.

Effort regime evaluation for the Western Waters andDeep Sea

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

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

Pelagic trawling was concentrated to the west @hird, and to the west and north of Scotland in the
mid 2000s. This effort decreased greatly betweddv 2dhd 2009, increased in 2010 before reducing
again in 2011 and 2012. In 2013 effort increasedreas IVa and IXa, but decreased in areas Vllla
and Vllib.

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

In the mid 2000s gill net effort was concentratedhie Celtic sea and Porcupine Bank. Due to current
restrictions in the use of deep water gill nets matthis effort is now concentrated in the Ceftea,
with some effort in the North sea, west of Scotland the Bay of Biscay. In 2013 effort increased in
areas Vllg and VIb but decreased in area IVb.

Beam trawling is concentrated in the Celtic sea thedwestern English Channel. While beam trawls
are not a deep water gear some of the species tcarggtlassified under Annex 2.

Effort regime evaluation for the Bay of Biscay

STECF EWG-14-13 notes that analyses and trendsmeabin the Report include data from Spain for
2012 and 2013. However, Spain did not provide éatgrevious years and this is important to take
into account when interpreting the trends in figheffort and landings in the tables and graphs
presented in the Report.

The multiannual plan for the sustainable explanatsole in the Bay of Biscay (R (EC) 388/2006)
prescribes maximum annual fishing capacity for MemBtates’ vessels that hold a special permit to
fish. The Report provides fisheries-specific effddta for the Northern Bay of Biscay (ICES Div.
Vllla) and the southern Bay of Biscay (ICES Div.INj) separately.

In 8a-BoB, 90% of 2013 effort is French, 7% Spdify Belgium and 1% Netherlands. The main
French fisheries are otter trawl, trammel and il and pelagic trawl. The main Spanish fisherres a

longline, otter trawl and gill net. In 8b-BoB, 6786 effort in 2013 is French, 25% Spanish, 6%
Belgium and 1% each from the Netherlands and Edgl&he main French fisheries are otter trawl,
trammel and gill net, longline and pelagic trawheTmain Spanish fisheries are otter trawl, pelagic
seine and longline.
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Due to data deficiencies, STECF was unable to eMgluate the effort regime for sole in the Bay of
Biscay. Spain provided data on fishing capacityhe unit of gross tonnage (GT) as requested in the
data call, for the year 2012 only; France providath in units of kW not GT.

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

Almost all effort of small boats is French. No Sigéin Belgium nor Netherlands data are available for
small boats. Also the effort data available for Brbaats before 2010 seem to be incomplete. Small
boats represent, over the last four years, alm@#t @f the effort deployed by the large vesselsan 8
and 10% in 8b.

The vast majority of sole catches are taken by dfraressels, in area 8a the breakdown by fleet is
trammel nets (65% in 2013, increasing on the périoiter trawls (31% in 2013, stable on the perjod)
and gill nets (3% in 2013, decreasing on the pégrimd8b trammel nets (64% in 2013, increasing on
the period), otter trawls (17% in 2013, stable lo@ period) and gill nets (2% in 2013, decreasing on
the period).

STECF notes that only approximately 40% of thelttderived from ICES assessments of sole in the
Bay of Biscay is accounted for by the partial Fewael for regulated gears from the data submitted t
the EWG.

5.6. STECF EWG 14-15: Fish processing industry

Request to the STECF

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

Background

Following the 2014 DCF call for economic data oe #U fish processing sector, EWG 14-15 was
requested to analyse and comment on the econonmforpance of the EU and national fish
processing sectors between 2008 and 2012.

This year's report, in addition to providing an owew of the data, presented a more focused arsalysi
compared to the 2013 report due to using a commethadology as well as to the availability of a
longer time series. (Data collection for the preoeg industry started only 2006 and then changed to
the DCF 2008). For this year's report the EWG medi more analytical assessments notably on the
drivers, trends and aspects of policy relevance.

Despite the data limitations the increased empl@sianalytical approaches is an improvement given
the major drivers and issues affecting this sedtxperts were asked to analyse the sector i.e. by
markets and trade determinants by main segmenpsockssing activities, sourcing of raw material
competitiveness, market prices and consumptionification, innovation, links with the local fishin
fleet and aquaculture sector, the role of Europgeiaheries Fund support, female/male employment
generation, strengths, weaknesses, opportunitédhaieats. Experts’ awareness of national examples
and experiences provided valuable input to theyarsal
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The two main objectives of the 2014 exercise wer@ntrease qualitative interpretation of all data
outputs and to increase the usefulness of the ré@oDG MARE's fisheries policy development as
well as for member states and the industry. At ploisit in time, this is limited primarily by thedk of
specific enough data (e.g. (regional importancethef sector and employment, link between raw
material — imported of from the EU — linking fiskyirleets, aquaculture and fish processing) required
to make the necessary analysis.

1.

For this the quality of data remains essential:aDgiality checks and data validation tools were
applied by the JRC. Experts received the data ddblethe national and regional analyses on the
first day of the meeting, already validated wheosgible. Past experience suggests that some
quality issues will remain (errors that can onlyitdentified by those with specific knowledge of
the data) and therefore experts were requestedettkdor further errors and report on these whilst
carrying out the various tasks.

The 2014 report on the economic performance ofbefish processing sector followed a more
analytical approach and contained qualitative mfation and analysis on the drivers and trends in
the fish processing performance and other aspeictsolicy relevance based largely on the
scientists’ expert knowledge.

The 2014 report on the economic performance oEtddish processing sector included the following
sections:

1. A summary containing key findings.
2.

EU fish processing sector economic overview, incigddrivers and main trends based on expert
knowledge. Specific sections on female/male empkymand average salaries, economic
performance contrasting SMEs and non-SMEs (whea idaavailable)and productivity/employee
at EU level as well as a brief summary for eaclonat chapter were mandatory.
National chapters on the economic performanceefifiih processing sector providing:
1. National fish processing sector overview
- Recent developments
- Female/male Employment and average salaries
- Performance (contrasting SMEs and non-SMES)
- Economic indicators
2. Description of trends and drivers for changesdamn expert knowledge.
3. Outlook
4. Data Coverage and quality
5. Investigate the medium-/long-term outlook foe thvestment situation in the industry,on the
base of the estimation of the indicator "Future éotptions of the Industry”. Using this
indicator, expert knowledge can be used to comipereesults for different countries and
to draw some observations and conclusions abouwtthetural developments within the
processing industry. See STECF plenary report @#84drch 2014, Brussels)

Request to the STECF

STECEF is requested to review the report of the STERpert Working Group meeting, evaluate the
findings and make any appropriate comments andmemndations.
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Introduction

The report is the fifth report of its kind and pmb®s a comprehensive overview of the latest
information available on the structure, social, remoic and competitive performance of the fish
processing industry at the national and EU levEte Expert Working Group was convened in Ispra,
Italy 20-24 October 2014.

The key findings of the report are:
* In 2012, the fish processing sector in the EU casapr approximately 3,500 enterprises with
fish processing as their main activity,
e Accounting for a total income around €27.9billi@8%o of this is turnover)
e More than €6.4billion in Gross Added Value (GVA)da
* Employed around 120 thousand persons within the@Blhich 55% are female

STECF observations

STECF observes that EWG 14-15 was able to addieS®O&s and also answered an additional
request regarding the future structure of the fisitessing report.

STECF also observes that the data coverage andygugbroved relative to the previous report from
2013. However, due to the lack of specific experfiom some countries, a few national chapters
include only a description of the data, while aadiggion of major drivers and trends for developmen
was not included.

STECF notes that 17 countries delivered data aganent level for the first time. The data was
reported in the national chapters and is usefuidentifying differences between smaller and larger
companies.

STECF observes that the ‘Future Expectation Indit&FEI) has been provided in a dedicated section
of the EWG 14-15 report and is used to infer on gihgpensity to invest in the sector. The FEI is

calculated as net investment minus depreciationtlaenl divided by the total asset value. For Member
States that have submitted sufficient and reliaddén, the trends in the indicator can be used to
monitor expectations of the producers concernitigréuprofit opportunities.

STECF observes that the current uncertainty relédethe access to Russian consumers has not
currently been identified by the EWG 14-15 as aamapncern for the processing industry, except for
a few member states (Estonia, Latvia and Portugdyvever, it is most likely that it may have an
even stronger impact on the processing industtpefreduced trade continues for a long time period
and if no new markets are identified instead.

STECF observes that the landing obligation is rmtsaered in the report which may result in
increased supplies to the processing industryviatig its introduction.

STECF observes that many companies combine bokthtfesling and fish processing activities.
Because companies are classified as processingses avhere more than 50% of their total revenue
comes from this activity, observed developmenttha processing sector (e.g. number of companies
and investments), might be due to changes in tie thiade rather than real developments in the
processing activities themselves.
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In the current report, some analyses on importexpibrt of sea food products are included.

STECF conclusions

STECF concludes that it is possible and usefupfayathe ‘Future Expectation Indicator’, but thaet
analysis must be based on reliable data and asemes covering at least three years.

Based on the EWG 14-15 report STECF concludesthiea¢ are two options for the future reports on
the status of the fish processing industry:

1. Have the report continue as a part of the STECK\wozgram either by:
a. continuing with the current report and data witmited relevance in relation to the
CFP, but relevant for other needs (e.g. regionalyais); or
b. expanding the current report by including dataaw material and trade, thus making it
possible to analyse the entire value chain (frommeaterial to the consumer) including
data on market development; or
2. Have the report prepared by DG MARE outside the GF &vork program

STECF considers that the analysis based on therédxpectations of the industry’ indicator should
be included in future reports about the processnagistry. STECF observes that there are only a
limited number of countries that expect a substhgtiowth in the sector despite the general ddsire
MS to expand production.

5.7. STECF EWG 14-16: Review of scientific advice for 2Ib - part 3

Request to the STECF

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

STECF response

STECF reviewed, amended and adopted the draft Redieadvice for 2015 Part 3, prepared by the
STECF Expert Working group (EWG) 14-16 during iteeting held in Dublin, Ireland from 20-24
October 2014.

The STECF review of advice for 2015 Part 3 (STEG@F22) summarises assessment results and
advice for stocks of interest to the European Comnityun areas under the jurisdiction of CCAMLR,
CECAF, WECAF, ICCAT, IOTC, IAATC, GFCM, NAFO, SEAFEGSPRFMO, and ICES advice on
stocks in the North East Atlantic released sincd@te 2014.

The STECF review of advice for 2015 Part 1 inclutlesl latest assessments and advice for stocks in
the Baltic Sea and was published in May 2014. Padntained the review of assessments and advice
released by ICES up to the end of June 2014 andpulalsshed in July 2013. Parts 1, 2 and 3 will be
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combined and published in the STECF Consolidateigweof advice for 2015, which is planned to be
available by end of*iweek December 2014.

In undertaking the review, STECF has consultedntiwst recent reports on stock assessments and
advice from appropriate scientific advisory bodi@s other readily available literature, and has
attempted to summarise it in a common format. leones stocks the review remains unchanged from
the Consolidated Review of advice for 2014 (STEGRTI), since no new information on the status of
or advice for such stocks was available at the timepresent review took place.

5.8. STECF EWG 14-17: Preparation for future data colletion under revised DCF

Background

Data collection currently occurs under the Datalé@tibn Framework (DCE)and the multi-annual
Union programme for data collection (EU MAP) esistidd thereundérln line with this EU MAP,
Member States are required to submit National Rwrogres (NP) (Article 4 of Reg. 199/2008). These
NPs are set for three years (currently 2014-20416) contain the Member States' obligations to colle
and provide data relevant to their region/fishésestors pursuant to the EU Multiannual Programme.
NPs are analysed by the STECF (independent exertsare adopted by the Commission through a
Commission Decision (Article 6). NPs can be modifié requested by a Member State and after
evaluation of the proposed changes by the STECF.

Under the EMFF the Operational programs must b@lsapented by a work plan for data collection
(Article 21). Member States have to submit thesekvpdans to the Commission in a specified format
(Article 4(4) of Regulation (EC) No 199/2008) by @ttober of the previous year, unless an existing
plan still applies. The content of those plans nigstonsistent with Article 4(2) of that Regulation
referring to multi-annual sampling plans, and sceeffor at sea monitoring, surveys and data use. The
Commission has written to Member States in 201liaftrm them that they are not required to submit
a national work plan for 2014 or 2015, becauseptiegious detailed national programme still applies
and therefore no additional plans are needed.da adWP is submitted the Commission may approve
it by implementing act (Article 21 EMFF).

Under Article 7 of the DCF Regulation, Member S$atge required to report annually on the
implementation of their National Programme. The @ussion shall assess the implementation of the
national programmes on the basis of an evaluatyahd STECF.

The current Annual Report guidelines and standalotes were prepared in March 2013, on the basis
of recommendations made by the Commission baseexparience with evaluation of the Annual
Reports 2011 as well as recommendations made b$TRECF expert group EWG12-08 (Hamburg,
25-29 June 2012) and endorsed by STECF throughteenvprocedure in July 2012. These revised
guidelines and standard tables were reviewed bexpert group EWG 13-02 (Ispra, 11 - 15 March

1Council Regulation 199/2008 concerning the esthbiEnt of a Community framework for the collectionanagement
and use of data in the fisheries sector and supposcientific advice regarding the Common FisbégiPolicy and
Commission Regulation 665/2008 laying down detaildds for the application of Council Regulatior912008.

2 Commission Decision C(2013) 5243 of 13.8.2013 mditey the multiannual Union programme for the axiiten,
management and use of data in the fisheries skxttre period 2011-2013 to the period 2014-2016

3 C(2013)5568 Commission Implementing Decision aB3M13 extending the national programmes for tikection of
primary biological, technical, environmental anatiseeconomic data in the fisheries sector for thequ 2011-
2013 to the period 2014-2016
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2013). Since then, additional recommendations hmeen made in STECF EWGs regarding how to
further improve and simplify the guidelines andhsiard tables. On the basis of an ad hoc contiaet, t
Commission has prepared a draft update of the tédeand standard tables, which incorporates any
recommendations that were straight forward andeabte in previous EWGs.

The Terms of Reference for EWG-14-17 were:
1. Revision of the Annual Reports guidelines and saathdables

The EWG14-17 is invited to review the draft reviskdnual Report guidelines and template and
improve it where necessary. In addition, a lispo$sible additional updates has been compiled,hwhic
the EWG14-17 will be asked to decide upon so théalmes and standard tables can be finalized after
the meeting.
The focus of the exercise should be on simplifarati

2. Preparation of a template for National Work plamsdata collection

The EWG14-17 should help developing a templatetese national work plans in view of a future
Commission Decision. These should contain compleéangimnformation to that which Member States
will be including in their European Maritime andskeries Fund Operational Programmes4, including:
a) a detailed description of the procedures andhoastto be used in collecting and analysing datia an
in estimating their accuracy and precision.

b) the international cooperation and regional dmltation arrangements; including bilateral
agreements concluded to achieve the objectives;

c) how and when data will be made available to esets.

The focus of the exercise should be on simplifarati

Request to the STECF

STECEF is requested to review the report of the STERpert Working Group meeting, evaluate the
findings and make any appropriate comments andmemndations.

Observations of the STECF

STECF observes that, according to the Commissiqninements, the meeting of EWG 14-17 took
place in two parts: in the first part, the EWG wasked to update the template and guidelines for
Annual Reports in terms of 'short-term updatesthinsecond part of the meeting, the EWG was asked
to reflect on a longer-term perspective, dealinthwmore fundamental changes to the Annual Reports
and, in parallel, reflect on what information stebbk included in future National Work Plans.

As far as the proposals for short-term changesAionual Report formats and in line with the
simplification request by the Commission, the EWA1T was required to review the work done by
an expert contracted ad-hoc by the Commission poidhe meeting with the aim to compile a list of
main short-term changes to the Annual Report gindeland tables (this list was compiled based on
previous STECF meetings including EWG 14-07). STEDBerves that the EWG 14-17 was also
requested to revise and propose a solution on dtstamding questions on changes addressed by the
ad-hoc expert. Based on this, EWG 14-17 prepareda@ guidelines and standard table files with

4 See Draft template and guidelines on the comtetite EMFF operational programme 2014-2020
http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/reform/emff/doc/0Fferp-template-and-guidance en.pdf
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traceable changes in order to provide the ad-hperéxvith clear information on where the changes
have been made, as it is up the expert to produgcértal version of the standard tables and guidsli
for MS.

When dealing with_longer-term perspectives for bdiail Work Plans (NWPs) and Annual Reports,
STECF observes that the EWG 14-17 faced the proltkexh a proposal for a revised DCF and
corresponding Implementing Acts is not yet avagablherefore, the discussions and ideas on
National Work Plan elements and on improved Anmegort compilation only provided first hints on
a way forward, aiming at simplification and impraovese of the information, compared to the current
DCF system.

As far as the NWP, taking into account that the NVERe designed to be supplementing documents of
the Operational Programmes (to be submitted by M&uthe EMFF system for the period 2014-
2020), EWG 14-17 considered that it would be adiesaghat they would be implemented as multi-
annual Plan to avoid annual evaluations. Howearséke of flexibility and especially to respond to
possible changes in end-user requirements, it dhreahain possible for MS, when drafting the NWP,
to deal with annual changes in data collection etithneeding to update the overall NWPs. To this
aim, EWG 14-17 suggested that the NWPs would cortt@o different parts: a static part defining
long-term elements such as data collection and glaaédity assurance methods, and a flexible part,
reflecting short-term adaptations such as samphtensities and responsive actions from regional
recommendations.

As far as the long-term perspectives for Annual dreyp since the detailed format and contents of
National Work Plans are not defined yet, STECF nlese it was premature for EWG 14-17 to
appropriately address this part of the ToRs. Néedess, EWG 14-17 addressed this item and has
found that ideally, most of the information needaedfleet activities, conducted sampling etc. needed
for the compilation of Annual Report can be geretdtom existing (or future) databases, regional or
supra-regional.

Indeed, STECF observes that EWG 14-17 has doneod @work on addressing the use of existing
databases (and the proposal of future ones) for dtwgage of fisheries information and
intended/conducted sampling for improving the cdatmn process of National Work Plans and
Annual Reports by MS. EWG 14-17 has also providegraphical representation of the advisable
information flow, including details on the storaged exchange of information, for the compilation of
NWP and AR.

The EWG 14-17 briefly described existing databdeeshe various data types (economic database,
survey database, biological data bases). FurthesnsWG 14-17 has carried out an exercise to show
how some tables of the AR, e.g. the economic datadard tables (I1l.B.1 to Ill.B.3), can be easily
derived and compiled by using data provided by MtBiw the Fleet Economics Data Call. In order to
better investigate this possibility, EWG 14-17 segjg to implement some changes in the next Fleet
Economics Data Call (January 2015) and ask MS teer@don a voluntary basis to this test. If
adhering, they will be asked to provide one mots#etancluding relevant information of the related
tables of the NP (the suggested table is pracyiaadintical to table I11.B.1 of the NP).
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STECF observes that the EWG 14-17 has thorougbkbudsed current data transmission requirements
and timing between MS and end-users under thecdditction system.

EWG 14-17 has listed the main data calls/end-usedsprovided detailed information on the timing
(deadlines), if a database for the storage ofdaia exists or not, and the main data sources.

STECF observes that there is a strong need forli§icagion in the data transmission flow under the
DCF system between MS and the main end-users (yRFEMO). Furthermore, the legal basis for the
various data requirements (Control Regulation, REM@.) is in several cases not in line with curren
DCF requirements. Thus, the DCF requirements nedd tharmonised with these requirements. With
regard to changing end-user requirements, STECHpileasously advised (most recently in STECF-
14-02) that these be discussed and agreed atgiomat level before amending DCF requirements.

Conclusions of the STECF

STECF concludes that EWG 14-17 have adequatelyeadeld the ToRs assigned and listed in the
backgrounds section.

As far as the work on short-term changes made bEM-17, STECIoncludes thatie proposed set
of standard tables have been produced in compliasittethe aim of simplification, as requested by
the Commission, as they contain several suggestionsleletions of redundant information and
clarification on issues that have caused confusraimcertainty on reporting requirements in the.pas

As far as the long-term perspective, STECF condubat the preliminary work done by EWG 14-17
fully addresses the request of simplification. krtgular, it fully responds to the requirements in
terms of substance (simplifying the substance efstndard tables), standardisation (possibilitys®
standards for completion of both NWP and AR) amungt (how some info for future ARs could be
generated automatically).

STECF concludes that the dynamic system foreseeBW(® 14-17 for data exchange and storage
(scenario on NWP and AR information flow) is a sbles system to pursue simplification and
avoiding duplication of data submissions by MS.elad, this system could be able to decrease the
burden on MS in preparing the NWP and at the same éxperts involved in the review process as
well as end-users would receive the informatioa more standardized way, which will give a general
overview on sampling activities and simplify theuork as well. This system will also help in
harmonising the data transmission flow and in sw\problems related to the different timings ofadat
requirements by the main end-users.

STECF endorses the proposed guidelines and standdds prepared by EWG 14-17 and
recommends that the finalisation by the ad-hoc explethe guidelines and the standard tables will
happen as soon as possible (before the end of 201dhder to provide Member States with new
reporting formats and guidance to be applied fer fibrthcoming reporting period (Annual Report
2014 to be released for the end of May 2015).

STECF endorses the proposal of EWG 14-17 to testdasibility of using the Fleet Economics Data
Call for filling Annual Report tables and sugge#tat this test be implemented in the next Fleet
economic Data call to be launched in January 20a&king into account that the participation of MS is
proposed to be voluntary, STECF considers than#wessary information for MS to decide if they
participate in this test or not should be giverthe official letter sent to DCF national correspents$
when announcing the data call.
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STECF endorses the proposal for a future implenientaf a dynamic and automatic system for data
exchange using the same data format between M®nm#non storage of data (at regional level, for a
group of regions, or at European level) as wellcasymon reporting functionalities will allow to
access to the metadata required for the evaluafidthe NWP. Taking into account that this system
strongly relies on the regional databases, thatsoithese databases are already in place butie so
cases they should be still developed, STECF nbedurther development in these areas is necessary

STECF considers that the reporting requirementsht& have to comply with for different data calls
(STECF EWG, RFMO, ICES, EUROSTAT, etc....) and iratiein to the Control Regulation should
be harmonised in order to avoid duplication of wirlprocess data to different formats.

5.9. STECF EWG 14-20: Reporting needs on fishery resoues under new CFP

Request to the STECF

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

STECF comment
The EWG 14-20 report was not finalized by the twhéhe plenary meeting. STECF intends to review
the report by written procedure during tiévieek December 2014 and release thereafter.

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

6.1. Selectivity in the Celtic Sea

Background

STECF have undertaken an ad-hoc contract to exathen@npact of potential recruitment events in
the Celtic Sea and to consider the impact on caddbck and whiting catches that would result from
particular selectivity changes based on currenbbl@nd national measures and also taking account
recent recommendations from the industry of stiesging these measures.

In this context STECF are asked to consider thectffeness of measures under Regulation (EU)
737/2012 and the proposal from the European Aasoniof Producer Organisation's (EAPO) which
contains specific measures to increase the 120guare mesh panel for the TR1 and TR2 fleet
operating in areas west of 8 degrees. In additibare are also national proposals to apply the
proposed increased increase in panel mesh sizesattre entire Celtic Sea. Namely, EAPO proposals
stipulate that French vessels would fit a squarshnpanel of increased mesh size in the entire area
where regulation 737/2012 applies. However, thimaias to be adopted via national measures.
STECF are also asked to consider the implicatidrisi® measure.
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There is no formal management plan or mixed figseadvice yet agreed for the Celtic Sea. In
exploring the various recruitment scenarios aggmostible selectivity improvements, STECF should
note that the Commission’s objective is to maxintieelong term benefit of any recruitment pulses.

As cod escape behaviour differs from that of hatldmed whiting, STECF are asked at Plenary to
include consideration of additional selectivity iopts to cater for the specific behaviour of codhivit
trawls.

The current catch advice for Celtic Sea cod is thasean assumption of average (GM) recruitment.
Anecdotal information suggests that recent recreiitims well above the GM assumption. The 2014
Q4 surveys will provide up to date recruitmentrasties and these may change the perception of stock
status and therefore warrant a revision of thehcattvice for 2015. The ad-hoc contract provides a
range of plausible stronger recruitment scenano£Eeltic Sea cod and haddock in ICES areas VIlIb-k.
When the Q4 survey indices are available, this alibw for the rapid evaluation of the 2014 autumn
surveys and the potential impact on current cattvica. The Commission notes that the survey
information and assessment should still be suliedhe routine review processes of the scientific
advisory bodies.

Request to the STECF

STECF is asked to consider the report providedheycontractor and to comment as necessary on the
report.

STECF is also requested to consider the mixed rfgshaalysis for the stocks of cod, whiting and
haddock in the Celtic sea provided by the UK. Tdmslysis is based on a FCube model which has
been adopted by ICES as the basis for the Northn8eed demersal fisheries advice. Specifically,
STECEF is asked to consider:

» the appropriateness of the use of this model ferGbltic sea and the implications
of each of the option presented,;

» to identify what would be the impact on future $taevelopment of Celtic Sea cod,
haddock and whiting if the various option preserigdhis analysis were followed,;

» to identify the potential application of this appohh under a range of plausible
recruitment scenarios.

In addition STECF is asked to evaluate the potkeirtipacts of selective gears tested by the UK
authorities aimed at improving haddock selectiwtytrawls (BACOMA window; T90 cod-ends and
SELTRA trawls). In particular STECF is requestedassess their effectiveness of these gears in
avoiding unwanted catches of smaller haddock arassess their impact on the other components of
the mixed fisheries catch. Using the informatiooviied, STECF is also requested to comment on the
economic impacts of these measures and to commethiea utility in the context of the forthcoming
landing obligation. STECF is asked to comment frtbn the potential for spatial and temporal
patterns in the behaviour of haddock to be usedéet the objective of avoidance of unwanted
catches.

Background documents can be found luiitps://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plen1403
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STECF observations

STECF has first summarised the findings of theghnglividual pieces of work relating to Celtic Sea

fishery management: i) the ad hoc contract repdrthe FCube mixed fishery analysis; iii) The new

selectivity trials carried out by UK. STECF has rthdrawn together the key observations in

conclusions which provide a global overview of &xpected situation in the Celtic Sea gadoid fishery
in 2015.

I) Report of ad-hoc contract to examine the imgdigiotential recruitment events and selectivity
changes in the Celtic Sea

The remit and TORs provided for the ad-hoc contoacthe selectivity in the Celtic Sea were as
follows:

Background

In the Celtic Sea cod are mainly caught togetheln wiiting, haddock as well as in other mixed fisgemwith other species
such asnephrops In such fisheries, maintaining catches for akk@des at fsy levels for differently evolving stocks with
current selectivity and fishing patterns is therefdifficult. In addition to this, gadoid speciesch as cod, haddock and
whiting stocks are characterised by highly variatderuitment patterns. The stocks and catches weredse rapidly in
response to good recruitment and decrease rapidipgltimes of poor recruitment. This pattern iside effect of these
fisheries being recruitment-driven as most catcoegern the younger age classes. These pulsesruitneent are difficult to
manage without an adaptive approach to take acoofuttie differing stock structure. In periods ofjihirecruitment the
increased number of small fish in the fishery azadito high discarding. Such a situation has bbeerrged in the Celtic Sea
and is further exacerbated by the fact that thestock in this area has higher growth rates andireatearlier than other cod
stocks. This means juvenile cod reach a size athwihiey are retained by trawls or seines very dyick

The scientific catch advice from ICES for 2015 is $mbstantial decreases in cod and haddock (-4t)e whiting is
currently fished at or belowyfsy and the advice is for a 4% decrease. Howevere tisegvidence from scientific surveys and
from anecdotal information from fishermen durindl2@hat there is high recruitment of cod and halldatich will enter the
fisheries in 2015. Conformation of the extent of amgruitment events will not be confirmed until Beter 2014 when latest
surveys data become available but given the highvigr rate of cod, it is likely these recruitingHisvill be impacted by
fisheries early in 2015. Given the mismatch in &@é fishing opportunities compared to actual ledtvels (landings +
discards) this potentially will result in very higliscarding of cod in the®quarters of 2015. For haddock, the slower growth
rate makes it is likely that the influx of juveniigh will not be seen in the fisheries until laterthe year but nonetheless past
history of similar high recruitment events indic#tat discarding of haddock will also be very higiless management steps
are taken.

In previous years (2011, 2013) mismatches in selggtfishing patterns and quotas have resultethediscarding of juvenile
fish. Additional selectivity measures were introdddn late 2012 to improve the selectivity patteimshe main Celtic Sea
demersal fisheri@swere taken (use of Square Mesh Panels) but tleesmes! to have delivered only limited reductions in
discard rates. Due to the delay in agreeing thessgsures the actual contribution of the high reoveitt to spawning biomass
was limited with little benefit to the fleets opgng in the area of the full economic potentiatecruiting fish into the stock. It
is imperative to try to avoid the same outcome whitsse latest recruitment pulses.

STECF advised on selectivity options for the pratecof cod in the Celtic Sea fisheries in 2013 (STEZEN 11-03). Under
a Council Statement issued in December 2013, Mel®taes committed to examining and implementinghierrselectivity
measures to achieve a reduction of catches of jieveaddock by July 2014. Subsequently there has lherther selectivity
trials undertaken and limited introduction of aduial measures.€. Ireland have recently proposed voluntary use X#@mm
SMP west of 8W- the industry (EAPO) might adopt a similar patehmandatory action for 2015 (their resolutioreigected
by the end of September 2014). However, in lighthef advice for 2015 for cod, haddock and whitind ¢he indications of
high recruitment for cod and haddock there is aenir need to revisit the measures in place asuitligely they will protect
the incoming year classes. In addition the ICESafar 2015 does not include the recent selectslignges nor has it yet
included the prospective 2015 recruitment so threeoti advice for 2015 may need updating. In additiee measures taken so
far have been targeting principally at protectirsgithock and whiting stocks. However, these measanesinlikely to yield
many benefits for cod given the differences inttih@drphology and behaviour.

5 Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 737/201
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do20J:L:2012:218:0008:0009:EN:PDF
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Request to STECF

Given the new information coming on stream on rigerent and also that there is a need to assessicadditechnical
measures or alternative management approachesvithaminimise discarding of juvenile fish recruitj into the fisheries,
STECEF is requested to:

1. Provide a range of possible catch options basedisbing at Fsy in 2015 based on a range of plausible stronger
recruitment scenarios for Celtic Sea cod and haddodKES areas Vllb-k. STECF should also provide ltaiptions
consistent with the F changes advised for haddackvehiting and plausible stronger recruitment scesafor cod. A
final catch forecast should be provided as sodh@2014 survey data become available.

2. Evaluate the potential impacts of improving thesselity patterns in the Celtic Sea on the catchiadfor cod, haddock
and whiting. The improved selection patterns te@b@uated should be consistent with the followtgzhnical measures:

a. 120mm square mesh panel for the TR1 and TR2 fleatatipg in areas west of 8 degrees (IE proposal and
EAPO's, if available)

b. 120mm square mesh panel for the TR1 and TR2 fledbykgbin all areas in the Celtic Sea.

c. 120mm minimum cod-end mesh size deployed in allsaihe the Celtic Sea for vessels not targetieghrops

STECF is asked to estimate the possible economiadtnpn catches of cod, haddock and whiting thatldvoesult from a
change to these selectivity patterns.

3. Inlight of any recent developments, STECF are aseppraise their previous advice for the TR2 &Rd fleets in the
Celtic Sea (STECF PLEN 11-03). To this end, the STEGEquested to:

a. Map the catches of the three stocks concernedmEpeshould clearly display for recent years (a4tl@®08 through
to 2013) (i) the relative magnitude of catchestfa three stocks concerned and (ii) the age stictiithe catches.
The legend of each map should indicate the levidRsand SSB for the stocks and the year concerned.

Building on point 2 and 3.a. above, identify possittlectivity or spatial options with the objectofeensuring a significant
decrease in discard rates of cod, haddock andnghiti

A detailed report was provided for STECF to considée contractors should be commended on their
efforts to address each of the ToR and have prdvigdpful output where available data allowed. As
requested the report provides catch options (ToRorlrod for 2015 based on a range of possible
recruitment scenarios in 2014 but leaving all othettings the same as were used by WGCSE in the
assessments underpinning 2014 ICES advice. Theatremudes the R code used to conduct the
forecasts. The ToR also asks specifically for amédasts consistent with fishing haddock and wiitin
at their Fysy values. The report details these in tabular fona also includes graphical information
covering a full range of fishing mortalities. Thatare of the tabular and graphical presentations
provide clear and comprehensive information on iptesslandings and SSB outcomes. Early
indications are that recruitment (1 year olds id40s higher than in recent years but this wilt he
verified until surveys take place later in the yeaoo late for updates of the ICES assessmentadvi
to be helpful in taking management decisions. Scme grow fast, these fish have the potential to
enter the fishery in 2015 and could end up beirsgatded if advice is not adjusted to take the
recruitment into account. The information prowda the report should help to avoid this problem
occurring.

STECF notes that for the case of the cod forecastrevF is set so as to achieve MSY for haddock,

there is some concern that the assumed 2014 indeataeyear F for haddock (used as a basis from
which to calculate the required change to reagéy Fand therefore the resultant F for cod), could be
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underestimated, as it would imply landings in 204dll below both the TAC and the observed
landings in 2013. A more appropriate F2014 fordwatk (based on the recent upward trend in F) is
likely to result in lower forecast cod landings4@15 but this could not be quantified at the STECF
meeting.

Recruitment of haddock in 2014 also shows signmpfovement (as age 0 fish) but these will mostly
not enter the fishery in 2015. On the other haadruitment in 2013 was also well above average and
is already included in the model. Here, a sensgjtiof forecasts to variation in the strength of #4.3
year class was performed and the outcomes tabulatetiree fishing mortality scenariosyéy for
haddock, and F consistent with achievings¥ for cod and for whiting). Again, STECF draws
attention to the issue of potentially underestimidtebeing used for the 2014 intermediate year. The
report points out that the surveys later in 2014 nat immediately provide further information olnet
2013 year class since ageing of fish will not tpkece until 2015. A table is also included showing
exploratory analysis using an alternativigs¥for haddock described in a separate working pager
Gerritsen and Lordan provided to STECF. This esiimincludes over quota discards and is likely to
be more appropriate under the landing obligation.

STECF considers that the approaches used to absesspacts of three different technical measures
proposals (ToR 2) were appropriate and made ugesifavailable information. The methodology is
clearly set out and tables and figures illustrateibput parameters used to derive length compaositi
and selection ogives. The report also includesboard’ selection ogives reflecting fishermen’s
sorting behaviour as recorded by observers. Thaestqwas complicated by the requirement for
information specific to different spatial options two of the proposed technical measures. Landings
distribution data from the most recent STECF eflBNG was used to provide proportions in the areas
to the east and west of 8 degrees west. STECFdaysghis to be appropriate.

To conduct the impact of each of the proposals,athaysis essentially compares expected catches
using the new technical measures with those exgpacteng current gears. The report is careful to
point out and discuss that it is difficult to preidabsolute effects owing to changes in population
structure through time and emphasises instead #hgevof understanding relative effects. The
inclusion of the on-board selection ogive is illmating, particularly for haddock, showing selection

be well above that of the gear selection. This fsdio the possibility of moving further with techal
measures, and adopting even more selective gearapgroach which would be beneficial in the
context of meeting the landing obligation.

The report discusses the theoretical benefits fioendifferent measures indicting that the proposed
TR2 change offers only modest improvement (L50aased by 5%) while the increase of the overall
codend mesh in the TR1 fleet is more promisingianctases L50 by 14%. The report also explores
potential benefits of the different proposals a& $tock level. Owing to the current distributionfigh,
predominantly to the east of 8 degrees west, thpgsal which limits gear change to the west of this
line is not expected to be very beneficial at olestock level compared to applying the measure
across the Celtic Sea. The report is careful tatpmit that the experience at individual vessetliey
unlikely to be the same as the overall effect. Trwest beneficial of the options in terms of redgcin
discards is the use of the 120 mesh throughoutddend leading to reductions of 28% 47% and 45%
(for cod, haddock and whiting respectively). Theaswere also leads to more substantial reductions in
landings (2%, 14%, 15%). The report points out ththier species are not considered and also that
selectivities would imply changes tgdy values (and hence lead to revisions in the eddrecast).
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STECF notes that in several places the report malgneral observation that reductions in discards
arising from improvements in selectivity will resunt increased landings. There are several asjpects
this. A change in selectivity which reduces theclbabf small fish and the quantity discarded also
means those fish are not immediately availableettabhded either — they are simply not caught. Over
time the fish that escape are likely to grow armbéhsurviving may eventually contribute positividy
landed vyield (yield per recruit analysis would qufgnthe effects). In the immediate term, the
suggestion in the report to use the original caidhice based on the old selection pattern, but aith
lower discard ratio and therefore allowing for dezdandings, should not be followed; a new short-
term forecast should be run with the new selegb@attern. Moreover, asshr iS an average value over
several ages, reducing discards, and thus F, oyotlveger ages implies mathematically that F on the
older ages will be set at a higher level to reduh same average mortality. The magnitude of the
impact of this depends on the characteristics ol stock (growth rate, selection and discards agive
age range of F), but this is an important genexature. It is important thatysy values are regularly
adjusted to variations in growth and selectiongrat.

A fairly basic analysis of the financial implicati® of the various options was carried out and bsse
implied by the reduced landings were consideredyfanoderate (10% or less for the most selective
measure, 120mm codend).

The report includes an explanation as to why it n@ispossible to provide spatial information on the
distributions of cod, haddock and whiting catcheshe distribution of different age groups in those
catches (ToR3). STECF agrees that the very limdbderver data precludes any opportunity to
construct meaningful catch distributions. STECFesothat the report makes use of the landings
distribution by statistical rectangle from the STE€ffort EWG and supplements this with maps based
on Irish landings information linked to internatadn/MS effort distribution. STECF considers this to
be helpful in the absence of catch data. Resulygesi widespread distribution of all species with
considerable overlap. Some areas can be identiflegte whiting or cod are more predominant but
owing to the lack of fine scale catch informatibie scope for effective spatial measures appedrs to
fairly limited.

i) Fcube mixed-fisheries analysis of Celtic Sea gafisiteries

The Fcube model has been developed to assessdtidesin implications of implementing different
fishing opportunities for different stocks, wheretktocks are being caught simultaneously within
mixed-fisheries but when the fishing opportunitée not correlated which each other. The objective
is to estimate the potential amount of over-quasaatds for a given stock, if fisheries for othircks
catch more of this stock than can be legally landée model has been developed for the North Sea
demersal fisheries where separate management gksstsfor the individual stocks caught in mixed-
fisheries.

The situation in the Celtic Sea gadoid fisheriesgneble in many points the situation in the North,Se
with the three stocks being largely caught togethetr being managed individually, resulting in
uncorrelated variations in annual fishing opportiesi set for the stocks. The level of information
available is also comparable with the North Seah vénalytical stock assessments, short-term
forecasts and fleet-based catch and effort timeséeing readily available. In consequence, STECF
considers that the use of the Fcube model is apiptedor the Celtic Sea gadoid fisheries. But many
more species might be included in the future formare complete mapping of the technical
interactions.
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STECF notes that both the single-stocks and théd-torecasts for the three stocks assume landings
levels in 2014 being lower than the agreed TAC, émdhaddock and cod, being also lower than 2013
landings. As noted above, and as also commentttistock review, higher than assumed landings in
2014 would result in lower SSB estimates in 201Bese uncertainties will however not affect the
general patterns in the Fcube forecast.

Six Fcube scenarios were presented, representengatige of plausible mixed-fisheries constraints
(“min”,”max”,"status_quo”, “cod-cs”,”had-cs”,"whg<’). The “min” and “had-cs” scenarios provide
the same results, and the “max” and “whg-cs” ase alquivalent, indicating that haddock is the most
limiting stock in 2015, and that whiting is the $¢aAssuming effort and catchability patterns iri20
being equivalent to those in 2013, the effort eflrequired to catch the whiting 2015 TAC advice
would be more than three times higher than theteféguired to catch the haddock 2015 TAC advice,
indicating a major unbalance in the fishing oppoitias for the three gadoid stocks.

STECF notes that at the time where STECF met, thrarission had already published its proposal
for the TAC 2015 in the Celtic Sea (COM(2014) 67taf, Annex 1A, published on October™28
2014). The TAC proposal for Celtic Sea cod is basethe ICES catch option following the haddock
MSY advice, suggesting a TAC reduction of -64%tand of the -41% suggested by the single-stock
advice (cod landings 2015=2471 t). This value wesvided by ICES using a simpler calculation
procedure than Fcube, although very similar ic@scept and objective (aligning fishing opportiesti
for all stocks to the reductions needed for thetndepleted stock). Indeed, the figures are vergelo
to the outcomes of the Fcube “min” scenario (caodliags 2015=2258t in Fcube “min”). Similarly,
the Fcube “max” scenario corresponds well to théitwg MSY” scenario provided by ICES (cod
landings 2015 = 5808 t in the whiting MSY scenaaad 6030 t in the Fcube max scenario). The
corresponding levels of effort to catch the redudedlC in the “min” scenario under current
catchability are around 60% lower than the effort2D13. This scenario leads to F in 2015 much
below Fmsy for cod and whiting, and SSB above Mgy for the three stocks. In comparison, the
“status quo” scenario (effort constant at 2013 lleleads to F abovepsy for cod and haddock, and
SSB below MS¥yigger for cod.

The Fcube results are presented under the consenassumption of geometric average recruitment
for the three stocks in 2014 to 2016. No altermageenarios with different recruitment assumptions
were presented. But because of the similaritiesvdxen the Fcube scenarios and the ICES MSY
scenarios, the applications of Fcube under altematecruitment can be approximated using the
alternative catch from the ad-hoc contract analgsiramented above. Higher recruitment would lead
to higher landing advice and higher future SSB.

i) Selectivity

STECF was asked to evaluate the potential impdctelective gears tested by the UK authorities
aimed at improving haddock selectivity in trawlsAGBOMA window; T90 cod-ends and SELTRA
trawls). The STECF response complements and rethse®sults provided in the report by Catchpole
et al. (2014) on the following trials :

1. Testing 100mm square mesh panels (Bacoma) iedtleend (two experiments undertaken). This
design demonstrated/2-79% reductionin haddock catches).

2. Testing 200mm diamond-mesh escape panels iwithgs, square and back sections of the trawl
(one experiment undertaken). This design demomest@@2% reduction in haddock catches.

3. Testing square mesh panels (112mm and 155mntheirbody of the trawl (four experiments
undertaken). This design demonstratéd@1% reduction in haddock catches.
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The results provided by Catchpole et al. (2014)enapss-checked and expanded by running a new
catch comparison analysis using the software t&dlNET on the raw data provided by the UK.
Information about the SELNET software can be oladiby consulting Sistiaga et al. (2010), Eigaard
et al., (2011), Frandsen et al. (2011), Wienbechl.ef2011), Madsen et al. (2012), Herrmann et al.
(2012) and Sala et al. (2011; 2015). SELNET oftevariety of size selection models and methods for
analysis; the present analysis is based on dowlnitstbap technique.

The modelled proportiofr) of the codend catch in the experimental trég) and the catch in the
traditional trawl(Cy,) can be expressed as:

C

exp

r=—%
C,, +C

tra

Interpretation: a value of 0.5 indicates an evelit fetween the experimental- and the traditional
trawl, whereas a value of 0.75 indicates that 75%he total fish at that length were caught in the
experimental trawl and 25% were caught in the tiaail trawl. Cross points are pooled experimental
proportions and the dotted lines around the me#achaatios curve (bold lines) represent the 95%
confidence regions.

Substantial differences between the current moaladisthose reported in Catchpole et al. (2014) have
been found for some species in some trials andrempetal designs (see from Figure 6.1.1 to
6.1.7Figure 6.1.1). They are listed below for edcfal (T) and experimental design (E). Main
differences were observed in the extrapolation iatefpretation of results at both ends of the Iengt
distribution, where the number of fish caught mited and confidence intervals are wide. Where the
results differ between both studies, the conclusioyn Catchpole et al. (2014) should be taken with
care. Additionally, STECF carried out the same ltatomparison methodology on whiting (Figure
6.1.8).
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T1E1 (Figure 6.1.1) catch comparison analysis carried out at the STBCEN 14-03 demonstrated
that the T1E1 version can be expected to very anbatly reduce the catches of both small haddock
(<45 cm) and cod (<45 cm). Whiting catches werg gaibstantially reduced for length below 48 cm.

T1E2 (Figure 6.1.2) for haddock we observed similar results of thé&eT design, but for haddock
<40 cm. While for cod, STECF confirmed the findingfsCatchpole et al. (2014), which practically
demonstrated no differences between the experimanththe traditional version. Similarly to T1E1,
whiting catches were very substantially reduceddngth below 50 cm.

T2E1 (Figure 6.1.3) for haddock a marginal reduction of haddock axtbg length range is observed
with the new analysis. Regarding cod it is not gmesto have conclusive results. Marginal catches
reduction of whiting can be seen in the range 25mM5

T3E1l (Figure 6.1.4) New data analysis indicates no effect on haddoatich. Contrarily, while
Catchpole et al. (2014) concluded that there wagatstically significant increase in cod with the
modified trawl across the full length range, STE@ports that it is impossible to have robust
conclusive inferences. Marginal reduction of whitoan be seen in the below 40 cm.

T3E2 (figure 6.1.5):In agreement with Catchpole et al. (2014), STEGtes a substantial increasing
reductions in haddock catches with increasing alzeve 30 cm can be noted. STECF confirmed the
substantial reduction in cod catches but only &rgths above 30 cm and not across the full length
range as reported by Catchpole et al. (2014). Isiptesrobust conclusive inferences can be drawn for
whiting.

T3E3 (Figure 6.1.6) for haddock we observed similar results of theeZ3lesign. Precisely, the
experimental design significantly reduced the catclt above 33 cm. Similarly to T3E2, is not
possible to drawl robust conclusive inferencesafbiting.

T3E4 (Figure 6.1.7) For haddock, STECF patrtially confirmed the fingBrof Catchpole et al. (2014),
with substantial reduction in catches of haddoakvab?25 cm. As regards cod, STECF confirmed the
results of Catchpole et al. (2014), with almostcat avoided. A very substantial reduction in cod
catches across the full length range. STECF ndses a substantial effect on catch reduction for
whiting in the range 32-50 cm.

STECF summarized the results of the trials for ¢@aldock and whiting as follows:
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Table 6.1.1. Summary of results for each species the three set of trials (Trial 1.3), conducted usig three different commercial fishing vessels, andeven different trawl
modifications (experiments, see Exp. in the table)DM: diamond-mesh netting; DMC: diamond-mesh codend SMP: square-mesh panel. The numbers after these
acronyms provide the nominal mesh opening. Positioof the SMP from the codline are also provided aftethe @-symbol. More information can be found on Ce&chpole et
al. (2014) and from Figure 6.1.1 to Figure 6.1.7.

Trial /

Exp Traditional trawl Modifications COD HAD WHG

Trial 1/ SMP100 in codend Marginal reduction of Very s_ubstannal Very substantial
Exp. 1 DMC100 SMP100 @ 9-12 m small cod (<45 cm) reduction of small reduction below 48 cm
P- haddock (<45 cm)

Very substantial

Trial 1/ DMC100 : . Very substantial
Exp. 2 SMP100 @ 9-12 m SMP100 in codend No effects reduction of small reduction below 50 cm

haddock (<40 cm)
Trial 2/ DM115 throughout Marginal reduction | Marginal reduction for
Exp. 1 DMC100

DM200 wings, square, lower back No effects

across length range| the range 25-45 cm
SMP115 @ 6-9 m

E”al 31’/ DMC87 SMP155 @ 9.5-12.5 m Inconclusive results No effects gﬂggﬂlrﬁ:i{;duzzifg r?:;n)
Xxp. DM115 elsewhere 9
Substantial
Trial 3/ SMP115 @ 6-9m SMP155 @ 9.5-12.5m Substantial reduction of | reduction of .
Exp. 2 DMC87 SMP155 @ 2.5-5.5 m cod above 30 cm haddock above 30 Inconclusive results
Xxp. DM115 elsewhere T em
Substantial
. SMP115 @ 6-9 m . . .
Trial 3/ DMC87 SMP155 @ 2.5-5.5 m Substantial reduction of | reduction of inconclusive results
Exp. 3 cod above 33 cm haddock above 30
DM115 elsewhere em
Substantial
Trial 3/ Very substantial reduction] reduction of Reduction of whiting in
Exp. 4 bMc87 SMP155 @ 2.5-5.5m of cod across length range haddock above 25 | the range 32-50 cm
cm
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STECF conclusions

These different analyses provide a coherent piatfithe situation of the Celtic Sea gadoid
fisheries in 2015 that can be broadly summarisdidlbsvs:

The three gadoid stocks (cod, whiting and haddac&)largely associated across most
of the fishing area, and the possibilities for sdatlecoupling are limited; therefore,
decoupling must primarily be envisaged throughcely improvements.

Fishing mortality is currently highest for haddoekth regard tor,s target, and the
required F reductions for this stock (-55%) makeh# most limiting stock for the
fishery in 2015 under current selectivity patterns;

The Commission has proposed an equivalent 55% tieduaf F2015 for cod, in order
to limit the risks of overquota catches of haddatkhe mixed fishery. This would
imply a fishing mortality for cod well below,s, and significant amount of foregone
yield. Improved escapement of haddock (all ages)dceeduce this “choke” effect to
some extent, and warrant the exploitation of thet stock closer to ity target.

This situation of unbalance in the fishing oppoitties for the various stocks is being
worsened by the perspective of large incoming igoent. Anecdotal evidence is
pointing out towards a recruitment pulse in the 2Qfar class of both cod and
haddock, much higher than the average recruitmereld currently assumed in the
ICES advice. This year class has already recruitetie haddock fishery at age 0 in
2013, and is now recruiting in the cod fishery@e 4 in 2014. For both stocks, this year
class will make a significant contribution to tha&ahes in 2015. Under the low TACs
currently proposed for 2015, high levels of disaagdcan be anticipated. High
discarding may limit the future contribution of Heelarge year-classes to the SSB of
both stocks.

This situation will also create additional diffitiels for the implementation of the
landings obligation in 2016.

Consequently, the scientific advice for 2015 shdmddupdated as soon as the latest
survey data are available, accounting for increasediitment but assuming unchanged
selectivity patterns. The report of the ad-hoc @mithas already provided catch options
for a range of possible recruitment scenarios,gathe way for a rapid update process.
The gear currently used by TR1 fleets includes@ i@ SMP located 9-12 m ahead of
the codend, which itself has a minimum mesh siz&0®imm. Increasing the mesh size
in this 9-12m panel to 120 mm for all TR1 fishermger the entire fishing argaoth
east and west of 8 degrees West) would reducente gxtent the “choke” effect of the
haddock stock for the fishery but the most effexfivoposed measure would be the use
of 120mm diamond cod end (DMC120mm). A fairly lzaanalysis of the financial
implications of the various options was carried antl losses implied by the reduced
landings were considered fairly moderate (10% ss fer the most selective measure).
The additional gear trials undertaken by the UKvmtes additional information on a
range of alternative measures intended to imprelecsvity of the fishery. According
to these trials, when accounting for the loss ofkei@ble fish, and the changes in
selectivity towards haddock, the design incorpaata 100mm square-mesh panel in
the code-end (BACOMA) was the most effective dedigsted in the UK trials. A
square mesh panel of mesh size of 155mm in a poditat is effective for releasing
haddock near to the cod-end resulted in the coratkeloss of marketable fish.
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. STECF notes that these results are not directlypewatble to the selectivity simulations
presented in the ad-hoc contract. It would reqgtraiaslating the catch comparison data
provided into alternative selectivity ogives, amgluding them into the catch forecast
simulation, to allow for a full comparison. It wa®t possible to do this additional
comparison during STECF. Therefore, it is not gassto compare the effects of the
100 SMP in the cod end (BACOMA) presented in theK tdal with those of the
120mm diamond cod end from the ad-hoc study.

. Major changes in selectivity will impad,s, and it might be necessary to update
reference points to avoid unintended increasestiirig mortality on the older ages if F
on the younger F decreases.
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6.2. Technical measures and a results based approach

Background

STECF EWGs 12-14 and 13-01 considered differemicpples for defining selectivity under
the future technical measures regulation. One @fctinclusions from these EWG's was that
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results based approaches or approaches where dterdearly defined objectives such as
prescribed reductions in fishing mortality or cateltes, can provide appropriate and clear
targets.

In principle, catch based indicators as a ‘reswdtrins’ could be seen as an alternative to
prescriptive technical specifications of fishingage This has the advantage of providing a
closer link to the objective in terms of attainiagpecific catch profile rather than using the
technical characteristics of the gear as a proxy.

The choice of indicators is important as catch Basegameters are not only influenced by the
choice of selectivity measure and tactic, but atsothe underlying population structure
making it difficult to disentangle the technicattiaal effects from changes in the population.
This can result in unstable indicators and indiatihat are not solely responsive to the
technical/tactical changes by individual busines€d®ice of indicator is likely to be fishery

and regionally specific and are likely to requirenttnued revaluation. Such EWG 13-01
suggested Minimum Conservation Reference Sizesdcbel used as such an indicator
provided that the reference sizes are linked todhjective of obtaining a specific catch

profile.

Setting minimum selectivity standards may pose ltarreative approach to the use of pure
catch based metrics. Such an approach has beeaspbpy the Commission in the context
of implementing a discard ban in the Skagerrak.hSarc approach, however, would require
ongoing scientific evaluation of gears proposedirmustry to meet the targets and would
likely result in defining a list of permissible gedue to control and enforcement concerns.
This may lead back to a prescriptive set of rulesegional level and move away from the
goal of simplification.

Terms of Reference

STECF should consider whether using catch metricelectivity patterns (or a combination
of both) could be used as the basis of a resulteebapproach as an alternative to prescriptive
gear-based or spatial measures building on the samipleted earlier by STECF EWG 12-14
and 13-01. STECF should consider the data needsldbning such catch metrics and
selectivity patterns and the type of indicatorenteasure effectiveness and equivalence.

STECF observations

STECF EWGs 12-14 and 13-01 have elaborately coresidine idea of shifting away from
the current prescriptive technical-measures regulgbwards a results-based approach. The
results-based approach is considered preferalge,because it would reduce the complexity
of current legislation on technical measures asd akcause it would harness the industry’s
potential for innovation to develop technology soming the achievement of agreed aims.
Nevertheless, it has been considered too optintisticfishing businesses operating under the
landings obligation and with fully documented figbe would evolve towards sustainable
exploitation patterns without the need for any tecal regulations. The feasibility of such
self-regulation depends on, e.g., the assumptibas the economic optimum can be fully
aligned to the biological or ecological optimumg(ehrough economic instruments) and that
the free-riders problem can be avoided. These s$ssoeuld be addressed under
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regionalisation. The new, co-decided technical messframework, however, will probably
set some baseline or minimum requirements as asaf@é so that the overarching CFP
objectives are not compromised. In consultatiorhwhie DG Mare focal person, STECF has
interpreted the ToRas a request that STECF shdaltcate on those baseline requirements,
for example on how to set them. STECF will focustloa two alternatives for a result-based
approach that were put forward by STECF EWG 13k@1,the concepts of i) catch metrics
and ii) selectivity profiles.

STECF response

STECF considers that the baseline or minimum requént should be based on the principle
that selectivity should not become worse than itremtly is. STECF focussed on
demographic selectivity within species rather tlsatectivity in the context of avoidance of
bycatch of vulnerable or choke species.

Catch metrics

Catch metrics could be set as a limit proportiothef catch that is below a certain reference
size. This reference size could be, e.g., theai&®% maturity or the minimum conservation
reference size (mcrs). According to the principleowe, the limit proportion would
correspond to the proportion achieved in a cemafierence year or range of years (e.g. 2014,
or 2010-2014). These limit proportions could belsestock (species by management area),
and, if needed, by quarter, by Member State, gt #egment, and/or by metier. In order for
these limit proportions to be independent of acsiatk abundances@age (which fluctuate
from year to year) they could be derived each yeam fishing mortality rate values.
However, it is noted that there is considerableeiainty in forecasting future recruitment
and hence can result in uncertainty in the prediotenbers@age recruiting to the fishery.

STECF proposes the following procedure, but otmecgdures could also be followed. In the
Short Term Forecast (STF) the catch numbers@aglel teupredicted under the selection
pattern of the reference year (or range of ye&ajabases such as the STECF Effort EWG
and the ICES Intercatchhold (at least for soménefstocks) the catch numbers@age for each
year disaggregated by strata such as by quartdvignyber State, by fleet segment, by métier
(see example table below).

Catch@age Stratum 1 Stratum 2 Stratum 3 total
Age 1 Catch; Catch ; Catch - Catch 4
Age 2 Catch; Catch ; Catch : Catch
Age 3 Catch; Catch ; Catch : Catch

The STF catch numbers@age can then be attributdtetstrata according to the historical
proportions from a chosen year or range of yeas ¢gample table below).

STFCatch@age Stratum 1 Stratum 2 Stratum 3

STH STR*Catch; J/Catch; | STRH*Catch, ;//Catch; | STR*Catch s/Catch
STR STR*Catchy /Catch; | STR*Catch,/Catch; | STR*Catchy /Catch;
STR STR*Catchs /Catchy; | STR*Catchs o/Catch; | STR*Catchs /Catchy;
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Using the appropriate age-length-distribution tbee€asted catches could be attributed to
above and below the chosen reference size. Iret@mple the age-length-distribution is the

same for each stratum (see example table belowjhese could differ per stratum.

Below chosen reference size
Age 1l 95%
Age 2 50%
Age 3 5%

For each stratum the STF catch numbers below aogealhe chosen reference size can then
be calculated (see example below for stratum 1).

Stratum 1| total Below reference Above reference pémoon
below
reference

Age 1 STk 0.95*STh 4 0.05*STh 4

Age 2 STh 0.5*STh 1 0.5STh;

Age 3 STh; 0.05*STk 4 0.95*STh 4

total Gotar  Total| Cpeowr  Total catch| Capove Total  catchl Cpeiow/Ciotar

catch numbers below numbers above
numbersX) | referenceX) referenceX)

Thus the limit proportion of catch numbers that betow the chosen reference size can be
established for each stratum, agi&/Ciotar in the above example table.

This procedure assumes that any new fishing methnde categorised in one of the existing
strata (gear group, métier). However, results-basadagement encourages innovation, and
such innovative practices might not fit into anytieé existing gear or métier categories. The
new fishing approach could be categorized in thatwn in which the skipper/vessel was
formerly fishing or in the métier that most closelyrresponds to the target (assemblage of)
species. In any case a new approach should onlgebmitted if it improves selectivity
relative to all current fishing practices catchthg same (or a similar set of) species.

Selectivity profiles

Based on the principle that the baseline selegtipitofile should not be worse than it
currently is, all gears currently permitted couktllsted, and for each of them the selectivity
parameters for all relevant species should bediistee worst selectivity parameters listed for
a species across all the listed gears will be #selne for that species. Any new gear design
should then only be permitted if across all thevaht species the experimentally measured
selectivity parameters are no worse than the rasédr that species.

An alternative procedure could be to determine‘dnwer species’ and a chosen reference
size for that species, e.g. the mcrs. This referesme could then be set as, e.g., the(lhe
25% retention length: the length of fish that ha®5&o probability of being retained and a
75% probability of escaping after entering the ecmje Subsequently, the mesh size that
achieves that 4s for the driver species can be determined. Follgwimat, for each of the
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other relevant species caught together with theedispecies, the sk corresponding to that
mesh size needs to be determined; this will béo#seline ks for the respective species. Any
new gear design should then only be permitted iosg all the relevant species the
experimentally measured4dfor that species is no worse than the baselpg®iLthat species.

It can be imagined that a (group of) fishing buss{es) might propose to operate a certain
gear in combination with spatiotemporal avoidaniceentain (‘driver’) species (cf Articles 11
and 13 of the current cod plan). Theoretically @ppsed gear that is very efficient in catching
the target species and very ‘bad’ in terms of $pi¢g parameters for the ‘driver’ species
could be allowed if used in seasons and areas wher&lriver’ species is avoided. Such a
fishing approach should only be permitted if it daen scientifically judged to be no worse
than current practices, e.g. in terms of catcheékefdriver’ species.

In both cases (catch metrics and selectivity pesjilthere is no reason why the objectives
couldn’t be set more stringently than ‘not worsartkcurrent’; the procedures/calculations
proposed above can be made with any target valgelegtivity. For example, for young ages
a lower selection (relative F@age) than the curvatie can be proposed and used for the
calculation of the limit proportion of catch numbehat are below the chosen reference size.
In the case of selectivity profiles, the mcrs cobkl set larger, or the probability of being
retained could be set at a lower percentage. Adomif more stringent selectivity may result
in higher maximum sustainable yields, as explased explored in STECF EWG 13-01.

6.3. Advice on the state of cod haddock and whiting stés in the West of Scotland.
Background

Article 29d of EC Regulation No 850/98 sets resivits on the fishing of cod, haddock and
whiting in ICES area VI, defining an area in whi@iBhing is restricted. A number of

derogations are provided for various gears. In @=awe with article 29d, paragraph 13
Member States must also implement an on-board wds@rogramme in order to sample
catches of discards of vessels benefiting fromdémgations contained in the Regulation.
Member States must report annually on the finding® this observer programme.

One of the derogations included in the Regulatiariile 29d paragraph 9) allows vessels
over 15m to fish within the restricted area witdmits with a codend and square mesh panel of
120mm mesh size. Vessels under 15m can fish wathlgrwith a codend and square mesh
panel of 110mm mesh size. Under a recent amendimehis Regulation (Regulation (EU)
227/2013) a reporting requirement for the Commiss$ias been introduced. Paragraph 10 of
Article 29d requires the Commission by th&Jan 2015 to assess the characteristics of the
derogation in paragraph 9.

In addition paragraph 15 which was also introdubgdregulation (EU) 227/2013 requires

the Commission to assess by 1 January 2015 the aftabd, haddock and whiting stocks in

the restricted area. On the basis of this assedsmbkare appropriate, the Commission must
submit to the European Parliament and Council agsal for amendment.

Background documents can be found lutps://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plen1403
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Request to STECF

STECEF is requested to:

» Comment on the selectivity parameters for cod, bekidand whiting delivered by the
gears defined in paragraph 9 of Article 29d and thwre these gears remain
appropriate given the current state of cod, had@dockwhiting stocks in the restricted
area defined in the Regulation.

« Comment on the impact of the measures since th&ioduction in 2009 on cod,
haddock and whiting stocks based on the scieraificice over this period and the
annual reports from the Member States. Comment logthver the restricted area and
derogations remain appropriate.

STECF observations

Stock status at 1 January 2015

Although it is requested in paragraph 15 of theRagn (EU) 227/2013 to evaluate the
stock status of cod, haddock and whiting in thegieded area specified in the regulation,
STECF can only provide the stock status for thgeeiss for the entire ICES Division

Vla.

For cod in Vla (West of Scotland), fishing mortalis high and has been abovg, For
most of the time-series. The spawning-stock bionhassbeen below;R since 1997 and
has remained very low, well belowBsince 2006. Recruitment has been estimated to be
low since 2001 and is considered impaired.

Since 2014, haddock has been assessed in Subawsad [WDivisions llla West and Via
(North Sea, Skagerrak, and West of Scotland). Rigimnortality has been belowuy
since 2008 and SSB has been above the MSQYgBsince 2001. Recruitment is
characterized by occasional large year classedashef which was the strong 1999 year
class. Apart from the 2005 and 2009 year classkghvware around the long-term average,
recent recruitments have generally been poor adhaecent surveys indicate that the
2014 year class is bigger leading to a reopeningefCES advice for this stock.

For whiting in Vla (West of Scotland), the spawnstgck biomass has been increasing
since 2006 but remains very low compared to theoheal estimates and is below;,B
Fishing mortality has declined continuously sineceuad 2000 and is now very low.
Recruitment is estimated to have been very lowes2@02. The 2009 and, to a lesser
degree, 2011 year classes are estimated to be Huecent average.

Derogations on Article 29d of EC Regulation No 8508
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Observer trip reports for 2010-2011 and 2013 weeelable from Ireland. Reports from
Scottish observer trips were provided by the Corasrorsfor 2011, 2012 and 2013.

Irish vessels

The Irish effort from the TR2 gear has declinedrfr63% of the total TR effort over the
period 2003-2008 to 0.12% for the period 2009-20h02013 there has been no Irish
targetedNephropdishery (TR2) in Vla. Fishing effort of TR1 vesséss than 15m using
110mm cod-end and 110 mm square mesh size paasbivery low (1.3% of TR1 effort

in 2010) and not sampled. Therefore all obsergertélated to TR1 activities of vessels >
15m. It should also be noted that Irish TR1 effonly constitutes ~10% of the total
international effort in Vla.TR1 activity is confidgo an area known as the Stanton Bank
or outside the restricted area in waters deeper2b8m.

Although discard rates in TR1 vary substantiallyween observer trips, the overall
discard rates by species are relatively low exéeptod in 2013. The discard rates for
cod in 2010, 2011 and 2013 are 3%, 1% and 70% cegply. The high discard rate in

2013 is heavily influenced by the zero TAC whichswenplemented since 2012. The
discard rates for haddock in 2010, 2011 and 20&38&t, 12% and 7% respectively. For
whiting the rates for these years are 13%, 15%289d respectively. The contribution of
the Irish catches in 2013 compared to the estimtitd catches of cod, haddock and
whiting in area Vla are 3%, 2% and 14% respectively

Scottish vessels

The observer trips were about equally spread betMephropstrawlers (TR2) and other
trawlers (TR1) and amount for 2011-2013 to 197, 28d 376 days at sea respectively. In
2013, only two vessels using gilinets of mesh 5Z€20mm fell under the derogation but
were not sampled and no vessels using gillnets miésh size > 90mm within 3nm
applied for a derogation.

The reports provide discard rates for fish belomimum landings size (MLS) and above
MLS which are informative in making judgments abaeutether changes in mesh size
would be beneficial in addressing current discasties.

For theNephropstrawlers (TR2), in the last 5 years, there isghldiscard rate (47-81%)
for cod above MLS and a moderate (13-42%) discatel for cod below MLS. It should
be noted however that the cod catches are veryétvof TR1 catches). For haddock and
whiting discard rates for undersized fish are mbafher than for fish above MLS.
Average discard rates over the last 5 years fodbeldare 12% for fish above MLS and
59% for fish below MLS. The whiting values are 3@%d 68% respectively. Also here it
should be noted that the TR2 catches of haddockwdmiting amount to about 5% and
17% of the TR1 catches.

The catches for the 3 species from the under 15ssel® using nets with mesh size >
110mm are negligible.
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For the vessels over 15 m using nets with mesh>siZ20mm and less than 90% saithe in
catch retained on board (TR1), in the last 5 yghesge is a high discard rate (44-81%) for
cod above MLS and a very low discard rate (0.02-8%yod below MLS. This suggests

that an increase in mesh size would not be likelye beneficial to cod mortality since the
current discard practices predominantly affectéargd. These observations coincide with
a period of very low cod TAC'’s and zero TAC's idiced since 2012. Average discard
rates over the last 5 years for haddock are 8%ighrabove MLS and 2% for fish below

MLS. The whiting values are 25% and 2%.

STECF conclusions

Management measures taken thus far have not rexmbviee cod stock in Division Vla
and not constrained catches. TAC restrictions omditgs and effort and spatial
management of fisheries catching cod in Divisiora \lave not controlled mortality
levels. In 2013 catches (landings + discards) wemne times greater than the reported
landings and estimated mortality is dominated tscaiiding. From the available reports,
there is also no evidence of effort displacememr dime of the vessels operating under
the 850/98 derogation.

The zero TAC for this area and 1.5% bycatch by Vixght limit implemented in 2012
applies to the retained part of the catches angfine does not constrain discards. There
is evidence to suggest that the introduction of theasure has resulted in substantially
increased discard rates in some fleets.

Fleets fishing at depths less than 200 m (i.e.iwithe cod recovery zone) are subject to
the effort restrictions of the cod long-term mamagat plan (EC 1342/2008) and the new
gear technical measures specified in EC 53/201&se&is fishing to the west of the
management line are still subject to effort resitiits, but may apply for additional effort
up to the point where fleet-aggregated effort egjulaht from the previous year (if fleet
effort allowances were cut). Significant landingsnh this stock are taken west of the line
defined in EC 1342/2008 (see section 6.4).

The implementation of the cod long-term plan effoontrols (Annex lla of Reg. (EC)
43/2009) and other technical measures, includirag gestriction in Division Via (Annex

lll of Reg. (EC) 43/2009) was expected to lead aogé changes in fishing patterns,
starting in 2009. The STECF-14-13 report analy$estadata and concludes that, looking
across all gears, there has been a substantiaadecn effort between 2009 and 2011 but
stable effort since. The same pattern in effogeen in TR1 gear which is the main cod
catching gear in Division Vla (STECF, 2014). STE@#es not have the information at
the relevant spatial scale to determine whetharteffas decreased within the restricted
area defined in Article 29d of Reg 850/98. In aidditthe absence of such date precludes
an assessment on the effectiveness of the redtacéa in controlling fishing mortality on
cod.

With regard to whether the (TR1) gears defined anagraph 9 of Article 29d of Reg.
850/98 remain appropriate given the current stateod, haddock and whiting stocks in
the restricted area defined in the Regulation, SHE®nsiders that given the low
proportions of cod, haddock and whiting below tbgal minimum landing size (2% or
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less for each species) discarded from these gi@rsnajority of discarding is a result of
over quota. Hence the selective properties of tlyeses remain appropriate with respect
to avoidance of catches below the current minimanding sizes. In order to reduce over
guota catches, alternative management instrumattsegd to be employed.

Under paragraph 15 of Article 29d, an assessmettheftate of the cod, haddock and
whiting stocks is required as a basis for any psaf® to make adjustments to the
provisions of the Article. In the case of cod, bate are predominantly made by the larger
meshed gears and are typically of large cod. ThEGEFT comments in the paragraph
above apply. In the case of whiting the stock cuards to be in a poor state albeit with
some signs of improvement. For this species, catohesmall whiting made by TR2 gears
are mainly discarded and further efforts to redtie problem are required. Relatively
high discard rates of haddock are also observedenTR2 gear and measures to reduce
whiting discards would also help haddock. It shobkl noted, however, that unlike
whiting, the haddock stock is in a reasonable staterecent recruitment has been higher.

6.4. Evaluation of national measures taken under Art 13) of the cod plan

Background

In accordance with Article 13.2 of Council Reguatil342/2008 establishes a long term plan
for cod stocks and the fisheries exploiting theeeks the Member States may increase the
maximum allowable fishing effort within applicableffort groups. Member States are
required to notify the Commission of any plannecr@ase of the fishing effort allocation by
April 30 of the year during which such compensationeffort adjustment shall take place.
The notification shall include details of the vdsseperating under the special conditions
referred to in Article 13 (2) (a-d), the fishingf@t per effort group that the Member State
expects to be carried out by those vessels dunegear and the conditions under which the
effort of the vessels is being monitored, includaoogtrol arrangements.

Under Article 13.7 the Commission shall request SFFEo compare annually the reduction in
cod mortality resulting from the application of pb{c) of Article 13 (2) of the cod plan with
the reduction it would have expected to occur essalt of the effort adjustment referred to in
Article 12(4).

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

Information on the respective measures has now sgemitted by FR, IR, UK, DE and DK.

Background documents can be found lutps://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plen1403
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Terms of Reference

Based on information provided by the United KingdoRrance, Ireland, Germany and
Denmark justifying fishing effort increases for Z0dnder the conditions laid down in article
13.2 (c) of the cod plan (Council Regulation (EQ) N342/2008), and the reports of effort
allocated under these measures, STECF is requestadess the effectiveness of the relevant
cod avoidance measures undertaken pursuant toleArti8.2 (c). In carrying out its
assessment, the STECF is requested to comparengieeti on cod mortality which results
from the application of this provision (cod avoidanor discard reduction plan) with the
reduction it would have expected to occur as altre$uhe fishing effort adjustment referred
to in article 12.4 of the cod plan.

In light of its conclusions of the assessment reféto above, STECF is requested to advise
the Commission on any appropriate adjustmentsforteb be applied for the relevant areas

and gear groupings as laid down in article 13.thefcod plan as a result of the application of
Article 13.2 (c).

Additionally, based on any relevant information abed from the EWG 14-06 and in
conjunction with the information provided by Memb&tates justifying fishing effort
increases for 2013 pursuant to Article 13.2 of toel plan Council Regulation (EC) No
1342/2008) under conditions other than paragrap® (c3, STECF is requested to assess the
additional effort applied by the Member States ewsned in terms of its compatibility with
the conditions and objectives of the plan and im#eof its impact on cod mortality. STECF
is requested to identify instances where this assest is not possible and to indicate specific
information for each action that should be proviteénable such assessment.

STECEF is requested to identify where possible amgudative or in combination impact as a
result of the actions undertaken under Article 23 (

STECF response

STECF dealt with the same request in its July peiBLEN-14-02), but could not do the
guantitative comparisons suggested, because EW@ IMas unable to analyse catch data. In
the meanwhile, EWG-14-13 has analysed catch daid,tke partial F values per fleet
segment and derogation are now available. In thiede6.4.1, 6.4.2 and 6.4.3, for each of the
four management areas, the partial F values ofaffected fleets and the year-on-year
changes in partial F are reported, and compardd @ithe required reduction under the cod
plans, and (ii) the observed change in overallrRHe stock concerned. STECF comments are
included in those tables.

For clarification purpose STECF reiterates herecinaments made during PLEN 14-02 for
Member States concerned.

Germany

Germany only submitted a table, without explanatooyer letter, documenting the total
number of KW days allocated and used by TR1 and ihRRe respective management areas.
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Information taken from the Appendices produced MyG=14-13 show that Germany used
provision of Article 13.2(b), the provision accandito which cod catches have to be smaller
than 5% of the catches. According to the table idex;, only the TR1 fleet in area 2b used
extra effort allocated under Article 13.2, nameB0#481 kW days (about 65% of what had
been notified for that fleet and area) on top ef #4,390 kW days according to Article 12.
The available information suggests there is noirigghmortality on cod associated with the
TR2 group of Article 13 vessels. In the case of TirdlArticle 13.2(b) vessels, partial F is
very low (0.00136), furthermore the partial F deeti in 2013. The partial F results suggest
that the additional effort has not impaired theegbyes of the plan.

France

France provided a cover note stating that the prowi under consideration was Article
13.2(b).France submitted tables documenting thartefiotified and used under Article 13 by
the respective fleets in the respective areas ib32@lus lists of the individual vessels
concerned. According to their table and letterthef 1,451,944 kW days notified for the TR2
fleet in the North Sea and Eastern Channel, o21,287 kW days were used, because 5 of
the 240 vessels that had requested the derogatoroticomply with the condition laid down
in point 2 (b) of Article 13 ofthe Regulation. Gmetother hand, for TR1 in the North Sea and
Eastern Channel the notified amount of 690,780 lAysdas been increased to 1,839,943 kW
days because 8 vessels were added to the 3 vessedsoriginal notification; the document
states that these vessels have respected theioariditl down in point 2 (b) of Article 13 of
the Regulation. Lastly, for TR1 in the West of $aotl, the used effort was as notified
(2,580,678 kW days).

Ireland

Ireland provided a list of vessels using selectjears and the number of kW days used by
each individual vessel. It involves 54 vessels gisin Inclined Separator Panel with TR2 gear
in ICES Area Vlla, having used a total of 476614 kis; and 9 vessels using a Swedish
Grid with TR2gear in ICES Area Vlla, having usetbtal of 87006 kW days.

Denmark

As in previous years, Denmark provided substansBuemissions including descriptive
narratives, an analysis (see below), effort data tfee various gear types, and some
documentation on control measures. Denmark utilisgdtle 13.2(c) in the Kattegat TR2
fleet under a comprehensive Danish Cod Avoidan@n Rince 2010 with the following
measures:

1. Closed area in the Kattegat

2. Closed area in the Sound

3. Use of square mesh panel in the Kattegat (Oct@»rember)

4. Use of fishing pools in eliminating discards

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

Using a modelling approach (described in the peeiewed paper Vinther and Eero 2013),
the Danish documents report an expected reduatiishing mortality by 2013 to 26% of the
baseline(2008). Year-on-year application of 25%uotidns since 2009 would have resulted
in a reduction by 2013 to 24% of the baseline. Méxetess, STECF reiterates from last year
(PLEN-13-02) that no attempt was made to estinfaettual, observed reduction.
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UK

As in previous years, the UK provided substantivdnsissions including descriptive

narratives, effort data, and gear descriptions.r@his a separate document on gear
descriptions by DARD (Northern Ireland) and one the Scottish Conservation Credits
Scheme by Scotland. The UK utilised the provisiohgrticle 13.2(b), 13.2(c), and 13.2(d)

for TR1 and TR2 in the North Sea and Eastern CHattme West of Scotland, and the Irish
Sea (see Table 6.9.1).

Sea area / category
North Sea (area b) Irish sea (area c) WeStofland (area d)
TR1 TR2 TR1 TR2 TR1 TR2
13(a) - - - - - -
o, | 13(b) 358,570 208,848 - - - 967
IS 13(c) 4,600,419 5,078,145 13,508 1,856,374 1,001,59p 907,
S [13(0) - ] - ] 434,799 -
TOTAL 4,958,989 5,287,018 13,508 1,856,374 1,436,394 949,1

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

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

* No fishing within mandatory seasonal closures Bedl Time Closures

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

* Fishing trips where fishing took place exclusywsbuth of 59 degree latitude in Area Vla;

* Fishing trips where the area of capture was ekodly within Area IVa and where landings

constituted of not less than 40 per cent of Motkéiad/or Megrim;

» The exclusive use of specified selective geargewfishing with a category of regulated

gear; and,

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

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

* No fishing within mandatory seasonal closuresalReme Closures and compliance with a
voluntary seasonal closure in the East Irish Sea,;

» The exclusive use of specified selective geargewfishing with a category of regulated

gear.

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

» The mandatory compliance with all UK Governmezasonal and real time fishery closures,
» Use of selective fishing gear,

* Participation in trials for fully documents figines (catch quota).

The separate document of the Scottish governmenthenScottish Conservation Credit
Scheme provides several analyses that attempt amtifp) the impact of the measures.
Preliminary analyses suggest that the impact lisirstihe desired direction but the reductions
in cod catches attributable to the Scheme appdae smaller than in previous years.
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Table 6.4.1 - Area 2a (ICES ll1aS)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 STECF comments
Plan F Impact of plan for 2013 unknown because of a latk
0.417 0.313 0.235 0.176 0.132 0.099 | stock assessment
Annual change -0.25 -0.25 -0.25 -0.25 -0.25
ICES F (assessment) 0.417 0.365 0.44 0.381 N8 l&sessment in 2013 for 2012 and 2014 for 2013
Annual change -0.12 +0.21 -0.13
Partial F of MS
fleet segment and
derogation
DNK — TR2 13.2 (c) 0.209 0.119 Reduction oart@l F of 43% in 2011. No ICES
Annual change -0.43 assessment for 2012 and 2013
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Table 6.4.2 - Area 2b (ICES lllaN, 1V and VIid)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 STECF comments
Plan F 0.648 0.421 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
Annual change -0.35 -0.05 0 0 0
ICES F (assessment)0.648 0.623 0.597 0.521 0.444 0.398 Target F rebfdrehat area in 2013
Annual change -0.04 -0.04 -0.13 -0.15 -0.1
Partial Fof MS fleet
segment and
derogation
DE — TR1 13.2 (b) 0.00187, 0.0018y 0.0022 0.00142.00136 | Total decrease of partial F (27%)
Annual change 0 +0.18 -0.35 -0.04
DE — TR2 13.2 (b) 0.00002 0.00029 0.00012 0.00001.00001 | Total decrease of partial F (50%) and very low dbation
Annual change +13.5 -0.59 -0.92 0 to cod mortality
FRA -TR1 13.2 (b) 0.00004  0.00082ncrease of partial F but very low contribution ¢od
Annual change +19.5 | mortality
FRA -TR2 13.2 (b) 0.00001  0.0000INo change of partial F but very low contribution ¢od
Annual change 0 mortality
ENG - BT1 13.2 (b) 0.0000) 0.00004 0.00004 @140 | Decrease of partial F from 2011 (75%) but no chainge
Annual change +3 0 -0.75 | comparison with 2010. Very low contribution to F
ENG - BT2 13.2 (b) 0.00005 0.00062 0.000%2 0.60030.00025 Decrease of Partial F from 2010 (60%) after |argge'ase
Annual change +11.4 -0.16 -0.37 -0.24 | in 2010. Very low contribution to F
ENG - GN113.2 (b 0.00001
ENG - TR1 13.2 (b) 0.00085 0.00076 0.0009 0.00053.0003 Reduction of partia| F of 65% from 2009
Annual change -0.11 +0.18 -0.4 -0.44
ENG - TR1 13.2 (c) 0.01477 0.0174f7 0.014% 0.0090@.01808 | After two years of reduction, in 2013tighiF reached thg
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Annual change +0.18 -0.17 -0.37 +0.99 | same level than in 2010

Annual change +0.95 -0.05 -0.57 -0.45 | contribution to cod mortality

ENG — TR2 13.2 (C) 0.00407 0.002138 0.00183 0.680090.00035 Strong total reduction of partia| F (91%)

Annual change -0.48 -0.14 -0.49 -0.62

NIR — TR1 13.2 (b) 0.00007 0.00002 0 0 0.000 )1Very low contribution to F

Annual change -0.71

NIR — TR2 13.2 (a) 0 0.00002 | New gear segment for NIR. Very low contributionfRan
2013

SCO -~ TR113.2 (b) 0.0074 0.00744 0.0013 Only condition (c) has been used in 2013. Undet |tha

Annual change 0 -0.83 condition the total reduction of partial F (from (&) is

SCO-TR113.2 (c) 0.18085 0.16097 0.1244  0.1269KB13306 | 26%. An increase of 5% has been assessed betwéér 20

Annual change -0.11 -0.23 +0.02 +0.05 | and 2013

SCO -TR213.2 (b) 0.00448 0.0156 0.00669 O 0

Annual change +3.48 -0.57

SCO -TR2 13.2 (C) 0.01173 0.0011 0.00621 0.0112100362 Large reduction of partia| F (69%) from 2009

Annual change -0.91 +4.65 +0.8 -0.68
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Table 6.4.3 - Area 2c (ICES Villa)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 STECF comments
Plan F 1.24 0.93 0.698 0.524 0.393 0.295
Annual change -0.25 -0.25 -0.25 -0.25 -0.25
ICES F (assessmenp) 1.24 1.22 1.19 1.16 1.16 1.15 ow réduction of F (7,3%) during the total period
Annual change -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 0 -0.01
Partial Fof MS fleet
segment and
derogation
IE - TR2 13.2 (a) 0.00161 0.03678 0.03212 0.92640.02607 Large increase in 2010. Reduction ofiglaR (29%)
Annual change +21.84 -0.13 -0.18 -0.02 | from 2010.
ENG -TR1 13.2(b) 0.00002] 0.00001 0.00065 Condition not used in used in 2013
Annual change -0.5 +65
ENG -TR1 13.2(c) 0.00462 0.00844 0.00361 0.0005800024 | Large decrease of partial F (95%) from 2009
Annual change +0.83 -0.57 -0.84 -0.59
ENG -TR2 13.2(b) 0.00166| 0.0004 0.00244 O
Annual change -0.76 +5.1
ENG -TR2 13.2(c) 0.00156/ 0.00044 0.00047 0.0003400015
Annual change -0.72 +0.07 -0.28 -0.56 | Large decrease of partial F (90%) from 2009
NIR — TR1 13.2(a) 0.02166 Partial F equal to 2.17%.
NIR — TR1 13.2(b) 0.00008| 0.00192 0.001 0.0090Mncrease of the use of condition 13.2(b) with aipbF equal
Annual change +23 -0.48 +8.01 | to 0.9% in 2013 but large decrease (99,9%) of alaftiunder
NIR — TR1 13.2(c) 0.38001] 0.17592 0.0638§ 0.00797.00@1L3 | condition 13.2(c)
Annual change -0.54 -0.64 -0.88 -0.98
NIR — TR2 13.2(a) 0.00089 0.1038}F Main contributor of fishing mortality in the IrisiSea.
Annual change +10.7 Categorisation from EWG-14-13 is in agreement i
NIR — TR2 13.2(b) 0.02565| 0.0209 0.01216 0.165P9 report provided by UK where it is mentioned for Nifre
Annual change -0.19 -0.42 +12.65 main use of condition 13.2(c). No data
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NIR — TR2 13.2(c) 0.12024| 0.09849 0.02943 0.0165H9 was available for that condition from EWG-14-13

Annual change -0.18 -0.70 -0.44

SCO - TR1 13.2 (c) 0.00043

SCO -TR2 13.2 (b) 0.00481 0.0001 0.00072 0.00382

Annual change -0.98 +6.2 +4.3 Increase of partial F (8.5%) in 2013 but low cdmition to
SCO -TR2 13.2 (¢) 0.00012 0.00113cod mortality

Annual change +8.4

75




Area 2d (ICES Vla and Vb EU)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2013 STECF comments

Plan F 1.018 | 0.764 0.573 0.43 0.242

Annual change -0.25 -0.25 -0.25 -0.25

ICES F| 1.018 | 0.901 0.841 1.035 0.99

(assessment)

Annual change -0.11 -0.07 +0.23 +0.09

Partial Fof MS

fleet segment and

derogation

FR - TR113.2 (b) 0.0001] Large desweaf partial F in 2013 and very lgw

Annual change -0.99 | contribution to cod mortality

IE - TR113.2 (d) 0.05981 0.08675 0.20158 50.00116 | Increase in 2013 but large

Annual change +0.45 +1.32 +1.32| reduction (98%) of partial
F from 2009

SCO-TR113.2 (c 0.02993 0.0356 0.05504 38021622

Annual change +0.19 +0.54 +1.59| Large increase of partial F (159%) in 2013 and rdyyi
the total period from 2009 (622%)

SCO-TR113.2(d 0.37681 | 0.27701| 0.7022 4 0.57428

Annual change -0.26 +1.53 -0.7 | Large increase of partial F (153%) in 2011. Deaeas
of 18% from 2011. Main contributor to cod mortality

SCO-TR213.2 (b 0.02369 | 0.00204| 0.00314 0.0 Large increagartial F (314%) in 2013 and during

Annual change -0.91 +0.54 the total period from 2009

SCO-TR213.2 (c 0.00883 0.0003 0.00001 52027443 | TR2 ¢ (increase of number of larger vessels from

Annual change -0.96 +1.53 +3.14| North Sea)




STECF comments and conclusion

Previous STECF comments (see PLEN-13-02) regattimglifficulties associated with
the evaluation of the effects of the Article 13oysions remain relevant but will not be
reiterated here.

In terms of more qualitative comments on the vai@ctions undertaken by the
Member States, STECF has nothing to add beyonddh@anents made in previous
years’ reports (e.g. PLEN-13-02).

In area 2a (Kattegat) only Denmark use conditiom2(t3 and no other condition
through Article 13 is utilized. STECF note that tpexrtial F for that fleet segment was
0.119 in 2011, the last year where an assessmest prmavided by ICES. That
represented a reduction of 43%, which is a largduction than the 25% stipulated by
the plan. No ICES assessment has been made if@02312 and in 2014 for 2013.

In area 2b (North Sea and Eastern Channel), p@¥f has been reached in 2013. The
sum of partial F used under the different condgitmom Article 13.2 is 0.158. STECF
notes that the main contributor is the TR1 Scotfislet operating under condition
13.2(c) which has a partial F of 0.133 which représ84% of the sum of partial F in
2013. For this fleet F decreased by 26% at dutiegetarly period of the cod plan (2009
to 2011) but no subsequent reductions have bearnakas intended in the plan.

In area 2c (Irish Sea) plan F (0.295) has not beached. Assessed F was 1.15 in 2013.
The sum of partial F used under the different ctooxals from Article 13.2 is 0.161. The
main contributor is the TR2 Northern Ireland flegterating under condition 13.2(a)
which has a partial F of 0.133 which represent 6%he sum of partial F in 2013.
STECF note inconsistencies between the data fronsBW 13 used for the tables and
the UK report where is mentioned for that areautbe of only condition 13.2(c) for that
area. Notwithstanding the changes in fishing miytalssociated with TR2 fleets have
not been in line with the objectives of the plan.

In area 2d (West of Scotland) plan F (0.242) haseen reached. Assessed F is 0.99 in
2013. The sum of partial F used under the diffecemnditions from Article 13.2 is 1.07.
STECF notes that the main contributors are the BRdttish fleet operating under
condition 13.2(d) operating west of the “line” whihas a partial F of 0.57 which
represent 54% of the sum of partial F in 2013 drel TR1 Scottish fleet operating
under condition 13.2(c) which has a partial F @@0which represent 46% of the sum of
partial F in 2013. Fishing mortality has increaded fleets operating under both
conditions and therefore not consistent with thieatives of the plan.
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6.5. Economic impact of eel trade ban- general trends

Background

The European eel (Anguilla anguilla) was includedppendix Il to the Convention on
International Trade in Endangered Species (CITE8)Annex B to Council Regulation
(EC) No 338/97 in March 2009. This was largely doethe threat posed to the
conservation of the species by the export of gieds from the EU to Asia for farming
purposes. The main commodities which were expdrefdre the ban were glass eels.
In December 2010, an EU "Scientific Review Grouphsidered that, due to the critical
conservation status of the stock, no export fromngport into the EU of eels and
derived products should be authorised. This "trbde" has been in place for nearly
four years now and the Commission wishes to aghessonsequences of this measure
on the economics and trade in European eels iklthe

Terms of Reference

Based on data available from ICES on the implentiemaof the Eel Management

Plans, the 2014 DCF Aquaculture economics dataroalét recent Eurostat aquaculture
and trade data as well as any other data sour@&S;S is requested to provide an
analysis of general patterns with regards to tleemic impact of the European eel
export and import ban in place in the since Decearab&0.

STECF is in particular requested tomparethe volume and value of eels traded,
farmed and sold in the EU before and after theettzeh introduced in December 2010.
(STECF is not asked texplainthe differences because a) data for the 'afteettman
period” are only available for 2 years, and b) forther analysis to explain such
differences, more detailed information would bguiead.)

Background documents can be found on: https://gteeic.europa.eu/plen1403.

STECF observations

JRC provided an analysis of the available infororato STECF and STECF reviewed
the JRC repoft STECF observes that the report provides a properview of the

available data from different sources (AER dat& @ajuaculture data call and Eurostat
data (production statistics and PCOMEXT)). It cang that the available data only
cover the first two years after implementation loé trade ban with the exception of
trade data which are available until the first 8nting of 2014. Trade statistics by length

6 Economic impact of eel trade ban — general treBdsdy in support to the STECF 2014. Publications
Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, EUR 268N, JRC 9253, 10 pp. (see background
documents orhttps://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plenif03
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category are available for the period 2012-2014 fitain developments that the note
shows are:

« Eel landings decreased each year since 2010 whigreastal value of landings
dropped in 2011, but increased again in 2012, d@amtincrease in the price.

» Exports of live Eel to third countries dropped taffer 2010, but in the first 8
months of 2014 exports increased again to 4.5 ®©waeth 0.95 min. Euro.

e The price of live eel traded between EU MS incrdaatter 2010 by 50%
resulting in an average export price of 15 Euroikg2012. After 2012 it
decreased again to 11 Euro in 2014 (first 8 months)

» Prices of farmed eel also increased after 2010. imbeease in off-farm price
(around 15% from 2010 to 2012) was much less thaniricrease in average
trade prices in the same period.

* Because of incompleteness of data, no clear cadoadsiscan be drawn on
aquaculture production from 2010 onwards.

» Economic performance of the main eel aquacultugengats in Europe did not
show any clear trends after 2010.

Moreover, the note flags some concerns about tkertainty and coverage of some of
the data and the usefulness of the data for amaivaih.

STECF conclusions

STECF concludes that taking into account theseeggsilne JRC report can be used to
show developments in the eel fishery, aquacultaceteade. STECF also concludes that
in order to carry out a complete impact assesswifethiie trade ban including effects on

the EU aquaculture sector it would be advisabléndue at least four years of data
available. This will be the case in 2016.

6.6. Assessment of measures implemented by the Portugeeauthorities in
relation to the management of rays

Background

On 29 December 2011 the Portuguese Administratdopt@d a national legislation

(Portaria no. 315/2011) that prohibits, in all betcontinental Portuguese EEZ and
during the whole month of May, the catch, keepingooard, and landing of any skate
species belonging to the Rajidae family. In additimr each fishing trip outside of May

a maximum of 5% bycatch, in weight, of those spedeallowed to be kept on board
and to be landed.

On 22 August 2011 the Portuguese Administrationptetb a national legislation
(Portaria no. 170/2014) that establishes a minimanding size of 520 mm (total
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length) for specimens of the genlsucoraja or Raja, along the whole continental
Portuguese EEZ.

Terms of reference

On the basis of the information provided by thettrguese authorities the STECF is
requested to advise on the effect on the conservafirays Raja spp., Leucoraja spp.
of the regulatory measures implemented by Portugal.

Background documents can be found on: https://gteeic.europa.eu/plen1403.
STECF response

STECF acknowledges the measures taken by the Resegauthorities aimed at
improving the status of ray species in ICES Diwisi¥a. The most recent ICES advice
on Cuckoo Rayl(eucoraja naevysshows a positive trend in survey indices in récen
years. For spotted rayR@ja montagyi and blonde rayRaja brachyurah ICES
qualitative evaluation of fishing mortality has hestable in recent years. While the
measures taken by the Portuguese may contributevpbsto the management of these
species, STECF considers that it is too prematudeetermine to what extent they have
affected changes in exploitation. Their efficacywdodepend on (i) the level of catches
taken during the month of May relative to the othenths and (ii) whether the fish
caught and subsequently discarded survive.

STECF notes that in general skates and rays (EWG1})4end to have a higher

probability of discard survival in comparison tdet species, but that survival tends to
be fishery specific. To fully understand the poignbenefits of the measures, it would
be necessary to (i) undertake survival studiefiénfishery concerned and (ii) to obtain
detailed spatial and temporal catch and effort edtech should also cover the period
before the introduction of the measures (pre 2011).

STECF notes that the minimum landing size of 520mnower than the size-of-first-
maturity for all three specieRR. brachyurarhas a size-at-first-maturity of 810-813mm;
L. naevusof 560 mm andR. montagub30-570mm (ICES, 2014). Therefore, STECF
considers that the current minimum size does bt fwohibit the landing of juveniles
and the appropriateness of the current MLS shoelcebaluated if studies demonstrate
that discarded fish survive.

6.7. Bpas for southern hake

Background

The stocks of hake and southern megrim were ben#etdy ICES (WKSOUTH) in
February 2014. For northern hake and southern meg(iCES Divisions Vllic and

80



IXa) Bpais defined at 1.4 x B. For southern hake (ICES Divisions Vllic and D&y
is not defined.
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Terms of reference

The STECF is requested to advise on a qualitatasssbwhether the spawning stock
biomass of southern hake (ICES Divisions Vllic dixd) is within safe biological
limits as defined by Article 4 of Regulation (EU)oNL380/2013 on the Common
Fisheries Policy and if that is the case since Wwhiear.

STECF response

STECF first notes that the stock of southern halsubject to a recovery plan agreed by
the EU in 2005 (EC Reg. No. 2166/2005). The airthefplan is to rebuild the stock to
safe biological limits, set as a spawning-stockrases above 35000 tonnes by 2016,
and to reduce fishing mortality to 0.27. STECF aistes that, as mentioned by ICES,
since the plan’s enforcement, the stock histormaiception has changed and as a
consequence, the current recovery plan uses tagaes based on precautionary
reference points that are no longer appropriate §2014).

STECF also notes that, based on its latest assegSIBES has now establisheg@Bat
9000t and will work towards developing an approeria,, value.

STECF notes that for southern hake, there is nmat# of uncertainty associated with
the SSB from the assessment carried out by ICEScBn be set so that there is little
probability that a biomass estimate which appeatsetabove B will really be below
Bim (ICES, 1998). In such case, ICES uses a valug,oF B, €***where s is a
measure of uncertainty in the total biomass eséntgipically taken as 0.2 - 0.3.

If this rationale is applied to the stock of southéake this would lead to a,Bof
12,600t, and STECF thus considers that the reesstd of SSB as estimated by ICES
in its latest advice (16,920t in 2011, 17,700t @12 and 18,900t in 2013) are likely to
be within safe biological limitsas defined by Alic4 of Regulation (EU) No
1380/2013 on the Common Fisheries Policy.

STECEF finally notes that the current recovery glas been developed based on a stock
assessment which has been strongly revised in 20#i0that updating some target
values of that plan with a new assessment givingrg different perspective of the
stock may not be appropriate. STECF considersahaw management plan needs to
be developed based on the latest assessment.

6.8. Request from the UK to undertake a pilot project tominimise spurdog
discards
Background

Spurdog has been subject to a zero TAC since 20d@ntly fisheries are required to
discard spurdog catches whether dead or alive rdioemed Common Fisheries Policy
(Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013) requires the phagsadoduction of a landing
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obligation for all stocks subject to a Total Allowa Catch (TAC). Consequently, for
fisheries subject to catch limits, species thatsafgject to a zero TAC will have to be
retained and have the potential to become chokaespm mixed demersal fisheries.

The UK have been collating and analysing data fetadies of spurdog distribution,
by-catch, and survivability in the Celtic Sea (ICB#isions Vlle-j). These analyses
have been used to underpin a UK proposal for at pitoject under Article 14 of
Regulation 1380/2013 to minimise catches, usingllang time closure approach.

STECF have previously advised on the operatiortiehsific trials allowing landings of
porbeagle and spurdog (PLEN 13-03). STECF have @saiously identified that the
provision of any catching opportunity should be ided; that rebuilding was more
important than monitoring of the population. ICE®/iae in 2014 is that there is slight
increase from historical lows but that there shdaddho target fishery and that by-catch
should be minimized.

The Commission has previously identified their wiglexplore all possible avenues for
avoidance (STEF PLEN-10-02), hence any pilot ptajegy be examined to ensure that
it will result in minimisation or avoidance of chts while contributing to the
management objectives for the stock. The proposseldpment of this spurdog by-
catch avoidance scheme may contribute to meetieg othjectives of the landing
obligation by assisting fishers to avoid, minim@e eliminate unwanted by-catches.

The UK has suggested that a marketable componeatlmmn dead catch should provide
an incentive for fishermen for operation of a miigation programme.

Request to STECF

STECEF is requested to evaluate the proposed UK pitgect for a real-time spurdog
by-catch avoidance scheme in the Celtic Sea (ICE&ibns Vlle-j). STECF is asked
to comment on the proposal and the scientific valuhis project.

In particular STECF is asked to comment on theritige of this plan and determine the
potential economic incentive from landing catchésspurdog. STECF is asked to
identify any other incentives that could be impleneel. STECF are asked to identify if
this project will contribute to meeting the conssion objectives (under the CFP) for
this species.

STECEF is also requested to identity what additiamadditions could be applied in the
proposed trial to address any concerns; the date toollected to allow for evaluation
of this programme and the controls that are necg$sassess compliance or any other
operational issue.

Background documents can be found luitps://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plen1403

83



STECF observations and conclusions

On the scientific value of the UK pilot project far real-time spurdog by-catch
avoidance scheme in the Celtic Sea (ICES Divisidles))

The project proposal summarises the legal and t#aeebackground on spurdog by-
catches, provides information on stock status askefies, detailed plans on data
collection in collaboration with the fishing indugtand quality assurance. Based on
real-time by-catch monitoring data categorized iradfic-light system, it proposes
move-on rules for participating vessels (10) inesrd minimise by-catches of spurdog.

STECF considers that there is some scientific nterithe proposal in that it may
provide better information on by-catches, will hgt industry engagement in data
collection and offers incentives for self-regulatiorThe proposed traffic light system
resembles the recently proposed ‘Real-Time Incest{RTI) approach (Kraakt al
2012), in which grid cells are attributed with aals based on real-time catches but
where the colours indicate the ‘tariffs’ accorditmgwhich ‘impact credits’ have to be
paid per day fishing in the respective cell. Depegan the results of the pilot, this RTI
system could be considered for the future.

The value and efficacy of the project is basedhenfollowing assumptions that (i) only
spurdog that have not survived the capture promestanded (dead discards) and others
are released alive and is therefore neutral frofista mortality perspective; (ii) that
these landings are of spurdog that are inciddmgatatch (non-target) and; (iii) the
incentive to allow the sale of such fish, the voduf which increases with greater
avoidance, will encourage fishermen to avoid amghsre these incidental by-catches
have occurred so that fishing mortality may pothtibe reduced.

STECF had previously noted when requested to atisessipact of landing unitended
by-catches of spurdog to improve stock monitoriRli.EN-13-03) that €andidate
information collection systems that would not irms®e mortality include observer
programs in fisheries with by-catches of both spgciechnical monitoring e.g. CCTV
monitoring on commercial fishing vessels, improkegubrting, including self-reporting
of total by-catches by commercial fishing vessé&l.these systems, the UK proposal
would incorporate improved reporting of by-catcheg fishermen, validated by
observer sampling.

With regard to discard survival, the proposal pdeg estimates from previous field
studies that vary between 23% (preliminary datathef 2013 campaign) and 75%
(maximum of the 2011-2012 data). A survivability aound 60%, however, is being
assumed for estimating the dead by-catch amounbasis for the proposed by-catch
quota of 5 tonnes per vessel per annum. STECF tiod¢ghis projection is subject to
considerable uncertainty.

Further, STECF considers that the decision uponhtadth state of spurdog (lively,

sluggish, dead) by fishermen presents some ridksihardog that would have survived
after release would be being classified as “dead’therefore landed.
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On the incentive of the pilot project and the ptidreconomic incentive from landing
catches of spurdog, and on the identification oy aher incentives that could be
implemented

The UK proposal foresees that the incentive ofrgelhe dead component of by-caught
spurdog would be proportional to positive avoidahebaviour of participating vessels
where the better the avoidance, the more by-catgbtaqis allocated. STECF
acknowledges the proposal with respect to its boHative approach with the relevant
stakeholders. The use of an incentive whereby daslthviour is rewarded with a
landing allowance that comes at no apparent cast ¢be below) to the stock is
acknowledged. Furthermore, the avoidance througlverom rules for small areas
accommodates the industry’s fear of traditionatdixclosures. Both aspects are likely to
result in buy-in from the industry. The fact thaarficipation is voluntary may
contribute to their feeling of responsibility arteeir perception of having control. These
positive sentiments may in turn contribute to thelustry’'s empowerment and
ownership, and thus to the success of the plart@sdstainability generally. The plan
also provides measures to limit the possibilityaofargeted fishery being developed
through the use of monthly quota limits, prohihitiof quota roll over and banking.

By-catches of spurdog appear in mixed fisherie wirious marketable species and
size categories. As the catch composition of thieseeries is not quantifiable in
advance with sufficient certainty, STECF is curhgmiot in a position to advise on the
potential economic incentive from being permitted land up to 5 t of the dead
component of the catch of spurdog taken in mixskiefies.

STECEF is not aware of any other incentives thatccbae implemented in this context.

STECF notes a number of potential issues with theraach that require further
consideration before managers take a decision @th&hto sanction the pilot project.

» There are no indicators presented against whicivitheal avoidance behaviour
can be measured. It is therefore unclear how thBvigdual vessel quota
allocations could be calculated given that theselldvdbe based on a sliding
scale, where greater avoidance is rewarded withehnigessel quota allocations.
It is also unclear how such avoidance is translatéal reductions in fishing
mortality. Further clarification on this point isquired.

* Furthermore, if between-vessel quota trading isnpézd, there could be an
incentive to trade quota between participating &ssswhereby individuals
could potentially accrue sufficient quota to undket a limited targeted fishery.
While the proposed maximum landing of dead spurdognly 50 t which in
itself, is unlikely to result in any measurableeetf on the potential rebuilding
rate of the spurdog stock compared to any realisedlental catch, any
development of a directed fishery is counter toe tbjective of minimising
fishing mortality. Hence STECF considers that sa&eds to prohibit accrual of
quota at an individual-vessel level through betweessel trading would need to
be established.
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* In addition, if spurdog catch levels are found te below the maximum
threshold for a given period, then there may banaentive to misreport the
“health state” of “lively” fish as “dead” so as tobtain some marketable
landings thereby potentially increasing fishing tabty by landing fish that
may have survived the capture and discarding psoddeasures need to be
included to avoid thigter alia observer coverage or CCTV systems.

On the contribution of the project to meeting tlwservation objectives (under the
CFP) for spurdog

Current conservation objectives under the CFP farrdog are in line with ICES

advice: ‘tonsidering the low stock size over the last twoades and the very low
productivity of the stock, it is not possible tentify any non-zero catch that would be
compatible with the MSY approach. Therefore, ICE®8ses that there should be no
target fishery and that by-catch should be minihize

STECF notes that, according to ICES short-termclse a catch of 50 tonnes will

generate very low mortality, which will have a nmv@l impact on the predicted increase
of spurdog SSB in 2015 and 2016. If adequatelyrictstl to the landing of dead

discards, then in principle there should be nodase in fishing mortality, and therefore
the project will not have any measurable effecttbea conservation objectives for

spurdog.

STECF considerations and conclusions

STECF notes that spurdog are subject to a zero ddCare currently being considered
as a prohibited species in the fishing opportusitieing proposed for 2015. STECF
considers that allowing fishing opportunities viee tsale of dead discards of species
which are severely depleted and subject to a zAQ i§ a management decision.

STECF notes that in mixed fisheries, a zero TACplemented as total allowable
landings, does not necessarily imply that catchidisbe zero. Any catches are simply
discarded in order to comply with the TAC restoctiand permitting the dead
component of such catches to be landed will natlr@s any increase fishing mortality
over and above that which has already occurredcélam practice, whether the dead
component of the catch is landed or discardedn#teeffect on the stock will be the
same.

STECF considers that the incentive for participatuessels to be permitted to land a
limited amount of the dead component of incidertatiches of spurdog, may induce
tactical changes in fishing behaviour that potdiytieould give rise to a reduction in
fishing mortality by the participating vessels, qmared to that which would have
occurred without such changes. However, to testtivenesuch a reduction in fishing
mortality is realised in practice, requires that fhilot project is allowed to go ahead.
Nevertheless, it is unlikely that any potential mip@s in fishing mortality will be
detectable at the stock level and in practice it priove difficult to ascertain whether
the project is successful. On the other hand, STBQEs that in general, incentives
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may result in increased buy-in by the industry andy also result in a higher
probability of management objectives being achiangatactice (Dorneet al, 2014).

STECF also considers that proposed pilot projettkédy to result in additional data on
spurdog catches which may prove useful for futurecks assessments, although
additional data are already being collected throagbparallel project (NEPTUNE)
currently being undertaken by the UK authoritiesl 8TECF is unable to assess the
additional value of the data that would be colldatader the proposed pilot.

STECF considers that the main potential benefitthefproposed pilot project are as
follows:

It provides an incentive for participating vesselseport incidental catches of spurdog
and the proportions of the catch that are brougbaed dead and alive.

If operationally successful, it would require tivassels move away from areas of high
incidental catch, for a limited period which is yetbe defined. Such behaviour may
result in a reduction in fishing mortality relatite that which would occur in the
absence of the provision to move away from aredsgdf incidental catch. However it
is not possible to predict whether this is likebylie the case because it is not known
whether move from one area to a different areanegllt in higher or lower incidental
catches.

However, permitting a limited amount of the deadponent of spurdog catches to be
landed, may give an incentive to retain individugiat are brought aboard live. It may
even result in a limited targeted fishery for smgd Furthermore, the pilot proposal
does not specify how the individual vessel quotasta be allocated (no details of the
sliding scale are specified) or how the outcomehefpilot are to be measured.

In summary, with the information available at pregsehere is no scientific basis to
reliably predict whether the proposed pilot projeclikely to deliver any conservation
benefits for spurdog. What is clear however is thatproposal aims to make provision
for participating vessels to be permitted to lanat@portion of their catches of spurdog
in return for a commitment to move on from areaem@hcatches are above a certain
threshold, which is yet to be defined. Hence ttlesar that at present, managers need to
base their decision on whether to permit the gdogo ahead without having access to
objective scientific advice.

STECF therefore concludes that the decision as hetlver the proposed pilot for

spurdog is allowed to go ahead, is clearly a pdliegision and STECF notes that from
that perspective, allowing the pilot to go aheaduMomean granting a fishing

opportunity to a specific group of vessels fromrgle Member State for a stock that is
under a zero TAC.
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6.9. Revision of Mediterranean management plans for: 1shore seine and
purse seine nets in the Republic of Croatia; 2) bdaseines fishing
transparent goby (Aphia minuta) in Manfredonia, Italy and; 3)
mechanised dredges in Catalonia, Spain.

Background

Under Article 19 of Council Regulation (EC) No 1280061 (hereafter referred to as

"the Mediterranean Regulation”), Member States exgected to adopt management
plans for fisheries conducted by trawl nets, beaises, shore seines, surrounding nets
and dredges within their territorial waters.

According to the first Paragraph of Article 19, i8¢ 6(2), (3) and (4), first
subparagraph, of Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002 @endbnservation and sustainable
exploitation of fisheries resources under the Comrsheries Policy shall apply to
those management plans.

Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002 has been replaceddguRtion (EU) No 1380/2013 on
the Common Fisheries Policy.

The matters covered by Article 6 on managementsptinthe former Regulation are
now contained in Articles 9 and 10 of the new Ragiah. In particular, Article 6(3) of
Regulation (EC) No 2372/2002 provided that plareldie drawn up on the basis of the
precautionary approach to fisheries managemenenadre sustainable exploitation of
stocks and that the impact of fishing activities warine ecosystems is kept at
sustainable levels. It has been replaced, in gieciby Article 9(1) and (2) of
Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013 on the Common FislseRelicy which concern the
principles and objectives of multiannual plans @gards sustainability. According to
the first paragraph of Article 9 of Regulation (ENd 1380/2013 a multiannual plan
shall contain conservation measures to restorenaamdtain fish stocks above levels
capable of producing maximum sustainable yieldcitoadance with Article 2(2).

According to paragraph 2 of Article 9 of Regulati@lJ)) No 1380/2013 where targets
relating to the maximum sustainable yield as refirto in Article 2(2) cannot be
determined, owing to insufficient data, the multiaal plans shall provide for measures
based on the precautionary approach, ensuring adt la comparable degree of
conservation of the relevant stocks.
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The requirement to include conservation referermetp provided for in Article 6(2) of
Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002 is now included iniéet 10 of Regulation (EU) No
1380/2013. Point (e) of the first paragraph prositteat a multiannual plan shall include
conservation reference points consistent with thjeatives set out in Article 2.

1 Council Regulation (EC) No. 1967/2006 concerningnagement measures for the
sustainable exploitation of fishery resources ie thediterranean Sea, amending
Regulation (EEC) No. 2847/93 and repealing ReguiaiEC) No. 1626/94.

According to paragraph 5 of Article 19 of Regulati@C) No 1967/2006, the measures
to be included in the management plans shall begotionate to the objectives, the
targets and the expected time frame, and shall tegaerd to:

(a) the conservation status of the stock or stocks

(b) the biological characteristics of the stoclstarcks;

(c) the characteristics of the fisheries in which stocks are caught;
(d) the economic impact of the measures on tieffies concerned.

Even though the management plan for boat seingstiag transparent goby in Italy has
been prepared under the provisions of Regulatiod) (o 2371/2002, it would be

beneficial to evaluate whether certain provisioristte new CFP as reformed by
Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013, such as the MSY agpghoor the landing obligation
have been included in the plan, or if at least ithelementation of the plan will

contribute to those objectives in the long term.

Terms of Reference
STECF is requested therefore to review the scieniésis for the above mentioned
management plan, evaluate their findings and makeoariate comments with respect

to the measures proposed therein.

In particular, STECF is requested to advice whethermanagement plan contains the
adequate elements in terms of:

— The biological characteristics and the state>qfla@ted resources with reference in
particular to long-term yields and low risk of stamllapse;

— The description of the fishing pressure and tleasares to accomplish a sustainable
exploitation of the main target stocks;

- The data on catches, effort and catches peraingffort (CPUE), as well as the
biological reference points ensuring the conseovadif the concerned stocks;
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— The catch composition in terms of size distribafiwith particular reference to the
percentage of catches of species subject to minisiaes in accordance with Annex Ili
of the Mediterranean Regulation;

— The potential impact of the fishing gear on tharime environment with particular
interest on protected habitats (i.e. seagrassdoedlligenous habitat and maérl bed);

— The social and economic impact of the measures proposed; and
— The scientific monitoring of the management plan.

— Objectives that are consistent with the objestiget out in Article 2 and with the
relevant provisions of Articles 6 of Regulation (H¥o 1380/2013;

— Quantifiable targets such as fishing mortalitesaand/or spawning stock biomass;

— Clear time-frames to reach the quantifiable texge

— Conservation reference points consistent withdbgctives set out in Article 2 of
Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013;

— Objectives for conservation and technical meastode taken in order to achieve the
targets set out in Article 15 of Regulation (EU) M&80/2013, and measures designed
to avoid and reduce, as far as possible, unwarethes;

— Safeguards to ensure that quantifiable targedsnagt, as well as remedial action,
where needed, including for situations where theerdwating quality of data or non-
availability put the sustainability of the main s of the fishery at risk;

— Other conservation measures, in particular meastar gradually eliminate discards,

taking into account the best available scientifitviee, or to minimise the negative
impact of fishing on the ecosystem;

— Quantifiable indicators for periodic monitoringhch assessment of progress in
achieving the targets of the management plan.

Background documents can be found luitps://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plen1403

Introduction
Member States are expected to adopt managemerg foarfisheries conducted by

trawl nets (demersal and pelagic), boats seinetu@img both towed and surrounding
seines), shore seines, surrounding nets and dredtes their territorial waters.
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The plans shall include conservation referencetpa@nch as targets against which the
recovery to, or the maintenance of stocks withafe iological limits for fisheries
exploiting stocks at/or within safe biological limiis ensured (e.g. population size
and/or long-term yields and/or fishing mortalityeaand/or stability of catches). The
plans shall ensure the sustainable exploitatiorsto€ks and that impact of fishing
activities on marine eco-systems is kept at sushdénlevels.

The management plans may incorporate any meascited@d in the following list to
limit fishing mortality and the environmental impaof fishing activities: limiting
catches, fixing the number and type of fishing e&sauthorized to fish, limiting fishing
effort, adopting technical measures (structure ishiflg gears, fishing practices,
areas/period of fishing restriction, minimum sizeduction of impact of fishing
activities on marine ecosystems and non-targetisggcestablishing incentives to
promote more selective fishing, conduct pilot pctgeon alternative types of fishing
management techniques.

Member States were expected to provide up-to-datentfic and technical
justifications for such derogations.

STECF general comments on the evaluation of Mediteanean management plans

STECF considers that management plans developbe #&vel of fisheries and/or gear
types, such as those presented here, are vergulliffo evaluate with relation to MSY
objectives. These objectives have to take into @atcthe dynamics of the stock and the
fisheries exploiting them. In many cases, stockseaploited by multiple fisheries and
possibly by different member states. Therefore, SHEonsider that for shared stocks,
a fishery management plan needs to include on ¢nf@nonance analysis all fleets and
countries exploiting the stock. In addition, STEGétes that for many localised or
small scale fisheries, obtaining full analyticab@ssments for many stocks (eAghia
minuta, Gymnammodytes cicerelus , Chamelea gallDaax spp., Calliste chione
etc) may not be feasible due to limitations in délvailable data and the associated costs
relative to the value of the fishery, meaning tihas not always possible or feasible to
quantitatively assess whether a stock is beingogeol relative to MSY consideration
or not. For such data limited species, STECF canmsithat a management plan cannot
be strictly compared against the MSY objective.

STECF notes that where catch (or landings) andtefiformation is available, CPUE
or other biomass indicators should be used deternmranagement actions i.e.
formulated within a harvest control rule where ngeraent actions are specified on
trends in CPUE or where available, survey indie@sl to evaluate whether the stock is
exploited at levels with low risk of severe demeati STECF notes that recent scientific
developments in the management of data limitedkstace, and will be, published in a
special issue of Fisheries Research, by FAO, bgrabVCES workshops on life history
traits; as well as works made by Hilborn (2010),aR@013), Carruthers (2010),
Geromont (2014) and others.
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Request for review of the management plan for shorgeine and purse seine nets in
the Republic of Croatiarz

Six different shore seine nets and four small peesee nets are presented in the MP.
Their main target species, number of licenses/astessels, landings, smaller mesh
sizes and fishing periods are summarized in tHeahg Tables:

Average Current Current
Number of -
_ _ licenses/number of annl_JaI to_tal s_maller mesh| fishing
Gear Name Main target species . - landings in the | size (mm) season
active vessels in :
2013* period 2008- (month)
2012 (t)
Girarica Spicarasmaris 150/44 70 24 1 October —
30 April
Iglicara Belone belone 38/3 1.3 20 1 October —
30 April
Migavica Spicarasmatris 348/116 190 24 1 October —
30 April
- OliZznica Atherinaboyer; 20/7 5.1 10 1 November
< Mugilidae — 31 March
g Srdelara Sardinapilchardus, 124/30 54 16 16 January +
S Engraulisencrasicolus 14 December|
& Sabakun Serioladumerilii 69/27 20.6 56 All year

* = are considered active the vessels with 20 aremmrking days with a specific gear in the pe2699-2013.

Number of Current Current
Gear Name Main target species Iice_nses/numb(_er of _Total landings s_maller mesh | fishing season
active vessels in in 2013 (t) size (mm) (month)
2013*
c Palamidara Sarda sarda 88/25 88.4 34 All year
] Serioladumerilii
® Iglicara Belone belone 35/5 4.2 14 All year
g Ciplara Mugilidae, 126/33 27.96 26 All year
a Sarpasalpa
| OliZnica Atherinaboyer; 56/12 59.7 10 1 July - 30
5 Mugilidae April
* = are considered active the vessels with 20 arem@rking days with a specific gear in the pe2099-2013.

For all Croatian shore seines, Republic of Cro&tigequesting a derogation to operate
within the isobaths of 50 m in fishing locationstéd in Annex 1 of the MP. Moreover,

7Excluding purse seine net - Srdelara
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Republic of Croatia is requesting the retentiorthaf current mesh sizes for all shore
seine nets, with the exception of greater ambegaake net (Sabakun).

For all Croatian small purse seines, an exemptiom fthe provisions of Article 13,
Paragraph 3 of Council Regulation No. 1967/200&iested. Moreover, Republic of
Croatia is requesting the retention of the curraeth sizes for sand smelt purse seine
net (oliznica).

STECF response in relation to each of the elementsutlined in the Terms of
Reference

The biological characteristics and the state ofleitpd resources with reference in
particular to long-term yields and low risk of skooollapse;

Elements outlined in the plan

Information on biological characteristics and ldvigge distribution of the catches of
the target species (see Tables above) are preséidembsessments of the status of the
stocks are provided for the species targeted byesbeine and small purse seine, with
the exceptions dbpicara smariandSeriola dumerilii

STECF comments

STECF notes that the state of the resources eggltoy shore seines and small purse
seine with reference in particular to long-termiggeand low risk of stock collapse are
not presented or are not available.

STECF notes that, according to the most recentsassmnts (STECF EWG 12-19
reviewed during the Plenary meeting held in Brus428 March 2014), the stocks of
sardine $ardina pilchardusand anchovyEngraulis encrasicolysin GSA 17 (shared
by Italy, Slovenia and Croatia) are subject to Gishing.

The MP states that the populationSofsmariss considered stable due to the absence of
significant statistical differences in the catchdth compositions of the period 2008-
2012. STECF notes that such data are not presamtdet MP and the stable length
compositions of catches can be affected by othetorfa (selectivity and/or market
demand) and it is not unambiguously related with hHealth of the population. In
chapter 9 the MP presents Yield per Recruit motelgpicarel stock, evidencing that
the current F (0.4) is below the.& (0.6). STECF notes that the,d; considered in the
MP is the Rax Of Y/R model, while usually is common practiceuse k; as proxy of
Fmsy thus the comparison of current F should be chwoig against §.

The MP presents also an evaluation of the expioitatate ofSeriola dumeriliistock
exploited by Sabakun. STECF notes that the valdesotal (Z) and natural (M)
mortality presented were estimated in a study edrout in 2001, thus are not
representative of the present stock status.

The description of the fishing pressure and thesuess to accomplish a sustainable
exploitation of the main target stocks;
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Elements outlined in the plan

The six Croatian shore seine and four small pugsees fisheries as well as the existing
management framework are described in the MP. Ratecerning the number of
licenses issued per district unit and numbers tf@wessels according to the Register
of Fishing Licence in 2013 are presented for bashefries. Moreover for each gear
technical characteristics, catch composition azé sanges of the species caught are
presented.

The MP contains specific management measures (pemhar temporary cessation of

fishing, authorization, spatial and temporal reswns, minimum mesh size and

minimum catch size) to keep the impact of theseggea target and non-target species
and their environment at the same level as itdayo

STECF comments

STECF (Plen 13-02) has previously evaluated a maanagt plan for Croatian purse
seine fisheries. While the elements presented éenrdvised MP, are a significant
improvement, the information is insufficient for SCF to conclude whether the fishing
pressure and the measures will accomplish a sasiairexploitation of the main target
stocks.

To undertake such an assessment, STECF adviseshthatesults from scientific
assessments that have been approved by scientilied (STECF and/or relevant
RFMOs), including reference points and precautipr@pproaches in line with the
Council Regulation (EC) No 1380/2013 are includethe MP

The data on catches, effort and catches per unieftdgrt (CPUE), as well as the
biological reference points ensuring the consenabf the concerned stocks

Elements outlined in the plan

For the shore seines and small purse seines, theréidles data on catches, effort and
catches per unit of effort (CPUE) for the totalotets and the main target species
respectively for the period 2008-2012 and for 204.

STECF comments

STECF notes that such data are not directly coedeutith a valid estimation of
biological reference points and do not satisfalstaepresent a baseline ensuring the
conservation of the concerned stocks. Limit andgeareference points in terms of
fishing mortality and spawning stock biomass shdadctlearly outlined in the MP.

The catch composition in terms of size distribytiath particular reference to the
percentage of catches of species subject to minisizes in accordance with Annex Il
of the Mediterranean Regulation.

Elements outlined in the plan
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Taking into consideration the data presented in Nt is possible to observe from
graphs in figure 10 and 13 that the percentagemofovy and sardine catches below
minimum sizes in accordance with Annex Ill of thediterranean Regulation represent
respectively about 45% and 4% in number and 4% 2%din weight of the total
catches. However for a more precise quantificatibthe data should be provided in
tabular form.

For other species listed in Annex Il of the Mediémean Regulation is not possible to
provide such percentages because only the sizesamtpted to the catches of shore
seine fishery are presented in the MP. However fthis it is possible to affirm that
shore seine catch fish below the minimum landiag;sin girarica foMullus barbatus
and Dicentrarchus labrax in oliznica for Sparus aurata in srdelara forSardina
pilchardus Engraulis encrasicolugnd Scomber japonicysn iglicara for Trachurus
mediterraneausand in Sabakun forScomber scombrusPagellus erythrinus S.
pilchardusandM. barbatus.

The potential impact of the fishing gear on the imarenvironment with particular
interest on protected habitats (i.e. seagrass bedlligenous habitat and maérl bed);

Elements outlined in the plan

In the MP is stated that small purse seine netsaldouchPosidoniabeds during the
fishing activities. In particular, target specidssmall purse seines ighra, ciplara and
palamidara are mostly species that live in the ugpa layer and are therefore easy to
spot.

Regarding the shore seines, the MP affirms thap#lagic shore seine nets (oliznica,
Sabakun, igtiara and srdelara) are hauled through the watenuoyglmot trawled along
the seabed, and therefore has no adverse effegatied habitats, including the habitats
of marine phanerogam beds. The MP also states déatersal shore seine nets
(migavica and girarica) touch the seabed duringrigwThe MP provides estimates of
percentage of the area of overlap betw@asidoniabeds and shore seines fishing
grounds (15.07%) and between the combinatiofagidoniabeds/Natura 2000 sites
and shore seines fishing grounds (12.7%).

STECF comments

There is insufficient information presented in thH> to permit STECF to assess
whether the Croatian shore seine and small pursessdias any effect on seagrass
(Posidonia oceanigabeds, coralligenous habitat and maérl beds. Tésergption of
overlap areas between shore seines fishing groand$osidoniaNatura 2000 sites
reported in the MP requires a clearer explanatioteims of details of the typology of
gear used and supported also by maps with higlseftutson than provided in Annex 1
of the MP.

The social and economic impact of the measuresgsexp

Elements outlined in the plan
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The MP affirms the management measure proposed imiirove the economic

conditions associated with the sectors, increaiagrofitability of vessels using other
fishing gears, increasing the capacity of marketimg catch through multiple sales
outlets and increasing the total values of thehesdy 5%.

Moreover, the MP describes the socio-economic effé@cthe requested derogations
would not be accepted. In particular the MP evi@srtbat in the rural areas of the coast
and especially on the islands, shore seine andl gmuede seine net fisheries are of
particular importance in the winter because it pfes a supply of fresh fish to rural
communities, especially when weather conditionshgader or impede food supply.

In Annex 5, the MP presents the results of reseacocitucted by applying principles
and methods used for the collection of data orefigls for DCF purposes.

STECF comments

STECF notes that in the MP economic data and agslystifying the increase of total
values of the catches by 5% are not presented.

Although STECF acknowledges the importance of slseiee and small purse seine
fisheries in rural communities in term of socialdatmaditional values, is unable to
guantify the socio-economic impacts of the managenmeeasures proposed if the
requested derogation will not be accepted.

The scientific monitoring of the management plan.

Elements outlined in the plan

The MP establishes that the sampling of all tasgeties of shore seine and small purse
seine fisheries will be conducted both at sea drtiealanding ports. In particular for
the species not covered by the DCR National dallaatmn programme the following
biological variable will be collected: length rangaean length, amount of immature
individuals, length at first maturity, sex ratioggeadistribution, catches and discarded
fraction. However, no further details or descripfoof sampling protocols and
assessment methods to be used are provided.

Objectives that are consistent with the objectiges out in Article 2 and with the
relevant provisions of Articles 6 of Regulation (B\lb 1380/2013.

Elements outlined in the plan

The MP states that due to the absence of reliadike teeded for stock assessment of all
target species caught by shore seine and smak geiae fisheries (with the exception
of S. smari¥ a precautionary approach in managing these resswghall be applied by
implementing measures of this Plan. Thus, accortinthe Council Regulation (EC)
No 1380/2013, the MP is drawn up on the basis @pitecautionary approach.
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STECF comments

As mentioned above (point 1) STECF notes that gsessment status & smaris
presented in the MP is unreliable. STECF also ntitasthe latest evaluations of the
status of sardines and anchovies in GSA 17 areartidered in the MP.

Moreover in relation to articles 2 and 6 of the Ragon (EU) No 1380/2013, the MP
does not clearly consider the implementation of emosystem-based approach to
fisheries management and the regional cooperationthe implementation of
conservation measures.

Quantifiable targets such as fishing mortality aend/or spawning stock biomass
Clear time-frames to reach the quantifiable targets

Conservation reference points consistent with tbgeaiives set out in Article 2 of
Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013.

The MP does not quantify the targets in terms siiifig mortality and/or spawning
stock biomass for the target species of shore saidesmall purse seine fisheries. The
MP states that during the first 3-5 years of MP lenpentation, Croatia will collect as
many relevant biological data as possible for thgpse of assessment of the status of
stocks of target species. The MP shall be updatetle time by identification of the
conservation reference points for all identifiech& species. However the MP does not
clearly specify the time-frames and conservatidieremce points consistent with the
objectives set out in Article 2 of Regulation (ENG 1380/2013.

Objectives for conservation and technical meastwdse taken in order to achieve the
targets set out in Article 15 of Regulation (EU) N&80/2013, and measures designed
to avoid and reduce, as far as possible, unwanééches.

The MP does not take into consideration the ohbgatinder Article 15 of Regulation
(EU) No 1380/2013. However, STECF notes that aadéplan has been assessed for
mid-water pelagic trawls and purse seines coveanghovy, sardine, mackerel and
horse mackerel and that this plan is due to enterforce on January 1 2015.

Safeguards to ensure that quantifiable targets enet, as well as remedial action,
where needed, including for situations where themarating quality of data or non-
availability put the sustainability of the main ks of the fishery at risk.

Elements outlined in the plan

The MP states that in the case monitoring reshlsvghat the objectives (i.e. to ensure
the maintenance of the stocks exploited by shoreesend small purse seine fisheries
within safe biological limits) are not being realisin the planned period, the following
measures will be implemented:

» further reduction of the capacities through exdaogirevoking authorization) of
vessels from fishing;
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* expansion of spatial restriction (prohibiting fisbi in certain subzones, on
certain fishing grounds, at certain posts, etc.d/@nextension of temporal
fishing bans.

STECF comments

STECF notes that the MP does not consider the lmbigsof deterioration of quality of
data or non-availability.

Other conservation measures, in particular measuoegradually eliminate discards,
taking into account the best available scientifitvi@e, or to minimise the negative
impact of fishing on the ecosystem.

Elements outlined in the plan
The MP will implement the following conservation aseres:

» technical measures, involving temporal limitatidas fishing and permanent or
temporary fishing bans, to safeguards marine berdity;

» special measures for reducing the impact of fishaegvities on the marine
environment and non-target or economically unimgrarspecies;

» protection of areas which are further classifiedgeacial habitats (where fishing
is generally prohibited) and areas where fishingpecially regulated (where a
certain form of commercial fishing is permanentanhed);

* regulating measures for fishing that stipulate ifighfees, issuing requisite
documents for fishing activities, revision of camtaights concerning the
fisheries, etc;

» fishing fleet management measures, involving tkd of fleet, the entry and
exit from the fleet and the number of licencesésktor a certain gear type;

e catch monitoring measures that regulate the reauging of submitting relevant
data to the competent authority, landing of thelues at designated locations,
submitting data on first sale, etc.

Quantifiable indicators for periodic monitoring andssessment of progress in
achieving the targets of the management plan.

Elements outlined in the plan
The MP designate the following indicators for pditomonitoring and assessment of
progress in achieving the targets of the managepiant

* Biological: mortality parameters and biomass indefoe target species.

* Economic: average value of catch at first salekless

» Social: number of licences, number of active vesseld in the case of shore
seine nets number of participant in the fisheries.
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STECF conclusions

From the elements provided in the MP, STECF is lenabassess if the stocks targeted
by shore seine and small purse seine fisheriesbeairey sustainably exploited. The
target species of both fisheries, with the exceptibS. pilchardusandE. encrasicolus
are not assessed in the framework of the relevaentsfic bodies, thus a precautionary
approach has been considered in the managementumeeasutlined in the MP.
However, STECF notes that the baseline (referemak)es used for the biological
indicators may not be fully consistent with the emtives set out in Article 2 of
Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013.

The information provided in the MP represent an riowpment of what has been
evaluated during STECF PLEN 13-02 in the case dllspurse seines. However the
elements are insufficient to permit STECF to deteenwhether both typology of gears
do or do not touch the seagrass bed during fisbjmgrations. Furthermore, it is not
possible, from the information provided, to assedsether or how often fishing
operations take place ov@&osidonideds or, in the case of small purse seine nets,
whether they overlap of a significant fraction ohet areas occupied by
Posidoniaoceanicar other marine phanerogames.

Given the available information, STECF is also deaio conclude on the potential
impact of the requested derogations.

In order to fully assess the impact of the requkdirogations, the following additional
information, is required for each of the six sheeeges and four small purse seines:

e Estimates of monthly catch volumes separated iatmliihgs and discards by
species (including non-target organisms) and cpoeding size compositions
from catches taken outside and inside 300 meters the coast / 50 m isobath
zone and, in the case of small purse seines, a@hsléggss or more than 70% of
the overall drop.

* Quantitative information about monthly fishing etfoutside and inside the 300
meters of the coast / 50 m isobath zone and, icdse of small purse seines, at
depths less or more than 70% of the overall drop.

e Estimates of monthly catch volumes separated iatmliihgs and discards by
species (including non-target organisms) and cpoeding size compositions
from catches taken using the current mesh sizes thode prescribed
Mediterranean regulation.

* An assessment of the socio-economic impacts gbltre

Request for review of the management plan Boat sas fishing transparent goby
(Aphiaminuta) in Manfredonia, Italy
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The objective of the National management plan for derogation to mesle sind
distance from the coast (Reg. (EC) N. 1967/2006,%9and 13) regarding the fishing of
transparent goby (Aphiaminuta) with the boat seimesthe Manfredonia fishing
district” submitted by Italy is to preserve the exploitatiof transparent goby through
the conversion of vessels currently using trawltheouse of seine nets.

STECF notes that traditionally, fisheries for tq@auent goby in the Manfredonia were
conducted using trawls rather than boat seineshwdmie used in other areas. However,
due to the prohibition of trawling in waters lekan 3nm from the coastline or in waters
shallower than 50m (EC regulation 1967/2006), #s fransparent goby fishing season
for the Manfredonia fleet using trawls occurred idgr the winter/spring 2010.
Subsequently, national pilot projects were initlate determine the feasibility of using
seines as an alternative capture method. The mameeeplan presented relates to
fisheries targeting transparent goby with seinetherbasis that such gears have a lower
impact than demersal trawls and thereby meetingottjectives of article 5 of EC
regulation (1967/2006) in that they can be dematestirto haverfo significant impact
on the marine environménand on this basis the gears are eligible to besiclered for
derogation from minimum mesh size and are permittdoke used within 3nm from the
coastline/in waters shallower than 50m.

The MP includes a description of the transpareblydshery with trawlers in the Gulf

of Manfredonia (1996 to 2009-2010 fishing seasoreg)prts on two feasibility studies
on the use of boat seines, the first one carried between the end of 2011 and
beginning of 2012 (3 vessels) and the second frgol 2012 to May 2013 (100

vessels); and on one experimental fishing campaamied out in March and April

2014.

STECF observations in relation to each of the elemés outlined in the Terms of
Reference

The biological characteristics and the state of leitpd resources with reference in
particular to long-term yields and low risk of skooollapse

Elements outlined in the plan

The biology and ecology dphia minutaare well described, noting thAphia minuta
is a gregarious small species, with a short lifeleyusually lasting only one year and
that the largest schools are found inside threegrfilom the coast. Information on its
biology and ecology (e.g. reproduction period, saefirst maturity, duration of the
larval phase, bathymetric and spatial distributjpattern during its life cycle), are
presented.

STECF comments
STECF notes that there is no information preserggdrding the current stock status or

any analysis that can be used to determine thetkmng yield that would be consistent
with minimising the risk of stock collapse.
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STECF notes that the Leslie- De Lury depletion nhodkes used to estimate the initial
biomass of the transparent goby stock in previ@lsrfig seasons. However, this cannot
be used to determine the current stock status.

The description of the fishing pressure and thesuess to accomplish a sustainable
exploitation of the main target stocks

Elements outlined in the plan

Information on fleet capacity (number of vesselsyl dishing effort (fishing days) is
presented for the trawl fleet that traditionallygieted the transparent goby for the
period 1996 to 2009-2010. In 11 of these 14 fishsegsons the number of licenses
issued was 50, and the mean number of fishing dgysoat in that period, per season,
was 77.

The MP proposes freezing the number of boat seind®rizations to 100 (the vessels
involved in the feasibility studies on the use o&abseine), and the maximum number of
fishing days to 5000. The total number of fishiraysl per season proposed is similar to
that in the more recent period 2005-2010.

Using data from the now ceased trawl fishery, trenagement plan proposes that a
management trigger based on a minimum CPUE fofishéng season (15 kg per day
and vessel) is used to enact measures to redingegfisffort as followsi) in case this
value is not attained for three consecutive yaaesfishing season would be reduced by
two months and the number of fishing days to 30Qdf the CPUE does not return to
the reference value in the following two years, fisking activities would be suspended
for one year (page 80)..

STECF comments

There is no information presented regarding thereciir exploitation status of
transparent goby.

The efficacy of the CPUE trigger has not been eataldi in terms of its appropriateness
in accomplishing sustainable exploitation of thegéa stock. Furthermore, there is no
consideration given to the potential changes ichadiility associated with the switch
from trawl to seine nets which may be substantisiigher. STECF considers that
setting management reference points without duardefpr changes in catchability is
inappropriate and could lead to overexploitatiothef stock.

Although the MP is proposed for three years, aredpgbssibility of an extension for
three additional years is mentioned, accordinght® groposed management measure
based on a minimum CPUE for the fishing seasormeasures to reduce fishing effort
would be considered in the three years of the Mplementation.

The data on catches, effort and catches per unieftdrt (CPUE), as well as the
biological reference points ensuring the consexabf the concerned stocks
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Elements contained in the plan

Data on CPUE (daily total catch per vessel andsprarent goby daily catch) are given
by season for the trawl fleet targeting transpagaity for the period 1996 to 2009-
2010. Transparent goby represented between 30%4G#df the total catch. The daily
transparent goby catch per day and vessel variedleba a maximum value of 25
kg/day/vessel in the 1997 (130 licenses) and 2800i¢enses) fishing seasons, and a
minimum value of 12 kg/day/vessel in 1998 (50 Iges). The total transparent goby
landings by season are estimates from the resu#fgexific monitoring activities Over
the period 1996 to 2009-2010 the transparent gabgihgs ranged between around 244
tin 1997 and 52 t in 1999 (50 licenses).

From the cumulative distribution of the monthly nsparent goby CPUE
(kg/day/vessel) in the period 2005-2010 the meabEEBnd the lower percentile (25%)
were identified as 19 and 15 kg/day/vessel respelgti

The lower percentile (15 kg/day/vessel) is proposedeference (trigger) point for the
definition of harvest control rules (see above).

STECF comments

The daily yields reported for the feasibility studly the use of boat seines conducted in
2013 and the experimental survey in 2014 were mhbadher (51.8 and 63.1
kg/day/vessel respectively) than that obtainedneyttaw! fleet (19 kg/day/vessel).

The proposed CPUE reference (trigger) value of d/fol&y/vessel was estimated from
the historictraw! fleet yields (2005-2010). The appropriatenesshig value for the
seine fishery is uncertain, but given that the CRIJBeines is likely to be significantly
higher (~ 3 times) that of trawls, the trigger \@ahequires further analysis.

The catch composition in terms of size distribytiasith particular reference to the
percentage of catches of species subject to minisizes in accordance with Annex Il
of the Mediterranean Regulation

Elements contained in the plan

The size distributions of transparent goby caughting two studies to test the

feasibility of the use of the boat seine (2012 2Adi3) and the experimental campaign
in 2014 are presented. The range of sizes of tdesebutions is wider than that

observed in other Mediterranean areas (e.g. Tuscan@atalan Coast), and both
juveniles and adults are observed in the catches.

The information presented regarding by- catch wakected during the experimental
survey in March- April 2014. By-catch representess|than 10% of the total catch and
the main by-catch species are mentioreguflla mantis, Arnoglossus laterna, Bolinus
brandaris, Aporrhais pespelecanisome of them subject to minimum si¢ggardina
pilchardus, Engraulis encrasicolus, Merluccius nuedius, Diplodusnnularis Mullus
babatus.
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STECF comments
No size distributions of by-catch species are tedj but it is noted that the individuals
were all larger than the minimum size.

The potential impact of the fishing gear on the imarenvironment with particular
interest on protected habitats (i.e. seagrass bedhlligenous habitat and maérl bed);

Elements contained in the plan
The position of the experimental hauls performedrduthe training days 2012 and
2013 is presented in two maps.

STECF comments

Given that no information is provided on the prtg#elchabitats in the area where the
fleet targeting transparent goby operates, it tspogsible to assess the potential impact
of the boat seine on the marine environment.

The social and economic impact of the measuresgsexp

Elements outlined in the plan

Two socio-economic assessments are presentedirsherie regarding the trawl fleet
(LOA<15 m) that traditionally fished transparentbgo until 2010; and a second one
aimed at comparing the Manfredonia fishing fleeR@99-2010 and in 2013 and 2014.
A number of economic and social indicators are @oed in the MP.

STECF comments

STECF notes that the value of transparent gobkipadih very variable from year to

year, was in the past significantly higher thant thanerated from the catches of the
other species. It is estimated that between 20@i®2@a1 vessels with LOA < 15 m lost

more than 30% of their profits due to the combmmatof low/stagnant prices, the

substantial increase of operating costs and the ddsncome from transparent goby.

The 2013 and 2014 results indicated that transpay@by sales represented 63% and
44% of the turnover.

The scientific monitoring of the management plan.

Elements outlined in the plan

The MP notes that catch and effort information dach vessel will be recorded on a
daily basis and this data will be entered into &@lase. In addition it will be mandatory
to provide catch samples for the purposes of geifpebiological data e.g. length
composition, sex, stomach analysis, maturity etcse® observers will also be deployed
to gatherin situ information on fishing operations and catch conitpms In addition, a
suite of economic and social indicators will algodollected.

STECF comments
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The scientific body responsible for the monitormigthe transparent goby fisheries in
the Gulf of Manfredonia and assessment of the tesidiithe implementation of the MP
has not been identified. Given that the harvestrobrule (CPUE trigger) will be used
as the key indicator to trigger management act(ergs in-season closures; restrictions
on future fishing season), it is important that thenitoring system is established so as
to ensure that management intervention is suffisterinformed and therefore
responsive enough to minimise the risk of exceediveggthresholds specified in the
harvest control rule (CPUE trigger).

Objectives that are consistent with the objectiges out in Article 2 and with the
relevant provisions of Articles 6 of Regulation (B\lb 1380/2013;

Elements outlined in the plan

The MP acknowledges that there are no biologicakxploitation reference points
currently available for transparent goby due tcaeklof analytical assessment. The
proposed management plan includes trigger valussdoan the observed CPUE which
would be used to enact more restrictive manageawians e.g. fishery closures and/or
effort limits.

STECF comments

As noted above, for small scale, data limited amdtiraser/multi-state stocks it is often
not possible to undertake full analytical assesssereaning that it is not possible to
determine the stock status or exploitation levelative to MSY considerations.

Given the absence of a more detailed analysistanéatt that the CPUE trigger values
are based on historic trawl (not seine) data, moispossible to determine whether these
present sufficient safeguards to avoid overexioma

Quantifiable targets such as fishing mortality sasnd/or spawning stock biomass;
Elements outlined in the plan

There are no biomass or exploitation reference tpottefined. A CPUE trigger is
proposed that would initiate management responses the CPUE observed in the
fishery dropped below 15Kg/day/vessel.

STECF comments

The appropriateness of this trigger to ensure kengr sustainability or long term
maximum yield has not been evaluated.

Clear time-frames to reach the quantifiable targets
Elements outlined in the plan
The intention is to implement the MP as soon as iapproved. It is proposed to

undertake annual monitoring and stock assessmdiits. only quantifiable limit
reference point proposed is the overall value ¢tfgl8ay/vessel (see above).
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STECF comments

The harvest control rule based on the CPUE triggquires real time monitoring in

order to minimise the risk of the threshold beirgezded. While the MP specifies that
the appropriate catch and effort data will be abéd, there is insufficient information

presented to assess whether the data will be athlys by whom) in an appropriate
time frame to allow for timely management action.

Conservation reference points consistent with tbgeaiives set out in Article 2 of
Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013;

See points above

Objectives for conservation and technical meastwdse taken in order to achieve the
targets set out in Article 15 of Regulation (EU) N880/2013, and measures designed
to avoid and reduce, as far as possible, unwanéches;

Elements outlined in the plan

It noted that catches of species below minimum sigebe landed but not sold for
human consumption. No measures are designed td avoeéduce unwanted catches.
STECF comments

STECF notes that there are no discard plans prddos¢his stock.

Safeguards to ensure that quantifiable targets enet, as well as remedial action,
where needed, including for situations where themarating quality of data or non-
availability put the sustainability of the main sks of the fishery at risk;

Elements outlined in the plan

It is indicated that the MP should ensure the cwmus estimation of the CPUE
reference points, with the aim to evaluate theiratiant of the management measures
and undertake, if needed, corrective actions.

SPECF comments

The MP does not consider the possibility of detation in the quality of data or non-
availability of data.

Other conservation measures, in particular measuoegradually eliminate discards,
taking into account the best available scientifitvi@e, or to minimise the negative
impact of fishing on the ecosystem;

Elements outlined in the plan

« The use of seine nets on fishing vessels targétiagpecie®\. minutais only
permitted in the period from 1st November to 31styMach year.
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* The authorised vessels can only catch during datyhgurs, from an hour after
dawn until sunset. Night time fishing with the soppof light sources is
forbidden.

» The MP will only apply to the waters of the Manfoeda fishing district. Within
this area the authorized vessels willdbgo permitted to fish in the area within 3
miles from the coast.

» Restrictions on the size of the fishing gear: #wgth of the cork line of the net
must be no longer than 300 m and must be equippddneutral buoyancy in
order to avoid or reduce to the minimum level tgact with the seabed.

* The use of nets with a stretched mesh size bet\Beand 5 millimetres is
allowed.

« Limitations on bycatch and accidental catch: aadialecatch of juveniles of
other species should not exceed the 5% of the datlyh in terms of weight and
any specimens caught should be released. Bycatshrmatiexceed 10% of daily
catch in terms of weight and must be registeredthen logbook or on the
transparent goby catch data form (for the vessallsnthan 10 m).

STECF comments

STECF notes that the available information on Ise@e by-catch is very limited and
no data on discards is available.

No measures to gradually eliminate discards ar@gsed. It is indicated that in the
2014 experimental survey by-catch representedttess10% of the total catch, and the
by- catch species are mentioned, some of them mithmum landing sizeSJardina
pilchardus, Engraulis encrasicoclus, Merluccius taecius, Diplodus annularis,
Mullus barbatu¥ and other species without minimum landing si3guilla mantis,
Arnoglossus laterna, Bolinus brandaris, Aporrhaespelicanus Vessel operators are
required to record by-catch species and the casrepg weight by species.

STECF notes that the use of boat seines will beiiexd from 1 November to 31 May
and that the concentration of juveniles of othezcgs in the fishery area, although
mentioned in the MP to bevery low (no supportingutoentation provided), could be
expected (e.g. sardine juveniles).

Quantifiable indicators for periodic monitoring andssessment of progress in
achieving the targets of the management plan.

Elements outlined in the plan

A CPUE of 15 kg/day/vessel estimated from thawl fleet yields (2005-2010) is
proposed as reference value which will be usediggdr management intervention in
circumstances when the observed CPUE falls beld¢g/iay/vessel.

STECF comments
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The appropriateness of this value, which has beenatl from historidrawl catch and
effort, for the seine fishery is uncertain. Givéattthe CPUE of seines is likely to be
higher than that of trawls, the suitability of thislue should be subject to further
evaluation.

STECF notes that how the CPUE trigger will be ugsedractice is unclear since
different approaches are proposed The MP notes(idhan case theaverage annual
catch per unit effort (CPUE) falls below the limit re@rce point....... during one of the
three years of the Plan, the... fishery is suspefied the end of February of the same
year” It is unclear how an average annual CPUE value ba used to trigger
management actiowithin a fishing season. Furthermore, the MP stipuldias (i) if
CPUE is lower than this reference for two conseeutiears, fishing in the following
season will need to be restricted (page 43); aselndiere it is noted that)(in case the
annual CPUE is below this value for three conseeuyears, corrective management
action would be required (page 80); this would mimsat, assuming a duration of three
years for a MP, no corrective measure would bertakeing the period of the MP.

STEC considers that further clarity of how the CPtdgger will be applied in practice
is required.

STECF notes that a *“traffic light” approach is pwepd for the socio-economic
indicators for the monitoring and assessment ofet@nomic performance of the boat
seine fishery. However given that the economic sodal impact of the boat seine
fishery has to be evaluated, the reference poretaat yet available.

STECF conclusions

From the elements presented in the MP, STECF iblarta assess if the transparent
goby stock will be exploited at a sustainable level

The information presented on total catch, catchrahsparent goby and associated
fishing effort/capacity during the period 1996 t809-2010 relate to theawl fleet
targeting transparent goby, not from vessels usoaj seines, for which the derogations
are being requested.

The proposed Management Plan aims to cap fishipgoity and effort at the level of
100 vessels with a maximum of 5000 vessel daysgdfiat thetrawl fishery was
considered sustainable with this level of capaaitg effort in the past. STECF notes
that the number of licences for trawlers targetiragnsparent goby was much smaller
than that proposed (50 in 11 of the 14 fishing seasfor which information is
provided).

STECF notes that the mean CPUE observed for tie flieset during the period 1996 to
2010 (after which the fishery ceased to operategwaatively stable with a mean catch
rate of ~19Kg/vessel/day throughout the period waeithe CPUE observed during the
pilot studies for seine nets were almost three gitmgher for the same unit of effort
(52Kg/day/vessel in 2013 and 63Kg/day/vessel ind201
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While STECF acknowledges that the yields from thgeeimental seine fishery may be
higher due to the closure of the trawl fishery siR010, and this may partly explain the
differences in CPUE between the trawl and seina.ddbwever, given the lack of
directly comparable CPUE data i.e. trawl and s&@RJE data from the same season,
and adopting a precautionary approach, STECF cerssid appropriate that the
maximum amount of fishing days proposed be reduedaccount for potential
increases in catchability associated with the sgwitom trawls to seine nets. This could
be based on the ratio of average trawl CPUE/seRIBE; meaning that effort should be
reduced to approximately 33% of the levels propasede plan (i.e. 1,650 days).

The plan proposes a trigger reference point whenective actions are taken to reduce
fishing effort once the trigger has been reachedhefV catches fall below
15kg/vessel/day, a number of measures are instigatéuding in-season closures and
closed seasons. The time frame for implementatiocoarective actions needs to be
clarified.

STECF notes that the CPUE trigger value is basetth@mverage daily yields from the
trawl fishery (2005-2010) and applying the same logialasve, means that the trigger
value should be set to consider the potential am@en catchability associated with the
switch from the trawl to the seine net implyingescgaling of the trigger value from 15
kg/day to 45 kg/day.

STECF suggests that a recurring data collectiongrarome be initiated for the

collection of all the necessary information to bsed as a scientific basis for the
definition of an adequate management of the baaedeshing gear in the Manfredonia
fishing district. This should gather data on catomposition, including all organisms

caught and their landed proportions, together wititesponding size compositions. For
each haul, information should be collected on theet location, gear dimensions and
fishing effort deployed.

Request for review of the management plan for Mechrased dredges in Catalonia,
Spain.

STECF general observations

The fishing activity with mechanized dredges targeshellfish species is traditionally
performed by small- vessels in Cataloribmnax spp. andChameleagallinaconstitute
the main exploited species of the fishery, but &sadliste chionas (or was in the past)
an important target. Vessels operate along thete@ashe depth range 0.5 to 30m, on
sandy-muddy grounds where such resources are ropcermtrated.

The main goal of the plan is to maintain the camdion of the existing fishing for
shellfish species within the coastal zone (<3nm)defining sustainable limits for
fishing pressure and demonstrating the limited ichpa order to comply with Council
Regulation (EC) No 1967/2006.
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Total catches using mechanized dredges decreased 1,600 tons/year at the
beginnings of the ‘90s to 40-100 tons/year in tleeiquo 2000-2013. It is not clear
whether such reductions were due to over exploathatural population fluctuations
or due to other anthropogenic factors which hawgateely impacted on productivity
e.g. extraction of substrate or a reduction iniaatrloading from rivers.

The main biological features of the exploited sps@re described as well as the main
characteristics of the fisheries. However, nottladl necessary information needed for
assessing the current status of the stocks ismezselhere is very limited information
regarding species composition, size distribution tieé landing and discards; the
proportion of the catch discarded.

The Management Plan sets specific exploitationtirfyearly catches, effort) for each
bivalve mollusc stock in each of the fishery zones.

For stocks where the catch levels have been staldethe past 5 years, the average
catch is used as the basis of setting future aroaieh limits and these are considered to
be sustainable.

In the case ofCalliste chione which has seen a dramatic decline in catchestlaad
stock is considered as collapsed; a complete aostithe fishery is proposed. In the
case of the other 2 stocks, status quo catches gome stocks/area a modest reduction
in removals is proposed. The MP states that aptagamanagement approach will be
enforced to successively adjust catches dependirapserved changes in abundance or
in the structure of the populations.

The MP notes that both effort and landing limitdl Wwe combined with of technical
measures (size of the gears, seasonal fishing beees, bigger minimum landing sizes,
enhancements of the selectivity of the gears) suensustainable exploitation of the
stocks.

The MP notes the need for derogation from paragrdpland 2 of article 13 of the
Council Regulation (EC) No 1967/2006 which protshihe use of towed gears inside
3nm from the coastline and the use of boat andawidrdredges 0.3nm from the coast.
The conditions for a derogation ar@Here the fisheries have no significant impact on
the marine environment and affect a limited nundferessels, and provided that those
fisheries cannot be undertaken with another geall are subject to a management
plan” and where Member States shall provide up to date scientificl @&echnical
justifications for such derogatichThe MP states that most of the exploited resesirc
live within the 0.3 miles coastal stripe and hetfoey are obliged to fish within this
depth interval over sandy-muddy grounds and theyrent able to operate with any
alternative gear.

The MP notes that by-catch is composed by otheaho®s of minor commercial

importance, echinoderms and a minor proportionrdish. Some limited available data
suggest that by-catch represents less than theol®€ overall catches and this should
justify the request of derogation. The request @éfodations is also supported by the
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declared minimum impact on the marine environmeatipced by the limited number
of vessels involved in the fishery.

Socio-economic considerations are not considerd¢aarP.

STECF observations in relation to each of the elemés outlined in the Terms of
Reference

The biological characteristics and the state ofleitpd resources with reference in
particular to long-term yields and low risk of skooollapse;

Elements outlined in the plan

The main biological features of the exploited speare included in the Plan. For the
main species, information on size of first matuyrgpawning and size of recruitment to
the fishery is provided. A short time series (2@ME-3) of landings is provided for the
main species.

STECF comments

STECF notes that there is no information preserggdrding the current stock status or
any analysis that can be used to determine thetknng yield that would be consistent
with minimising the risk of stock collapse.

The MP notes that the current level of landings,nh@st of the species concerned, has
been stable for the period 2009-2013 and therefomesiders that such levels are
sustainable and that such catch levels can be asdte basis for reference points.
Based on the partial information provide in the MBJECF notes that catches and
CPUEs were considerably higher during the 19801EG- considers that stocks are
likely to have been subject to overexploitatiorthe past and setting reference catches
in the MP based on recent trends is not appropaiadedoes not provide sufficient basis
for minimising the risk of stock collapse.

The description of the fishing pressure atlte measures to accomplish a
sustainable exploitation of the main target stocks;

Elements outlined in the plan

The MP proposes to maintain or reduce catchesivel& the average (2009-2013)
biomass (landings) depending on species. Futurkings opportunities will be
determined by adjusting the reference catch bytrdeds in catches observed in the
fishery. The MP states that following the precaudicy approach, exploitation of
Coquina Donax spp in the Delta del Ebro will be maintained at cuatréevels and to
lightly reduce exploitation in the Central-SouthdaNorth Zone-Roses areas. It is
proposed to reduce exploitation levels of chid@melea gallingin the three fishing
areas and to close the fishery of almefZailiste chionan the Central North Zone until
signs of recovery can be observed. In addition,Mire states that measures to reduce
fishing effort will be implemented to increase d#tdtomass.
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Specific licences to exploit shellfish stocks aeguired and these are limited to a
number of vessels which have a historical trackneém the fishery.

The number of special licences of fishing shellfigith mechanized dredges currently
in force is as follows:

Delta del Ebro=9;

Central Catalunya area-central South Zone=10;
Central zone of Catalunya- Maresme=6;

North Catalunya-Bahia de Roses=9.

In addition, effort limits are also applied for gets targeting shellfish. These are
specified as follows:

North Catalunya:
targetingDonax spp 286;
targetingC. gallina 101
Central Catalunya:
a) Central South:
targetingDonax spp583
targetingC. gallina 60
b) Central North-Maresme
targetingC. chione closure in place
Delta del Ebro:
targetingDonax spp714

Limitations on the structural characteristics oé thessels operating with mechanical
dredges in this area are also enforced.

STECF comments

STECF considers that fixing fishing opportunitieaséd on recent catch levels is
unlikely to achieve sustainable exploitation of shecks concerned. STECF is unable to
assess the potential impacts of the current difoits.

The data on catches, effort and catches per unieftdrt (CPUE), as well as the
biological reference points ensuring the consexvabf the concerned stocks;

Elements outlined in the plan
Catch (landings) data for the period 2009-2013paoeided in the MP and some partial
catch data relating to previous years.

STECF comments
STECF notes that the limited information presergedgests that landings and CPUE
for most of the exploited stocks were much higlmethie past indicating the biomass

levels were higher prior to the reference period0@2013). STECF notes that effort
data are incomplete. There are no biomass or teférence points defined in the plan.
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STECEF is therefore unable to assess whether thasM®nsistent with ensuring the
conservation of the stocks concerned. Furtherngiven that stock biomass levels were
likely to have been significantly higher in the pai$ is likely that the stocks are

currently overexploited.

The catch composition in terms of size distribytiasith particular reference to the
percentage of catches of species subject to minisizes in accordance with Annex Il
of the Mediterranean Regulation;

Elements outlined in the plan

There is a general paucity in the amount of infdroma provided regarding the
composition of landings as well as on the discartactions of the target species and
by-catch.

STECF comments

STECF notes that the MP states that the targetespabnost always represent over the
90% of the catches.

However, STECF notes that by-catch of the mechdnilzedges fisheries is significant.
Based on the available information, in tB®nax sppfishery, by-catch is mainly
constituted by non-commercial decapod crustaceaciep (46%), followed by bivalves
of low or null commercial importance (36%) and @aon proportion (about 5%) of
finfish (Trachinus sp Echinichtys vipera Lithognatus mormyrys For the vessels
targetingChamelea galling other bivalves of low commercial value consgtihe
main by-catch (45%) followed by echinoderms(25%astgropods (11%). In the
Calliste chionefisheries, bivalves clearly dominate (77%), folevby echinoderms
(18%), and 4% are gastropods, crustaceans andHinfi

STECF notes that there is no data presented oncsixgosition of the individuals
landed or discarded presented or on the sizes lodér chccompanying species of
molluscs, finfish, etc. Details regarding catchmposition of finfish are very scarce.
Lithognatus mormyruss the only fish species listed in the catch rdsowhich has a
minimum lading size (20cm) already enforced in thkediterranean. The size
frequencies of the individuals of the mentionedcgggecaught in the fishery as by-catch
is not provided but it is likely they are mostly alfrsized individuals given the inshore
location of the fishery.

The potential impact of the fishing gear dhe marine environment with
particular interest on protected habitats (i.eeagrass bed, coralligenous habitat
and maérl bed);

Elements outlined in the plan

General considerations on the environmental impatiie dredge fisheries are outlined
in the plan.
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STECF comments

Fishing operation may be exerted too close to tlvees wherdPosidoniabeds or other
sensitive habitats can be found.

STECF notes that the specific habitat charactesisif the target species shellfish and
the impracticality of operating dredges in areathwigh densities of marine plants e.g.
due to clogging, is likely to limit the impact ofittw dredges with respect to seagrass.
However, STECF notes that dredges can severelycimgra other sensitive habitats,
other benthic organisms of the infauna or attacepdiauna and can also result in
significant unaccounted mortality of organisms tb@tne into contact with the gear but
are not retained (FAO ref). The severity of the ralteenvironmental impact will
depend on the scale and intensity of the fishirttyic It is stated in the MP that the
negative effects of a single passage of a dredgebearelatively limited. However
STECF notes that continuous and systematic fishstgrdance may produce important
long-term changes in benthic communities.

STECF considers that there is insufficient inforimatpresented to allow for an
assessment of the potential impact of the dreddpefies on the marine environment.

The social and economic impact of the measuresgsexh

Elements outlined in the plan
The MP does not consider the social and econonpadtof the proposed measures

STECF comments
See above
The scientific monitoring of the management plan.

Elements outlined in the plan
In the MP the Direccién General de Pesca y AmunMaritimos list the necessary
information for a sound management of the diffefesiting grounds and stocks.

Several indicators will be defined to be monitoasdegards:
- water quality

- Size structures

- catches

- Number of comprehensive daily trips

- Number of vessels involved and individual darips.

- Evolution of the daily catches, by vessel andltot

- By-catch species composition in the period whnengear is utilized
- Economic value of the catch, by vessel, trip totdl

- On board observers of the fishing operations.

- Study on the catch spatial distribution.
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- Evolution of the size structure of the catchespgcies for at least 3 years.

- A precise localization of the more important axgbloited fishing grounds through the
use of GPS during the commercial fishing operations

- Sampling of biological and oceanographic material

- Collection of random defined samples of the cascinom different vessels

STECF comments

STECF considers that the proposed parameters aguaid for the monitoring of the
fishery and to provide the basis for future managam

Objectives that are consistent with the objectiges out in Article 2 and with the
relevant provisions of Articles 6 of Regulation (B\lb 1380/2013;

Elements outlined in the plan

The MP states that the impact on the benthic conityisnenvironmentally sustainable
in the long-term and the fishery will be managedso consistently with the
objectives of achieving economic, social amployment benefits.

The MP considers that setting catch limits at #nel of the reference years (2009-
2013), and adjusted, based on the future monitafraylist of variables e.g. catch and
effort, is precautionary.

STECF comments

It was observed a drastic reduction of some ofntlaén resourcesChamelea gallina
Calliste chiong occurred in the last decades followed by theeasurfow but apparent
stable biomass levels. The proposed actions arkelynto restore stocks to levels that
are capable of producing the maximum sustainabédd ywithin the timeframes
specified in EU (reg) 1380/2013.

There is any proposal of changes in the fishingggesgctivity or modalities of operation
aimed at reducing the negative impacts on the magnosystem. There is no
information that allows defining the impact on ti& caught individuals but within the
path of the gear which are often damaged by thehamec action and remain for a
certain time more exposed than usual to predalitameover, no information is reported
on the conditions of non-commercial invertebratefirdish that are thrown away after
being caught.

The goal expressed in the new CFP of a gradualredimon of discards is not addressed
in the MP. Neither Socio-economic aspects are agddckin the plan.

It is stated that the fishing capacity of theefs will be adjust to levels of fishing
opportunities  consistent with available resourcegith a view to having
economically viable fleets without overexplogimarine biological resources.

Quantifiable targets such as fishing mortaligtes and/or spawning stock biomass
Clear time-frames to reach the quantifiable targets
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Elements outlined in the plan
The MP does not specify specific exploitation arbass targets.

The MP notes that performance will be continuoushpnitored. The Control
Commission (Comision de Seguimiento) will meet edst once each year for the
evaluation of the evolution of the fishery and fwoposing any possible change in the
way the fishery is managed. At the end of the 3xdryof the enforcement of the MP,
the Control Commission will assess the results pred during the scientific
monitoring, paying special attention on whether ¢éinédorced measures have produced
some improvement in biomass and stock status obxipdoited resources and on the
profitability of the activity. A written report cdaining information on the results
derived from the management actions will be senth@& time to the European
Commission.

Conservation reference points consistent with tbgeaiives set out in Article 2 of
Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013;

Elements contained within the plan
See above

STECF comments

STECF notes that no fishing mortality or biomadenence points that are consistent
with Article 2 of Reg. (EU) No. 1380/2013. As alteanative, the MP uses historical
average catch as a proxy for MSY. STECF consideeat teference catch levels
however are unlikely to be in agreement with thgecdiives of achieving long term

sustainability or achieving maximum vyields givere thvailable data (current and
historic catch rates). Moreover, productivity okthrounds is likely that had shown
important changes mainly due to other anthropogéastors such as sand extraction
and reduction of flow of nutrients towards the skived from the enforcement of
measures linked to the Water Framework Directiv@(@®@. Whenever such conditions
persist, it is unlikely that biomass will recoverthe former levels.

Objectives for conservation and technical meaes to be taken in order to
achieve the targets set out in Article 15 of Regoia (EU) No 1380/2013, and
measures designed to avoid and reduce, as far ssilge, unwanted catches;

Elements outlined in the plan
There is no reference to discard plans for theefigls concerned

STECF comments
STECF notes that demersal species subject to mmisize limits in the Mediterranean
are not subject to the landing obligation until &ndary 2017 (Article 15.1(d)

Regulation (EU) 1380/2013) and should thereforedesidered under the auspices of
the proposed MP.
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Other conservation measures, in particular swas to gradually eliminate
discards, taking into account the best availableesiific advice, or to minimise the
negative impact of fishing on the ecosystem;

Elements outlined in the plan

The Plan has defined a minimum landing size Damax spp(25mm) andCallista
chione (60mm) even though no size limits are defined he #nnex Il of the
Mediterranean Regulation for those species.

STECF comments

STECF notes that the MP does not foresee projecheshges in gears, operative
strategy, effort allocation or other technical megas aimed at a gradual reduction of
discards or aimed at minimizing the impact of fighon the ecosystem.

Quantifiable indicators for periodic monitoring andssessment of progress in
achieving the targets of the management plan.

Elements outlined in the plan

A number of parameters are identified in the pkae(The scientific monitoring of the
management plan”.) The MP foresees periodic analysis of a seriesmohitored
variables undertaken by scientific staff with resgbility for the evaluation of the
sustainability of the activity (as regards eff@dfches by species and area, and CPUES)
and for identification of issues that may requiran@gement intervention. The MP
notes that management decisions will be taken ireesmgent with the ad-hoc
Commission of Control as defined in the MP. Charigdsomass (CPUE) will be used
as a metric for assessing progress towards manageneasures.

In addition, the MP proposes that physical, chehaod oceanographic parameters will
also be monitored. The objective is to explore tedationship between other
anthropogenic and natural variation in environmlecdaditions to assess whether these
are likely to have had any influence in the obseérmeanges in biomass in the past, and
hopefully provide a basis for forecasting futurecktdevelopment. IN addition, the MP
notes that improvements and enhancements in ddtallew the definition of more
informative and robust indicators and the defimtad MSY-related Reference Points.

STECF conclusions

The Management Plan provides information on figseriarget species, gear, fishing
grounds, etc. However, from the elements providedhe MP, STECF is unable to

assess if the stocks targeted by the dredge feshewie being sustainably exploited.
Given the lack of information on stock status arpl@tation rates, the MP proposed to
use the recent average catches (2009 — 2013) awjust these in future depending on
trends in biomass as derived from commercial CPtutfices. However, STECF notes
that the baseline (reference) values used for ithledical indicators are unlikely to be
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consistent with the objectives set out in Articlof2Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013

given that, from the limited amount of informatipnovides, catches and CPUE were
considerably higher in periods below the referepears proposed. STECF considers
that fixing or modulating future fishing opportueg using the reference period
proposed is likely to result in the continued oe&ploitation of the stocks concerned
and are therefore not considered to be precaugionar

STECF were unable to assess the environmental ingpdce fishery on the ecosystem
and benthic community as insufficient informatiomsvpresented and are therefore
unable to determine whether the MP are in accoelamth the provisions of
paragraphs 2 and 9 of article 13 of Council RegutaEC) No 1967/2006.

6.10. Identification of the main associated species in &turbot fishery (Black
Sea)

Background

The FAO defines "associated species" as those espélat: (i) prey upon the target
species; (ii) are preyed on by it; (iii) competehwit for food, living space, etc.; or (iv)
co-occur in the same fishing area and are expldaedccidentally taken) in the same
fishery or fisheries. A precise identification dfet associated species seems therefore
essential for the establishment of adequate managiemeasures consistent with the
ecosystem approach to fisheries.

In the Black Sea, turboPgetta maximpare mainly caught with gillnets and bottom
trawlers. These demersal fisheries can have sigmifi by-catch of other non-target
species such daja clavata Squalus acanthia#\cipenser sppand cetaceans (STECF
13-20). Interactions with other species have bésmraported. This is, for example, the
case of the whitingMerlangus merlangys which represent an important trophic base
for the turbot (Raykowet al 2008). ). In 2014, the GFCM-SAC identified asoasated
species to turbot fishery picked dogfish, thombacknmon stingray and cetaceans

Knowledge on all those types of interactions ishigfh importance, but is not always
fully described. The ultimate objective of this mise is to identify the main species
that can be considered as “associated speciedieirturbot fishery and describe the
well-known potential interactions.

8 GFCM-SAC (2014). Report of the Workshop to test fleasibility of implementing multiannual
management plans in the Black Sea. GFCM Workingi@an the Black Sea (WGBS), Trabzon, Turkey,
24-25 February 2014, 15 pages. Document available t: a
https://gfcmsitestorage.blob.core.windows.net/doentsReports/ GEFCM-Report-2014-SAC-
Multiannual-management-plan-BlackSea.pdf
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Terms of Reference

With a view to prepare the ground for additionaln@gement measures for the turbot
fishery in the Black Sea, STECF is requested to:

1. Review and evaluate the associated speciesfiddriy the GFCM-SAC,;

2. ldentify other associated species to turbotefighvhen using gillnets and bottom
trawlers based on available catch composition data;

3. For those species, detail the existing and pialeinophic relationships, competitive
interactions and/or role in the fishery (e.g. byebas species)

Background documents can be found laitps://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plen1403

STECF comments

According to GFMC-SAC, the following species ars@sated with the turbot fisheries
in the Black Sea

Associated species (bottom set gillnet fishery pnly

- Cetaceans

- Picked dogfish

- Thomback ray

- Common stingray

STECEF is not in the position to review and evalubteproposed list and identify other
associated species to the turbot fisheries in thekBSea, as no catch composition data
are available. Therefore, ToR 1 and 2 cannot bevemesl. Moreover, as catch
composition data were not available, STECF is ndhe position to provide details on
the existing and potential trophic relationshipsmepetitive interactions and/or role in
the fishery of the by catch species associated withot fisheries in the Black Sea.
Thus, also ToR 3 cannot be answered.

6.11. Revision of the STOCKMED Project (MAREA)

Terms of reference
STECF is requested to:

1. Review the draft final report of STOCKMED andaiate the methodological

approach developed. In particular, assess whekigeCalinski-Harabasz (CH) index,
the Cohen's Kappa coefficient and the Holistic Axtability Index (HAI), have been

adequately identified and weighted. Besides, evalwehether there is a coherent
correlation between the indexes.
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2. Compare the validity and robustness of the staoks proposed under the
STOCKMED project with the existing GFCM-GSAs lintitans;

3. Discuss the feasibility of reproducing the samethodological approach to identify
the distribution of other stocks in different argastably in the Black Sea; and

4. Make any comment and recommendation with a teeweinforce the methodology
developed.

1. Review the draft final report of STOCKMED and evaluate the methodological
approach developed. In particular, assess whetheihé Calinski-Harabasz (CH)
index, the Cohen's Kappa coefficient and the Holigt Acceptability Index (HAI),
have been adequately identified and weighted. Besid, evaluate whether there is a
coherent correlation between the indexes.

STECF response

STOCKMED provided a review of the available datad am selection of several
indicators considered to be useful for the defomitof the stock structure of the main
commercial species in the Mediterranean Sea. A odelbgy was used to standardize
and integrate highly heterogeneous types of infaonawhich were however collected
for other purposes. The approach used in STOCKMEli2g on an explicit spatial
formulation and the inclusion of expert judgmeningsa combination of Geographic
Information systems (GIS) and Multi-Criteria Anay§MCA).The main objective of
STOCKMED was to define clusters of sub-populatiand corresponding areas within
which individuals of the same species have unifbfentraits and all stages of the life
cycle are represented. Each cluster of subpopuokafice. thereafter defined as a single
population unit or stock) should occupy a defineeba(i.e. stock area) and each stock
spawning area should be essentially separated thhose of other neighbouring stocks
of the same species. Information on demographyetges, distribution of spawning and
nursery grounds, parasites, hydrographic connégtigistribution of fishing effort and
catches and others, were considered for the amal@matial distribution of fishing
effort and catches were not used in the analysesuse the information available was
characterised by many gaps and it was not possildesaggregate catch and effort data
(e.g. VMS) by species. STECF also noted that theces of information used (i.e.
parameters from the MEDITS catches, genetic samplassites etc.) have different
and varying spatial resolution, which posed difies when trying to combine them
into the STOCKMED analysis. Only the parametersifffld EDITS surveys covered the
entire (EU) Mediterranean.

One of the major problems in clustering is the ckoof the information to be
considered, which must be informative, robust aond-redundant. The most widely
used method to assess the agreement between evsloathe presence or absence of a
characteristic or outcome is the Cohen’s kappaficteit (Donner et al. 1996).Cohen's
kappa measures the agreement between the evakiafibno evaluators when both are
rating the same object. A value of 1 indicates gragreement. A value of O indicates
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that agreement is no better than chance. Anotkeaeiselates to the need to specify the
optimal number of clusters in the clustering altfonis. The problem of choosing the
correct number of clusters is a long-standing isand a number of authors have
suggested various indices to facilitate this crudecision. One of the most popular is
the Calinski-Harabasz (1974) pseudo-F-statistierethe optimal clustering is the one
with the highest value of the pseudo-Fstatisticother approach is based on the use of
the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC, Akaike, 19¥4vhere the optimal clustering is
the one with the lowest value of AIC. A third typkapproach is based on the Bayesian
Information Criterion (BIC, Schwarz, 1978), whete toptimal clustering is the one
with the lowest BIC value. Finally, the Gap-statigTibshirani et al. 2002) is also used,
which utilises a number of generated datasets tairola baseline to help determine
which number of clusters is best.

In STOCKMED, the different clustering outcomes cuwderized by values of mean
Cohen’s Kappa above the upper quantile, were cermidas candidate hypotheses of
the stock structure. Acceptability analysis wastheplied to assess the robustness of
the obtained ranking of hypotheses (i.e. numbetusters) and to take a more informed
decision. Alternative solutions with high accepliépifor the best rank and high
Holistic Acceptability Index were defined as thesnplausible hypotheses.

The Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) methodologgs used in STOCKMED for
estimating weights of the indicators accordinghte fjudgements of a panel of experts.
The spatial constrained clustering was performeadgusix weighted indicators for a
number of clusters ranging from 2 to 20. The Céliktarabasz (CH) index was used
for evaluating the effectiveness of choosing thenber of clusters. A sensitivity
analysis was performed to assess uncertainty aidist of the results. The Stochastic
Multicriteria Acceptability Analysis (SMAA) (Butleret al., 1997) based on Monte
Carlo simulations was used.

The weighting for each indicator was computed ol thasis of a series of
questionnaires distributed to a selected numberexgerts. A questionnaire was
structured as pair-wise comparisons of two indisatith respect to the final objective
(i.e. the identification of unit stocks). Some paise comparisons were based on
abundance criteria while others on demographyferhlistory traits (i.e. answering the
relative importance as explicative variables ofratance vs demography, demography
vs life history traits, biomass index vs inverse @V abundance estimates, mean
individual weight in the catch vs sex ratio, etdQomparisons ranked pair wise

indicators as of “very strong importance”, “strangportance”, “moderate importance”,
“slight importance” and “equal importance”.

STECF notes that the methods used for clusterin§TI@CKMED are among those
widely used for the same type of data and in ppilecare suitable methods to attempt to
identify candidate fish stocks in the Mediterranésa. However, a major weakness
with the STOCKMED approach relates to the availghifjuality and spatial resolution
of the data used, which, it should be noted welleced for other purposes.

2. Compare the validity and robustness of the stock uts proposed under the
STOCKMED project with the existing GFCM-GSAs limitations;
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STECF response

The current divisions of the Mediterranean Sea efneld by GFCM are generally
arbitrary, often coinciding with National borderse( Spain-France, France-Italy), while
in other cases they embrace large islands (i.edirB8a). Knowledge of species
distributions, spawning concentrations, nursergasyrdistribution of fishing activity and
catches and connectivity defined as the level gfeddence of fish production and
population dynamics on dispersal and/or migratiomomg areas had a limited (if any)
influence on the current delineation of GFCM-GS83OCKMED aims to address the
central issue of the definition of stock units &tock assessment in the Mediterranean
Sea, which STECF considers crucial for future detdlection and management.
Currently, the majority of fish stocks geographioubdaries in the Mediterranean
overlap with GSAs boundaries with only some casesvhich stock boundaries exceed
such GSA limits.

The results of STOCKMED suggest that the stocksuftit many species encompass
more than one GSAs and therefore future stock sseds and management measures
should be implemented at the corresponding spatiales. In particular foMullus
barbatusandNephrops norvegicushere is evidence to suggest that life histoauees
evolves in a relatively well defined spatial scalkich might suggest a succession of
self-sustaining stocks Caddy, 1998; Fiorentatal, 2008; Hill, 1990). FoNephrops
norvegicus literature from the North European seas sugdest &ll post-larval life
history features evolve in a well-defined spatiahles bounded by discrete mud
habitats. However, where mud habitats are in gafficproximity and hydrodynamic
conditions permit, there can be some degree ohlaxchange between areas (pers.
comm. Colm Lordan). Notwithstandingephrops norvegicusre assessed based on
their discrete habitats (functional units). Howewieris likely that for small pelagics
such as anchovy and sardine, the spatial scalewidez than single GSAs and there
exists some evidence to that effect (Caddy 1998).

STECF is not able to compare the validity and rtieess of the stock units proposed
under the STOCKMED project with the existing GFCNs&S limitations. However,
STECF consider, the new stock unit's configuratslrould be checked against the
major requirements for stock assessment, i.e. ptodilly and population isolation i.e.
productivity and population isolation (i.e. selfstained sub-populations with no major
migration and immigration among neighbouring uraisd with separate spawning
areas). While the latter cannot be checked duactodf data, the second can be roughly
done through the analysis of differences betweerolti and new stock configuration in
productivity as for example k, densitymdy, natural mortality rates and other features.

STECF also considers that the consequences ofethiestock configuration need to be
evaluated in terms of data collection and procgsstock assessment and management
advice. STECF consider that these aspects neelefudonsideration before final
conclusions about a new stock configuration caitmbee and that this would be best
advanced through a dedicated expert group.

121



3. Discuss the feasibility of reproducing the same miebdological approach to
identify the distribution of other stocks in different areas, notably in the Black Sea;

STECF response

The same types of data problems found regardindiditerranean are also applicable
for the Black Sea as also in this area relevamrmétion is partial or almost absent.
Until such data issues are resolved, STECF corssitthett the current definition of a
single GSA should be maintained.

4. Make any comment and recommendation with a view toreinforce the
methodology developed

STECF has no other major comment or recommendationserning the methodology
developed, than those already given under ToR Rand

STECF conclusions
ToR1,3and 4

STECF recognizes the huge effort made by STOCKMEID eonsiders the used
methods are in principle suitable for the idenéifion of clusters and also suitable for
integrating different types of available informatigsurvey data, genetics, parasites
etc.). Although, all available data were used ia finoject, there are still a number of
data deficiencies that should be considered. Retedata for defining stocks such as
tagging and genetic data were very scarce or nailadle for most of the species.
Furthermore, available data on fisheries, in paldic on the spatial distribution of
fishing effort and fleets were very scant and utadié for the purposes of the project.
The same problems found regarding the Mediterraaésmapply for the Black Sea as
also in this area relevant information is partiadbmost absent.

ToR2

STECF considers any new stock unit configuratioousthbe checked against the major
requirements for stock assessment, i.e. produgtarnid population isolation (i.e. self-
sustained sub-populations with  no major migrationd aimmigration among
neighbouring units and with separate spawning aré&EECF also considers that the
consequences of the new stock configuration needet@valuated in terms of data
collection and processing, stock assessment andagearent advice. Furthermore,
STECF considers that these aspects need furtherdewation before final conclusions
about a new stock configuration can be made andthis would be best advanced
through a dedicated expert group.
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6.12. Update of Table 6.3.2 of the PLEN 14-01 report withanglerfish and
megrims

Terms of Reference

STECEF is requested to update the Table 6.3.2. givéire spring plenary report (PLEN
14-01) to include anglerfish and megrims.
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STECF response

STECF has compiled the requested information on BioBks in order to address the
ToRs and is presented in Table 6.12.1.

The stocks for which new information is include@:afAnglerfish in Division Illa and
Subareas IV and VI, Anglerfish@phius budegas$an Divisions Vllb—k and Vllla,b,d,
Anglerfish (Lophius piscatoriusin Divisions VIIb—k and Vllla,b,d, MegrimLEpido
rhombusspp.) in Division VIb (Rockall), MegrimLepido rhombus whiffiagonisn

Divisions VIIb—k and Vllia,b,d.

Data on catch and stock status were extracted frandifferent working groups of
ICES; prices (and estimate of the trend over tisé tlaree years) come from the 2014
Annual Economic report database; vulnerability mdg species (from Cheung et al.
2005, based on life history parameters) was exdadtom FishBase; and DLS
categories were provided by the ICES secretartatkSvalue in 2013 was estimated as
landings x price.
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Table 6.12.1. Update of the Table 6.3.2.given endpring plenary report (PLEN 14-01) to includelarfgsh and megrims.

Range of catch . . . Impact of Evidence that . Preliminary
over the Catch over tht  Average first-sale price Catch in value Treln(iflr;] Pt B sllljemes h fishing Vulnera-bility  the stock is dEer_nce{ & 2 estimates of 2[013 L d
Slocknaing available time-  last year over the last 3 years (‘000 €) & fee  normaly caugh .y iction on index depleted below .ec ining r.en Fmsy and ClgERlsy (@
series of data YeEts) SEpe other species Bmsy I SioElk S, current F DGR
Anglerfish in Division llla and Subareas IV and VI 5623-35039 12185 3.90 47607 -11% No Yes 69;72 No No (+22%) No 3.2.0
Anglerfish (Lophius budegassa) in Divisions Vllb—k and Vllla,b,d 5720-12655 12655 4.00 50674 -3% No Yes 69 No No (+33%) No 3.2.0
Anglerfish (Lophius piscatorius) in Divisions VIlb—k and VllIa,b,d 12766-28977 24200 4.00 96903 -3% No Yes 72 No No (+20%) No 3.2.0
Megrim (Lepidorhombus spp.) in Division VIb (Rockall) 0.106-1.091 0,278 3.21 0.893 11% ? Yes 54 No No (+31%) No 3.2.0
Megrim (Lepidorhombus whiffiagonis) in Divisions VIlb—k and Vllla,b,d  13400-21800 19900 3.09 61502 -17% No Yes 54 No No (+13%) No 3.2.0
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6.13. Amendment to DCF National Collection Programme, UK

Background information

STECF has previously provided advice on intendeghghs to the UK National Data Collection
Programme (STECF PLEN 12-01).

The UK has proposed two further changes to theoNatiProgramme (NP);

I.  Alteration of Western IBTS 4th quarter (Englishj\ay to Q1 ecosystem survey; and
i. Replacement of the Western Channel Beam Trawl SufuK-WEC-BTS) with the
Quarter 1 Western Channel Beam Trawl Survey (Q1W&)BT

Alteration of Western IBTS 4th quarter (English) survey to Q1 ecosystem survey

In 2012 Cefas proposed creation of a new survelgarCeltic Sea and Western English Channel by
amalgamating the DCF-funded Western IBTS 4th quateveyand a currently non-DCF beam
trawl survey in the western English Channel. Theppsal was reviewed by STECF in PLEN-12-
01.

The UK report that difficulties were encounteredhe combined GOV and beam trawl survey in
Q1 2013 that led to the re-design of the survefysto only with the beam trawl in 2014. The UK
considers the gap left in GOV coverage is a snali gf the range of whitefish stocks.

Replacement of the Western Channel Beam Trawl Surye(UK-WEC-BTS) with the Quarter

1 Western Channel Beam Trawl Survey (Q1IWCBTS):

This survey is one of the three indices in sole plaite assessments. The UK has considered that
the cessation of this survey will not affect adedyshe sole nor plaice assessment in ICES Vlle.
The UK intends to instead continue with the Q1WCEA& will seek core funding in the next
round of STECF survey review. There is no inforimatprovided on the duration of the current
FPS survey.

Background documents can be found laitps://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plen1403

Request to STECF

Acceptance by the Commission of any modification siarveys included in the DCF EU
Multiannual Programme (Commission Decision 201®®8/ shall be conditional to STECF
approval and therefore STECF is requested to etealaether the UK’s proposed amendments are
acceptable or not. STECF are requested to congidgaroposals by the UK and to determine:

* If the amended Q1 ecosystem survey will provide rieeessary information to support
stock assessments. STECF are asked to highlightdafigiencies in methodology or
coverage.

» STECF are asked to consider the impacts and ré¢iofm the cessation of the

UK_WEC_BTS and determine if the Q1IWCBTS will progithe necessary information
(noting that the continuation of the FPS surveyadscertain)
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STECF observations

The UK proposal was accompanied by supporting dectiation which is available at
(http://stect.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plen1403)

The UK has decided to implement the following chestp its surveys in the western English
Channel and Celtic Sea.

1. Alteration of Cefas Western IBTS 4th quarter (Englsh) survey to Q1 ecosystem
survey.

For many years Cefas on behalf of the UK undertdokwestern IBTS Q4 survey in the Celtic Sea
with DCF funding support. In 2012 Cefas proposeavitbidraw the IBTS Q4 survey and create a
new survey series by merging the western IBTS Qv¥esuwith a beam trawl survey in the western
English Channel in Q1. In relation to that propdSAECF advised the following:

The proposed withdrawal of the UK (CEFAS) contridrutto the Western IBTS Q4 is in line with

the developed survey review criterion ‘to inform magement decisions’ (STECF, 2010). The
Western IBTS Q4 survey has not been consideredhyinseock assessments and this is likely to
remain the case. STECF concludes that the propasthdrawal would contribute to maximize the

effective use of both national budgets and the DG#gets (national sampling plans for 2012 and
2013).

STECF considers that the reasoning presented bykhé support of the decision to drop the
GOV component from the Quarter 1 Western Channahb&awl survey (Q1IWCBTS) is well
argued and that such reasoning provides suffigiestification for that decision. The western Q4
IBTS has not contributed directly to ICES stockesssnents.

In 2013, Cefas undertook the proposed Q1WCBTS (purating both beam trawl and GOV tows)
and based on experiences gained, the 2014 Q1WCa&W8ysin the western English Channel and
Celtic Sea in 2014 was carried out using only arb&awl for fishing operations, but various other
gears were deployed to sample other environmeat&hbles. The 2014 survey was also extended
to cover both the Celtic Sea and the western Bmd@lisannel and somewhat confusingly is also
referred to in the supporting documentation from K as the Q1 ecosystem survey. Hence for
clarity it should be noted that as of 2014, the @WBVS and the Q1 ecosystem survey are one and
the same.

In support of its decision, the UK argues that @ik ecosystem survey (Q1WCBTS extended to
cover the Celtic Sea (Divisions VIIf, g & h) willefter address the current and future needs of the
DCF and DC-MAP (including provision of scientificath to support the Marine Strategy
Framework Directive) in a cost effective mannerddaionally the UK argues that it better supports
continued collaboration between industry and s@enc

Furthermore, in support of its proposal for the €@bsystem survey, the UK presents the following
arguments.

1. The current UK-WEC-BTS although having a 30 y&ae series, covers only a small
proportion of ICES SubDiv. Vlle.

2. The current UK-WEC-BTS has no scope for coligcadditional data in support of the
MSFD, due to constraints on staffing levels andlifees on board the FV Carhelmar.
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3. The new Q1WCBTS, has been running for 9 yearsf(2014), and is providing an indices
for the Western Channel sole. It is being delivei@the plaice assessment but has yet to be fully
included (inter-benchmark has been recommende@@tb). It also covers the entirety of SubDiv.
Vile, and is random stratified, allowing for robunsss to sampling design for future DC-MAP
needs.

4, The new Q1WCBTS is also collecting data foro#ier species (in particular commercial
species biological samples) allowing for furthedices to be calculated to support other stock
assessments.

5. After the removal of the Quarter 4 South Westeternational Bottom Trawl Survey
(Q4SWIBTS) by Cefas in 2011, communication betwzsfas and the STECF agreed that the
Q1WCBTS would replace the Q4SWIBTS for consider&ioDCF funding.

STECF notes that the QIWCBTS, which already hagy/@a® time series of data for Division Vlle
in Q1, will provide a new Q1 time-series of fish@ngependent data for a range of stocks in the
Celtic Sea (VIIf,g&h). The utility of such data fone assessment of stocks in the Celtic Sea, will
ultimately be determined through the ICES stoclesssient process.

2. Replacement of the Western Channel Beam Trawl Suryg(UK-WEC-BTS) with the
Quarter 1 Western Channel Beam Trawl Survey (Q1WCBTB)

STECF notes that this proposal involves replachegWestern Channel Beam Trawl Survey (UK-
WEC-BTS), which was carried out in Q4 and was pamtder through the DCF, with the Quarter 1
Western Channel Beam Trawl Survey (Q1IWCBTS) retetoein proposal 1 above and as of 2014
is also referred to as the Q1 ecosystem surveyndmch currently is not part-funded through the
DCF.

Up to 2013, a third survey was also carried outthyy UK in Division Vlle; the UK-funded
Fisheries Science partnership Western Channel Sateey. STECF notes that the future of that
survey while uncertain,

STECF notes that the UK-WEC-BTS (Q4) provided ahmadices of abundance over a time series
of 30 years and has routinely been used in ICE8sasents for sole and plaice in Division Ville.
The (Q1IWCBTS) already has a 9-year time seriesatd (2006-2014) and is currently used in the
ICES assessment for Vlle sole but not Vlle plaice.

In support of the decision to replace the UK-WECSBWith the extended Q1WCBTS (Q1
ecosystem survey), the UK provided a commentartherresults of an assessment of the effect of
losing the time-series of data from the UK-WEC-BdiSthe stock assessment of Vlle sole (Annex
1B of the supporting information). The commentaoyptends that cessation of the UK-WEC_BTS
will not adversely affect the stock assessmentsithier plaice or sole in Vlle. However, the data
and diagnostics of the investigations undertakenewmt presented, so STECF was unable to
confirm or refute this conclusion. In addition, tihgestigations undertaken, only inform on a series
of potential possible effects on assessments &mbving the UK-WEC_BTS might have had on
past assessments, and is not informative as teffbets on future assessments.

STECF considerations on both UK proposals

In summary, the UK decisions affecting the surveysntioned above can be summarised as
follows:
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» Cessation of the UK quarter 4 bottom trawl (GOVijvey of the Celtic Sea (IBTS Q4) —
this has already occurred and the survey has ot tenducted since 2011.

» Cessation of the Q4 western English Channel beawl survey UK-WEC-BTS (Q4) — this
currently has a 30-year time series of fishery-pedelent data up to 2013. The UK-WEC-
BTS was not conducted in 2014.

* Both surveys above (IBTS Q4 and UK-WEC-BTS (Q4)ptreplaced with the quarter 1
western channel beam trawl survey Q1WCBTS, whido ise extended to cover both the
western English channel (Division Vlle) and the ticeSea (Divisions VIIf, g & h) and to
be referred to as the Q1 ecosystem survey, anchwias carried out in 2014.

STECF notes that the Q1 ecosystem survey will pla new time-series of fishery independent
beam trawl survey catch and effort data for thei€8ea and extend the 9-year time series already
established for Q1 in Division Vlle and which isepently used in the assessment for Vlle sole.
STECF also notes that Cefas on behalf of the UK alglertakes another beam trawl survey in Q3
each year (the UK (E+W) BTS Q3, also known as tish ISea and Bristol Channel beam trawl
survey) which is used for the assessment of C8kia plaice and sole. Hence UK will in future,
provide two fishery —independent time-series ofral@nce estimates from beam trawl surveys in
the Celtic Sea, one in Q1 and a second in Q3.

STECF agrees that the UK decision to conduct a €@%$ystem survey seems a sensible and cost-
effective means to collect fishery-independent dataa number of stocks in the western English
Channel and the Celtic Sea in the first quartehefand also to collect data on other environmental
variables that will inevitable prove useful in imfieing on MSFD objectives. STECF notes that
historically, survey abundance data from surveysdooted in Q3 in the Celtic Sea have had
greater influence on stock assessments of plaidesale, than equivalent data collected in Q1.
Whereas for gadoids, the converse appears to be trlowever, the true impact on future stock
assessments of both flatfish and gadoids, will ddydiscerned once such assessments have been
carried out.

STECF suggests that it would seem appropriateeil@ES Working Group on beam trawl surveys
(WGBEAM) and the ICES Working Group on the CeltieaSecosystem (WGCSE) were to be
given the opportunity to assess the potentialtytdf the Q1 ecosystem survey for the assessment
of stocks in the western English Channel and C&é&a. It would also seem appropriate to assess
the Q1 ecosystem survey against the criteria adlin the STECF Report on Surveys (STECF 07-
02) to assess whether the survey should be inclag@sh essential survey under the future DCMAP
and its potential eligibility for co-funding unddre EMFF. STECF notes that the survey has been
designed in accordance with the recommendationma ftee ICES working group on integrating
Surveys for the Ecosystem approach (WGISUR; ICESZDWR/SSGEEST:20)

STECF conclusions
In response to the specific requests from the Casion, STECF concludes the following:

1. Whether the amended Q1WCBTS survey will providedlsessary information to support
stock assessments and whether there are any defiesein methodology or coverage.

STECF concludes that the UK decision to conductlaeQosystem survey seems a sensible and

cost-effective means to collect fishery-independéaia for a number of stocks in the western
English Channel and the Celtic Sea in the firstriguaof the year and also to collect data on other
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environmental variables that will inevitably prouseful in informing on MSFD objectives. Such
data have the potential to support the assessmetuaks in both areas.

STECF has not identified and deficiencies in pregosiethodology or survey coverage.

2. The impacts and rationale for the cessation of tH¢6 WEC-BTS and determine if the
Q1WCBTS will provide the necessary informationifigpthat the continuation of the FSP
survey is not certain.

STECF concludes that the uncertainty concerningtmtinuation of the UK FSP Western Channel
sole survey has no direct bearing on the UK decidm replace the UK-WEC-BTS with the
Q1WCBTS.

The impacts of the decision to terminate the UK-WEELS are impossible to predict with any
certainty. However, the ICES stock assessment fta 86le, has routinely included data from this
survey for many years. The survey has a 30-yea-fienies and the loss of such a time series of
data may potentially affect future assessments. &halysis outlined in the supporting
documentation from the UK contends that cessatidheUK-WEC_BTS will not adversely affect
the stock assessments for either plaice or soldlen However, STECF was unable to confirm or
refute that conclusion as the investigations urdtert, only inform on the possible effects that the
UK-WEC_BTS might have had on past assessmentsjsandt informative as to the effects on
future assessments. Whether the extended Q1WCBTSe@system survey) will prove to be
useful for future assessments of stocks in Vllé anly be ascertained once such assessments have
been carried out.

STECF also concludes that given the decision téacepthe UK-WEC-BTS with the extended
Q1WCBTS (Q1 ecosystem survey it would seem appatgif the ICES Working Group on beam
trawl surveys (WGBEAM) and the ICES Working Group the Celtic Sea ecosystem (WGCSE)
were to be given the opportunity to assess thenfiateutility of the Q1 ecosystem survey for the
assessment of stocks in the western English ChamaeCeltic Sea. It would also seem appropriate
to assess the Q1 ecosystem survey against theecotgtlined in the STECF Report on Surveys
(STECF 07-02) to assess whether the survey shauliddiuded as an essential survey under the
future DCMAP and its potential eligibility for cashding under the EMFF.

References

STECF 07-02. Report_SG-RN 10-01 - Review of Surve)RC49126.pdf

6.14. Request for an Assessment of cod catches in BalSea subdivisions 27 & 28

Background

Article 29 of Council Regulation (EC) No 1098/20@7 18 September 2007 establishing a
multiannual plan for the cod stocks in the BaltieaSand the fisheries exploiting those stocks
requires the Commission to decide annually on bafs&lvice from STECF about the application
of the fishing effort management limits definedArticle 8 of the same regulation to Subdivisions
27, 28.1 and 28.2.

130



Terms of Reference

The Commission requests STECF to advise if catofie®d in the period 1 October 2013 to 30
September 2014 in Subdivisions 27 and 28.2 wereiddvan 3% of the total catches of cod in
Subdivisions 25 to 28 and if the catches of co&uidivision 28.1 were higher than 1.5 % of the
total catches of cod in Subdivisions 25 to 28.

Background documents can be found lutps://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plen1403

STECF response

STECF received catch data from the Commission fdvlamber States fishing in the Baltic It is
not stated clearly whether the reported data rétek@ndings only or to total catch of cod (inclugli
estimates of discards). However, STECF understdraisthe reported data relate to landings and
not to catches of cod.

Table 6.14.1 Cod catches from subdivisions 25-28@Baltic Sea from 1 October 2012 to 30
September 2013 as reported by Member States.

Subdivision

Country 25-28 27+28.2 28.1 27+28.2 28.1

(kg) (kg) (kg) (%) (%)
Denmark 5605,525 ( 0 0
Estonia 15,2026 883 97D 0.58 0.64
Finland 64,000 0 0 0 0
Germany 764,500 0 0 0 0
Latvia 1809,527 143,937 D 7.95 0
Lithuania 1256,037| g g 0 0
Poland” 11701,705 0 0 0 0
Sweden 4029,94% 27,113 0 0.67 0
TOTAL 25383,262 171,933 97( 0.68 0.004

’ Fir*l*land reported by-catch 23,000 kg
***Germany reported discard 38,700 kg
Poland catches without catches in subdivision839 kg)

The data in Table 6.15.1 indicate that between tbl@&r 2013 and 30 September 2014, reported
landings of cod from Subdivisions 27 and 28.2 aoted for approximately 0.7% of the total
reported landings of cod from Subdivisions 25-2Bnifarly, the reported landings of cod from
Subdivision 28.1 represented approximately 0.004f%he total reported landings of cod from
Subdivisions 25-28.

STECF notes that according to ICES WKEID (20103cdrds of cod in the Baltic represents on
average, approximately 10% of the total catchesodf

STECF conclusions

STECF concludes that over the period 1 October 2013 September 2014 reported landings of
cod from Subdivisions 27 and 28.2 were lower th&fn &f the total landings reported from
Subdivisions 25 to 28. Similarly, reported landingflscod from Subdivision 28.1 were lower
thanl.5 % of the total landings in Subdivisionst@528. Assuming an average discard rate of
about10% of the catches for Eastern Baltic cod, & Eoncludes that overall, the reported catches
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of cod were lower than the thresholds defined iniche 29 of Council Regulation (EC)No
1098/20070f 18 September 2007.

7. STRATEGIC ISSUES/DISCUSSIONS

7.1. The prospects of STECF work on multiannual plans

DG MARE presented the latest developments on manlibal plans (MAP) regarding the
framework agreed between the Council and the Paeld. MAPs will have to include the elements
foreseen in the CFP, including which of these sthdoé subject to regionalization and provisions
regarding the landings obligations. The new MAHR wit include an explicit HCR, but will define
scope, objectives, targets and safeguards; theregwations will have provisions to make them
adaptable to changes in science. To deal with nicdmea between targets for several species, as in
the case for multi-species fisheries, the MAP sthalgfine the targets (usually the fishing mortality
that delivers MSY) in ranges, reflecting scientifincertainty, which are expected to provide the
required flexibility to deal with these problemsedarding the role of the STECF, DG MARE
expects it to be similar and informed the plenaat there is a long list of plans to be analysed un
2016. There's still a fair amount of uncertaintpatbthe scientific analysis that will be required t
support impact assessments.

7.2. Problems with DCF data transmission to STECF

Background provided by DG MARE

Increasing problem of MS providing data after abgsiof data call and revising the already
submitted data before or even during the STECF ingget

DG MARE will clarify that the legal deadline for M® provide data to end users is set out in the
DCF, and is 1 month. The data must have gone thrautational quality check too before it is sent
to the end user. MS must respect this and any sleldl/be treated as a failure to comply with the
DCF. The COM assesses annually MS's compliancethain data transmission obligations and to
be in a position to do so, MARE needs feedbackhaftom end users, such as the STECF. Every
STECF EWG therefore is invited to systematicallga in a dedicated section of their report on
major problems they faced due to data not beingigeo by MS, or being of insufficient quality.
These STEC comments will be included in the anguadimpliance exercise alongside feedback
from the JRC on the timeliness and coverage of detaisions generated through the data call
upload monitor.

STECF comments

STECEF is generally concerned that submission ad dahampering the work of several working
groups and the analysis that can be undertakemgltine meeting. Furthermore, working group
chairs have been put into a tricky situation hawmgccept or refuse any further data uploads.

STECEF reiterates that the current procedure for B\@§3ociated with DCF data calls are specified

in the Guidelines for STECF Expert Working GroupM&) Chairs (March 2014), and are as
follows:
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Data calls to Member States associated with STEQFGE are issued by the Commission. JRC
serves those data calls feeding into the work efSARECF EWGs. Each data call has an official
deadline for data submission by MS and accordind@F legislation, prime responsibility for
quality of data rests with the MS. After the deagllfor submission of data under data calls and
before the start of the relevant EWGs, JRC camisfurther quality checks of submitted data and
if necessary raises any issues with the relevantiMgby providing an option for correction and
resubmission. During an EWG meeting or between &EWealing with the same topic (e.g. AER
Fleet 2013) further corrections and/or re-uploadaynie necessary.

Chairs and EWGs are therefore requested to take abthe following:

to work with only with those data available at titae of the EWG. EWGs should take into
account the quality of such data and comment adoghyl

changes/updates to data submitted by MS should lmmignade after consultation with the
relevant DCF national correspondent

to document any changes/updates undertaken subgdquee data submission by MS

to not accept or take into account any data (redjsissionafter the EWG took place (note:
10 working days deadline for report)

Currently, JRC undertakes a data quality checkhef submitted data, communicates with the
Member States about any corrections consideredetodeded before providing the data to the
respective Expert Working Groups.

A dedicated section on data quality is alreadygrak part of the EWG reports linked to the
individual data calls.

STECF is aware of the dilemma between having etstut-off point with the possibility of having
to omit late data submissions and resubmissiordatd, and the wish to have the most credible
report as possible.

However, STECF considers that the guidelines fairshcould serve as useful basis for a protocol
describing and defining data call deadlines andrateit-off points for data uploads and have this
protocol agreed by DG MARE (at high level), STEGHE aRC. Such a protocol will be drafted by
the STECF bureau and discussed during the bureating®f 4 to 5 December.

8. STECFRECOMMENDATIONS FROM STECF-PLEN-14-03
No new recommendations arose during discussiotieat?" 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 STECHipees may differ from that provided in Commission
COMMISSION DECISION of 27 October 2010 on the appmient of members of the STECF (2010/C
292/04) as some members’ employment details mag kbhanged or have been subject to organisational
changes in their main place of employment. In aage¢ 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 Statestalteholders. In the context of the STECF work, th
committee members and other experts do not représernnstitutions/bodies they are affiliated totheir
daily jobs. STECF members and invited experts madelarations of commitment (yearly for STECF
members) to act independently in the public inteoéthe European Union. STECF members and experts
also declare at each meeting of the STECF andsdbxpert Working Groups any specific interest which
might be considered prejudicial to their indeperdem relation to specific items on the agenda.s€he
declarations are displayed on the public meetingbsite if experts explicitly authorized the JRQtso in
accordance with EU legislation on the protection pérsonnel data. For more information:
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/adm-declaratemmdhttp://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/about-atecf
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