
 
i 

 

Scientific, Technical and Economic  

Committee for Fisheries (STECF)  

-  

Assessment and advice for non -

quota stocks, to support the 

development of multi -annual 

strategies in the context EU -UK  

(STECF-22 -04 )  

 

Edited by Ralf Doering, Christoph Konrad & Zeynep Hekim  

 

 

EUR 28359  EN 

2023  

 

ISSN XXXX-XXXX ISSN XXXX-XXXX 



 

 
i 

 

 

 

This publication is a Science for Policy report ÂÙ ÔÈÅ *ÏÉÎÔ 2ÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ #ÅÎÔÒÅ ɉ*2#Ɋȟ ÔÈÅ %ÕÒÏÐÅÁÎ #ÏÍÍÉÓÓÉÏÎȭÓ ÓÃÉÅÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅȢ )Ô 

aims to provide evidence-based scientific support to the European policymaking process. The contents of this publication do not necessarily 
reflect the position or opinion of the European Commission. Neither the European Commission nor any person acting on behalf of the Commission 
is responsible for the use that might be made of this publication. For information on the methodology and quality underlying the data used in this 

publication for which the source is neither Eurostat nor other Commission services, users should contact the referenced source. The designations 
employed and the presentation of material on the maps do not imply the expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of the European Union 
concerning the legal status of any country, territory, city or area or of its authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries. 

 
 
Contact information  

Name: STECF secretariat 
Address: Unit D.02 Water and Marine Resources, Via Enrico Fermi 2749, 21027 Ispra VA, Italy 
Email: jrc -stecf -secretariat@ec.europa.eu  

Tel.: +39 0332 789343 
 
EU Science Hub 

https://joint - research -centre.ec.europa.eu  

 
 

JRCXXXXXX 
 
EUR 28359 EN 

 
 

     

PDF ISBN 978-92X-XX-XXXXX-X ISSN 1831-9424 doi:XX.XXXX/XXXXXX KJ-AX-2xxxxx-C 

STECF  ISSN 2467-0715  

 

Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union, 2023  

 

© European Union, 2023 

 

 

 

 

The reuse policy of the European Commission is implemented by the Commission Decision 2011/833/EU of 12 December 2011 on the reuse of 
Commission documents (OJ L 330, 14.12.2011, p. 39). Except otherwise noted, the reuse of this document is authorised under the Creative 

Commons Attribution 4.0 International (CC BY 4.0) licence (https://creativecommons.org/lice nses/by/4.0/ ) . This means that reuse is allowed 
provided appropriate credit is given and any changes are indicated. For any use or reproduction of photos or other material that is not owned by 
the EU, permission must be sought directly from the copyright holders. 
 

For any use or reproduction of photos or other material that is not owned by the European Union, permission must be sought directly from the 

copyright holders. 

 

How to cite this report: Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF), Assessment and advice for non-quota stocks, to 

support the development of multi-annual strategies in the context EU-UK (STECF-22-04). Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 
2023, doi:XXXXXXXX, JRCXXXXXXX. 

mailto:jrc-stecf-secretariat@ec.europa.eu
https://joint-research-centre.ec.europa.eu/
https://doi.org/10.2760/51391
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 

i 
i 

 

 

 

Authors:  

 

STECF advice:  

Abella, J. Alvaro; Bastardie, Francois; Borges, Lisa; Casey, John; Damalas, Dimitrios; Daskalov, 

Georgi; Döring, Ralf; Gascuel, Didier; Grati, Fabio; Ibaibarriaga, Leire; Jung, Armelle; Knittweis , 

Leyla; Ligas, Alessandro; Martin, Paloma; Motova, Arina; Moutopoulos, Dimitrios; Nord, Jenny; 

Prellezo, Ra¼l; OôNeill, Barry; Raid, Tiit; Rihan, Dominic; Sampedro, Paz; Somarakis, Stylianos; 

Stransky, Christoph; Ulrich, Clara; Uriarte, Andres; Valentinss on, Daniel; van Hoof, Luc; Vanhee, 

Willy; Villasante, Sebastian; Vrgoc, Nedo  

 

EWG - 2 2 - 04  report:  

EWG chai rs: Ralf Döring  & Christoph Konrad  

Experts: Matthias Bernreuther, Lisa Borges, Leyre Goti,  Zeynep Hekim,  Niels Hintzen, Guillermo 

Martin, Klaas Sys, Ol iver Tully, Julia Wischnewski , Michael Gras  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

ii  
ii  

 

CONTENTS  

 

1.1  Abstract  ................................ ................................ ................................ .... 1 

1.2  Background provided by the Commission  ................................ ....................... 2 

1.3  Request to the STECF  ................................ ................................ .................. 2 

1.4  STECF comments  ................................ ................................ ........................ 3 

1.5  STECF conclusions  ................................ ................................ ...................... 6 

1.6  Contact details of STECF me mbers  ................................ ................................ 7 

2 Expert Working Group EWG -22 -04 report  ................................ ....................  11  

1 Introduction  ................................ ................................ .............................  12  

1.1  Terms of Reference for EWG -22 -04  ................................ .............................  13  

2 Overview on ava ilable data by MS (data issues, important species, effort distribution)

 ................................ ................................ ................................ ..............  14  

2.1  Belgium  ................................ ................................ ................................ ...  14  

2.2  Germany  ................................ ................................ ................................ .  16  

2.3  Denmark  ................................ ................................ ................................ .  18  

2.4  Spain  ................................ ................................ ................................ ......  21  

2.5  France  ................................ ................................ ................................ .....  24  

2.6  Ireland  ................................ ................................ ................................ ....  26  

2.7  Lithuania  ................................ ................................ ................................ .  28  

2.8  Netherlands  ................................ ................................ .............................  29  

2.9  Poland  ................................ ................................ ................................ .....  31  

2.10  Portugal  ................................ ................................ ................................ ..  33  

2.11  Sweden  ................................ ................................ ................................ ...  35  

2.12  Effort  ................................ ................................ ................................ ......  37  

3 Factsheets for a first list of important species (TOR 1 and 2)  ..........................  39  

2.1  Pouting ( Trisopterus luscus, BIB)  ................................ ................................  40  

3.1.1  Factsheet pouting   North Sea (ICES div. 27.4a,b,c)  ................................ ......  44  

3.1.2  Factsheet pouting  Eastern English Channel  (ICES div. 27.7d)  .......................  46  

3.1.3  Factsheet pouting   Western English Channel (ICES div. 27.7e)  ......................  48  

3.1.4  Factsheet pouting    Celtic Sea (ICES div. 27.7f,g,h,j)  ................................ ...  50  

3.1.5  Factsheet pouting    West of Scotland (ICES div. 27.6a)  ................................  52  



 

iii  
iii  

3.2  Fact Sheet  Brown crab ( Cancer pagurus ; CRE)  ................................ ............  55  

3.2.1  Fact Sheet Brown Crab    North Sea (ICES div. 4a, b, c)  ................................  60  

3.2.2  Fact Sheet Brown Crab   West of Scotland (ICES div. 6a)  ..............................  62  

3.2.3  Fact Sheet Brown Crab     Irish Sea (ICES div. 7a)  ................................ ........  64  

3.2.4  Fact Sheet brown crab   Celtic Sea (ICES div. 7f, g, h, j)  ...............................  66  

3.3  Factsheet      Cuttlefish ( Sepia officinalis )  ................................ ....................  68  

3.3.1  Factsheet cuttlefish  North Sea (ICES div. 27.4a,b,c)  ................................ .....  71  

3.3.2  Factsheet cuttlefish Eastern English Channel (ICES div. 27.7d)  .......................  73  

3.3.3  Factsheet cuttlefish   Western English Channel (ICES div. 27.7e)  ....................  75  

3.3.4  Factsheet cuttlefish   Celtic Sea  (ICES div. 27.7f,g,h,j)  ................................ ..  77  

3.3.5  Factsheet cuttlefish West of Scotland  (ICES div. 27.6a)  ................................ .  79  

3.4  Factsheet red gurnard ( Chelidonichthys cuculus , GUR), Grey gurnard (Eutrigla gurnardus , 

GUG), Tub gurnard ( C. lucerna , GUU), ñGUXò, ñSRAò ................................ ....  82  

3.4.1  Fact Sheet gurnard complex North Sea (ICES div. 4 a,b,c) ..............................  87  

3.4.2  Fact Sheet gurnard complex   Eastern Channel  ................................ .............  90  

3.4.3  Fact Sheet gurnard complex Western English Channel (ICES div. 7d)  ..............  93  

3.4.4  Fact Sheet gurnard complex     Irish Sea (ICES div. 7a)  ................................  95  

3.4.5  Fact Sheet gurnard complex Celtic Sea (ICES div. 7f,g,h,j)  ............................  97  

3.4.6  Fact Sheet gurnard complex West of Scotland (IC ES div. 6a )  .........................  99  

3.5  Red gurnard (Chelidonichthys cuculus, ñGURò) ................................ ...........  102  

3.5.1  Fact Sheet red gurnard North Sea (ICES div. 4a,b,c)  ................................ ...  105  

3.5.2  Fact Sheet red gurnard   Eastern English Channel (ICES div. 7d)  ..................  107  

3.5.3  Fact Sheet red gurnard     Irish Sea (ICES di v. 7a)  ................................ .....  112  

3.5.4  Fact Sheet red gurnard    Celtic Sea (ICES div. 7f,g,h,j)  ..............................  114  

3.5.5  Fact Sheet red gurnard      West of Scotland (ICES div. 6a)  .........................  116  

3.6  Fact Sheet  Tub gurnard ( Chelidonichthys lucerna , ñGUUò)...........................  119  

3.6.1  Fact Sheet tub gurnard  North Sea (ICES div. 4a,b,c)  ................................ ..  123  

3.6.2  Fact Sheet tub gurnard   Eastern English Channel (ICES div. 7d)  ..................  125  

3.6.3  Fact Sheet tub gurnard    Western English Cha nnel (ICES div. 7d)  ................  127  

3.6.4  Fact Sheet tub gurnard     Irish Sea (ICES div. 7a)  ................................ .....  129  

3.6.5  Fact Sheet tub gurnard    Celtic Sea (ICES div. 7f,g,h,j)  ..............................  131  

3.6.6  Fact Sheet tub gurnard   West of Scotland (ICES div. 6a)  ............................  133  

3.7  Fact Sheet King Scallop ( Pecten maximus ; SCE)  ................................ .........  136  



 

iv  
iv  

3. 7.1  Fact Sheet king scallop     North Sea (ICES div. 4a, b, c)  .............................  141  

3.7.2  Fact Sheet king scallops    West of Scotland (ICES div. 6a)  ..........................  143  

3.7.3  Fact Sheet king scallops      Irish Sea (ICES div. 7a)  ................................ ...  145  

3.7.4  Fact Sheet king scallops     Celtic Sea (ICES div. 7f, g, h, j)  .........................  147  

3.7.5  Fact Sheet king scallops   Eastern English Channel (ICES div. 7d)  .................  149  

3.7.6  Fact Sheet king scallops    Wes tern English Channel (ICES div. 7e)  ...............  151  

3.8  Fact Sheet spider crab   ( Maja brachydactyla; SCR) ................................ ....  153  

3.8.1  Fact Sheet spider crab  North Sea (ICES div. 4a, b, c)  ................................ .  158  

3.8.2  Fact Sheet spider crab    West of Scotland (ICES div. 6a)  ............................  160  

3.8.3  Fact Sheet spider cra b  Irish Sea (ICES div. 7a)  ................................ .........  162  

3.8.4  Fact Sheet spider crab     Celtic Sea (ICES div. 7f, g, h, j)  ...........................  164  

3.8.5  Fact Sheet spider crab   Eastern English Channel (ICES div. 7d)  ...................  166  

3.8.6  Fact Sheet spider crab   Western English Channel (ICES div. 7e )  ..................  167  

3.9  Fact Sh eet Small - spotted catshark ( Scyliorhinus canicula , SYC)  ....................  169  

3.9.1  Fact Sheet small - spotted catshark  North Sea (ICES div. 4a,b,c)  ..................  173  

3.9.2  Fact Sheet small - spotted catshark  Western English Channel (ICES div 7e)  ....  177  

3.9.3  Fact Sheet small - spotted catshark   Celtic Seas (ICES div 7f,g,h,j)  ...............  179  

3.10  Fact Sheet      Whelk ( Buccinum undatum ; WHE)  ................................ .......  185  

3.10.1  Fact Sheet whelk   North Sea (ICES div. 4a, b, c)  ................................ .......  190  

3.10.2  Fact Sheet whelk   West of Scotland (ICES div. 6a)  ................................ .....  192  

3.10.3  Fact Sheet whelk    Irish Sea (ICES div. 7a)  ................................ ...............  194  

3.10.4  Fact Sheet whelk   Celtic Sea (ICES div. 7f, g, h, j)  ................................ .....  196  

3.10.5  Fact Sheet whelk  Eastern English Channel (ICES div. 7d)  ...........................  198  

3.10.6  Fact Sheet whelk Western English Channel (ICES div. 7e) ............................  200  

4 Economic importance of Non -Quota Species  ................................ ...............  202  

4.1  Economic importan ce by country  ................................ ..............................  202  

4.2  Economic importance by species  ................................ ...............................  205  

4.3  Economic importance by fleet segment  ................................ ......................  207  

4.4  Economic importance of non -quota species  ................................ ................  209  

5 Management measures for NQS  ................................ ...............................  213  

5.1  Introduction  ................................ ................................ ...........................  213  

5.2  General aspects regarding EU fisheries management ................................ ...  213  

5.2.1  CFP objectives  ................................ ................................ ........................  213  



 

v 
v 

5.2.2  CFP and Governance  ................................ ................................ ...............  213  

5.2.3  Technical Measures  ................................ ................................ .................  214  

5.2.4  Incentives  ................................ ................................ ..............................  214  

5.2.5  Co-management  ................................ ................................ .....................  214  

5.2.6  (Long - term) management plans  ................................ ...............................  216  

5.3  Input Measures  ................................ ................................ ......................  217  

5.3.1  Technical Measures  ................................ ................................ .................  217  

5.3.1.1 Gear based Technical  Measures  ................................ ................................ .  217  

5.3.1.2  Size selectivity  ................................ ................................ .......................  217  

5.3.1.3  Species selectivity  ................................ ................................ ..................  218  

5.3.1.4  Sorting grids and sorting panels  ................................ ...............................  218  

5.3.1.5  Mesh or hook size  ................................ ................................ ...................  219  

5.3.1.6  Spatial and Temporal Measures  ................................ ................................  219  

5.3.1.7  Permanent Spatial Measures -  Marine Protected Areas  ................................  220  

5.3.1.8  Temporary Spatial Measures  ................................ ................................ ....  220  

5.3.1.9  Territorial  User Rights  ................................ ................................ .............  221  

5.3.2  Capacity and effort control measures  ................................ ........................  221  

5.3.2.1 Capacity control measures  ................................ ................................ ........  221  

5.3.1.10  Fishing Effort Control Measures  ................................ .............................  222  

5.4  Output C ontrol Measures  ................................ ................................ .........  223  

5.4.1  Catch fishing limits (TAC, quotas)  ................................ .............................  223  

5.5  Governance instruments  ................................ ................................ ..........  224  

5.5.1  Co-management  ................................ ................................ .....................  224  

5.5.2  Results -based -management  ................................ ................................ .....  225  

5.5.3  Self -Management  ................................ ................................ ...................  225  

5.6  Economic instruments  ................................ ................................ .............  225  

5.6.1  European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund  ................................ ....  225  

5.6.2  Funding alternative fishing gears and new technologies  ...............................  226  

5.6.3  Payments for ecological services  ................................ ...............................  226  

5.6.4  Taxes  ................................ ................................ ................................ ....  226  

5.6.5  Subsidies  ................................ ................................ ...............................  226  

5.6.6  Individual Transferable Quota ( ITQ)  ................................ ..........................  227  

5.6.7  Tradeable effort quota or markets for fishing capacity  ................................ .  227  



 

vi  
vi  

5.7  Summary and outlook regarding management measures  .............................  228  

6 EWG Summary and Conclusions  ................................ ...............................  230  

7 References  ................................ ................................ .............................  233  

8 Contact details of EWG -22 -04 participants  ................................ .................  239  

9 List of Annexes  ................................ ................................ .......................  242  

10  List of Background Documents  ................................ ................................ .  242  

 



 

vii  
vii  

Table of Figures  

Figure 2 -1: Effort distribution of Belgian fleet. On the left the effort in 2020 (last data year 

available) and on the right the average over the past 3 years. The scale is in log10 to provide 

contrast.  ................................ ................................ ................................ ........................  15  

Figure 2 -2: Belgian effort (blue) an d catch (red) over the years.  ................................ ...........  15  

Figure 2 -3: German effort data: left last year available from the data call (2021), right the 

average over the last 3 submitted data years. The scale is in log10 to provide contrast.  ...........  17  

Figure 2 -4: German effort (blue) and lan ding data (red).  ................................ .....................  17  

Figure 2 -5: Effort distribution for Denmark: Left hand side is last year's effort (2021), right hand 

side is the average effort over the past 3 years. The sca le is in log10 to provide contrast.  ........  20  

Figure 2 -6: Total Danish landings (red) and effort (blue).  ................................ .....................  20  

Figure 2 -7 Spanish effort distribution: left last year (2021), right average effort over the last 3 

years. Scale is in log10 to provide contrast.  ................................ ................................ ........  22  

Figure 2 -8: Landings (red) and effort (blue) by the Spanish fleet. ................................ ..........  23  

Figure 2 -9: Effort distribution of French fleet: left last submitted year (2021), on the right 

average of the last 3 years. Scale is in log10 to provide contrast.  ................................ ..........  25  

Figure 2 -10: Total effort (blue) and landings (red) from the Spanish fleet.  .............................  25  

Figure 2 -11 Irish effort distribution: on the left the last year (2021), on the right the average of 

the past 3 years. Scale is is log10 to provide contrast.  ................................ .........................  27  

Figure 2 -12: Total landings (red) and effort (blue) from the Irish fleet.  ................................ ..  27  

Figure 2 -13: Average effort distribution over the past 3 years. No fishing in 2021 in the relevant 

sea basins.  ................................ ................................ ................................ .....................  28  

Figure 2 -14: Effort distribution of the Netherlands. Left hand side shows the last year (2021), 

whereas the right hand side shows the average of the past 3 year. The scale is in log10 to 

provide contrast.  ................................ ................................ ................................ .............  30  

Figure 2 -15 Total landings (red) and effort (blue) by the Dutch fleet.  ................................ .....  30  

Figure 2 -16: Total effort distribution by the Polish fleet. On the left, only the last submitted year 

(2021) and on the right, the average of the last 3 years. Scale is on log10.  ............................  32  

Figure 2 -17 Total effort (blue) and landings (red) of the Polish fleet from the relevant sea basins.

 ................................ ................................ ................................ ................................ .....  33  

Figure 2 -18 Effort distribution of Portugal, right hand shows the average over the past 3 years, 

whereas the left shows the last year (2021). The scale is log10 to provide contrast.  ................  34  

Figure 2 -19 Total landings (red) and effort (blue) by the Portuguese fleet within the sea basins of 

interest.  ................................ ................................ ................................ .........................  35  

Figure 2 -20 Swedish effort distribution. Right hand side shows the average effort over the past 3 

years, left shows last year's effort distrib ution. Scale is in log10 to provide contrast.  ...............  36  



 

viii  
viii  

Figure 2 -21 Total effort (blue) and landings (red) from the Swedish fleet within  the relevant sea 

basins.  ................................ ................................ ................................ ...........................  37  

Figure 3 -1 Landings of pouting in the six sea basins by ICES rectangle  ................................ ..  40  

Figure 3 -2 Landings of pouting per year and quarter in all six sea basins  ................................  41  

Figure 3 -3 Landings of pouting by weight and value by country.  ................................ ............  42  

Figure 3 -4 Landi ngs of pouting in the North Sea by ICES rectangle  ................................ ........  44  

Figure 3 -5 Landings of pouting per year and quarter in the North Sea  ................................ ....  45  

Figure 3 -6 Landings of pouting in the North Sea by ICES rectangle  ................................ ........  46  

Figure 3 -7 Landings of pouting per year and quarter in the Eastern English Channel  ................  46  

Figure 3 -8 Landings of pouting in the North Sea by ICES rectangle.  ................................ .......  48  

Figure 3 -9 Landings of pouting per year and quarter in the Western English Channel  ...............  48  

Figure 3 -10 Landings of pouting in the Celtic Sea by ICES rectangle  ................................ ......  50  

Figure 3 -11 Landings of pouting per year and quarter in the Celtic Sea  ................................ ..  51  

Figure 3 -12 Landings of pouting in t he West of Scotland by ICES rectangle  ............................  52  

Figure 3 -13 Landings of pouting per year and quarter in the West of Scotland  ........................  53  

Figure 3 -14 Landings of brown crab in the six sea basins by ICES rectangle ............................  55  

Figure 3 -15 Landings of brown crab per year and quarter in the  six sea basins  .......................  56  

Figure 3 -16 Landings of brown crab by country. Data from AER  ................................ ............  58  

Figure 3 -17 : Landings of brown crab in the Nort h Sea basins by ICES rectangle  .....................  60  

Figure 3 -18 Landings of brown crab by year and quarter in the North Sea  ..............................  61  

Figure 3 -19 Landings of brown crab in the West of Scotland by ICES rectangle  .......................  62  

Figure 3 -20 Landings of brown crab by year and quarter in the West of Scotland  ....................  63  

Figure 3 -21 Landings of brown crab in the Irish Sea by ICES rectangle  ................................ ..  64  

Figure 3 -22 Landings of brown crab by year and  quarter in the Irish Sea  ................................  65  

Figure 3 -23 Landings of brown crab in the Celtic Sea by ICES rectangle  ................................ .  66  

Figure 3 -24 Landings of brown crab by year and quarter in the Celtic Sea  ..............................  67  

Figure 3 -25 : Landings of cuttlefish in the six sea basins by ICES rectangle  ............................  68  

Figure 3 -26 Landings of cuttlefish by year and quarter for all sea basins  ................................  69  

Figure 3 -27  Live weight and value of landings of cuttlefish in the six sea basins and MS  ..........  70  

Figure 3 -28 Landings of cuttlefish in the North Sea by ICES rectangle  ................................ ....  71  

Figure 3 -29 Landings of cuttlefishby year and quarter in the North Sea  ................................ ..  72  

Figure 3 -30 Landings of cuttlefish in the Eastern Engl ish Channel by ICES rectangle  ................  73  

Figure 3 -31 Landings of cuttlefish by year and quarter in the Eastern English Channel  .............  74  

file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415725
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415726
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415728
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415730
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415732
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415734
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415736
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415739
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415741
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415743
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415745
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415747
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415749
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415750
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415752


 

ix  
ix  

Figure 3 -32 Landings of cuttlefish in the Western English Channel by ICES rectangle  ...............  75  

Figure 3 -33 Landings of cuttlefish by year and quarter in the Eastern English Channel  .............  76  

Figure 3 -34 Landings of cuttlefish in the Celtic Sea by ICES rectangle  ................................ ....  77  

Figure 3 -35 Landings of cuttlefish by year and quarter in the Ce ltic Sea  ................................ .  78  

Figure 3 -36 Landings of cuttlefish in the West of Scotland by ICES rectangle  ..........................  79  

Figure 3 -37 Landings of cuttlefish by year and quarter in the West of Scotland  .......................  80  

Figure 3 -38 Landings of gurnards in the six sea basins by ICES rectangle  ...............................  82  

Figure 3 -39 Landings of gurnard by year and quarter for all sea basins  ................................ ..  83  

Figure 3 -40 Live weight and value of landings of gurnard in the six sea basins and MS .............  85  

Figure 3 -41 Landings of gurnards in the North Sea by ICES rectangle  ................................ ....  87  

Figure 3 -42 Landings of gurnards by year and quarter in the North Sea  ................................ .  88  

Figure 3 -43 Landings of gurnar ds in the Eastern English Channel by ICES rectangle  ................  90  

Figure 3 -44 Landings of gurnards by year and quarter in the Eastern Englis h Channel  .............  91  

Figure 3 -45 Landings of gurnards in the Western English Channel by ICES rectangle  ...............  93  

Figure 3 -46  Landings of gurnards by year and quarter in the Western English Channel  ...........  94  

Figure 3 -47 Landings of gurnards in the Irish Sea by ICES rectangle  ................................ ......  95  

Figure 3 -48 Landings of gurnards by year and quarter in the Irish Sea  ................................ ...  96  

Figure 3 -49 : Landings of gurnards in the Irish Sea by ICES rectangle  ................................ ...  97  

Figure 3 -50 Landings of gurnards by year and quarter in the Celtic Sea  ................................ .  98  

Figure 3 -51 Landings of gurnards in the West of Scotland by ICES rectangle ...........................  99  

Figure 3 -52 Landings of gurnard by year and quarter in the West of Scotland  ........................  100  

Figure 3 -53 Landings of red gurnard in the six sea basins by ICES rect angle  ..........................  102  

Figure 3 -54 Landings of red gurnard by year and quarter for all sea basins  ............................  103  

Figure 3 -55 Landings of red gurnard in weight and value in the six sea basins  .......................  104  

Figure 3 -56 Landings of red gurnard in the North Sea by ICES rectangle  ...............................  105  

Figure 3 -57 Landings of red gurnard by year and quarter in the North Sea  ............................  106  

Figure 3 -58 Landings of red gurnard in the Eastern English Channel by ICES rectangle  ...........  107  

Figure 3 -59 Landings of red gurnard by year and quarter in the Eastern English Channel  ........  108  

Figure 3 -60 Landings of red gurnard by year and quarter in the Western English Channel  .......  110  

Figure 3 -61 Landings of red gurnards in the Irish Sea by ICES rectangle  ...............................  112  

Figure 3 -62 Landings of red gurnard by year and quarter in the Irish Sea  ..............................  113  

Figure 3 -63 Landings of red gurnard in the Celtic Sea by ICES rectangle.  ..............................  114  

Figure 3 -64 Landings of red gurnard by year and quarter in the Celtic Sea.  ...........................  115  

file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415754
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415755
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415756
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415758
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415760
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415762
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415763
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415765
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415767
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415769
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415771
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415773
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415775
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415777
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415778
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415780
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415783
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415785


 

x 
x 

Figure 3 -65 Landings of red gu rnard in the West of Scotland by ICES rectangle  .....................  116  

Figure 3 -66 Landings of red gurnard by year and quarter in the West of Scotlan d...................  117  

Figure 3 -67 Landings of tub gurnard in the six sea basins by ICES rectangle  ..........................  119  

Figure 3 -68 Landings of tub gurnard by year an d quarter for all sea basins  ............................  120  

Figure 3 -69 Landings of tub gurnard in weight and value in the MS and the six sea basins  ......  121  

Figure  3-70  Landings of tub gurnard in the North Sea by ICES rectangle.  .............................  123  

Figure 3 -71 Landings of tub gurnard by year and quarter in  the North Sea  ............................  124  

Figure 3 -72 Landings of tub gurnard in the Eastern English Channel by ICES rectangle.  ..........  125  

Figure 3 -73 Landings of tub gurnard by year and quarter in the Eastern English Channel.  .......  126  

Figure 3 -74 Landings of tub gurnard in the Western English Channel by ICES rectangle.  .........  127  

Figure 3 -75 Landings of tub gurnard by year and quarter in the Eastern English Channel.  .......  128  

Figure 3 -76 Landings of tub gurnard in the Irish Sea by ICES rectangle.  ...............................  129  

Figure 3 -77 Landings of tub gurnard by year and quarter in the Irish Sea.  .............................  130  

Figure 3 -78 Landings of tub gurnard in the Celtic Sea by ICES rectangle.  ..............................  131  

Figure 3 -79 Landings of tub gurnard by year and quarter in the Celtic Sea.  ...........................  132  

Figure 3 -80 Landings of tub gurnard in the West of Scotland by ICES rect angle  .....................  133  

Figure 3 -81 Landings of tub gurnard by year and quarter West of Scotland. ...........................  134  

Figure 3 -82 Landings of king scallop in the six sea basins by ICES rectangle  ..........................  136  

Figure 3 -83  Landings of king scallop by year and quarter for all sea basins.  ..........................  137  

Figure 3 -84 Live weight and value of lLandings of king scallop in the MS and the six sea basins.

 ................................ ................................ ................................ ................................ ....  139  

Figure 3 -85 Landings of king scallop in the North Sea by ICES rectangle.  ..............................  141  

Figure 3 -86 Landings of king scallop by year and quarter in the North Sea.  ...........................  142  

Figure 3 -87: Landings of king scallop in the West of Scotland by ICES rectangle.  ...................  143  

Figure 3 -88 Landings of king scallop by year and quarter in the West of Scotland.  ..................  144  

Figure 3 -89 : Landings of king scallop in the Irish Sea by  ICES rectangle.  .............................  145  

Figure 3 -90  Landings of king scallop by year and quarter in the Irish Sea.  ............................  146  

Figure 3 -91 Landings of king scallop in the Celtic Sea by ICES rectangle.  ..............................  147  

Figure 3 -92 Landings of king scallop by year and quarter in the Irish Sea.  .............................  148  

Figure 3 -93 Landings of king scallop in the Eastern English Channel by ICES rectangle.  ..........  149  

Figure 3 -94 Landings of king scallop  by year and quarter in the Eastern English Channel.  ........  150  

Figure 3 -95 Landings of king scallop in the Western English Channel by ICES rectangle.  .........  151  

Figure 3 -96 Landings of king scallop by year and quarter in the Western English Channel.  .......  152  

file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415787
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415789
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415791
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415792
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415794
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415796
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415798
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415800
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415802
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415804
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415806
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415806
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415807
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415809
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415811
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415813
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415815
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415817


 

xi  
xi  

Figure 3 -97 Landings of spider crab in the six sea basins by ICES rectangle.  ..........................  153  

Figure 3 -98 Landings of spider crab by year and quarter for all sea basins.  ............................  154  

Figure 3 -99 Live weight and value of lLandings of spider crab in the MS and the six sea basins .

 ................................ ................................ ................................ ................................ ....  156  

Figure 3 -100 Landings of spider crab by year and quarter in the North Sea.  ..........................  158  

Figure 3 -101 Landings of spide r crab in the West of Scotland by ICES rectangle.  ....................  160  

Figure 3 -102 Landings of spider crab by year and quarter in the West of Scot land.  .................  160  

Figure 3 -103 Landings of spider crab in the Irish Sea by ICES rectangle.  ...............................  162  

Figure 3 -104 Landings of spider crab by year  and quarter in the Irish Sea.  ............................  162  

Figure 3 -105  Landings of spider crab by year and quarter in the Celtic Sea.  ..........................  165  

Figure 3 -106 Landings of spider crab in the Eastern English Channel by ICES rectangle.  .........  166  

Figure 3 -107 Landings of spider crab  by year and quarter in the Eastern English Channel.  .......  166  

Figure 3 -108 Landings of spider crab in the Western English Channel by ICES rectangle.  ........  167  

Figure 3 -109 Landings of spider crab by year and quarter in the Western English Channel.  ......  168  

Figure 3 -110: Landings of small - spotted catshark in the six sea basins by ICES rectangle.  ......  169  

Figure 3 -111 Landings of small - spotted catshark by year and quarter for all sea basins  ..........  170  

Figure 3 -112 Landings in weight and value of small - spotted catshark in the MS an d the six sea 

basins  ................................ ................................ ................................ ...........................  171  

Figure 3 -113 Landings of small - spotted catshark in North Sea by ICES rectangle.  ..................  173  

Figure 3 -114 Landings of small - spotted catshark by year and quarter in the North Sea.  ..........  174  

Figure 3 -115 Landings of small - spotted catshark in the Eastern English Channel by ICES 

rectangle.  ................................ ................................ ................................ ......................  175  

Figure 3 -116 Landings of small - spotted catshark by year and quarter in the Eastern English 

Channel  ................................ ................................ ................................ ........................  176  

Figure 3 -117 Landings of small - spotted catshark in the Western English Channel by ICES 

rectangle.  ................................ ................................ ................................ ......................  177  

Figure 3 -118 Landings of small - spotted catshark by year and quarter in the Western English 

Channel.  ................................ ................................ ................................ .......................  178  

Figure 3 -119 Landings of small - spotted catshark in the Celtic Seas by ICES rectangle. ............  179  

Figure 3 -120 Landings of small - spotted catshark by year and quarter in the Celtic Sea.  ..........  180  

Figure 3 -121 Landings of small - spotted catshark in the Irish Sea by ICES rectangle.  ..............  181  

Figure 3 -122 Landings of small - spotted catshark by year and quarter in the Irish Sea  ............  181  

Figure 3 -123 Landings of small - spotted catshark in  the West of Scotland by ICES rectangle.  ...  183  

Figure 3 -124 Landings of small - spotted catshark by year and quarter in the West of S cotland.  184  

Figure 3 -125 : Landings of whelk in the six sea basins by ICES rectangle.  .............................  185  

file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415819
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415821
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415821
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415823
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415825
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415828
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415830
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415832
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415834
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415834
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415835
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415837
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415837
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415839
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415839
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415847


 

xii  
xii  

Figure 3 -126 Landings of whelk by year a nd quarter in all six sea basins  ...............................  186  

Figure 3 -127 Landings of whelk in weight and value in the MS and the six sea basins  .............  188  

Figure 3 -128 Landings of whelk in the North Sea by ICES rectangle  ................................ ......  190  

Figure 3 -129 Landings of whelk by year and quarter in the North Sea.  ................................ ..  191  

Figure 3 -130 Landings of whelk in the West of Scotland by ICES rectangle.  ...........................  192  

Figure 3 -131 Landings of whelk by year and quarter  West of Scotland.  ................................ .  193  

Figure 3 -132: Landings of whelk in the Irish Sea by ICES rectangle.  ................................ .....  194  

Figure 3 -133: Landings of whelk by year and quarter in the Irish Sea.  ................................ ..  195  

Figure 3 -134 Landings of whelk in the Celtic Sea by ICES rectangle.  ................................ .....  196  

Figure 3 -135 Landings of whelk by year and quarter in the Celtic Sea.  ................................ ..  197  

Figure 3 -136 Landings of whelk in the Eastern English Channel by ICES rectangle.  .................  198  

Figure 3 -137 Landings of whelk by year and quarter in the Eastern English Channel.  ..............  199  

Figure 3 -138 Landings of  whelk in the Western English Channel by ICES rectangle.  ................  20 0 

Figure 3 -139 Landings of whelk by year and quarter in the Western En glish Channel.  .............  201  

 

file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415849
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415850
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415852
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415854
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415856
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415858
file://///net1.cec.eu.int/jrc-services/IPR-Users/konrach/My%20Documents/ewg2204_final%20draft%20combined_MARE2_ck.docx%23_Toc124415860


 

xiii  
xiii  

List of Tables  

Table 2 -1 Twenty species with the largest landings from the Belgian fleet, by weight, within the 

sea basins under consideration.  ................................ ................................ ........................  14  

Table 2 -2: Twenty species with the largest landings from the Germa n fleet, by weight, within the 

sea basins under consideration. These species include quota species as submitted by Germany  16  

Tabl e 2 -3 Twenty species with the largest landings, by weight, from the Danish fleet within the 

sea basins of interest.  ................................ ................................ ................................ ......  19  

Table 2 -4 Twenty species with the largest landings by the Spanish fleet from the sea basins under 

consideration.  ................................ ................................ ................................ .................  21  

Table 2 -5 Twenty species  with the largest landings from the French fleet within the sea basins 

under consideration.  ................................ ................................ ................................ ........  24  

Table 2 -6 Twenty species with the largest landings from the Irish fleet from the sea basins under 

consideration.  ................................ ................................ ................................ .................  26  

Table 2 -7 Twenty species with the largest landin gs from the Dutch fleet from the sea basins 

under considerations. Quota species are included as they were submitted by the Netherlands.  . 29  

Table 2 -8 Species caught by the Polish fleet within the sea basins of interest. No landing value 

was submitted.  ................................ ................................ ................................ ...............  31  

Table 2 -9 Species caught by Sweden in the relevant sea basins.  ................................ ...........  35  

Table 3 -1 Landings of pouting within the respective ICES statistical rectangles. Data from the 

Annual Economic Report (AER).  ................................ ................................ .........................  41  

Table 3 -2 Landings of pouting by Nation, including UK. Data from AER. ................................ ..  42  

Table 3 -3 Main fleets la nding pouting. Data from AER  ................................ ..........................  43  

Table 3 -4 Landings of brown crab within the respective ICES division. Data from AER.  .............  57  

Table 3 -5 Landings of brown crab by country including UK. Data from AER.  ............................  57  

Table 3 -6 Main fleets landing brown crab  ................................ ................................ ............  59  

Table 3 -7 Landings of cuttlefish by ICES division.  ................................ ................................  69  

Table 3 -8 Landings of cuttlefish by country.  ................................ ................................ ........  69  

Table 3 -9 Landings of all gurnard species by ICES statistical rectangle. Data from AER  ............  83  

Table 3 -10 Landings of all gurnard species by country, including the UK. Data from AER.  .........  84  

Table 3 -11 Main fleets landing all gurnard species combined. Data from AER.  .........................  86  

Table 3 -12 Landings of red gurnard by ICES division. Data from AER.  ................................ ...  103  

Table 3 -13 Landings of red gurnard in value and weight by country, including the UK.  Data from 

AER. ................................ ................................ ................................ .............................  104  

Table 3 -14 Landings of tub gurnard by ICES statistical rectangle. Data from AER  ...................  120  

Table 3 -15 Landings of tub gurnard in weight and value by country including the UK.  .............  121  

Table 3 -16 Main fleets landing tub gurnard. Data from AER  ................................ .................  122  



 

xiv  
xiv  

Table 3 -17 Landings of king scallops by ICES statistical rectangle. Data from AER.  .................  138  

Table 3 -18 Landings of king scallops in weight and value by country, including the UK. Data from 

AER. ................................ ................................ ................................ .............................  138  

Table 3 -19 Main fleets landing king scallop. Data from AER.  ................................ ................  140  

Table 3 -20 Landings of spider crab  by ICES divisions from AER  ................................ ............  155  

Table 3 -21 Landings by country over the years, including UK and EU totals.  ..........................  155  

Table 3 -22  Main fleets landing spider crab  ................................ ................................ ........  157  

Table 3 -23 Landings of small spotted catshark by ICES division. Data from AER  .....................  170  

Table 3 -24 Landings of  small - spotted catshark. Data from AER.  ................................ ...........  171  

Table 3 -25 Main fleets landing small - spotted catshark  ................................ .........................  171  

Table 3 -26 Landings of whelk by ICES division. Data from AER  ................................ ............  187  

Table 3 -27 Landings of whelk over years by country, including UK. Data from AER.  ................  187  

Table 3 -28  Main fleets landing whelk. Data from AER.  ................................ .........................  189  

Table 4 -1: Landings weight (kg) annual average (2017 -2019) in the area of analysis  by country. 

Source: own estimation from AER 2021 data.  ................................ ................................ ....  203  

Table 4 -2 Landings value (euro) annual average (2017 -2019) in the area  of analysis by country. 

Source: own estimation from AER 2021 data.  ................................ ................................ ....  203  

Table 4 -3  Landings weight (kg), value (euro) and price (e uro/kg) annual average (2017 -2019) 

by country. Source: own estimation from AER 2021 data.  ................................ ...................  204  

Table 4 -4: Top 10 species landings in weight (kg) annual average (2017 -2019) for the EU -27 in 

the area of analysis. Source: own estimation from AER 2021 data.  ................................ .......  205  

Table 4 -5  Top 10 species landings in value (euro) annual average (2017 -2019) for the EU -27 in 

the area of analysis,. Source: own estimation from AER 2021 data.  ................................ ......  206  

Table 4 -6: Top 10 non -quota species landings in weight (kg) annual average (2017 -2019) for the 

EU-27 in the area of analysis. Source: own estimation from AER 2021 data.  ..........................  206  

Table 4 -7 Top 10 non -quota species landings in value (euro) annual average (2017 -2019) for the 

EU-27 in the area of analysis. Source: own estimation from AER 2021 data.  ..........................  207  

Table 4 -8: Top 20 fleet segments based on landings value (in euro) of non -quota species for the 

EU-27 in the area of analysis, annual average (2017 -2019). Source: own estimation from AER 

2021 data.  ................................ ................................ ................................ .....................  208  

Table 4 -9: Abbreviation codes for the fishing techniques of th e fleet segments.  .....................  208  

Table 4 -10 Top 20 fleet segments fishing non -quota species in the area of analysis, annual 

average (2017 -201 9). Source: own estimation from AER 2021 data.  ................................ ....  209  

Table 4 -11: Main socio -economic indicators for the top 20 fleet segments fishi ng non -quota 

species in the area of analysis, annual average (2017 -2019). Source: own estimation from AER 

2021 data.  ................................ ................................ ................................ .....................  210  



 

xv  
xv  

Table 4 -12: Main socio -economic indicators of the top 20 fleet segments fishing non -quota 

species in the area of analysis, annual average (2017 -2019). Source: own estimation from AER 

2021 data.  ................................ ................................ ................................ .....................  211  

Table 5 -1 Pros and Cons of gear based TCM.  ................................ ................................ .....  217  

Table 5 -2 Pros and Con s of spatial and temporal measures.  ................................ .................  219  

Table 5 -3 Pros and Cons of capacity and effort control measures.  ................................ .........  222  

Table 5 -4 Pros and Cons of output measures.  ................................ ................................ ....  224  

Table 5 -5 Pros and Cons of governance and economic instruments.  ................................ ......  224  

Table 5 -6 Pros and Cons of economic instruments.  ................................ .............................  227  



 

1 
1 

 

1.1  Abstract  

 

Commission Decision of 25 February 2016 setting up a Scientific, Technical and Economic 

Committee for Fisheries, C(2016) 1084, OJ C 74, 26.2.2016, p. 4 ï10. The Commission may 

consult the group on any matter relating to marine and fisheries biology, fishing  gear technology, 

fisheries economics, fisheries governance, ecosystem effects of fisheries, aquaculture or similar 

disciplines.  

This report includes the results of the meeting of an expert working group on non -quota stocks 

(NQS) in STECF. A specific data  call was issued and the report provides information per Member 

State ( MS)  on the available data, the 20 most important non -quota species regarding landings 

weight and effort distribution of catches of NQS of vessels of the MS. It was not possible to fully  

assess the most important species regarding landings weight and landings value from the 

delivered data due to limited comparability between MS.  

The information on species and sea basins is included in factsheets for different species. The first 

indicativ e list of species DG Mare provided by analysis of the FDI database includes pouting , 

edible crab, red gurnard, tub gurnard, European pilchard, king  scallop , spinous spider crab and 

whelk ). Those 9 species cover a variety of taxa  but not all species belong to the 10 most 

important species regarding landings weight or landings value from the data of the MS or the FDI 

database. In addition, the report includes information on economic importance of NQS extracted 

from the database on the economic data collected under the DCF and available in a JRC database 

(also the basis of the Annual Economic Report on the EU fishing fleets -  AER). This analysis of 

economic data includes more stocks than the factsheets and can give an indication on what 

additional stocks need t o be looked at in a next EWG.  

The report provides a comprehensive overview on available fisheries management measures for 

the management of NQS. The management measures are divided in three main groups: input, 

output and governance/economic measures. The chapter also includes pros and cons of measures 

and includes background information on some more general management processes. One of such 

more process -oriented management approach is a co -management approach. Such an approach 

can be beneficial as, for exa mple, Advisory Councils can also provide proposals for management 

measures. The process of implementation can sometimes have higher importance for the 

implementation and success of a measure than which actual measure would be implemented. A 

co-management a pproach, for example, may be preferable compared to a top -down approach.  
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SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC COMMITTEE FOR FISHERIES (STECF)  -  Assessment and 

advice for non -quota stocks, to support the development of multi -annual strategies in the context 

EU-UK (STECF-22-04 )  
 

1.2  Background provided by the Commission  

 

In the context of the development and implementation of the EU policies and to support the 

commitment with the UK under the Trade and Cooperat ion Agreement (TCA), DG -Mare requested 

STECF to give advice on non -quota stocks (NQS) to support the development of multi -year 

management strategies. The EWG is requested to provide an overview and identify the main 

issues that constitute a baseline to inf orm stock assessment and support fishery management of 

NQS. 

 

1.3  Request to the STECF  

The EWG 22 -04 is requested to provide two deliverables, first providing a data set and carry out a 

quality analysis of the data. Secondly, provide a desk -based review of the current state of 

knowledge on six areas (fishing activity, data collection, stock assessment, ecosystem knowledge, 

social and economic importance, and fisheries management) of NQS by sea basin: North Sea 

(ICES div 4a,b,c), Eastern Channel (div 7d), Western Channel (div 7e), Irish Sea (7a), Celtic Sea 

(div 7f,g,h,j) and West of Scotland (div 6a) using available data, scientific/technical literature, 

and insights from stakeholders, where possible.  

In preparation and ahead of the EWG, two dedicated ad hoc contracts will be launched to i) 

catalogue scientific information about stock status derived from national and regional activities; 

and ii) compile information on existing management measures for NQS in different Member 

States and literature about fisheries management measures and strategies.  

This translates in the following terms of refe rence:  

ToR 1. a) Evaluate the quality of data for NQS and fisheries compiled from different sources of 

information; b) Identify gaps and limitations of these data to inform stock assessment and 

support fisheries management; c) Define appropriate procedure s and methods for improving the 

data collection for the conservation and management of NQS.  

ToR 2. a) Evaluate the current state of knowledge for each sea basin with respect to main NQS 

(in both landings and value). The evaluation should cover the following six areas: fishing activity, 

data collection, stock assessment, ecosystem knowledge, social and e conomic importance, and 

fisheries management; b) Identify specific issues for each sea basin; c) Prioritize common issues 

within the six areas and provide guidelines for how to address them. This work should be using 

and expanding a catalogue of stock stat us relevant scientific activities provided by an ad hoc 

contract.  

ToR 3. a) Create a list of relevant literature on fisheries management measures and strategies 

that are already used and others that can be adapted/expanded, to be used and consulted in the  

future; b) Based on the adhoc contract, analyse the current management measures/strategies for 

NQS identifying their pros and cons.  
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The participation for this EWG should include MS experts dealing with data collection and MS 

experts dealing with fisherie s management.  

 

1.4  STECF  comment s   

 

General comments  

EWG 22 -04 met online from the 9th to the 13th of May 2022. The meeting was attended by 9 

experts, including two STECF members, and four JRC staff members. Two DG MARE 

representatives attended parts of the m eeting and 4 observers (from France and The 

Netherlands) attended a special stakeholder session during the meeting.  

STECF notes that expert attendance was low, in spite of intensive efforts by the EWG 22 -04 

chairs to attract experts from all the relevant M ember States. National expertise was particularly 

needed, since the EWG was set up to look specifically at the management measures in the coastal 

waters of four Member States (Belgium, France, Ireland and the Netherlands) in six sea basins 

(e.g. North Sea or Celtic Sea). In particular, missing expertise from France was considered a 

serious gap by the EWG. STECF agrees that additional expertise would have been highly valuable 

as many management measures for the fisheries on NQS are introduced at MS level and  not via 

EU regulations. Nevertheless, the STECF considers that despite this absence of participants with 

expertise in data collection and fisheries management in all relevant member States, the EWG 

has produced a comprehensive and informative report where  all ToRs were addressed.  

STECF notes that two ad hoc contracts were planned to be issued ahead of the EWG, but only one 

of them could be fulfilled, due to lack of any available experts. The first contract was aimed at 

listing the biological information a vailable on e.g. stocks status and fisheries - independent 

information such as specific NQS oceanographic surveys and sampling in the Member States. It 

was, however, not possible to find an expert to complete this ad hoc contract and, therefore, the 

planned input was not available to the meeting. The limited information in the report is now 

based on expert knowledge. The second contract produced a draft for the management measures 

chapter, a template for stock/fishery factsheets and summarised the publicly av ailable 

information on management measures in the MSs. This ad hoc contract was made available to 

the EWG.  

STECF notes that EWG 22 -04 was the first meeting of STECF on NQS. STECF acknowledges the 

effort of the EWG to answer the ToRs and is aware that this  EWG was considered a starting point 

which shall be followed -up by future EWGs.  

STECF observes that the EWG report includes an overview of the available data on NQS, and 

formatted more specifically the information available on nine species in dedicated fa ctsheets. The 

JRC prepared a specific chapter on the economic importance of NQS and the fourth chapter 

includes an overview on possible future management measures and management approaches for 

NQS.  

 

Specific comments by ToR  

ToR 1  

As concerns ToR 1, STECF observes that time and expertise limitations did not allow EWG 22 -04 

to provide for every NQS in EU waters a thorough overview that would supplement existing 

databases (such as FDI and AER), fill the gaps in NQS data coverage and quality, and present the 
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available data in a useable format. STECF notes also that the EWG was requested by DG MARE to 

perform data checks and summarise the data collected through the specific data call for the EWG.  

STECF notes that the EWG participants checked the data (TOR 1) an d made decisions on 

additional analyses to perform with the available data. This is the first time that data was 

delivered in such a specific data call for NQS and not unexpectedly the EWG participants found 

multiple data issues. DG MARE made subsequently the MSô aware of those data issues and 

provided an opportunity for MS to re -submit data for future EWGs in a standardised and useable 

form.  

STECF observes that EWG 22 -04 was uncertain on how to deal with the data checks, as there was 

no time to resubmit t he data and check it again. The data checks addressed the data that were 

submitted, but the EWG participants could not give an overview on data gaps or on data not 

collected. The EWG had to use data that was submitted in the first data call with limited qu ality 

control and therefore, the analysis of the data is borne with caveats. STECF notes that for all 

recurrent STECF EWGs involving data calls, many data checks needed to be performed before the 

meeting (via JRC or in a specific preparatory meeting).  

STECF observes that EWG 22 -04 could not provide an overview on fishing effort by sea basin and 

species. The MS delivered effort data in different formats, and this did not allow making an 

aggregation at sea basin level. STECF suggests that before the next EWG meeting, a meeting 

with MSs should be organised by DG MARE to agree on a common approach for the calculation of 

effort for NQS. This is especially important as data on small - scale vessels was only partially 

available in the submitted data, while this segme nt is important for NQS.  

STECF notes that determining whether the submitted data is usable for the purposes of stock 

assessment is a complex answer, since different stock assessment approaches can be used 

depending on the data available: data -moderate sto ck assessment methods (like surplus 

production model) require fisheries independent data (i.e. surveys), more advanced assessment 

models also require e.g. length frequency data. To assess the suitability of data for assessment 

work, an appropriate assessme nt model would thus need to be fitted to check whether enough 

information is contained in the data to determine stock status. As such, it is not possible to 

broadly determine the usefulness of the data for assessment purposes. This would require a 

species -by - species analysis within the context of the fleet data and available survey data.  

 

ToR 2  

STECF notes that in ToR 2 the EWG was requested to look at NQS in six sea basins (North Sea, 

Western channel, Eastern channel, Celtic Sea, Irish Sea and West of Scot land) which include 

coastal waters of Belgium, France, Ireland and the Netherlands. The EWG decided to provide 

factsheets which include information for single species in all sea basins combined and separately 

for each sea basin. As the species -specific fac tsheets per sea basin should be a stand -alone 

document, some of the information is repeated for each species by sea basin.  

STECF observes that the ToRs gave some freedom for the EWG 22 -04 to decide what analyses 

were possible after the data checks. It was  decided to concentrate on a limited number of species 

which were selected after a first assessment of NQS from the FDI database, and not from the 

data provided in response to the EWG -specific data call as these were too heterogeneous for that 

purpose. Thi s species list does not necessarily include the most important species regarding 

landings weight and landings value, but the objective was to select a wide variety of species for 

this first attempt.  
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STECF notes that the fact sheets do not provide a comprehensive overview of the state of 

knowledge of the relevant stocks. They report the basic landings, and value data and the 

geographic distribution of landings. There are many data collection programmes and stock 

assessments for NQS at national level a nd these are not detailed in the fact sheets. The workload 

of bringing that information together is significant, and will become even more important when 

the work will address stock assessment and MSY estimates for specific species in specific sea 

basins. STECF notes that this work is already progressing in ICES WGCrab and WGScallop for 

those NQS species, and advises that duplication of work be avoided.  

STECF notes that JRC provided a chapter on the economic importance of non -quota stocks using 

data from th e AER database. This chapter includes information on the main NQS by landings 

weight and value, but also information on the importance of NQS for certain fleet segments. That 

information is very valuable for an evaluation of the economic importance of NQS.  Further, 

elaboration on whether this analysis could be added to the ToRs of the AER EWG should be 

considered.  

STECF notes that it would be helpful that DG MARE provides a list of non -quota species for each 

sea basin as some species are subject to quotas in one area while being a NQS in another.  

 

ToR 3  

STECF observes that to address ToR 3, the EWG 22 -04 report includes an overview of available 

management measures for NQS. The report lists specific measures such as mesh sizes or spatial 

closures, but also d iscusses management processes like co -management which may help to 

develop multi - year strategies as proposed under the TCA between the EU and the UK. A co -

management approach could also be useful regarding the acceptance of management measures 

by the fishi ng sector. In the past, Advisory Councils have proposed management plans. This could 

also be a model for multi - year strategies for NQS.      

STECF observes that a sea basin analysis was not possible during the EWG 22 -04 with the 

provided data. If a sea bas in analysis combining information on NQS from the different MS is to 

be carried out in a future meeting, this would require catch data linked to spatial information from 

Logbooks and VMS data. Increasing the details on fishing locations and haul compositio n would 

allow assessing the activities within the sea basin rather than using ICES statistical rectangles as 

a proxy.  

STECF notes that ICES holds a considerable amount of data on NQS, through on specific expert 

groups on NQS (even at species level). There are data other than landings and effort in various 

MS. However, without a clear picture as to what data is available in ICES, it was not possible for 

the EWG 22 -04 to extract specific data for certain species as extra information on those species. 

DG MARE may wish to consider the most appropriate way to ensure that all information on NSQs 

can be assembled and analysed in any future meeting on NSQs.  

STECF observes that it was not possible to give information on all NQS or all management 

measures existing in  the EU. For the next EWG, criteria should be developed with the aim to 

prioritize species and/or areas. In this EWG report, it was possible to provide only limited 

information on some stocks and areas. However, there are many more NQS within EU waters 

whi ch have not been considered or for which data is even more limited.  

STECF recognises that providing a unique method to calculate effort is challenging. As the need 

increases, it would be wise to initiate a series of workshops/external contracts to harmonis e the 

calculation of effort, as overarching analyses such as sea basin analysis are not feasible with the 
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current multitude of methods utilised by MS. STECF is aware that similar issues exists for the FDI 

report.  

 

1.5  STECF conclusions  

STECF concludes that the  EWG report includes information on NQS and possible management 

measures of NQS. D espite the lack of participants with expertise in data collection and fisheries 

management in all relevant Member States, the EWG has produced a comprehensive and 

informative  report . It will be essential for the next EWG meeting to have specific expertise on 

coastal waters of the affected MS attending, since many MS have specific national management 

measures in coastal areas, and to attract more experts to analyse the delivere d data.  

STECF concludes that the next EWG shall be organised as early as possible in 2023 to continue 

the work of EWG 22 -04 and discuss more specific multi - year strategies for some NQS. It will 

though be important to avoid the time of the year when severa l relevant ICES working and advice 

drafting groups are meeting (to be published by July 1 st). STECF bureau and DG MARE should 

discuss which preparatory work including data checks should take place (e.g. a specific 

preparatory meeting as for the balance rep ort) to avoid time consuming data checks during the 

EWG week. It would also allow MS an opportunity to resubmit data before the EWG meeting.  

STECF concludes that further discussion is needed between STECF and DG MARE on the structure 

and content of the fa ctsheets.   

STECF concludes that the STECF bureau and the chair of the AER EWGs should elaborate with DG 

MARE Unit A4 and Unit C5 whether it is possible to add an analysis of the importance of NQS for 

MS fleet segments to the TOR of the AER EWG.  

STECF con cludes that some clarification of the expectations and work requests on NQS from DG 

MARE to ICES and STECF respectively, as well as some facilitation to knowledge exchange and 

data access, would be useful and welcome .  

STECF concludes that a discussion on prioritization of species and/or areas may be needed for the 

next EWG. It could allow a more comprehensive analyses of all available information (e.g. effort, 

landings or impacted fleet segments) when those analyses are limited to a certain number of key 

case studies.  

STECF concludes that DG MARE could organise a workshop with experts and representatives from 

MS familiar with the data collection to discuss a harmonisation of the effort calculation especially 

for small - scale vessels. This could also include  a discussion on how the EWG can get access to 

VMS and logbook data for an improved analyses regarding sea basins.  

STECF concludes that the management measures that are or could be implemented for NQS are 

very diverse and can vary by species, coastal area , sea basin and fishery. It could be, therefore, a 

pragmatic approach to involve Advisory Councils in the preparatory work of the multi - year 

strategies to take into account local or regional conditions and be able to integrate a broader 

knowledge backgroun d regarding those NQS. Management measures discussed with the fishing 

sector can also enhance the enforcement of and compliance with the measures (higher 

acceptance).  
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1.6  Contact details of STECF members  

1 -  Information on STECF membersô affiliations is displayed for information only. In any case, 

Members of the STECF shall act independently. In the context of the STECF work, the committee 

members do not represent the institutions/bodies they are affiliated to in their daily jobs. STECF 

members also declare at each meeting of the STECF and of its Expert Working Groups any 

specific interest which might be considered prejudicial to their independence in relation to specific 

items on the agenda. These declarations are displayed on the public meetingôs website if experts 

explicitly authorized the JRC to do so in accordance with EU legislation on the protection of 

personnel data. For more information: http://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/adm -declarations  
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Institute of Sea Fisheries, 

Economic analyses Herwigstrasse 

31, D -27572 Bremerhaven, 

Germany  

ralf.doering@thuenen.de  

http://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/adm-declarations
mailto:aabellafisheries@gmail.com
mailto:aabellafisheries@gmail.com
mailto:fba@aqua.dtu.dk
mailto:info@fishfix.eu
mailto:blindlemoncasey@gmail.com
mailto:blindlemoncasey@gmail.com
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1  I NTRODUCTION  

In the Trade and Cooperation Agreement (TCA) between the EU and the UK, the two parties 

agreed in Art. 2 on a Specialised Committee o n Fisheries (SCF) which should also cover the 

management of non -quota stocks  (NQS) . A distribution key for agreed Total Allowable Catches 

(TAC) for shared stocks (regulated species) is included in the TCA for the next five years but 

there is no agreement on management measures for non -quota stocks.  

The TCA includes a list of objectives (Art. 494) for agreements on management measures for 

stocks including, for example, harvest species above biomass levels that can produce maximum 

sustainable yield , applyin g the precautionary approach to fisheries management or promoting the 

long - term sustainability (environmental, social and economic) and optimum utilisation of shared 

stocks. In this sense the objectives are not different  from the general objectives of the Common 

Fisheries Policy ( CFP) . However, for several of the agreed objectives achieving them can be more 

difficult for non -quota stocks as less scientific information, for example, on stock status is 

available.  

In Art. 500 (2) the two parties state that th ey ñmay agree, in annual consultations, further 

specific access conditions in relation to (é) (b) any multi-year strategies for non -quota stocks 

developed under point (c) of Article 508(1 1)ò. STECF is requested now to provide input to the 

discussions  on th ose multi - year strategies.  

EWG 22 -04 was the first working group meeting on non -quota stocks in STECF. Due to the 

schedule of the first consultation on non -quota stocks between the UK and the EU in July , STECF 

had to organise the first meeting in May 2022  at the latest to provide advice before July 2022. 

The dates of the EWG were, however, at a time when many ICES meetings are scheduled to 

prepare stock advice from ICES. Due to this problem, it was not easy for the chairs to attract 

experts to the EWG  and overall only 9 experts attended with additional 4 participants (including a 

co-chair) from JRC . In addition, as the measures will be implemented in sea areas mainly 

connected to coastal waters or EEZs of Belgium, France, Ireland and the Netherlands , it was  

essential to have expertise about NQS and possible management measures from those countries. 

While expertise for Belgium, Ireland and the Netherlands was available in the meeting, no expert 

was available from  France.  

The requirement to do a data check of  the delivered data following a specific data call on NQS 

took longer than expected  during the 5 day meeting . The decision was taken to provide 

information on the available data and the quality of the data delivered to the EWG (Chapter 2) , 

and to concentra te on providing  fact sheets on a list of species discussed with DG Mare before the 

meeting (Chapter 3). Those factsheets include where available information on fishing activities, 

data collection, stock assessment, economic importance, fisheries management measures and 

additional information like ecosystem knowledge. It was not possible to analyse the data a nd to 

decide on which species to select for the factsheets following from those analysis. Therefore, it 

was decided to compile factsheet for 9 species of the list DG Mare provided before the meeting. 

                                           

1 Art. 508 (c): develop multi - year strategies for the conservation and management of non -quota 

stocks as referred to in point (b) of Article 500(2)  
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Those species cover a variety of  types including mollusc s, crustaceans, elasmobranchs, and 

teleosts , but are not necessarily the 9 most important species regarding landings weight or 

landings value. In Chapter 4 the report provides an overview on the economic importance of NQS 

from analyses of the AER database on economic data. This chapter includes more stocks than the 

factsheets and can give an indication what additional stocks need to be looked at in a next EWG.  

The EWG was also requested to look at possible management measures for NQS (Chapter 5). The 

EWG d ecided to address this by not only providing a list of possible measures but also to discuss 

important aspects of the process of the implementation of measures. The process of 

implementation can sometimes have a higher importance for the implementation and  success of a 

measure than which actual measure would be implemented. A co -management approach, for 

example, may be preferable compared to a top -down management approach.  

 

1.1  Terms of Reference for  EWG - 2 2 - 04  

ToR 1. a) Evaluate the quality of data for NQS and  fisheries compiled from different sources of 

information; b) Identify gaps and limitations of these data to inform stock assessment and 

support fisheries management; c) Define appropriate procedures and methods for improving the 

data collection for the co nservation and management of NQS.  

ToR 2. a) Evaluate the current state of knowledge for each sea basin with respect to main NQS 

(in both landings and value). The evaluation should cover the following six areas: fishing activity, 

data collection, stock ass essment, ecosystem knowledge, social and economic importance, and 

fisheries management; b) Identify specific issues for each sea basin; c) Prioritize common issues 

within the six areas and provide guidelines for how to address them. This work should be usi ng 

and expanding a catalogue of stock status relevant scientific activities provided by an ad hoc 

contract.  

ToR 3. a) Create a list of relevant literature on fisheries management measures and strategies 

that are already used and others that can be adapted /expanded, to be used and consulted in the 

future; b) Based on the ad hoc contract, analyse the current management measures/strategies 

for NQS identifying their pros and cons.  
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2  OVERVIEW ON AVAILABLE  DATA BY MS  ( DATA ISSUES ,  IMPORTANT SPECIES ,  EFFORT 

DISTRIBUTION )  

2.1  Belgium  

Belgium submitted both data tables (effort and landings) and a file specifying supporting 

information. The data was extracted from the national fisheries data base. Belgium has been 

collecting data by ICES rectangle since 2006. No und er 10m fleet exists in Belgium.  

The catch data contained 222161 rows covering 100 species. The data covered the time period 

from 2006 to 2021. Between 2017 and 2021, the 5 most important species landed by mean 

weight over that period were: ANF (1377t), CSH  (856t), CTC (840t), NEP (779t), GUU (702t). 

According to this data call, the most important species by value (average over the past 5 years) 

were: ANF (4.79mill EUR), NEP (4.26mill EUR), TUR (3.95mill EUR), CSH (3.66mill EUR) and CTC 

(2.97mill EUR). In 20 21 the landings from NQS stocks were 10999t and worth 31.98mill EUR.  

 

Table 2 - 1  Twenty species with the largest landings from the Belgian fleet, by 

weight, within the sea basins under consideration.  

Species 
Landings 

(t) Value (EUR) 

ANF 1495.461 5222029.14 

CTC 736.944 2509270.24 

NEP 720.104 3259666.29 

LEZ 688.419 1056483.5 

LEM 609.011 2198560.04 

RJH 593.492 1614390.53 

GUU 588.053 726313.73 

CSH 574.515 2468866.81 

RJC 472.473 941170.27 

SCE 445.922 919131.83 

SYC 441.267 223329.31 

HAD 297.713 251952.97 

TUR 270.586 3081964.38 

SOS 267.666 1438311 

WHG 258.455 232816.85 

BIB 223.335 90065.48 

WHE 195.503 207124.68 

BLL 192.88 1634405.48 

DAB 190.559 151443.31 

RJM 163.331 237434.03 
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Figure 2 - 1 : Effort distribution of Belgian fleet. On the left the effort in 2020 

(last data year available) and on the right the average over the past 3 years. 

The scale is in log10 to provide contrast.  

 

 

Figure 2 - 2 : Belgian effort (blue) and catch  (red) over the years.  
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2.2  Germany  

Germany submitted both tables and an explanatory file. The data were based on logbook 

information available collected by the Bundesanstalt f uer Landwirtschaft und Ernaehrung (BLE). 

The data cover a period from 2002 to 2021, with certain caveats, such as pre  2017 EEZ 

descriptions being only XEU. This means that the catches were split between EEZs by assessing 

the coverage of the respective EEZs  within an ICES border rectangle. There are no under 10m 

vessels from the German fleet operating in the areas  concerned . It should be noted that Germany 

submitted NQS and quota species within this data call. The total number of species submitted are 

125 (i ncluding the quota species).  

 

Table 2 - 2 :  Twenty species with the largest landings from the German fleet, by 

weight, within the sea basins under consideration. These species include quota 

species as submitted b y Germany  

Species Landings (t) 
Value 
(EUR) 

HER 25597.754 12096497 

WHB 24805.601 9740768 

MAC 11391.205 10684166 

CSH 8741.158 34414878 

HOM 7258.715 3260449 

POK 4310.173 6202416 

SPR 3669.632 1144461 

SAN 1819.756 643739 

PLE 1262.086 2914036 

MUS 1206.227 410795 

ARU 774.49 294305 

COD 773.177 3064950 

HKE 692.528 2482090 

SOL 646.406 7235391 

NOP 487.669 117365 

HAD 478.137 664456 

ARY 464.174 176386 

NEP 394.978 2044267 

ANF 261.186 782105 

TUR 221.478 2398509 
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Figure 2 - 3 : German effort data: left last year available from the data call 

(2021), right the average over the last 3 submitted data years. The scale is in 

log10 to provide contrast.  

 

 

 

Figure 2 - 4 : German effort (blue) and landing data (red).  
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2.3  Denmark  

Denmark submitted both tables and an explanatory text. The data result from the combination of 

sales  notes, logbooks and fleet register as collected for the Danish Fishe ries Analysis Database 

(DFAD). VMS data was used to determine the EEZ within which the catches occurred. The 

following information is taken straight from the explanatory note:  

¶ Non -quota species. A table listing quota stocks by year for the period 2000 -2021  

was made available to DTU Aqua from the Danish Fisheries Agency, and was 

merged to the DFAD data by year, species, area and EEZ. The stocks not listed in 

the table of quota stocks are assumed to be non -quota stocks.  

¶ EEZ: the EEZ has not been reported on the requested level historically in 

logbooks/sales notes, as all fisheries within the EU has been reported as EEC. 

Following steps have been applied to report by EEZ:  

- Step 1: where VMS data are available, the position data are used to allocate 

the EEZ with  the requested coding. A speed filter is used to distinguish 

between when the vessel is fishing and steaming, and for the positions 

where fishing activity is assumed, the EEZ is found. If fishing activity took 

place in several EEZôs within the same vessel, date and IECES rectangle, the 

value and weight of landings are allocated according to the effort within 

each EEZ.  

- Step 2: a table has been created with the EEZ by ICES statistical rectangle, 

as many rectangles are completely within one EEZ category requested (e.g. 

XEU). If the EEZ was not assigned in step 1, it will be assigned in step 2 for 

ICES rectangles that only includes one EEZ.  

- Step 3: for rectangles that includes several EEZs the landings by ICES 

statistical rectangle, TARGET_ASSEMBLAGE and E EZ (where available) is 

found, and used to distribute landings by EEZ where they are not known.  

¶ FISHING_TECH: A list of FISHING_TECH by year and vessel ID was made available 

to DTU Aqua from Statistics Denmark (who are responsible for the AER data call) 

fo r the years 2012 to 2021. For the years 2000 to 2011, the FISHING_TECH codes 

are assigned using a method outlined by Statistics Denmark and sent to DTU Aqua, 

based on fleet register vessel types and overall length of the vessel.  

¶ TARGET SPECIES: this inform ation is not reported in logbooks, so it is assumed as 

the species within a trip that contributes to more than 20% of the value of 

landings.  

¶ TOTFISHDAYS: In table 1 where it is to be filled in in case effort is attribute only to 

one target species, it is f illed in for the following non -quota species that is normally 

fished as the single target species: blue mussel (MUS) and brown shrimp (CSH).  

 

For vessels without logbooks:  

¶ Sales notes are available for each landing with species composition, weight and 

val ue of landings.  

¶ GEAR_TYPE: for the vessels without logbooks, there is no direct information about 

the gear used. An algorithm has been developed (RCG ISSG on métier and 

transversal variable issues) to estimate the métier level 6 using a hierarchical 

appro ach, based on the catch composition reported in the sales notes, area, fleet 

register gear and in some cases expert knowledge.  

¶ MESH_SIZE_RANGE: for the vessels without logbooks, there is no direct 

information about the mesh size used. An estimated mesh size is extracted from 

the estimated mesh size range in the métier level 6 (see GEAR_TYPE), and the 

average mesh size within the r ange is used with allocating to the mesh size ranges 

requested in this data call.  
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¶ ICES STATISTICAL RECTANGLE: is assigned based on position data (AIS/BlackBox) 

where available, otherwise it is assigned based on the landings harbor.  

¶ TOTFISHDAYS: for effort  allocation where logbooks are not available, it is assumed 

that one landing reported in sales notes equals one fishing day.  

¶ EEZ assumed based on rectangles. The under -10 m vessels are fishing close to the 

Danish coast and are within XEU EEZ.  

 

 

Table 2 - 3  Twenty species with the largest landings, by weight, from the Danish 

fleet within the sea basins of interest.  

Species Landings (t) Value (EUR) 

CSH 1092.486 5344854.355 

DAB 367.035 456713.788 

PIL 288.009 89024.156 

CRE 178.206 1278007.401 

GUG 168.481 52505.804 

ANE 93.678 29994.116 

FLE 93.123 215683.646 

CEP 48.379 75666.894 

PLN 41.778 182146.126 

PLA 37.714 9585.340 

CRA 32.348 19384.776 

LBE 30.571 810517.592 

ARY 23.483 6362.544 

LUM 23.381 547602.602 

POL 21.698 89896.061 

GAR 20.057 11165.771 

GUU 19.335 37586.238 

GDG 17.289 4794.158 

CAT 15.123 69657.418 

FPE 13.602 31854.388 
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Figure 2 - 5 : Effort distribution for Denmark: Left hand side is last year's effort 

(2021), right hand side is the average effort over the past 3 years. The scale is 

in log10  to provide contrast.  

 

 

 

Figure 2 - 6 :  Total Da nish landings (red) and effort (blue).  
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2.4  Spain  

Spain submitted both tables and an explanatory sheet. The data arose from a combination of 

sales notes, logbooks, VMS and the official register of fishing vessels. For under 10m vessels, 

VMS data was used, when available. For u10m vessels without VMS, the catches were attributed 

according to the landing port and the centroid of influence associated with that landing port. The 

species submitted in this data call, were chosen according to their status in 2022 ï if no TAC 

stock was associated with the species, the data were submitted.  

 

Table 2 - 4  Twenty species with the largest landings by the Spanish fleet from 

the sea basins under consideration.  

Species 
Landings 
(t) 

Value (EUR) 

VMA 5309.922 3469159.73 

SQI 4750.547 8118769 

SAU 3062.008 2677681.27 

BOG 3021.142 1292222.41 

PIL 3005.816 6409596.81 

OCC 2474.941 17985554.94 

DPS 1938.108 17181140.06 

COE 1617.739 3222462.09 

SWX 1281.398 855451.26 

CTC 1023.549 6744598.3 

SYC 993.612 546574.68 

SVE 967.282 2944338.3 

BIB 964.594 1734177.46 

COC 621.961 4279168.85 

GFB 559.429 1859685.04 

SQE 545.964 1816961.84 

BRF 510.15 1989302.48 

SWA 488.688 3012278.95 

URM 474.666 4325690.75 

SLM 455.778 310897.35 
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Figure 2 - 7  Spanish effort distribution: left last year (2021), right average effort 

over the last 3 years. Scale is in log10  to provide contrast . 

 

 

 


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































