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1.  Welcome and introduction 

1.1 NSAC Executive Committee Chair Niels Wichmann (Danish Fishermens Producers 

Organisation) welcomed all to the meeting, with a special welcome to Lisbet Nielsen 

from the Scheveningen Group. Introductions from all present followed.  

 

Niels Wichmann outlined the agenda, noting that there will not be an update from DG 

MARE Director General, João Aguiar Machado, during the Ex Com, and that he 

would also be present during the General Assembly to follow. Alterations to the 

agendas for both the Executive Committee and the General Assembly had been 

made in order to comply with requirements under Dutch law, due to the transfer of 

the NSAC as an entity to the Netherlands.  

 

The agenda was adopted without further alteration. 

 

1.2 Apologies were given by:  

• Jonathan Hughes (Pew Charitable Trusts) with proxy delegated to Samuel Stone 

(Marine Conservation Society); 

• Peter Breckling (Deutscher Fischerei-Verband) with proxy delegated to Pim 

Visser (VisNed Dutch Fisheries Organisation); 

• Marc Ghiglia (UAFP) with proxy delegated to Manon Joguet (FROM Nord);  

• Anne-Cecile Dragon (WWF), given a need to leave early, with proxy delegated to 

Irene Kingma (Dutch Elasmobranch Society). 



Page 2  NSAC   
 
 

The proxies above were given ahead of the GA, as no voting was set to take place in 

the Ex Com. Additional apologies were given by Paul Macdonald (Scottish 

Fishermen's Organisation) and Caroline Gamblin (CNPMEM), who indicated they 

may arrive late.  

1.3 Elections of the Executive Committee (Ex Com) Chair, NSAC Vice Chairs, and 

Ecosystem Working Group (EWG) Chair were to take place during the General 

Assembly (GA).  

 

1.4 Irene Kingma withdrew her application for EWG Chair, noting that she submitted it 

out of concern that there would be no applications for the position. She added that 

she has a new role – Programme Lead for Nature, for the North Sea Foundation. 

From Monday 23rd September onward, she will be representing this organisation. For 

the Ex Com, Kingma represented the Dutch Elasmobranch Society. 

2.  Report of the Previous Meeting 

2.1  Niels Wichmann asked whether the minutes of the previous Executive Committee 

meeting could be approved and the report (‘Paper 2.1 ExCom-20190618-

Copenhagen-MReport’) was accepted as a true and correct record of the meeting by 

all present.   

2.2  Tamara Talevska, Executive Secretary of the NSAC, provided an update on actions 

from the previous meeting: 

• A selection committee was to be established to develop scoring criteria for 

appointment of the new Ex Com Chair. The Committee were tasked with scoring 

of applications for the Chair and circulating the scores to the membership on 1st 

September. 

• Applicants for the position of Ex Com Chair were asked to provide additional 

materials (at their discretion) to support their application. These materials were to 

be submitted before 1st September and circulated to the membership. 

• The Secretariat was tasked with preparing Brexit position papers that reflected a 

range of scenarios and circulating them to members in advance of the Brexit 

Focus Group meeting scheduled for 19th September. 

• The next Ex Com meeting was set to be held 19th September in Brussels. 

Tamara Talevska noted that the outstanding actions from the previous meeting will 

be transferred to the new Chair of the Ex Com. Remaining actions included the Ex 

Com elections (which will take place at the General Assembly) and production and 

circulation of Brexit position papers (to be discussed during a Brexit Focus Group 

scheduled for the same day). All other actions were considered complete.  

3.  Scheveningen Group Update 

3.1  Lisbet Nielsen (the Danish Ministry of Environment and Food) provided an update on 

the Delegate Act, following the adoption of the Group’s Joint Recommendation on 

implementation of the Landing Obligation for the North Sea. She noted that 

according to her information while it has not yet been adopted by the Commission, it 

will be adopted later this month (27th September). Following adoption, on 4th October, 
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the Act will be discussed in both the PECH Committee and the European Parliament. 

Nielsen indicated that the European Parliament may take up to two months to 

scrutinise the delegated Act, but that this could be extended by another two months. 

She highlighted that ‘the only exception that didn’t make the cut is the Dutch initiative 

for Scottish seine gear in the plaice fishery.’ Nielsen noted that the other exemptions 

were mainly year-long exemptions, so ‘work will have to be done all over again in 

2020.’  

Lisbet Nielsen drew attention to an anomaly in the final Act: one of the exemptions 

(fishing for ling with mesh sizes over 120 mm) was not granted, despite being 

granted for the past three years. The Scheveningen Group will have to provide joint 

advice to recommend the reintroduction of this exemption as it has been granted 

previously. Nielsen added that this will not be ready by 1st January, but the 

Commission will apply the exemption retroactively once it comes into force, so fishing 

can continue as it has done.  

The Scheveningen Group welcomes information on any new exemptions that might 

be needed, as well as information on those that might be removed. Lisbet Nielsen 

drew particular attention to skates and rays, highlighting that the Scheveningen 

Group will continue to ask the AC to provide insights for these species – particularly 

concerning how best practices could be harmonised to help develop a common 

approach for fishermen. 

3.4 Nielsen shared that the new Technical Measures Regulation is beginning to be 

discussed within the Scheveningen Group. She added that Member States are keen 

for some of the recommendations to be made clearer and ‘there is quite a bit of work 

there.’ She emphasised that it is a very technical regulation and, as people read 

through the details, more questions will arise. 

3.5  On coordinating TAC and quota approaches for 2020, Nielsen said that there are 

some stocks (e.g. North Sea cod) that warrant coordination, but most will be handled 

by individual Member States. Meetings to address this will be held on either 9th/10th 

or 10th/11th October. Niels Wichmann invited comments on the update. 

3.6 Julia Eichhorst reiterated Nielsen’s comments on the timeline and offered some 

additional context. She said it is not clear how much MEPs will understand, given the 

complexity of the subject matter that many are new in post. 

Eichhorst explained that when submitting a new Joint Recommendation, a lot of 

focus is on the new exemptions – rather than previous ones – and this may explain 

why the exemption for ling was mistakenly not carried through. Despite the need for 

the exemption to be resubmitted, the Commission would work to ensure that ‘there 

will be no disruption to fishermen on the ground’ as the Commission will aim to back-

date the missing exemption for ling to the beginning of the year (1st January). 

3.7 Samuel Stone requested clarification on whether any meetings concerning future 

approaches to North Sea cod management had already taken place. Lisbet Nielsen 

responded, saying that one Member State had suggested that ‘a common approach 

would be worthwhile.’ She noted that this was brought up during the Scheveningen 
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Group Technical Group discussion held the previous Friday and that the High-Level 

Group discussion on approaches to cod management will take place on 2nd October.  

3.8  Pim Visser noted that part of the response to the Landing Obligation has been the 

introduction of new control measures, which the industry has found costly and a 

challenge to embrace. Given this, he felt disappointed that exemptions designed to 

support the implementation of the Landing Obligation were granted for just one year. 

He perceived this as an imbalance – a lack of reward for effort put into new control 

systems. 

Barrie Deas underlined how important exemptions are for the functioning of the 

Landing Obligation stating that without them the industry would be facing multiple 

chokes. He indicated frustration around the repetitive nature of the process, in 

agreement with Pim Visser, and repeated that the window for the AC to comment on 

the Joint Recommendation was ‘unsatisfactory.’  

Kenn Skau Fischer also shared his frustration. He stated that, within the 

Scheveningen Group, there is an understanding around the need for the Landing 

Obligation to work well, but added that ‘we are not there yet.’ He saw a need to 

simplify the exemptions in the years to come and questioned whether some of them 

are really needed. Fischer suggested that STECF ‘does not seriously consider’ the 

work done by the Scheveningen Group and urged the Commission to improve the 

acceptance of the Group’s work at the STECF level. He added that is a need for 

more dialogue around the rationale for the exemptions. Fischer expressed particular 

frustration around the use of the Danish achor seine in the Skagerrak, highlighting 

that there was some evidence to show it was ‘more selective than normal trawl gear,’ 

but ‘STECF doesn’t acknowledge the work.’  

 Emiel Brouckaert (Rederscentrale) noted that it is very complex and a lot has been 

done to explore more selective fishing methods. He added that a lot of effort has 

been put into making the Landing Obligation work and the exemptions are needed.  

3.9 Irene Kingma asked whether the Scheveningen Group are working on the control 

aspects of the Landing Obligation and the Control Regulation. Lisbet Nielsen 

indicated uncertainty on this, sharing that work has been done on the Technical 

Measures Regulation, but some of the implementing acts are ‘not quite there yet.’ 

With regards to the Landing Obligation and control, she noted that she hadn’t heard 

of any specific issues, but there are always concerns that this isn’t being enforced or 

applied properly. Nielsen said that these concerns will be brought up in the High-

Level Group meeting on 2nd October on state of play for the joint Control Expert 

Group of the regional groups.  

3.10 On the Discard Plan process, Lisbet Nielsen stated that the Joint Recommendation 

deadline for 2020 is 1st May. She stated that, usually, this would have been 

submitted by 31st May, but it has been moved forward by one month to allow STECF 

to go through the recommendation, given the complexity of the science behind the 

exemptions. This year, there will be less time (one month) to prepare the Joint 

Recommendation. She added that there will be a set timetable to allow the ACs to be 

heard and if that timetable is shared early on, then ACs can plan ahead.  
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Commenting on the timetable, Julia Eichhorst noted that it had been very difficult to 

meet it this year. She noted that there was work done by the Commission and the 

Member States within what would usually be holiday time, and said that the 

Commission and the Member States were ‘squeezed.’ Eichhorst added that they are 

looking into what worked well in 2019 and what didn’t, and stated that STECF 

meetings may be moved forward to give more room for discussion and consideration, 

highlighting that ideas around this are ‘very preliminary.’  

3.11 Pim Visser reiterated that the Landing Obligation is extremely complex. Visser 

expressed concern that ‘we are ending up in parallel monologues,’ between the 

Commission and the Scheveningen Group and wished to improve Landing Obligation 

discussions by bringing everyone to the same table. Visser suggested that the AC 

could work together with the Scheveningen Group to take initiative on this and find a 

way to hold discussions together, rather than in silos. 

Julia Eichhorst empathised with frustrations around re-submitting data, sharing that 

‘we have to go with what STECF tells us,’ and follow their processes. She added that 

there was potential to engage STECF more upfront to mitigate difficult situations.  

Samuel Stone stated that the role of STECF is extremely important, adding that it is 

vital to come at this from an objective point of view and provide the information that 

STECF require. He expressed his concern about opening up STECF to potential 

lobbying forums. Niels Wichmann noted that STECF meetings can be quite open 

venues for discussion.  

 Jenni Grossmann suggested the development of a process to identify the specific 

type of information needed by STECF (to fill perceived gaps when exemptions are 

requested) and respond. She added that if it were not possible to provide additional 

information for certain areas, it would be difficult to justify an exemption. 

Kenn Skau Fisher responded that those at STECF meetings are expected to be 

expert: they should prepare in advance what questions are outstanding and seek 

answers.  

3.12  Niels Wichmann concluded that the regulation may not be as it should be, the 

timelines are not as we would like them and the number of institutions involved along 

the way are not ideal. He requested that the minutes of the meeting could be 

circulated to the Scheveningen Group, the Commission and PECH Committee to 

bring these issues to their attention.  

Wichmann suggested holding an NSAC Executive Committee alongside a themed 

meeting with the PECH committee to ‘put them in the picture of what is happening,’ 

using the status and challenges of the Landing Obligation as an example. 

4.   Demersal Working Group Update 

4.1 The Demersal Working Group (DWG) met in Brussels on 9th July, with the venue 

provided by the Danish Fish Producers Organisation. Barrie Deas highlighted that 

there were a large number of Commission officials present, in addition to Member 

State representatives. It was a busy meeting, with presentations on both this year’s 
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ICES advice, and ICES advice on long-term management strategies, from Colm 

Lordan, and updates from Lisbet Nielsen concerning the Joint Recommendation on 

the Landing Obligation. He noted that the DWG also had useful clarifications from the 

Commission on the Technical Measures Regulation from Norman Graham. On this 

front, there was consideration of a request to change the MCRS for plaice and an 

update on the plaice box closure.  

4.2 Barrie Deas emphasised that much of the last DWG meeting concerned the ICES 

advice for cod and what the AC should be doing in this regard. In this vein, he felt 

that the AC should be providing significant advice on issues that concern choke 

species, given their importance to mixed demersal fisheries. The DWG agreed to 

form a focus group to discuss choke issues, particularly those relating to cod, but a 

date has not yet been set for the group’s first meeting.  

The DWG had sought feedback from the Ex Com due to the complexity of the 

situation with cod stocks. Deas noted that mixed fishery advice won’t be available 

until October and that there are ongoing discussions within ICES concerning 

uncertainties with the advice (relating to technical aspects of the assessment and the 

retrospective adjustment of the perception of stock development). There are also EU-

Norway discussions concerning cod to consider. He emphasised that, according to 

Cefas papers, cod is moving north by 12km per year. He added that there has been 

very low recruitment in all cod stocks, and that a Defra (UK Government) paper on 

technical measures highlights the significance of this in the context of the Landing 

Obligation and heightened choke risk.  

Deas listed the things to consider when assessing the choke risk associated with 

cod: the North Sea multi-annual plan, the MSY timetable for advice, consideration of 

how Norway might use demersal fisheries in negotiations, consideration of spatial 

measures to reduce the risk of chokes. He added that there are also jurisdictional 

issues surrounding Brexit and, in addition, the role of the Scheveningen Group to 

consider. He summarised that ‘this context provides a very dynamic situation’ and 

asserted that the AC struggles to provide consensus opinion on issues concerning 

TACs. It was considered that the AC could provide advice on all of these issues, but 

the question is where the AC can add value, given the timeframe.  

Deas sought feedback from members on how the DWG should move forward under 

the circumstances.  

4.3  Samuel Stone requested a copy of the Cefas report referenced. In terms of whether 

or not the AC should provide advice, Stone felt that the challenging circumstances 

made it important that the AC work in this area, to support policy decision-makers.  

4.4 Pim Visser sought clarification on why the AC was aiming to provide advice on cod 

for the December Council, when most decisions on cod are made during EU-Norway 

meetings. He suggested that the AC should aim to prepare for then. 

4.5 Irene Kingma echoed Samuel Stone in asserting that the AC has a responsibility to 

provide advice, particularly because the situation with cod stocks is extreme: she 

suggested ‘draconic measures’ may be required to help stocks recover. She noted 

the industry’s dismay at timelines for pulling together the Joint Recommendation, not 
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allowing for sufficient stakeholder input, and underscored the need to be proactive in 

supply advice to remedy the cod situation.  

Pim Visser countered that, with the effects of climate change on fish distribution 

patterns, it is impossible to recover a stock to the point where it was before. He 

suggested there is ‘a total change in the North Sea’ and that simply not fishing stocks 

will not lead to their recovery: a more ‘creative outlook’ is needed. Visser said that 

there are many other factors to consider, and used changes in fish distribution as an 

example, highlighting that they are swimming deeper by 3.5 metres per decade. 

Niels Wichmann asked him whether the AC should have a focus group on cod. 

Visser expressed strong agreement stating that ‘there are flaws in fisheries 

management, we need to address them and be open minded.’  

 Picking up on Irene Kingma’s comments, Lisbet Nielsen said that, from the 

perspective of the Scheveningen Group, it would be beneficial to have advice from 

NSAC on North Sea cod. Nielsen stated that it would be ‘worth considering broader 

advice with a longer perspective than the one-year approach taken by ICES.’ She 

highlighted that there will be EU-Norway discussions on this starting soon and that 

this will be a good opportunity to get Norway involved. She indicated that it would be 

better to start discussions on this now, rather than waiting for December Council.  

4.6 Mike Park asserted concerns around the NSAC’s ability to produce advice quickly 

enough to interject into December Council or EU-Norway discussions.  

Emiel Brouckaert expressed agreement with Park regarding the difficulty of 

completing the process quickly. He indicated that that a focus group ‘would be useful 

and drew reference to an ICES meeting in November, which could provide ‘an 

interesting point of reference’ concerning cod advice for this year and next. Kenn 

Skau Fischer was also in agreement on this, adding that there is a need to separate 

the short-term issues from the long-term ones. He emphasised that the AC ‘need to 

get this work done,’ but cautioned that it wouldn’t be possible to achieve this before 

winter.  

Julia Eichhorst stressed that ‘it would be extremely helpful to have a view from the 

AC regarding which measures can be supported, which measures might be less 

effective.’ Eichhorst added that while December may be too soon to develop 

consensus advice, this should not discourage the AC from starting this process and it 

would be of ‘great value.’ She emphasised that ‘even if the deadline is later than 

December, the Commission will be reading with very grateful eyes.’  

4.7 Mike Park put forwards a statement that the AC should adopt a position that takes 

the following into account: Articles 5.3 of the North Sea Multi Annual Plan and 2.1 of 

the Basic Regulation of the Common Fisheries Policy. He noted that these articles 

were put in as ‘a balancing check’ to protect fishermen and fishing communities. Park 

added that some institutions want to ‘abandon these balancing checks’ and 

suggested the AC should have a discussion on where these articles are appropriate. 

4.8 Samuel Stone stated that there is ‘more to management than TAC setting and ICES 

advice.’ He said it would be useful if we could talk about potential technical 
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measures, and other measures, that could be used with support from the industry to 

reduce total cod catch.   

Mike Park shared that the industry has been trying to consider measures that could 

reasonably be introduced to recover the cod stock, while allowing other fisheries to 

continue. He emphasised that this is extremely difficult. Park stressed the difficulty of 

achieving this by December Council and expressed concern that ‘the cod TAC 

discriminates against almost every other part of the commercial sector.’  

4.9 Niels Wichmann suggested writing to the Scheveningen Group to ask what advice 

they would value on the cod situation in the North Sea. The AC should also start a 

focus group on the long-term perspective for cod, starting with a meeting in 

November.  

Barrie Deas indicated that the discussion has provided useful perspective, and 

flagged the complexities of the situation. He summarised that the feeling around the 

table is that the AC have a responsibility to produce advice on this. Deas added that 

this is a ‘deeply rooted problem,’ that will not return results by December, but the AC 

should meet this challenge with an understanding that this will span into next year. In 

the meantime, the AC should send a letter to the Commission and Scheveningen 

Group detailing what is being done. He noted that specific questions to the 

Scheveningen Group could help to direct focus. The output would be a short letter 

explaining what the AC are doing, particularly with regards to developing a focus 

group to move forward with developing advice.  

5.   Skagerrak & Kattegat Working Group Update 

5.1  Kenn Skau Fischer highlighted that the Skagerrak & Kattegat Working Group 

meeting will take place on Tuesday 24th September and that discussion will focus on 

cod, particularly with respect to recent ICES advice.  

6.   Ecosystem Working Group Update 

6.1 Euan Dunn shared that an Ecosystem Working Group (EWG) meeting hadn’t been 

held since the last Ex Com. However, he added that there were two meetings of the 

Dogger Bank Focus Group held on 8th July and 16th September, and that another 

meeting will be held in October. Dunn highlighted that that the Dogger Bank Focus 

Group is functioning well and that the Terms of Reference have been outlined. He 

added, for context, that Dogger Bank management is a complex issue and 

discussions around management for the area first started in 2012.  

6.2 Dunn said that the Group will explore how well the Dogger Bank process functioned, 

both internally and externally. He shared that the group also hopes to make 

recommendations for improving the process of setting management measures for 

European marine sites under CFP Articles 11 and 18 and also the European 

Commission guidance for setting such measures. The Group have begun to map out 

outputs concerning the European marine site work and hope to get a skeleton 

drafted by the end of October, which is when Dunn’s chairmanship of EWG ends. 

7.  Ecosystem Working Group Chair nomination 
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7.1 Irene Kingma withdrew her application for EWG Chair (see 1.3, above, and ‘Paper 

7.1 EWG Chair Application 2019-2020 I. Kingma’). Anne-Cecile Dragon will be put 

forward as the next EWG Chair at the next EWG meeting (‘Paper 7.2 EWG Chair 

Application 2019-2020 A-C Dragon’). 

7.2 Euan Dunn shared that it has been ‘a great pleasure to work on this for the past 15 

years.’ He looked back on the achievements of the EWG, highlighting that the Group 

did some good things from early on, including working in synergy with other ACs. He 

referred to the development of a joined-up approach to marine protected area 

management, describing it as ‘one of the signal meetings from the group.’  

7.3 On the future of the Group, Dunn emphasised that the EWG plays an increasingly 

important role in the context of renewable energy development in the North Sea. He 

added that North Sea developments will result in a wind farm representing the 

biggest generator of offshore renewable energy on the planet. He expressed that 

forage fisheries are ‘the one thing that I would want on our workplan’ going forwards. 

Dunn conveyed his thanks to NSAC members, adding ‘thanks to Katrina for being a 

great rapporteur for all of my meetings and Tamara for all her support throughout. 

Thank you all.’ 

7.2 Niels Wichmann expressed his thanks to Euan Dunn for his many years of excellent 

work with the EWG, and thanked him on behalf of the AC.  

8.  A possible conference on the growing number of seals and the challenges for 

the fisheries sector 

8.1 Kenn Skau Fischer offered an invitation to ‘join workforces across the North Sea’ to 

address seal-fisheries conflict by setting up a conference on the subject. He 

highlighted that conflict exists offshore as well as in coastal fisheries. Fischer stated 

that there is competition around fish stocks and concerns around parasites from 

seals infecting cod stocks. He added that ‘fishermen don’t really like seals; they see 

them as competitors, but also acknowledge them as part of the ecosystem.’ Given 

the move towards ecosystem-based management, there is a need to consider the 

seal stock as well as the fish. He indicated potential interest in this topic from other 

ACs, and highlighted that some members of the Baltic AC would be willing to set up 

such a conference.  

8. 2 Euan Dunn said that it would only be useful in terms of modelling any impact of seals 

have on cod population metrics and advice. Dunn highlighted that seals are 

protected by the Natura 2000 Habitats Directive, adding the conclusion of the lead 

author of a study on the impact of grey seals on cod in the West of Scotland that ‘we 

may have to live with smaller cod stocks if we want to protect our seals.’  

8.3 Manon Joguet requested clarification on the aim of the conference. Kenn Skau 

Fischer responded, saying it should be an EU-focussed conference, but there is 

potential to learn from a global setup. He added that it would be useful to bring in 

people who are dealing with these issues within European Parliament as well as 

fisheries representatives.  
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Anne-Cecile Dragon also requested clarification on the conference’s aim, particularly 

whether the event would be a close inspection of the details of seal-fisheries 

interactions or a broad-scale perspective on how all endangered species would be 

affected by fishing activity. She suggested the latter approach may be more fruitful. 

Kenn Skau Fischer responded saying that seals are a concrete problem related to 

fisheries in the North Sea and the intention would be to focus on this. Despina 

Symons (EBCD) highlighted that this issue has come up in Parliament several times 

and reiterated that seals are protected.  

8.4 Guus Pastoor lent support to the idea of a conference on the basis that it would be 

interesting to explore the impact of seals on catch and quota.  

Peter Ronelöv Olsson lent further support, highlighting that disease issues (worms) 

are of concern, and that predation by seals at the mouth of Baltic fjords is a problem. 

He expressed concern that the approach was ‘to do anything you can do but not kill. 

This means that seals are primary and cod is secondary.’ He added that there was 

not a desire to kill every seal, but to manage the population.   

8.5 Niels Wichmann emphasised that the aim of this action point is to alert members to 

the occurrence of the conference, rather than discuss points in detail. Kenn Skau 

Fischer clarified that they are proposing that the NSAC take the lead in organising 

such a conference. On this point, Irene Kingma highlighted that it the NWW and 

Baltic ACs should be involved.  

8.6 Irene Kingma stressed that it is an ecosystem issue, so it would be more appropriate 

to look at the wider system, rather than one animal. She suggested that focusing on 

one animal would be ‘illogical.’ Anne-Cecile Dragon was in agreement and 

emphasised that it should be an ecosystem-wide conference.  

Pim Visser stated that ‘we cannot just see seals in isolation.’ He stressed that it is a 

wider question of what is happening with them and wider human activity. Visser 

stated that the AC should therefore consider the wider impact.  

8.7 Pim Visser noted that there is a lot of research being done within Germany, which 

may be relevant, and Mike Park suggested Robin Cook (University of Strathclyde) 

could be a useful person to bring in, given his work on the subject. 

8.8 Barrie Deas highlighted that a conference could spawn all sorts of costs for the AC. If 

the question was focused on ‘do seals impede the recovery of cod?’ then it would be 

a more manageable, tractable conference.  

Kenn Skau Fischer was in agreement. He emphasised that the aim of the conference 

is to address an issue concerning fishermen. Fischer added that fishermen are 

‘having a hard fight’ concerning challenges associated with seals. On the cost front, 

he explained that the idea is not for NSAC to fund all the costs, but to demonstrate 

that the AC can focus on ‘other issues.’ Fischer offered to come up with more ideas 

on this and produce a more detailed outline of what the conference would entail.  

8.9 Samuel Stone stressed that while the issue needs to be discussed, thought needs to 

be given to the framing. He queried whether this should be a priority for the AC. 
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8.10 Jenni Grossmann queried whether a conference was required. She stated that it 

would be worthwhile to have a scientific answer on whether seals present a problem 

and that such a request could be made to ICES. Peter Ronelöv Olsson said that the 

conference is needed, and suggested it would be worth inviting Norway given that 

they manage their seals. He added ‘we have a lot of questions; they have a lot of 

answers.’ 

8.11 Kenn Skau Fischer summarised that there are a lot of mixed signals from NSAC 

members. He added, for context, that the discussion began following a meeting with 

an MEP in which he highlighted that, for the fishing industry, this issue is of high 

concern. He offered to develop a more detailed, specific proposal and provide 

another point for discussion at a future meeting.  

9.   Discussion of ‘Paper III.1 A letter to Ex Com Chair’ 

9.1 Niels Wichmann drew attention to Irene Kingma’s letter (‘Paper III.1 A letter to Ex 

Com Chair’), and highlighted that he was in agreement with 98% of the content, 

which detailed ambitions and an approach for the AC going forwards. An area where 

he was not in agreement was around sending two NSAC members to all external 

meetings. He suggested that the NSAC only needs one representative at control 

agency meetings, from either industry or Other Interest Groups. He summarised ‘that 

was my only remark, otherwise it is a brilliant letter.’  

Irene Kingma clarified that that it would be an ambition to have two members attend, 

rather than a requirement for all meetings. She added that it is up to the AC to decide 

if we only send one person or send more.  

Guus Pastoor agreed with the letter and seconded Kingma’s point on the number of 

representatives to send to external meetings. Pastoor agreed with working 

collectively with other ACs, but noted that other ACs exist in order to facilitate a 

European approach, so there is a balance to be struck with inter-AC engagement.   

9.2  There was some confusion amongst members regarding how directly the AC could 

interact with MEPs. Julia Eichhorst clarified that if the AC provides advice, it should 

be provided not to MEPs, but to the Commission and suggested that this may be 

where the confusion is.  

9.3 Continuing discussion of the letter’s content, Caroline Gamblin said that it is ‘too 

premature’ to say whether financial compensation should be offered for UK members 

after Brexit. Irene Kingma responded, suggesting that this issue should be discussed 

in the Brexit Focus Group. She emphasised that nobody knows what is happening 

with Brexit and regardless of what agreement – if any – is reached, ‘the North Sea is 

not going away’ and ‘we will still need to jointly manage the sea basin.’ With this in 

mind, she stressed that if the AC feels the need to manage the sea basin jointly, then 

the UK should participate in meetings. She added that if the Ex Com, as a whole, 

don’t want that, then this part of the letter can be removed. Niels Wichmann said that 

this will be discussed in the upcoming Brexit Focus Group.  
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9.4 Mike Park suggested that some of the wording needed softening, particularly 

changing ‘the AC remains the strongest voice in the North Sea’ to ‘the AC works with 

others to provide a strong voice in the North Sea.’  

9.5 Members were in agreement with the statements made in the letter. Niels Wichmann 

underscored the consensus on this issue and Kenn Skau Fischer particularly 

welcomed the letter from Irene Kingma, highlighting that it reflected a joint meeting 

held between Fischer and Kingma. He added that the intention behind this letter is to 

‘bring positive energy into our work and to remember that we all have something in 

common.’  

9.6  Niels Wichmann noted that management meetings with AC Chairs have occurred in 

the past and that NSAC should consider formalising this process following the round 

of elections, including consideration of who represents what in which fora. He added 

that he had discussed the issue with Euan Dunn and both agreed that inter-AC 

meetings would be very fruitful. Wichmann reiterated that the Ex Com Chair and Vice 

Chairs will be instated at the GA, in accordance with Dutch law.  

10.  Discussion on plaice box closure 

10.1  The Chair noted that Pim Visser and Emiel Brouckaert have worked on the plaice 

box closure letter (‘Paper 9.1 NSAC draft letter on Plaice box closure’ and ‘Paper 9.2 

NSAC draft letter on Plaice box closure (DFPO version)’) and have agreed on a 

version that will be presented and hopefully approved at the Ex Com. He invited AC 

members to comment.   

10.2 Euan Dunn noted that there were a few points on the letter in need of addressing. 

These included minor grammatical issues and alterations to the wording to allow for 

added clarity. He noted that the wording in the fourth paragraph (‘may have had’) 

implies historical impacts and that ‘may have unintended and unforeseen impacts, 

which are not fully understood’ would better represent the intended meaning.  

Dunn added that he is not aware of a seabird-specific impact associated with the 

plaice box closure and suggested the focus should be on benthic ecosystems and 

non-target fish species. He drew attention to a report that addresses all the things 

listed in the letter, in addition to socio-economic impacts: Pastoors, M.A., Rijnsdorp, 

A.D. & Van Beck, F.A. (2000) Effects of a partially closed area in the North Sea 

(“Plaice Box”) on stock development of plaice. ICES Journal of Marine Science 57, 

1014-1022. Dunn asked whether there is any intention to include socio-economic 

factors within the letter.  

Emiel Brouckaert shared that he was happy to include the majority of the 

amendments, the exception being consideration of socio-economic impacts. He 

added that he is happy to refer to earlier studies but wants to keep the letter ‘as open 

as possible.’  

10.3 It was agreed that Tamara Talevska would finalise the wording of the letter, based on 

these comments, and send to Euan Dunn for proofing.  

11.  NWWAC Advice on Seabass 
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11.1  Barrie Deas was invited to open the discussion on seabass, particularly the issue of 

whether NSAC will support the advice provided by NWWAC on this species (‘Paper 

10.1 NWWAC draft Advice on Seabass’ and ‘Paper 10.2. B Deas comments on 

Advice on Seabass’). 

Deas had attended the NWWAC Seabass Focus Group remotely, as well as a 

number of subsequent calls on the subject. He reported on the headline messages 

from these meetings:   

• Overexploitation has affected seabass recruitment, dramatically affecting 

fishing mortality. Deas noted that F is now below Fmsy, but it will take some 

time for biomass to respond and recover. In the meantime, it would be 

prudent to ensure that appropriate management measures are in place.  

• During preparation of the advice the anglers requested a bag limit of three 

bass, while the industry suggested one. The parties worked on the 

compromise solution two bass but couldn’t agree the details. Therefore, the 

NWWAC advice suggests a bag limit of one bass, while the anglers in a 

minority statement request three bass. The broad feeling within the NWWAC 

is that existing measures should be maintained until there are much stronger 

signs of recovery. If discards can be moved to catch safely, then there are 

options for new measures to be introduced.  

Deas asked whether members wanted to jointly author this advice (NWWAC and 

NSAC), offer support, or write a separate letter.  

11.2 Samuel Stone asked for clarification on timelines and whether there was room for 

input on the advice. Barrie Deas noted that the advice needed to be in for September 

in order to be influential for the December Council meeting. He added that it might be 

prudent to circulate it for comment by NSAC and that this could be done by written 

procedure. Stone emphasised that it will take time for NSAC to go through the advice 

and that NSAC want to ensure that NWWAC are not held back by that process.  

11.3  Samuel Stone added that, even at the lower end of MSY range, ICES would advise a 

reduction – we are pleased to see pretty much everyone supporting the 

precautionary measures that are being taken into next year, as well as the support 

for discard avoidance.  

11.4 Jan anglers (European Anglers Alliance) requested clarification regarding the 

agreement with NWWAC and NSAC. He added that he was not the prime negotiator 

on the discussion concerning a bag limit on seabass and that ‘it seems strange’ to go 

into 2021 with this approach. He emphasised that last year anglers ‘were doomed to 

catch and release only.’ He expressed his disappointment, stating that ‘in the past 

two-to-three years we were treated very, very unfairly and now it has to stop.’  

11.5  Caroline Gamblin asked whether the deal is under discussion. She noted that it may 

be necessary to change the industry’s position and that the final solution may be to 

have a minority position on the bag limit advice. Gamblin added that, at this stage, 

she wasn’t sure whether the AC would want to be associated with the advice and 

that more discussion is needed.   
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Barrie Deas said that there appeared to be broad agreement in the NWWAC on 

everything except the increase in recreational catch from one to three seabass. He 

added ‘that would be minority advice rather than consensus advice, which comprises 

the rest of the discussion.’  

11.6 To avoid holding up the NWWAC, while giving the NSAC membership a chance to 

comment on the advice, Barrie Deas suggested that the NSAC could write a letter to 

follow the advice from the NWWAC, indicating areas of support. Niels Wichmann 

agreed that NSAC will take this action forward. 

12.  Venue and date of the next Executive Committee 

12.1  Niels Wichmann stated that it would be fruitful to have a connection with European 

Parliament. Guus Pastoor indicated that the meeting should be held in a place where 

both Wichmann and Euan Dunn can be present, in order to commend their work for 

the AC.  

12.2  Kenn Skau Fisher noted that the time and location of the next meeting could be fixed 

over the next couple of hours. Niels Wichmann confirmed that the subject will be 

dealt with elsewhere.  

13.  AOB and close of the meeting 

13.1  Niels Wichmann highlighted a case currently running in the Danish press: that 80,000 

tones of undeclared toxic waste was discarded in Danish waters over a number of 

years. When detected, government action wasn’t taken it because of the importance 

of the offending party to the oil industry. The DFPO objected to this lack of action 

given the impact of the material on the environment. Wichmann asked for support 

from the AC regarding the objection, given the volume of toxic material disclosure 

and wider impact on the North Sea. Support was given, with thanks from Wichmann.  

13.2  Niels Wichmann noted that this is his last meeting as Ex Com Chair.  

14.  Actions 

ACTION RESPONSIBLE 

Circulate the minutes of the meeting with the 
Scheveningen Group, the Commission and PECH 
committee (3.12). 

Secretariat  

If available for circulation, share the Cefas report 
concerning the northward shift in cod stocks by 12 km per 
year with members (4.3) 

Barrie Deas 

NSAC will send a letter to the Commission and 
Scheveningen Group detailing what the AC are doing in 
response to choke issues (setting up a focus group to 
draft advice) and how this will move forward. The letter 
should include specific questions to the Scheveningen 
Group to help to direct focus on choke issues, particularly 

Secretariat  

Barrie Deas 
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concerning cod (4.9).  

Develop a more detailed, specific proposal concerning a 
potential conference on seals and fishing conflict, ready 
for discussion at a future meeting (8.11). 

Kenn Skau Fischer 

Finalise the wording of the plaice box closure letter 
(Paper 9.2 NSAC draft letter on Plaice box closure 
(DFPO version)’), following comments from the Ex Com 
and send to Euan Dunn for proofing (10.3). 

Secretariat 

Euan Dunn 

To avoid holding up the NWWAC, while giving the NSAC 
membership a chance to comment on the NWWAC 
advice on seabass, NSAC will write a letter to follow the 
advice from the NWWAC, indicating areas of support 
(11.6). 

Secretariat 

Barrie Deas 

Members 

Share the details (venue, date) of the next Ex Com 
meeting with members (12.2). 

Secretariat 

Kenn Skau Fisher 

 

14.  Attendance 

LAST NAME FIRST NAME ORGANISATION 

Andersen Svend-Erik DFPO 

Belhaj Mounia European Commission 

Brouckaert Emiel Rederscentrale 

Carruel Guillaume Pelagic Advisory Council 

Colson Pascale European Commission 

Deas Barrie 
National Federation of Fishermen's 

Organisations 

Dragon   Anne-Cecile WWF 

Dunn Euan BirdLife 

Eichhorst Julia   European Commission 

Fischer Kenn Skau DFPO 

Franco   Rosa N/A 

Gamblin   Caroline CNPMEM 

Grossmann Jenni ClientEarth 
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Joguet   Manon FROM Nord 

Kappel Jan European Anglers Alliance 

Kingma Irene Dutch Elasmobranch Society (NEV) 

Lindberg Fredrik Swedish Fishermen's Federation 

Machado João Aguiar European Commission 

Macdonald Paul Scottish Fishermen's Organisation 

  Malfroid   Cedric EPPS 

  Meun   Geert VisNed Dutch Fisheries Organisation 

  Mynott   Sara Mindfully Wired Communications 

  Nielsen   Lisbet Dutch Ministry of Environment and Food 

  Paardekooper   Joost European Commission 

  Park   Mike Scottish Fishermen's Federation 

  Pastoor   Guus AIPCE 

  Planthof   Linda North Sea Foundation 

  Ronelöv Olsson   Peter Swedish Fishermen's Federation 

  Stone   Samuel Marine Conservation Society 

  Symons   Despina EBCD 

  Talevska   Tamara NSAC Secretariat 

  Vancrombrugge   Thierry FED Authority 

  Visser   Pim VisNed Dutch Fisheries Organisation 

  Voisin   Mathilde EBCD 

  Wichmann   Niels DFPO 

 


