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Draft 

1. 
Welcome, Apologies & Agenda
1.1
Barrie Deas welcomed participants to the Demersal WG.  Participants introduced themselves. 

1.2
Apologies had been received from Gus Pastoor, Michael Andersen, Colin Brodie and Svend-Erik Andersen
1.3
The agenda for the meeting was agreed. 

2.
Report & Matters Arising
2.1
The report of the previous meeting, in Brussels, was accepted as accurate.  Giles Bartlett wished to have additional text inserted relating to remarks in relation to inshore issues and would forward a paragraph to the rapporteur.  Action points from the previous meeting were discussed
2.2
The NSRAC had written to the Director General of DG Mare to question the refusal by Commission officials to meet with the industry to address the issues arising from the use of the new Omega meter. The DG had sent an unhelpful reply and this would be discussed as an agenda item.  
2.3
A meeting of the Nephrops Long Term Management Plan Development Group was planned for March and would be discussed as an agenda item.
2.4
The rapporteur had prepared a document, setting out the views of the NSRAC on reform of the CFP which had been circulated, agreed by written procedure and then submitted to the Commission.  Barrie Deas thanked the rapporteur for preparing such a well-worded document.
2.5
The evaluation of the sole and plaice management plan by STECF and the Commission had been placed on the agenda for further discussion. 
2.6
Niels Wichmann pointed out that there were impending changes to the structure of DG Mare.  With the appointment of a Greek Commissioner the current Director General Fokion Fotiadis would have to step down.  If we looked at the organogram for the DG the great majority were from southern Europe.  This posed a problem for northern European organisations like the NSRAC.  Most of the major new developments in fisheries management were taking place in the North Sea and the Baltic, and needed support within DG Mare.  It was agreed that this issue should be raised at the ExCom.
3.  
Development of a Long Term Management Plan for the Nephrops Fisheries
3.1
Michael Park, the chair of the Nephrops LTMP Development Group emphasised that the priority for this group was now the preparation of management options for the North Sea Nephrops fishery.  We had a draft document which summarised the problems of managing the fishery and we had set out provisional management objectives.  We now needed to present a series of options to stakeholders for discussion and selection.  It would be necessary to hold a series of meetings around the coast of the North Sea.  However, we currently did not have the resources for that.
.
3.2
Ewan Bell from Cefas said that the JAKFISH project, set up to promote stakeholder participation, had some funding to promote stakeholder meetings.  A sum of around 10,000 Euros could be made available for the Nephrops meetings, the only proviso being that JAKFISH partners would need to participate.  Michael Park thanked Ewan for this offer and it was agreed that the Development Group would work with JAKFISH in arranging a series of meetings at the ports.
3.3
Giles Bartlett and Nigel Proctor had prepared a series of ecosystem objectives for insertion into the LTMP, but these were not evident in the draft distributed for this meeting.  The rapporteur explained that they had been inserted into the working document which formed the basis for the management plan, and that this more recent draft would be available for discussion at the next meeting of the Development Group
3.4
It was agreed that momentum needed to be maintained in the preparation of the plan. A meeting would be held in March to pull the management options together before taking these to the industry for comment and further development.
4. 
Sole and plaice management plans 

4.1
Revision of the sole and plaice management plan required an impact assessment and appropriate preparations had been made for this by the Commission.  The STECF had met to discuss this issue in November but NSRAC participants had not been represented at that meeting and had been unable to raise their concerns.  Indeed, the Lisbon meeting had been called without ascertaining whether RAC representatives could attend.  A further meeting would be needed to consider the impact evaluation for the North Sea and one was now planned for April.
4.2
In the meantime, the Dutch government had asked IMARES to evaluate the flatfish management plan, and various scientific questions had already emerged.

4.3
For the Commission, Peter Hopkins said that STECF had now completed its evaluation of the management plan.  The April meeting was the STECF plenary at which the evaluation would receive formal approval.  It had, however, been difficult for STECF to evaluate the plan.  Downward trends in Fishing Mortality (F) had been evident for several years but the management plan had been implemented only recently.  It was difficult to know whether reductions in F had resulted from adoption of the plan or whether they would have occurred anyway.  STECF thought the values of F might still be a bit too high.  However, the draft report did not provide any grounds for changing the plan at this stage.  MRAG had now been asked to carry out a socio-economic evaluation.

4.4
The NSRAC should now come forward with its views.  Should the plan be changed?  Or should we keep the existing plan until 2015?  Should we adjust the target F at this stage?  STECF had said that there was really no need to evaluate the plan until it had been in place for about 5 years.  Moreover, the Commission would have to consult with Norway if any changes were proposed.  It might be better to adopt a more careful and coherent approach at some time in the future, perhaps taking cod management measures into account, as these had also had an impact upon the flatfish fisheries.  It was important to make all the different management plans work together, and this was an area where the North Sea RAC could perhaps take a lead.
4.5
NSRAC participants agreed that it was probably too early to fully evaluate the plan, but nevertheless thought it might be appropriate to make some adjustments to it now.  The Dutch industry pointed out that the 2007 plaice assessment had proved to be unduly pessimistic about the stock.  In addition the industry would like to address the issue of the +/- 15% TAC measure.  The NSRAC had been left out of recent discussions and wished there to be a more open debate on the management plan before it was simply rolled forward.

4.6
Niels Wichmann thought that flatfish in the Skagerrak and Kattegat ought to be considered too.  There were particular difficulties in that area because of lack of knowledge, and this had affected MSC Accreditation.  We should emphasise to the Commission that we wanted all STECF discussions to be open and to involve the NSRAC.  That had not been possible in this important case.  The +/- 15% figure had been an arbitrary one, agreed by ACFA 12 years ago, but it had now assumed Biblical significance.
4.7
Chris Darby pointed out that plaice had been ‘benchmarked’ by ICES last year.  The review had found that there had been spatial changes in plaice stocks affecting the assessments.  This year sole would be benchmarked.  

4.8
Peter Breckling thought that the development of the plaice stock had nothing to do with the management plan.  It was open to question whether recent management had influenced plaice in any way.  If we could not say whether the plaice plan had been successful or not then what did that imply for all the other management plans?

4.9
Chris Darby emphasised that changes in effort brought about by heavy fuel costs, decommissioning and other changes had come into play regardless of the plan.  Those effort decreases had resulted in an increase in the plaice stocks.  Peter Hopkins added that the 15% constraint on TAC changes did prevent large fluctuations in the TACs from one year to the next in the face of uncertain assessments and did bring benefits.  He also pointed out that the current management plan did not apply in the Skagerrak and Kattegat, although it would be nice to have a plan there.  In his view, sole and plaice management had been affected by management measures introduced for other species and especially cod – which had required major effort reductions.  We did not want to have an effort regime based on single species.  Such regimes should be set for mixed fisheries.  However, he did not think there was anything wrong with the current flatfish management plan and it would be difficult to justify changes to a plan which had only recently been introduced.
4.10
Pim Visser was concerned that the TAC reductions for plaice had resulted in a loss of markets.  Plaice had now been replaced by other species like the yellow flounder and Pangasius and it would be difficult to regain its former position.  Although plaice stocks were now recovering, the low TACs were resulting in plaice being discarded.  It would be necessary to return to a position where these fish were being sold on the market rather than being thrown away.  Giles Bartlett thought there were contradictions in that argument.  If TACs were increased it would cause even more problems in marketing plaice.  Niels Wichmann thought that the impact of management plans on markets had not been properly thought out and this was should be topic for further discussion.  Barrie Deas agreed that there were fundamental issues over the impact of management measures on markets which we should return to at a future meeting.  In the meantime, we should make our own views known to the Commission on the evaluation of the flatfish management plan.

5. 
Plaice box
5.1
A scientific group has reported to the Commission on the plaice box and the Commission has replied.  The evaluation is now being revised.  The main issue is whether the measure has been effective enough to justify its continuation.  Resolution of this question will become part of a wider discussion of technical measures
6.
The Technical Measures Regulation
6.1
The Technical Conservation Regulation had failed to be approved by Council before the Lisbon provisions came in.    The Presidency compromise proposed for the regulation had now been withdrawn, and submission of the regulation would begin all over again – this time under the co-management provisions of the Lisbon Treaty.  The interim regulation would apply until mid-2011.  The timetable for taking forward the regulation was not precise.  A new proposal might come forward in the next month or so.

6.2
Eamon Mangan, for the French government, said that last week the Commission had reaffirmed that the new proposal would not be based on the Presidency compromise but had mentioned two impending workshops.  One in the Spring and one in September.  A document would be sent out – not necessarily a proposal.

16.3
Barrie Deas summarised by saying that we would await details from the Commission of the proposed calendar.  In the meantime, we had put a lot of effort into commenting on the previous regulation and we could build on that in commenting on future proposals.
7.
The Omega Gauge
7.1
The introduction of the new Omega gauge for measuring mesh size had resulted in major problems at a port level.  The NSRAC had written to the Director General, seeking a meeting but his reply had been most unhelpful.  It was clear that measurements with the new gauge were giving significantly different results to those obtained with the original certified wedge gauge.  As a result, existing nets and nets in storage were yielding lower mesh measurements.  This meant that many nets would be illegal with the new gauge, although they gave satisfactory measurements with the older gauge.  There had been little forethought given to the introduction of the new gauge, resulting in a lack of equity and fairness for fishers, net suppliers and net manufacturers.  The Director General had argued that there was less human influence with the new gauge.  He had refused to engage with the NSRAC over this issue and had referred the RAC to the Expert Group on Control.
7.2
Alex Vredeveldt of TNO, a Dutch Research Institute specialising in scientific measurements, gave a presentation on his experience with the new Omega gauge.  His full presentation has been placed on the NASRAC web site.  His talk emphasised that repeated measurement of the same mesh with any gauge gave consistent lengthening of the mesh.  The initial measurement was always smaller, for a range of applied force.  The meshes became larger with repeated measurement.  Differences of up to 2-3 mm were evident.  Thus, nets tend to settle with repeated measurement, which discredited single readings.  However the current protocols required a single measurement of each mesh.
7.3
TNO had also looked at the scatter of the measurements, plotting a density probability function against mesh size.  The degree of scatter had been examined for different Omega gauges, operated by different individuals, applied to different meshes.  With a nominal 80 mm mesh net the probability of obtaining a reading of less than 79 mm was quite high (12%).  The implication is that the mesh tension of 120 Newtons being applied is too low, and that with the Omega gauge there is more than 10% chance that an 80 mm mesh will be measured as 79 mm.  This probability can only be reduced, and the chance of the net failing the test can only be reduced, by narrowing the scatter, but netting material is not very stiff and it seems likely that the scatter is already as narrow as can be achieved by the net manufacturers.  Other factors may also affect the scatter, in addition to the gauge itself and the operator; temperature, the number of usage cycles, whether the net is wet or dry, and the presence of sand may all affect the measurements.
7.4
In applying a new gauge it is sensible to look at the probability of it producing an unjust result.  What probability is acceptable?  The minimum allowable average mesh size should be calculated as a function of the number of samples taken. Determining these parameters is the most important step in evaluating a measurement technique. The probability of producing a measurement which will fail is quite high with the new gauge operated under existing protocols.

7.5
Niels Wichmann said that trials in Denmark had shown that measurement of small mesh nets was especially likely to yield differences between the old and new gauges.  There was general agreement that the Omega meter was a good meter.  It was the way it was being applied that was at fault, and which resulted in differences compared with the old gauge.

7.6
It was difficult from the current tests to determine whether the scatter resulted from the use of different Omega gauges, or their use by different individuals.  As the tension of the meter was increased the scatter decreased.  Also, the more readings that were taken the more the scatter declined.  The big flaw was that the second measurement of a mesh was always about 2 mm higher than the first for an 80 mm net.  The Omega gauge is a sound measurement instrument, but it is desirable to check the variance as the applied force is increased.  Variance is likely to be lower with higher applied force.
7.7
It was concluded by participants that there was enough of a question mark over the application of the new gauges to seek a greater margin of tolerance is deciding whether a net was legal or not.  There had been a failure in the transitional arrangements over the introduction of the gauge and nets which were formally legal are now being declared illegal.  There is also concern over the application of the gauge under real life conditions, where the condition of the nets may vary greatly from dry conditions in the laboratory.

7.8
Michael Park pointed out the Member States had been obliged from September 2009 onwards to enforce the new approach.  However, in Scotland problems had been encountered in obtaining measurements consistent with those obtained with the previous gauge.  A new protocol had been introduce to distinguish between measurements excessively below the reference mesh size (which indicated a clear breach), measurements below the reference mesh size (where mitigating circumstances would be looked at), and measurements marginally below the reference size (where formal enforcement action would not be in the public interest).  Had consultation been full and appropriate then these problems would not have arisen and the new protocols would not have been necessary.

7.9
Barrie Deas concluded that a more pragmatic approach was needed. Because of the problems which had arisen we should talk to the Expert Group on Control.  Willem de Boer thought the solution was to apply additional force with the new meter.  The 120 Newtons currently required was not sufficient.  Caroline Gamblin said that the North West Waters RAC was also concerned over the meter, and we could take this issue forward with them.  Alex Vredeveldt thought that more independent measurements were necessary using the new gauge to establish appropriate statistical parameters.  Pim Visser asked whether fishers from other member states would join with the Dutch industry in funding further testing of the Omega meter.  It was agreed that we fishers’ organisations should investigate the level of interest in co-funding this work.  However, this problem had been created by the Commission – shouldn’t they pay?  Peter Hopkins was asked to ascertain whether funds could be made available by the Commission.
8.
Cod Recovery
8.1
Barrie Deas pointed out that the end of January had marked the end of the latest phase of the cod recovery plan, initiated in November 2008.  We now faced further reductions in effort, and this was an appropriate time to consider how the effort regime was operating in different countries.   How had the kW.days scheme operated in 2009/10?  What was the relationship of effort to quota uptake? Were there any discard issues?  What was the relationship of the cod recovery plan to fishing mortality on cod? And what was the future outlook?
8.2
Michael Park said that Scotland had managed its own effort regime.  The system had run reasonably well in the first year, although effort levels were less than required, causing harm to some sections of the fleet. The effort situation had altered dramatically in 2009/10 as a result of the new baseline and the 25% reduction as a result of the new cod recovery plan.  For the first time the Nephrops fleet (TR2 gear) had felt the impact.  The Scottish Government had introduced a Conservation Credits Scheme and had assessed the contribution of Conservation Credits measures to be worth 11.2% of the maximum allowable fishing effort (45% of the effort withdrawn). The whitefish fleet (TR1 gear) was the sector faced with the harshest economic burden.  Had the Scottish Government not been in a position to reclaim days at sea, through cod avoidance schemes, then effort in the whitefish sector would have been exhausted in October 2009, with the Nephrops fleet following shortly after.
8.3
In many cases, especially the traditional finfish sector where haddock, whiting, cod and saithe were the main species, the most restrictive element of the current management regime was the quota entitlement.  Lack of quota had led to the discarding of fish that would otherwise have returned a value at the market place.  In other cases, the inability to put to sea so that all quotas could be utilised had caused frustration. The North Sea Nephrops fishery had been fortunate in that effort and quota had seemed to be in line with each other, although the sector suffered greatly from a reduction in value of the product.   The monkfish fishery which took place to east of the shelf edge, and was largely pursued by vessels from Shetland, had clearly suffered through restricted effort levels. Monkfish very rarely aggregate and thus the vessels engaged in the fishery require more time at sea to gather a financially rewarding catch. 

8.4
Discards of juveniles had decreased significantly in all of the demersal fleet sectors in Scotland.  However, this very positive decrease had been replaced with economic or regulatory discarding of quality fish with a reasonable market value.  The Commission continued to assume a simple and linear relationship between cod mortality and levels of effort. The Scottish Industry viewed this perception as outdated, lazy and discredited. It had been proved in Scotland, through the development of a regional approach, that it was possible to reduce mortality on cod in a wide range of ways, through the application of incentives.  A fundamental rethink of the Commission’s approach was now required.
8.5
Niels Wichmann supported these conclusions.  We had input and output regimes running at the same time, and they did not mesh well together.  The effort regime was undermining the rights based management system, newly introduced in Denmark.  He wanted to move to a system where fishers investing in fishing rights had the time and opportunity to catch their entitlement.  It was intolerable to have ever decreasing effort.  In the Kattegat, with an automatic decrease in effort year on year there would only be 29 fishing days left by 2014.  Yet cod only provided 3% of the value of the catch.  Effort levels should not be linked to one species only.

8.6
Fred Normandale said that in 1987 the UK had more than 4 times the number of whitefish vessels it now has. Some of these vessels fished 300 or more days each year while others fished approximately 200/210 days.  The quota for cod had been 175,000 tonnes and for haddock 140,000 tonnes. There was no quota on whiting. Quotas were then reduced. A whiting quota was set for the first time in 1989. As a result of the reductions in cod and haddock quotas it was impossible for some skippers to survive within the law. Fish were landed illegally rather than dumped.

8.7
Decommissioning schemes had then taken place, removing two-thirds of the fleet. Some boats changed to Nephrops fishing.  The UK now has only a quarter of the vessels fishing for whitefish it had in 1990. The quotas last year were 28,800 tonnes for cod, 42,100 for haddock, and 15.200 for whiting. Huge quantities of all these species were now being dumped back into the sea dead and unrecorded.

8.8
Cod quota had now finally begun to increase, though not enough to prevent major discarding. Haddock and whiting quotas were being reduced. In percentage terms the remaining fleet were worse off now with the current quota allocations than 20 years ago despite losing three-quarters of the fleet. To make matters worse the boats were now allowed little more than half the number of days to catch their quota. If there is a strictly policed quota system then there should not be a ‘days at sea’ regime also. Whiting are mostly caught in winter and spring. Plaice are taken predominantly in summer, haddock in summer and early winter. Though cod are caught in different places throughout the year, any area where cod is found in abundance is now closed to fishing either seasonally or for a limited period. Fishers must be allowed to fish these different species seasonally as each stock becomes available.  Fish do not swim in convenient percentages to assist politicians and scientists.

8.9
North Sea fishers are being slowly starved out of existence. Is this planned? Is there an ulterior motive behind this? Are there other segments of the ‘European Fleet’ lined up to take over? 

8.10
Caroline Gamblin said that France was in a peculiar situation with respect to effort.  The administration was still discussing the reference thresholds with the Commission.  They were especially concerned over the impact on fleets that caught very little cod, and derogations had been sought, for example for the saithe fleet which caught less than 1% cod. Another concern was the rigidity of the mechanisms for transferring effort.  One particular requirement of the TAC and quota regulation for 2009 had been that utilisation targets for the cod quotas had been imposed for each quarter of the year; if at the end of the quarter, the utilisation of the cod quota was more than 10% above the target, the Member State concerned had to put in place measures to ensure that its vessels changed to more selective fishing gears to allow for a reduction in cod by-catches
8.11
Caroline gave a presentation on the SELECAB project (available on the NSRAC web site).  This had begun on the 22nd of September 2009 for a period of one year.  It had been implemented by the Regional Fishing Committee of Nord-Pas-de-Calais/Picardie (located in Boulogne), in cooperation with professionals and Ifremer.  The project was intended to improve the selectivity of fishing gears for the artisanal vessels.  The larger mesh trawls proposed by the Commission had been investigated, as well as selective grids.  Two ships had fished side by side and comparing catches.  The vessels had caught mainly whiting and few cod.  No change in selectivity had been obtained by using the larger mesh nets, and the discards had not been very different.  However, more small whiting had been caught with the larger mesh net.

8.12
The grid was designed to allow small fish to escape.  Over time it was thought that the grid might jam up with fish and debris.  Two devices were being tested, a double grid to allow small size whiting and big size cod to escape, and two successive grids - one for cod and one for whiting.  A square mesh panel had been inserted in front of the grid to avoid jamming by whiting.  Results had been encouraging.  Thanks to the square mesh panel there were no whiting jammed between the bars of the grid. However, the panel had allowed the escape of flat fish and squid.  After some modifications in order to avoid the escape of flat fish and squid, there will be a further two weeks of trials at sea between February and March.  Another project would be testing the large mesh trawl and the “Orkney trawl” on board a large trawler fishing in the north of North Sea. 
8.13
Paula den Hartog agreed that fishers needed enough days at sea to catch their quotas.  In the first year, Dutch vessels had not received sufficient days at sea.  In 2009 they had taken more days at sea than they were entitled to.  Many of the twin riggers and fly shooters were not targeting cod but were still limited in their days at sea.  There was a need to change the fleet categories.  There were major problems in transferring effort from one category to another.  Moreover, in 2009 it had not been possible to reduce discards in the way that had been possible in previous years.  An industry think-tank had now been set up to consider technical, seasonal and spatial measures for reducing discards.
8.14
Peter Breckling said that the kW.days regime had been operated in Germany, but it had proved to be a great burden.  The administration had tried to determine the effort of every vessel and to allocate effort accordingly.  There were many complications.  Some vessels operated in both the Baltic and North Sea.  Quota swaps were being made but it had been very difficult to work out days at sea entitlements.  Beam trawlers had been forced to go from 120 mm to 80 mm.  Fishermen were being punished for using large meshes.  In 2009 there had been full utilisation of effort within the TR1 category.  All other categories had underutilised their effort. Problems were expected with the TR1 sector in 2010.  Germany had sought derogations for three categories of vessel under article 11, but the Commission had refused.  They will continue to seek derogations however.

8.15
Better mechanisms are needed for matching effort to quota over the year.  The Commission are creating problems over the mechanisms for gaining additional effort.  The German fleet is opposed to a regime based entirely on effort and would prefer to have a quota system regulated by the principle of relative stability.  They are not happy with accepting CCTV systems in return for additional quota and would like to explore other possibilities for decreasing discards in return for an increase in the quotas.
8.16
Antoine Le Garrec agreed with Peter over the effort/quota problems.  It seemed likely that quotas would outstrip days at sea, even in fisheries not catching cod.  In France, the only TR1 fishery was the saithe fishery.  It caught few cod and yet it had the heaviest restrictions placed upon it.
8.17
Barrie Deas thought that there were only short term advantages to the Commission in advocating effort control, created by the perverse incentives inherent in the current system.  The UK government in its comments on the Green Paper had said that such a regime was unlikely to deliver benefits in the longer term.  It would result in an overcapitalised and inefficient industry with high monitoring and enforcement costs.  The effort management scheme for the cod recovery plan had proved administratively complex and costly and ran counter to the need to simplify and reduce the regulatory burden of the CFP.
8.18
Peter Hopkins, for the Commission, said that a statement from the Fisheries Council stated that if you do not have effort for quotas then the problem would be investigated.  However, effort limitation had to be real.  Catch had to be matched to fishing mortality. The use of CCTV was intended to ensure that discards could be estimated.  The additional quota associated with their use should not lead to an increase in discards.  Edgars Goldmanis from the Commission added that he did not understand why there were effort transfer problems.  The regulation was very clear.  Member states were responsible for organising transfers and for providing information on this to the Commission.  There were also possibilities of gaining rewards for selective fishing under article 13.  Of the 30 requests for derogation from the effort regime only 4 had been excluded, and that was because supporting data had been inadequate.  The regulation had now been relaxed to less than 1.5% cod, and there should not be problems in proving catches of cod were below this figure.
8.19
Peter Breckling pointed out that many days of effort had to be transferred to the TR1 category from other categories to provide only a few days at sea.  Derk Jan Behrends drew attention to the fact that Real Time Closures imposed by Scotland and England, for which national were being rewarded, were also being imposed on the Dutch fleet, which was not receiving any rewards.  We should be working more closely together in deciding upon RTCs.  RTCs are currently perceived to be applied in a discriminatory way, and this brings discredit to the concept of RTCs. 
8.20
It was agreed that the NSRAC would produce a special advice paper on this topic, drawing attention to the shortcomings of the effort regime imposed by the cod recovery plan, highlighting any positive features, and asking any pertinent questions.  Fishers’ organisations from the different member states should forward their own comments directly to the rapporteur so that he could prepare a draft.  The draft would then be fine-tuned by a drafting group.  It did appear that there had been common problems, especially in relation to the TR1 category.  Some states had used more effort than they had been allocated.  Others had stopped fishing once effort had run out.  However, other member states did not seem to have implemented the legislation at all.  We should be recording the pluses and minuses of the cod recovery plan in preparation for the June meeting of STECF, and should also forward our comments to the ICES Working Group on North Sea Demersal Stocks. The dates of the June meeting of STECF will be circulated by the secretariat, so that interested parties can register their interest in attending.
9.
EU/Norway Negotiations
9.1
The EU/Norway negotiations normally resulted in TACs being set for joint stocks.  If as part of the reform of the CFP we wish to move to more regional management, then where will Norway fit in?  In the most recent negotiations mackerel was the big issue.  The negotiations are essentially closed, and there is concern over this on the part of the NSRAC.  At the last December Council, very little could be agreed because of the unresolved position with respect to Norway.  The Green Paper on reform of the CFP does not address this problem, although it is a very serious one.  The NSRAC would raise the issue of EU/Norway in future discussions on reform of the CFP.
10.
MIRAC Meeting with ICES

10.1
Caroline Gamblin, Hugo Andersson and Barrie Deas had attended the meeting between the RACs and ICES.  Discussion had focused on Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) and how advice will take account of MSY through the development of trigger points.  There had been a presentation from the Marine Stewardship Council on accreditation.  There had also been discussion of the need to involve stakeholders more effectively in benchmark meetings.  In future these will be organised 6 months ahead and arrangements will be made to accommodate stakeholder interests in the first few days. There had also been discussion of a traffic light system with respect to the degree of confidence in ICES advice.  DG Research had given a presentation on new tendering arrangements and the participation of industry in bids for resources.

10.2
It was pointed out by Chris Darby that if MSY trigger points had been introduced last year it would have reduced the TACs by 20%.  ICES is to change its advice structure this year, and advice will be set in relation to FMSY or a proxy like FMAX or F0.1.  There is a workshop in March to develop a protocol for determining FMSY and this will be sent to the individual working groups.  In future the options box will give an FMSY value.  If management decisions were based on this figure then the effect on some stocks would be pronounced.  However, other management options will also be included along with the usual harvest control rules.
10.3
Michael Park was concerned about the setting of a spawning stock biomass trigger point.  He said that although the setting of a biomass trigger (BTRIGGER) seemed sensible in terms of moving towards FMSY, he could not readily agree to its immediate introduction.  He understood that here was a reluctance to use BMSY as a trigger point because of recruitment fluctuations and other factors affecting biomass.  The setting of any BTRIGGER would mean that reductions in F would kick in at a low biomass.  Chris Darby emphasised that there were difficulties in estimating BMSY, especially in a multi-species context.  All these issues would have to be reviewed and discussed by ICES.  Caroline Gamblin asked whether BPA might be used as the trigger point, and Chris said that it might, but BMSY should be bigger than BPA; the latter was only a starting point. 
10.4
We had not yet received the full report of the MIRAC meeting.  However, we did need accessible explanation of how these changes might affect the advice.  We also needed to know how Commission officials intended to react to the new advice.  We did not want changes to be introduced in a single year, as they would result in the immediate closure of some fisheries.  The target date for introduction of MSY was 2015. Barrie Deas proposed that we should write to ICES to express our concern over the way the advice will be expressed, and copy our letter to the Commission.

11.
The Control Regulation

11.1
There had been a meeting of the Expert group on Control the previous week.  It had emerged that the Control Regulation may be adopted by November 2010 or January 2011.  However, Commission officials may be unduly optimistic about the timetable as it is likely that the Regulation will come under close scrutiny.
11.2
Peter Hopkins pointed out that there were problems with this delay.  A procedure for declaring Real Time Closures had been agreed with Norway.  However, the previous legal basis for this, based on the TACs and Quotas regulation had now expired and there was no longer any legal basis for complying with the agreement. Member states had been asked to continue to operate RTC procedures, but there was no legal basis for this.  The procedures were due to be reviewed with Norway by June.  It was possible that the new Control regulation might be split in order to get the non controversial elements through first.  Michael Park thought that the introduction of electronic log books agreed with Norway might also fall into this category.

11.3
Pim Visser said that some member states were already changing their domestic legislation to comply with the anticipated regulation.  He thought they should delay in doing this until it was clear which elements of the regulation were actually adopted.  Barrie Deas thought that these delays would bring us closer to the period of CFP reform.  As far as the NSRAC was concerned we had to wait until we know what the Commission was proposing. We would ask the Commission to clarify its position.
12.
CFP Reform

12.1
The consultation on the Commission’s Green Paper is now closed.  There has been a huge response.  The Commission is currently going through the material received, through reading groups, analysing the comments made.  By the end of the year a White Paper may be produced, summarising the responses.  Next year the Commission will bring forward its proposals for further consideration.  In the meantime a series of workshops are being held on governance, rights based management, inshore/offshore issues, and subsidies.  A major conference is also being held in La Coruña in May.
12.2
Members of the NSRAC asked how the views would be weighted and how the process would work.  What influence would the RACs have?  The Inter-RAC Conference in Edinburgh had raised some interesting issues and had favoured greater regionalisation and delegation of responsibilities.  The proceedings of the conference had been highly regarded and should be taken into account.

12.3
Peter Hopkins stressed that the process of analysing the responses was not based on weighting the responses, though of course the views of the RACs would be carefully considered.  Some individual respondent might come up with especially interesting ideas, and essentially all these ideas would be put together as a set of reform proposals.  We had to wait until this synthesis had been done.

12.4
The Commission was asked, through Peter Hopkins, to provide full information on the proposed workshops and conference, so that members of the NSRAC could be represented. So far, the next CFP Reform Seminars are to take place on the following dates (to be confirmed):



13 April          
Structural Policy / EFF



14-15 April 
Market Prices


28 April          
External Policy
It is likely that an Impact Assessment Phase 1 presentation will be made during one of the April meetings - possibly the one on the 13th?  The NSRAC will be sending 3 representatives to the La Coruña conference. 
13.
Discard Initiatives

13.1
A number of initiatives were now in place to reduce discards, and more were in the pipeline.  In many cases, however, there were only limited data available on discards, which in some cases was being rectified by CCTV and observer programmes. The NWWRAC had raised the issue of data deficiencies.  They had been especially concerned that many of the ICES assessments were poor because of a lack of data on catches.  So, the NWWRAC was setting up a Task Force to fill holes in the data.  The aim was that member states, scientists and RAC members would identify data deficiencies and how these might be dealt with.  A letter had been sent to the Director General seeking his help.
13.2
It was agreed that the North Sea RAC should join in with this initiative.  A recommendation on this would go forward to the ExCom.

13.3
Fred Normandale raised the subject of whiting discards.  This was the fifth year of heavy whiting discards.  Fishers on the west side of the North Sea were catching very large quantities of whiting but had to discard them.  Moreover, the fish were large, marketable ones, not juveniles.  Despite this the TACs had been reduced by a further 15%.  This was madness.  Leslie Tait agreed.  Whiting were abundant off Shetland.  Scientists agreed that they were but were concerned that biomass over the North Sea as a whole was low.  The regional differences in abundance could not be dealt with.  Countries on the eastern side were not able to take their quotas, while those to the west could not avoid taking whiting, despite adopting selective measures.

13.4
Peter Hopkins said that Norway had been seeking a 60% reduction in whiting quotas, but the Commission had only agreed to a 15% cut.  Norway, which was unable to take its whiting quota, had agreed to swap some quota.

13.5
Michael Park thought that one way forward would be for fishers to help in providing more robust data on whiting catches.  CCTV monitoring and observer programmes were one way of doing this.  Peter Hopkins remarked that the Commission and Norway had agreed to ask ICES for advice on how to deal with the regional imbalances in catches in the North Sea and to develop a management plan for whiting.  Christien Absil thought the NSRAC could be proactive here by encouraging fishers to provide more data on discards, making the science more robust.  Chris Darby said that scientists were aware that there was an allocation problem in the North Sea.  Most countries did not capture their quotas, while others had to discard fish.  This problem is caused by the quota allocation system.  There is already some good discard data available and it is taken into account in the assessments.  Fred Normandale thought the only solution was to increase the whiting TAC, to allow the discarded fish to be landed and take pressure off other stocks.  Willem de Boer added that Norway did not catch its quota and increasing the whiting TAC would not increase catches in Norway or other areas where they were scarce.  The TACs could be increased 2 or 3 fold without harming whiting stocks.
13.6
Barrie Deas concluded that we could not go on managing fisheries in this way.  It discredited the CFP.  We had to seek solutions.  There were several options:

· Re-allocation of the quotas

· Multispecies quotas

· Monitoring and audit systems

· Granting additional flexibilities

He thought we should establish a Focus Group to develop coherent advice on resolving this problem.  Pim Visser agreed but pointed out that there were other stocks which were increasing more rapidly than quotas, and the group should also consider these.  Barrie Deas said there was read across to other species but we should perhaps start with whiting and then move on to the other species.

14.
Differing Perceptions in the Management of North Sea Fisheries
14.1
Marieke Verweij, a post-doctoral researcher at the University of Wageningen gave a presentation on the differing perceptions of managers and fishers.  Her full presentation is available on the NSRAC web site.  She had focussed on the Dutch beam trawl fishery.  Her study contrasted the views of scientists, policy makers and eNGOs on the one hand, and fishers on the other.  Differences in perception of the state of stocks existed because there were differences in the information environment.  There were also differences in their views on why fish stocks change.  

14.2
Her advice was that in future any debate on these topics should be organised along different lines.  Currently, much time was lost on discussing whether fish stock changes were due to man or nature.  In practice, all parties agreed on the basic inputs and outputs to the black box.  Scientific models reduced the complexity of the system; fishermen emphasised its complexity; and eNGOs saw things in terms of the whole ecosystem.  We had to try to learn from the past with basic information. We should map expectancies, perceptions, and lines of reasoning of all participants at the beginning of any debate.
14.3
More information about this research can be obtained from:



• marieke.verweij@mac.com 
• http://web.me.com/marieke.verweij 

14.4
Peter Breckling asked whether better science was needed.  Marieke replied that scientists were already well equipped but they perhaps needed to be more creative in presenting their information.  Fishers also needed to be more open to receiving the advice.  In terms of the way the RACs should proceed in future, too little time was devoted to key topics.  There was no time to consider the different perceptions.  The fishers within the RACs were more familiar with the concepts used by policy makers and scientists than those they represented.  Perhaps the planned Focus Group should map the perceptions of the participants on the state of whiting stocks.  Then it would be easier to find solutions.
15.
The FISUMANI project

15.1
The rapporteur briefly described this research project in which he and other scientists were participating, submitted under the 7th Framework Programme by a consortium.  The title of the project is ‘Fishing Sustainably under Maximum Allowable Negative Impacts’ and the project is concerned with using results-based management to achieve CFP objectives.  It brings together natural scientists, economists and other social scientists, environmental NGOs and the fishing industry to develop and apply results-based management (RBM) through six case studies.  Two of those case studies were in the North Sea:
· The mixed fishery for whitefish

· The Nephrops fishery

Each of the case studies would develop an RBM approach in through interactions between scientists and stakeholders. Fishers would develop fishing plans with help from scientists. 
15.2
From the NSRAC’s standpoint, this project would assist with the development of long term management plans for two of the North Sea fisheries.  The NSRAC had already decided that these two fisheries should receive priority in terms of management planning.  Funds were set aside under the FISUMANI project to fund meetings with stakeholders to take forward the plans of the NSRAC.  Those funds would not be allocated directly to the NSRAC but held by the main scientific partner for use by the RAC.  A number of NSRAC members were associates within the project.

15.3
Barrie Deas remarked that the project allowed us an opportunity to receive resources to promote the preparation of LTMPs for two important fisheries.  However, although the project has been submitted to the Commission its funding is not guaranteed.
16.
Any Other Business

17.1
Did we wish to comment on the Commission’s recent non-paper on Deep Sea Access?  Several participants were already intending to comment through their associations, and it was agreed that their comments would be circulated to NSRAC members.  The North West Waters RAC was taking the lead on responding.  

17.2
Euan Dunn raised the issue of data deficiencies in the context of the NWWRAC’ s letter to the Commission on this subject.  Barrie Deas confirmed that we would be participating in this initiative and would be writing to the Commission to inform them of our interest.

17. 
Action Points

	1. It was agreed that issues over the lack of northern representation within DG Mare will be raised at the ExCom (2.6).
	Secretariat 

	2. The Nephrops LTMP Development Group will maintain momentum in the preparation of a management plan for the Nephrops fishery. A meeting will be held in March to pull the management options together before taking these to the industry for comment and further development.  Funds will be sought from JAKFISH to take the management options to meetings around the coast (3.4).
	Michael Park,
Rapporteur,
Secretariat,
Ewan Bell

	3. In discussing the evaluation of the flatfish management plan it was agreed that there were fundamental issues over the impact of management measures on markets which we should return to at a future meeting.  In the meantime, we should make our separate views known to the Commission on the evaluation of the flatfish management plan (4.10). 
	Members,
Secretariat,
Chair of Demersal WG

	4. The NSRAC will join with the NWWRAC in contacting the Expert Group on Control to query the unsatisfactory introduction of the new Omega meter.  Further independent measurements were necessary to establish statistical parameters for different levels of applied force.  Fishers’ organisations will investigate the level of interest in co-funding new measurements.  Peter Hopkins will ascertain whether funds can be made available by the Commission. (7.9).
	Secretariat, 

Fishers’ Organisations,

Peter Hopkins

	5. The NSRAC will produce a special advice paper on the impact of the cod recovery plan, drawing attention to the shortcomings of the effort regime, highlighting any positive features, and asking any pertinent questions.  Fishers’ organisations from the different member states should forward their own comments directly to the rapporteur.  The draft will then be fine-tuned by a drafting group.  The paper would be forwarded to the June meeting of STECF, and to the ICES Working Group on North Sea Demersal stocks. The dates of the June meeting of STECF will be circulated by the secretariat, so that interested parties can register their interest (8.20). 
	Fishers’ Organisations, Rapporteur
Secretariat

	6. The NSRAC will raise the issue of EU/Norway negotiations in future discussion on reform of the CFP (9.1).
	Secretariat

Members

	7. The NSRAC will write to ICES & the Commission to express its concern over the way in which scientific advice will be expressed in the future to match MSY targets.  There is concern that major reductions in F might be required in a single year (8.1).
	Secretariat

Chair of Demersal WG

	8. The NSRAC will ask the Commission to clarify its position with respect to the new Control Regulation (11.3).
	Secretariat

	9. The NSRAC will ask the Commission to provide full information on the proposed workshops and conference on CFP Reform, so that members of the NSRAC can be represented (12.4).
	Peter Hopkins

Secretariat

	10. The DWG recommends to the ExCom that the NSRAC should join with the initiative being taken by the NWWRAC on rectifying data deficiencies (13.2).
	Secretariat

	11. The DWG will establish a Focus Group to look at the problems of reducing discarding in those fisheries where the quotas are not keeping pace with catching opportunities; starting with whiting and moving on to other species (13.6).
	Chair of Demersal WG

	12. Comments from the different associations on the Deep Sea Access non-paper will be circulated through the NSRAC (16.1)
	Members

Secretariat
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Birdlife International
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