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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Background 

The obligation to land all species (i.e. “the landing obligation”) in all fisheries introduced by 

the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP), which progressively bans discarding, has led Member 

States to revise their approach to fisheries management. This is especially the case in 

multispecies and mixed fisheries impacted by the landing obligation. This new scenario on the 

one hand creates an incentive to develop more selective gears and reduce unwanted catches; 

while on the other hand, the lack of quota for some species caught in mixed fisheries will 

force the early closure of some fisheries i.e., the “choke effect”.  

The issue of choke species has been highlighted by Member States and the Advisory 

Councils as the biggest single problem in implementing the landing obligation. A number of 

analyses have been carried out by Member States and the Advisory Councils to identify 

potential choke species in the different sea basins and also to find possible solutions where 

existing tools and provisions available in the CFP are not sufficient to mitigate against the risk 

of fisheries being choked.  

In the North Western waters (NWW), extensive work has been completed by the NWW 

Regional Group of Member States and the North Western Waters Advisory Council (NWWAC) 

on the solutions to choke species in this sea basin. This has involved identifying the potential 

chokes by Member State, preparing case studies to analysis the problems in specific fisheries 

or areas, as well as considering a range of tools outside of those available in the CFP to 

mitigate the problem. As an extension of this work, the NWWAC has developed a Choke 

Mitigation Tool (CMT) which potentially provides a tool for analysis of potential choke 

situations for key stocks in NWW.  

Aim 

The aim of this study is to describe and assess the real problem of multispecies and mixed 

fisheries at regional level, in the current situation and under new scenarios (e.g. EU 27 and a 

new CFP): Identify choke species that have the potential to limit catches; and finally assess 

whether the CFP contains effective and sufficient tools to deal with such issues and to allow 

implementation of the landing obligation. This reports looks at the issues within North 

Western Waters. 

Results 

The report is structured into four major sections: Chapter 1 describes the fisheries in the 

North Western Waters. The NWW is split into four regions: Celtic Sea; Eastern and 

Western Channel; Irish Sea; and the West of Scotland and Rockall. The fisheries in the 

NWW are numerous and complex with many multiple species being caught in the same 

fisheries, making implementing the landing obligation extremely challenging. In the Celtic 

Sea (VIIb,c and f-k) the predominate gears are trawl (TR1 and TR2) and beam trawls (BT2). 

According to available catch data these fisheries have high discard rates of gadoid species 

(e.g. cod, haddock and whiting) as well as plaice. The fisheries in the Eastern and Western 

Channel (VIId and e) are equally complex, targeting a wide range of quota and non-quota 

species. The predominant gears used are trawl and beam trawls with mesh size of less than 

100mm. Similar to the Celtic Sea, based on ICES and STECF data, these fisheries have high 
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discard rates for a range of species (e.g. haddock, whiting and plaice). There are much fewer 

fisheries in the Irish Sea (VIIa) reflecting the decline in fishing effort that has been 

observed in recent years. The main fisheries are a trawl fishery for Nephrops and mixed 

demersal fisheries targeting haddock and skates and rays. Discarding of whiting is high in the 

Nephrops fishery. The other fisheries have much lower discards. The predominant fisheries in 

the West of Scotland are trawl and seine fisheries targeting mixed gadoids, mixed demersal 

species and Nephrops. Discards are much lower in the mixed gadoid and mixed demersal 

fisheries although there are significant discards of cod which is subject to a zero TAC at 

present. Discard rates for haddock and whiting are very high in the Nephrops fishery. In this 

sea basin there are also several fisheries centred around Rockall in Area VIb - directed trawl 

fisheries for haddock and also mixed demersal trawl fisheries targeting anglerfish, megrim 

and witch. Discard rates in these fisheries are relatively low. 

Chapters two to seven describe the results of the choke species analysis carried out by the 

North Western Waters Advisory Council (NWWAC) and the NWW Regional Group of Members 

States using the Choke Mitigation tool (CMT). A total of thirty-five stocks were assessed 

using the CMT. Each stock was classified as a “high”, “moderate” or “low” risk taken as a 

whole across Member States. The main conclusions from the CMT analysis were: 

 The choke mitigation tool has proven extremely useful in identifying and 

evaluating the risk of choke species. It can be used to indicate fisheries in which 

the choke risk is relatively low and the available tools and measures can mitigate 

against the choke risk. It has also been used to identified stocks and fisheries in 

which the choke risk is high and without additional tools or measures over and 

above what is contained in the CFP and supporting legislation, these fisheries will 

be closed prematurely.  

 In using the CMT, the limitations of the available discard and landing data, and the 

different approach by ICES and STECF to raising discard estimates should be 

recognised. The analysis can only indicate qualitatively there are potential problems 

for specific stocks and the most relevant mitigation tools to reduce the choke risk 

for those stocks. 

 The choke species issue is complex and the exposure to the risk of choke species 

varies between stocks, fisheries and Member States. The NWW is characterised by 

many different stocks and fisheries that all interact. This dynamic system makes 

predicting choke situation challenging, and hence there is a need for further 

evaluation of the high risk stocks to identify which fisheries for those stocks are 

particularly problematic.  

 The analysis identified twelve stocks where there is a high risk of residual choke 

issues. For six of these stocks – whiting VIIb-k; sole and plaice VIIf,g; whiting VI, 

cod VIIa; plaice VIId,e - the available measures and tools will significantly reduce 

the choke risk provide they are used appropriately. For the other six stocks – 

haddock VIIb-k, skates and rays VI and VII, cod VIa, saithe VI, whiting VIIa and 

skates and rays VIId,e - additional measures or a different management 

approach is likely to be required to prevent multiple fisheries from being choked.  

 The analysis identified thirteen stocks where there is a moderate risk of residual 

choke issues for one or more Member States. The available tools and measures can 

significantly reduce this risk for these species. For at least five of these stocks the 

Member States impacted are reliant on swaps. 
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 For ten stocks the risk of residual choke issues is low. There are further five stocks 

which were not assessed but where the risk is also deemed to be low based on 

current catch profiles.  

Several other issues were also considered. The first of these involved situations where 

a particular Member State or a group of Member States have no quota. Twenty four 

such stocks were identified. While Spain are the most impacted, other Member States 

(e.g. Belgium, Ireland, France, Netherlands and the UK) are also affected. It is doubtful 

whether for all of these stocks  choke issues can be solved using the existing tools and 

measures and alternative solutions may need to be considered in specific cases.  

The second issue considered was the bycatch of demersal stocks in pelagic fisheries 

which was identifed as potential choke problems by the Pelagic Advisory Council and the 

NWW Advisory Council. Specific examples include whiting bycatch in the Celtic Sea herring 

fishery and hake in the mackerel fishery. It was concluded that mitigation measures such 

as the use of inter-species flexibility, de minimis exemptions or swapping could 

potentially address these issues in most cases. 

The third issue considered was the level of choke risk associated with six deep-sea 

stocks relevant to NWW. Due to  alack of accurate catch date it was not possible to 

determine whether they represent a risk as choke species or not. However, as there are 

relatively few directed fisheries for these stocks and primarily as a bycatch with relatively 

low reported discards, the choke risk would appear low.  

The final issue was the case of spurdog or picked dogfish which is currently managed 

under a heavily restricted TAC and essentially treated as a prohibited species. When 

caught the current regulations require all spurdog to be returned immediately to the sea. 

This prohibition to land is effectively a derogation from the landing obligation and means 

this species is not a choke risk. However, as with the deep-sea species it has the potential 

to become a choke species depending on how the stock evolves and the management 

strategy followed. 

Chapter eight of the report looks at the effectiveness of the existing tools and 

measures within the CFP and associated Regulations to mitigate choke risks in the 

fisheries in NWW. Due to a lack of reporting and accurate catch data, implementation of 

the landing obligation is hard to assess and therefore measuring the effectiveness of the 

available tools and measures to mitigate choke risks is difficult in practice. However, a 

qualitative assessment was made of the range of available tools and measures - 

avoidance actions; selectivity measures; quota flexbility mechanisms; and exemptions. 

The use of avoidance and tactical approaches has been limited in NWW and it is too 

early to say how effective such measures can be in reducing choke risks. Similarly despite 

a significant amount of work carried out to test selective gears and positive initiatives by 

Member States and the industry, improvements in selectivity have not been forthcoming 

since the introduction of the landing obligation in NWW fisheries. It would appear that 

both of these measures are being under utilised at present without clear incentives for 

fishermen to use them.This may change as the landing obligation is fully implemented in 

2019, control and monitoring is tightened and the risk of choking increases. 

Of the various quota flexbility mechanisms identified, several - TAC adjustments; 

inter-annual quota flexibility; and the use of combined “others” quotas – were assessed as 

having limited value in the short-term in reducing choke risks.  
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Inter-species flexibility and bycatch footnotes are both, potentially, tools to avoid 

choke situations and particularly to cover unavoidable bycatch. However, to date there is 

a reluctance by Member States to use these mechanisms given they have the 

potential to jeopardise MSY objectives and implications for relative stability.  

Suppressing TACs was similarly identified as a potential means to remove choke risks 

for certain species caught as bycatch. However, this measure would seem very much a 

last resort and could only be contemplated if alternative measures can be identified that 

will control fishing mortality or where is minimal risk of fishing mortality increasing as a 

result of removing the TAC.  

Of the remaining quota flexibilities and tools, quota swaps, which are already common 

practice between Member States in NWW will continue to have a major role in helping 

Member States to deal with choke situations. To date there is no evidence that swapping 

patterns have changed since the introduction of the landing obligation.  

Finally FMSY ranges included in multi-annual plans are seen as another potential means 

to reduce choke risks particularly in complex mixed fishery situations as pertain in NWW.  

The final set of tools considered were de minimis and high survivability exemptions. 

Both types of exemption have been utilised in the NWW. In the case of de minimis 

exemptions, these are seen as short-term partial solutions which will allow the continued 

discarding of small amounts of catch. High survivability exemptions are seen as longer-

term solutions which will effectively remove any choke risk in the fisheries in which they 

are applied. The need for supporting scientific evidence to justify such exemptions has 

been a limiting factor in their more widespread use in NWW. It is important to note that 

reporting by Member States on the levels of unwanted catch discarded under these 

exemptions is currently quite limited and this needs to be improved to allow proper 

monitoring of the imapcts of these exemptions. 

The last section of the report contained in Chapter 9 considers three scenarios – Fmsy 

for all stocks by 2020, BREXIT and Climate Change. The first is biological issue.  The 

second is a political issue that will impact directly on fisheries management. The other is a 

biological issue where management will have to adapt to ecological changes in the marine 

ecosystem caused by population shifts. 

There are several stocks in NWW – cod in the West of Scotland and whiting in the Irish 

Sea - where meeting the Fmsy objective in the CFP post-2020 will be extremely 

challenging given the current state of the stocks. Based on current ICES advice, even 

limiting fishing mortality to extremely low levels or stopping fishing altogether, is unlikely 

to lead to the Fmsy objective being met  for these stocks by 2020 and in the following 

years. Without a solution, this will have serious economic consequences as Member States 

will have no close but  to close multiple fisheries with catches of these stocks, once any 

limited fishing opportunities are exhausted. In these case the existing tools available will 

not be sufficient to remove this choke risk.  

There is considerable uncertainty at this point what post-BREXIT fisheries management 

policies will be in place; how quotas will be allocated; access arrangements; whether the 

UK will introduce a different discard ban involving differing technical and control rules; or  

whether new fora for such negotiations will need to be established. Therefore assessing 

the likely impacts is extremely difficult. It is clear that once the UK leaves the EU, as a 

coastal state under UNCLOS, the UK will be required to manage fisheries and fishing 

activities within its EEZ in a sustainable way. It is also evident that access and quota 

sharing have been the main focus of discussions to date. It is clear that any changes to 
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the current quota allocations or access arrangements will have impacts for the landing 

obligation and additional choke risks may arise. The priority for the remaining Member 

States must be ensure to sustainability of fish stocks within Union waters and to 

avoid increased fishing pressure and large scale effort displacement if access is restricted 

within UK waters. There are some indications that the UK may look at specific 

arrangements to move in a different direction from the current landing obligation, with 

different rules. This may create difficulties for Union fishermen, particularly fishermen 

operating in fisheries which transverse EU and UK waters. 

Regarding climate change, all indications are that due to rising temperatures in most 

seas and oceans around the globe there will be significant shifts in fish population 

distributions. Such distribution shifts have implications for future fisheries management 

within Union and non-Union waters and by design also for the implementation of the 

landing obligation. Distributional shifts without corresponding adjustments to TAC and 

quota allocation have the potential to create new high risk choke stocks. In order to react 

to such changes it is likely that the EU will need to implement more ‘precautionary’ 

regulations than has previously been the case, to ensure that fish stocks are maintained 

at sustainable levels.  
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BACKGROUND 

The obligation to land all species (i.e. “the landing obligation”) in all fisheries introduced by 

the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP), which progressively bans discarding, has led Member 

States to revise their approach to fisheries management. This is especially the case in 

multispecies and mixed fisheries impacted by the landing obligation. This new scenario on the 

one hand creates an incentive to develop more selective gears and reduce unwanted catches; 

while on the other hand, the lack of quota for some species caught in mixed fisheries will 

force the early closure of some fisheries i.e., the “choke effect”.  ICES defines a choke species 

as “a term used to describe a species with a low quota that can cause a vessel to stop fishing 

even if they still have quota for other species” (ICES, 2015). 

Prior to the introduction of the landing obligation, fishermen continued fishing as long as they 

had quota for one of the species that they catch even if quotas for other species were 

exhausted. They discarded catches of the latter species to remain fishing. The landing 

obligation inhibits this discarding practice, because as one of the quotas is used up the fishing 

activity must cease. This 'chokes' the fishery for species for which the fisherman still has 

quota available. The obligation to keep undersized fish on board (also using quota) adds to 

the choke effect  

All quota species are potential choke species but a bycatch species will choke a targeted 

fishery when its quota is exhausted much sooner than the quota of the target species 

(Zimmermann et al., 2015). Avoiding 'choking' fisheries depends on the ability of Member 

States and individual fishing business to ensure a quota mix that matches the catch 

composition – to minimise/avoid 'unwanted' catches. This requires adjustment of the fishing 

strategy and selectivity/avoidance measures but it is likely that, once the landing obligation 

comes fully into force, this still may not be sufficient to cover these catches. It is anticipated 

the actual extent of the choke issue will not fully emerge until full implementation of the 

landing obligation in 2019. To date according to the Commission, for 2016, only one example 

of a choke situation was observed. In this case the Member State indicated that catches of a 

bycatch species led to the premature closure of the herring fishery off the southwest coast of 

England (COM (2017)368 final). 

What will become a choke species in the future will vary according to the quota 

allocation and management system in operation in the respective Member State. A 

(small) or zero quota share under relative stability clearly has the potential to choke 

multiple fisheries (e.g. Spain). Fishermen operating with tradable quotas (e.g. Netherlands 

and Denmark) have more flexibility than those Member States with centrally-managed 

catch allocations, per vessel, non-tradable, not flexible in time (e.g. Ireland and Belgium). 

However, even countries with sophisticated systems of tradeable quotas will face choke 

problems for species where the TAC is very low or even zero (e.g. cod in the West of 

Scotland). Swapping (between Member States), trading (within Member States, through 

leasing, buying) and creation of national reserves and reallocation of quota shares by the 

national administrations may contribute to alleviating the problem but is dependent on the 

donor Member State being willing to trade and the recipient Member States having surplus 

fish of a non-choke species available.  

In addition to quota management, there are a number of mechanisms within the CFP that 

may help to tackle the problems related to choke species. These include de minimis and 

survival exemptions, inter-species quota flexibility, annual banking/borrowing of quotas, and 
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quota uplifts that reflect the change from landings to catch TACs. A combination of these 

different flexibilities may be used to avoid choking of fisheries.  

It it difficult to predict what will be a choke species once the landing obligation is fully 

enforced from 1 January 2019. The perception of stocks can change from year-to-year and 

uncertainties remain about the actual contribution of new flexibilities and exemptions to 

reduce or remove the risk of choking fisheries. However, a clearer picture is emerging and 

certain high risk choke species have been identified at the regional level. For some there are 

ready made solutions or partial solutions. For others it is likely that the available tools will not 

be enough to prevent choking. 

This study aims to describe and assess the real problem of multispecies and mixed fisheries in 

North Western Waters, in the current situation and under new scenarios (e.g. EU27 and a 

new CFP). Further it identifies choke species that have the potential to limit catches and 

assesses whether the CFP contains effective and sufficient tools to deal with such issues and 

to allow implementation of the landing obligation. Finally future scenarios after 2019 following 

full implementation of the landing obligation and the future of the EU are considered. 

 



Policy Department for Structural and Cohesion Policies 

 

 

 18 



Landing Obligation and Choke Species in Multispecies and Mixed Fisheries - The North Western Waters 

 

 

 19 

1 DESCRIPTION OF THE FISHERIES 

KEY FINDINGS 

The fisheries in the NWW are numerous and complex with many multiple species being 

caught in the same fishery. This makes implementing the landing obligation in these 

fisheries extremely challenging.  

Generally discarding is highest in the trawl and beam trawl fisheries with much lower 

discard rates observed with other gear types such as gillnets, longlines and pots. 

In the Celtic Sea (VIIb,c and f-k) the predominate gears are trawl (TR1 and TR2) and 

beam trawls (BT2). According to available catch data many of these fisheries have the 

highest discard rates and therefore are the hardest fisheries in which to implement the 

landing obligation. 

The fisheries in the Eastern and Western Channel (VIId and e) are difficult to 

differentiate as they are largely extensions of fisheries in the wider Celtic Sea or the southern 

North Sea. Trawl and beam fisheries with mesh size of less than 100mm are the 

predominant gears used, targeting a wide range of quota and non-quota species. These 

fisheries have high discard rates. 

There are much fewer fisheries in the Irish Sea (VIIa) reflecting the decline in fishing effort 

that has been observed in recent years. The main fisheries are a trawl fishery for 

Nephrops and mixed demersal fisheries targeting haddock and skates and rays. The 

Nephrops fishery has the highest discard rates. 

The predominant fisheries in the West of Scotland and Rockall (VI) are trawl and seine 

fisheries targeting mixed gadoids, mixed demersal species or Nephrops. Discards are much 

lower in the mixed gadoid and mixed demersal fisheries although there are significant 

discards of cod which is subject to a zero TAC at present. Discard rates for haddock and 

whiting are reportedly very high in the Nephrops fishery.  

1.1 Physical and biological environment 

The North Western waters include the shelf area west of Scotland including Rockall (ICES 

Division VI), the Irish Sea (ICES Division VIIa) and the Celtic Sea (VIIb,c and f-k) and the 

Eastern and Western Channel (ICES Divisions VIId and e) (Figure 1). Figure 2 shows the 

relevant ICES areas that makeup the North Western waters. For Regulatory purposes the CFP 

defines North Western waters as the “ICES zones V (excluding Va and only Union waters of 

Vb), VI and VII”. 

The main oceanographic front in the NE Atlantic region is the Irish Shelf Front that occurs to 

the south and west of Ireland, and exists all year-round. This front marks the boundary 

between waters of the shelf (often mixed vertically by the tide) and offshore North Atlantic 

waters. 

The Celtic Sea is an extended shelf where most of the area is shallower than 100 m. It is 

limited to the west by the slope of the Porcupine seabight and the Goban Spur. To the west of 

Ireland, the Porcupine Bank forms a large extension of the shelf limited to the west by the 

Rockall Trough.  
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The English Channel is a shallow (40-100 m) part of the continental shelf. Thermal 

stratification and tidal mixing generate the Irish coastal current which runs westwards in the 

Celtic Sea and northwards along the west coast of Ireland.  

The Irish Sea is shallow (less than 100 m deep in most places) and largely sheltered from 

the winds and currents of the North Atlantic. In the Irish Sea, an inshore coastal current 

carries water from the Celtic Sea and St. Georges Channel northwards through the North 

Channel.  

Figure 1: North-Western waters overview 

 

Source: CEFAS, 2014 
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Figure 2: ICES Areas in North-Western waters 

 
Source: ICES, 2017  

1.2 Stocks and Fisheries 

1.2.1 Celtic Sea (VIIb,c and f-k) 

The variety of habitats in the Celtic Sea accommodates a diverse and abundant range of fish, 

crustaceans and cephalopods species that enables a wide variety of fisheries targeting 

different species assemblages. 

Over a hundred demersal species are found in the Celtic Sea with the most abundant 25 

comprising 99% of the total estimated biomass and around 93% of total estimated numbers 

(Trenkel and Rochet, 2003). The ecoregion has important commercial fisheries for cod, 

haddock, whiting and a number of flatfish species. Hake (Merluccius merluccius) and 

anglerfish (Lophius spp) are also fished across the whole area. The shelf slope (500-1800 m) 

comprises a distinct species assemblage, including roundnose grenadier (Coryphaenoides 

rupestris), black scabbardfish (Aphanopus carbo), blue ling (Molva dypterygia) and Greater 

forkbeard (Phycis blennoides), as well as deep-sea squalids (sharks) and Orange Roughy 

(Hoplostethus atlanticus). 

The major commercial invertebrate species, the Norway lobster (Nephrops norvegicus), is 

targeted by trawl fisheries throughout the Celtic Sea. Non-quota species such as common 

cuttlefish (Sepia officinalis) and squid (Loilgo spp.) are also exploited in the Celtic Sea, whilst 

there is dredging for scallops and smaller bivalves. Pot fisheries take place for lobster 

(Homarus gammarus), edible crab (Cancer pagurus) and whelk (Buccinum undatum) in 

coastal areas of this region. 
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The main gear types used in the Celtic Sea are otter trawls, beam trawls, gill and trammel 

nets, longlines, dredges and pots. The following descriptions of the main fisheries in the Celtic 

Sea is based on gear type and mesh size according to the gear groupings used by the 

European Commission in Council Regulation (EC) No 1342/2008. See Annex I. 

Celtic Sea otter trawls  

TR1 (mesh size >=100mm)  

Otter trawlers with codend mesh size over 100mm (TR1) are the predominant fishing gear 

used in the Celtic Sea, with the highest fishing effort. TR1 gears account for 24% of the total 

effort (STECF 2017a). TR1 fisheries are widespread across the whole area, but most of the 

effort is exerted in ICES VIIf, g and h (Figure 3). The countries that contributed most effort 

are France, Spain, Ireland and England.  

The TR1 fishery is characterized as a mixed fishery, mainly targeting ‘gadoid’ species, such as 

haddock (Melanogrammus aeglefinus), cod (Gadus morhua) and whiting (Merlangus 

merlangus) as well as anglerfish and megrim. There is also an important TR1 mixed fishery in 

ICES VIIj-k, mainly operated by Irish and Spanish vessels and targeting anglerfish (Lophius 

spp), megrim (Lepidorhombus whiffiagonis), hake (Merluccius merluccius), haddock and 

whiting. 

Figure 3: Effective effort distribution of TR1 gears in the Celtic Sea, 2010-2016 

 

Source: STECF, 2017a 

TR2 (mesh size 70-100mm)  

Otter trawlers with a codend mesh size range 70-100mm (TR2) is the fishery with second 

highest effort in Celtic Sea, accounting for 22% of the total effort (See figure 4). According to 

STECF data (2017a), TR2 effort is spread amongst Irish, French, Spanish and UK vessels.  

The TR2 fishery in the Celtic Sea is widespread and can be characterized by: 1) fisheries for 

Norway lobster (termed ‘Nephrops’) operated mainly by Irish trawlers in the Smalls, Labadie, 

Aran Islands and Porcupine bank; 2) A predominantly Spanish-mixed fishery (otter trawl with 

codend mesh size 70-99mm) targeting principally megrim and anglerfish, with hake as the 
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main by-catch. Effort is distributed on shallow waters of Grand Sole and Porcupine Bank 

fishing mainly in Division VIIj; and 3) A targeted trawl and seine fishery for whiting with a 

bycatch of haddock and hake by Irish vessels principally operating in VIIg.  

Figure 4: Effective effort distribution of TR2 in the Celtic Sea, 2010-2016 

 

Source: STECF, 2017a 

Celtic Sea beam trawlers 

The only beam-trawl category operating in the Celtic Sea are beam trawlers with 80-120mm 

codend mesh size (BT2). Beam trawlers with a mesh size of gretaer than 120mm (BT1) have 

a negligible effort in this area. The BT2 effort accounts for 11% of the total effort in the Celtic 

Sea and is mainly carried out by English, Belgium and Irish vessels (STECF, 2017a). The 

fisheries are distributed over ICES VIIf, g and h (Figure 5), extending into the easteran and 

Western Channel. These fisheries target flatfish species sole (Solea solea), plaice 

(Pleuronectes platessa) anglerfish and megrim. 

Figure 5: Effective effort distribution of BT2 gears in the Celtic Sea, 2010-2016 

 

Source: STECF, 2017a 
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Celtic Sea gill and trammel nets 

There are numerous gill (GN1) and trammel (GT1) net fisheries widely spread across the 

region (Figure 6). These fisheries combined make up around 9% of the total effort in the 

Celtic Sea (STECF, 2017a). Most effort is from French and English fisheries, although Ireland 

also have gillnet vessels operating in the area. The gillnet fisheries mainly target demersal 

species including cod, and pollack (Pollachius pollachius) in inshore areas and around 

wrecks. There is a fishery for hake in deeper waters along the shelf edge in Divisions VIIj and 

VIIk, involving French, Spanish and Irish vessels. The French fleet also targets crustacean 

species mainly spider crab and edible crab seasonally, while there are important fisheries 

with large mesh gillnets involving French, Irish and UK vessels for species such as anglerfish, 

turbot and skates and rays. There is a seasonal Irish gillnet fishery targeting cod in VIIg 

between January and March. Much of this fishery is operated by vessels under 12m and it has 

declined in recent years reflecting the lower TAC for cod in the region.  

Figure 6: Effective effort distribution of GN1 & GT1 gears in the Celtic Sea, 2010-

2016 

 

Source: STECF, 2017a 

Celtic Sea Longlines 

Longline fisheries make up 8% of the total fishing effort in the Celtic Sea (STECF, 2017a). 

This is mostly from a large-scale longline fishery for hake involving Spanish vessels and is 

concentrated mainly in Divisions VIIh, j (Figure 7). Other countries have little or no longline 

effort in the Celtic Sea other than for some seasonal fisheries for cod or skates and rays.  
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Figure 7: Effective effort distribution of LL gears in the Celtic Sea, 2010-2016 

 

Source: STECF, 2017 

Celtic Sea other demersal fishing gears (dredges, pots, etc) 

Other fisheries, principally dredge and pot fisheries make up around 15% of the total effort in 

the region (STECF, 2017a). Dredging and potting fisheries are mainly carried out by England, 

France and Ireland and are usually confined to the coastal areas. The main target species for 

these fisheries are shellfish species – crab and lobster for pot fisheries and scallop in 

dredge fisheries. 

Discard rates by gear type 

Figure 8 shows the landings and discards of the main species for the most important gear 

types in the Celtic Sea over the period 2004-2016.  

The main discarded species in the TR1 gadoid fisheries are haddock and whiting with discard 

rates of 55% and 25% of the average total catches in 2016, respectively. For haddock this is 

a mixture of over quota and undersized fish. STECF (2017a) also report high discard rates for 

plaice in this fishery of 35% although overall catches are quite small (less than 500 tonnes). 

Discards of cod in this fishery have reduced considerably since 2011 and were only 5% in 

2016. The mixed shelf edge fishery for anglerfish, hake and megrim had much lower 

discards with discard rates of 7%, 16% and 13% respectively in 2016. In this fishery there 

are very high discards of forkbeard with a discard rate of 91% reported by STECF. However, 

this is based on limited data and maybe an over estimation. ICES estimated a discard rate of 

49% in 2015 (ICES, 2016). There are also discards of pelagic species such as mackerel, 

horse mackerel, herring and boarfish in these fisheries althought the data is limited and there 

is uncertainty about the actual level of catches of these species.  

The TR2 fisheries in the Celtic Sea have much higher discard rates than the TR1. The main 

discarded species are roundfish species: haddock (59%), plaice (48%) and whiting (28%). 

Most discarding of these species occurs in the Nephrops, whiting and Channel mixed fisheries. 

The mixed TR2 fishery targeting hake, megrim and monkfish also has high discard rates for 

some species. STECF reports discard rates of 13%, 46% and 39% for anglerfish, hake and 
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megrim. The drivers to discard these species are quota restrictions, low market price for fish 

just above the minimum conservation reference size (MCRS) and also undersized fish. As with 

the TR1 fisheries there are signifcant catches of pelagic species in these fisheries that are 

often discarded. For example STECF reports very high discarding of horse mackerel in the 

TR2 fisheries although this is based on limited data.  

The BT2 fishery mainly operated by England, Belgium and Ireland vessels has similarly high 

discard rates as the TR1 and TR2 fisheries. This fishery which targets flatfish species, such as 

sole, megrim and plaice, has high discard rates of cod (29%), haddock (79%), plaice (35%) 

and whiting (81%) in 2016 (STECF, 2017). The majority of these discards are undersized or 

low value small grade fish.  

The gillnet (GN1) fisheries targeting mainly cod, hake, anglerfish pollack have much lower 

discards. However, the reported data from this fishery is scarce and the discard estimates 

should be interpreted with caution. The target species have discard rates ranging from 0% 

and 7%, except for cod with a discard rate of 14%. According to CEFAS (2014), this is mostly 

related to quota restrictions. The discard data for the longline, dredge and pot fisheries is 

limited. The data that is available indicates discards of most groundfish species are extremely 

low in these fisheries. 
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Figure 8 Landings and discards of the main species for the most important gear 

types in the Celtic Sea  

 ANF= anglerfish; COD = cod; HAD = haddock; HKE = hake; NEP = nephrops; PLE = plaice; POK = 

saithe; SOL = sole; WHG = whiting  

 

 
Source: STECF, 2017a 
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1.2.2 Eastern and Western channel (VIId,e) 

The fisheries in the Eastern (VIId) and Western Channel (VIIe) are numerous and complex. 

Many of the fisheries in the Western Channel are extensions of fisheries in the wider Celtic 

Sea, while the fisheries in the Eastern Channel tend to be extensions of fisheries in the 

southern North Sea. There is also considerable overlap between the fisheries in the Eastern 

and Western Channel. Separate fishing opportunities are only allocated for plaice and sole 

(VIId and VIIe), for cod (VIId) and skates and rays (VIId,e). For other species such as 

haddock, whiting, megrim etc. the fishing opportunities for VIId and VIIe are covered in the 

TACs for the wider Celtic Sea.  

STECF reports on fishing effort for the Western Channel in the context of Annex IIC of the 

Council Regulation (EC) No 72/2016 (sole and plaice management plan). In the Eastern 

Channel, fishing effort is reported as part of the North Sea and Skagerrak (STECF, 2017a). 

This makes defining the fisheries in this region much more difficult than for the other areas 

and also means that specific fishing effort data relating to these areas is difficult to extract. In 

both areas the predominant gears are beam trawls (BT2) and otter trawls and seines (TR2).  

Channel otter trawls  

TR1 (mesh size >=100mm) 

In the Western Channel and to a lesser extent the Eastern Channel there is a TR1 fishery 

targeting mixed gadoids and anglerfish. This is predominantly a French fishery and is an 

extension of the mixed demersal and mixed gadoids fisheries in the wider Celtic Sea. 

Effort with this gear type in the Channel area, particularly in the Eastern Channel has been 

declining significantly in recent years. See Figure 3 for distributions of fishing effort in the 

Western Channel and Figure 9 below for the Eastern Channel. 

 

Figure 9 Effective effort distribution of TR1 gears in the Eastern Channel 2010-2016 

 
Source: STECF, 2017a 
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TR2 (mesh size 70-100mm)  

The main TR2 fishery is a mixed fishery taking place in the more southerly parts of the North 

Sea and centred on the Eastern Channel in which whiting and non-quota species (e.g. red 

mullet, cuttlefish, squid) are important constituents. This is predominantly a French fishery. 

In the Western Channel there are similar mixed demersal/non quota fisheries (TR2) using 

both trawls and seines involving French, UK and more recently Irish vessels specifically 

targeting cuttlefish. A mixed trawl and seine fishery targeting anglerfish, gadoid species 

and non-quota species (cuttlefish, red mullet  and squid), operates in VIId and VIIe close to 

the English and French coast. These fisheries are an extension of the fisheries in the southern 

North Sea to all intents and purposes. Effort in these fisheries has been relatively stable since 

2010 and spread through out the areas as shown in Figure 4 for the Western Channel and 

Figure 10 for the Eastern Channel (STECF, 2017a). 

 

Figure 10: Effective effort distribution of TR2 in the Eastern Channel, 2010-2016 

 
Source: STECF, 2017 

Channel beam trawlers 

The BT2 gear is mainly used in a fishery located in the most southerly parts of the North Sea 

and into the Eastern Channel. This mixed flatfish fishery targets sole, plaice and other 

flatfish and is operated principally by the UK and Belgium. There is also a mixed demersal 

beam trawl fishery that targets anglerfish and megrim as well as non-quota species such 

as cuttlefish that operates in the Eastern and Western Channel. Effort in the Eastern 

Channel has risen since 2012 following a period of decline from 2006-2011 (STECF, 2017a). 

Effort distribution is shown in Figure 5 for the Western Channel and Figure 11 for the Eastern 

Channel. 
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Figure 11: Effective effort distribution of BT2 in the Eastern Channel, 2010-2016 

 
 
Source: STECF, 2017a 

Channel gill and trammel nets 

As in the wider Celtic Sea, there are numerous gill (GN1) and trammel (GT1) net fisheries 

widely spread across the region. Most effort is from French and English vessels. The gillnet 

fisheries mainly target demersal species including cod, ling (Molva molva) and pollack 

(Pollachius pollachius) in inshore areas and around wrecks. The trammel net effort is less 

wide spread than the gillnet fishery and most of the effort is carried out close to the Brittany 

coast in VIId and VIIe. The target species for this fishery are sole, cod, plaice and 

anglerfish as well as crustaceans (Spider crab and common crab). Effort with both types of 

gear has shown a general decline in fishing effort since 2010 (STECF, 2017a). The distribution 

of gill and trammel net effort is shown in Figure 6 for the Western Channel and Figure 12 for 

the Eastern Channel. 

 

Figure 12:  Effective effort distribution of GN1 and GT1 in the Eastern Channel, 

2010-2016 
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Source: STECF, 2017a 

Channel other gears 

There are only very limited longline fisheries in the Channel area. Most of these are small-

scale fisheries and seasonal in nature. For example there is an artisanal longline fishery for 

sea bass mainly in the English Channel operated by French vessels. Current effort is very 

low. 

Other fisheries, principally dredge and pot fisheries, make up around 15% of the total effort 

in the region (STECF, 2017a). Dredging and potting fisheries are mainly carried out by 

England, France and Belgium and to a lesser extent Ireland. They are usually confined to the 

coastal areas of the UK and France. The main target species for these fisheries are shellfish 

species – crab and lobster for pot fisheries and scallop in dredge fisheries. 

Discard rates by gear type 

In the Eastern Channel, where the catch data is reported seperately from the Western 

Channel, the quality of the discard data is generally low (Quirijns and Pastoors, 2014). For 

the Western Channel catch information is included in Figure 8 above for the wider Celtic Sea. 

Based on the data that is available for the Eastern Channel, STECF report the species with the 

highest discard rates in the TR2 mixed demersal fisheries are plaice (76%) and whiting 

(62%). Discards of skates and rays and sole are also quite high at 38% and 16% 

respectively.  

In the BT2 fisheries the main species discarded are plaice (41%). Discards of sole, the main 

target species in this fishery were relatively low in 2016 with a discard rate of 6% (STECF, 

2017a).  

The trammel net (GT1) fishery in the Channel mostly targets sole and the discard rates in this 

fishery are low for most quota species, except for plaice where a discard rate of 36% is 

reported by STECF. This is mainly low value plaice just above the Minimum Conservation 

Reference Size (MCRS). This is summarised in Figure 13.  
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Figure 13: Landings and discards of the main species for the most important gear 

types in the Eastern Channel  

 ANF= anglerfish; COD = cod; HAD = haddock; HKE = hake; NEP = nephrops; PLE = plaice; POK = 

saithe; SOL = sole; WHG = whiting 

 
Source: STECF, 2017a 

 

1.2.3 Irish Sea (VIIa) 

Irish Sea otter trawls  

In the Irish Sea, fishing effort has followed a declining trend since 2003. In particular, effort 

in the trawl and beam trawl sectors has reduced significantly and is now at historically low 

levels. Despite the decline, demersal trawl and seine fisheries remain the predominant gear 

types used representing 40% of total Irish Sea effort in 2016 (STECF, 2017a).  

TR1 (mesh size >=100 mm)  

Historically, otter trawlers over 100mm were primarily targeting ‘whitefish’ (cod, haddock, 

hake and whiting) and effort focused in the North Channel and Western Irish Sea. A 
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considerable decline in effort was observed between 2003 and 2007, linked to the reduction 

in catch opportunities for cod in particular. Subsequently, TR1 effort continued to decline at a 

slower rate to an overall low level and now represents only 4% of the total effort in the Irish 

Sea. Figure 14 shows that the recent distribution of activity of TR1. With no directed fishing, 

effort distribution is uniform throughout the entire area. The TR1 effort is associated mainly 

with a demersal fishery targeting skates and rays and a trawl and seine fishery in the 

southern Irish Sea focussed on haddock. For stock assessment purposes the catches of 

haddock in the ICES statistical rectangles bordering the Celtic Sea and the Irish Sea 

(Rectangles 34E2 and 34E3) are reallocated and assigned to the Celtic Sea haddock stock. At 

present there is no commercial fishery directed at cod. The main countries contributing effort 

are Ireland and the UK. 

 

Figure 14: Effective effort distribution of TR1 gears in the Irish Sea, 2010-2016 

 

Source: STECF, 2017a 

TR2 (mesh size 70-100 mm)  

TR2 gears account for 36% of the total effort in the Irish Sea. Nephrops are the main target 

species for the TR2 gear category. This species lives on areas of soft clay muds which are 

distributed in two distinct patches, an area in the Western Irish Sea and a smaller region in 

the Eastern Irish Sea. The use of the gear is concentrated in the defined Nephrops regions, as 

illustrated in Figure 15. Highest TR2 effort is on the larger Nephrops grounds in the Western 

Irish Sea by Irish and Northern Irish vessels. There is also a trawl fishery targeting queen 

scallops (Aequipecten opercularis) centrered around the Isle of Man. Vessels from Northern 

Ireland and the Isle of Man participate in this fishery. 
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Figure 15: effective effort distribution of TR2 gears in the Irish Sea, 2010-2016 

 

Source: STECF, 2017 

Irish Sea beam trawls 

Beam trawl fisheries in the Irish Sea belong to the BT2 (80-119mm) category. These fisheries 

traditionally targeted sole and plaice but have declined in recent years primarily due to the 

decreasing catch opportunities for sole. Beam trawl effort has significantly reduced in the 

Irish Sea, and accounted for only 4% of the total effort in the Irish Sea in 2016. As figure 16 

shows any beam trawling activity is now concentrated on an area in the central Western Irish 

Sea in a directed fishery for skates and rays. There is limited activity in the more traditional 

grounds in the central Eastern Irish Sea where sole and plaice were targeted. The main 

countries involved in this fishery are Belgium and Ireland. Belgian effort has declined 

significantly in recent years. 
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Figure 16: Effective effort distribution of BT2 gears in the Irish Sea, 2010-2016 

 

Source: STECF, 2017a 

Irish Sea gillnets 

There are very limited gilnet fisheries in the Irish Sea with fishing effort mainly in the 

southern Irish Sea (Figure 17) where there is a traditional gillnet fishery for cod involving 

Irish vessels which is centered in the border between the southern Irish Sea and Celtic Sea. 

For stock assessment purposes the catches of cod in the ICES statistical rectangles in this 

area are reallocated and assigned to the Celtic Sea cod stock.  

Figure 17: Effective effort distribution of GN1 gears in the Irish Sea, 2010-2016 

 

Source: STECF, 2017 
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Irish Sea other demersal fishing gears (dredges, pots, etc.) 

Reflecting the decline in effort with trawl and beam trawl gear, a large proportion of overall 

effort in the Irish Sea now comes from dredge fisheries targeting shellfish species, primarily 

scallops and queen scallop. In 2016 dredge fisheries made up 34% of the total effort in 

the Irish Sea (STECF, 2017a). Other fisheries operating within the Irish Sea include pot 

fishery for crustaceans (crabs and lobsters) and whelks, undertaken by mainly small boats 

(<10m) in inshore areas throughout the sea basin. Pot fisheries made up 19% of the total 

effort in 2019 with vessels from Ireland and Northern Ireland involved in the fisheries (STECF, 

2017a). 

Discard Rates by gear type 

Figure 13 shows the landings and discards of the main species for the most important gear 

types in the Irish Sea.  

Discarding is high in the TR2 Nephrops fishery with discard rates of 42%, 32%, 60% and 

99% for cod, haddock, plaice and whiting respectively. In the case of cod this mainly 

overquota fish, while for the other three species, discards are mainly of undersized fish. 

In the case of whiting, the discards are made up of very small fish of less than 20cm and 

volumes discarded are significant. STECF also report a discard rate of 20% for Nephrops, 

reflecting the small size range of Nephrops encountered in the Irish Sea. There is only 

limited discard data for the other TR2 fisheries but indications are that discarding is low in 

these fisheries. 

Discard rates in the TR1 fisheries or skates and rays and haddock are much lower than in the 

TR2 fisheries. The main discarded species are whiting (66%) and cod (81%). In the case of 

whiting catches by TR1 vessel are very small while for cod discarding is generally of 

overquota fish. Discard rates for the two target species – haddock and skates and rays – 

were 6% and 14% respectively in 2016.  

In the BT2 fishery the main discarded species are haddock (75%), plaice (62%) and whiting 

(91%). Of these only plaice are caught in any signifcant quantities by beam trawl vessels. 

Discard rates for the main target species – skates and rays – was 20% in 2016.  

There is only limited catch data available for the gillnet, dredge and pot fisheries but all 

indications are that discarding in these fisheries is very low. 
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Figure 9:  Landings and discards of the main species for the main gears in the Irish 

Sea  

 ANF= anglerfish; COD = cod; HAD = haddock; HKE = hake; NEP = nephrops; PLE = plaice; POK = 

saithe; SOL = sole; WHG = whiting 

 
Source: STECF, 2017a 

1.2.4 West of Scotland and Rockall (VI) 

West of Scotland otter trawls 

The predominant fisheries in the West of Scotland are trawl and seine fisheries which account 

for 35% of the total effort in the sea basin. As with the Irish Sea, effort in the demersal 

trawl fisheries has followed a declining trend since 2003 although fishing effort has been 

more stable since 2012. There are also extensive pelagic trawl fisheries for mackerel, 

herring, blue whiting and horse mackerel. These fisheries account for 33% of the total effort 

but are outside the scope of this analysis. 

TR1 (mesh size >=100mm) 

Otter trawls are the predominant gear in the West of Scotland with 35% of all effort targeting 

demersal species. Three categories of these gears are present although effort in one of 

them, TR3 (small mesh), is insignificant and not considered further. Fisheries using demersal 

otter trawls with mesh size >100mm (TR1) are distributed throughout Area VI, with its use in 

the most recent years most prevalent along the shelf edge and particularly in the more 

northerly regions (Figure 14). The countries utilising the most effort are Scotland, Ireland and 

France. The TR1 fisheries accounted for 19% of the effort in the West of Scotland region in 

2016. 
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Figure 10: Effective effort distribution of TR1 gears in the West of Scotland, 2010-

2016 

 

Source: STECF, 2017a 

The TR1 fisheries can be characterised as mixed fisheries taking predominantly gadoid 

species such as haddock and saithe and groundfish species such as anglerfish and 

megrim. Historically, cod was targeted but the depleted nature of the stock has seem a 

marked reduction in fishing effort. In recent years, hake has become increasingly important. 

In the deeper water on the shelf slope, species such as black scabbard (Aphanopus carbo), 

blue ling (Molva dypterygia) are also caught.  

There are also several important trawl fisheries outside of Area VIa which are not included in 

the STECF evaluation of fishing effort. These are a traditional haddock fishery on the 

Rockall Bank in ICES Division VIb involving in Irish and UK vessels and mixed demersal 

fisheries for anglerfish, megrim and witch in the deeper waters on the Rockall Shelf edge 

involving Irish, Scottish and Spanish vessels.  

TR2 (mesh size 80-100mm) 

The other major demersal trawl fishery (TR2) operates with mesh size in the range 80-

100mm targeting Nephrops. The main areas of operation are the inshore areas of the North 

and South Minch and the Firth of Clyde (Figure 15). The TR2 fisheries make up 16% of the 

total effort in the region. Effort in the Firth of Clyde is particularly intense. Some activity for 

Nephrops also takes place sporadically in the slightly more offshore area of Stanton Bank. A 

bycatch of mainly gadoid species occurs in this fishery. Scotland is the country expending 

most effort, with some activity from Irish vessels. There is also a seasonal trawl fishery for 

queen scallop in the southern parts of VIa off the Donegal coast involving UK vessels.  
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Figure 11: Effective effort distribution of TR2 gears in the West of Scotland, 2010-

2016 

 

Source: STECF, 2017a 

West of Scotland longlines  

Longline fisheries make up 5% of the total fishing effort in the West of Scotland (STECF, 

2017a). This is mostly from a large scale longline fishery for hake involving Spainish vessels 

and is concentrated along the continental shelf edge particularly in the more northerly parts 

although there is also significant activity off the Irish coast near to the southern boundary of 

VIa. (Figure 16). There are no other known longline fisheries in the area. 

Figure 12:  Effective effort distribution of longline gear in the West of Scotland, 

2010-2016 

 

Source: STECF, 2017 
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West of Scotland gillnets  

Several countries (mainly France, Spain but also Germany and UK) use gill nets in the West 

of Scotland although the amount of effort is very small (less than 1% of the total effort). Most 

of the effort occurs to the north and west of the area along the continental shelf and there is 

a small concentration off the Irish coast (Figure 13). These fisheries mainly target hake as 

well as species such as saithe, pollack and ling around wrecks and areas of rough ground. 

There was also a large mesh gillnet fishery for anglerfish along the shelf edge and in the 

deepwater around Rockall involving Spanish, German, UK and French vessels. The level of 

activity in this fishery has declined in recent years as catch rates have declined. 

Figure 13:  Effective effort distribution of gillnet gear in the West of Scotland, 2010-

2016 

 

Source: STECF, 2017 

West of Scotland other demersal fishing gears (dredges, pots) 

There a number of pot (or creel) fisheries targeting a variety of species including Nephrops 

(in the inshore muddy areas of the sea lochs and firths), lobster (in rocky habitats 

throughout the west of Scotland and particularly around the outer Hebrides) and edible 

crabs on mixed sandy, gravelly and rocky substrates especially to the north of Scotland. 

These are mainly operated by Irish and UK vessels. There was also a deepwater pot fishery 

for red crab (Chaceon affinis) along the Rockall shelf edge but this fishery has declined to 

very low levels in recent years. 

Dredging is also important in the West of Scotland and supports important scallop fisheries 

(the main target). Currently, the main areas of activity are located close inshore in the South 

Minch and West of Kintyre areas as well as off the coast of Northern Ireland. The west of 

Scotland dredge fishery targets scallops.  

Discard Rates by gear type 

Figure 14 shows the landings and discards of the main species for the most important gear 

types in the West of Scotland. 
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The main discarded species in the TR1 fisheries are cod and whiting with 60% and 47% 

discard rates respectively (of the average total catches) in 2016. The majority of these 

discards are made up of overquota fish. In the case of cod there is a zero TAC with a bycatch 

allowance of 1.5% per fishing trip. Once this bycatch limit is exceeded the rest of the cod 

catch must be discarded. For whiting there is currently a low TAC reflecting the poor state of 

the stock. Discards of some of the main target species – anglerfish (2%), haddock (7%), 

hake (6%), megrim (2%) and saithe (3%) – reflecting the selectivity of the gears used in the 

TR1 fisheries. 

The Nephrops fishery using TR2 has relatively high discard rates of cod (96%), haddock 

(92%), plaice (96%) and whiting (99%). The drivers to discard these species are mainly that 

the fish are undersized and lack of quota in the case of cod. Nephrops discards are known to 

be low; however discard estimates are not available for this species at the west of Scotland 

level as a whole. This is because the data collection and scientific advice is given by smaller 

functional units (e.g. The North Minch or the Firth of Clyde) and discard rates differ between 

the areas.  

Of the other fisheries, longlines mostly catch hake and ling with little or no bycatch so discard 

rates are low, typically less than 2%. Discarding in the limited gillnet fisheries are also low 

reflecting the low level of effort and catches. There is only limited catch data available for the 

dredge and pot fisheries but all indications are that discarding in these fisheries is also very 

low, typically < 1%. 
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Figure 14: Landings and discards of the main species for the main gears in the West 

of Scotland 

 ANF= anglerfish; COD = cod; HAD = haddock; HKE = hake; NEP = nephrops; PLE = plaice; POK = 

saithe; SOL = sole; WHG = whiting 

 

 

 
Source: STECF, 2017 
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2 CHOKE SPECIES ANALYSIS 

KEY FINDINGS 

The choke species issue is complex and the exposure to the risk of choke species varies 

between stocks, fisheries and Member States.  

The choke mitigation tool (CMT) has proven to be an extremely useful tool for evaluating 

choke risks in fisheries in NWW, accepting the gaps and weaknesses in the available data.  

The analysis carried out has identified cases where choke scenarios are not likely to be 

resolved using the available tools and residual choke issues will persist without 

additional tools or measures employed to mitigate the risk of choking.  

The CMT does not offer a future prognosis of the exact nature of chokes as this will be 

dependent on future stock and TAC developments. The specificities of individual chokes 

will change.  

In cases where there is a high risk of choking which cannot be readily solved with the 

available tools and measures a more detailed analysis of the likely impacts on 

Member States and fleets as well as discussion is required between the Commission and 

Member States on what additional measures could be taken.  

2.1 Description of the Choke Mitigation Tool 

The most comprehensive analysis of choke species problems in North Western waters is the 

analysis carried out jointly by the NWWAC and the NWW Regional Group of Member States 

using the Choke Mitigation Tool (CMT).  

The Choke Mitigation Tool (CMT) was originally developed by the North Western Waters 

Advisory Council (NWWAC) and was fine-tuned following discussions between the NWWAC 

and the North Western Waters Member States Regional Group (Rihan et al., 2017). It was 

designed to identify and assess the severity of potential choke situations, in order to develop 

contingency plans before full implementation of the landing obligation by the 1st of January 

2019. It also aimed to identify solutions to choke problems that may arise in the future, post 

2019 (Rihan et al., 2017). 

The CMT consists of 3 parts: 

PART 1: Stock Identification 

A separate worksheet was created for each individual stock managed under TAC in the NWW. 

The full list of stocks assessed is provided in Section 2.2. 

PART 2: Quantifying the choke problem (based on 2015 and 2016 data) 

This part of the tool compares the level of catches (landings plus discards) with the available 

quota across the relevant Member States in order to provide an indication of the likely surplus 

or deficit between catches and quota. TAC top-ups are also factored into the analysis to 

account for previously discarded fish.  
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The weaknesses in available catch data are well known but in the absence of any other data 

sources, the analysis was initially based on 2015 (catch data taken from the STECF Fishery 

Dependent Information (FDI) database). This was the latest year for which complete catch 

data was available at the time and the data is recorded in such a way that extraction for the 

individual stocks is relatively straightforward. Where data was missing, ICES or national catch 

information was used. Although both the STECF and ICES database are based on the same 

landings and discards submitted by Member States, discrepancies are observed. The largest 

differences between the databases are found in the discard estimates (after raising factors 

are applied). STECF identified that differences occur due to the different approaches used to 

raise discard estimates when no information is available from the Member States; and the 

inconsistencies in the management areas defined in the two datasets. ICES uses an average 

discard rate based on the previous years data. Therefore differences will always exist between 

the two analytical methods (STECF, 2013).  

 

For the purposes of the analysis an assumption is made that a full TAC top-up is applied to 

the initial TAC. The TAC adjustment has been calculated using the methodology used in the 

last two years by the Commission, using STECF catch data and ICES discard rates. The 

catches are compared against the uplifted TAC.  

Based on this methodology, potential choke situations were identified and categorised 

according to the definitions developed at the Member States workshop on ‘Access to Quota’ 

(14 -15 April 2016, Edinburgh):  

Category 1:  Sufficient quota is available at Member State level. The choke species is due to 

the distribution of quota within the Member State, such that a region or fleet segment does 

not have enough available quota to cover catches. This situation may be resolved by the 

Member State itself and species falling into this category are not considered further in this 

report. 

Category 2: Sufficient quota is available at EU level but insufficient quota exists at Member 

State level. The choke species is due to the distribution of quota between Member States and 

may be resolved between Member States in a regional context. 

Category 3: Insufficient quota exists at EU level. The choke species is due to insufficient 

quota within the relevant sea basin to cover current catches or catches that cannot be 

otherwise reduced (e.g. by selectivity or avoidance), resulting in the total cessation of fishing 

of the flag vessels of a Member State or Member States.  

For each stock the relative contribution to the overall catches for each gear type by Member 

State is also included. 

PART 3: Solutions for choke problem 

This part of the tool is designed to identify which mitigation tools are appropriate for each 

stock/fishery and how and to what extent the available tools can reduce the deficit between 

catch and quota. Four different types of mitigation actions are identified: 

A. Avoidance actions:  

 Closures of specific areas or depth ranges can be spatial, temporal (e.g. closure of 

spawning, nursery areas) or only restricted to certain fleets.  
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 Real-time closures to avoid certain hotspot areas of unwanted catch.  

 Real time catch information shared among vessels to promote voluntary avoidance of 

certain hotspot areas. This action differs from the previous as the 'hotspot' area would 

still be open for fishing and it would be the skipper's responsibility to decide whether it 

is advisable to fish in such an area. 

B. Selectivity actions:  

Selectivity actions are divided into two different categories: size and species selectivity 

measures. The former can be achieved by increasing codend mesh size and/or installing 

escape panels. The latter refers to use of sorting devices such as grids and trawl 

modifications such as low headline trawls.  

C. Quota flexibilities:  

These are split into commonly used quota management tools, quota flexibilities included 

under Article 15 of the CFP and other quota flexibilities that would be possible under the CFP 

but not regularly used.  

Quota management tools include quota swaps, annual banking and borrowing of quotas 

under Council Regulation (EC) No 847/96 and the quota deduction/transfer mechanism 

allowed for under Article 105 of the Control Regulation (Council Regulation (EC) No 

1224/2009). 

The main quota flexibility included under Article 15 is interspecies flexibility which is 

possible if the non-target stock (which in this case would be a choke) is within safe 

biological limits (as defined in art 15 §8 and art 4 §18 of Regulation (EU) 1380/2013). 

There is also inter annual quota flexibility included in Article 15 §9 which allow Member 

State to land of additional quantities of a stock that is subject to the landing obligation 

provided that such quantities do not exceed 10 % of the quota allocated to that Member 

State. This is similar to the existing banking and borrowing Regulation.  

The other quota flexibilities considered were: 

 Setting a quota for “Other species” whereby Member States without quota could 

account for unavoidable bycatch by offsetting such catches against this “others” quota 

allocation. This allocation is not necessarily allocated on a Member State basis but 

rather a “global” allocation. 

 Bycatch Quota: Set a specific bycatch TAC as a percentage of the total TAC for 

targeted species, particularly in cases where one or more Member State may have low 

levels of incidental catches but has no quota allocation. 

 Removing TACs: In certain cases where a TAC creates a potential choke risk but that 

TAC has no real value as a management tool as it does not control fishing mortality, 

there may be reason to remove a TAC. This on the basis that alternative measures 

were put in place and that removing the TAC carried no risk to the state of the stock. 
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 Inter area flexibility: For a number of TACs currently there is flexibility between areas 

to record part of the TAC in an adjacent management area (i.e. between Area IV and 

Area VIa). In certain cases this flexibility may help Member States manage quotas.  

 Merging TAC regions: In certain circumstances it may be applicable to merge the TAC 

management area to match the scientific assessment for a particular stock. This may 

introduce flexibility that would allow Member States to allocate quotas more efficiently.  

D. Exemptions:  

These are the exemptions for high survivability and de minimis allowed for under Article 

15 and already used by Member States in certain fisheries. In the case of de minimis to date 

these have tended to be defined on a single species or fishery basis, but in some cases it may 

be desirable to combine the catches of a range of species to create a combined de minimis 

which potentially increases flexibility. 

An example of a complete worksheet from the CMT is shown in Annex II. 

2.2 Stocks assessed using the CMT 

Two expert workshops were convened in June and September 2017 by the NWWAC and the 

NWW Regional group of Member States to work through the different stocks in the Celtic Sea, 

West of Scotland, the Irish Sea and Western and Eastern Channel using the CMT. The risk of 

choking fisheries was assessed for each of these stocks/fisheries and sea basins. The stocks 

covered are shown in Table 1 below.  

Table 1: List of species assessed using the Choke Mitigation Tool (CMT) 

Celtic Sea West of Scotland Irish Sea Western and 

Eastern Channel 

Anglerfish VII Anglerfish VI Cod VIIa Cod VIId 

Cod VIIb-k Blue Ling VI and VII Haddock VIIa Plaice VIId,e 

Haddock VIIb-k Cod VIa Plaice VIIa Sole VIId 

Hake VI and VII Cod VIb Sole VIIa Sole VIIe 

Megrim VII Haddock VIa Whiting VIIa Skates and Rays 

VIId 

Nephrops VII Haddock VIb  

 

 

Plaice VIIf,g  Ling VI and VII 

Plaice VII h,j,k Megrim VI 

Pollack VII Nephrops VI 

Skates & Rays VI and 

VII 

Saithe VI 

Sole VIIf,g  Tusk V,VI,VII 

Sole VIIh,j,k Whiting VI 

Whiting VIIb-k 

Source: Rihan et al. 2017 
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Each of these stocks was classified depending on the extent of the choke problem as: 

 “High risk” – catches are well in excess of current fishing opportunities and even with 

all the available mitigation tools applied there is a high risk of choke for multiple 

Member States. 

 “Moderate risk” – catches are in excess of fishing opportunities for one or more 

Member States and the risk of choke is significant for these Member States but 

mitigation tools potentially can solve the problem. 

 “Low or no apparent risk” – catches are in line with fishing opportunities and the 

risk of choke is low or there is no apparent risk with the mitigation tools available. 
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3 RESULTS OF CHOKE ANALYSIS FOR THE CELTIC SEA 

KEY FINDINGS 

Haddock, skates and rays, whiting and sole and plaice in VIIf,g have been identified as 

being high risk choke species for Member States in the Celtic Sea and have the potential to 

close multiple fisheries.  

Hake, cod, anglerfish, sole and plaice in VIIh,j,k as well as megrim have been classified 

as being moderate risk as choke species. For these species a combination of mitigation 

measures and quota flexibilities could potentially be used to reduce the risk of choking.  

Nephrops and Pollack present a low or no apparent risk as choke species.  

The results using 2016 data remain the same as for 2015 and the classification of the 

choke risk does not deviate for 2016. 

Belgium has sole and plaice in VIIf,g as the main choke stocks. Haddock, whiting and 

skates and rays as well as plaice VIIh,j,k are also potential high risk choke species. 

For France haddock and skates and rays are the main choke stocks. Plaice and sole in 

VIIf,g and VIIh,j,k and whiting are also high risk species. Pelagic bycatch in demersal 

fisheries is also an issue. 

For Spain the main problem stocks are anglerfish, hake and haddock. Whiting, skates and 

rays and cod are also potential problem stocks for Spain.  

Ireland has haddock and whiting and plaice and sole in VIIf,g as the main choke stocks. 

Anglerfish, cod, hake and skates and rays are also potentially problematic. 

The Netherlands has only limited fishing opportunities in the Celtic Sea and their potential 

issues mainly centre on bycatch of skates and rays and potentially cod, haddock and 

whiting in pelagic fisheries. 

The UK has haddock and skates and rays as the main choke stocks. Anglerfish and megrim 

are also potential choke species for the UK. 

3.1 Main findings from 2015 analysis 

In the Celtic Sea thirteen stocks were evaluated using the CMT as listed in table 1. In 

analysing these stocks a number of data issues were identified:  

 For haddock ICES discard rates are much lower than the individual discard rates for 

each Member States (extracted from the STECF database). Differences in 

management areas and raising methods used may account for these observed 

differences.  

 For plaice and sole in VIIh,j,k, ICES catch data was used as STECF does not report 

landings and discards separately for this area. 

 For whiting the catches from VIId were added to the overall catches presented to 

match the TAC management area. 

 For Nephrops the catches from the Irish Sea were added to match the TAC 

management area. 
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 For skates and rays and hake the catch data for VI and VII was used as it was 

impossible to disaggregate the catches in VI from VII and also to match the TAC 

management area which covers both areas. 

 For hake quota transfers to other TAC areas (from area VII to area VIII, and to 

areas IV and IIa) as laid out in the TAC regulation were deducted from the original 

quota surplus and deficit to represent a more realistic balance. 

 For certain stocks (e.g. haddock and whiting) the catch data for Spain was not 

recorded in the STECF database or by ICES. In these cases data supplied by the 

Spanish experts at the June 2017 choke species workshop was used.  

 Plaice and sole in VIIb and VIIc were not considered as the catches are very small 

without any risk of being choke species.  

The results by risk category are summarised below. The full analysis is contained in the report 

produced by Rihan et al., 2017. 

3.1.1 High Risk – catches exceed TAC with multiple Member States impacted 

 

Species Member States 

Impacted  

Relevant 

Mitigation Actions 

Conclusion  

Haddock VIIb-k BE, ES, FR,  

IE, NL, UK 

Improving 

selectivity 

Avoidance 

ISF 

Significant deficit between catches 

and quotas across MS 

Mitigation actions unlikely to 

prevent choking of fisheries  

Skates and 

Rays VI & VII 

BE, ES, FR,  

IE, UK 

Avoidance  

High survivability 

Significant deficit between catches 

and quotas across MS 

Mitigation actions unlikely to 

prevent choking of fisheries 

Whiting VIIb-k BE, ES, FR,  

IE, NL, UK 

Improving 

selectivity 

Avoidance 

De minimis  

Mitigation actions likely to reduce 

the risk of choking significantly 

Plaice VIIf,g BE, FR, IE High survivability 

Improving 

selectivity 

Mitigation actions likely to reduce 

the risk of choking significantly 

Sole VIIf,g BE, FR, IE High survivability  

Improving 

selectivity 

De minimis 

ISF 

Mitigation actions likely to  reduce 

the risk significantly 
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3.1.2 Moderate Risk - catches are less than TAC but for some Member States 

catches exceed quota 

Species Member States  

Impacted 

Relevant 

Mitigation Actions 

Conclusion 

Hake VI & VII ES, IE  Quota swaps 

Improving 

selectivity 

ISF 

De minimis 

Mitigation actions likely to 

reduce the risk of choking 

significantly 

High dependence on quota 

swaps 

Anglerfish VII ES, IE, UK  Quota swaps 

De minimis 

High dependence on quota 

swaps 

Cod VIIb-k 

(excluding VIId) 

IE, UK   Quota swaps 

Improving 

selectivity 

Avoidance 

 

Mitigation actions likely to 

reduce the risk of choking 

significantly  

High dependence on quota 

swaps 

Sole VIIh,j,k BE, FR  High survivability 

Remove TAC 

Quota swaps 

Mitigation actions likely to 

reduce the risk of choking 

significantly 

Plaice VIIh,j,k FR  High survivability 

Remove TAC 

Mitigation actions likely to  

reduce the risk of choking 

significantly 

Megrim VII UK  Quota swaps Dependence on quota swaps 

 

3.1.3 Low or no apparent risk - catches are below the TAC and no Member State 

catches exceed quota 

Species Member States 

Impacted 

Relevant 

Mitigation Actions 

Conclusion 

Nephrops VII IE, BE Quota Swaps Low risk 

Pollack VII None NA No apparent risk 

 

3.2 Main findings from analysis of 2016 catch data 

Following the two workshops, the analysis was re-run by the NWWAC using 2016 STECF catch 

data. For the wider Celtic Sea area the results remained the same as for 2015 and the 

classification of the choke risk does not deviate for 2016. This is summarised in table 2. 
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Table 2: Comparison of results of choke analysis from 2015 to 2016 

Species Member 

States 

Impacted  

Level of 

Risk 

2015 

Level of 

Risk 

2016 

Conclusion  

Haddock 

VIIb-k 

BE, ES, FR,  

IE, NL, UK 

High High No change for 2016 

Catches still in excess of TAC and choke 

risk remains high  

Significant differences between ICES 

and STECF discard rates  

Skates and 

Rays VI & 

VII 

BE, ES, FR,  

IE, UK 

High High No change for 2016 

Catches still in excess of TAC and choke 

risk remains high  

STECF catch data highly variable for 

2016 

Whiting 

VIIb-k 

BE, ES, FR,  

IE, NL, UK 

High High No change for 2016 

Catches still in excess of TAC and choke 

risk remains high  

Significant differences between ICES 

and STECF discard rates 

Plaice VIIf,g BE, FR, IE, 

UK 

High High Catches significantly reduced in 2016 

and IE and FR have a surplus rather 

than deficit.  

Catches still in excess of TAC and choke 

risk remains high 

Sole VIIf,g BE, FR, IE High High No change for 2016 

Catches still in excess of TAC and choke 

risk remains high 

Hake VI & 

VII 

ES, IE , NL Moderate Moderate NL has a deficit in 2016 in addition to IE 

and ES 

High dependence on quota swaps and 

inter-area quota transfers 

Anglerfish 

VII 

ES, IE, UK  Moderate Moderate No change for 2016  

IE, UK, ES still have significant deficits 

and a high dependence on quota swaps.  

No quota uplift as ICES advises discards 

are negligible. STECF reports discard 

rates of between 7-21% 

Cod VIIb-k 

(excluding 

VIId) 

IE, UK Moderate Moderate No change for 2016 

IE and UK have deficits and NL has no 

quota but small catches.  

High dependence on quota swaps 

Sole VIIh,j,k BE, FR  Moderate Moderate No change for 2016 

Catches remain low  

Plaice 

VIIh,j,k 

BE, FR  Moderate Moderate No change for 2016 

No discard data available by MS   

Megrim VII UK  Moderate Moderate No change for 2016 

UK reliant on quota swaps 

Nephrops 

VII 

IE, BE Low Low No change for 2016 

IE and BE  (zero quota) reliant on quota 

swaps 

Significant differences between ICES 

and STECF discard rates but choke risk 

remains low 

Pollack VII IE, NL Low Low IE has small deficit in 2016. NL has no 

reported catches in 2016 

Choke risk remains low 
Source: Rihan et al., 2017 
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3.3 Chokes for individual Member States 

Based on the analysis completed, it is apparent that all Member States with fishing 

opportunities in the Celtic Sea have potential choke issues. This is summarised in table 3. 

Stocks marked with a “?” indicate the deficit between catch and quota is relatively small, the 

MS has no quota but may or may not have catches or there are possible deficiencies in the 

data so there may be a problem depending on fluctuations between catch and quota year-on-

year.  

Table 3: Summary of choke issues by Member State for each stock evaluated 

ANG = anglerfish; COD = cod; HAD = haddock; HKE = hake; LEZ = megrim; NEP = nephrops; PLE = plaice; POL = 

pollack; SOL = sole; RAJ = skates and rays; WHG = whiting 

 

MS ANG COD HAD HKE LEZ NEP PLE 

VIIf,g 

PLE 

VIIh,j,k 

POL SOL 

VIIf,g 

SOL 

VIIh,j,k 

RAJ WHG 

BE N N Y N N N Y ? N  Y ? Y Y 

FR N N Y N N N Y Y N Y Y Y Y 

ES Y ? Y Y N  N N N N N N ?  ? 

IE Y Y Y Y N ? Y N N Y N Y Y 

NL N ? ? N N N N N N N N Y Y 

UK Y ? Y  ? Y N ? ? N N ? Y N 

By Member State the following are the main issues: 

BE: Main problem stocks are sole and plaice in VIIf,g. For both of these stocks there are 

significant deficits between catch and quotas and there is little available quota to swap in to 

cover these catches. For plaice there is additional problem in that discards are extremely 

high. This will be difficult to address completely through selectivity and avoidance measures 

due to the fact that improving selectivity in the beam trawl fisheries is difficult without 

incurring significant losses of marketable sole. Therefore an exemption based on high 

survivability will be critical to reducing the choke risk. Similar issues exist with skates and 

rays and research efforts are focusing on high survivability as a potential solution to solve the 

choke issues for this stock although it is much more difficult given the multiple species and 

fisheries involved. Haddock and whiting are also issues for BE due to high level of discards 

particularly due to the nature of the beam trawl fisheries which make improving selectivity 

difficult. Plaice in VIIh,j,k, while not identified as a choke risk for BE in the analysis, given its 

association with other species the small quota allocation is potentially problematic and may 

force the early closure of fisheries in VIIh,j,k.  

FR: The main choke issues for FR are haddock, whiting and skates and rays. For both of 

these species there are large deficits between quota and catch, particularly for skates and 

rays. Some improvements in size and species selectivity may be possible in FR fisheries to 

reduce unwanted catches of haddock, while for skates and rays, as with BE, the possibility of 

introducing a high survival exemption may reduce the risk of choking. Plaice and sole in VIIf,g 

and whiting are also high risk species for FR  although there are potential solutions that will at 

least partially alleviate the danger of choking multiple fisheries. For sole and plaice this is 

mainly on the basis of a high survivability exemption and for whiting on selectivity and 

avoidance measures.  

ES: The main choke issues based on the STECF data for ES are anglerfish and hake. These 

are both key species for ES. For anglerfish there is surplus quota amongst Member States and 

depending on availablity of quota for other species, swaps could potentially resolve this issue. 
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The other mitigation measures would seem to have a limited ability to reduce the risk of 

choking. ES is already heavily reliant on swaps for hake and given the extent of the deficit it 

is likley  other measures will potentially be needed to reduce the choke risk. Improving 

selectivity would seem to be possible although given the nature of Spanish fisheries 

improvements in selectivity for hake may have knock-on effects on other species. Haddock, 

whiting, skates and rays and cod are also potential problem stocks for ES although this is 

not necessarily reflected in the STECF data available. ES has no quota for these species. 

along with a number of other species not considered during the workshop. This is discussed in 

detailed in section 8.1.  

IE: There a number of high-risk choke species for IE. Of these haddock and skates and 

rays represents the highest risk given the significant deficit between catches and quotas. 

Cod and Whiting also pose a significant choke risk. Improvements in selectivity and 

additional avoidance have the potential to reduce the risk for the latter but the deficit 

between catch and quota is large with limited quota swapping opportunities. Plaice and sole 

in VIIf,g also represent a high risk to Irish fisheries. These species are caught as bycatch in 

many fisheries. For sole, IE has a very small and restrictive quota which in the past has led to 

discarding of sole above MCRS to keep other fisheries open. As with other MS the issue with 

plaice is related to the high discard rates which cannot easily be solved through improved 

selectivity without losses of other marketable species. An exemption based on high 

survivability for these species may be a partial solution to the problem. Anglerfish and hake 

are also potentially problematic for IE. For these species the risk of choking could be 

significantly reduced through a combination of measures, although for anglerfish it is worth 

noting that IE is already very reliant on swaps to maintain current catches and the ability to 

obtain additional swaps may be limited. Similarly IE is heavily reliant on swaps for Nephrops, 

without which it could become a choke species for IE in the future. A High survivability 

exemption for Nephrops may resolve this. 

NL: NL has only limited fishing opportunities in the Celtic Sea and their potential issues 

mainly centre on small bycatch of hake, cod, haddock and whiting in pelagic fisheries. 

Of these, hake presents the highest risk and presents a similar problem for NL in the North 

Sea. Avoidance measures, quota swaps and the use of inter—species quota flexibility provides 

limited potential to reduce the risk of choking. The other problematic stocks identified for NL 

were skates and rays but this is related mainly to an imbalance between catches and quota 

in VIIe rather than in the Celtic Sea and also that no discard data for skates and rays is 

reported for the NL.  

UK: As for the other MS, haddock and skates and rays are potentially problematic for the 

UK and the same solutions or partial solutions to mitigate the problem apply equally to the 

UK. The analysis also indicates anglerfish and megrim to be potential choke species for the 

UK. For both of these species there is a significant deficit between catches and quota 

currently and they have the potential to close a number of UK fisheries given they are widely 

distributed and caught both as target and as a bycatch. For both species there is excess of 

quota between other Member States, so potentially swapping could resolve the problems for 

these stocks. However, the UK is already heavily reliant on swaps so as with IE for Nephrops 

and anglerfish, it may be difficult to obtain further quota. 
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4 RESULTS OF CHOKE ANALYSIS FOR EASTERN AND 

WESTERN CHANNEL 

 

KEY FINDINGS 

Plaice in VIId,e and skates and rays are the main choke species identified for the 

Eastern and Western Channel. However, for plaice the large increase in the TAC in recent 

years has potentially reduced this risk significantly.  

For skates and rays the options for reducing the risk of choking multiple fisheries are 

limited and as in the Celtic Sea, alternative management approaches are potentially 

needed. 

Sole in VIId and VIIe have been classified as carrying a moderate choking risk. The risk of 

residual issues can be largely reduced through a combination of tools. 

Cod in VIId currently carries a low choke risk and catches in 2016 declined significantly 

reducing the risk to a low level.  

There is only one change in the Eastern and Western Channel in 2016 whereby plaice 

moves from high risk to a moderate risk stock reflecting an increase in the TAC following a 

benchmark of the stock by ICES.. 

For Belgium, plaice, sole in VIId and skates and rays are the main choke species. Of 

these skates and rays provide the highest risk.  

For France, plaice and skates and rays are the key choke species. As for Belgium, 

skates and rays represent the highest risk. 

The Netherlands has plaice as the key choke species. Cod and skates and rays are also 

potentially problematic due to a very low quota, well below reported catches. 

For the UK, similar to France and Belgium, plaice and skates and rays are the highest risk 

stocks. Skates and rays represent the highest risk. Cod is potentially a choke species 

depending on how the stock evolves in the next few years. 

4.1 Main findings from 2015 analysis 

In the Eastern and Western Channel five stocks were evaluated using the CMT as listed in 

table 1. In analysing these stocks a number of data issues were identified as follows: 

 For cod, ICES assess this stock as part of the larger North Sea cod stock and does 

not provide a separate discard rate for cod in VIId. This is not reflected in the 

STECF discard data which seems to under estimate discards. ICES does not provide 

a discard rate specifically for VIId cod as they assess this as part of the North Sea 

cod stock. 

 For plaice the TAC in 2016 and 2017 has been effectively doubled compared to 

2015. This means that the analysis shows plaice to be a higher risk choke species 

than has actually been the case in 2016 and 2017. This is reflected in scetion 4.2. 
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 Undulate ray for which there is a separate TAC for VIId and VIIe was not evaluated 

given the STECF catch data is incomplete. It is difficult to assess whether this is a 

choke species or not. 

 Whiting and hake were evaluated as part of the Celtic Sea and the conclusions 

from this analysis are equally applicable to the Channel. 

The results by risk category are summarised below. The full analysis is contained in the report 

produced by Rihan et al., 2017. 

4.1.1 High Risk – catches exceed TAC with multiple Member States impacted 

Species Member States 

Impacted 

Relevant Mitigation 

Actions 

Conclusion 

Plaice VIId, e BE, FR, NL, UK 

 

Improving 

selectivity 

High survivability 

Inter area 

flexibility 

TAC uplift in 2016/2017 has 

largely removed choke risk 

Skates & Rays 

VIId 

BE, FR, UK 

 

Avoidance 

measures 

High survivability 

Significant deficit between 

catches and quotas across MS 

Mitigation actions unlikely to 

prevent choking of fisheries 

4.1.2 Moderate Risk - catches are less than TAC but for some Member States 

catches exceed quota 

Species Member States 

Impacted 

Relevant Mitigation 

Actions 

Conclusion 

Sole VIId BE High survivability 

De minimis 

Inter area 

flexibility 

Mitigation actions likely to 

reduce the risk of choking 

significantly 

Sole VIIe BE High survivability 

De minimis 

Inter area 

flexibility 

Mitigation actions likely to 

reduce the risk of choking 

significantly 

4.1.3 Low or no apparent risk - catches are below the TAC and no Member State 

catches exceed quota 

Species Member States 

Impacted 

Relevant Mitigation 

Actions 

Conclusion 

Cod VIId None ISF Low risk  

4.2 Main findings from analysis of 2016 catch data 

Based on the re-analysis of 2016 catch data, there is only one change in the Eastern and 

Western Channel whereby plaice moves from high risk to a moderate risk stock. This is 

summarised in table 4. 
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Table 4: Comparison of results of choke analysis from 2015 to 2016 

Species Member States 

Impacted  

Level of 

Risk 2015 

Level of 

Risk 2016 

Conclusion  

Plaice VIId, 

e 

BE, FR, NL, UK 

 

High Moderate TAC uplift resulted in catches being 

well below TAC in 2016 

BE still has a significant deficit but 

FR and UK deficits are significantly 

reduced 

Skates & 

Rays VIId 

BE, FR, UK 

 

High High No change for 2016 

Catches still in excess of TAC and 

choke risk remains high  

No discard data available by MS   

Sole VIId FR, BE Moderate Moderate Catches remain more or less in line 

with the TAC 

FR has a deficit in 2016. BE has a 

surplus 

FR report a very high discard rate 

Sole VIIe BE,UK Moderate Moderate Catches remain more or less in line 

with the TAC 

UK reported a deficit in 2016 along 

with BE 

Cod VIId None Low Low No change for 2016 and catches 

remain well below TAC reflecting 

current fishing patterns 

Choke risk remains low given low 

level of catches 
Source: Rihan et al., 2017 

 

4.3 Chokes for individual Member States 

Based on the analysis completed, the individual choke issues by Member State in the Eastern 

and Western Channel are shown in table 5.  

Table 5: Summary of choke issues by Member State for each stock evaluated 

COD = cod; PLE = plaice; SOL = sole; RAJ = skates and rays 

 

MS COD PLE VIId,e SOL VIId SOL VIIe RAJ VIId 

BE N Y Y ? Y 

FR N Y N N Y 

NL ? Y N N Y 

UK ? Y N N Y 
Source: Rihan et al., 2017 

BE: Main choke species for BE are plaice, sole (VIId) and skates and rays. Of these skates 

and rays represent the highest risk similar to the Celtic Sea. Based on 2015 data plaice in 

VIId,e appears to be a high risk choke species but the increase in TAC in 2016 and 2017 has 

largely removed the risk of choking. Sole in VIId and VIIe are stocks that have the potential 

to choke BE fisheries as there is a small deficit between catch and quotas currently. However, 

both stocks have been under the landing obligation since 2016 and no major difficulties 

have been reported. There are already exemptions for high survivability and de minimis in 

place for certain fisheries which would seem to have reduced the choke risk. 
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FR: Main choke species are plaice and skates and rays. As with BE the TAC increase has 

largely removed the risk for plaice. For skates and rays the risk of residual issues is 

significant for the reasons outlined for skates and rays in the Celtic Sea. FR would seem to 

have sufficient quota for the other species assessed. 

NL: Skates and rays carry the highest risk of residual issues for the reasons outlined for the 

Celtic Sea. Plaice is the other main choke species for NL but as with the other MS this has 

been largely solved with the TAC increase. Given NL has a small quota and is reliant on 

swaps, cod could potentially be a choke species in the future for the Dutch fleet targeting 

non-quota species in the Channel. Interspecies flexibility or inter area flexibility with the 

North Sea may help to reduce this risk to some degree.  

UK: Plaice and skates and rays are the main choke species and the same comments as for 

BE, FR and NL apply for these two stocks. Given the UK has traditionally had an inshore 

gillnet fishery for cod in the Channel, there is a low risk of cod becoming a choke species 

although this is not reflected in the 2015 data. As with NL, inter area flexibility or merging the 

TAC into the North Sea may help to reduce the risk although may move the problem for the 

UK into the North Sea where cod is likely to be a choke species.  
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5 RESULTS OF CHOKE ANALYSIS FOR THE IRISH SEA 

KEY FINDINGS 

Cod and whiting are identified as being the high risk choke species in the Irish Sea. The 

important Nephrops fishery in the Irish Sea will be most impacted particularly by whiting.  

Removing the whiting TAC may be one option but would require that additional 

management measures are put in place to control fishing mortality for whiting.  

For cod a combination of the available tools will potentially reduce the choke risk. 

Haddock and sole are moderate risk choke species in the Irish Sea. For sole, given the 

stock is currently at low levels, voluntary avoidance of known areas of sole aggregations 

has restricted catches. 

Plaice in the Irish Sea has been identified as a low risk choke species. 

Several changes are observed for Irish Sea stocks based on 2016 data - cod moves from 

high risk to moderate risk; haddock moves from moderate to low risk. 

For Belgium cod, plaice, sole and whiting are all potential choke species. Belgian 

activity in the Irish Sea is currently quite low reflecting the poor state of the sole stock which 

traditionally was the key fishery for Belgium. 

For Ireland cod and whiting are the main choke species, with whiting representing the 

highest risk. Sole and haddock are also potentially problematic although the risk of 

choking can be reduced. 

For the UK cod, haddock and whiting represent the highest risk as choke species. As with 

Ireland of these whiting has the highest risk with the potential to close multiple UK 

fisheries in the Irish Sea. 

5.1 Main findings from 2015 analysis 

In the Irish Sea five stocks were evaluated using the CMT as listed in table 1. In analysing 

these stocks the following data issues were identified: 

 For cod, haddock and whiting, there is a discrepancy between the ICES and STECF 

catch data because ICES excludes landings taken from the rectangles southern Irish 

Sea and includes these catches in the assessment for these stocks in the Celtic Sea. 

The catch data used in the evaluation has been adjusted to reflect this re-allocation. 

 Skates and rays and Nephrops were evaluated as part of the Celtic Sea and the 

conclusions apply equally to catches of skates and rays in the Irish Sea. 

The results by risk category are summarised below. 
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5.1.1 High Risk – catches exceed TAC with multiple Member States impacted 

Species Member States 

Impacted 

Relevant 

Mitigation Actions 

Conclusion 

Cod VIIa BE, IE, UK 

 

Improving 

selectivity 

Avoidance 

Mitigation actions likely to 

reduce the risk of choking 

significantly 

Whiting VIIa BE, IE, UK 

 

Improving 

selectivity 

Removal of TAC 

Significant deficit between 

catches and quotas across MS 

Mitigation actions unlikely to 

prevent choking of fisheries 

 

5.1.2 Moderate Risk - catches are less than TAC but for some Member States 

catches exceed quota 

Species Member States 

Impacted 

Relevant 

Mitigation Actions 

Conclusion 

Haddock VIIa UK Improving 

selectivity 

ISF 

Mitigation actions likely to 

reduce the risk of choking 

significantly 

Sole VIIa BE High survivability 

De minimis 

Avoidance 

Mitigation actions likely to 

reduce the risk of choking 

significantly 

 

5.1.3 Low or no apparent risk - catches are below the TAC and no Member State 

catches exceed quota 

Species Member States 

Impacted 

Relevant 

Mitigation Actions 

Conclusion 

Plaice VIIa BE Quota swaps Low risk 

 

5.2 Main findings from analysis of 2016 catch data 

Based on the re-analysis of 2016 catch data, several changes are observed for Irish Sea 

stocks. Cod moves from high risk to moderate risk and haddock moves from moderate to low 

risk. This is summarised in table 6. 
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Table 6: Comparison of results of choke analysis from 2015 to 2016 

Species Member States 

Impacted  

Level of 

Risk 2015 

Level of 

Risk 2016 

Conclusion  

Cod VIIa BE, IE, UK 

 

High Moderate Catches below TAC in 2016 largely 

due to a reduction in IE and UK 

catches.  

UK still has a significant deficit 

Choke risk assessed as moderate 

Whiting 

VIIa 

BE, IE, UK 

 

High High No change for 2016 

Catches still in excess of TAC (zero 

TAC) and choke risk remains high 

although a reduction in discards is 

reported for both IE and UK 

Haddock 

VIIa 

UK Moderate Low Catches well below TAC in 2016 

Choke risk assessed as low 

Significant differences between 

ICES and STECF catch data 

Sole VIIa BE Moderate Moderate No change for 2016 and catches 

more or less in line TAC reflecting 

current fishing patterns 

Choke risk remains moderate given 

low level of TAC 

Plaice VIIa BE Low Low No change for 2016 and catches 

well below TAC reflecting current 

fishing patterns 

Choke risk remains low 
Source: Rihan et al., 2017 

 

5.3 Chokes for individual Member States 

Table 7 summarises the choke issues by Member States for each stock evaluated.  

Table 7: Summary of choke issues by Member State for each stock evaluated 

COD = cod; HAD = haddock; PLE = plaice; SOL = sole; WHG = whiting 

 

MS COD HAD PLE SOL WHG 

BE Y ? Y Y Y 

FR N N N N N 

IE Y ? N ? Y 

UK Y Y N ? Y 
Source: Rihan et al. 2017 

BE: Largely due to small quota allocations, cod, plaice, sole and whiting are all potential 

choke species for BE in the Irish Sea. Of these cod, sole and whiting represent the highest 

choke risk. For whiting BE has reported catches but no quota. Traditionally BE has been 

reliant on swaps to cover landings but when unwanted catches previously discarded are 

factored in, the risk of choking is increased. For cod, BE has a small quota and is similarly 

reliant on swaps to cover catches. For both species selectivity and avoidance measures will 

provide only marginal benefits. Sole was targeted by BE beam trawlers in the past but as the 

stock is in a depleted state in recent years catches have been limited and fishing activity 
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minimal. This is likely to continue until the stock shows signs of improvement, activity will 

continue to be limited and therefore the risk of choking is essentially removed.  

FR: Very limited fishing activity in the Irish Sea in recent years and no choke issues were 

identified. 

IE: Cod and whiting are the main choke species. Of these, whiting presents the highest risk 

given that catches are well in excess of quotas. Discarding of whiting is high in the Nephrops 

fishery and as the size of whiting caught is very small, improving selectivity or introducing 

closures to reduce catches of juveniles is difficult without impacting significantly on the 

Nephrops fishery. Avoidance measures, quota flexibilities and exemptions would provide little 

benefit. It is highly likely that whiting will choke the Nephrops fishery early in the year 

without radical measures. Removing the whiting TAC would essentially remove the problem 

although would be dependent on the introduction of alternative management measures to 

control fishing mortality. Cod is also a high risk choke species for IE although improving 

selectivity and increasing the effectiveness of the existing cod closure would help to reduce 

the risk significantly. Haddock and sole are potential choke species for IE although based on 

the current catches there is no deficit compared to available quota. For haddock the quota 

uplift seems to have adequately taken account of unwanted catches previously discarded. For 

sole given the low TAC, IE catches are now only a bycatch in several fisheries and are 

covered by the available small bycatch quota in place.  

UK: Cod, haddock and whiting are the main choke species. As with BE and IE whiting have 

the highest risk and the options for reducing the risk are limited. For cod, as for IE, bycatch 

can be potentially reduced through selectivity and avoidance measures. For haddock, the UK 

has a deficit between catch and quota and while the quota uplift largely covers the unwanted 

catches, continuation of selectivity measures tkane in both the targeted haddock fishery and 

in the Nephrops fishery where haddock is a bycatch would seem appropriate. Sole is also a 

potential choke species but as with IE and BE the low level of activity and voluntary 

avoidance measures being taken have reduced the risk of sole choking fisheries for the 

immediate future. 
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6 RESULTS OF CHOKE ANALYSIS FOR WEST OF 

SCOTLAND AND ROCKALL 

KEY FINDINGS 

Cod, saithe and whiting have been identified as high risk choke species in Area VI.  

The choke risk can be reduced for saithe and whiting through a combination of selectivity 

measures and the use of quota flexibilities. However, the zero TAC for cod requires an 

alternative management approach or else cod will choke all fisheries in the area.  

Anglerfish, haddock in VIa and VIb carry a moderate risk, impacting specific Member 

States. Depending on stock, a combination of swaps and improvements in selectivity 

can reduce the choke risk. 

Cod in VIb, blue ling, ling, megrim, Nephrops and tusk present a low or no apparent 

risk as choke species. 

Several changes were observed following the 2016 re-analysis - saithe moves from high 

risk to moderate risk; haddock in VIb (Rockall) moves from moderate to low risk; and blue 

ling, ling and tusk move from low to moderate risk. 

Choke issues in the West of Scotland and Rockall mainly impact on Ireland and the UK. 

However, France, Spain and the Netherlands are also impacted to a lesser degree.  

For Ireland, cod and whiting are the choke species of highest risk. Anglerfish, 

haddock in both VIa and VIb are also potentially problematic. 

For the UK, cod, saithe and whiting are the high risk choke species. Anglerfish and 

haddock in VIa and VIb are also potential choke species. For anglerfish the UK has a 

significant deficit between catch and quota is very reliant on swaps. 

For Spain, haddock (VIa), saithe and whiting are the main choke species. For these 

species Spain has no quota but reported catches and is reliant on swaps.  

For the Netherlands the main choke species are haddock in VIa, saithe and whiting. For 

these species the Netherlands has no quota but reported catches in pelagic fisheries. 

For France the main choke species are cod and saithe.  

6.1 Main findings from 2015 analysis 

In Area VI, encompassing the West of Scotland and Rockall fisheries twelve stocks were 

evaluated using the CMT as listed in table 1. The following data issues were identified: 

 For cod in VIb the catch information is very limited and the discard data is 

unreliable. The reported STECF catches could well be an under-estimate.  

 For haddock in VIa, ICES assesses this stock as part of the North Sea. This discard 

rate used to calculate the uplift is based on the discard rate for the whole of area IV 

and VI combined and not just VIa and therefore may or may not be fully 

representative of the discard rate in VIa only. 
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 For ling the ICES advices that discard are negligible and therefore no uplift has 

been applied. However, STECF data shows a discard rate of ~20%.  

 Pollack, plaice and sole in Area VI VI; Union and international waters of Vb; 

international waters of XII and XIV were not considered as the catches are very 

small without any risk of being choke species. 

 Hake and skates and rays were evaluated as part of the Celtic Sea assessment 

and the conclusions apply equally to these stocks in the West of Scotland.  

The results by risk category are summarised below.  

6.1.1 High Risk – catches exceed TAC with multiple Member States impacted 

Species Member States 

Impacted 

Relevant 

Mitigation Actions 

Conclusion 

Cod VIa FR, IE, UK 

 

Improving 

selectivity 

Avoidance 

Zero TAC 

Mitigation actions unlikely to 

fully resolve the issues 

Change in management 

approach required 

Saithe VIa ES, FR, NL, UK 

 

ISF 

De minimis 

Significant deficit between 

catches and quotas across MS 

Mitigation actions unlikely to 

prevent choking of fisheries 

Whiting VIa IE, NL, UK 

 

Improving 

selectivity 

Avoidance 

Mitigation actions likely to  

reduce the risk significantly 

 

6.1.2 Moderate Risk - catches are less than TAC but for some Member States 

catches exceed quota 

Species Member States 

Impacted 

Relevant 

Mitigation Actions 

Conclusion 

Anglerfish VI IE, UK Quota swaps 

De minimis 

Dependence on quota swaps 

Haddock VIa ES, IE, NL ,UK Improving 

selectivity 

Avoidance 

Quota swaps 

Inter area 

flexibility 

Mitigation actions likely to 

reduce the risk of choking 

significantly 

Haddock VIb IE, UK Improving 

selectivity 

ISF 

De minimis 

Mitigation actions likely to 

reduce the risk of choking 

significantly 
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6.1.3 Low or no apparent risk - catches are below the TAC and no Member State 

catches exceed quota 

Species Member States 

Impacted 

Relevant Mitigation 

Actions 

Conclusion 

Blue Ling V, VI & 

VII 

None NA No apparent risk 

Cod VIb None NA No apparent risk  

Ling V, VI, VII None NA No apparent risk 

Megrim VI IE Quota swaps Low risk 

Nephrops VI None NA No apparent risk 

Tusk V, VI, VII ES Quota swaps Low risk 

 

6.2 Main findings from analysis of 2016 catch data 

Based on the re-analysis of 2016 catch data, several changes are observed for West of 

Scotland stocks as follows: 

 Saithe move from high risk to moderate risk 

 Haddock in VIb (Rockall) moves from moderate to low risk 

 Blue ling move from low risk to moderate risk 

 Ling moves from low to moderate risk 

 Tusk move from low to moderate risk 

This is summarised in table 8. 
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Table 8: Comparison of results of choke analysis from 2015 to 2016 

Species Member States 

Impacted  

Level of 

Risk 2015 

Level of 

Risk 2016 

Conclusion  

Cod VIa FR, IE, UK 

 

High High No change for 2016 

Catches still in excess of TAC (zero 

TAC) and choke risk remains high  

Saithe VIa ES, FR, NL, UK 

 

High Moderate Catches below TAC in 2016 largely 

due to a reduction in FR catches.  

UK still has a significant deficit  

Whiting VIa IE, NL, UK 

 

High High No change for 2016 

Catches still in excess of TAC and 

choke risk remains high  

Significant differences between 

ICES and STECF discard rates 

Anglerfish 

VI 

IE, UK,ES Moderate Moderate No change for 2016 except for a 

small deficit for ES 

Catches remain more or less in line 

with the  TAC 

IE remain reliant on swaps 

Haddock 

VIa 

ES, IE, NL ,UK Moderate Moderate IE has large deficit in 2016 

compared to 2015 but total catches 

remain below TAC 

Significant differences between 

ICES and STECF discard rates 

Haddock 

VIb 

IE, UK Moderate Low No MS with deficit in 2016 

Choke risk assessed as being low in 

2016 

Blue Ling V, 

VI & VII 

IE, ES Low Moderate ES (significant) and IE (small) have 

deficits in 2016 

Choke risk assessed as being 

moderate in 2016  

Significant differences between 

ICES and STECF discard rates 

Cod VIb IE Low Low No change for 2016 

Catches remain low and choke risk 

remains low 

Ling V, VI, 

VII 

BE, IE Low Moderate IE has a deficit in 2016 compared 

to 2015 but total catches remain 

well below TAC 

No quota uplift as ICES advises 

discards are negligible. STECF 

reports discard rates of between 2-

14% 

Megrim VI IE Low Low No change for 2016 

Catches remain well below TAC 

ES and UK report quite high discard 

rates  

Nephrops 

VI 

None Low Low No change for 2016 

Choke risk remains low 

No discards reported by UK 

Tusk V, VI, 

VII 

BE, NL, ES Low Moderate Deficit for ES increased in 2016 

Choke risk assessed as being 

moderate 

No quota uplift as ICES advises 

discards are negligible. STECF 

reports discard rates of between 1-

20% 
Source: Rihan et al., 2017 
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6.3 Chokes for individual Member States 

Table 9 summarises the choke issues by Member States for each stock evaluated.  

Table 9: Summary of choke issues by Member State for each stock evaluated 

ANG = anlgerfish; BLI = blue ling; COD = cod; HAD = haddock; LEZ = megrim; LIN = ling; NEP = nephrops;POK = 

saithe; USK = tusk; WHG = whiting 

 

MS ANG BLI COD  

VIa 

COD  

VIb 

HAD  

VIa 

HAD  

VIb 

LEZ LIN  

VI & VII 

NEP POK USK 

VI & 

VII 

WHG 

BE N N N N N N N ? N N ? N 

DE N N N N N N N N N N N N 

FR N N Y N N N N N N Y N N 

ES N ? ? N Y N N N N Y ?    Y 

IE Y ? Y N Y Y ? ? N N N Y 

NL N N ? N Y N N N N Y ? Y 

UK Y N Y N Y Y N N N Y N Y 

Source: Rihan et al., 2017 

By Member State the following are the main issues: 

BE: Very limited fishing activity in West of Scotland and no choke issues identified. BE has a 

small deficit between catches of ling and quota but there is a surplus of quota and any 

shortfall can probably be covered by swaps. 

DE: Very limited fishing activity in West of Scotland and no choke issues identified. 

FR: Major choke issues are cod and saithe. Cod has the potential to choke multiple FR 

fisheries where cod is a bycatch given there is currently a zero TAC with a bycatch allowance. 

FR has a large deficit for saithe. Avoidance and selectivity provide only limited scope to 

reduce risk. There is limited scope for quota swaps and the only tools available to reduce the 

risk of saithe choking multiple fisheries are inter species flexibility and de minimis.  

ES: Haddock (VIa) and saithe are the main choke species, to a lesser extent cod in VIa and 

blue ling where ES has limited catches. For all species, except blue ling, ES has reported 

catches but no quota and is reliant on swaps to cover these catches although they are 

generally less than 10 tonnes. Cod in VIa may also potentially be a problem as small 

bycatches have been reported in previous years. ES is reliant on swaps for tusk. For the other 

species ES has either no reported catches or would appear to have sufficient quota. 

IE: Along with the UK, IE are the MS most likely to be impacted in the West of Scotland. The 

high risk choke species for IE are anglerfish, cod, haddock in both VIa and VIb and 

whiting. As with FR, cod presents the highest choke risk for IE. For anglerfish IE is already 

heavily reliant on swaps to maintain current catches and the ability to obtain additional 

swaps in the future may be limited once anglerfish is subject to the landing obligation. For 

the two haddock stocks, a combination of tools are available such as improvements in 

selectivity, avoidance and quota flexibilities that should reduce the risk of choking fisheries 

significantly. Whiting in VI is problematic due to the highly depleted state of the stock and 

corresponding low TAC. Improvements in selectivity are limited as the IE fleet already uses 

mesh sizes of 120mm in the mixed demersal fisheries where whiting is caught as a bycatch.  

Other tools such as avoidance measures and de minimis may help to reduce the risk further. 
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The data also shows IE with a small deficit for blue ling, ling and megrim although there are 

large surpluses of quota from other Member States and swaps would potentially cover these 

shortfalls. 

NL: NL has only limited demersal fishing opportunities in the West of Scotland and potential 

issues mainly centre on bycatch of haddock, saithe and whiting in pelagic fisheries. For all 

three species NL has no quota and is reliant on swaps to cover these catches although they 

are generally small (typically less than 20 tonnes). Of these species, whiting presents the 

highest risk given the current depleted nature of this stock and low TAC meaning there is 

little surplus quota available for swaps. Cod in VIa may also be problematic for the NL given 

the current zero TAC and high likelihood of cod bycatch in pelagic fisheries which has been 

reported previously.  

UK: The most serious choke species for the UK are anglerfish, cod, haddock in VIa and 

VIb, saithe and whiting. Of these cod, saithe and whiting present the highest risk. For cod the 

UK has high discards of over quota cod currently and options for reducing these catches are 

quite limited given a range of selectivity and avoidance measures have already been 

introduced. The UK is currently reliant on swaps to cover saithe catches, which is caught in 

both targeted fisheries and as a bycatch. As for FR the main tools available to reduce the risk 

of choking are inter species flexibility and the introduction of a de minimis exemption which 

would largely offset unwanted catches of saithe currently discarded. Inter area flexibility 

between area 6 and 4 may also reduce the risk of choking for the UK, but may move the 

choke risk to area 4. High discards of whiting in the Nephrops fishery make this a high risk 

choke species for the UK. Improving selectivity may help to reduce the risk of choking 

fisheries and a number of measures to increase selectivity have already been taken by the UK 

in both the Nephrops and mixed demersal fisheries. Avoidance measures may also help but it 

is likely such measures alone will not completely remove the choke risk from whiting. 
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7 OTHER CHOKE ISSUES IDENTIFIED  

KEY FINDINGS 

There are 24 stocks for which a particular Member State or a group of Member States 

have no quota in the North Western waters. While Spain are the most impacted, other 

Member States are also affected.  

It is doubtful whether for all of these stocks  choke issues can be solved using the existing 

tools and measures and alternative solutions may need to be considered in specific 

cases.  

Bycatch of demersal stocks in pelagic fisheries are a problem in the NWW. Specific 

examples include whiting bycatch in the Celtic Sea herring fishery and hake in the 

mackerel fishery. It is likely that mitigation measures such as the use of inter-species 

flexibility, de minimis exemptions or swapping can successfully address this issue. 

There are six deep-sea stocks relevant to NWW but it is unclear whether they represent a 

risk as choke species. There are only a few directed fisheries for these stocks, and for most 

Member States they are caught only as a bycatch.  

Spurdog or picked dogfish are currently managed under a heavily restricted TAC and 

they are essentially treated as a prohibited species. They are not currently a choke species 

although as with the deep-sea species but has the potential to be a choke species depending 

on how the stock evolves. 

During the choke analysis workshops held in June and September 2017 a number of other 

choke issues were identfied - stocks where one or more Member State has no quota; 

interactions between pelagic stocks/fisheries and demersal stocks; deep-sea stocks; and 

restricted TAC stocks. These are described below in the following sections. 

7.1 No Quota 

Separate to species which have a zero TAC (i.e. cod in Area VIa) and which are assessed as 

being severely depleted, there are 24 stocks for which a particular Member State or a group 

of Member States have no quota in NWW. Several of these stocks were assessed as being 

high risk choke species for multiple Member States.  

While not unique to the NWW, it would seem this problem is more acute in this area than in 

other sea basins. Many of these stocks are widely distributed species for which catches are 

highly likely and unavoidable. In such circumstances under the landing obligation these 

species essentially choke fisheries from the start of the year for those Member States 

impacted. Mitigation actions to avoid capture, quota to cover the catches obtained through 

swaps or exemptions or alternative discard provisions are needed to avoid choking of multiple 

fisheries. Spain is the Member State most impacted, Belgium, Germany, France, Ireland, 

the Netherlands and UK are also affected. Outside of the available mitigation tools, the CMT 

workshops did not identify any alternative solutions that will fully resolve the problem for 

these stocks and in many cases there is a high reliance on swaps to cover such catches. In 

two cases – tusk and Bluefin tuna – an “others” quota to cover catches by Member States 

without a specific quota allocation has been included in the TAC. A summary of the species 

and Member States concerned as well as an assessment of the risk of these species choking 

multiple fisheries is provided in Table 10. 
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Table 10:  Summary table of stocks in the NWW for which Member States have zero 

quota but reported catches 

SPECIES MS IMPACTED RISK OF CHOKING 

Greater silver smelt (V, VI, 

VII) 

ES, BE ES – Moderate 

BE – Low 

Tusk (V, VI, VII) ES, BE, NL (Other MS quota 

of 13 tonnes available for by-

catches) 

ES – Moderate/High 

NL, BE – Low 

Boarfish (V, VI, VII) ES, BE, NL, FR ES, NL, FR – High 

BE – Moderate 

Herring (VIIg,h,j,k) ES, BE ES, BE – Low 

Herring (VIIe,f) BE, ES, NL, IR IR, NL, BE – Moderate 

ES– Low 

Cod (VIIb-k, VIII, IX and X) ES, NL ES, NL – Moderate/High 

Megrim (VII) NL NL – Low 

Haddock VI, Vb & 

international waters of XII & 

XIV 

ES, NL ES, NL – Moderate/High 

Haddock (VIIb-k, VIII, IX 

and X 

ES, NL ES – Moderate/High 

NL – Moderate 

Blue ling (Vb, VI, VII) BE BE – Low 

Ling (VI, VII, VIII, IX, X, XII 

and XIV) 

NL NL – Low 

Nephrops (VII) BE, NL BE – Low/Moderate 

NL – Low 

Plaice (VIIf,g) ES, NL ES, NL – Low 

Plaice (VIIh,j,k) ES ES - Low 

Plaice VIId,e NL NL – Moderate/High 

Mackerel (VI, VII, VIIIa, 

VIIIb, VIIId and VIIIc, 

international waters Vb, IIa, 

XII, XIV 

BE BE – Low/Moderate 

Sole (VIIf,g) ES, NL ES, NL – Low 

Sole (VIIh,j,k) ES ES - Low 

Horse mackerel (IIa,  IVa, 

VI, VIIa-c, VIIe-k, VIIIa, 

VIIIb, VIIIc, Vb, inter waters 

XII, XIV 

BE BE – Low/Moderate 

Pollack (VII) NL NL – Low/Moderate 

Saithe (VII, VIII, IX and X) NL NL – Moderate 

Whiting (VIIb-k) ES ES – Moderate/High 

Whiting (VI, Vb & 

international waters of XII & 

XIV) 

ES, NL ES, NL – Moderate/High 

Whiting (VIIa) BE BE - Moderate 

Bluefin tuna (Atlantic Ocean, 

east of 45° W, and 

Mediterranean) 

DE, IE, NL, UK (Other MS 

quota of 47 tonnes available 

for by-catches) 

DE, IE, NL, UK – 

Moderate/High 
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7.2 Interactions between pelagic stocks/fisheries and demersal 

stocks 

The issue of bycatch of demersal stocks in pelagic fisheries has also been considered. The 

Pelagic Advisory Council (PELAC) and NWWAC have identified that these catches could create 

choke situations for pelagic vessels, mainly due to a lack of demersal quota held by pelagic 

vessels, or for demersal vessels due to an increased rate of demersal quota uptake. 

An analysis carried out by the PELAC (2017) identified that the data on the extent of this 

bycatch is quite poor but in the past few years, due to the implementation of the landing 

obligation in pelagic fisheries in 2015, there has been an increased focus on the issue of 

demersal bycatch. Available data from STECF (2017a) shows that significant bycatches of 

some demersal species does occur in pelagic fisheries. For whiting in VIIb-k it is estimated 

that catches in pelagic fisheries amounted to 2% in 2015 and 4% in 2016 of total catches. 

There has been concern that these catches present a significant risk of choking the herring 

fishery if they persist. In 2016 the herring fishery was almost closed because of the overall 

uptake of the whiting TAC. 

Significant bycatch of hake has also been recorded in pelagic fisheries in North Western 

Waters. In 2015 these amounted to 2.4% of total catches in Areas VI and VII. The issue has 

been analysed in detail using the CMT by the PELAC. Table 11 shows estimated quantities 

from 2015 for some of the high and moderate risk demersal stocks caught in pelagic trawls 

and in some cases discarded (data from Pelagic CMT report which was in turn extracted from 

the STECF database). 

Table 11 Estimated catches of demersal species in pelagic fisheries 

Stock Pelagic Landings 

2015 (tonnes) 

Pelagic Discards 

2015 (tonnes) 

 Whiting VIIe-k  459  89 

 Haddock VIIb-k  13  0 

 Whiting VIa  24  0 

 Hake VI and VII  806  422 

 Haddock VIa  12  0 

Source: STECF, 2018 

Most bycatch of demersal species in pelagic fisheries are landed without discarding as the 

catches are either graded out from the target species onshore at processing factories (from 

RSW vessels) or during on-board processing (pelagic freezer vessels). Improving selectivity in 

pelagic fisheries to the extent that it would improve bycatches of demersal species is difficult 

for a number of reasons. Pelagic nets have small mesh sizes in the aft part in order to avoid 

meshing damage to fish and associated economic losses. Increasing these mesh sizes 

sufficiently to allow the escape of larger demersal fish would obviously result in unacceptably 

high losses of the target pelagic species. Other selectivity devices such as separator grids or 

panels have been trialled with some positive results in terms of reduction of demersal bycatch 

but have been shown to result in loss of marketable catch. A detailed analysis of these 

measures is given in a 2014 Pelagic Regional Advisory Council report on recommendations on 
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implementing the EU Landing Obligation in pelagic fisheries (PELAC, 2014). It is more likely 

that measures such as the use of inter-species flexibility, de minimis exemptions or swapping 

both nationally and between Member States can reduce the choke risk. 

7.3 Deep-sea stocks 

There are six stocks under the fishing opportunities Regulation for deep-sea stocks 

(Regulation (EU) 2016/2285) which are relevant to NWW. These are: 

 Deep-sea sharks – Union and international waters of V,VI,VII, VIII & IX; 

 Black Scabbard – Union and international waters of V,VI,VII and VIII; 

 Alfonsinos – Union and international waters of III, IV, V, VI, VII, VIII, IX, X, XII and 

XIV 

 Roundnose grenadier – Union and international waters of Vb, VI and VII  

 Red seabream – Union and international waters of VI, VII and VIII  

 Greater forkbeard – Union and international waters of V, VI and VII 

No evaluation using the Choke Mitigation Tool has been completed for these stocks because 

the STECF data is incomplete or unreliable, the level of fishery is very low or the majority of 

the Member States do not catch their quota and traditionally swap it out. It is therefore hard 

to assess whether such stocks have the potential to be choke species. Generally for these 

stocks, reported discards are quite low (typically less than 5%) and generally the TAC tends 

to match the actual catches. This is not to say that there are no choke issues around deep-

sea stocks but the conclusion from the CMT workshops was that  it is up to the individual 

Member States to evaluate this further.  

7.4 Restricted TACs 

Spurdog or picked dogfish (Squalus acanthias) are managed under a heavily restricted 

TAC. Currently the targeting of picked dogfish is prohibited in Union and international waters 

of I, V, VI, VII, VIII, XII and XIV and when accidently caught, specimens should be released 

immediately. In effect they are a prohibited species as defined in the Fishing Opportunities 

Regulation. However, where an accepted bycatch avoidance programme is in place then 

limited landings under certain conditions of picked dogfish can be made. Under this 

management regime currently this stock is not a choke species although as with the deep-sea 

species there may be choke issues in the future depending on how the stock and 

management approach evolves.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Squalus_acanthias
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8 EFFECTIVENESS OF AVAILABLE TOOLS: 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

KEY FINDINGS 

Reporting on implementation of the landing obligation by Member States remains 

largely qualitative and not verified with accurate catch data. Therefore measuring the 

effectiveness of the available tools and measures to mitigate choke risks is difficult in 

practice. 

The use of avoidance and tactical approaches has been limited in NWW and it is too early 

see to say how effective such measures will be in reducing choke risks. 

Despite a significant amount of work carried out to test selective gears and positive 

initiatives by Member States and the industry, improvements in selectivity have been 

slow to evolve since the introduction of the landing obligation in NWW. 

TAC adjustments have limited value in avoiding choke situations in the short-term but 

will not assist in subsequent years when catch quotas will be in place. 

Quota swaps are already common practice between Member States in NWW and will 

continue to have a major role in helping Member States to deal with choke situations. 

However, to date there is no evidence that swapping patterns have changed since the 

introduction of the landing obligation. 

Inter-species flexibility potentially can help to avoid choke situations and particularly to 

cover unavoidable bycatch. However, to date there is a a reluctance by Member States to 

use this mechanism given the potential for overfishing.  

Inter-annual quota flexibility, is essentially a mechanisms to “balance the books” and has 

limited utility for choke avoidance. 

Suppressing TACs will remove the risk of certain species caught as bycatch choking 

fisheries.  However, this would seem very much a last resort and could only be contemplated 

if alternative measures can be identified or the risk of fishing mortality significantly 

increasing as a result of removing the TAC is minimal.  

It has proven difficult to identify species in NWW that could be combined to form an 

“others quotas” and in the short-term it is difficult to see this mechanism being used to 

any degree to mitigate the risk of choke stocks. 

Bycatch footnotes could provide an effective method of addressing choke situations, but as 

with inter-species flexibility there is a danger their use could jeopardise MSY objectives 

and relative stability. 

Inter-area flexibility may be a useful tool to reducd choke risks for certain stocks but 

needs to be considered carefully on a case-by-case basis. 

FMSY ranges potentially could be used to reduce choke risks particularly in complex mixed 

fishery situations as pertain in NWW. 

Both de minimis and high survivability exemptions have been adopted in NWW. In the 

case of de minimis exemptions, these are seen as short-term partial solutions, while high 

survivability exemptions are seen as longer-term solutions but the need for supporting 

scientific evidence has been a limiting factor in their more widespread use.  
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Based on the Commission’s analysis (contained in COM(2017) 368 final) and also the 

observations of STECF (2017b), reporting on implementation of the landing obligation by 

Member States remains largely qualitative and not verified with reliable data. Therefore 

measuring the effectiveness of the available tools and measures within the CFP and 

associated Regulations is difficult in practice and largely qualitative. However, this section 

provides an assessment of the tools available and the use made of these tools to date. It also 

indicates the longer-term utility of these tools and in particular with dealing with the choke 

issue. Based on the CMT analysis the tools and measures can be divided into Avoidance 

actions; Selectivity measures; Quota measures and flexibilities; and exemptions. This is by no 

means a definitive list and other potential tools and measures maybe available. In most cases 

it is clear that a combination of tools will be needed to mitigate against choke risks and in 

some cases measures outside those currently available may be needed. 

8.1 Avoidance actions 

There is no clear evidence of Member States in the NWW adopting specific avoidance 

measures since the landing obligation has come into force. There have been no adjustments 

to existing closed areas in NWW or have there been any no new closed areas defined. Real-

time closures have also not been used as a tool for implementation. 

Reid (2017) reports as part of the EU funded DISCARDLESS1 project that there is anecdotal 

evidence of isolated incidences of voluntary avoidance of areas of juvenile fish by fishermen. 

A number of common tactical approaches linked to avoidance were identified from interviews 

with fishermen from a number of Member States that could help in avoiding choke species: 

 Change of fishing grounds in response to high levels of the choke species or small 

fish. 

 Avoidance of spawning/nursery areas was used as a tactic to avoid <MCRS catches. 

 Information sharing between fishermen on areas to be avoided due to choke or 

high levels of <MCRS fish. 

 “Moving on” after high catches of choke or <MCRS fish. This is a key commonality 

that should merit further examination. Moving on is probably occurring in many 

fisheries, but possibly without much guidance of how far to move, etc. This is 

potentially an area where scientists could help analyse what move on rules might 

be effective. 

 Change of target species or changing the depth for fishing to change species mix. 

 Shorter hauls and the use of sonar to target hauls. 

Reid (2017) also provides evidence from NWW of cases where avoidance measures had been 

observed. For instance French fishermen reportedly moved away from high concentrations of 

juvenile fish in the Eastern Channel (Balazuc et al., 2016). During Irish simulation or 

“Challenge” trials carried out in the Celtic Sea avoidance of specific areas and changes in 

fishing pattern to try and avoid certain species felt to be chokes was observed (Cosgrove et 

al. 2015).  

There has also been considerable work carried out as part of the DISCARDLESS project to 

develop a decision support tool for fishermen (Mateo et al., 2017). This tool incorporates 

                                           
1  DISCARDLESS project - Strategies for the gradual elimination of discards in European fisheries. March 2015 – 

February 2019 (48 months). Funded under Horizon 2020 – the Framework Programme for Research and 

Innovation (2014-2020). 
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information gathered during the DISCARDLESS project as well as information on unwanted 

catches derived from scientific data. This has involved the development of a series of discard 

maps for fishermen that are designed  to allow fishermen to choose where and when to fish 

to best avoid unwanted catches. The decision support tool also provides guidance on 

avoidance of choke species, areas where fish below Minimum Conservation Reference Size are 

abundant, as well as where these are in low abundance while desired catch may be in high 

abundance. In some cases, the information has been packaged in flexible and interactive web 

based apps that allow fishermen to use the information in their own way. These apps are 

currently being tested on board fishing vessels under the DISCARDLESS project. It remains to 

be seen whether fishermen will use them in the future. 

In conclusion it is too early to say whether avoidance and tactical approaches can help in 

implementing the landing obligation and avoiding choke species to any degree. It is clear 

from the interviews carried out during the DISCARDLESS project that fishermen are not in 

favour of permanent or semi-permanent closures (Reid, 2017) but there was more support 

for temporary areas to protect juveniles, spawning areas or high aggregation areas. 

Fishermen believe these should be deployed tactically by managers and then removed when 

no longer needed (i.e. more akin to real-time closures). Member States in the NWW likewise 

do not seem to favour the introduction of new closed areas but also seem reluctant to 

introduce real-time closures given they perceive them as being difficult to monitor and control 

(Rihan et al., 2017). 

8.2 Selectivity measures 

Improving selectivity has been highlighted by the Commission (recital 8 and 29 of Regulation 

(EU) 1380/2013 and others (Condie et al., 2013 and 2014; Salvo, 2016) as one of the main 

tools to implement the landing obligation and avoid choke species. Additionally the CMT 

identified twelve stocks in the North Western Waters where there is a high risk of residual 

choke issues, forcing fisheries to close early in the year. Improving selectivity was 

acknowledged as one of the main mitigation actions to reduce the risk of fisheries being 

choked for nine of these stocks. In addition improving selectivity was seen as an important 

mitigation action for a further five stocks of thirteen identified through the CMT as having a 

moderate risk.  

To date, however, there is no clear evidence of specific improvements in selectivity 

introduced into fisheries in the NWW since the landing obligation came into force in 2014. 

Fishermen seem slow to change behaviour and adopt selective gears alredy tested. This si 

refelected in that Member States have to date not introduced new or additional selectivity 

measures into NWW through discard plans. Some selectivity measures have been 

introduced through national legislation although in most cases these are not directly related 

to the implementation of the landing obligation. For example, Ireland (DAFM, 2018) and the 

UK (DAERA, 2018) have made the use of more selective gears mandatory in the Irish Sea 

linked to the cod recovery plan (Articles 11 and 13 of Regulation (EC) 1342/2008). In 

addition Ireland has increased the mesh size in Nephrops fisheries from 70mm to 80mm from 

1 January 2017 also under national legislation (SI 510 of 2016). 

Over the last few years, governments, scientific institutions, industry, fishermen and other 

stakeholders have carried out multiple trials with selective gears. Some examples of projects 

co-funded by the EU through pilot projects or specific programmes and funds such as the 

European Fisheries Fund (EFF), European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) Life+, etc. 

These include The English Discard Ban Trial,  DisCatch,  EcoFishMan (see 

https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/cfp/fishing_rules/landing-obligation-in-practice_en). Member 

https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/cfp/fishing_rules/landing-obligation-in-practice_en
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States  have also supported a number of different projects such as Celselect: Celtique 

sélectivité by France Filière Pêche or industry-led initiatives such as multiple fishing gear 

selectivity trials led by Bord Iascaigh Mhara (BIM) in Ireland and Marine Scotland in the UK. 

EU funded projects under Horizon 2020 – DISCARDLESS and MINOUW2 have also looked at 

gear selectivity in the context of the landing obligation. Annex III summarises many of these 

projects by region in the NWW. Despite all of these projects ICES reports for many stocks and 

particularly gadoid species such as (cod, haddock and whiting) in NWW that levels of 

unwanted catches remain high. Uptake of selective gears remains low largely because for 

many of the gears tested there is a consequential reduction in the marketable catches which 

will impact on fishermen.  

Analysis of STECF data shows that improvements in selectivity should be focused on trawl 

and beam trawl fisheries (TR1, TR2 and BT2) in all parts of NWW as these are the gear 

groups with the highest discard rates for the high risk choke stocks identified. Table 12 

highlights fisheries within NWW where selectivity improvements should be priortisied based 

on a recent analysis by STECF (STECF, 2018). The majority of these fisheries are TR2 or BT2 

fisheries with codend mesh sizes of less than 100mm. There are also several TR1 fisheries 

where the discard rate is high. For each fishery, STECF specified the relevant primary and 

secondary choke stocks in each fishery where: 

 The primary choke stock is the one with the highest discards and is therefore the 

most likely to choke the fishery first; and 

 The secondary choke stocks are the other high risk choke stocks that would  also 

impact on the fishery. 

Table 12: Identified fisheries in NWW where selectivity may be improved 

Region 
Gear 

Type 
Fishery 

Primary choke 

stocks 

Secondary 

choke stocks 

Celtic Sea TR1 Mixed Gadoid Haddock Whiting, plaice 

Celtic Sea TR2 Nephrops Haddock, whiting Plaice, hake 

Celtic Sea TR2 
Directed whiting/hake 

(trawl and seine) 
Haddock Whiting, hake 

Celtic Sea TR2 

Mixed demersal 

(angler, megrim, 

hake) 

Hake 
Haddock, 

whiting, plaice 

Celtic Sea BT2 

Mixed demersal 

(angler, megrim, 

sole, plaice) 

Haddock, whiting, 

plaice 
Hake 

Irish Sea TR2 Nephrops Whiting Cod, haddock 

West of 

Scotland 
TR1 Mixed Gadoid Cod Whiting 

West of 

Scotland 
TR1 Mixed demersal Cod Whiting, hake 

West of 

Scotland 
TR2 Nephrops Cod Haddock, whiting 

                                           
2  MINOUW – a EU H2020 RIA project addressing topic SFS-9-2014: Towards a gradual elimination of discards in 

European fisheries. Consortium of 15 beneficiaries and 4 linked parties participate. Budget of ca. 6 M € for a 

duration on 4 years (March 2015 – Feb. 2019). 
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Channel TR2 
Mixed demersal/Non 

quota 
Haddock Whiting, plaice 

Channel BT2 Sole Plaice Haddock, whiting 

Channel BT2 
Mixed demersal/Non 

quota 
Plaice Haddock, whiting 

Source: STECF, 2018 

It is anticipated that as more choke issues emerge with full implementation of the landing 

obligation in 2019 the focus on selectivity measures is likely to increase and this may lead 

to further improvements. However, it is unlikely that selectivity will ever fully resolve choke 

issues. A study by Seafish in the UK has looked at the impact of selectivity on a number of UK 

fisheries. The analysis shows that changes of selectivity in combination with improved 

quota management can help UK fleets to mitigate risk of choke. However, it doesn’t fully 

eliminate the problem. The level that selectivity can help to mitigate against the risk depends 

on the fleet and the fishery (Catchpole et al., 2017). 

According to many NGOs, Member States do not give enough attention to selectivity, and 

neither do the EU institutions, despite the fact that the landing obligation real objective is “to 

make fisheries more selective and leave more fish in the water”. This original objective is not 

yet perceived and “many vessels continue business as usual” .  

In conclusion despite a significant amount of work carried out to test selective gears and 

positive initiatives by Member States through the introduction of national measures, 

improvements in selectivity have not been forthcoming since the introduction of the landing 

obligation. Fishermen seem reluctant to adopt gears that have been tested largely because of 

a lack of an incentive to use them and also because the results from trials indicate losses of 

marketable catch which has acted as a disincentive to uptake.  

8.3 Quota measures and flexibilities 

8.3.1 TAC adjustments 

According to the European Commission (2017), TAC adjustments are part of the overall 

package of measures to implement the landing obligation but they should nevertheless not 

jeopardise the FMSY objective or increase fishing mortality. TAC adjustments have been 

applied to stocks as they have become subject to the landing obligation in accordance with 

the estimated catch that formerly would have been discarded (Borges, 2018). This has been 

complicated in NWW as Member States have chosen to introduce the landing obligation on a 

phased basis by defining catch thresholds which have defined the number of vessels subject 

to the landing obligation for that particular stock (See Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 

2018/46). This has meant that the landing obligation has only partially applied to certain 

stocks. In calculating the appropriate quota uplift, the Commission has had to calculate the 

quota adjustment based on the contribution (%) of each fleet segment identified under the 

Member States’ joint recommendations to total catches and discards of the species-area 

combination (STECF, 2017c). For instance in the case of whiting in Area VIIb-k, STECF 

calculated that approximatley 85% of landings would be included under the landing obligation 

in 2018 based on trawl fisheries covered subject to the landing obligation accounting for 90% 

of the total catches of whiting in the area.  
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In conclusion, for the remaining stocks to be introduced under the landing obligation in 

2019, calculation of TAC adjustments will be much simpler as all catches will be covered. In 

the following years after full introduction, TAC adjustments will no longer be relevant as the 

TACs will simply follow the ICES catch advice. Given this, TAC adjustments have only limited 

value in respect of choke stocks. Potentially they may help for some chokes in 2019 but will 

not assist in subsequent years.  

8.3.2 Quota swaps 

Recital 29 of the CFP identifies quota swaps as one of the main tools for avoidance of choke 

issues. To avoid mismatches between available quotas and fishing patterns it encourages, 

“Member States should consider adjustments through quota swaps with other Member States, 

including on a permanent basis”. 

The CMT identified approximately 13 stocks where there is a moderate risk of residual choke 

issues for one or more Member States. For at least nine of these stocks the quota swaps can 

potentially solve the choke problems these stocks are identified in table 13. 

Table 13: Choke stocks where quota swaps could potentially reduce choke risk 

Choke Stock Member States 

impacted 

Hake VI and VII ES,IE,NL 

Anglerfish VII ES,IE,UK 

Cod VIIe-k IE,NL,UK 

Megrim VII UK 

Sole VIIh,j,k BE,FR 

Anglerfish VI IE, UK 

Saithe FR, UK 

Plaice VIIa BE 

Plaice VIId,e BE,NL 

Source: Rihan et al., 2017 

To date there is no evidence of quota swapping patterns having changed amongst NWW 

Member States since the introduction of the landing obligation. Information contained in the 

DISCARDLESS project suggest traditional quota swaps have tended to continue between 

Member States with no evidence of an increase in the number of swaps or indications that 

Member States have looked for quota swaps specifically to cover shortfalls in quota as a 

result of the landing obligation. There is also no evidence of Member States holding onto 

unused quotas rather than swapping it because of concerns over choke issues, even though 
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it is still apparent for some stocks in NWW there is evidence of significant amounts of 

quota remaining unused at the end of the year. For instance for megrim in Area VII, 

according to STECF  total landings in 2016 were  10,993 tonnes compared to a TAC of 18,254 

tonnes. This amounts to unused quota of 7,261 tonnes. Based on the CMT analysis, even if 

discards were taken into account there would still have been surplus quota of approximtaly 

4,000 tonnes (Rihan et al., 2017). 

In conclusion swaps are already common practice between Member States, even without 

the landing obligation and they can play a role in dealing with choke situations, depending on 

the quota currency required to pay for the swaps and the incentives to make quota 

available. However, it is up to the relevant Member States to broker the deal. Some 

apparent surpluses could in fact be already used for swaps of other species and therefore 

would not necessarily be available to reduce the risk for the identified species. Whether quota 

swapping patterns will adapt to the landing obligation and the need to avoid choke situations 

is unclear. Such swaps remain within the competence of Member States and the CFP does not 

provide arrangements for the Commission to intervene and redistribute unused quotas. In 

this regard there is no evidence of any appetite by Member States or by the Commission to 

introduce new arrangements for redistribution of unused quota between Member States in 

light of the landing obligation. 

8.3.3 Inter-species flexibility 

The inter-species quota flexibility mechanism provided for in Article 15 paragraph 8 of the 

CFP does provide flexibility in the system to better adjust catch compositions to resemble 

fishing opportunities. However, STECF (2013) and others have warned previously that this 

provision could be used to legally increase catches well in excess of desired or intended 

levels, and its use requires careful consideration if negative and unintended consequences are 

to be avoided. 

In practice and perhaps recognising the dangers outlined by STECF, Member States within the 

NWW (and more widely across regions) have chosen not to use inter-species quota flexibility 

in 2016 or 2017 (Veits, 2017). This is despite extensive discussion between the Member 

States in the NWW about how to determine appropriate transfer amounts and ensure stocks 

are not overfished. It is also apparent that the provision within the Regulation that restricts 

the  use of the mechanism to non-target species within safe biological limits has limited the 

number of stocks that effectively inter-species flexibility could actually be applied. 

In conclusion inter-species flexibility potentially could help to avoid choke situations and 

particularly to cover unavoidable bycatch. However, there seems a reluctance by Member 

States to use this mechanism given the potential for overfishing and to date no agreement 

has been reached between Member States as to how to apply it. At present it is regarded by 

Member States as a last resort and it is unlikely this will change in the short-term.  

8.3.4 Banking and Borrowing 

The inter-annual flexibility provided for under Article 15 paragraph 9 of Regulation (EU) 

1380/2013 has been used by most Member States in NWW in conjunction with the annual 

banking and borrowing of quotas under Council Regulation (EC) No 847/96 and the quota 

deduction/transfer mechanism allowed for under Article 105 of the Control Regulation 

(Council Regulation (EC) No 1224/2009). However, while these mechanisms provide some 
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year-end flexibility, they are essentially mechanisms to “balance the books” and have limited 

utility for choke avoidance.  

8.3.5 Removing TACs 

In 2017, following a request from the Commission, ICES assessed the sustainability risk of 

removing the combined TAC foer the stocks of dab and flounder in the North (ICES, 2017). 

Based on the  advice, the Commission subsequently proposed, and Council agreed to delete 

the combined TAC for dab and flounder in the North Sea (European Commission, 2017). With 

the suppression of the TAC, these two stocks were removed from the landing obligation 

and no longer constitute a choke risk resulting in premature closure of fisheries for plaice 

and sole where they are caught as a bycatch to many demersal fisheries.  

To date this is the only example of suppression of a TAC in any region. However, in NWW 

with the increased focus on choke species, Member States and the NWWAC have discussed 

the possibility of removing several TACs during the CMT workshops to reduce choke risks 

(NWWAC, 2017). Whiting in the Irish Sea and also the small TACs for sole and plaice in 

VIIh,j,k have been identified as candidate TACs that could be removed under certain 

circumstances. Particularly in the case of whiting in the Irish Sea, this is acknowledged as a 

last resort measure and that should only be considered if alternative measures could be put in 

place to ensure protection of these stocks. In particular these alternative measures must 

ensure that fishing mortality does not exceed Fmsy in the absence of the TAC. In the case of 

whiting it seems difficult to envisage what such alternative measures would be, accepting that 

the current TAC does not restict fishing mortality.  

In conclusion, supressing TACs will remove the risk of certian species caught as bycatch 

choking multiple fisheries.  However, this would seem very much a last resort and could only 

be contemplated if alternative measures can be identified or the risk of fishing mortality 

significantly increasing as a result of removing the TAC is minimal.  Identifying such 

alternative measures seems difficult in practice. 

8.3.6 Others quota 

Despite being put forward as a potential tool for reducing the choke risk in mixed fisheries, 

Member States in NWW have not been able to identify any groups of species that could be 

combined into an “others quota”. As with the interspecies flexibility there is a danger of 

overfishing of one of the species within the “others” grouping.   

To date the only situation this mechanism has been used is in the EU/Norway agreement 

where species such as deepsea species are managed under a combined quota.  In the 

context of implementation of the landing obligation, Norwegian officials have remarked that 

they apply far fewer TACs in the North Sea than the EU and this can help to prevent choking 

fisheries (NSAC, 216). 

The general conclusion in the NWW is that it is difficult to establish an “others quota” as it 

requires the agreement of all Member States. It potentially would have implications in terms 

of relative stability depending on the stocks. In addition a combined TAC for skates and 

rays has proven quite restrictive and does not take account difference in the state of the 

stocks that are combined. Such an approach may potentially increase the fishing mortality for 

vulnerable species included under the combined quota. There may also be the possibility of 

targeting of specific species within the grouped quota (NWWAC, 2016). Therefore in the 
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short-term it is difficult to see this mechanism being used to any degree to mitigate the risk 

of choke stocks. 

8.3.7 Bycatch quota/footnotes 

Historically, the TAC & quota regulations have included footnotes to the TACs of  some pelagic 

stocks (e.g. horse mackerel). These detail specific percentages (2% or 5%) of catches of non-

target species (e.g. boarfish, haddock, whiting and mackerel) that can be taken as bycatch 

when fishing for the  target TAC species. Such catches are counted against the target 

pelagic TAC.  

At the Council in December 2016 Council and Commission made a joint statement taking note 

of requests from certain Member States to introduce specific bycatch provisions for demersal 

species in fisheries targeting pelagic species. The requests were put forward with a reference 

to the choke species issues that arise with the landing obligation and also with reference to 

the inter-species quota flexibility mechanism. Member States requested footnotes along 

similar lines to those that  that currently apply to certain industrial fisheries in the North Sea 

(sandeel, sprat, Norway pout and horse mackerel). In parallel, Spain has also advocated 

the use of similar footnote provisions in demersal fisheries to cover bycatch of species in 

situations where the Member State has no quota for these species. As outlined in Section 7.1, 

Spain has a significant number of such stocks in NWW. However, due to concerns over the 

level of catches such footnotes would allow, to date no footnotes have been included in the 

Fishing Opportunities Regulation specifically allowing for bycatch in demersal fisheries. 

In conclusion, as with the inter-species flexibility , such footnotes may have value in some 

circumstances but it will be difficult to predict how effectively they could be applied. In theory 

footnotes provide an effective method of addressing choke situations, there is a danger their 

use could jeopardise the MSY objective and relative stability. They may also have potential 

effects on the quality of stock assessments. This has been highlighted by STECF (2013, 

2017d). STECF has concluded that it may be preferable to operate any such footnotes 

containing bycatch provisions through a maximum permitted bycatch (tonnes) of the bycatch 

species and not as a % of the target species TAC. STECF also concludes that such provision 

should be accompanied with full documentation and reporting so as to ensure transparency 

and the opportunity to scientifically assess the impact of these catches. 

8.3.8 Inter-area flexibility 

A number of TACs in NWW already contain inter-area flexibility that allows a certain amount 

of catch be taken from an adjacent management area (i.e. flexibility for haddock between 

Area IV and Area VIa). In certain cases this flexibility helps Member States manage quotas 

and as identified by the CMT may help to reduce the choke risk for specific stocks. Examples 

of the stocks identified were: 

 Plaice and sole  in VIIf,g and VIIh,jk 

 Anglerfish in VI and IV 

 Cod in VIId and IV 

In these specific cases the use of such a mechanism is less risky than removing a TAC 

altogether or using inter-species flexibility. They do not conflict with the stock assessment for 
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those stocks carried out by ICES and actually reflect the management areas used by ICES for 

them. However, the limiting factor is the potential impact on relative stability, which may 

make gaining agreement from Member States difficult. It is likely in some cases that 

introducing inter area flexibility may help one or more Member States but may have negative 

implications for other Member States.   

In conclusion this may be a useful tool for specific stocks but needs to be considered 

carefuly on a case-by-case basis. 

8.3.9 FMSY ranges 

Multi-annaul management plans introduced in the reformed CFP do no contain explicit harvest 

control rules (HCRs) but following agreement by the Council and Parliament can include FMSY 

ranges between which fishing opportunities can be set when pre-determined conditions are 

met (European Commission, 2016b; Regulation (EU) No 2016/1139). The use of the FMSY 

upper range has been justified to allow for mixed fisheries to adapt to the landing obligation. 

This allows extra flexibility to reduce the choke risk and avoid premature fisheries closures. 

NGOs have continued to raise concerns that ranges represent fishing  “above MSY levels” 

and are not in line with any F value above FMSY (see 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/consultation-multi-annual-plan-north-sea-demersal-

fisheries-summary_en_0.pdf). 

ICES have been providing mixed species advice for a number of years for the North Sea. 

More recently in 2016 and 2017 ICES has provided similar advice for cod, haddock and 

whiting in the Celtic Sea 2016 and 2017 (ICES, 2017). This advice contains an option around 

FMSY ranges.  The  “range” scenario presented in 2017 demonstrated that the potential TAC 

mismatch in 2018 could be minimized by setting target fishing levels within the FMSY ranges. 

Under this scenario a range of fishing mortality by stock are defined which, if used for setting 

single-stock fishing opportunities, may reduce the gap between the most and least restrictive 

TACs, thus reducing the choke risk. For 2018 under this scenario the TAC for cod would be 

set slightly higher than the single-stock advice, the haddock TAC set between the FMSY 

estimate and the upper end of the range and the TAC for whiting set lower than the single 

stock advice, towards the bottom of its range. This is illustrated below in Figure 15. By 

adopting such an approach this would narrow the large gap that currently exists between 

catches and the TAC for haddock and would thus reduce the choke risk considerably. Haddock 

in the Celtic Sea has been identified as one of the highest risk choke stocks in NWW. For 

haddock using the upper range of FMSY would help to reduce the choke risk for this stock. 

However, such an approach may have implications on the other stocks and in this case 

whiting in particular. Whiting has also been identified as a high risk choke stock for certain 

Member States and by lowering the fishing opportunities for whiting at the expense of 

haddock and cod may raise the choke risk for whiting. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/consultation-multi-annual-plan-north-sea-demersal-fisheries-summary_en_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/consultation-multi-annual-plan-north-sea-demersal-fisheries-summary_en_0.pdf
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Figure 15: Range scenario advice for divisions 7.b–c and 7.e–k  

Left: the fishing mortality rates for each stock which reduce the mismatch between opportunities for the three stocks 

(green point), along with the current fishing mortality (purple cross), the fishing mortality corresponding to the single 

stock advice (yellow star) and the FMSY (blue rotated square) and the FMSY ranges (grey lines). Right: Comparison 

of the outcomes in terms of total catches in 2018 (top) and SSB in 2019 (Bottom) between the FMSY-based single-

stock advice and the F-range based forecast.  

 

 
Source: ICES, 2017 

To date, due to the lack of a multi-annual plan for NWW, FMSY ranges have not been as yet 

used in the setting of fishing opportunities in NWW. However, the Commission has now adopt 

a multiannual plan for fish stocks in the Western waters (COM(2018) 149 final) which is 

currently under negotiation by the Council and the European Parliament. Assuming 

agreement can be reached, then this will allow the use of ranges for stocks in NWW in the 

future.  

In conclusion, quick adoption of the NWW multiannual plan, allowing the use of ranges is an 

extrememly useful tool in reducing choke risks. This is particularly the case in complex mixed 

fishery situations as pertain in the Celtic Sea as the example above illustrates. NGOs are 

opposed to theuse of ranges as they argue fishing FMSY upper represents overfishing in the 

context of the CFP. 

8.4 Exemptions 

8.4.1 De minimis 

De minimis exemptions are seen by the industry as a means to provide the flexibility that 

allows adaptation to the landing obligation without any significant change in the fishing 

operations (PELAC, 2015; MEDAC, 2017).  In the NWW since 2015 seven de minimis 

exemptions have been put in place covering a range of fisheries. These are contained in the 

discard plan for the NWW waters as set out in Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 

2018/46. These are as follows: 

 Common sole caught in gillnets and trammel nets in the Channel and the Celtic Sea 
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 Common sole caught with beam trawls with a mesh size of 80-119mm with 

increased mesh sizes in the extension of the beam trawl 

 Nephrops caught with bottom trawls with a mesh size of 80-99mm in ICES 

subareas VI  

 Nephrops caught with bottom trawls with a mesh size of 80-99mm in ICES 

subareas VII  

 Whiting caught with bottom trawls and seines <100mm and pelagic trawls to catch 

whiting in the Channel  

 Whiting caught with bottom trawls and seines ≥100mm and pelagic trawls to catch 

whiting in the Celtic Sea and the Channel 

 Whiting caught with bottom trawls and seines <100mm and pelagic trawls to catch 

whiting in the Celtic Sea 

To date there is very little information on the level to which Member States are availing of 

these  de minimis exemptions despite a legal requirement for fishermen to record catches 

discarded under de minimis exemption in logbooks. According to the Commission there is no 

accurate data on the volumes discarded and a lack of accurate reporting of fish discarded 

under the exemptions in place  (COM(2017) 368 final). This makes assessment of the 

effectiveness of de minimis difficult at present.  

In conclusion, as a tool to reduce choke risk, the use of de minimis exemptions is seen in 

NWW as a short-term, partial solution (Rihan et al., 2017). In cases where current levels of 

unwanted catches are high (e.g haddock in the Celtic Sea with a discard rate of ~50%), the 

maximum de minimis volume allowed for under the Regulation of 5% will only allow for the 

discarding of a small portion of these unwanted catches. In this case other measures will be 

needed in combination with the de minimis exemption.  The general perception from 

industries across NWW is that they are vital to implementation. NGOs argue they are merely 

a mechanism to allow “business as usual” and remove any incentive to improve selectivity.  

8.4.2 High survivability 

In addition to the de minimis exemptions, two exemptions based on high survivability have 

been included in the discard plan for NWW waters. These are as follows: 

 Common sole (undersized only) caught with trawl gears in area VIId 

 Nephrops caught with Pots, Traps or Creels in ICES subareas VI and VII 

As with the de minimis exemptions it is not clear to what extent fishermen have availed of 

these exemptions and there is no information on the volumes of sole or Nephrops discarded 

under the exemptions, despite a legal requirement to record such catches in logbooks.  

However, high survivability exemptions are seen by industry and Member States as a major 

tool for reducing the choke risk. The CMT analysis identified a number of species in NWW 

where the introduction of such an exemption would almost eliminate the choke risk. These 

species were: 

 Skates and Rays (VI & VII; VIId) 

 Plaice (VIIa, VIIf,g and VIIh,j,k; VIId and e) 

 Sole (VIIa, VIIf,g and VIIh,j,k; VIId and e) 
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 Nephrops (VI and VII) 

In all cases high survivability exemptions must be supported with scientific evidence. This has 

proven to be the limiting factor in the more widespread use of these exemptions. Member 

States have devoted sigificant amounts of time and resources into providing this information 

through survival experiments. To develop further exemptions based on high survivability will 

require similar efforts and it is unlikely in the short-term that these type of exemption will be 

in place for the identified species and in all fisheries. 

In conclusion, high survivability as de minimis are seen as vital tools for implementation of 

the landing obligation. However, the requirement for supporting scientific evidence is seen as 

onerous and gathering such information as expensive and time consuming. This will continue 

to be a limiting factor in the widespread use of such exemptions.  
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9 FUTURE SCENARIOS AFTER 2019 

KEY FINDINGS 

Meeting the Fmsy objective in the CFP post-2020 for some stocks in NWW – cod in VIa and 

whiting in VIIa - will be extremely challenging given the current state of the stocks. Even if 

the ICES catch advice is followed, the chances of meeting the Fmsy objective by 2020 and in 

the following years is very low. 

Following Fmsy catch advice for these stocks with the landing obligation fully operational 

will potentially result in multiple fisheries being choked at the start of the year. The economic 

consequences to the fleets impacted are likely to be significant. 

Once the UK leaves the EU, as a coastal state under UNCLOS, the UK will be required to 

manage fisheries and fishing activities within its EEZ sustainably. 

Access and quota sharing have been the main focus of discussions to date but it remains 

unclear as to what the situation will be post-BREXIT.  

Any change to current quota allocations will have impacts for the landing obligation and 

additional choke risks may arise from changes to quota share. 

As with TACs and quotas, it is unclear where the negotiations will lead on access to waters. 

The priority for the remaining Member States must be ensure to sustainability of fish stocks 

within Union waters and to avoid increased fishing pressure and large scale effort 

displacement  if access is restricted within UK waters. 

There are indications that the UK’s may look at specific arrangements to move in a 

different direction from the current landing obligation, with different rules. This may 

create difficulties for Union fishermen, particularly fishermen operating in fisheries which 

transverse EU and UK waters. 

Temperatures in most seas and oceans around the globe have risen in recent decades due 

to global warming and there is growing evidence that this has led to shifts in fish 

population distributions.  

Shifts in distribution have implications for future fisheries management within Union and 

non-Union waters and by design also for the implementation of the landing obligation. 

Distributional shifts without corresponding adjustments to TAC and quota allocation 

has the potential to create many new high risk choke stocks. 

Due to changes to fish distributions it is likely that the EU will need to implement more 

‘precautionary’ regulations than has previously been the case, to ensure that fish stocks 

are maintained at sustainable levels.  

Three scenarios are considered that may impact on implementation of the landing obligation 

after 2019. These are reaching Fmsy for all stocks by 2020, BREXIT and Climate Change. The 

first is biological issue.  The second is a political issue that will impact directly on fisheries 

management. The other is a biological issue where management will have to adapt to 

ecological changes in the marine ecosystem caused by population shifts. For each scenario a 

qualitative evaluation of the likely issues and impacts is provided. 
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9.1 Fmsy 2020 

Article 2 paragraph 2 of the CFP states that, “maximum sustainable yield exploitation rate 

shall be achieved by 2015 where possible and, on a progressive, incremental basis at the 

latest by 2020 for all stocks”. This means that post-2020 all stocks subject to the landing 

obligation should be fished sustainably at FMSY to meet this objective.  

For the majority of stocks in NWW this is achievable. However, there are several species that 

currently have zero TACs (e.g. cod in VIa and deepsea sharks VI and VII) and also stocks 

where the current TACs are set at very low levels as the stocks are highly depleted (e.g 

whiting in VI and VIIa). For these stocks reaching Fmsy levels in 2020 will be extremely 

challenging even if all fishing in the relevant areas ceased immediately (STECF, 2014). ICES 

advise for all of these stocks “when the MSY approach is applied, there should be zero 

catches in each of the years 2018 and 2019”. In combination, when the landing obligation is 

fully implemented, with low or no fishing opportunities available, Member States will be 

forced to close fisheries that catch these stocks.  

Two examples in particular – cod in VIa and whiting in VIIa – illustrate the paradox that will 

be faced in 2020 in NWW. As figures 16 and 17 show current fishing mortality for both of 

these stocks is well above Fmsy and SSB is well below Blim. Catches are currently a multiple 

of the TAC set and it seems highly unlikely that Fmsy by 2020 is achievable.  

Figure 16: Current state of the cod stock in the West of Scotland (Area VIa) 

  
Source: ICES, 2017c 

 

Figure 17: Current state of the whiting stock in the Irish Sea (Area VIIa) 

 
Source: ICES, 2017d 

Therefore whether a low or a zero TACs is set for these stocks at according to Fmsy is largely 

immaterial. If unwanted catches (above zero or above TAC) cannot be avoided, it will be 

technically illegal to land them (or land very low levels) and under the landing obligation it 

will be illegal to discard them. Under such a scenario, Member States will be forced to close 

down fisheries that take catches from such stocks unless they can utilise the available tools to 

mitigate to eliminate catches of these stocks almost totally. The most likely result is that 

multiple fisheries will have to be closed at the start of the year to comply with the Fmsy 
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objective and the also the landing objective with significant economic impacts on the fleets 

affected. 

Based on the CMT analysis, improving selectivity will not solve the problems for either of 

these species fully. As described, technically it will be very difficult to improve selectivity to 

reduce the catches of the relevant choke stocks without leading to high losses of other 

marketable catches, creating economic difficulties for the fleets involved. Avoidance measures 

are also unlikley to help. The use of the inter-species flexibility is not an option as the 

recipient stock needs to be within safe biological limits which will not be the case for these 

stocks. There will be no quota to swap and de minimis and high survivability exemptions will 

also be of little use. For de minimis the total catch of stocks under a zero or low TAC cannot 

exceed the catch corresponding to MSY criteria, which de facto will mean any de minimis will 

be very low, for the stated objectives of Article 2(2) to be met. In the case of survivability all 

available evidence suggests that the relevant species in NWW that survivability is low, so a 

high survivability exemption is unlikely.  

Alternative options could be to remove the TAC. This would remove the choke risk but would 

require alternative management measures to be put in place to control fishing mortality. Such 

alternative measures are not immediately obvious. Listing such species as prohibited species, 

meaning any catches would have to be returned immediately after capture would also remove 

the choke risk. However, given there is no evidence of high survivability, such a measure is 

only likely to result in unaccounted mortality as fishermen would have to discard all catches 

but would have no obligation to report on these discarded catches.  

Based on the current scientific advice, it is highly unlikely that in the short-term the state of 

these stocks will improve and the Fmsy catch forecast from ICES will be for extremely low or 

zero catches. With the landing obligation fully operational, this means that all fisheries that 

potentially would catch these stocks will be choked from the start of the year. The economic 

consequences to the fleets impacted are significant. For instance in the case of whiting in the 

Irish Sea, the current TAC of 80 tonnes, valued at ~€50,000 will potentially close the 

Nephrops fishery valued at close to €40 million.  

In conclusion, there are several stocks in NWW – cod in the West of Scotland and whiting in 

the Irish Sea - where meeting the Fmsy objective in the CFP post-2020 will be extremely 

challenging given the current state of the stocks. Based on current ICES advice, even limiting 

fishing mortality to extremely low levels or stopping fishing altogether, is unlikely to lead to 

the Fmsy objective being met  for these stocks by 2020 and in the following years. Without a 

solution, this will have serious economic consequences as Member States will have no close 

but  to close multiple fisheries with catches of these stocks, once any limited fishing 

opportunities are exhausted. In these case the existing tools available will not be sufficient to 

remove this choke risk. 

9.2 BREXIT 

Once the UK leaves the EU it also leaves the CFP and the UK will become a “coastal state” in 

its own right under the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS)(IEEP, 2016; Kenyon, 

2017). Under UNCLOS, the United Kingdom, as a coastal state in its own right, will be 

required to manage fisheries and fishing activities within its EEZ in a sustainable way. It will 

be for the UK Government to develop and implement fisheries policy after withdrawal from 

the EU and to co-operate with other coastal states to manage shared stocks. Available 

information suggestes that some kind of quota system will be used to minimise the risk of 

over-fishing (Kenyon, 2017). 
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In the context of fisheries much of the discussion has centred on access to UK and fishing 

quotas post-BREXIT.  While it is clear these are major issues it is still unclear what a future 

agreement regarding access and the sharing of fishing quotas will look like. There is still 

much speculation and negotiations on the detail are only beginning. Obviously any change to 

current quota allocations will have impacts for the landing obligation and additional choke 

risks may arise from changes to quota share. While the UK may look for a re-negotiation of 

relative stability, all evidence suggests that it doubtful that the remaining Member States 

would agree to renegotiate relative stability, especially considering that the UK is already 

perceived to have received special consideration and an advantageous allocation (NFFO, 

2017). Nevertheless, the relative stability key is likely to be one of the primary potential 

areas for trade-offs in the exit negotiations, (e.g. against certain aspects of market access). 

At this stage it is impossible to predict the outcome (New Economics Foundation, 2016).   

 

Similarly regarding access the outcome is unclear. Equal access within EU EEZs will no longer 

apply to British waters and agreements between the EU and other states will probably no 

longer be valid for the UK, post-BREXIT. The UK will therefore need to renegotiate and/or 

establish new bilateral agreements on fishing rights with states whose waters are of interest 

to UK fishermen and vice versa. Evidence suggest it is unlikely that the UK would seek to 

restrict access for all foreign vessels, both due to historical agreements that may still apply, 

the regional political reality and need for compromise in the exit negotiations. However, as 

with TACs and quotas it is unclear where the negotiations will lead on access. The priority for 

the remaining Member States must be ensure to sustainability of fish stocks within Union 

waters and to avoid increased fishing pressure and large scale effort displacement  if access is 

restricted within UK waters. 

 

With regard to the implementation of the landing obligation, Fisheries Minister, George 

Eustice, has signalled that it his wish that the UK post-Brexit, should retain “the principle of 

a discard ban”. This suggests that the UK will remain fully engaged, at least until 2019, with 

the  current landing obligation in the CFP. However, post-Brexit there are indications that the 

UK’s may look at specific arrangements to move in a different direction from the current EU 

rules (NFFO, 2017).  

Taking the example of the Skagerrak where fisheries transverse EU and Norwegian waters, 

fishermen operate under two sets of rules – EU and Norwegian fisheries legislation. This 

includes the EU landing obligation and the Norwegian discard ban. These two Regulations 

are subtly different in the measures and operation. This means that when fishing trans-

boundary (i.e. regularly crossing into waters under different jurisdictions) they are subject to 

different regimes. Attempts to harmonise the rules pertaining to the management of 

discards between the EU and Norway in 2013 failed largely because the negotiations 

coincided with the introduction of the landing obligation. Member States wanted to retain 

all of the flexibilities included under the landing obligation which Norway could not agree at 

the time. Therefore currently in the Skaggerak, fishermen have to operate under two different 

discard bans on a daily basis. In addition there are differences in the supporting Regulations 

around the discard ban relating to technical measures, bycatch provisions and control rules. 

While there has been progress in harmonising many of the rules, tensions still remain and 

this is despite a Skaggerak fisheries agreement being in place for 42 years. 

Taking the example of the Skaggerak if the UK did adopt a different discard ban in their 

waters, then there would be implications for Union fishermen. In effect, multiple 

“Skaggerak’s” would be introduced into NWW in areas where there are transboundary 

fisheries traversing Union and UK waters. These would include Nephrops fisheries in the Irish 

Sea and Celtic Sea impacting Irish and French fishermen; demersal fisheries around Rockall 

impacting Irish, French and Spanish fishermen; mixed demersal fisheries in the Eastern and 

Western Channel which would impact French, Belgian, Irish and Dutch fishermen.  Depending 
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on the scope of any new Regulations introduced by the UK, EU fishermen would face similar 

difficulties as Swedish and Danish fishermen operating in the Skaggerak of having to comply 

with two sets of rules.  In a worst case scenario this could create tensions between fishermen 

and also administrations which could result in conflicts at sea.   

In conclusion, it is not known at this point what post-Brexit fisheries management policies 

will be in place; how quotas will be allocated; access arrangements; whether the UK will 

introduce a different discard ban involving differing technical and control rules; or whether 

new fora for such negotiations will need to be established. It is interesting to note in relation 

to international agreements, Article 29 paragraph 3 of The CFP allows for, “the Union shall 

actively support the development of appropriate and transparent mechanisms for the 

allocation of fishing opportunities”. Effectively a future agreement between the Union and the 

UK would likley consitute such an agreement and this would allow for quota swapping 

between the two parties and potentially help to reduce choke risks that may develop post-

BREXIT. 

9.3 Climate Change 

According to ICES (2017e), temperatures in most seas and oceans around the globe have 

risen in recent decades. Shifts, usually in a northerly direction in the northern hemisphere, 

have been widely documented in the distributions of many fish species and linked to the 

major change in environmental conditions. Accordingly, ICES was requested by the EU to 

consider  distributional shifts in fish stocks that may have taken place since 1985 in relation 

to TAC management areas (ICES, 2017e). ICES considered twenty-one species - anchovy, 

anglerfish (2 species), blue whiting, cod, common sole, Greenland halibut, haddock, hake, 

herring, horse mackerel, mackerel, megrims (2 species), Norway pout, plaice, pollack, saithe, 

sprat, spurdog, and whiting.  

ICES (2017e) reported distributional changes were found for 16 of the 21 fish species 

analysed with 50% of these shifts affecting the relative distribution of these species across 

TAC management areas. ICES found that the drivers for the changes in distribution are linked 

to the environmental conditions (i.e. mostly through sea temperature), but for some species 

fishing also played an important role. Changes in drivers have led to changes in fish 

distribution, mediated through a number of mechanisms that are species - as well as stock-

dependent. Future changes will impact on fish distribution in the future and may affect 

additional species/stocks than have currently been detected. ICES reports that it cannot 

predict these changes at present. 

Shifts in distribution have implications for future fisheries management within Union and non-

Union waters and by design have implications for the implementation of the landing 

obligation. Major distributional shifts without corresponding adjustments to TAC and quota 

allocation has the potential to create many new high risk choke stocks. 

Of the 21 species analysed, seven – cod, hake, common sole, megrim, whiting and haddock 

- are relevant for NWW. Of these seven, ICES identified in a group of eight ‘big movers’: cod 

(northward shift), hake (expansion into the North Sea), and megrims (regional changes in the 

North Sea, Bay of Biscay and Celtic Sea). A further four  species (megrim, whiting, haddock, 

and saithe) showed changes in distribution, but these did not necessarily affect proportions 

between TAC management areas. 
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Future changes in distribution are likely, but given the complexity of the mechanisms 

affecting the spatial distribution of fish stocks, predicting those changes with precision and 

accuracy is not possible. ICES suggests it is assume that these changes will challenge 

assumptions underlying the current management regime of Northeast Atlantic fisheries. 

Continued monitoring of the spatial distributions of fish stocks is essential to support future 

management. This includes the continued long-term implementation of the landing obligation. 

ICES (2017e) concludes that current climate scenarios project an increase in temperature and 

changes in primary production; there are therefore likely to be future changes in distribution. 

The recovery of populations as a result of reduced fishing mortality will also increase the 

likelihood of distribution change. The ability to accurately predict the future distribution of fish 

species is hampered by insufficient understanding of the mechanisms associated with drivers, 

and limited ability in predicting these drivers. 

Pinnegar et al (2012) in their paper for EAFRO on Climate change and European fisheries 

highlight the need for governance change to react to the changes of climate change. They 

conclude that the EU will need to react to statutory requirements concerning the need for an 

‘ecosystem-based approach to fisheries management’ to meet the challenges climate change 

will bring for many fish stocks.  It seems inevitable the EU will need to implement more 

‘precautionary’ regulations than has previously been the case, to ensure that fish stocks 

are maintained at sustainable levels and  ecosystems achieve ‘good environmental status’ 

(GES) according to the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD). 

However, they caution that traditionally when stricter regulations are implemented through a 

top-down approach there are generally  consequences in terms of compliance, in particular 

illegal and unreported fisheries catches, and consequently increased uncertainty in fish stock 

assessment models in the future. Such concerns can be partially avoided through stakeholder 

engagement in the decision-making processes. It will be essential to develop participatory 

management techniques that engage stakeholders in the decision making process while 

fully acknowledging the risks and uncertainties associated with future climate change. Such 

approaches should aim for consensus regarding necessary future management actions in 

order to ensure long-term sustainability.  

In conclusion, climate change is a much wider issue than the landing obligation and the 

economic and policy aspects of adapting the fisheries sector to climate changeare likely to be 

significant. As identified by the OECD, Fisheries policy makers need to develop adaptation 

strategies that take into account the economic consequences of climate change - strategies 

that must themselves be adaptable to the uncertainty of climate change (OECD, 2010). In the 

longer term this will include the landing obligation. 
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ANNEXES 

Annex I - GEAR GROUPINGS 

Gear groupings 

(a) Bottom trawls and seines (OTB, OTT, PTB, SDN, SSC, SPR) of mesh: 

TR1 equal to or larger than 100 mm, 

TR2 equal to or larger than 70 mm and less than 100 mm, 

TR3 equal to or larger than 16 mm and less than 32 mm; 

(b) Beam trawls (TBB) of mesh: 

BT1 equal to or larger than 120 mm 

BT2 equal to or larger than 80 mm and less than 120 mm; 

(c) Gill nets, entangling nets (GN); 

(d) Trammel nets (GT); 

(e) Longlines (LL) 
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Annex II – Example Worksheet from CMT analysis 

 

 
Source: Rihan et al. 2017 
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Annex III – Summary of selectivity trials carried out in NWW 

Celtic Sea selectivity Trials 

Fishery Description of trial 
Member 

State 
Gear 

Experimental 

design 
Standard gear Tested gear Summary of Results 

Mixed 

gadoid 

fishery 

(TR1) 

Testing a 110mm smp in a 

seine net in the mixed gadoid 

fishery in the Celtic Sea 

IE Seine Net 
Alternate Haul 

catch comparison 

100mm codend and 

extension 

110mm smp @ 9-

12m from the codline 

Catches of undersized 

haddock were reduced by 

59%. No whiting or hake 

below mcrs were caught in 

either gear 

Marketable catches of 

haddock were reduced by 

60%, whiting by 81% and 

hake by 49% 

Using a 100mm smp in a seine 

net in the mixed gadoid fishery 

in the Celtic Sea to reduce 

discards 

IE Seine Net 
Alternate Hauls 

catch comparison 

100mm codend and 

extension 

110mm smp @ 9-

12m from the codline 

Catches of undersized 

haddock were reduced by 

58%. No whiting or hake 

below mcrs were caught in 

either gear 

Marketable catches of 

haddock were reduced by 

2%, whiting by 36% and 

hake catches were 

unchanged 

Using a 110mm codend and a 

100 smp in the mixed gadoid 

fishery in the Celtic Sea to 

reduce discards  

IE Single-rig 

Covered codend 

selectivity 

experiment 

100mm codend 

110mm codend & 

100mm smp @ 9-

12m from the codline 

L50 for haddock of 32.8cm 

and SR of 8.8cm 

L50 for whiting of 35.3cm 

and SR of 9.4cm 

Using a 120mm codend and a  

100 smp in the mixed gadoid 

fishery in the Celtic Sea to 

reduce discards  

IE Single-rig 

Covered codend 

selectivity 

experiment 

100mm codend 

120mm codend & 

100mm smp @ 9-

12m from the codline 

L50 for haddock of 38.7cm 

and SR of 15cm 

L50 for whiting of 33cm and 

SR of 10.1cm 



Policy Department for Structural and Cohesion Policies 

 

 

 100 

Using a 120mm codend and a 

120 smp in the mixed gadoid 

fishery in the Celtic Sea to 

reduce discards 

IE Single-rig 

Covered codend 

selectivity 

experiment 

100mm codend 

120mm codend & 

120mm smp @ 9-

12m from the codline 

L50 for haddock of 35.4cm 

and SR of 17.5cm 

L50 for whiting of 39.3cm 

and SR of 17cm 

Using 100mm T90 netting in the 

extension and codend to reduce 

discards in whitefish fisheries 

FR 

Demersal 

trawl (twin-

rig) 

Catch comparison 100mm codend 
100mm T90 codend 

and extension 

Up to 90% reduction in 

catches of undersized 

haddock 

75-85% reduction in 

boarfish catches 

Reductions in marketable 

catches of non-quota 

species e.g. squid (30-70%) 

and red mullet (50%) 

 

Using 100mm T90 netting in the 

extension and codend and a 

120mm square mesh panel to 

reduce discards in whitefish 

fisheries 

FR 
demersal 

(twin rig) 
Catch comparison 

100mm netting in 

the extension and 

codend and a 

120mm square mesh 

panel 

100mm T90 netting 

in the extension and 

codend & a 120mm 

square mesh panel 

30% reduction of the total 

discard weight; 

Reduction in catches of 

haddock (20-70%); whiting 

(85-90%); hake (80%) 

20-30 reduction in 

marketable whiting catches. 

Using 100mm square mesh 

tube In addition to 120mm to 

reduce discards in whitefish 

fisheries 

FR 
demersal 

(twin rig) 
Catch comparison 

100mm netting in 

the extension and 

codend and a 

120mm square mesh 

panel 

100mm square mesh 

tube section inserted 

above the extension 

and codend 

30% reduction of total 

discards by weight.  

50% reduction in catches of 

undersized haddock and 

reductions in catches of 

undersized whiting 

10% loss in marketable 

monkfish catches 

Using a large T90 panel in the 

extension as an alternative to 

the mandatory square mesh 

panel 

FR 
demersal 

(twin-rig) 
Catch comparison 

100mm netting in 

the extension and 

codend and a 

120mm square mesh 

panel 

100mm x 13m 

section of T90 

netting placed 4m 

from the codline  

Reductions in catches of 

undersized haddock (42%), 

hake (69%) 

No significant differences in 

marketable catches 
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Fishery Description of trial 
Member 

State 
Gear 

Experimental 

design 
Standard gear Tested gear Summary of Results 

Nephrops 

fishery 

(TR2) 

Using a 45mm square mesh 

codend to reduce discards in 

a Nephrops trawl 

IE 

Quad-

rigged 

Nephrops 

trawl 

Catch comparison 

75mm diamond 

mesh codend & 

80mm smp 

45mm square mesh 

codend 

Reductions of 10% Nephrops (<25 

mm CL), 9% Nephrops (25-31 mm 

CL), and an increase of 7% 

Nephrops (>31 mm CL).  

Increase in catches of undersized 

whiting (8%) and for haddock 

(18%) 

Reductions in marketable catches 

of whiting (9%) and an increase 

for haddock (17%) 

Using a 55mm square mesh 

codend 

 

to reduce discards in a 

Nephrops trawl 

IE 

Quad-

rigged 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Catch comparison 

75mm diamond 

mesh codend & 

80mm smp 

55 mm square mesh 

codend 

Reductions of 46% Nephrops (<25 

mm CL), 49% Nephrops (25-31 

mm CL), 38% Nephrops (>31 mm 

CL).  

Reductions in catches of haddock 

below mcrs (36%) and whiting. 

(49%) 

Reductions in catches of haddock 

above mcrs (34%) and whiting. 

(42%) 

Using a 65mm square mesh 

codend 

 

to reduce discards in a 

Nephrops trawl 

IE 

Quad-

rigged 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Catch comparison 

75mm diamond 

mesh codend & 

80mm smp 

65 mm square mesh 

codend 

Reductions of 63% Nephrops (<25 

mm CL), 63% Nephrops (25-31 

mm CL), and 37% Nephrops (>31 

mm CL).  

Reductions in catches of haddock 

below mcrs (62%) and whiting. 

(66%) 

Reductions in catches of whiting 

above mcrs (7%) 
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Using a quad-rig trawl to 

improve selection in a 

Nephrops fishery 

IE 

Quad-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Quad-rig vs 

twin—rig catch 

comparison 

Twin rig 75mm 

codends and a 

110mm smp @9-

12m from the 

codline 

Quad rig 75mm 

codends and a 

110mm smp @9-

12m from the 

codline 

+106% Tailed Nephrops, +48% 

whole Nephrops, -61% 

Reductions in catches of cod 

(~61%), Haddock (38%) and 

whiting (3%) 

 

Using a large mesh square 

mesh panel in the Nephrops 

fisheries in VIIb-k to reduce 

discards of whitefish 

IE 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Catch comparison 
100mm codend 

and extension 
200 smp @9-12m 

Reduction in catches of marketable 

haddock above mcrs of 98% and 

hake of 17% 

Too few fish below mcrs to draw 

conclusions 

Using a 90mm codend and a 

120mm to reduce discards in 

a directed Nephrops fishery 

IE 

Quad-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and 120mm smp 

@9-12m from the 

codline 

90mm codend and 

120mm smp @9-

12m from the 

codline 

90mm codend retained 23% of 

whiting, 51% of cod and 73% of 

haddock below mcrs compared to 

25%, 53% and 78% respectively 

in the 80mm+120mm smp 

Using a 100mm codend and 

a 120mm to reduce discards 

in a directed Nephrops 

fishery 

IE 

Quad-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and 120mm smp 

@9-12m from the 

codline 

100mm codend and 

120mm smp @9-

12m from the 

codline 

100mm codend retained 19% of 

whiting, 51% of cod and 59% of 

haddock below mcrs compared to 

25%, 53% and 78% respectively 

in the 80mm+120mm smp 

Using a coverless trawl in 

the Nephrops fisheries in 

VIIb-k to reduce discards of 

whitefish 

IE 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Catch comparison 
100mm codend 

and extension 

Coverless trawl with 

100mm codend 

Reduction in catches of marketable 

haddock above mcrs of 42% and 

by hake of 12% 

Too few fish below mcrs to draw 

any conclusions 
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Using a dual codend 

arrangement with an 

inclined separator panel to 

reduce the catches of 

undersized gadoids in a 

Nephrops fishery 

IE 

Quad-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and extension & 

120mm smp @9-

12m 

Dual codend – 

90mm T90 top 

codend & 80mm 

bottom codend with 

inclined separator 

panel 

Reduction of Nephrops catches 

below mcrs of 11% 

Reduction in catches of haddock 

and whiting below mcrs of 84% 

and 49% respectively 

Reduction of whiting above mcrs of 

54% 

Haddock catches above mcrs 

increased by 9%  

Source: STECF, 2018 

 

Fishery Description of trial 
Member 

State 
Gear 

Experimental 

design 
Standard gear Tested gear Summary of Results 

Directed 

whiting 

fishery 

(TR2) 

Assessment of T90 mesh in 

a fishery targeting whiting in 

the Celtic Sea 

IE twin-rig Catch comparison 

80 mm diamond 

mesh extension 

and codend & 

120mm smp @ 

9-12m from the 

codline 

80 mm T90 diamond 

mesh extension and 

codend 

Overall reduction in whiting catch 

of 22%- 

Catches of undersized whiting 

significantly reduced (60%) and 

for haddock  were reduced by 6% 

Marketable catches of whiting 

were reduced by 7% and 

increased significantly for haddock 

(204%) 

Using an 80mm codend and 

a 110 square mesh panel to 

reduce discards of 

undersized gadoids 

IE Single-rig 

Covered codend 

selectivity 

experiment 

80mm codend 

80mm codend & 

110mm smp @ 9-

12m from the codline 

L50 for haddock of 33cm and SR 

of 14.1cm 

L50 for whiting of 32.1cm and SR 

of 6.6cm 

L50 for hake of 31cm and SR of 

12.8 cm 
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Using a 100mm codend with 

a 100mm square mesh 

panel to reduce discards of 

undersized gadoids 

IE Single-rig 

Covered codend 

selectivity 

experiment 

80mm codend 

100mm codend & 

100mm smp @ 9-

12m from the codline 

L50 for haddock of 33.4cm and SR 

of 8.2cm 

L50 for whiting of 37.4cm and SR 

of 6.5cm 

L50 for hake of 37.9cm and SR of 

9.6cm 

Using a raised footrope trawl 

to reduce the catches of cod 

in a demersal fishery 

targeting whiting 

IE Twin -rig 

 

 Catch 

comparison 

80mm codend+ 

100mm smp@ 

9-12m from the 

codline 

80mm codend & 

120mm smp @9-12m 

from the codline with 

a raised fishing line 

L50 for haddock of 34.5cm and SR 

of 18.3cm 

L50 for whiting of 37.2cm and SR 

of 9cm 

L50 for megrim of 33.2cm and SR 

of 14.6cm 

L50 for hake of 32.3cm and SR of 

17.8cm 

Source: STECF, 2018 

 

Fishery 
Description of trial 

 

Member 

State 

Gear Experimental 

design 
Standard gear Tested gear Summary of Results 

Mixed demersal 

(TR1/TR2) 

Using a 90mm codend 

to reduce catches of 

undersized gadoids in a 

mixed demersal fishery 

IE Single-rig 

Twin-trawl paired 

selectivity 

experiment 

80mm codend 90mm codend  

L50 for haddock of 27.1cm and SR 

of 13.1cm 

L50 for whiting of 31.1cm and SR 

of 9.6cm 

L50 for megrim of 33.8cm and SR 

of 17.4cm 
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Using a 100mm codend 

to reduce catches of 

undersized gadoids in a 

mixed demersal fishery 

IE Single-rig 

Twin-trawl paired 

selectivity 

experiment 

80mm codend 100mm codend  

L50 for haddock of 28cm and SR 

of 11.9cm 

L50 for whiting of 36cm and SR of 

14cm 

L50 for megrim of 34.6cm and SR 

of 11cm 

Using a 110mm codend 

to reduce catches of 

undersized gadoids in a 

mixed demersal fishery 

IE Single-rig 

Twin-trawl paired 

selectivity 

experiment 

80mm codend 110mm codend  

L50 for haddock of 33cm and SR 

of 19.5cm 

L50 for whiting of 37.4cm and SR 

of 18cm 

L50 for megrim of 38.5cm and SR 

of 14.7cm 

Using a 120mm codend 

to reduce catches of 

undersized gadoids in a 

mixed demersal fishery 

IE Single-rig 

Twin-trawl paired 

selectivity 

experiment 

80mm codend 120mm codend  

L50 for haddock of 42.7cm and SR 

of 9cm 

L50 for megrim of 41.3cm and SR 

of 9.5cm 

Using an 80mm codend 

with a 140mm smp to 

reduce catches of 

undersized gadoids in a 

mixed demersal fishery 

IE Single-rig 

Covered codend 

selectivity 

experiment 

80mm codend 

80mm codend & 

140mm smp @ 9-

12m from the codline 

L50 for haddock of 25cm and SR 

of 15cm 

L50 for whiting of 47cm and SR of 

16cm 

L50 for megrim of 21.5cm and SR 

of 9.9 cm 
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Using an 100mm 

codend with a 160mm 

smp to reduce catches 

of undersized gadoids 

in a mixed demersal 

fishery 

IE Single-rig 

Covered codend 

selectivity 

experiment 

80mm codend 

100mm codend & 

160mm smp @ 9-

12m from the codline 

L50 for haddock of 38.7cm and SR 

of 15cm 

L50 for whiting of 52.2cm and SR 

of 13.5cm 

L50 for megrim of 30.5cm and SR 

of 20.5cm 

 

 

Using an 80mm codend 

and a  120mm smp to 

reduce catches of 

undersized gadoids in a 

mixed demersal fishery 

IE Single-rig 

Twin-trawl paired 

selectivity 

experiment 

80mm codend 

80mm codend & 

120mm smp @9-12m 

from the codline 

L50 for haddock of 28.2cm and SR 

of 14.8cm 

L50 for whiting of 32.8cm and SR 

of 13.5cm 

L50 for megrim of 29.1cm and SR 

of 15.6cm 

 

Using a 90mm codend 

and a  120mm smp to 

reduce catches of 

undersized gadoids in a 

mixed demersal fishery 

IE Single-rig 

Twin-trawl paired 

selectivity 

experiment 

80mm codend 

90mm codend & 

120mm smp @9-12m 

from the codline 

L50 for haddock of 34.5cm and SR 

of 18.3cm 

L50 for whiting of 37.2cm and SR 

of 9cm 

L50 for megrim of 33.2cm and SR 

of 14.6cm 

L50 for hake of 32.3cm and SR of 

17.8cm 

Using an 100mm 

codend and a 120mm 

smp to reduce catches 

of undersized gadoids 

in a mixed demersal 

fishery 

IE Single-rig 

Twin-trawl paired 

selectivity 

experiment 

80mm codend 

90mm codend & 

120mm smp @9-12m 

from the codline 

L50 for haddock of 39.2cm and SR 

of 10.8cm 

L50 for megrim of 38.8cm and SR 

of 16.2cm 

 

 Source: STECF, 2018 
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Irish Sea selectivity trials 

Fishery Description of trial 
Member 

State 
Gear 

Experimental 

design 
Standard gear Tested gear Summary of Results 

 

Using a Swedish grid with a 

bottom gap to reduce fish 

catches in a Nephrops trawl 

IE 

Quad-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Catch comparison 

70mm codend 

with 80mm smp 

@9-12m 

Swedish sorting grid with 

35mm bar spacing and a 

15cm escape gap and 

70mm codend 

2% reduction in Nephrops 

catches < mcrs and 4.5% 

reduction in Nephrops 

catches > mcrs 

77% reduction in whiting 

catches 

100% reduction in cod 

catches 

91% reduction in haddock 

catches 

 

Nephrops 

fishery 

(TR2) 

Assessment of rigid sorting 

grids in an Irish quad-rig 

trawl fishery for Nephrops 

IE 

Quad-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

 

Catch comparison 

70mm codend 

with 80mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline 

Swedish sorting grid with 

35mm bar spacing and 

70mm codend 

4% reduction in Nephrops 

catches. Biggest reduction of 

Nephrops > 31cm (11%) 

87% reduction in total 

catches of whiting 

100% reduction in catches of 

cod 

92% reduction in catches of 

haddock 

Assessment of rigid sorting 

grids in an Irish quad-rig 

trawl fishery for Nephrops 

IE 

Quad-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

 

Catch comparison 

70mm codend 

with 80mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline 

Nephrops sorting grid 

with 15mm bar spacing 

in lower grid & escape 

opening in top grid and 

70mm codend 

15-20% reduction in 

Nephrops catches. Biggest 

reductions in Nephrops < 

mcrs with 3-4 % reduction in 

Nephrops > 31cm 

No reduction in catches of 

cod, haddock and whiting 
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Assessment of an increase 

in codend mesh size in the 

Irish Sea Nephrops fishery 

IE 

Quad-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

 

Catch comparison 

70mm codend 

with 120mmm 

smp @9-12m 

from codline 

80mm codend with 

120mm smp @9-12m 

from codline 

12% reduction in Nephrops 

catches. 45% reduction in 

Nephrops catches < mcrs and 

11% reduction in Nephrops 

catches > mcers 

No reduction in catches of 

cod, haddock and whiting 

Assessment of an increase 

in codend mesh size in the 

Irish Sea Nephrops fishery 

IE 

Quad-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

 

Catch comparison 

70mm codend 

with 120mmm 

smp @9-12m 

from codline 

90mm codend with 

120mm smp @9-12m 

from codline 

22% reduction in Nephrops 

catches. 44% reduction in 

Nephrops catches < mcrs and 

21% reduction in Nephrops 

catches > mcers 

68% reduction in whiting 

catches 

No reduction in catches of 

cod and haddock 

Assessment of an increase 

in codend mesh size in the 

Irish Sea Nephrops fishery 

IE 

Quad-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

 

Catch comparison 

70mm codend 

with 120mmm 

smp @9-12m 

from codline 

100mm codend with 

120mm smp @9-12m 

from codline 

21% reduction in Nephrops 

catches. 55% reduction in 

Nephrops catches < mcrs and 

20% reduction in Nephrops 

catches > mcers 

6% reduction in whiting 

catches 

4% reduction in haddock 

catches 

Using a 300mm smp to 

reduce fish catches in a 

Nephrops trawl fishery 

IE 

Quad-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Catch comparison 

70mm codend 

with 80mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline  

70mm codend with 

300mm smp @9-12m 

from codline 

14% increase in Nephrops  

catches  

70% reduction in haddock 

catches 

52% reduction in whiting 

catches 



Landing Obligation and Choke Species in Multispecies and Mixed Fisheries - The North Western Waters 

 

 

 109 

Using a SELTRA Sorting Box 

in the Irish Sea Nephrops 

fishery to reduce fish 

catches 

IE 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Catch comparison 

70mm codend 

with 80mm 

smp@ 9-12m 

from the codline 

200mm SELTRA and 

70mm codend 

32% reduction in catches of 

whole Nephrops and 34% 

reduction in tailed Nephrops 

70% reduction in haddock 

catches 

52% reduction in whiting 

catches 

67% reduction in cod catches 

 

Using a SELTRA sorting Box 

in the Irish Sea Nephrops 

fishery to recue fish catches 

IE 

Quad-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Catch comparison 

70mm codend 

with 80mm smp 

@ 9-12m from 

the codline 

300m SELTRA and 70mm 

codend 

90% reduction in catches of 

haddock and whiting 

 

Using a SELTRA sorting Box 

in the Irish Sea Nephrops 

fishery to recue fish catches 

IE 

Quad-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Catch comparison 

70mm codend 

with 80mm smp 

@ 9-12m from 

the codline 

300m SELTRA and 70mm 

codend 

9% increase in Nephrops 

catches 

33% reduction in Nephrops 

catches < 20mm CL and 19% 

increase in Nephrops catches 

above 20mm CL 

53% reduction in whiting 

catches < mcrs and 83% 

reduction in whiting catches 

> mcrs 

89% reduction in haddock 

catches < mcrs and 98% 

reduction in haddock catches 

> mcrs 

 

Using a SELTRA sorting Box 

in the Irish Sea Nephrops 

fishery to recue fish catches 

IE 

Quad-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Catch comparison 

70mm codend 

with 300mm smp 

@ 9-12m from 

the codline 

300m SELTRA and 70mm 

codend with adapter 

section 

19% increase in Nephrops 

catches 

16% reduction in Nephrops 

catches < 20mm CL and 24% 

increase in Nephrops catches 

above 20mm CL 

18% reduction in whiting 

catches < mcrs and 74% 
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reduction in whiting catches 

> mcrs 

54% reduction in haddock 

catches < mcrs and 44% 

reduction in haddock catches 

> mcrs 

 

Assessment of an inclined 

panel and flotation devices 

in a SELTRA Box trawl 

IE 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

Trawls  

Catch comparison 

300mm SELTRA 

and 70mm 

codend 

Modified 300mm SELTRA 

and 70mm codend with 

inclined panels 

12% reduction in Nephrops 

catches 

10% reduction in catches of 

whiting < mcrs 

No reduction in haddock 

catches 

 

Assessment of 120mm smp 

inserted in a Nephrops trawl 

to reduce fish catches 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

Trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and 80mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline 

80mm codend with 

120mm smp @9-12m 

from codline 

~ 40% reduction in catches 

of haddock 

No reduction in whiting 

catches 

 

Assessment of 120mm smp 

constructed in dyneema 

netting inserted in a 

Nephrops trawl to reduce 

fish catches 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

Trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and 80mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline 

80mm codend with 

120mm smp @ 4-6m 

from codline 

~50% reduction in whiting 

catches 

No reduction in haddock 

catches 

 

Assessment of 120mm smp 

@ 15-18m inserted in a 

Nephrops trawl to reduce 

fish catches 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

Trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and 80mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline 

80mm codend with 

120mm smp @ 15-18m 

from codline 

~10-15% reduction in 

Nephrops catches 

~30-40% reduction in 

haddock catches 

~60-70% reduction in 

whiting catches 
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Assessment of a 50mm 

square mesh codend to 

reduce fish catches in a 

Nephrops trawl fishery 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

Trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and 80mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline 

50mm square mesh 

codend and extension 

codend with 80mm smp 

@ 9-12m from codline 

~58% reduction in Nephrops 

catches 

44% reduction in haddock 

catches 

75% reduction in whiting 

catches 

 

Assessment of 120mm smp 

@ 4.5m – 7.5m inserted in a 

Nephrops trawl to reduce 

fish catches 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

Trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and 80mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline 

80mm codend with 

120mm smp @ 4.5m – 

7.5mm from codline 

~10-20% reduction in 

Nephrops catches 

No reduction in haddock 

catches 

~20-30% reduction in 

whiting catches 

 

Assessment of  a split 

120mm smp @ 9-12m 

inserted in a Nephrops trawl 

to reduce fish catches 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

Trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and 80mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline 

80mm codend with 

120mm split smp @ 9-

12m from codline – strip 

of diamond mesh 

inserted between smps 

No reduction in Nephrops 

catches 

54% reduction in haddock 

catches 

65% reduction in whiting 

catches 

 

Assessment of a Swedish 

sorting grid in a Nephrops 

trawl fishery  (twin-rig) to 

reduce discarding of fish 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

Trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and 90mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline 

Sorting grid with 35mm 

bar spacing and 80mm 

codend  

18% reduction in total catch 

15% reduction in Nephrops 

catch 

80-90% reduction in  whiting 

catches > 22cm 

 

Assessment of a Swedish 

sorting grid in a Nephrops 

trawl fishery (single-rig) to 

reduce discarding of fish 

UK 

Single-rig 

Nephrops 

Trawls 

Alternate hauls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and 90mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline 

Sorting grid with 35mm 

bar spacing and 80mm 

codend  

56% reduction in total catch 

82% reduction in Nephrops 

catch 

Reduction in  whiting, plaice 

and haddock catches > 22cm 

but increased catches below 

17cm 
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Assessment of a Stornaway 

flexible sorting grid in a 

Nephrops trawl fishery 

(twin-rig) to reduce 

discarding of fish 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

Trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and 90mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline 

Flexible grid with 35mm 

bar spacing and 80mm 

codend  

30% reduction in total catch 

39% reduction in Nephrops 

catch 

Reduction in  whiting, plaice 

and haddock catches > 22cm 

but increased catches below 

17cm 

 

Assessment of a Danish 

flexible sorting grid in a 

Nephrops trawl fishery 

(single-rig) to reduce 

discarding of fish 

UK 

Single-rig 

Nephrops 

Trawls 

Alternate haul 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and 90mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline 

Flexible grid with 35mm 

bar spacing and 80mm 

codend  

45% reduction in Nephrops 

catch 

Reduction in  whiting, plaice 

and haddock catches > 22cm 

but increased catches below 

17cm 

 

Assessment of a coverless  

Nephrops trawl (twin-rig) to 

reduce discarding of fishing 

a Nephrops fishery 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

Trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and 90mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline 

Coverless trawl with 

80mm codend and 90mm 

smp@ 9-12m from 

codline 

No significant difference in 

catches 

 

Assessment of a coverless  

Nephrops trawl (single-rig) 

to reduce discarding of fish 

in a Nephrops fishery 

UK 

Single-rig 

Nephrops 

Trawls 

Alternate haul 

catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and 90mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline 

Coverless trawl with 

80mm codend and 90mm 

smp@ 9-12m from 

codline 

36% reduction in Nephrops 

catches 

No significant difference in 

catches of fish 

 

Assessment of a SELTRA box 

codend (twin-rig) to reduce 

discarding of fish in a 

Nephrops fishery 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

Trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and 90mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline 

200mm SELTRA with 

80mm codend and 90mm 

smp@ 9-12m from 

codline 

5-6% increase in Nephrops 

catches 

67% reduction in cod catches 

No significant difference in 

haddock and whiting catches 

 

Assessment of a SELTRA box 

codend (single –rig) to 

reduce discarding of fish in a 

Nephrops fishery 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

Trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and 90mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline 

200mm SELTRA with 

80mm codend and 90mm 

smp@ 9-12m from 

codline 

No difference in Nephrops 

catches 

Marginal  reduction in cod 

catches 

Reduction in  whiting, plaice 

and haddock catches > 22cm 
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but increased catches below 

17cm 

 

Assessment of a SELTRA box 

codend (twin-rig) to reduce 

discarding of fish in a 

Nephrops fishery 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

Trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and 90mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline 

300mm SELTRA with 

80mm codend and 90mm 

smp@ 9-12m from 

codline 

11% decrease in Nephrops 

catches 

82% reduction in cod catches 

Reduction in  whiting, plaice 

and haddock catches > 22cm 

but increased catches below 

17cm 

 

Assessment of a SELTRA box 

codend (single –rig) to 

reduce discarding of fish in a 

Nephrops fishery 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

Trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend 

and 90mm smp 

@9-12m from 

codline 

300mm SELTRA with 

80mm codend and 90mm 

smp@ 9-12m from 

codline 

40% increase in Nephrops 

catches 

32% reduction in cod catches 

No significant difference in 

haddock and whiting catches 

Source: STECF, 2018 
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West of Scotland selectivity trials 

Fishery Description of trial 
Member 

State 
Gear 

Experimental 

design 
Standard gear Tested gear 

Summary of 

Results 

Mixed 

gadoid 

fishery 

(TR1) 

Using 300mm diamond mesh 

netting panels to reduce discards 

of cod in a whitefish trawl gear 

UK 
Twin-rig whitefish 

trawls 

Catch 

comparison 

120mm codend 

with 160mm front 

section 

120mm codend 

with 300mm front 

section 

No reductions in 

catches of 

haddock and 

whiting 

Fewer smaller cod 

(< 78cm) were 

retained 

anglerfish and 

megrim catches 

were reduced by 

16% and 43% 

Mixed 

demersal 

fishery 

(TR1) 

Assessment of a 110mm codend 

and 120mm smp @9-12m 

compared to the regulation 

120mm and 120mm smp gear 

combination to reduce fish 

catches in a mixed demersal 

fishery  

IE 
Single-rig whitefish 

trawl 

Alternate haul 

catch 

comparison 

120mm codend and 

120mm smp @9-

12m from codline 

110mm codend and 

120mm smp @9-

12m from codline 

38% increase in 

haddock catches 

44% increase on 

in whiting catches 

Removing a tickler chain from a 

whitefish trawl to reduce the 

capture of skates and rays while 

retaining commercial species 

UK 
Single-rig whitefish 

trawl 

Alternate haul 

catch 

comparison 

120mm codend and 

1200mm smp @9-

12m from codline 

and tickler chain 

120mm codend and 

1200mm smp @9-

12m from codline 

and without tickler 

chain 

No reduction in 

catches of 

haddock and 

whiting 

Significant 

reductions in 

catches of skates 

and anglerfish 

 

Fishery Description of trial 
Member 

State 
Gear 

Experimental 

design 
Standard gear Tested gear Summary of Results 

Nephrops 

fishery 

(TR2) 

Increasing codend mesh size 

to reduce discards of 

Nephrops, haddock and 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend (5mm 

double PE twine) and 

120mm smp @ 9-12m 

80mm codend (4mm 

single) and 120mm 

smp @ 9-12m from 

Selectivity increases 

over the lower size 

range of Nephrops (< 



Landing Obligation and Choke Species in Multispecies and Mixed Fisheries - The North Western Waters 

 

 

 115 

whiting in a Nephrops trawl from codline codline 38mm) 

Increasing codend mesh size 

to reduce discards of 

Nephrops, haddock and 

whiting in a Nephrops trawl 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend (5mm 

double PE twine) and 

120mm smp @ 9-12m 

from codline 

100mm codend (5mm 

double) and 120mm 

smp @ 9-12m from 

codline 

Selectivity increases 

over the size range 

39mm-47mms (< 

38mm) 

Increasing codend mesh size 

to reduce discards of 

Nephrops, haddock and 

whiting in a Nephrops trawl 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Catch comparison 

80mm codend (5mm 

double PE twine) and 

120mm smp @ 9-12m 

from codline 

120mm codend (5mm 

double) and 120mm 

smp @ 9-12m from 

codline 

Selectivity increases 

over entire size range 

Using a 35mm Swedish 

sorting grid to reduce capture 

of fish in a Nephrops trawl 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Twin-trawl paired 

selectivity 

experiment 

40mm codend 

Swedish sorting grid 

with 35mm bar 

spacing and 80mm 

codend 

No losses of Nephrops < 

40mm CL but losses of 

10-25% in the length 

range 41-58mm 

100% reduction in fish 

catches above mcrs 

Using a 120mm smp @ 6-9m 

to reduce capture of fish in a 

Nephrops trawl 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Twin-trawl paired 

selectivity 

experiment 

40mm codend 

80mm codend with 

120mm smp @6-9m 

from codline 

12-30% reduction in 

Nephrops catches < 

37mm 

No difference between 

SMP position on catch 

rates of other species. 

Using a 120mm smp @ 12-

15m to reduce capture of fish 

in a Nephrops trawl 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Twin-trawl paired 

selectivity 

experiment 

40mm codend 

80mm codend with 

120mm smp @12-

15m from codline 

12-30% reduction in 

Nephrops catches < 

37mm 

No difference between 

SMP position on catch 

rates of other species 

Using a large mesh top sheet 

inserted into a Nephrops trawl 

for reducing commercial 

gadoid species bycatch 

UK 

Twin-rig 

Nephrops 

trawls 

Catch comparison 

85mm codend with 

120mm smp @9-12m 

from codline 

290mm top sheet 

panel and 85mm 

codend with 120mm 

smp @9-12m from 

codline 

No significant 

differences in catches of 

gadoid species 
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Western and Eastern Channel selectivity trials 

Fishery Description of trial 
Member 

State 
Gear 

Experimental 

design 
Standard gear Tested gear Summary of Results 

Mixed 

Gadoid/Non 

quota (TR2) 

100mm square mesh panels 

in the codend  

to improve size selection and 

reduce undersized haddock in 

ICES Area VII 

UK 
demersal 

(twin rig) 

Twin-trawl catch 

comparison 

Coverless trawl 

with a 100mm 

codend and a 

100mm SMP 9m 

from the codline 

Additional 100 mm 

SMP in the codend 

Released almost all small 

fish and there were large 

reductions in unmarketable 

haddock 

Some losses of marketable 

whiting, monkfish and plaice 

for smaller size classes 

100mm square mesh panels 

in the codend  

to improve size selection and 

reduce undersized haddock in 

ICES Area VII 

UK 
demersal 

(twin rig) 

Twin-trawl catch 

comparison 

Coverless trawl 

with a 100mm 

codend 

Additional 100 mm 

SMP in the codend & 

100mm smp @9-12m 

from the codline 

Released almost all small 

fish 

Marketable losses of 

monkfish ~15%; haddock 

~-18%; whiting ~-55% 

115mm and 155mm square 

mesh panels in the body of a 

trawl to improve size selection 

and reduce undersized 

haddock in ICES Area VII 

UK 
demersal 

(twin rig) 

Twin-trawl catch 

comparison 

115mm mesh size 

trawl with a 87mm 

codend and a 

115mm SMP, 6-9m 

from the codline 

Additional 155mm SMP 

@ 2.5-5.5m from the 

codline & 155mm SMP 

@ 9.5-12.5M from the 

codline. 

Reductions in haddock 

catches across all size 

ranges ~-60% 

115mm and 155mm square 

mesh panels in the body of a 

trawl to improve size selection 

and reduce undersized 

haddock in ICES Area VII 

UK 
demersal 

(twin rig) 

Twin-trawl catch 

comparison 

115mm mesh size 

trawl with a 87mm 

codend and a 

115mm SMP @6-

9m codline 

Additional 155mm SMP 

fitted 9.5m-12.5m 

from the codline 

No reduction in overall 

haddock catches and 

significant numbers of small 

haddock were still caught 

115mm and 155mm square 

mesh panels in the body of a 

trawl to improve size selection 

and reduce undersized 

haddock in ICES Area VII 

UK 
demersal 

(twin rig) 

Twin-trawl catch 

comparison 

115mm mesh size 

trawl with a 87mm 

codend and a 

115mm SMP @6-

9m codline 

Additional 155mm SMP 

fitted 2.5-5.5m from 

the codline 

Reduction in catches of 

haddock above 25cm 

although substantial catches 

of small haddock below 

25cm were still retained 

Significant and substantial 

reduction in cod catches 

across the full length range 

and reductions in catches of 

other marketable species 
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115mm and 155mm square 

mesh panels in the body of a 

trawl to improve size selection 

and reduce undersized 

haddock in ICES Area VII 

UK 
demersal 

(twin rig) 

Twin-trawl catch 

comparison 

155mm mesh size 

trawl with a 87mm 

codend 

155mm SMPs @ 2.5-

5.5m from codline 

Significant and substantial 

reductions in catches of cod 

and haddock (~-85%) 

Significant losses of most 

other marketable species 

200mm diamond-mesh 

netting in the wings, square 

and back sections of a trawl to 

improve size selection and 

reduce undersized haddock in 

ICES Area VII 

UK 
demersal 

(twin rig) 

Twin-trawl catch 

comparison 

115mm mesh size 

trawl with a 

100mm codend 

Modified gear 

incorporated 200mm 

mesh size wings, 

square and lower back 

Reduction in haddock catch 

across all length classes (~-

45%) with still large 

quantities of undersized 

haddock 

Using cylindrical grids in the 

codend to reduce flatfish 

discards in the Dutch 

Nephrops fishery 

NL Twin-rig 
Catch 

comparison 
80mm codend 

Three cylindrical grids 

inserted into the 

codend with an escape 

hole at the end with a 

80mm codend 

Reduction in flatfish discards 

not quantified 

Using a large square mesh 

panel (90mm) in the last 

tapered section of the trawl to 

reduce unwanted catches 

FR 
Single 

trawl 

Alternate haul 

catch 

comparison  

80mm codend 

90mm square mesh 

panel (33m2) in last 

tapered section 

~56% reduction in whiting 

catches < mcrs 

~40% reduction in whiting 

catches in size range 27-

32cm 

No reduction in catches of 

haddock or pelagic species 

Using a large square mesh 

panel (80mm) in the last 

tapered section of the trawl to 

reduce unwanted catches 

FR 
Single 

trawl 

Alternate haul 

catch 

comparison  

80mm codend 

80mm square mesh 

panel (14m2) in last 

tapered section 

~35% reduction in whiting 

catches < mcrs 

90% reduction in mackerel 

catches < 20cm  

76% reduction in catches of 

horse mackerel < 76% 
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Using an 80mm square mesh 

panel in the last tapered 

section and extension of the 

trawl to reduce unwanted 

catches 

FR 
Single 

trawl 

Alternate haul 

catch 

comparison  

100mm codend 

80mm smp (6.75m 

long) @ 15-18m from 

the codline and 

100mm codend 

35% reduction in catches of 

haddock < mcrs 

13% reduction in haddock 

catches in size range 30-

34cm 

Reduction in whiting catches 

< mcrs 

71% reduction in whiting 

catches in size range 27-

32cm 

Reduction in catches of 

mackerel and horse 

mackerel of 78% and 65% 

respectively 

46% reduction in catches of 

red mullet 

Using an 80mm T90 panel in 

the last tapered section and 

extension of the trawl to 

reduce unwanted catches 

FR 
Single 

trawl 

Alternate haul 

catch 

comparison  

80mm codend 

80mm T90 section 

(15m2) @ 13-18.5m 

from the codline and 

80mm codend 

68% reduction in haddock 

catches < mcrs 

73% reduction in whiting 

catches < mcrs 

44% reduction in whiting 

catches in size class 27-

32cm 

Reduction in catches of 

mackerel and horse 

mackerel of 85% and 48% 

respectively 

Using a 2m cylinder of 80mm 

square mesh in a whitefish 

trawl to reduce unwanted 

catches in vessels greater 

than 18m 

FR 
Single 

trawl 

Alternate haul 

catch 

comparison  

80mm codend and 

80mm smp @9-

12m from codline 

80mm square mesh 

cylinder (2m) and 

80mm codend and 

80mm smp @9-12m 

from the codline 

34% reductions in whiting 

catches < mcrs 

2% reductions in whiting 

catches > mcrs 

22% reduction in mackerel 

catches < mcrs 

14% increase in mackerel 

catches > mcrs  
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Using a 2m cylinder of 80mm 

square mesh in a whitefish 

trawl to reduce unwanted 

catches in vessels less than 

18m 

FR 
Single 

trawl 

Alternate haul 

catch 

comparison  

80mm codend and 

80mm smp @9-

12m from codline 

80mm square mesh 

cylinder (2m) and 

80mm codend and 

80mm smp @9-12m 

from the codline 

1% reduction in total 

marketable catch and 39% 

reduction in discards 

59% reduction in whiting 

catches < mcrs 

2% reduction in whiting 

catches > mcrs 

29% reduction in catches of 

plaice < mcrs 

22% reduction in catches of 

plaice > mcrs  

4% reduction in catches of 

cuttlefish 

Using a 1m cylinder of 80mm 

square mesh in a whitefish 

trawl to reduce unwanted 

catches 

FR 
Single 

trawl 

Alternate haul 

catch 

comparison  

80mm codend and 

80mm smp @9-

12m from codline 

80mm square mesh 

cylinder (1m) and 

80mm codend and 

80mm smp @9-12m 

from the codline 

28% reduction in whiting 

catches < mcrs 

1% reduction in whiting 

catches > mcrs 

45% reduction in mackerel 

catches < mcrs 

54% reduction in mackerel 

catches > mcrs  

23% reduction in catches of 

plaice < mcrs 

24% reduction in catches of 

plaice > mcrs 
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Using a 2m cylinder of 

115mm square mesh in a 

whitefish trawl to reduce 

unwanted catches 

FR 
Single 

trawl 

Alternate haul 

catch 

comparison  

80mm codend and 

80mm smp @9-

12m from codline 

115mm square mesh 

cylinder (2m) and 

80mm codend  

22% reduction in total 

marketable catch and 37% 

reduction in discards 

35% reduction in whiting 

catches < mcrs 

47% reduction in whiting 

catches > mcrs 

54% reduction in mackerel 

catches < mcrs 

49% reduction  in mackerel 

catches > mcrs 

14% reduction in catches of 

plaice < mcrs 

3% reduction in catches of 

plaice > mcrs  

 

Using a 2m cylinder of 

100mm square mesh in a 

whitefish trawl to reduce 

unwanted catches 

FR 
Single 

trawl 

Alternate haul 

catch 

comparison  

80mm codend and 

80mm smp @9-

12m from codline 

100mm square mesh 

cylinder (2m) and 

80mm codend and 

80mm smp @9-12m 

from the codline 

39% reduction in total 

marketable catch and 36% 

reduction in discards 

58% reduction in whiting 

catches < mcrs 

50% reduction in whiting 

catches > mcrs 

88% reduction in mackerel 

catches < mcrs 

38% reduction  in mackerel 

catches > mcrs 

29% reduction in catches of 

plaice < mcrs 

57% reduction in catches of 

plaice > mcrs  

29% reduction in catches of 

cuttlefish 
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Using a 2m cylinder of 80mm 

square mesh and semi-rigid 

grid in a whitefish trawl to 

reduce unwanted catches 

FR 
Single 

trawl 

Alternate haul 

catch 

comparison  

80mm codend and 

80mm smp @9-

12m from codline 

80mm square mesh 

cylinder (2m) and semi 

rigid grid with 80mm 

codend  

1% reduction in total 

marketable catch and 8% 

reduction in discards 

34% reduction in whiting 

catches < mcrs 

15% increase in whiting 

catches > mcrs 

55% reduction in mackerel 

catches < mcrs 

19% increase  in mackerel 

catches > mcrs 

39% reduction in catches of 

plaice < mcrs 

27% reduction in catches of 

plaice > mcrs  

13% reduction in catches of 

cuttlefish 

 

Using a 2m cylinder of 80mm 

square mesh and horizontal 

rigid grid in a whitefish trawl 

to reduce unwanted catches 

vessels less than 18m 

FR 
Single 

trawl 

Alternate haul 

catch 

comparison  

80mm codend and 

80mm smp @9-

12m from codline 

80mm square mesh 

cylinder (2m) and 

horizontal grid with 

80mm codend  

24% reduction in total 

marketable catch and 78% 

reduction in discards 

93% reduction in whiting 

catches < mcrs 

34% reduction in whiting 

catches > mcrs 

42% reduction in catches of 

plaice < mcrs 

28% reduction in catches of 

plaice > mcrs  

55% reduction in catches of 

cuttlefish 
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Fishery Description of trial 
Member 

State 
Gear 

Experimental 

design 
Standard gear Tested gear 

Summary of 

Results 

Sole & mixed 

demersal 

beam trawl 

fishery (BT2) 

Increasing mesh size in the 

extension of a beam trawl to 

improve the selectivity of sole 

BE 
Beam 

Trawl 

Catch 

comparison 

80mm codend with 

100mm extension 

80mm codend with 

150mm extension 

20% reduction in 

total sole catches 

40% reduction in sole 

catches < mcrs 

16% reduction in sole 

catches > mcrs 

Using a T90 netting codend to 

improve the selectivity of 

whiting and pouting in the 

beam trawl fishery 

BE 
Beam 

Trawl 

Catch 

comparison 
80mm codend 80mm T90 codend 

No Reduction in sole 

or plaice catches 

86% reduction in 

whiting catches and 

64% reduction in 

pouting catches 

Using a square mesh codend in 

the beam trawl fishery to 

improve the selection of 

roundfish 

BE 
Beam 

Trawl 

Catch 

comparison 
80mm codend 

80mm square mesh 

codend 

No reduction in sole 

and plaice catches  

Using large square mesh top 

panels to reduce roundfish 

bycatch in the beam trawl 

fishery 

BE 
Beam 

Trawl 

Catch 

comparison 
80mm codend 

120mm x 85meshes deep 

square mesh top panel 

and 80mm codend 

12% reduction in cod 

catches 

48% reduction in 

whiting catches 

43% reduction in 

haddock catches 

6% reduction in sole 

catches 

No reduction in plaice 

catches 

 

Using large square mesh top 

panels to reduce roundfish 

bycatch in the beam trawl 

fishery 

BE 
Beam 

Trawl 

Catch 

comparison 
80mm codend 

120mm x 128 meshes 

deep square mesh top 

panel and 80mm codend 

12% reduction in cod 

catches 

66% reduction in 

whiting catches 

63% reduction in 

haddock catches 
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13% reduction in sole 

catches 

1% reduction in 

plaice catches 

 

Using a horizontal separator 

panel to separate bycatch from 

the catch in the beam trawl 

fishery 

BE 
Beam 

Trawl 

Catch 

comparison 
80mm codend 

240mm square mesh 

horizontal separator panel 

and 80mm codend 

70-88% of sole were 

retained  in the lower 

codend 

40-75% of plaice 

were retained in the 

lower codend 

Source: STECF, 2018 



 

 

 

 


