
Page 1 NSAC Supported by The 
European Commission 

 

 

 

The North Sea Advisory Council 

 

 

 

 
 

Report of DWG Meeting 9th July 2019 

 

 

Danish Fishermen’s PO 
Rue du Luxembourg 47 
1040 Brussels 
Belgium 

 
 
Rapporteur: Sara Mynott         
 
 
1. Welcome and Introductions  

1.1 Chair Barrie Deas welcomed NSAC members and guests to the DWG meeting and 
thanked the DFPO for providing the venue. Introductions from all present followed. 
Samuel Stone, MCS, attended the meeting remotely. A particular welcome was 
extended to officials from DG MARE, Member State administrations and the 
Scheveningen Group. 

1.2 Apologies were provided for Mike Park (SWFPA), Kenn Skau Fischer (DFPO), Madame 
Dominique Thomas (CMEOP), Nils Wichmann (DFPO) and Peter Ronelöv Olsson 
(SFPO).  

2 Adoption of the Agenda, Actions & Report of Previous Meeting 

2.1 The agenda was restructured to allow presenters to depart when needed. The amended 
agenda was adopted and approved by all present.  

2.2 The report of the previous DWG meeting was adopted without correction. 

2.3 Barrie Deas listed matters arising and action points from the previous meeting: 

1. Circulate the DISCARDLESS project PDF, carried over from last meeting. 

2. Raise the issue of a Brexit focus group (to take stock of the significance of Brexit for 
the North Sea) with NSAC Executive Committee.  

3. Members to submit LO comments on the Joint Recommendation for the 2020 
demersal discard plan to the Secretariat, focusing on issues relevant to their 
fisheries. Secretariat to collate these contributions and submit to the Scheveningen 
Group ahead of their next meeting in May. 

4. Secretariat to circulate STECF Discard Plans report. 
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5. Irene Kingma to circulate a template example of a submission on the skates and rays 
exemption to the rest of the DWG. All members to collate and share their own 
information in time for the 6th May deadline. 

6. Michael Andersen to draft a brief paper outlining the issues around variable stocks 
such as saithe and the need for flexible management of some species.  

7. The next DWG meeting should be held in a place that Norman Graham can attend 
(Brussels). He should be invited to attend to brief the DWG on the Technical 
Measures Regulation. 

Michael Andersen’s work on a paper outlining the issues around variable stocks such as 
saithe, and the need for flexible management of some species, was underway. All other 
actions points were complete. 

3 Matters Arising  

3.1 Barrie Deas noted that seabass had been discussed at the NWWAC meetings in Ghent 
the previous week. A focus group has been set up to prepare draft advice. It was agreed 
that Deas should continue to provide a link to seabass issues for NSAC.  

4.  Long-term Management Plans  

4. 1  Chair Barrie Deas provided context to a discussion on long-term management plans, 
drawing attention to a meeting held in London between EU and Norway to discuss cod, 
haddock, whiting, plaice and herring. During the meeting advice provided by the 
International Council for Exploration of the Seas (ICES) was analysed, and queries were 
raised regarding the form of the questions posed to ICES when requesting management 
advice. Deas added advice for cod in 2020 presents a number of challenges.  

 Colm Lordan, ICES, and Norman Graham, DG MARE, presented to the Group. 

4.2 Last year the Commission and Norway had put a special request to ICES for advice on 
long term management strategies for cod, haddock saithe, whiting, and North Sea 
autumn-spawning herring. Colm Lordan detailed the resulting report, which provided 
advice on the basis of three different harvest control rules (HCRs).  

 
 Within the work, ICES had been asked to evaluate TAC stability, as well as options for 

banking and borrowing quota. 
  

Lordan went on to outline the management plans for each stock (cod, whiting, saith and 
herring) in detail. Further information on this can be found in ICES presentation available 
upon request at NSAC Secretariat.  

 
4.3 Discussing the function of management strategy evaluations (MSEs), Lordan 

emphasised that they can be very important for looking into the impact of HCRs, but they 
are not a prediction of exact outcomes. He added that there is a lot of variation between 
MSE simulation runs and that this has produced questions around ICES reference 
points. To address this, ICES are now moving towards a ‘reference point hierarchy.’ 
Lordan explained that the gold standard would be reference points evaluated using a 
management strategy evaluation (MSE), that takes into account the different strategies 
involved in an assessment. In the meantime, ICES will continue to use old reference 
points until there is sufficient information to conduct a MSE.  

4.4 Norman Graham thanked Colm Lordan for his presentation and provided additional 
comments. He noted that a number of meetings had been held following the May EU-
Norway meeting in London, discussing the implications of the herring advice and queries 
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around reference points. He identified general concerns around stock instability, and 
advised against HCRs that perpetuate this. 

Graham indicated that there had been consultation on management options preferred 
under different scenarios and that while some feedback had been received, there was a 
need for more input, particularly for saithe and haddock. Formal consultations on long-
term management planning for demersal stocks were planned for September 2019. With 
agreement on the plan, the Commission’s aim would be to push ahead on a long-term 
management strategy for 2020. Graham noted this would be a considerable 
undertaking, but stress the importance of making progress.  

4.5 Discussion followed. Members emphasised the changing political landscape in the North 
Sea, with Brexit changing the dynamic from EU-Norway to EU-UK-Norway, which was 
seen as taking the EU out of the driving seat in negotiations. Regardless of the set-up, 
Graham emphasised the political commitment at the EU level in ensuring sustainable 
shared management of stocks. Industry members underscored the importance of 
partnership working and transparency throughout the process. 

 Irene Kingma asked if HCRs can be differentiated by species, and it was confirmed this 
is the case. She additionally queried if the NSAC should provide advice on the long-term 
management plan negotiation process, given its relevance to the North Sea, and this 
was also confirmed as an option, although it was noted by Colm Lordan that the HCRs 
delineated are a set range of options (ie. advice to alter them would not be considered). 

 Barrie Deas asked for clarification on how performance of HCRs is assessed, and it was 
confirmed that this is on the basis of long-term yield and keeping stocks above the point 
of Blim. For many of the stocks under discussion achieving a stable stock was not 
considered possible in the short-term. Lordan added that stocks hitting this low point 
require careful case-by-case evaluation to explore prospects for recovery, and that such 
an approach was being used for cod. 

4.3.7 Jonny Hughes, PEW, asked whether the models contain buffers that account for 
environmental factors. This was not the case. The buffer between Blim and MSYBtrigger is 
to take into account uncertainty in the assessment, but not environmental factors.  

4.3.8 Anne Birnie (NESFO) raised further concerns with the North Sea cod estimates and 
Barrie Deas tabled it for discussion later in the meeting.  

5 Technical Measures Regulation  

5.1 Barrie Deas reminded the group that the new Technical Measures Regulation had been 
approved and is going through adoption and implementation. There is still concern about 
practical application of the Regulation on the water, including around catch composition 
rules. 

5.2 Norman Graham informed the group that, within the Commission, he is now formally 
responsible for matters other than the Technical Measures Regulation. Responsibility for 
technical measures has been passed to Dovile Vaigauskaite. The regulation will come 
into force on 14 August 2019.  

Graham noted that reaching agreement on a new technical measures regulation had 
taken a number of years. The political process for the Regulation was highly 
complicated, with a number of contentious issues, including pulse fishing and mesh size 
issues. The Regulation will be reviewed on a three-year reporting cycle.  

On smaller mesh sizes, it was acknowledged that there is a high level of spatial overlap 
between fisheries targeting different species in the same area, that require different 
mesh sizes. This is the case, for example, with cod and Nephrops fisheries in the North 
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Sea. The Commission had carried out extensive stakeholder consultation on the smaller 
mesh sizes rule within the Regulation, resulting in an approach based on a threshold 
value of the catch – for example, appropriate mesh size can be determined by the 
species that represents more than 50% of the value of the catch.  

Previous catch composition rules have comprised of two elements: one defining the 
minimum target catch, and one defining the maximum bycatch (e.g. you must have at 
least 30% of Nephrops to use 80mm mesh, or no more than 5% cod). New rules aim for 
a bycatch provision for species that a traditionally caught in larger mesh: different mesh 
sizes can be used, provided bycatch of cod, haddock and saithe is maintained below 
20%. Above that, the baseline 120mm mesh should be used. 

The new technical measures allow more room for flexibility in the system, and there is 
scope for regionalization of the rules – i.e. allowing for alternative rules to be generate at 
the regional level, including spatial measures and adjustment in catch threshold etc. 

View the full presentation here [INSERT HYPERLINK] 

Barrie Deas identified that a problem lies with ambiguous wording in the Regulation: a 
lack of clarity as to how measures will translate into concrete action on the deck. He 
queried whether occasional unintended catches would lead to enforcement action. 
Norman Graham responded, saying that the old catch composition rules applied at any 
time, unlike the new Regulation, which only applies at the end of a trip. He added that 
the new regulation has come a long way from the 5% notional catch composition target  
on cod originally  suggested by the Commission. The 20% bycatch provision is to allow 
for sufficient headroom but if, at the end of the trip, a fisherman is over 20% bycatch, 
then there is an issue to be addressed. 

It was noted that the new format provided for control authorities to exercise significant 
discretion. 

Other commentary from the Group suggested that the burden of proof on fishermen 
would be a real challenge, particularly if gear is changed during a fishing trip to target 
different species. 

Graham identified that there is a possibility to move from mesh size rules and use CCTV 
with pilot projects. Graham noted that the Technical Measures Regulation aimed to 
move away from a prescriptive approach, and while it represents a significant step 
forward, the regulation’s complexity renders it ‘a halfway house.’ 

5.3 On research and innovation, Deas noted the potential for new technologies to transform 
the fishing industry – citing an example of using light frequencies within nets. Norman 
Graham agreed that the Commission wanted to see innovation. Under Technical 
Measures, where scientific research is concerned, any Member State requires a 
derogation from the rules in order to conduct an experiment with gear technology. 
Norman Graham specified that if a specific piece of research requires more than six 
vessels, then there is a formal process, which requires going to STECF. This is not 
needed when fewer vessels are required. 

 The Group discussed how research and innovation could be encouraged, whilst 
maintaining safeguards on stock health. It was noted that targets within the Regulation 
were part of a ‘soft approach’ and were non-binding. Therefore, a range of information 
sources should be considered to safeguard stock health, including trends in different 
catches. Appropriate reference points within a mixed fishery context can be difficult to 
determine, presenting a challenge in this regard. 

5.4 Barrie Deas suggested opening a dialogue with the Scheveningen Group regarding 
possible management options. Regional Groups have been swamped with dealing with 
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the Landing Obligation and this has precluded much work on regional technical 
measures. It was agreed that this would be put on the agenda for future meetings.  

Lisbet Nielsen added that the Scheveningen Group will be looking into extending their 
work on technical measures in the future and are encouraging the Commission to 
provide clarity. She noted that they wanted to work collaboratively. 

6 ICES Advice for 2020  

6.1  Colm Lordan presented on ICES advice for the North Sea in 2020, thanking the NSAC 
for the opportunity to gather feedback on the advice.  

6.2 ICES is working to improve quality assurance within its advice. An increasing number of 

experts are involved in the process (there are over 1500 experts helping to produce 

ICES advice annually) and additional peer reviewers are also being incorporated.  

• ICES MSY approach for Category 1 stocks  

• Approach for Category 3, 4 and 5 stocks  

• Further information on the grant agreement between ICES and the 

Commission 

Colm Lordan outlined the basis for different types of advice, noting that the advice used 

depends on whether a stock is considered a target stock in the multi-annual plan or not, 

and whether F ranges are defined for the stock:  

1. For target stocks with F ranges and not shared with third party, advice is to be 

based on a range of F values.  

2. For target stocks that have no F ranges defined or are shared with third party, 

advice is to be based on an agreed management plan, an ICES MSY approach 

or an ICES precautionary approach. 

3. For non-target stocks with TAC that are also shared with a third party, advice is 

to be based on agreed management plans, an ICES MSY approach or an ICES 

precautionary approach. 

4. For non-target stocks with TAC that are not shared with third party, advice is to 

be based on ICES precautionary approach. 

5. For non-target stocks with no TAC, no advice on fishing opportunities can be 

provided. 

 

6.3 Lordan went on to describe the advice issued for North Sea stocks in June, which he 

characterised as broadly bad news for the region. For further information see the ICES 

presentation available at NSAC Secretariat upon request. 

 

• 2020 advice includes a big reduction in cod TAC, as well as fairly significant 

reductions for plaice, haddock, saithe, whiting and Northern hake. 

• There is an increase in the advice for plaice in ICES area VIId and in the 

Kattegat and Skaggerak, and a small reduction in plaice TAC in the North 

Sea. 

• A small increase in advice for megrim and seabass. 

• Reductions in advice for turbot, witch, brill, lemon sole and whiting in IIIa. 

6.6 On North Sea cod, the stock is at a low level despite fishing mortality decreasing since 

the mid-2000s. Recovery was seen in the decade and a half up to 2015, but this trend 

has reversed since 2016. Recruitment has been reduced since 1998, and assessments 
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led to a substantial downwards revision for recruitment in 2020 in comparison to 2019. 

The stock is now estimated to be below Blim, and the advice is designed to bring it back 

above this point.  

 Questions were invited on the cod advice. Barrie Deas noted all cod stocks seem to be 

in trouble, and asked for insight on ecological and anthropogenic drivers behind this. 

Climate change was considered a key impact, with cod in the NE Atlantic being in its 

southernmost range. Other environmental factors are at play, including the natural 

mortality of adults, but these are difficult to estimate and demonstrate. 

 The industry was concerned that all demersal stocks are showing poor recruitment, with 

dire implications for those living off North Sea fisheries. Members queried how ICES 

advice accounts for climate impacts. 

 Lordan conceded that ICES advice can be imperfect, but that it responds to the most up-

to-date available information: the correct advice always being the best available. If the 

current pattern for cod recruitment continues, even this advice may be optimistic. This 

was of serious concern to all members.  

 Lordan did highlight the difference between the Baltic cod stock and the North Sea cod 

stock: in the former, natural mortality is higher than fishing mortality, and vice versa in 

the latter. 

6.8 Anne Birnie expressed concern that there is a lack of environmental impact in the model, 

so impacts can only be put down to fishing pressure. Lordan confirmed that this is the 

case. He stated that the model doesn’t take into account any environmental factors or 

drivers; it just estimates observations of catch in the fishery and in surveys. 

 Pim Visser noted concerns with the quality of the advice. Lordan noted that ICES would 

be holding a workshop to examine bias in assessment process, which he said was 

present in the cod assessment. The cod advice is not scheduled for a benchmark 

procedure, but this could be re-visited due to the priority of the stock. 

Lordan added that in the North (Norwegian Sea, Iceland) cod stocks are increasing, and 

that they are decreasing in the South. 

OIG members raised concerns around the TAC for North Sea species being set higher 

than ICES advice and additionally around the high juvenile content of cod catches. ICES 

does not differentiate between juveniles and recruits: advice is not based on age 

structure, but focused on fishing at MSY. Issues with juvenile catch can be tackled 

through selectivity.  

 Lordan continued his presentation, detailing specifics of TAC advice for all North Sea 

species. 

6.25 Chair Barrie Deas thanked Lordan for his presentation and opened the floor for 

questions.  

• Challenges with inconsistency in ICES advice were again emphasised by 

industry members. Majors ups and downs driven by refining assessment 

processes are difficult to tolerate. Members questioned what the appropriate 

management response to this should be.  

• Scottish industry face concerns around Northern hake becoming a choke, due to 

the 26% cut in catch advice. 
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• It was confirmed that the International Bottom Trawl Survey (IBTS) would be 

running in August, which should result in a revision in the ‘forecast’ for North Sea 

species in mid-October.  

• It was commented that North Sea plaice has increased in biomass in some 

areas, but not in others. In general, this stock was considered to be in very good 

condition, and recent catches have been below the advice for this species. 

• North Sea sole is scheduled for a benchmark in 2020, alongside Celtic Sea sole. 

The benchmark will look at coverage of the sole survey, as well as explore 

uncertainty around the distribution of the fishery.  

• The ICES workshop examining bias in assessment processes was scheduled for 

October 2019, and the various benchmark meetings discussed scheduled for 

February 2020. 

• Samuel Stone, MCS, highlighted that the turbot advice is based on the 

precautionary approach rather than MSY, asking why this approach had been 

taken and how this is in line with the CFP requirement to fish to MSY. This was 

due how the assessment was detailed in the grant agreement between ICES and 

the Commission. Mindaugas Kisieliauskas (DG MARE) responded to Stone’s 

CFP point that in the North Sea multi-annual plan there are stocks that are listed 

as target stocks (managed using MSY ranges), and those that are not listed, 

instead managed using precautionary approach. For by-catch stocks the 

Commission takes the precautionary approach as ‘the limit’, but where possible 

(e.g. no choke situations), fishing opportunities for such stocks could be set in 

line with MSY. Stone expressed concern that there are two definitions of 

‘precautionary’ being used and Irene Kingma suggested posing the question in 

writing. 

• Jonny Hughes asked whether there are instances where precautionary advice 

has been asked for where MSY has been higher? Colm Lordan noted that FMSY 

can never be higher than FPA. Barrie Deas confirmed the statement. 

7 TACs and Quotas for 2020  

7.1  A particular concern regarding TACs and quotas in 2020 is cod, which may present a 

serious choke problem. The DWG noted the importance of effectively rebuilding this 

stock and developing solutions to avoid a severe choke scenario. 

 The discussion around TACs and quota for 2020 is set in the context of EU-Norway 

reciprocal fisheries agreements, within which there is an intention to have a joint 

management strategy for demersal stocks (as per Norman Graham’s presentation). This 

strategy will incorporate the potential for both enhanced selectivity and avoidance 

measures to accompany TAC decisions. Additionally, a changing political landscape – 

due to Brexit – will likely result in changes in jurisdiction over North Sea stocks. TAC and 

quota discussions in October, November and December will be influenced by the 

political agreement between the UK and the EU 27. With Brexit timescales uncertain, 

Deas asked the Group what advice the NSAC could provide.  

7.2 Barrie Deas noted that the DWG will meet once more again this year, likely in November 
and ideally aligning with the EU-Norway meeting in Brussels. There was general 
agreement that it would be remiss for the AC not to draft advice, although consensus on 
all points may be a challenge. Samuel Stone suggested advice could focus around 
highly selective gear, protections for juvenile fish and spawning aggregations. 
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 Barrie Deas put forward a suggestion that advice could explore treating cod as a bycatch 
TAC, rather than a target species. All efforts must be made to rebuild the stock whilst 
minimising economic hardship for fishing communities. 

 The challenges presented by chokes within highly mixed fisheries were further 
emphasised by industry members, and Commission representatives agreed it would be 
valuable to further understand the practical implications of TAC advice in a mixed fishery 
context. Barrie Deas pointed to the value of the NSAC choke advice developed so far, 
which had contributed to the Joint Recommendation on de minimis and high survival 
exemptions: as a result we have got to more than halfway through the year without a 
fishery choking. This work would need to continue to mitigate choke risks from low cod 
advice, which presents a different, challenging situation. Jonathan Shrives highlighted 
NWWAC work on Category 1,2 and 3 chokes and choke impacts on different fleet 
segments. This was considered highly useful, and of value to the NSAC. 

 There was agreement that a paper should be drafted that would take account of the 
catch advice presented during the day’s meeting, the heightened choke risk and 
management implications of that. This could incorporate a choke identification tool, and 
could also discuss specific measures to alleviate chokes and strengthen stocks. It was 
noted that whilst there is a structural challenge in achieving consensus on TAC-focused 
advice within the Group, there is a mutual interest in increasing biomass of North Sea 
species. A Focus Group would be established to produce advice across the autumn. 

8.  Landing Obligation  

8.1  The Technical Working Group of the Scheveningen Group had met to discuss STECF 
feedback on the North Sea Joint Recommendation on implementation of the Landing 
Obligation (LO). Lisbet Nielsen, representing the Scheveningen Group, addressed the 
DWG. 

 Nielsen noted that the Scheveningen Group were in a holding pattern, awaiting a 
response from the Commission on the Joint Recommendation, meaning there was not a 
significant update on progress in addition to input to what was shared at the NSAC 
Executive Committee in June. Feedback on the Joint Recommendation, and additionally 
on skates and rays advice around LO exemptions, would be needed soon – the final JR 
is due at the end of July. 

8.3 Barrie Deas asked that the importance of the process in terms of choke mitigation be 
noted, with Joint Recommendations including exemptions to the LO being one of the 
main reasons choke scenarios have been avoided, to date. The NSAC had been 
frustrated by the limited time provided by the Scheveningen Group for input on the JR. If 
the Commission and Scheveningen Group value AC contributions to these processes, 
then timetables must accommodate this. Multi-stakeholder input is valuable but takes 
time. 

 Jonathan Shrives said the Commission had taken this on board, and the issue would be 
discussed at various AC groups. The SWWAC and NWWAC have similar concerns. In 
future, interim deadlines could be set within the development of a JR to facilitate AC 
input around Member State working. This would be discussed amongst Commission 
representatives at an upcoming meeting in Belgium. 

8.4 Irene Kingma queried whether the ToR for the focus group discussed within the previous 
agenda item (looking at cod advice and choke scenarios) should be broader than looking 
at a single species. Barrie Deas agreed the ToR should encompass a range of options, 
looking at where the choke risk is highest. 

8.5 The discussion moved on to recording of discards. Deas noted issues with inshore 
fishermen in the UK interpreting requirements within electronic logbook procedures – 
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fishermen have not been recording some discards due to a lack of clarity on how to do 
this, despite their dependence on a high survival exemption and the information 
necessary to sustain this. It is a legal requirement that discards are recorded. A number 
of attendees noted similar issues with accurate recording of landings due to technical or 
process challenges.  

The representative from the European Fisheries Control Agency confirmed that altering 
the fields within existing electronic logbook systems was a recognised problem. This was 
noted by Jonathan Shrives: some discard information is so specific there is no clear way 
to record it. The NSAC could inform the Commission what would be important or realistic 
to record in terms of exemptions and landed catch. It is very important that landings 
information is accurately determined, as this informs de minimis deductions set by the 
Commission. 

Overall it was agreed there were real challenges in recording and estimating discards, 
and that this in turn presents challenges for management. This should be considered 
and addressed in conjunction with the next round of exemptions to the LO. 

9 Reduction of MCRS for Plaice  

9.1  Pim Visser outlined that 20% of plaice discarded are within 25-27cm and that processors 

can use this for human consumption. He had drafted a memo, detailing a plea that plaice 

of this size should be used in this way, representing a reduction in Minimum 

Conservation Reference Size (MCRS)/ Minimum Landing Size (MLS) for the species. A 

discussion followed as to whether the AC could support the memo drafted. 

 It was stated that the MCRS had been instituted in order to prevent the creation of 

markets for undersized fish. Irene Kingma added that the ‘reproductive age’ of plaice is 

35cm, which is well beyond the size outlined in the memo. There was disagreement from 

Pim Visser, who argued that plaice mature at age three. He said that Minimum Landing 

Size (MLS) for plaice has increased, creating an artificially high discard rate, adding that 

a return to an MLS of 25cm could be good for the market and good for consumption, but 

biological data would be needed to support this, including an investigation on potential 

impacts on spawning stock biomass (SSB). Michael Andersen agreed, arguing that there 

is no such thing as a biological MLS.  

 Samuel Stone agreed with Irene Kingma’s stance, arguing that reducing MCRS for 

market reasons should not be a debate the AC enters into.  

Caroline Gamblin (CNPMEM) expressed concern about the impact of changing the 

MCRS on the market, and on adaptations to nets to work on high survival exemptions.  

9.4 Barrie Deas affirmed that the AC will ask ICES to evaluate the impact of changing the 

MCRS of plaice. Agreement on wording of the request would be achieved before this is 

actioned. Jonathan Shrives queried who will be asking ICES and Barrie Deas confirmed 

that the Commission would be the right vehicle to put this forwards.  

 It was agreed that questions would be drafted for ICES concerning how to evaluate the 

impact of the change to the MCRS of plaice. There is a need to obtain consensus on the 

wording with members, before sending to the Executive Committee for sign-off.  

10 Brexit Related Issues  

10.1 Barrie Deas highlighted that Brexit-related issues are on the agenda, to provide an 

opportunity to consider its impact on the work of the Group. He added that 31 Oct 2019 



Page 10 NSAC Supported by The 
European Commission 

 

 

is the current deadline for a hard Brexit and noted that in this eventuality this likely meant 

this was the last DWG meeting held under his Chairmanship. At the June Executive 

Committee meeting of the NSAC, the establishment of a Brexit focus group had been 

agreed. Tamara Talevska raised that this meeting is currently scheduled for the 19th 

September, but this date may be subject to change. 

11  Plaice advice/request for scientific evaluation of the plaice box closure 

11.1 Emiel Brouckaert raised the plaice box closure detailed in technical regulation 850/98, 

noting that the objective of the closure is to protect juvenile plaice. He emphasised that 

Belgian fishermen feel the plaice box is not reaching its objective, and would welcome a 

scientific view on this [from ICES].  

Irene Kingma asserted that any assessment in this regard should be a full ecosystem 

assessment. Kingma noted that closures may not yield an intended result, but could 

have unintended positive impacts on the ecosystem. Barrie Deas stated that the issue 

will need to be raised with the Executive Committee and receive their approval before 

the group pursue the subject further and develop advice.  

Other OIG members were in agreement with Kingma’s stance. 

11.2  Samuel Stone requested clarification on the process for asking ICES for advice.  

Wording for the request has to go through the Executive Committee, and can be 

finalised by written procedure. Michael Andersen queried whether it was necessary to 

seek a view from ICES, specifically, suggesting that national institutes could be asked 

for advice. It was noted that ICES are seen as the international authority in the area of 

fisheries science, but other institutes could theoretically be asked for their view or input. 

OIG members expressed concerns about asking other institutes.  

Jonathan Shrives recommended that the AC should draft a question, send it to the 

Executive Committee for sign-off, and then send to the Commission for discussion and 

potential next steps. The Commission will then set up a conversation with ICES on the 

issue.  

An action was determined: the AC will draft a letter to the Commission querying the 

impact of the plaice box closure on the ecosystem, to be presented at the Executive 

Committee and then sent onwards to the Commission, with a view to receiving an 

answer from ICES. 

12 AOB  

12.1 No additional business was discussed.  

13 Date, time and place of next meeting  

13.1  Barrie Deas highlighted that Brussels would be convenient for the November meeting 

the first round of EU/Norway talks were held there. Deas thanked all attendees for 

participating, the European Commission for participating in such numbers and Colm 

Lordan for his huge contribution.  

14 Action Points 

14.1 Outstanding from the previous DWG meeting:  
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Michael Andersen to draft a brief paper outlining the issues around variable stocks such 

as saithe and the need for flexible management of some species.  

14.2 The following actions were raised during this meeting:  

ACTIONS RESPONSIBLE 

1. There is a need for the AC to open a dialogue 

regarding regional management options with the 

Scheveningen Group. Action: put this on agenda for 

next few meetings and begin the 3-4-way dialogue 

(5.4). 

Secretariat 

Barrie Deas 

 

2. DWG to work on a paper that takes account of the 

management challenges associated with heightened 

choke risk). Action: set up a focus group to tackle the 

issue and work on the paper throughout the autumn. 

ToRs should allow the choke risks presented by 

multiple species to be evaluated, though cod is the 

greatest risk at present (7.2). 

Secretariat 

Barrie Deas 

Members 

 

3. Draft and agree wording on question(s) for ICES around 

evaluating the impact of the change to the MCRS of 

plaice (9.4).  

Secretariat 

Members 

4. Raise issues concerning the timing of the Brexit focus 

group meeting with Niels Wichmann, Ex Comm Chair 

(10.1). 

Tamara Talevska  

5. Draft question(s) for ICES around the effective scientific 

and ecosystem-based assessment of the efficacy of the 

plaice box closure. Emil Brouckaert to draft wording, 

Secretariat to obtain consensus and put questions 

forward (11.2). 

Emil Brouckaert 

Secretariat 

Members 

 

Attendance 

LAST NAME FIRST NAME ORGANISATION 

Andersen Michael DFPO 

Birnie Anne NESFO Ltd 

Brouckaert Emiel Rederscentrale 

Coull Kenny SFF (SWFPA) 

de Boer Emma Dutch Fishermen's Association 

Deas Barrie NFFO 

Eichhorst Julia European Commission 

Gamblin Caroline CNPMEM 

Graham   Norman   DG MARE 

Grossman   Jenni   Client Earth 

Hughes Jonny Pew Trusts 

Joguet Manon FROM Nord 

Kingma Irene Dutch Elasmobranch Society 

Kisieliauskas Mindaugas  European Commission 

Kruse   Thomas   Danish Fishermen 
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Lindebo   Erik   European Commission 

Lordan   Colm   ICES 

Macdonald Paul Scottish Fishermen 

Meun Geert VisNed 

Monneau   Marianna French Ministry 

Mynott Sara Mindfully Wired Communications 

Nielsen Lisbet Danish Ministry 

Shrives Jonathan DG MARE 

Stewart William EFCA 

Stone Samuel   Marine Conservation Society 

Strating Roos Ministry of Agriculture 

Talevska Tamara NSAC 

Vaigauskaite Dovile DG MARE 

van Tuinen Durk Wieger Dutch Fishermen's Association 

Visser Pim VisNed Dutch Fisheries Organisation 

Wiegman Gert Jan VisNed Dutch Fisheries Organisation 

 


