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1 Welcome & introduction  

1.1  Executive Committee Chair, Kenn Skau Fischer, welcomed attendees to the meeting. 

A tour de table followed.  

1.2  The Chair noted no French delegates were present at the meeting, to which Mike 

Park (SWFPA) responded that French industry representatives were attending a 

meeting in London, focused on cod stock recovery.  

1.3  Apologies were provided for Michael Andersen, DFPO, Anne-Cecile Dragon, WWF. It 

was noted that Jenni Grossman of Client Earth would join the meet later on.  

2 Adoption of the agenda 

2.1 Pim Visser noted that he would report on the activities of the Ecosystem Working 

Group (EWG) on behalf of Anne-Cecile Dragon, as she was unable to attend the 

meeting. He added that he would like to include an item on the Fishing for Litter 

initiative under the agenda for the EWG update, and it was agreed this would be 

discussed with the Chair during the lunch break.  

With that, the agenda for the meeting was adopted without further amend.  

3 Report of the previous meeting & actions 

3.1 The report of the previous meeting was adopted without amend.  

Tamara Talevska, NSAC Executive Secretary, provided an update on actions from 

the previous Executive Committee. These were as follows: 
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• The minutes of the meeting had been circulated to the Scheveningen Group, the 
Commission and the PECH Committee; 

• A report on Impact of climate change on fisheries had not been circulated to 
members, so this would be circulated later during the course of the day; 

• A letter had been sent to the Scheveningen Group and the Commission outlining the 
focus and work of the Choke Risk Focus Group; 

• A letter on the Plaice Box had been finalised and sent to the Commission; 

• Advice had been written, supporting the NWWAC advice on seabass management, 
and; 

• Details on the next Executive Committee meeting had been circulated to all 
members.  

 
4 Update from the European Commission – Julia Eichhorst  
 

4.1 The Chair asked Julia Eichhorst to provide an update on Commission activity. 

Eichhorst commenced with comments on the December Council fishery negotiations. 

She noted that the Commission were pleased with the results of the negotiations, 

overall, and that the number of TACs set at MSY had increased from 59 stocks in 

2019 to 62 stocks in 2020. Necessary remedial measures for cod in the North Sea 

had been agreed as part of EU-Norway negotiations, as well as measures for Celtic 

Sea and Kattegat cod. She underscored that the Commission had made ‘full use’ of 

the multi-annual plans at their disposal, using upper and lower ranges – with upper 

ranges utilised to buffer TAC decreases for southern and northern hake, and lower 

ranges used to reduce pressure on vulnerable stocks.  

4.2 On technical measures, Eichhorst said that the Commission is currently preparing the 

implementing Act for the Technical Measures Regulation. Member States have been 

asked for input on the draft Act, and analysis of all information is underway in order to 

produce a new draft as quickly as possible. She conveyed to the NSAC that there is 

nothing in the Regulation that prevents Member States from acting on any issues that 

may require urgent measures in the form of Joint Recommendations (JRs), and in 

this context she encouraged the AC to engage in discussions with the Scheveningen 

Group as required. In particular, ACs can and should work with regional groups to 

amend, supplement, repeal or derogate, where needed, from the technical measures 

set out in the regional annexes to the regulation. She also encouraged action – 

again, where needed – on specific issues linked to sensitive species, in line with 

Article 21 of the new Technical Measures Regulation.  

4.3 Moving on to the Control Regulation, it was noted that there had been a hearing in 

the PECH Committee on this subject on the 12th November 2019. The Committee is 

currently preparing a draft report on the Regulation, which should be ready in March 

and the European Parliament has the Regulation scheduled for adoption in July of 

2020. A plenary vote is likely to be held in September 2020. As for the Council, a ‘first 

examination of provisions’ has taken place, and a text on this is being prepared – 

with the hope of a compromise text being complete in June. Eichhorst added that this 

would mean trilogue on the Regulation would start under the German presidency in 

the second half of this year, and continue under the Portuguese presidency at the 

beginning of 2021.  

http://www.mccip.org.uk/media/1985/fisheries-report-from-cefas.pdf
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4.4 Eichhorst moved on to Brexit, highlighting that the Withdrawal Agreement is likely to 

be adopted at the end of January, with an agreed transition period that covers the 

rest of 2020. During this period, the CFP continues to apply to UK fisheries. For the 

NSAC, this means that UK representatives remain full members of the AC for the 

transition period – a letter to this effect had been sent from the Commission to the 

Secretariat (Tamara Talevska noted this, and took an action to circulate the letter to 

all members). A timetable for concluding a fisheries agreement had been set with a 

deadline of the 1st July - characterised as ‘ambitious but feasible’.  

4.5 Eichhorst had no further information to share with the NSAC on the subject of a 

review or reform of the CFP. She emphasised that the CFP Regulation requires the 

Commission to report on the functioning of the CFP by end of 2022, and this would 

be done.  

4.6 On the Green Deal, Eichhorst described this as ‘one of the biggest initiatives of the 

new Commission’, and one which would require ‘speedy action’. The central idea is 

to ‘transform’ the EU economy for a sustainable future, whilst ensuring no one is 

economically left behind. A range of headings under the Green Deal have 

implications for fisheries, including maritime spatial planning and ocean energy, as 

well as biodiversity. The Commission would also be working on fair, healthy and 

environmentally friendly food systems – in which fishing and aquaculture will have a 

role to play. The Green Deal investment plan aims to mobilise EUR 1 trillion in 

investment. EUR 100 billion will be supplied to ensure a ‘just transition’ across all 

regions of the EU.  

4.7 Finally, Eichhorst touched briefly on the Landing Obligation – highlighting the 

deadline for the 2020 Discard Plan Joint Recommendations is the 1st of May this 

year, rather than the 31st May. This has been shifted to allow for more time for 

STECF to assess proposals.  

Kenn Skau Fischer thanked Eichhorst for her update and opened the floor to 

questions.  

4.8 Johnny Hughes, PEW, asked Eichhorst to confirm how many TAC-managed stocks 

there are in total, and how many of these had their TAC set at MSY. Eichhorst 

confirmed that the figures are: 62 TACs set at MSY out of a total of 78 MSY-

assessed stocks. 

4.9 Peter Breckling reflected on the climate change focus of the Green Deal, and 

remarked that the Commission could do work to emphasise the ‘low carbon footprint’ 

of fishery products. 

4.10 Pim Visser listed a range of questions, these were as follows: 

• On the 62/78 stocks managed to MSY: there are a number of stocks for 
which there is no or limited data, and Visser posited that ‘non-assessed 
doesn’t mean over-fished’. He suggested a common definition of ‘over-
fishing’ was required, and asked for a Commission comment on NGO 
communications around over-fishing in Europe.  
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• On the Control Regulation: Visser requested clarification from the 
Commission on what details of the NSAC advice have been taken into 
account within the Regulation.  

• On Brexit: Visser requested confirmation that there is no barrier to 
participation of UK members of the NSAC. 

• On the Green Deal: Visser had heard that the Commissioner at DG 
MARE had confirmed an ambition for 30% MPAs across Europe and 
asked for clarification on this stance, as well as comment on a new 
concept of setting quotas at ‘beyond MSY’. 

• On ocean energy and biodiversity: Visser asked for further clarification 
on the meaning of ‘ocean energy’. He also requested information on when 
the Biodiversity Strategy could be expected – calling it a ‘pressing matter’. 

 

Julia Eichhorst replied to a number of these points. Foremost, she confirmed there 

would be no change in the status of UK members of the AC during the transition 

period. On the Control Regulation, she noted the query and said she would 

investigate and report back. She was not aware of the 30% MPA comment and 

would do the same. On defining over-fishing, she said that 62/78 stocks at MSY is 

‘obviously’ not 100% of stocks – but clarified that MSY advice for zero catch cannot 

be included in the ‘TACs at MSY’ figure, and added that the 78 stocks include 

species where management is bilaterally agreed between EU-Norway.  

4.11 Mike Park raised a query regarding UK participation in advice development: given 

that the content of the JR on a Discard Plan determined in 2020 will be implemented 

in 2021, what tolerance will there be for the UK feeding into such discussions across 

the coming months? Eichhorst remarked that UK members could continue 

contributing as usual. However, she noted that there would be changes at the 

regional group level: as soon as the UK is not a member of the EU (from January 

31st), it will no longer have representation at the Scheveningen Group.  

Park went on to explore the issue of UK non-participation in the Scheveningen 

Group. He highlighted that the UK has been instrumental in developing remedial 

measures to conserve cod stocks, and is a signatory to the EU-Norway agreement 

on this, but will not be able to attend meetings of the Scheveningen Group beyond 

January – surmising that the UK won’t feature as an architect of the supplementary 

measures in the EU-Norway deal, which he felt didn’t seem ‘reasonable’. Barre Deas 

interjected that there is a commitment within the Withdrawal Agreement to consult 

the UK on fishing opportunity-related decisions, and said the key question to ask is 

‘what form will that consultation take?’.  

4.12 Peter Ronelov Olsson raised concerns that the Green Deal would mean an end to 

investment in commercial fishing in Europe, saying he saw no future for the industry 

and felt that the Commission was ‘listening too much to NGOs’. He suggested 

importing fishery products would lead to greater environmental damage, as other 

fishing nations would not be ‘so careful as we are’. Julia Eichhorst noted his remarks 

but did not recognise this characterisation of the Green Deal.  

4.13  Barrie Deas raised on-going concerns around conflicting components of the Landing 

Obligation and technical conservation measures – specifically the catch composition 

rules contained in the latter. He asked for clarification as to which regulation took 
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precedence ‘at the deck level’, and added that this issue ‘would not go away’. This 

went without a response.  

4.14 Pim Visser requested that all his earlier questions are listed in full in the meeting of 

the report (herewith), in order that the Commission can respond in due course. This 

was duly noted by the Rapporteur.  

4.15 At this point, the Chair concluded the discussion and noted he would revisit several 

of the items raised in the EWG section of the meeting.  

 

5 Scheveningen Group Update – Kenn Skau Fischer, NSAC Executive Committee 

Chair  

5.1 The Chair noted that the incoming Belgian presidency of the Scheveningen Group 

had been asked to provide a representative to update the NSAC, but had been 

unable to field a delegate. A technical meeting of the Scheveningen Group would be 

held on the 29th January, to which the NSAC had been invited, with a one-hour time 

slot provided for contributions.  

Fischer went on to say there would likely already be discussion of the 2021 discard 

plan at the January meeting, and that there would also be some follow-up 

discussions on the 2020 discard plan. This may include discussions around a 

number of areas where data is needed for stocks covered by de minimis exemptions 

and, overall, whether ‘minor or major’ changes are required to the current plan.  

Fischer highlighted plaice and turbot as two species of particular interest. He also 

highlighted that the NSAC has convened a Focus Group that focuses on discards – 

the Choke Risk Focus Group – and added that this group will need to ‘continue its 

hard work’. At this point, he invited interventions from members.  

5.2 Peter Breckling provided a short remark on communications out of the Commission 

around specific species issues – raising that there had been an issue with ‘public 

communication’ around TACs for plaice, whereby a press release had reported an 

increase in fishing opportunities, when the opposite had actually been true. He 

emphasised the need for consistent, straight forwards communication around fishing 

opportunities.  

5.3 Kenn Skau Fischer returned to Mike Park’s earlier comment, regarding the UK’s role 

in developing remedial measures to protect cod stocks – and their role in this moving 

forwards, beyond Brexit. He suggested this be a key item raised by the NSAC during 

their time at the meeting on the 29th.  

Fischer added that he hoped the January meeting would reflect an ‘ambitious Belgian 

presidency’, and that the NSAC would be proactive in supporting the Group’s work to 

gather data around discard plan proposals.  

He reiterated the need to call a meeting of the Landing Obligation Focus Group’ 

(termed: the Choke Risk Focus Group) and also noted that the next Executive 
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Committee meeting of the NSAC should be held earlier in the year than usual, to 

reflect the earlier deadline for submissions into the discard plan.  

 

6 Cod in the North Sea & the Skagerrak – Mike Park 

6.1 Mike Park focused his remarks on cod stocks in the North Sea. He highlighted that, 

as a conclusion of the EU-Norway and December Council agreements, a working 

group would be set up to take forwards a ‘raft of secondary measures’ (designed to 

protect cod stocks), some of which were proposed by a cross-industry paper 

developed in 2019. Several of these measures have been in place since 1st January 

2020, and then further supplementary measures may come into force at the end of 

April. A meeting was being held concurrent to the NSAC ExCom in London, at 

NEAFC in Baker Street, in which criteria for these measures were under discussion. 

This would inform content for a report to the Scheveningen Group High-Level Group, 

meeting in February. He added that the cross-industry group who had developed 

their own proposals in 2019 had requested access to the Scheveningen Group 

meeting and had been granted this based on the attendance of industry technicans 

and scientists. One or more meetings of the working group on the supplementary 

measures would take place before the start of April 2020, and meanwhile an initial 

report would be sent to the Commission around the start of February.  

6.2 Julia Eichhorst asked for clarification on whether the NSAC would provide further 

advice on the specific of implementation of the measures agreed with Norway. The 

Chair responded that the NSAC had provided a letter to the Commission before 

Christmas 2019, noting that the AC would be closely following the implementation of 

measures and would look into any issues arising as necessary. However, he noted, 

the time-frame for the various meetings detailed by Mike Park would provide a 

challenge to the AC – if the measures are under discussion in February, this doesn’t 

provide sufficient time to develop advice. Mike Park interjected that the 

representatives from industry taking part in the February Scheveningen Group 

meeting had a specific, technical skillset. Eichhorst responded that there was a 

‘certain weight’ to advice from the AC.  

6.3 The Chair concluded this section on the agenda by noting that the EU and Norway 

had been discussing selectivity improvements for cod, including covering closed 

areas. Dependent on when the outcomes of that meeting are released, there may be 

scope for the NSAC to comment.  

7 Demersal Working Group update – Barrie Deas 

7.1 Deas noted that the previous meeting of the DWG had been held in London in 

November and had been preceded by a meeting of the Choke Risk Focus Group. 

The Focus Group had included a discussion on MSY as a fisheries management tool 

and alternative approaches to its application.  

Deas went on to detail how a letter of complaint had been submitted to the 

Commission by OIG members of the DWG, regarding the group’s activity. Deas had 

subsequently taken the decision to resign as Chair of the group, and provided his 
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rationale for doing so in a letter of resignation. He highlighted two reasons to the 

Executive Committee: one, that a ‘separate, top-down legislative agenda’ that he 

perceived as being pursued by the NGOs was, in his view, increasingly ‘at odds’ with 

the NSAC’s collaborative way of working, and; two, that Brexit will fundamentally 

change decision-making structures for the North Sea. In light of these points he felt 

he could no longer justify the time required to Chair the DWG. He concluded that it 

had been an honour and a privilege to serve as Chair of the group.  

7.2 A number of NSAC members remarked on Deas’ departure as DWG Chair. Irene 

Kingma noted she was saddened at the ‘end of an era’ but added that she has found 

it ‘increasingly hard’ to work towards consensus, and that she felt that the ToRs of 

Focus Group work often excluded the possibility of consensus in advance. Industry 

representatives, including Mike Park, Pim Visser, Emiel Brouckaert, Peter Ronelov 

Olsson, Peter Breckling and Guus Pastoor all thanked Deas for his Chairmanship 

and dedication to the DWG, noting the significant workload associated with the role, 

and Deas’ many years of service to the NSAC.  

Peter Breckling added that he felt, overall, that the ‘perception and expectation of 

NSAC advice’ is no longer ‘as good as we would want’, and said that this merited 

reflection from the group.  

7.3 Tamara Talevska spoke to the process for selecting a new Chair for the DWG. A 

notice of opportunity would be published on the NSAC website, and applications 

would be expected from ExCom members. The applications will be assessed against 

selection criteria chosen by the NSAC management team, then short-listed. An 

election process would be held at the next ExCom meeting.  

Pim Visser suggested that time should be dedicated to developing some detailed 

Terms of Reference for the role, incorporating Barrie Deas’ experiences, following 

over a decade as Chair of the group.  

Kenn Skau Fischer noted that, as Chair of the ExCom, he was examining how 

‘agenda functions across the groups of the NSAC’, and he was keen to identify more 

horizontal issues that could be dealt with at ExCom level. He stressed the importance 

of finding the right person for the DWG Chair position, and asked if Deas would be 

willing to continue chairing the Choke Risk FG until a new DWG Chair is found. Deas 

declined this offer. Fischer highlighted that the next meeting of the DWG, scheduled 

for the 25th February, would be cancelled. Irene Kingma suggested this date be used 

for a Choke Risk FG meeting, and this idea was tentatively supported by the Chair.  

8 Skagerrak & Kattegat Working Group – Peter Rönelov Olsson 

8.1 Kenn Skau Fischer provided the initial update on the S&K WG, as Peter Rönelov 

Olsson had taken the position as the group’s Chair on the 1st November, subsequent 

to the most recent meeting of the WG.  

The most recent meeting of the group had been at the end of September in 2019, 

and had featured a lengthy discussion on selectivity measures to avoid cod in the 

Kattegat. Discussions had not covered the use of CCTV, which was part of a 

package introduced for some Member States at December Council. A presentation 
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had been given by Swedish colleagues on their work on Natura 2000 areas. Fischer 

highlighted an on-going dispute between Sweden and Denmark around Natura 2000 

areas in the Kattegat – largely around specific placement of these protected areas. 

He added that formalised discussion on these areas would go to the EWG for 

consideration in due course.  

Peter Rönelov Olsson interjected that he felt 95% of the proposed protected areas 

were ‘really good’ and ‘should be protected’, and highlighted his frustration that ‘very 

minor agreements’ get in the way of establishing protection. He emphasised the need 

to listen to stakeholders’ views in order to make process.  

9 Ecosystem Working Group – Pim Visser 

9.1 Pim Visser provided an update on the work of the EWG, given that EWG Chair Anne-

Cecile Dragon was unable to attend the meeting due to ill health. Visser commenced 

by reflecting that the most recent meeting of the EWG had been the last session 

under the Chairmanship of Euan Dunn, Birdlife International. All members had 

thanked him for his hard work in elevating the work of the group, and welcome 

Dragon as an ‘ambitious new Chair’. Visser emphasised that, moving forwards, the 

EWG ‘needs to focus’ on areas for advice – with 16 action points arising from the 

report of the previous meeting, he considered that the scope of work currently risked 

being broad, and an impediment to progress. He flagged that there were a range of 

issues with pertinence to the DWG, that may be ‘horizontal issues’ for the ExCom.  

Key themes for the group include plastic pollution and wind energy developments in 

the North Sea. Other topics include the Marine Strategy Framework Directive 

(MSFD) and processes surrounding Natura 2000 protection areas.  

Linkages with other ACs on key areas such as the circular design of fishing gear had 

been found: a joint workshop would be held to develop content for a further, focused, 

meeting with the consultancy MRAG towards the end of March.  

Visser highlighted a new international project, funded under the EU’s LIFE 

programme and led by the Spanish industry group CEPESCA, focused on plastic 

waste collection. He mentioned the initiative Fishing For Litter as one of many 

working to remove waste, with a focus on recyclable plastic, from the ocean. The 

new project consortium are seeking letters of support from fisheries stakeholders, 

and Visser encouraged NSAC members to consider contributing letters. Following a 

request for clarification from the Chair, Visser elaborated that the letters should 

encourage fishermen to join any available local Fishing for Litter schemes in their 

ports, and if none are available to request that one should be set up. Letters should 

also highlight the importance of full recycling of fishing gear.  

9.2 The Chair emphasised the need for a clear rationale behind encouraging members to 

write the letters. Emiel Brouckaert added that there are a number of initiatives 

working in this space, other than the CEPESCA-led group.  

At this point, the group broke for lunch.  
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9.3 Pim Visser moved on to give a presentation on the MSFD and Natura 2000 areas. 

Slides for the presentation are available here.  

• Within the presentation, he highlighted the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 
and ‘the ocean goal’ – SDG14. He emphasised the fact that all SDGs are interlinked, 
and that a well-managed ocean, worldwide, would be essential to delivering on all 
SDGs.  

• He highlighted the difference between stakeholder groups in terms of defining 
‘sustainability’ when it comes to the three pillars of: society, the economy, and the 
environment.  

• He noted the upcoming Convention on Biodiversity, and urged the group to reflect on 
‘what level of biodiversity’ this should aim to restore.  

• He raised the subject of ‘Good Environmental Status’ (GES) required under the 
MSFD and, again, the differences in views on what GES might mean. He suggested 
the MSFD risked becoming a ‘box ticking exercise’.  

 

The Chair invited comments on the presentation, and a discussion ensued on the 

role the AC could play in commenting on the policies and processes outlined in the 

presentation. Pim Visser emphasised that a range of large-scale policy initiatives 

should be viewed as ‘cousins’ – the Convention on Biodiversity, the EU Green Deal, 

the MSFD and Natura 2000. He suggested the AC could work on developing a strong 

plea for a ‘coordinated, holistic approach’ and highlight areas where the polices are 

applied differently in Member States.  

Euan Dunn added that the role of OSPAR becomes ‘disproportionately important to 

the UK after Brexit’ and that ICES will continue to play a significant role for the 

country after it leaves the EU. In the context of the MSFD, ICES play a role in ‘fine-

tuning indicators’ for environmental status, and the UK will continue contributing to 

this. The EWG had previously discussed the possibility of an audit of what different 

Member States are doing with regards to the MSFD. Dunn noted that this required a 

significant time resource, and suggested the NSAC could look into sourcing an intern 

to carry out this research. Peter Breckling supported the idea of looking at different 

approaches across Member States, and there was general agreement that securing 

an intern would be a positive step.  

9.4 Euan Dunn provided an update on EWG advice being drafted around the Dogger 

Bank Natura 2000 process. He had hoped to have the paper complete, for approval 

at the day’s ExCom meeting. However, there was still sufficient work to be done on 

the advice that it was not possible to present a finished paper. He proposed ‘one last 

round of Focus Group activity’.  

A Webex meeting would be scheduled to finalise the paper with Focus Group 

members, before circulating the final draft to the ExCom to finalise via written 

procedure. He noted the Group had worked well together on the advice, seeking 

consensus wherever possible.  

Dunn hoped that the finished advice could be presented in-person at a Scheveningen 

Group meeting, for maximum impact.  

https://nsrac.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Paper-8.1.1-Natura-2000-and-MSFD-1.pdf
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9.5 Irene Kingma provided an update on the recent MIACO meeting with ICES, held in 

Copenhagen in January. Irene Kingma, Mike Park and Tamara Talevska had 

attended on behalf of the NSAC. Kingma reported back alongside the Chair, outlining 

that many agenda items remain the same year on year. Kingma noted that ICES 

representatives present had detailed a number of ways for stakeholders to get as 

involved as possible in the advice generation process, including attending ICES 

workshops and joining meetings as observers. She additionally noted plans to pull 

together a ‘task force’ on commercial bycatch data and discards, and that ICES had 

presented their ‘ecosystem overviews’, which she considered should be looked at 

within an EWG context.  

There had been a ‘strong request’ for the MIAC (AC-ICES-only meeting, without 

observers) to be hosted by an AC in 2021, and the decision had been taken that the 

host organisation would be the NSAC.  

10 Socio-economic issues due to the Landing Obligation – horizontal topic 

(proposal for inter-AC conference) 

10.1 The Chair introduced the subject of socio-economic implications of the LO for 

discussion. Pim Visser noted that he has raised concerns around the socio-economic 

impacts of the Landing Obligation across a number of fora, and has previously 

presented EAPO views on the current state of play with regards the LO. He 

suggested that more studies are required into the knock-on implications of the policy, 

and that the NSAC should circulate a questionnaire to ascertain LO impacts on 

members.  

10.2 The Chair asked if the Commission is carrying out any research in this area, to which 

Julia Eichhorst responded that there is a Commission-issued survey, covering this 

precise topic. She noted that responses to the survey are required by 17th February 

2020, in order to go into a policy communication on the LO in June. Kenn Skau 

Fischer noted that the policy communication would be specific to the impacts of the 

LO in 2019, and that the NSAC would seek to assess a broader time-frame. He 

added that the NSAC would look at whether they could develop their own 

questionnaire on the subject, and Tamara Talevska highlighted that a number of 

other ACs are keen to conduct work on this and could be partners in the research.  

10.3 Jenni Grossman requested that Pim Visser share any existing studies on the subject 

that he is aware of, and he agreed to send these to the NSAC Secretariat for wider 

circulation. It was agreed that the timing was not right for an inter-AC conference on 

the subject.  

11  Annual report on implementation of the Landing Obligation  

11.1 The Chair urged NSAC members to fill in the Commission’s survey on the LO. He 

encouraged members to share a response directly to the Commission, in time for the 

17th February deadline, and then to share a copy of that submission with the NSAC 

Secretariat for compilation and to inform future work.  
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12  NSAC membership update – Tamara Talevska  

12.1 Tamara Talevska noted that, despite a number of letters being sent out to OIG 

groups in the General Assembly, and to potential new organisations to the NSAC, 

there was no change in membership to report.  

12.2 Pim Visser noted that a delegate from PEW was present at the ExCom, Johnny 

Hughes, despite PEW turning down ExCom membership at the last renewal date. 

Hughes acknowledge this and noted he would check whether he was meant to be 

present at the meeting. He emphasised that he wanted to keep participating if 

possible.  

13 Workplan and budget revision 

13.1 The Chair noted some amends had been made to the overall NSAC work plan, 

following revisions suggested by Anne-Cecile Dragon as the incoming Chair of the 

EWG. He indicated he was satisfied with all amends. 

 Emiel Brouckaert highlighted a process issue: amends to the work plan must be 

confirmed through the General Assembly.  

 The Secretariat indicated an extraordinary meeting of the General Assembly would 

be planned to facilitate this. 

14  Budget and budget amendments  

14.1 Some re-ordering of budget items would be taking place to move Kenn Skau Fischer 

from a staff role to a contract role. Additionally, it had been determined that an 

Assistant would be hired to support Tamara Talevska in her work. Both amends 

would fit within the current budget framework.  

14.2 Budget had been allocated to re-develop the NSAC website, and this work was now 

underway. An update on timelines and deadlines would be provided to the 

Secretariat.  

15  NSAC Focus Groups – State of play 

15.1 The next DWG meeting would be replaced with a Choke Risk (renamed to Landing 

Obligation) Focus Group. A Focus Group would be convened within the EWG on 

wind farm developments. The Control Regulation Focus Group would meet again, 

and continue its work, in 2020.  

15.2 The Chair highlighted that work on the Discard Plan for 2021 would need to start 

soon, and that – as a result – the Landing Obligation Focus Group should be 

convened. In the absence of Barrie Deas’ chairmanship, it was proposed that Mike 

Park should chair the group. A meeting on the 25th of February was proposed. Those 

who would like to participate should email Tamara Talevska. Mike Park proposed 

that the agenda be developed much closer to the date of the meeting itself, as items 

for discussion will ‘trickle in’ up to that point.  
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16  Date and location of next meeting & AOB 

16.1 It was agreed that the Executive Committee would meet on the 16th April 2020 in the 

Netherlands.  

16.2 Members thanked Peter Breckling for arranging the meeting venue in Berlin, and 

gave Euan Dunn a parting round of applause in appreciation of all his work for the 

NSAC.  
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Andersen Michael 
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Breckling Peter 
German Fisheries 
Association NSAC Member 

Brouckaert Emiel Rederscentrale NSAC Member 

Deas Barrie NFFO NSAC Member 

Dunn Euan n/a Observer 

Eichhorst Julia 
European 
Commission European Institution 

Grossmann Jenni ClientEarth NSAC Member 

Hughes Jonny The Pew Trusts NSAC Member 

Kudelka Vivien 
Marine Stewardship 
Council Observer 

Kingma Irene 
 North Sea 
Foundation NSAC Member 

Lindberg Fredrik 

Swedish Fishermen's 
Federation/Swedish 
Fishermen's PO 

NSAC Member 
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Luedemann Karin 
Marine Stewardship 
Council Observer 

Meun  Geert VisNed NSAC Member 

Park  Mike  SWFPA NSAC Member 

Pastoor  Guus AIPCE NSAC Member 

Ronelöv 
Olsson Peter 

Swedish Fishermen's 
Federation/Swedish 
Fishermen's PO 

NSAC Member 

Ryan Katrina 
Mindfully Wired 
Communications NSAC Member 

Skau Fischer  Kenn NSAC NSAC Chair 

Talevska  Tamara NSAC NSAC Secretariat 

Visser Pim VisNed NSAC Member 

Walker Paddy 

Nederlandse 
Elasmobranchen 
Vereniging 

NSAC Member 

Wichmann Niels n/a Observer 
 

 

18  Actions  

 

Action Responsible 

Circulate Commission letter (a response to the NWWAC) on AC 
functioning after Brexit to NSAC membership (4.4) 
 

NSAC Secretariat 

All points raised by Pim Visser in response to the Commission update 

to be listed in full in order to facilitate a comprehensive response from 

the Commission (4.10) 

Rapporteur, 

Secretariat 

NSAC representatives at the next Scheveningen Group meeting to 

raise query highlighted by Mike Park regarding UK participation in 

Member State discussions around NS cod supplementary measures 

within the EU-Norway agreement: as an architect of the measures, will 

Chair, Secretariat 
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the UK remain engaged in conversations on their implementation at 

the regional Member State group level. (4.11) 

Arrange a meeting of the ‘Discards Focus Group’ / Choke Risk Focus 

Group to begin preparations for 2020 Discard Plan. (15.1) 

Chair, Secretariat 

NSAC Secretariat to publish tender for new DWG Chair and 

commence proceedings to find a replacement for Barrie Deas, 

outgoing Chair. Temporary Chairs for DWG focus groups to be 

identified. (7.3) 

NSAC Secretariat, 

Chair 

DWG to consider work on an ‘holistic approach’ to Natura 2000, MSFD 

and Green Deal initiatives – looking at Ministries delivering on these 

briefs and how they interact with fisheries portfolios. NSAC to consider 

hiring an intern to complete research to underpin this. (9.3) 

EWG, Secretariat 

EWG Dogger Bank FG to hold a Webex on latest advice and finalise 

through written procedure. (9.4) 

EWG Chair 

NSAC to explore options to work with other ACs on long-term impacts 

of the LO. (10.2) 

Secretariat, Chair 

NSAC members to complete Commission questionnaire on 

functioning of the LO, and submit copies of responses to the NSAC 

Secretariat. (11.1) 

Members 

Extraordinary meeting of the GA to be convened to approve changes 

to the Work Plan. (13.1) 

Secretariat, GA 

Chair 

Secretariat to seek budget adjustments to allocate funds to an 

assistant. (14.1) 

Secretariat, Chair 

Next meeting to be held 16th April 2020, in the Netherlands. (16.1) Secretariat, Chair 

 

 

 
 
 


