






 

ICES Advice 2009, Book 11  69 

The Harvest Rate used for 2010 catch forecasts and proxy for FMSY 
 
The June ICES advice for North Sea and Celtic Sea stocks (ICES Advisory 

Report 2009 Books and 5, section 5.4.34 and 6, section 6.4.14) lays out the 
rationale for the harvest rate used for short term catch forecasts. Since this 
advice was released no additional information has emerged that justifies 
modifying this rationale. With respect to your question about the relative risk 
of using the current F, Fmax or F0.1 for a proxy FMSY,, the risk to the stock is 
always higher the higher the fishing mortality rate. In many cases, F0.1 is 
favoured over Fmax as a proxy for FMSY   because the potential loss in long term 
yield (if any) is believed to be small compared to the reduced risk to the stock. 
However, the short term impact of reducing fishing mortality to F0.1 is also a 
consideration. 

 
ICES will consider its policy with respect to reference points and the MSY 

strategy at a workshop 1-3 December. The topic will also be considered by 
ACOM at its meeting 7-10 December. 

 
Yours Sincerely, 

 
Michael Sissenwine 
Chair Advisory Committee 
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Our Ref: B.4.k/MS/MO 26 October 2009 

Subject: Management plans and the political independence of ICES 

 
Dear Jørn Krog,  
 
Thank you for your letter of 14 September 2009 in which you point to a problem with the 
advice for North Sea plaice. The President Joe Horwood has asked me to answer you directly. 
As Chair of the ICES Advisory Committee (ACOM) I agree that ICES advice should not have 
been based on the EU's North Sea Plaice Plan.   
 
There are two issues concerning advice based on the North Sea Plaice Plan.  First, ICES's 
evaluation of the Plan was inconclusive with respect to the precautionary approach and 
therefore it should not have been the basis of ICES advice.  
 
The second issue is the one you raised- this EU Plan for this shared stock has not been agreed 
Norway. There are other examples where ICES gives advice based on precautionary plans not 
agreed by all competent authorities (e.g., the NEA mackerel plan agreed by Norway, EU and 
the Faroe Islands, but not by some other participants in the fishery), and using these plans may 
have scientific merit.  This issue was raised with ACOM and the Council.  Clearly this is a 
complex issue which requires careful consideration.  ACOM will address it at a workshop 1–3 
December in Lisbon.  We encourage managers to participate in the Workshop, and I hope 
Norway will be represented.  In Lisbon, I hope, we can come to a resolution that is satisfactory 
from both a management and scientific perspective.      
 
Let me return to the advice ICES gave based on the EU North Sea Plaice Plan which has not 
been determined to be precautionary.  Had ICES advised on the basis of the precautionary 
approach, the TAC advice would have been higher than it was according to the EC 
Management Plan. However, TAC advice to achieve MSY would have been lower.  Since 
ICES advice was intermediate between these two common reference levels, we do not plan to 
change the advice at this time even though it was erroneously based on the EC Plan.  
Thanks in advance for your cooperation and patience on this matter. 
Sincerely,  

 

  
Michael Sissenwine 
ACOM Chair 
 
Cc Joe Horwood 
Cc ACOM members 
Cc Recipients of the North Sea fisheries advice 

Jørn Krog 
Det Kongelige Fiskeri- og Kystdepartmentet  
PO Box 8118 Dep 
N-0032 Oslo  
Norway 

11.3 Clarifications of advice 
 
11.3.1 Advice on North Sea Plaice 
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Our Ref: C.24.b 19 May 2009 

Subject: Mackerel egg survey results 2007 
 

Dear Patrick, 
 

ICES has been asked to explain whether the finalization of the egg survey analysis in 2008 had 
any impact on the estimation of horse mackerel eggs in Western Waters, and if not, why there 
has been an impact on the estimation of mackerel eggs, but not on the estimation of horse 
mackerel eggs. 

 
ICES response is: 

 
The question concerns data from 2007. Estimates for the Spawning Stock Biomass (SSB) are 
based on estimates of the total egg production. The preliminary estimates available in the 
autumn of 2007 of mackerel and Western horse mackerel did not include samples collected in 
March and April in the Galician and Cantabrian Sea areas. These areas are at the southern 
border of the investigation area for the Western stock of horse mackerel, and at the northern 
border of the Southern component of mackerel. 

 
Mackerel had a peak of spawning in this area in March and April. The samples from the 
Galician and Cantabrian Sea areas therefore had a significant impact on the estimate of the 
total mackerel egg production. 

 
Horse mackerel showed low spawning activity in March and April. The peak of spawning for 
Western horse mackerel occurred in May and June in the Celtic Sea and the West of Ireland. 
The eggs sampled from Galician and Cantabrian Sea areas therefore contributed insignificantly 
to the overall estimate for horse mackerel.  

 
In summary: when analysis of samples and compilation of results had been fully completed for 
the southern area in 2008, it became apparent that the impact on the preliminary estimate of 
horse mackerel egg production was negligible, whereas significant changes had to be made to 
the preliminary estimate of SSB for the southern mackerel component. 

 
Hopefully this answers your request adequately. 

 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Michael Sissenwine 
Chair of Advisory Committee 
 
Cc. Carl O’Brien, (Vice-Chair of ACOM), Manuela Azevedo (Vice-Chair of ACOM), Mark 
Tasker (Vice-Chair of ACOM), Paul Keizer (Vice-Chair of ACOM), Gerd Hubold (General 
Secretary), Jens Ulleweit (Chair of WGMEGS), Beatriz Roel (Chair of WGWIDE) 

Patrick Daniel 
Directorate General for  Maritime Affairs and 
Fisheries 
European Commission 
200 rue de la Loi 
B-1049 Brussels 
Belgium 

11.3.2 Horse mackerel egg survey clarification 
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