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young herring. These regulations have contributed to rebuilding of the stock to levels well above precautionary limits. 
When the fishery expanded in the mid-1990s, a long-term management plan was agreed.  
 
For the 2006 fishery, the parties exploiting the resource (European Union, Faroe Islands, Iceland, Norway, and Russia) 
did not reach agreement regarding the allocation of the quota and no TAC was agreed. However, the fishing mortality in 
2006 did not exceeded Fpa. From 2007 onwards, the parties have reached agreement on annual TACs and allocation of 
the quotas in accord with the management plan. 
 
Changes in fishing technology and fishing patterns 
 
In general, the fishery follows the migration of the stock as it moves from the wintering and spawning grounds along the 
Norwegian coast to the summer feeding grounds in the Faroese, Icelandic, Jan Mayen, Svalbard, and international areas. 
Due to limitations for some countries to enter the EEZs of other countries in 2008, the fisheries do not necessarily 
depict the distribution of herring in the Norwegian Sea. A special feature of the summer fishery in 2005 and 2006 was 
the prolonged fishery in the Faroese and Icelandic zone up to late August, where the oldest age groups were present in 
the second and third quarter. In 2007 and 2008 a clean herring fishery was hampered by mixture of mackerel schools in 
the area. This was especially the case for the Faroese fleet, which usually targets mackerel later in the year (October–
November).  
 
Impacts of the environment on the fish stock 
 
The stock undergoes extensive migrations in the Northeast Atlantic, which have been linked to changes in ocean 
climate and changes in zooplankton distribution.  
 
During 1995-2005, a weak relationship existed between zooplankton biomass in May and herring condition in the 
autumn. The March–April North Atlantic Oscillation (NAO) index in 2004 and 2005 was successfully used to predict 
the herring condition index in the winters of 2005 and 2006. Although no such analyses are available for the most recent 
years, the average biomass of zooplankton in the Norwegian Sea in May has been decreasing since 2002 and, in 2009, 
reached a record low level since the measurements started in 1997.  
 
The Arctic front is a central feeding area for the herring stock. During periods when the Arctic front is shifted 
westwards, part of the stock feeding in the western Norwegian Sea also moves westward. The position of the Arctic 
front is correlated with large-scale environmental events. 
 
Scientific basis 
 
Data and methods 
 
In 2008, a benchmark procedure was applied to the stock assessment. 
 
The advice is based on an analytical assessment, which takes into consideration catch data and eight surveys (acoustic 
surveys of adults and juveniles, larval survey, and 0-group survey), of which five surveys are continuing. The assessment 
is conducted using a VPA based model from the TASACS package. As agreed at the benchmark, the VPA analysis is 
restricted to the years 1988–2009, which is regarded as the period representative of the present production and 
exploitation regimes. For the period before 1988, the results are derived from the 2006 assessment, which are consistent 
with this year’s assessment.  
 
The present assessment is an updated assessment, using the models, configurations and procedures agreed at the 
benchmark. The benchmark also examined cases where individual survey points might be excluded from the assessment 
model. Based on the agreed examination procedures, the 2009 value from the Norwegian herring larval survey on the 
Norwegian shelf (survey 8) was excluded from the assessment. This data point was excluded as the abundance estimate 
was anomalously low and the average size of the larvae was large suggesting that the survey was late relative to 
spawning. A similar rationale was used in the past to exclude the 2003 data point from the Norwegian larval survey.  
 
Uncertainties in assessment and forecast 
 
There is uncertainty about recent recruitment estimates. A source of uncertainty is caused by the lack of coherence in 
some of the survey information for the youngest ages. In addition, the catch in 2008 from a few directed fisheries by 
Norway and Russia in the 3rd and 4th quarter contained relatively high numbers of 1 and 2 year olds (year classes 2007 
and 2006). The available surveys, however, indicate that these year classes are not strong.  
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There is uncertainty in the estimate of SSB and fishing mortality related to the exclusion of the 2009 survey point of the 
Norwegian herring larvae survey on the Norwegian shelf. Including the 2009 survey point would have resulted in the 
estimate of SSB being about 10% lower. 
 
The international ecosystem survey in the Nordic Seas in May is the most important survey in the assessment and will 
remain so in future assessments. It is important that this survey is maintained and that the vessels participating in this 
survey have access to the survey grounds. As well it is essential to maintain good geographical survey coverage to 
avoid increases in assessment uncertainty and maintain the integrity of the assessment.  
 
While discarding of this stock is estimated to be low, an un-quantified amount of slippage is known to occur, thus it has 
not been possible to account for slippage in the assessment. 
 
Comparison with previous assessment and advice 
 
The perception of the state of the stock and its exploitation has not changed markedly. Compared to last year, the SSB 
for 2008 is estimated to be about 5% higher and the fishing mortality in 2007 to be about 3% lower (see Figure 9.4.5.3).   
 
The basis for the advice is the same as last year. 
 
Source of information 
 
Report of the Working Group on Widely Distributed Stocks, 2–8 September 2009 (ICES CM 2009/ACOM:12). 
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Table 9.4.5.1 Herring in the Northeast Atlantic (Norwegian spring-spawning herring). Single-stock exploitation 
boundaries (advice), management, and catch.  

 
Year ICES 

Advice 
Predicted catch 
corresp. to advice 

Agreed  
TAC 

ICES 
Catch 

1987 TAC 150 115 127 
1988 TAC 120–150 120 135 
1989 TAC 100 100 104 
1990 TAC 80 80  86 
1991 No fishing from a biological point of view 0 76  85 
1992 No fishing from a biological point of view 0 98 104 
1993 No increase in F 119 200 232 
1994 Gradual increase in F towards F0.1; TAC suggested 334 450 479 
1995 No increase in F 513 None1 906 
1996 Keep SSB above 2.5 million t - None2 1 217 
1997 Keep SSB above 2.5 million t - 1 500 1 420 
1998 Do not exceed the harvest control rule - 1 300 1 223 
1999 Do not exceed the harvest control rule 1 263 1 300 1 235 
2000 Do not exceed the harvest control rule Max 1 500 1 250 1 207 
2001 Do not exceed the harvest control rule 753 850 770 
2002 Do not exceed the harvest control rule 853 850 809 
2003 Do not exceed the harvest control rule 710 7113 773 
2004 Do not exceed the harvest control rule 825 8253 794 
2005 Do not exceed the harvest control rule 890 1 0003 1 003 
2006 Do not exceed the harvest control rule 732 9673 969 
2007 Do not exceed the harvest control rule 1 280 1 280 1267 
2008 Do not exceed the harvest control rule 1 518 1518 1546 
2009 Do not exceed the harvest control rule 1 643 1 642  
2010 Do not exceed the harvest control rule 1 483   
Weights in ‘000 t.  
1Autonomous TACs totaling 900 000 t.  
2Autonomous TACs totaling 1 425 000 t were set by April 1996.  
3 There was no agreement on the TAC, the number is the sum of autonomous quotas from the individual Parties.  
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Figure 9.4.5.1 Herring in the Northeast Atlantic (Norwegian spring-spawning herring). Summary of stock 

assessment: landings, fishing mortality, recruitment, and SSB. Data prior to 1988 are from the 
2006 assessment year.  
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Figure 9.4.5.2 Herring in the Northeast Atlantic (Norwegian spring-spawning herring). Stock–recruitment and PA 

plot. Data prior to 1988 are from the 2006 assessment year. 
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Figure 9.4.5.3 Herring in the Northeast Atlantic (Norwegian spring-spawning herring). Comparison of current 

assessment with previous assessments. 
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Table 9.4.5.2 Herring in the Northeast Atlantic (Norwegian spring-spawning herring). Total catch (tonnes) since 1972. Data provided by Working Group members. 
 

YEAR NORWAY  USSR/ 
RUSSIA 

DENMARK  FAROES ICELAND  IRELAND  NETHERLANDS GREENLAND UK 
(SCOTLAND) 

GERMANY  FRANCE  POLAND  SWEDEN  TOTAL 

1972 13161 - - - - - - - - - - - - 13161 
1973 7017 - - - - - - - - - - - - 7017 
1974 7619 - - - - - - - - - - - - 7619 
1975 13713 - - - - - - - - - - - - 13713 
1976 10436 - - - - - - - - - - - - 10436 
1977 22706 - - - - - - - - - - - - 22706 
1978 19824 - - - - - - - - - - - - 19824 
1979 12864 - - - - - - - - - - - - 12864 
1980 18577 - - - - - - - - - - - - 18577 
1981 13736 - - - - - - - - - - - - 13736 
1982 16655 - - - - - - - - - - - - 16655 
1983 23054 - - - - - - - - - - - - 23054 
1984 53532 - - - - - - - - - - - - 53532 
1985 167272 2600 - - - - - - - - - - - 169872 
1986 199256 26000 - - - - - - - - - - - 225256 
1987 108417 18889 - - - - - - - - - - - 127306 
1988 115076 20225 - - - - - - - - - - - 135301 
1989 88707 15123 - - - - - - - - - - - 103830 
1990 74604 11807 - - - - - - - - - - - 86411 
1991 73683 11000 - - - - - - - - - - - 84683 
1992 91111 13337 - - - - - - - - - - - 104448 
1993 199771 32645 - - - - - - - - - - - 232457 
1994 380771 74400 - 2911 21146 - - - - - - - - 479228 
1995 529838 101987 30577 57084 174109 - 7969 2500 881 556 - - - 905501 
1996 699161 119290 60681 52788 164957 19541 19664 - 46131 11978 - - 22424 1220283 
1997 860963 168900 44292 59987 220154 11179 8694 - 25149 6190 1500 - 19499 1426507 
1998 743925 124049 35519 68136 197789 2437 12827 - 15971 7003 605 - 14863 1223131 
1999 740640 157328 37010 55527 203381 2412 5871 - 19207 - - - 14057 1235433 
2000 713500 163261 34968 68625 186035 8939 - - 14096 3298 - - 14749 1207201 
2001 495036 109054 24038 34170 77693 6070 6439 - 12230 1588 - - 9818 766136 
2002 487233 113763 18998 32302 127197 1699 9392 - 3482 3017 - 1226 9486 807795 
2003* 477573 122846 14144 27943 117910 1400 8678 - 9214 3371 - - 6431 789510 
2004 477076 115876 23111 42771 102787 11 17369 - 1869 4810 400  - 7986 794066 
2005** 580804 132099 28368 65071 156467 - 21517 - - 17676 0 561 680 1003243 
2006*** 567237 120836 18449 63137 157474 4693 11625 - 12523 9958 80 - 2946 968958 
2007 779089 162434 22911 64251 173621 6411 29764 4897 13244 6038 0 4333 0 1266993 
2008 961603 193119 31128 74261 217602 7903 28155 3810 19737 8338 0 0 0 1545656 
 
*In 2003 the Norwegian catches were raised by 39433 to account for changes in percentages of water content. 

**Preliminary, as provided by Working Group members. 

***Scotland and Northern Irland combined. 
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Table 9.4.5.3 Herring in the Northeast Atlantic (Norwegian spring-spawning herring). Summary of the stock 
assessment. Data prior to 1988 are from the 2006 assessment year. 

 
Year Recruitment SSB Landings F weighted  

 Age 0   Ages 5-14 
  thousands tonnes tonnes   

1950 751000000 14200000 826000 0.0584 
1951 146000000 12500000 1280000 0.0697 
1952 96600000 10900000 1250000 0.0728 
1953 86100000 9350000 1070000 0.0663 
1954 42100000 8660000 1640000 0.1130 
1955 25000000 9270000 1360000 0.0783 
1956 29900000 10900000 1660000 0.1100 
1957 25400000 9650000 1320000 0.1030 
1958 23100000 8690000 986000 0.0787 
1959 412000000 7180000 1110000 0.1130 
1960 198000000 5850000 1100000 0.1360 
1961 76100000 4390000 830000 0.1040 
1962 19000000 3440000 849000 0.1460 
1963 169000000 2670000 985000 0.2530 
1964 93900000 2530000 1280000 0.2260 
1965 8490000 3060000 1550000 0.2780 
1966 51400000 2800000 1960000 0.6960 
1967 3950000 1470000 1680000 1.5200 
1968 5190000 344000 712000 3.4900 
1969 9780000 145000 67800 0.5900 
1970 661000 71000 62300 1.3200 
1971 236000 32000 21100 1.5300 
1972 957000 16000 13200 1.5000 
1973 12900000 85000 7020 1.1700 
1974 8630000 91000 7620 0.1140 
1975 2970000 79000 13700 0.1900 
1976 10100000 138000 10400 0.1060 
1977 5100000 286000 22700 0.1110 
1978 6200000 358000 19800 0.0434 
1979 12500000 388000 12900 0.0238 
1980 1470000 471000 18600 0.0341 
1981 1100000 504000 13700 0.0215 
1982 2340000 503000 16700 0.0200 
1983 343000000 575000 23100 0.0291 
1984 11500000 602000 53500 0.0903 
1985 36600000 515000 170000 0.3790 
1986 6040000 437000 225000 1.0700 
1987 9090000 926000 127000 0.4040 
1988 25724000 2768000 135301 0.045 
1989 73988400 3409000 103830 0.029 
1990 109705800 3702000 86411 0.022 
1991 320875600 3877000 84683 0.023 
1992 383921700 3767000 104448 0.027 
1993 121890400 3641000 232457 0.064 
1994 42242100 4122000 479228 0.129 
1995 18643900 4976000 905501 0.229 
1996 57789400 6545000 1220283 0.192 
1997 50575900 7887000 1426507 0.180 
1998 282407700 7290000 1223131 0.153 
1999 227356600 6852000 1235433 0.186 
2000 54030800 5837000 1207201 0.213 
2001 35695300 4794000 766136 0.180 
2002 568142000 4928000 807795 0.184 
2003 185261300 6298000 789510 0.114 
2004 344513300 7149000 794066 0.094 
2005 53536700 7715000 1003243 0.128 

2006* 90770000 11580000 968958 0.131 
2007* 30990000 11836000 1266993 0.098 
2008** 103000000 12437000 1545656 0.125 
2009** 103000000 13300000   
Average 100457748 4646433 690524 0.3220 

 
* Recruitment value has been replaced in the forecast by RCT estimate. 

** GM mean 1989-2005 
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9.4.6 Northeast Atlantic spurdog (Squalus acanthias) in ICES Areas I–IX 
 
The advice for 2009 is biennial and valid for 2009 and 2010 and is cited in the text table below (see ICES, 2008). 

Source of information 

ICES. 2008. Report of the ICES Advisory Committee, 2008. ICES Advice, 2008. Book 9. 345 pp. 

 

Spurdog (Squalus acanthias). All areas The only new information that is available for spurdog (Squalus acan-
thias) is landings data which does not give reason to change the advice 
from 2006. The advice for 2009 and 2010 is therefore the same as the 
advice given in 2006: “The stock is depleted and may be in danger of 
collapse. Targeted fisheries should not be permitted to continue, and 
by-catch in mixed fisheries should be reduced to the lowest possible 
level. The TAC should cover all areas where spurdog are caught in the 
northeast Atlantic and should be set at zero (...).” 
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9.4.7 Northeast Atlantic porbeagle 
 
The advice for 2009 is biennial and valid for 2009 and 2010 and is cited in the text table below (see ICES, 2008). 
 
Source of information 
 
ICES. 2008. Report of the ICES Advisory Committee, 2008. ICES Advice, 2008. Book 9. 345 pp. 
 

Porbeagle (Lamna nasus). All areas 
Given the state of the stock, no targeted fishing for porbeagle should be 
permitted and bycatch should be limited and landings of porbeagle 
should not be allowed. 
 
Porbeagles are particularly vulnerable to fishing mortality, because the 
population productivity is low (long-lived, slow-growing, high age-at-
maturity, low fecundity, and a protracted gestation period) and they 
have an aggregating behaviour. Therefore, risk of depletion of reproduc-
tive potential is high. It is recommended that exploitation of this species 
should only be allowed when indicators and reference points for stock 
status and future harvest have been identified and a management strate-
gy, including appropriate monitoring requirements has been decided 
upon and is implemented. 
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9.4.8 Basking shark (Cetorhinus maximus) in the Northeast Atlantic (ICES Areas I–XIV) 
 
The advice for 2009 is biennial and valid for 2009 and 2010 and is cited in the text table below (see ICES, 2008). 
 
Source of information 
 
ICES. 2008. Report of the ICES Advisory Committee, 2008. ICES Advice, 2008. Book 9. 345 pp. 
 
Basking shark  (Cetorhinus 
maximus) 

All areas The only new information that is available for basking shark 
(Cetorhinus maximus) is landings data which gives no basis to revise 
the advice from 2006. The advice for 2009 and 2010 is therefore the 
same as the advice given in 2006: “No targeted fishing for basking 
shark should be permitted and additional measures should be taken to 
prevent bycatch of basking shark in fisheries targeting other species. A 
TAC should cover all areas where basking sharks are caught in the 
northeast Atlantic. This TAC should be set at zero.” 
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Year 

ICES 

Advice 

Single-stock 
exploitation 
boundaries 

Predicted catch 
corresponding to 

advice 

Predicted catch 
corresponding to 

single-stock 
exploitation 
boundaries 

Agreed 

TAC 

ACOM 

Landings 
(‘000 t) 

1977 None     3.68 
1978 None     3.64 
1979 None     5.27 
1980 None     3.73 
1981 None     1.80 
1982 None     2.16 
1983 None     1.76 
1984 None     2.06 
1985 None     1.47 
1986 None     1.14 
1987 None     0.16 
1988 None     0.11 
1989 None     0.59 
1990 None     0.90 
1991 None     0.75 
1992 None     1.70 
1993 None     1.37 
1994 None     1.08 
1995 None     0.63 
1996 None     0.79 
1997 None     0.47 
1998 None     0.06 
1999 None     0.03 
2000 None     0.12 
2001 None     0.08 
2002 None    0 0.05 
2003 None    0 0.13 
2004 None    0 0.07 
2005 

TAC = 0 

   0 0.09 
2006    0 0.01 
2007    Prohibited 

species 0.03 
2008 TAC = 0    Prohibited 

species - 
2009 
2010 

No fishery    Prohibited 
species  
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Figure 9.4.8.1 Basking sharks in the northeast Atlantic. Total landings (tonnes) of basking sharks, 1977 to 2007. 
Revised in 2008 based on new conversion factors for Norwegian landings. 
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Table 9.4.8.1 Basking sharks in the northeast Atlantic. Working Group estimates of total landings (t) of basking 
shark in ICES Areas I–XIV from 1977 to 2007. Based on ICES STATLANT with Norwegian 
landings data updated using revised conversion factors. Source: ICES (2008). 

 
Year I & II III & IV Va Vb VI VII VIII IX X XII XIV TOTAL 
1977 3680           3680 
1978 3349   14  278      3641 
1979 5120     139 7     5266 
1980 3642   83        3725 
1981 1772   28        1800 
1982 1970     186      2156 
1983 967 734    60      1761 
1984 873 1188    1      2062 
1985 1465           1465 
1986 1144           1144 
1987 164           164 
1988 96 10          106 
1989 593           593 
1990 781 116     1     898 
1991 533 220     0     753 
1992 1613 84     0     1697 
1993 1374      0     1374 
1994 920 157     0     1077 
1995 604 23     1     628 
1996 792      0 1    793 
1997 425 43     2 1    471 
1998 55      1     56 
1999 31      1     32 
2000 117      1     118 
2001 80      0  1   81 
2002 54      0     54 
2003 128 0     0 1    129 
2004 72      0 +    72 
2005 87     1 0 2    90 
2006 6     0 0 0    6 
2007 26     0 0 0    26 
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9.4.9 European eel 
 
State of the stock 
 
Abundance of the European eel stock (all stages glass eel, yellow eel and silver eel) is at a historical minimum and 
continues to decline. Recruitment is also at a historical low level and continues to decline. All glass eel recruitment 
series show clear and marked reductions since the early 1980s.  For the different areas (Baltic, continental North Sea, 
continental Atlantic, British Isles, and Mediterranean), current recruitment is between 1 and 9% of that observed in the 
1970s.   
 
Recruitment in 2008 and 2009 has been especially low. 
 

 
 
 
 
Recruitment of continental North Sea yellow eel has been declining continuously since the 1950s. Recruitment of 
yellow eels in the Baltic is now less than 10% of that observed in the 1950s and 1970s.  
 
Despite the marked stock decline, fishing effort and mortality continues to be high both on juvenile (glass eel) and older 
eels (yellow and silver eel) (FAO/ICES 2009).  
 
Landings reported to FAO have declined to about 25% of the annual catches during the mid-1960s, although the 
reported landings values are known to be unreliable (see ICES, 2008, Figure 9.4.9.5). Decreased landings in 
combination with continuous high fishing mortality are a strong indication of reduced stock size.   

 
Figure 9.4.9.2 Recruitment index for yellow eel per area in logarithmic scale. Each series is scaled to the mean of 

1979-1994. 

Figure 9.4.9.1 Recruitment index for glass eel per area in logarithmic scale. Each series is scaled to the mean of 
1979–1994. 
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Management objectives 
 
EU adopted a management framework for the eel stock in 2007 via EU regulation (EU 1100/2007).  The objective of 
the management framework is the protection and sustainable use of the stock. With the objective to rebuild the eel stock 
Norway decided in June 2009 to cut the eel quota by 80% in 2009 and to carry out an experimental fishing at a very low 
level in 2010. 
 
Reference points 
 
Precautionary reference points have not been agreed for eel. However, exploitation that leaves 30% of the virgin 
spawning stock biomass is generally considered to be a reasonable target for escapement. Due to the uncertainties in eel 
management and biology ICES proposed a limit reference point of 50% for the escapement of silver eels from the 
continent in comparison to pristine conditions (ICES, 2003). This is higher than the escapement level of at least 40% 
’pristine’ set by the EU Regulation.     
 
Single-stock exploitation boundaries 
 
Exploitation boundaries in relation to precautionary limits 
 
The abundance of the European eel stock continues to decline at an alarming rate. A concerted effort by all European 
countries over the distribution area of eel is urgently needed to halt this decline.  There are indications that recruitment 
may be impaired by the current low level of spawning stock size. All types of anthropogenic stresses (e.g., recreational 
and commercial fishing, barriers to passage, habitat alteration, pollution,) should be minimized to promote stock 
recovery until there is clear evidence that the stock is increasing. Due to the long life time of eel recovery will be a 
long-term process. 
 
Given the continued declining abundance of glass eels, ICES reiterates its concern about glass eel stocking programs.  
The programs involve capture and translocation of eels from one river to another.  While stocking programs may benefit 
specific rivers, these programs risk reducing the contribution that these glass eels could make to sustain the overall 
European eel stock. because of capture and translocation mortality and reduced survival in the river where eels are 
stocked. Fishing and use of glass eel for any purpose should be reconsidered, with intervention only taking place where 
there is an objective of increasing or protecting the glass eel's contribution to spawner production. 
 
ICES reiterates its previous advice that “all anthropogenic impacts on production and escapement of eels should be 
reduced to as close to zero as possible until stock recovery is achieved”.  
 
Management considerations 
 
In the 1970s, recruitment of glass eels was still at average levels. This indicates that SSB was not limiting the 
production of recruits during this period.   
 
The eel stock is scattered over a multitude of inland and coastal waters with divergent characteristics. Anthropogenic 
pressures, such as fishing, barriers to migration (including intakes and turbines), pollution, habitat loss, etc. vary 
between river basins. Therefore, management plans prepared under the auspices of the EU Regulation should address 
anthropogenic stresses that are locally important. Interim recovery levels, more stringent that those defined in the EU 
Regulation, should also be considered in the development of management plans. Candidates for interim recovery levels 
are discussed in FAO/ICES (2008). 
 
The EU Regulation makes a portion of glass eel catches available for stocking, which may involve translocation of eels 
between river basins.  It is unlikely that the 40% recovery objective of the EU Regulation can be met primarily through 
stocking, since the total catch of glass eels is well below that required. Moreover, the contribution the glass eels used for 
stocking make to the future spawning stock will be reduced if: (a) there is some capture and translocation mortality, (b) 
there are more anthropogenic stresses in the river system in which they are stocked than in the source river and (c) the 
stocked eels are not able to migrate to spawning grounds and contribute to the spawning portion of the stock.  As noted 
above, ICES is concerned about the use of glass eels for stocking, and it does not endorse this aspect of the EU 
Regulation.  However, recognizing that it is allowed under the Regulation, stocking should be limited to unpolluted 
waters with low pathogen burdens, and exhibiting minimal other anthropogenic impacts, including fishing. Procedures 
to prevent the introduction and spreading of parasites and diseases should be applied, in accord with European fish 
disease prevention policies. As stated in the ICES Advice 2008: “…large-scale stocking should not be allowed unless a 
scientific evaluation demonstrates that the potential escapement of silver eels will be enhanced.” 
 
It is important that monitoring of stock size and recruitment be continued and further enhanced so that future stock 
development can be measured and the efficacy of eel management plans can subsequently be quantified and evaluated.  
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Arrangements must be made to make monitoring data accessible and compiled in a form for international analysis.  
Following the implementation of eel management plans in July 2009 (although some have been delayed), national 
reports from Member States on their implementation practices are expected in 2012. Following this, the first post-
evaluation of the regulation is expected.  
 
The escapement level of at least 40% ’pristine’ set by the EU regulation is below ICES proposal for a limit reference 
point of 50% for the escapement of silver eels.   
 
Ecosystem considerations 
 
Habitat alteration, including barrier to eel passage and deterioration in water quality (contaminants, diseases and 
parasites) contribute to the anthropogenic stresses on eels and also affect their reproductive success.    
 
Factors affecting the fisheries and the stock 
 
Regulations and their effects 
 
In 2007, eel was included in CITES Appendix II that deals with species not necessarily threatened with extinction, but 
in which trade must be controlled to avoid utilization incompatible with the survival of the species (see 
http://www.cites.org/eng/disc/how.shtml). The listing was implemented in March 2009. 
 
The environment 
 
Recent research has indicated that pollution, diseases, and parasites seriously impair the quality and reduce the fat 
content of individual silver eels, although the impact on the overall stock is unknown. On a pan-European scale, large 
differences in eel quality occur between areas. The quality of spawners also varies with biological characteristics such 
as fat content. None of these quality parameters are currently included in the assessment of stock status, or in setting 
management targets. However, these quality parameters have impacts on the condition and behaviour of individual eels 
and may impact their reproductive success. As well, from some regions, eels are contaminated to such an extent that 
they exceed either National or EU human consumption limits and consequently represent a threat to consumers. 
 
Scientific basis 
 
Data and methods 
 
The advice is based on recruitment indices both from surveys and commercial data. Reported landings data are 
unreliable and incomplete, but show a decline. Most EU Member States now have quantitative estimates of pristine 
silver eel production. 
 
Uncertainties 
 
The varying degrees of uncertainty in the estimates of pristine silver eel production make evaluation of progress toward 
the 40% recovery level (called for in the EU Regulation) difficult.  The lack of spatial and process information on the 
effect of decreasing spawner quality makes it challenging to quantify the impact on effective spawner biomass. 
 
The implementation of the EU Regulation has the potential of improving data in the future. However, several long time-
series may be jeopardised in the near future due to changes in the local eel fisheries under the Eel Management Plans 
(EMPs). Given the poor state of the stock and the high anthropogenic impacts, it is critically important that the existing 
time-series of recruitment be continued and supplemented. For all existing fisheries, effort and yield need to be 
monitored. Improved spatial coverage is needed to adequately characterize the quality of eels over the species area of 
distribution. 
 
Current data collection programmes (EMPs, DCR, WFD, etc) need to be extended, co-ordinated, and integrated to 
support enhanced eel assessment and management. 
 
Comparison with previous assessment and advice 
 
The status of the stock is critical. The stock continues to decline. The advice remains that urgent actions are needed to 
avoid further depletion of the eel stock and to promote recovery. 
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Source of information 
 
EC 2007. Council regulation (EC) N° 1100/2007 of 18 September 2007 establishing measures for the recovery of the 

stock of European eel. 
ICES 2003. Report of the ICES Advisory Committee on Fishery Management 2002. ICES Cooperative Research Report 

No. 255: 938–947. 
ICES. 2008. Report fo the ICES Advisory Committee, 2008. ICES Advice, 2008. Books 1–10. 1842 pp. 
FAO/ICES 2009. Report of the EIFAC/ICES Working Group on Eels, Göteborg (Sweden), 7–12 September 2009. 
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9.4.10 Ling (Molva molva) in all areas 
 
The advice for 2009 is biennial and valid for 2009 and 2010 and is cited in the text table below (see ICES, 2008). 

Source of information 
 
ICES. 2008. Report of the ICES Advisory Committee, 2008. ICES Advice, 2008. Book 9. 345 pp. 
 

Species Area Exploitation boundaries 

Ling 
(Molva molva) 
 
Stock ID: No information on 
genetically distinct 
populations. Ling at separate 
fishing grounds may be 
sufficiently isolated to be 
considered as individuals 
stocks. Bathymetric isolation. 
 

I & II Cpue in Areas I and II has been at a reduced level. ICES reiterates the 
advice to constrain catches to 6000 t and to collect information that can 
be used to evaluate a long-term sustainable level of exploitation.  
  

Va Surveys indicate that the overall biomass is increasing. Landings have 
also increased. ICES recommends to constrain catches to 7500 t (recent 
average 2006–2007) and to collect information that can be used to 
evaluate a long-term sustainable level of exploitation.  
  

Vb Cpue in Area Vb has been at a reduced level. ICES reiterates the advice 
that effort should not be allowed to increase and to collect information 
that can be used to evaluate a long-term sustainable level of 
exploitation.  
  

Other areas Cpue in these areas has been at a reduced level. ICES reiterates the 
advice to constrain catches to 10 000 t and to collect information that 
can be used to evaluate a long-term sustainable level of exploitation.  
  

 
 
 



 

ICES Advice 2009, Book 9 103 

9.4.11 Blue ling (Molva dypterygia) in all areas 
 
The advice for 2009 is biennial and valid for 2009 and 2010 and is cited in the Text Table below (see ICES, 2008). 
 
Source of information 
 
ICES. 2008. Report of the ICES Advisory Committee, 2008. ICES Advice, 2008. Book 9. 345 pp. 
 

Species Area Exploitation boundaries 

Blue ling  
(Molva dypterygia) 
 
Stock ID: Blue ling in the 
Northeast Atlantic can be 
separated into two stocks: one 
stock in Division Va and XIV 
and another stock in Subareas 
VI and VII. Blue ling in other 
areas are treated as one 
combined stock. 

Va & XIV There should be no directed fisheries for blue ling in Areas Va and XIV 
and measures should be implemented to minimize bycatches in mixed 
fisheries. Blue ling is susceptible to sequential depletion of spawning 
aggregations and therefore closed areas to protect spawning 
aggregations should be maintained and expanded where appropriate.  
 

Vb, VI, VII There should be no directed fisheries for blue ling in Areas Vb, VI, and 
VII and measures should be implemented to minimize bycatches in 
mixed fisheries. Blue ling is susceptible to sequential depletion of 
spawning aggregations and therefore closed areas to protect spawning 
aggregations should be maintained and expanded where appropriate. 
 

Other areas There should be no directed fisheries for blue ling and measures should 
be implemented to minimize the bycatch of this species in mixed 
fisheries. Blue ling is susceptible to sequential depletion of spawning 
aggregations and therefore closed areas to protect spawning 
aggregations should be maintained and expanded where appropriate. 
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9.4.12 Tusk (Brosme brosme) in all areas 
 
The advice for 2009 is biennial and valid for 2009 and 2010 and is cited in the text table below (see ICES, 2008). 
 
Sources of information 
 
ICES. 2008. Report of the ICES Advisory Committee, 2008. ICES Advice, 2008. Book 9. 345 pp. 
 
 

Species Area Exploitation boundaries 

Tusk 
(Brosme brosme) 
 
Stock ID: Based on the new 
genetic information that has 
been analyzed in 2007, ICES 
presents advice for the 
following stock units of tusk: 
* I and II 
* Va and XIV  
* the Mid-Atlantic Ridge 
(Division XII excluding XIIb; 
see Roundnose Grenadier) 
* VIb (Rockall) 
* Other areas (IIIa, IV, Vb, 
VIa, VII, VIII, IX, and XIIb). 
This latter grouping is a 
combination of isolated 
fishing grounds and these 
areas are grouped due to their 
mutual lack of data. 
 

I & II Cpue in Areas I and II has been at a reduced level. ICES reiterates the 
advice to constrain catches to 5000 t and to collect information that can 
be used to evaluate a long-term sustainable level of exploitation.  
  

Va Surveys indicate that the overall biomass is increasing but consists 
mostly of small individuals. ICES reiterates the earlier advice to 
constrain catches to 5000 t (average 2001–2004) to allow the juveniles 
to recruit to the adult stock. ICES also recommends to collect 
information that can be used to evaluate a long-term sustainable level of 
exploitation.   
  

MAR Fisheries on tusk should be accompanied by programmes to collect data 
on both target and bycatch fish. Fisheries should not be allowed to 
expand unless there is information that can be used to evaluate a long-
term sustainable level of exploitation.  
  

Rockall Cpue in Rockall does not indicate any clear trends. Therefore, recent 
levels of catches do not appear to have had a negative impact. ICES 
recommends that catches should be constrained to 530 t (average 2003–
2007) and to collect information that can be used to evaluate a long-
term sustainable level of exploitation. 
 

Other areas Cpue in these areas has been at a reduced level. ICES recommends to 
constrain catches to 5000 t (30% reduction) and to collect information 
that can be used to evaluate a long-term sustainable level of 
exploitation.   
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9.4.13 Greater silver smelt (Argentina silus) in all areas 
 
The advice for 2009 is biennial and valid for 2009 and 2010 and is cited in the text table below (see ICES, 2008). 

Sources of information 
 
ICES. 2008. Report of the ICES Advisory Committee, 2008. ICES Advice, 2008. Book 9. 345 pp. 
 

Species Area Exploitation boundaries 

Argentines 
Greater silver smelt 
(Argentina silus) 
 
Depth range: 100–700 m 
Longevity: 35 years 
Icelandic life history studies 
suggest that a separate stock 
might exist in Subarea Va. 
Stock identity for other areas 
cannot be determined. 
 

Va Due to its low productivity, greater silver smelt can only sustain low 
rates of exploitation. Fisheries on such species should always be 
accompanied by programmes to collect data on both target and bycatch 
fish. The fishery should not be allowed to expand unless it can be 
shown that it is sustainable. 
 

Other areas Due to its low productivity, greater silver smelt can only sustain low 
rates of exploitation. Fisheries on such species should always be 
accompanied by programs to collect data on both target and bycatch 
fisheries. The fishery should not be allowed to expand unless it can be 
shown that it is sustainable. 
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9.4.14 Orange roughy (Hoplostethus atlanticus) in all areas 

The advice for 2009 is biennial and valid for 2009 and 2010 and is cited in the text table below (see ICES, 2008). 
 
Source of information 
 
ICES. 2008. Report of the ICES Advisory Committee, 2008. ICES Advice, 2008. Book 9. 345 pp. 
 

Species Area Exploitation boundaries 

Orange roughy  
(Hoplostethus atlanticus) 
 
Stock ID: It is not known if 
individual aggregations are 
reproductively distinct. 

All areas Due to its very low productivity, orange roughy can only sustain very 
low rates of exploitation. Currently, it is not possible to manage a 
sustainable fishery for this species. ICES recommends no directed 
fisheries for this species. Bycatches in mixed fisheries should be as low 
as possible. 
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9.4.15 Roundnose grenadier (Coryphaenoides rupestris) in all areas 
 
The scientific basis for roundnose grenadier stock identification is uncertain. ICES considers that management units 
could be split as: 
 

• Division (IIIa) 
• Subareas VI, VII, and Divisions Vb, XIIb  
• Mid-Atlantic ridge (Xb, XIIc, Va1, XIIa1, XIVb1) 
• All other areas. (I, II, IV, Va2 VIII, IX XIVa XIVb2) 
 

The advice for 2009 is biennial and valid for 2009 and 2010 and is cited in the text table below (see ICES, 2008). 
 
Source of information 
 
ICES. 2008. Report of the ICES Advisory Committee, 2008. ICES Advice, 2008. Book 9. 345 pp. 
 
Roundnose grenadier 
(Coryphaenoides rupestris) 
 
 

IIIa Due to its low productivity, roundnose grenadier can only sustain low 
rates of exploitation. ICES reiterates the advice to constrain catches to 
1000 t., which corresponds to the catch level before the expansion of the 
fishery (1988–1991). The fishery should not be allowed to expand again 
unless it can be shown that it is sustainable. 
 

Vb, VI, 
VII, XIIb 

Due to its low productivity, roundnose grenadier can only sustain low 
rates of exploitation. Cpue in the areas has been at a reduced level. 
ICES recommends that catches should be constrained to 6000 t (50% of 
the level before the expansion of the fishery, 1990–1996). The fishery 
should not be allowed to expand unless it can be shown that it is 
sustainable. 
 

MAR Due to its low productivity, roundnose grenadier can only sustain low 
rates of exploitation. Fisheries on such species should always be 
accompanied by programs to collect data on both target and bycatch 
fisheries. The fishery should not be allowed to expand from the current 
low level unless it can be shown that it is sustainable. 
 

Other areas Due to its low productivity, roundnose grenadier can only sustain low 
rates of exploitation. Fisheries on such species should always be 
accompanied by programs to collect data on both target and bycatch 
fisheries. The fishery should not be allowed to expand unless it can be 
shown that it is sustainable. 
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9.4.16 Black scabbardfish (Aphanopus carbo) 
 
The advice for 2009 is biennial and valid for 2009 and 2010 and is cited in the text table below (see ICES, 2008). 
 
Source of information 
 
ICES. 2008. Report of the ICES Advisory Committee, 2008. ICES Advice, 2008. Book 9. 345 pp. 
 
 

Species Area Exploitation boundaries 

Black scabbardfish 
(Aphanopus carbo) 
 
Stock ID: The stock structure 
is uncertain. Three 
management units are 
considered: one in northern 
Subareas V, VI, VII, and XII, 
one in Subareas VIII and IX, 
and one in other areas. 

Vb, VI, 
VII, XIIb 

Despite the lower landings in recent years, CPUE in areas Vb, VI, VII 
and XII has declined to about 20% of its initial level. ICES recommends 
that catches should be constrained to 2 000 t (50% of the level before 
the expansion of the fishery, 1993-1997). The fishery should not be 
allowed to expand unless it can be shown that it is sustainable.  
 

VIII, IX CPUE in Subareas VIII and IX does not indicate any clear trends but no 
information is available before 1996. Recent levels of catches do not 
appear to have had a negative impact. ICES recommends that catches 
should be constrained to 2800 t. (average 2003-2007) and to collect 
information that can be used to evaluate a long-term sustainable level of 
exploitation.  
 

Other areas The fishery in other areas should not be allowed to expand unless it can 
be shown that it is sustainable. 
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9.4.17 Greater forkbeard (Phycis blennoides) in the Northeast Atlantic 

Single-stock exploitation boundaries 
 
The advice for 2009 is biennial and valid for 2009 and 2010 and is cited in the text table below (see ICES, 2008). 
 
Source of information 
 
ICES. 2008. Report of the ICES Advisory Committee, 2008. ICES Advice, 2008. Book 9. 345 pp. 
 
 

Species Area Exploitation boundaries 

Greater forkbeard  
(Phycis blennoides) 
 
Stock ID: No information on 
stock identity. 

All areas The only new information that is available for this species is landings 
information which does not give reason to change the advice from 2006. 
The advice for 2009 and 2010 is therefore the same as the advice given 
in 2006: “Fisheries on greater forkbeard should be accompanied by 
programmes to collect data. The fishery should not be allowed to 
expand unless it can be shown that it is sustainable.” 
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9.4.18 Alfonsinos/Golden eye perch (Beryx spp.) 

The advice for 2009 is biennial and valid for 2009 and 2010 and is cited in the text table below (see ICES, 2008). 
 
Source of information 
 
ICES. 2008. Report of the ICES Advisory Committee, 2008. ICES Advice, 2008. Book 9. 345 pp. 
 
Alfonsinos 
(Beryx spp) 
 
Stock ID: No information on 
stock identity. 

All areas The new information that is available for these species is too sparse to 
revise the advice from 2006. The advice for 2009 and 2010 is therefore 
the same as the advice given in 2006: “Due to their spatial distribution 
associated with seamounts, their life history and their aggregation 
behaviour, alfonsinos are easily overexploited by trawl fishing; they can 
only sustain low rates of exploitation. Fisheries on such species should 
not be allowed to expand above current levels unless it can be shown 
that such expansion is sustainable. To prevent wiping out entire 
subpopulations that have not yet been mapped and assessed the 
exploitation of new seamounts should not be allowed.” 
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9.4.19 Red (=blackspot) seabream (Pagellus bogaraveo)  

The advice for 2009 is biennial and valid for 2009 and 2010 and is cited in the text table below (see ICES, 2008). 
 
Source of information 
 
ICES. 2008. Report of the ICES Advisory Committee, 2008. ICES Advice, 2008. Book 9. 345 pp. 
 

Species Area Exploitation boundaries 

Red seabream 
(Pagellus bogareveo) 
 
Stock ID: There are no 
genetic differences between 
populations from different 
ecosystems within the Azores 
region, but there are genetic 
differences between Azores 
and mainland Portugal. The 
Division Xa2 component of 
this stock can be considered 
as a separate management 
unit. 

All areas Catches in Subareas VI, VII, and VIII have been very low for the last 20 
years and ICES recommends that the fishery should not be allowed to 
expand unless it can be shown that it is sustainable. 
 
ICES recommends that catches in Divisions IXa and Xa should be 
constrained to recent average catches (2003–2007) of 500 t in Division 
IXa and 1050 t in Division Xa and to collect information that can be 
used to evaluate a long-term sustainable level of exploitation.  
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9.4.20 Portuguese dogfish (Centroscymnus coelolepis) and leafscale gulper shark 
(Centrophorus squamosus) in the Northeast Atlantic (ICES Areas I–XIV) 

 
The advice for 2009 is biennial and valid for 2009 and 2010 and is cited in the text table below (see ICES, 2008). 
 
Source of information 
 
ICES. 2008. Report of the ICES Advisory Committee, 2008. ICES Advice, 2008. Book 9. 345 pp. 
 
Portugese dogfish and 
leafscale gulpershark 
(Centroscymnus coelolepis 
and Centrophorus squamosus) 

All areas Due to its very low productivity, Portuguese dogfish and leafscale 
gulper shark can only sustain very low rates of exploitation. The rates of 
exploitation and stock sizes of deep-water sharks cannot be quantified. 
However, based on the cpue information, Portuguese dogfish and 
Leafscale gulper shark are considered to be depleted. Given their very 
poor state, ICES recommends a zero catch of Portuguese dogfish and 
Leafscale gulper shark. 
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9.4.21 Kitefin shark (Dalatias licha) in the northeast Atlantic (ICES Areas I–XIV) 
 
The advice for 2009 is biennial and valid for 2009 and 2010 and is cited in the text table below (see ICES, 2008). 
 
Source of information 
 
ICES. 2008. Report of the ICES Advisory Committee, 2008. ICES Advice, 2008. Book 9. 345 pp. 
 
Kitefin shark 
(Dalatias licha) 

All areas The new information that is available for kitefin shark (Dalatias licha) 
in the North Atlantic is too sparse to revise the advice from 2006. The 
advice for 2009 and 2010 is therefore the same as the advice given in 
2006: “This stock is managed as part of the deep-sea shark fisheries. 
No targeted fisheries should be permitted unless there are reliable 
estimates of current exploitation rates and sufficient data to assess 
productivity.” 
 

 




