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Rapporteur: A D Hawkins 
Draft for ExCom Approval

1. 
Introduction

1.1 
Bruno Hoffstadt of the Federal Ministry of Consumer Protection, Nutrition and Agriculture welcomed participants to Hamburg on behalf of his Minister, Mrs Renate Kuenast.  He hoped that the meeting would take place in a friendly atmosphere and that it would produce good results from the ambitious agenda.  Professor Dr Gerd Hubold, Director of the Federal Research Centre for Fisheries reminded the meeting that two years ago in this very room the North Sea Commission had first discussed the formation of a North Sea RAC.  He was pleased that the NSRAC now existed and he emphasised the willingness of scientists to contribute to its work.

1.2
The chair of the NSRAC, Hugo Andersson, thanked Bruno, Gerd and the Federal Ministry for the practical help they had provided in organizing the meeting.  The facilities they had provided would help the NSRAC to carry out its very difficult tasks. He quoted from Dr Joe Borg, the European Commissioner for Fisheries and Maritime Affairs, who had recently said ‘If the RACs come up with balanced advice which is the fruit of compromise between various interests, then it will be almost impossible for either governments or the Commission to ignore such counsel’.  Those words should encourage us to be ambitious in our aims. 

1.3
There were apologies from Alan Simcock of OSPAR and Luc Corbisier of Redercentrale.  The draft agenda was approved.

2.
Administrative matters

2.1
The report of the Boulogne ExCom Meeting (Paper 1) was approved.  It was noted that the Commission had not circulated a report on fleet profitability as promised.  This omission would be rectified.  

2.2
The report of the NSRAC Board of Directors (Paper 2) was noted, and members of the NSRAC were reminded that they were shareholders in the NSRAC Company.  Joyce Walker of the Secretariat gave a financial statement, showing expenditure in relation to the first contribution from the Commission.  The draft audited accounts would be available for the next ExCom, and all expenditure would then be itemized and related to the subheadings in the original budget.  Invoices had been sent to the Member States, and so far three had provided their contributions.  Invoices were about to be sent out to members of the General Assembly and ExCom. An important task for the Secretariat and Board of Directors would be the provision of additional funding to make up the projected shortfall in the 2006 budget.

2.3
Membership of the ExCom was discussed.  At the first General Assembly it had been decided that membership would be reviewed after one year.  The Commission and some members of the ExCom had queried the inclusion of the European Fishing Tackle Trade Association (EFTTA).  However, Jan Kappel emphasised the high turnover of EFTTA and the number of people it employed and argued that there should be a seat for the Association. He restated his dissatisfaction with the decision that had placed the North Sea Women’s Network in the ‘others’ section rather than with the fisheries sector.  Others members took a different view.  Turnover was not the main criterion; more important was the contribution which could be made by the organisation to the subjects being discussed.  The Commission had acceded to the request of the Women’s network to be placed in the ‘others’ section. It was pointed out that the Aquaculture sector had not attended any ExCom meetings, and that their membership should be reconsidered.  The ExCom also lacked any consumer representative.  The European Seafood Choices Alliance might be considered.  Membership will be reviewed at the second General Assembly in October and EFTTA was advised to produce a short paper outlining their case for membership.  

.  
3.
Working Procedures

3.1
The Draft Addenda to the Rules of Procedure (Paper 3) were accepted by the ExCom.

3.2
The Draft Communications Protocol (Paper 4) was discussed.  Some organisations had objected to their exclusion from the press conference following the Boulogne ExCom and wished to have prior notice of any press conference or press release.  It was agreed that this would be done in future.  A claim that some organisations had not received papers for this ExCom meeting was refuted.  However, to ensure complete openness and transparency all papers in the future will be numbered and placed on the NSRAC website in advance of meetings.  The current incomplete website may be found at www.halios.net/NSRAC .  However in two weeks time it should be available at www.nsrac.org .

3.3
Members stressed the need for papers to be available well in advance of meetings, as they needed to discuss them with stakeholders, in some cases after translating them.  The chairman said that it was our aim to make papers available as quickly as possible.  However, the short space between recent working group meetings and this ExCom had made this ambition difficult to achieve.

3.4 
The Draft Protocol for Advice (paper 5) was accepted.  It was commented that the NSRAC had adopted a very pure approach in seeking nominations for membership of the working groups from the General Assembly.  In practice most of the nominations had come from ExCom members.  Nevertheless the working group meetings had been extremely popular although the high level of attendance had made the conduct of the meetings more difficult.  There was general support for the meetings being open – it was important that those with a close interest in the subject should be able to attend.   The important role played by scientists within the working groups was acknowledged and there was some discussion of how the scientists had been chosen.  The chairs of the working groups had, in general, decided which scientists should be invited. However, the draft protocol would now be modified to make the procedure of selection more transparent.

3.5
The Draft Protocol for Observers (Paper 6) was discussed.  It was argued that active observers should be confined to those involved in the CFP.  Neither OSPAR nor the North Sea Commission fitted this criterion.  It was pointed out, however, that it had been decided at the very start of the NSRAC that there were a number of organisations which would have to be involved in our discussions and these included the Commission, Member States, OSPAR and the NSC.  The difference between active and ordinary observers was that the former could speak directly to the meeting without prior arrangement.  However, everyone present at the meeting could speak simply by asking the chair.  It was agreed that we should aim for the participation of all interested parties.  The chairman proposed that we should try the existing arrangements for a while before changing them. 

4.
Support from Member States

4.1
The NSRAC had already benefited enormously from the support of Member States.  Facilities had been provided for meetings.  Expert advice had been forthcoming, including legal and political advice.  So far, however, the support had come from a limited range of Member States.  The imbalance did not necessarily reflect unwillingness by Member States to give support.  Others would be pleased to help but so far had not been asked. The UK Government, which has assumed the Presidency of the EU, was asked whether it could organise and coordinate structural support to the RACs.  In this context the UK representative pointed out that it would be helpful if we could produce a Work Plan, setting out our future requirements.   Discussion of this issue could then go forward through the 6-monthly coordination meetings between the RACs, Commission and Member States.

5. 
The North Sea Commission Fisheries Partnership

5.1
Gerd Hubold in his introduction had reminded the ExCom that the NSCFP had been formed to improve liaison between fishers and scientists.  It had been very successful in achieving that aim and in particular had greatly improved relations between the industry and ICES.  The annual Consultation Meeting with ICES has enabled fishers to go into the scientific advice more closely, with the assistance of the ICES Working Group chair and with the support of independent scientists from outside the ICES system.  The Partnership has also helped to open up ACFM, and is now conducting annual surveys of the views of fishers on the state of North Sea fish stocks, providing additional support to ICES. The chair of the NSCFP, Tony Hawkins, reported that the Partnership had met in Stavanger in March and had decided that there was a continuing need to promote contact between fishers and scientists.  However, it was recognised that the scope of the Partnership would need to change.  Other stakeholders, including conservation groups and the control and enforcement agencies, could be brought into some of the discussions.  To clarify its future objectives the Partnership would se up a steering group to organise a future programme.

5.2
The Partnership recognised that some of its initiatives, including the annual Consultation Meeting and the Fishers’ Survey, could now be undertaken by the NSRAC.  The Demersal Working Group of the NSRAC had decided at the Glasgow Meeting that it wished to take over these functions.  The Partnership would continue these activities during 2005 but would hand over responsibility to the NSRAC in 2006.    In the meantime the Partnership would time its own meetings to avoid overloading the participants, and would give careful thought to its future.

6. 
Update from the Commission

6.1
The chair of the ExCom pointed out that the next coordination meeting with the Commission was due to take place in July.  The Secretariat was asked to arrange a suitable date.  It was hoped that NSRAC representatives could also meet with members of the Standing Fisheries Committee on Fisheries of the European Parliament.

6.2
The Commission had begun a series of discussions on the target of reaching Maximum Sustainable Yield MSY by 2015 as confirmed at the World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) in 2002.  It aimed for a more stable approach to fisheries management by setting fishing mortality to achieve BMSY, thus avoiding the need for annual changes in the TACs.  Implementation of the new approach would take place on a stock by stock basis, in consultation with the RACs.  The Commission expected to make reasonable rapid progress in introducing the new approach to North Sea stocks.

6.3
A technical non-paper was about to be released, dealing with technical measures under Annex IV.  This subject was to be discussed prior to the October Council, and the RACs’ opinions would be sought.  There was strong interest from fishers in the proposals coming forward from the Commission.  Anglers too believed that the definition of technical measures was important, and needed clarification if breaches of the rules were to be detected and the regulations enforced.

6.4
On the topic of discard pilot projects, the Commission was looking for suggestions to come forward from the industry.  The proposal from the NSRAC on Effort Management in the Kattegat (Paper 20) was relevant, and could perhaps go forward as a pilot project proposal for reducing discards.  Funding for such projects should soon be available. The European Fisheries Fund should include provision for compensating fishers for losses in revenue incurred in taking part in pilot projects.

6.5
The position of the Shetland Box and on the Plaice Box would need to be resolved soon.  There was interest from the Commission in the advice coming forward from the NSRAC.

6.6
The chairman asked what progress had been made by the Commission in simplifying the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP).  In reply, the Commission representative opined that a great deal could be achieved by simplifying technical measures, with fewer, simpler, descriptions of gear types and by their application over wider areas.  This was one of the objectives of the promised paper on technical measures.  Simplification has also been discussed by the Member States, and Alain Laurec, working for the Commission, is seeking fishers’ views. This initiative is not about modifications to Community law, however, but is concerned with simplifying rules and procedures.  Fishers themselves thought that simplification was an important issue.  The CFP has failed partly because of the complexity of the regulations and the inflexible way they have been applied.  In the UK, funding was to be made available to encourage fishers to identify those rules which could be simplified for a beneficial outcome.  It was very important to involve all those affected by these over-complex regulations.

6.7
Should the NSRAC be involved in discussions on the technical measures regulation?  It is an issue of interest to all the RACs and it will involve lots of work.  It was thought that it was better for the federations to tackle most of this work themselves.  One of the objectives should be to avoid too tight a specification of technical measures to enable different fleets to retain their diversity. However, the NSRAC might also wish to contribute with respect to incentives for vessels to adopt larger mesh nets (later discussed in paragraph 8.7).  The Commission will be consulting fishers’ federations well into 2006 on the new technical regulation, and implementation is not expected to take place until 2007.  

7. 
Committee of North Sea Senior Officials (CONSSO)
7.1
The Secretary, Ann Bell, and the Chairman reported on the last CONSSO Meeting.  These meetings are part of the sequence of activities leading up the Fifth North Sea Ministerial Conference, which will take place in May 2006.  CONSSO has an issues group on fisheries and although the NSRAC is not represented on the group, both Europêche and the North Sea Commission are.  The issues currently being discussed include the introduction of ecosystem based approach to fisheries management, the implementation of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), discards and aquaculture.  Concern was expressed by fishers over the text likely to emerge from the preparatory meetings, as the Ministerial Declarations may have far-reaching political implications.  Commission representatives pointed out that the introduction of an MSY target was likely to be an important element of the ecosystem approach.   Currently, fishing pressures had made some marine ecosystems less diverse and more vulnerable.  We needed to retain the complex structure of ecosystems and both the attainment of MSY for key stocks and a reduction in discards of peripheral species would assist with this aim.  The adoption of more environmentally friendly fishing gears and the measures being adopted under Annex IV, with effort related to different gears, would also make a contribution. 

8. 
The Plaice Working Group

8.1
The Glasgow meeting of the Flatfish WG had been very well attended with strong support from scientists and many interested observers.  It was agreed that the chairwoman, Nathalie Steins had done an excellent job and that the Draft Advice provided a sound basis for discussion.  The terms of reference for the WG (Paper 7) were approved, and the Agreed Record of the meeting (Paper 8) accepted as accurate.  Discussion of the Draft Advice itself (Paper 9) was prolonged.  

8.2
There were issues arising from the draft advice:

1. The Commission’s representatives stated that they would like the plaice advice to address long-term targets framed in the context of the requirement to move towards MSY. They saw the setting of long-term objectives as an essential part of any recovery plan for North Sea flatfish. They were disappointed that the NSRAC had asked for a paper from the Commission on MSY objectives.  

2. Both the Demersal and the Flatfish WGs had taken a contrary view to the Commission.  They were not happy with MSY as a long term objective and wished to examine more satisfactory alternatives.  A NSRAC focus group was being established to do this.

3. The Commission was demanding a target F level for plaice.  The WG had considered that it would be extremely difficult to arrive at a target fishing mortality (F) level at present, and had favoured BPA as the interim target while discussions took place to define a more satisfactory long-term target.  The WG recognized that F provided a more stable target, but it was simply not able to define a target value for F at present. The Commission pointed out that BPA had been used as a target for Bay of Biscay sole, but this had led to problems.  The biomass is affected by recruitment and cannot provide a satisfactory target.  They restated their wish that targets be expressed in terms of a stable F.  They believed it should be possible to translate the reduction in fishing effort proposed by the WG into a target F.

4. The Chair of the WG pointed out that although BPA was not an entirely satisfactory target the management plan was based on reductions in effort which themselves directly translated into a lower F and at least could be monitored and verified.

5. It was accepted that the central problem for plaice was the large fishing mortality upon juvenile fish.  Different management options had been discussed with scientists and an attempt made to quantify the impact of different measures.  The model had indicated that effort management was the best option.  Mesh size increases would bring benefits for plaice, and we would wish to encourage the use of larger meshes, but significant reductions in the number of sole caught created a risk that the increases would not be observed in practice, i.e. would be difficult to enforce.  

6. The WG had proposed an effort reduction target, to be introduced in January 2006 and maintained over 3-5 years.  It would be for Member States to decide how the target reduction would be met, through a combination of decommissioning fishing vessels and days at sea limitations.  The WG proposed a stable TAC to accompany the effort reduction.

7. The Commission pointed out that stable TACs were desirable, but would only be possible once stocks have built up to a sustainable biomass.  With any recovery stock the Commission aims to link management action to the state of the stocks through harvest control rules.  To set a stable TAC before the stock had stabilized would not be helpful. Conservation interests also opposed a fixed TAC and agreed with the Commission that harvest control rules were required which would stipulate changes should the stocks go outside specified limits.  

8. There was an issue over whether the downgrading of vessel engine power to match the legal limit should count as a contribution to the proposed effort reduction target.  On the one hand it was accepted that, if adopted, this measure would provide a concrete reduction in effort, leading to a reduction in F.  On the other hand, its inclusion in meeting effort reduction targets would be legitimizing an illegal activity, it would not be equitable, and it would not be acceptable to fishers who had already brought their engine power into line with the regulations. Anglers also insisted that better compliance should not be an element of the effort contribution plan, though it should be required.  It was also pointed out that the excessive horsepower was not officially registered and it would be impossible to gauge the actual reduction in capacity brought about by bringing it in line with the registered figures.  The Commission also had strong reservations over the inclusion of the removal of illegal effort in any effort reduction plan. There was a consensus that all fleets should bring their actual effort in line with the registered levels on a specified time scale and criticism of the Commission for not ensuring that this had been achieved before now.

9. The draft advice currently did not distinguish between different sectors of the fleet using 80mm nets. There was no justification for including Nephrops vessels using 80mm nets within the segment targeted for effort reductions. Similarly, some fishers believed that there was no justification for including fleets other than the 80mm segment in the effort reductions.  They believed that the capture and discarding of juvenile plaice was taking place entirely within the 80mm segment.  Others believed that effort reductions should be applied to all fleets, in proportion to the degree that they exploited plaice. It was suggested that fleets with less than 5% of their catch made up of plaice should not be subject to the proposed effort reductions. Other fishers emphasised that vessels using 120mm nets to catch plaice should also be exempt as they were not contributing to the discard problem. Moreover, currently these vessels were included within the sector targeting cod and had already been subjected to large effort reductions.

10. The proposal that vessels moving up to 100mm mesh nets should receive extra fishing days was contentious.  Some fishers thought that extra fishing days should be restricted to vessels fishing 120mm nets.  They also believed that there were few sole north of 55 degrees and that the use of nets with meshes of less than 120mm north of that line was not justified.  Conservation interests were concerned at any suggestion to increase fishing effort.  The Commission pointed out that the Annex IV arrangements relating to different fishing gears provided a great deal of flexibility and might allow Member States to agree incentives for some segments of the fishing fleet.

11. The Commission was unsure whether the Draft Advice related only to plaice.  Sole stocks were an issue too.  The response to this was that the sole stock is stable, and ICES advice is short.  The effort reductions being proposed would bring benefits for both plaice and sole. Currently, fisheries scientist were only equipped to calculate the effects of the management plan for plaice and not for sole . The proposal could therefore be regarded as a plan for the management of flatfish.

12. Clarification was sought on whether the North Sea plaice was a recovery stock or not.  It was pointed out that ICES had recently ceased using the phrase ‘outside safe biological limits’, previously applied to recovery stocks. From a Commission standpoint, under Regulation 2371 any stock outside safe biological limits (above FPA or below BPA) could be regarded as a recovery stock, requiring a recover plan with reductions in effort.  This ruling holds, regardless of any change in the terminology applied by ICES.  However, different recovery stocks may be treated with different priorities.

13. The Commission was not happy at the proposal that effort reductions should be managed through national flatfish management plans.  It would be difficult and time-consuming for the Commission to agree and monitor a series of national plans. The Annex IV system provided flexibility and provided a guarantee to Member States that implementation would be equitable.
8.3 Following discussion, the Draft Advice on plaice management was revised.  Although the provision for bringing actual engine power into line with the registered power remained part of the plan – producing a real reduction in fishing effort – it no longer formed part of the commitment to a reduction in fishing effort expected of all Member States.  A 15% reduction in effort for the international 80mm flatfish fleet was now written into the plan, to be met either through decommissioning or a reduction in days at sea in 2006 with effort to be maintained at this level for a further two years.  The proposal for this reduction to be achieved through a national management plan was retained.  The revised Draft Advice included a provision that harvest control rules should be implemented if the stock dropped below Blim.  It was agreed that incentives in terms of days at sea were retained for vessels increasing mesh size above 80mm.  Vessels employing mesh sizes above 120mm and vessels with less than 5% of their catch made up of plaice would be exempt from the effort reductions. It would however be more suitable to deal with these issues in the forthcoming advice on Annex IV.

8.4
German fishers demanded exemption from the 15% effort reduction for their shrimper fleet during the short period when the shrimpers target sole using 80mm mesh.  They argued that this fleet split its time between fishing for shrimps and fishing for sole.  Fishing for shrimps was conducted using a grid and plaice discards were minimal in both parts of the fishery.  If the current text of the Draft Advice was to be adopted then they wished to state a minority position.  Scepticism was expressed at the claim that German vessels fishing with 80mm nets for sole did not discard plaice.

8.5
In response to the new text, the Commission’s representative suggested a correction to make it clear that The World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) in 2002 had simply ratified the 1992 Rio proposal that sustainable action was required to maintain or restore stocks to levels that could provide maximum sustainable yield.  He suggested that the paragraph referring to the need for alternative long term objectives should be removed.  He was also concerned that the 15% reduction in effort now being proposed for the 80mm fleet was not sufficient, as these vessels made up only two thirds of the vessels fishing for plaice.  Moreover, he pointed out that harvest control rules were necessary if a stock fell below BPA rather than Blim.  
8.6 Following further consideration by conservation interests and recreational fishers it was agreed that the Draft Advice was acceptable with the following changes:

1. The text committing all vessels to reduce engine power to the registered level should be retained, and should refer to a specified timescale.  It should be emphasised that this would result in an effort reduction.

2. The minority position adopted by German fishers should be supported by evidence and the justification for their position explicitly stated

3. Advice on mesh sizes other than 80mm in relation to effort would be withdrawn from the text and be dealt with in forthcoming advice on effort management.

4. The proposal for a fixed TAC of 60,000 tonnes should be removed

5. The advice should reaffirm the need for fishing gears to be made more selective

8.7
It was agreed that the text of the Draft Advice on plaice management would be returned to the Chair of the WG for revision and that the new text would be forwarded to ExCom members for adoption through a written procedure. Disagreement was expressed by some members over the minority position taken by German fishers. 

8.8 Advice on the Plaice Box was also considered.  The original purpose of the box had been to enhance recruitment by excluding more powerful vessels.  The evaluation report had not shown any signs of improvements in biomass or yield.  Nevertheless STECF had recommended that the box should stay in place.  There were certainly large numbers of juvenile plaice within the box, and further consideration should be given to whether access restrictions could achieve the necessary reduction in fishing mortality upon these juveniles.  The Draft Advice had recommended an experimental patchwork of closures to evaluate different measures. The contentious aspects of the Draft Advice were:

1.  Both the Commission and some fishers required further details of the experimental proposals before they could agree to them.

2. German fishers were adamant that they did not want vessels over the current 300hp limit to gain access to the plaice box within the German EEZ.  They were convinced that the box was proving beneficial to plaice stocks and did not want to put these benefits at risk.  They were not opposing experimental research as long as it did not take place in their national waters.

3. Other fishers did not want to see the plaice box lifted completely but they believed there might be benefits from some changes and they would be interested in the results of the proposed experiments.
8.9 The ExCom agreed that the Draft Advice on the plaice box would be revised, merged with the advice on the Shetland Box and re-circulated to ExCom members for comment and adoption.

8.10 In formulating its advice on flatfish, the ExCom confirmed that further focused discussion of long-term objectives would be necessary.  The Demersal WG would establish a focus group of experts and stakeholders to look at this issue. 

9. 
Demersal Working Group
9.1
The Demersal Working Group in Glasgow had been well attended.  Its aim had been to position the NSRAC to produce good advice later in the year, rather than to produce immediate advice.  The Terms of Reference of the WG (Paper 12) were agreed.  The Agreed Record (Paper 13) was accepted as accurate. 

9.2
The WG had seen the logic in moving towards long term objectives, as requested by the Commission, but considered that there were problems in applying an MSY target in mixed fisheries with the current uncertain assessments. Time should be spent now in considering alternative long term targets, taking into account developments in other parts of the world.  Setting long term targets would be an iterative process.  The WG had proposed that a focus group be set up to consider alternatives, based on scientific, economic and administrative advice.  The ExCom agreed that the chair of the Demersal WG, Barrie Deas, should establish this focus group in consultation with the Secretariat.

9.3
Barrie Deas & Niels Wichmann had attended a meeting of a biological subgroup of STECF at Ispra in Italy.  The Commission had asked STECF to look at the effort control regime.  Member States had been asked to provide information on levels of effort and effort reduction, to determine to what extent the reductions had already been met.  The original target for effort reduction in 2002 (for 2003) was 65%, but this had been superseded by the cod recovery plan, where the harvest control rules sought a 30% increase in spawning stock biomass from year to year.  Incremental effort reductions may be required to achieve this target.  

9.4
STECF had also been asked for advice on closed areas as a means of effort reduction.  The NSRAC had already considered this subject at the Spatial Planning, Demersal & Flatfish WGs and had pointed out that clear criteria should be applied to any proposal for closed or specially managed areas.  These included a defined purpose and clearly stated objectives, criteria for evaluating success, an evaluation of economic and social impact, provision for dealing with any displacement of effort and a stated exit strategy should the measure prove ineffective.

9.5
STECF had also looked at any flexibility which might be possible under Annex IV which would be consistent with cod recovery.  With safeguards, it might be possible to introduce derogations which would be forward-looking and elective.

9.6
Europêche had been invited to send observers to the first and last day of the meeting.  By the end of the meeting it was apparent that the subgroup of STECF had not been able to deal adequately with all the questions put to them.  It would continue its work and meet again on or around the 20th September.  The subgroup had, however, made progress in identifying areas where cod are caught in the largest numbers, and the broad picture corresponded with the perceptions of the industry.  On Annex IV issues the subgroup did not have sufficient information to provide advice on different types of fishing gear.

9.7
There was concern that the NSRAC had not been invited to send an observer to the meeting – and that it had not even been informed of the initiative!  Fishers opined that the NSRAC did not need to be involved, as the issues were cross-cutting ones.  Nevertheless the NSRAC should have been told about it.

9.8
Niels Wichmann had been asked to explore the subject of real time area closures.  He had sketched in some proposals within the Effort Management Scheme for the Kattegat (Paper 20), which would be discussed later.  There was also the existing, voluntary scheme for flatfish operated through EAPO. For the Kattegat an automatic system was being proposed which did not require an input of scientific advice (which would only delay closing and re-opening).  The scheme required a rapid definition of the area to be closed by stakeholders, perhaps with oversight from an international steering group.  The area would be closed for 3 weeks and would automatically re-open.  Discussions had been held with scientists who thought that it might be possible to pre-define certain areas based on previous experience.

9.9
It was agreed that this proposal for real time area closures was an excellent initiative, which reflected the unwillingness of fishers to continue fishing when large numbers of juvenile fish were being caught.  It would be taken forward as part of the wider Effort management Scheme for the Kattegat.  A short paper describing the proposal would be forwarded to the Demersal WG, where it might form the basis of formal advice to the Commission.

9.10
Work was in progress for the Demersal WG on forward-looking derogations, considering a range of elective options with appropriate safeguards.  A paper on this was being prepared by the Scottish Executive.  A group from the English and French industries would be meeting in July to discuss improvements to the whiting assessments through the provision of information on spatial distribution & discarding. A statement supporting the ICES WG recommendation for a period of fishing without a restrictive TAC for monkfish, to enable scientists to assess the magnitude of the monkfish catch, would be prepared by the Secretariat with help from Scottish fishers.  Work underway by Fisheries Research Services in collaboration with the Scottish industry was intended to provide better assessments of monkfish stocks.

9.11
A paper prepared by the NFFO on changing the quota year (Paper 14) was discussed.  There was wide agreement that there are problems with changing the quota year.  The NFFO’s view was shared by many Member States. The problem is not with the TACs and quotas but with all the extras now tacked on to the December Council.  The solution was to slow down the process and to simplify and clarify the existing rules and regulations.  It will be impossible for full stakeholder participation to take place if everything is to be decided at the last minute.  Much stronger front-loading of the programme, with full consultation, is being sought.  The view was expressed that the Commission should not be involved in front-line management.  Instead, it should be delegating much of the work to the RACs & Member States and adopting a supervisory role. 

9.12
Members of the ExCom thought that the NFFO paper was an excellent first step but it would be important to get it right before adopting it as a paper from the NSRAC.  It should be modified to reflect market issues, and to include a wider range of views.  The ExCom agreed to refer the paper back to the Demersal WG for elaboration before the next ExCom Meeting in October. 

9.13
The Demersal WG had produced Draft Advice on the Shetland Box (Paper 15).  The expert report to the Commission had concluded that there had been no discernible conservation benefits from the Shetland Box, although this view had been modified subsequently by STECF.  The Demersal WG had concluded that the Shetland Box should continue, but not indefinitely and in its present form.  The purpose of the box needed to be re-considered with new conservation objectives which were not discriminatory.  The Commission representative pointed out that an attempt had already been made to evaluate the box and the expert group had concluded that it could not be done.  It would be necessary to justify any restrictions being placed upon fishing.  

9.14
The Draft Advice on the Shetland Box was endorsed by the ExCom.  The NSRAC was seeking a new, clearer purpose to be stated for the Shetland Box rather than to re-evaluate it in its present form.  The presence of the box should be justified against new conservation objectives, on a new time scale. The ExCom accepted an offer from Scottish fishers to present a paper on how they would see the Shetland Box developing in the future.  It had previously been suggested that a focus group be set up to define criteria for evaluating specially managed areas.  Such criteria would help to define what was required for the Shetland Box.  It was suggested that before any changes are made to any of the established boxes they should be subjected to an environmental assessment.

10. 
Spatial Planning Working Group 

 10.1
Both the Workshop held by the Spatial Planning Working Group and the subsequent WG Meeting had raised a great deal of interest.  Seventy people had attended the Workshop.  A key point to emerge was that Marine Spatial Planning can address conflict resolution over the use of the North Sea and can provide clarity and protection to fishers.  A useful first step would be for the fishing industry to place its footprint upon the map of the North Sea.  Nathalie Steins’ presentation to the Workshop had shown just how congested the North Sea had become.  The current piecemeal approach to planning, with each use being considered separately, did not help anyone.  Michael Andersen had pointed out that Marine Spatial Planning should not be identified with the imposition of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) and the removal of rights.  It could protect access for fishers.  The fishing industry needed to take part in the spatial planning process or it would lose out!  It was accepted that it will be difficult to map the footprint of the industry.  Fishing is dynamic and inherently difficult to map as the pattern changes with time and with season.  Nevertheless there will be gains from attempting to map fishing activity.

10.2
The Terms of Reference for the WG were accepted (Paper 16), and the Record of the WG meeting was agreed (Paper 17).

10.3
It was evident that specially managed areas had a part to play in the North Sea, provided they were established with a clear purpose and subjected to subsequent evaluation.  A network of MPAs to protect biodiversity was already being planned under the Natura 2000 programme and by OSPAR.  How should fishers engage with this programme?  Could these proposals also provide benefits to the fisheries?  It had been concluded that the role of managed areas had to be put into context.  MPAs were simply one tool within the tool kit and their application had to have a stated purpose.

10.4
The chairman drew attention to a letter he had received from French fishers, concerning cooperation with OSPAR.  The letter pointed out that OSPAR had no mandate under the CFP.  Nevertheless, it was agreed that OSPAR had influence with Ministers.  It can assist the NSRAC in providing maps of various activities within the North Sea, including those which had an adverse impact upon the fishing industry.  It was agreed that the NSRAC needed to engage in constructive discussions with OSPAR.  

10.5
The Working Group had concluded that the case for the involvement of fishers in spatial planning was a strong one.  The NSRAC needed to be involved in the selection of biodiversity sites by the Commission and OSPAR, and especially in the subsequent application of fishing control measures at the selected sites.  The NSRAC should comment fully on all proposals coming forward, and especially those emerging from OSPAR.  It was agreed by the ExCom that a meeting should take place with OSPAR in October, and that consideration should be given to developing a Memorandum of Understanding with OSPAR.

10.6
In terms of mapping fishing activities, we had to decide what information should be collected.  The mapping of critical areas for fishing presented a challenge.  Simple maps would not capture the dynamic and diverse fishing activities taking place.  Taking charge of the complex mapping could be an important task for the NSRAC. It was proposed that a pilot study should be organised to take the mapping proposal forward.  It was recognized that there would be problems in accessing VMS data, which had been collected for control and enforcement purposes and could not readily be made available for other purposes.  However, within some Member States the control and enforcement agencies had agreed to make the data available provided its use was strictly limited, the data was aggregated and its use was endorsed by fishers.

10.7
It was agreed by the ExCom that a pilot mapping exercise should go ahead aimed at developing the fishing industries input into spatial planning.  The project would gather a wide range of information from the fisheries sector and integrate it with data available on other uses of the North Sea. There were two options for taking this initiative forward.  One was to carry out a pilot study on part of the North Sea, choosing an area where VMS data would already be made available by the concerned Member States.  The other was to examine the whole of the North Sea and to seek the involvement of all North Sea States.  It was recognised that there would be problems in obtaining VMS data from some Member States and that the task of compiling data within a Geographic Information System (GIS) was complex and expensive.  The ExCom agreed that a scoping study should be carried out to determine whether data could be obtained from member States for the whole North Sea, and how expensive it would be to compile it.  The study would consider which data were most useful and appropriate, how their collection should be funded, and what controls should be placed on making them available to others.  The scoping study will be carried out by a small group reporting to the Spatial Planning WG.

10.8
The ExCom agreed that the Spatial Planning WG would appoint a focus group for defining criteria for specially managed areas, whether these were established for fisheries management or other purposes. 

11. 
Effort Management in the Kattegat 

11.1 Danish fishers were seeking NSRAC endorsement of a paper (Paper 20) proposing an Effort Management Scheme for the Kattegat, which had been drawn up with the support of Swedish fishers.  The Kattegat was an ideal area for the trial of an effort management scheme as it was geographically confined, with few countries involved, but had much in common with other parts of the North Sea.

11.2
The scheme is based on a suspension of quotas for the Kattegat.  It would cover all the fisheries for a period of 5 years.  All vessels would receive the same number of days at sea, and would be able to land fish without quantity restrictions.  Progress would be monitored very closely, especially in the first year.  Real time area closures would be an important part of the scheme.  It was believed that the scheme would be admissible under the CFP through paragraph 6 of the basic regulation.

11.3
There was wide support for the proposal from members, provided several details could be clarified.  Which fisheries would be involved? What gears would be permitted and could these be tailored to minimise the capture of undersized fish?  Would scientists be able to monitor the catches? Would there be a risk to cod in the Kattegat?  How would misreporting be dealt with?  Would log book data be made available? It was also pointed out that the Faeroese effort management scheme had not been entirely successful and that stocks there were not in a good state.

11.4
 In reply it was pointed out that the existing fishing gears would be allowed, but a one net rule would apply.  All vessels would keep log books, regardless of their size.  Misreporting was not expected to take place.  Scientists would have a right to go on board the vessels participating. Effort information would be compiled before the scheme was introduced to determine the overall permitted effort to be allocated to the different fisheries.  Countries would need to agree relative stability of effort. The risk to cod was believed to be small.  The comparison with the Faeroese effort management scheme was not appropriate.  At Faeroe effort levels had not been properly matched to the fishing opportunities. 

11.5
Some issues remained.  The number of days at sea decided upon would be critical. We had to be careful in considering relative stability of effort, as there was a risk that the whole system of relative stability might unravel.  Effects on fisheries elsewhere would need to be considered. However, the proposal was currently being put before the ExCom for approval in principle.  Once approved it could be developed further in consultation with the Commission by the new Skaggerak & Kattegat WG, and referred back to the ExCom in a more complete form. 

11.6
The ExCom agreed in principle to the proposal for an effort management scheme in the Kattegat.  The Working Group will now take the proposal forward.  Nominations for membership of the WG should be forwarded to the Secretariat.

12. 
Proposal for a Social and Economic WG

12.1
 A new Working Group was proposed by the North Sea Womens’ Network (Paper 21).  Its main role would be to make baseline information available on the economic and social dependency of communities upon fishing in the North Sea.  Sustainable development was not just a matter of maintaining the fish stocks, it was also about maintaining strong communities and businesses.  It was pointed out that almost all the activities of the NSRAC threw up social and economic questions, and involved changes in fishers’ behaviour.  It was agreed that this was an important proposal; economists and social scientists could make an important contribution to the work of the NSRAC, and some data were already being collected.  The key question was whether we needed a new Working Group to do it. Social and economic concerns needed to be integrated into the work of all the WGs.  EFTTA insisted that it would be necessary to include the collection of information on the economic standing of recreational fishing in the North Sea.

12.2
The ExCom agreed that a small group should meet to prepare a paper on how social and economic data could be incorporated into the work of the NSRAC and to define the scope of a project to collect baseline data.  Representatives from the North Sea Women’s Network, WWF and the European Association of Fisheries Economists wished to take part.  Nominations for additional members of the group should be forwarded to the Secretariat.

13. 
Future Work Plan 
13.1
The provisional calendar for the NSRAC was as follows:


Demersal WG,
Stockholm
October 19th

General Assembly, 
Stockholm
October 20th 


ExCom Meeting, 
Stockholm
October 21st 


Demersal WG,
?
December 8th


ExCom Meeting, 
Gdynia
January 2006


ExCom Meeting,
Netherlands
June 2006


Two Demersal WG meetings are necessary as the ExCom will need to react to ICES advice after ACFM has reported.  Those meetings will include discussion of flatfish issues.

13.2
Chairs were asked to set dates for future Working Group meetings and sub group meetings and to pass these to the Secretariat. 

13.3
Commissioner Joe Borg has been invited to attend the General Assembly.  It had previously been suggested that we should invite a keynote speaker to talk about alternative fishery management systems.  It was therefore agreed that J.J. Maguire from Quebec should be approached.  Recreational angling interests wish to nominate speakers on maximising the recreational fisheries.

14.
Skaggerak & Kattegat Working Group

14.1
Danish, Swedish & German fishers to consult further and appoint a Chair, & Rapporteur for the Skaggerak & Kattegat Working Group.  Terms of Reference will also be defined. Nominations for membership are to be sent to the Secretariat

15.
Open Session

15.1
Raymond Bisset, Provost of Aberdeenshire Council, Scotland, and Chair of the North East Scotland Fisheries Development Partnership gave a description of the work of the partnership, which includes fishers, processors, net-makers, boat-builders, environmental NGOs and representatives of three local authorities. The partnership was concerned at the crowding of the agenda at the December Council and in the interests of good decision-taking supported the NSRAC in its wish to reorganize the quota year.  The current schedule did not serve management or fishers well.  He had been pleased
to see the way the NSRAC was developing.  It was important that fishers and other stakeholders should be centrally placed in the development of any measures which affected them and he was glad to see the NSRAC positioning itself to respond to proposals on closed areas.  It was important that the CFP should be applied equally rigorously in all member States and he welcomed the establishment of the new enforcement agency in Spain.  The United Kingdom had recently introduced  the registration of all buyers and first-time sellers of fish and he would like to see this measure extended to other Member States.  Provost Bisset ended by saying it had been a privilege to sit in on this NSRAC meeting.  He believed the RACs offered a tremendous opportunity which should be valued by all the participants.

15.2
Erling Skåtoy, a Norwegian fisher, thanked the ExCom for inviting him to attend the meeting as an observer.  He emphasised that we should be aware that our advice would have a significant effect upon fishing communities.

16.
Finale
16.1
The Chairman of the Executive Committee, Hugo Andersson, drew the meeting to a close by thanking Raymond Bisset for his contribution.  He expressed his thanks to Bruno Hoffstadt of the Federal Ministry, and to Professor Dr Gerd Hubold, Director of the Federal Research Centre for Fisheries, for their great help in making the meeting such a success and for their hospitality during the river cruise the previous evening.
17.
Action Points

	1. The Commission would supply a report it had commissioned on fleet profitability (2.1)
	Commission

	2. All expenditure to be itemized in presenting the NSRAC accounts 
	Secretariat

	3. Secretariat & Board of Directors to consider sources of additional funding to meet the projected shortfall in 2006 (2.2)
	Secretariat & Board of Directors

	4. Membership of the ExCom to be reviewed at the next General Assembly. EFTTA advised to produce a short paper to justify its case for membership. (2.3).  
	Secretariat & EFTTA 

	5. All members to receive prior notice of any press conferences or press notices.  All members of the ExCom may attend press conferences (3.2).
	Secretariat

	6. The Draft Protocol on Advice to be modified to make the selection of scientific advisers more transparent (3.4)
	Rapporteur

	7. The Secretariat to produce a Work Plan, setting out a timetable for future activities which would enable Member States to provide expertise (4.1).
	Secretariat

	8. A coordination meeting to be arranged with the Commission during July
	Secretariat

	9. Draft Advice on plaice management to be returned to the Chair of the WG for revision and the new text to be forwarded to ExCom members for adoption through written procedure (8.7)
	Flatfish WG Chair

	10. Draft Advice on the plaice box to be revised and re-circulated to ExCom members for comment and adoption through written procedure (8.9)
	Flatfish WG Chair

	11. A focus group to be established to take forward the setting of long term targets for demersal stocks (8.10, 9.2)
	Secretariat & Demersal WG Chair

	12. A short paper to be prepared on real time area closure proposals for the Kattegat to be forwarded to the next Demersal WG for discussion and the preparation of formal advice (9.9).
	Niels Wichmann 

	13. A paper discussing forward-looking derogations to the effort regime in the North Sea to be forwarded to the Demersal WG (9.9)  
	Secretariat with help from SEERAD 

	14. A focus group to meet in July to consider improvements to the whiting assessments with participants from France and England (9.10)
	Secretariat and Demersal WG Chair 

	15. A statement to be prepared, supporting the ICES WG recommendation for a period of fishing without a restrictive TAC for monkfish. (9.10)
	Secretariat with the assistance of the SFF

	16. The NFFO paper on the Quota Year to be extended by the Demersal WG and referred back to the next ExCom meeting (9.12)
	Demersal WG Chair

	17. Scottish fishers to prepare a paper for the ExCom on how they would see the Shetland Box developing in the future (9.14)
	Scottish Fishers

	18. A meeting to take place with OSPAR in October.  A Memorandum of Understanding to be agreed with OSPAR. (10.5)
	Secretariat & WG Chair 

	19. A scoping study to determine the feasibility of collecting fishing activity data to be carried out by a small group reporting to the Spatial Planning WG (10.7)
	Secretariat & Spatial Planning  WG Chair

	20. A focus group to be established by the Spatial Planning WG to define criteria to be applied to all specially managed areas (10.8)
	Secretariat & WG Chair

	21. The Kattegat & Skaggerak WG to meet to develop further an effort management scheme for the Kattegat.  Nominations for membership of the WG to be sent to the Secretariat (11.6)
	Secretariat & members

	22. A small group to consider how social and economic data can be incorporated into the work of the NSRAC and to define the scope of a project to collect baseline data.  Nominations for membership to be sent to the Secretariat (12.2)
	Secretariat & members

	23. WG Chairs to set dates for future meetings and pass these to Secretariat for preparation of a work plan (13.2)
	WG Chairs & Secretariat 

	24. J J Maguire to be invited to give a keynote address to the October General Assembly on alternative management systems (13.3)
	Secretariat

	25. Appoint Chair & Rapporteur and define terms of reference for the Skaggerak & Kattegat Working Group.  Nominations for membership to be sent to the Secretariat (14.1)
	Danish, Swedish & German Fishers & Members


18.
In Attendance

Chair:

Hugo Andersson

Vice-Chairs:
Helen Davies, Gerard Van Balsfoort

Rapporteur:
Tony Hawkins

Secretariat:
Ann Bell, Joyce Walker

Attendees:
Nathalie Steins, Erik Lindebo, Euan Dunn, Christine Absil, Jan Willem Wijnstroom, Jan Kappel,  Bertie Armstrong, Michel Goujon, Barrie Deas, Konstantinos Kalamantis, Jarek Zielinski, Niels Wichmann, Flemming Kristensen, Peter Breckling, Nicki Holmyard, Guus Pastoor, Pim Visser, Reine J Johansson

Observers:
Michael Park, James Anderson, Bob Casson, Michael Anderson, Gregers Jacobsen, Svend-Erik Anderson, Bengt Kaimark, Francis Foulon, Christian Pusch, Erling Skatoy, Hans Cato Haddal, Petter Meier, Borja Velasco, Annemiek Bais, Jenny Hatchard, Liza Griffin, Malcolm Morrison, Raymond Bisset, Peter Hopkins, Kenneth Patterson, Hilke Looden, Dirk Sander, Lothar Fischer, Bruno Hoffstadt, Sally Clink, Katie Bloxam, Olof Williamson, Javier Garat Perez, Bernd Kremer, Philipp Oberdorffen, Gerd Hubold
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