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Glossary

AIS Automaticldentification System

Baocm+ .AZ2YFaa 20Emimlengtk 2 F X

Biim The biomass limit reference point below which there is a high risk that recruitment will be impaired and
that the stock could collapse

Bioss The biomass below which there is no histat record of recruitment

Busy SSB that is associated with Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY)

Boa Precautionary reference point designed to have a low probability of being belew B

EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone

EU European Union

ETP Endangered, Threateeand Protected species*

FAO United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization

Fiim Fishing mortality which in the long term will result in an average stock siza at B

Fmax Fishing mortality rate that maximizes equilibrium yield per recruit

Fvet Management elected fishing mortality target/limit; usually specified in FMP

FMP Fishery Management Plan

Fusy Fishing mortality which in the long term will result in an average stock sizesat B

Fpa Precautionary reference point for fishing mortaldgsgned to avoid true fishing mortality being above
Fim

HCR Harvest Control rule

ICES International Council for the Exploration of the Sea

ICG Icelandic Coast Guard

IMA Icelandic Maritime Administration

ITQ Individual Transferable Quota

IUU lllegal,Unreported and Unregulated fishing

IwC International Whaling Commission

kt kilo tonnes

MCS Monitoring, Control and Surveillance

MIl Ministry of Industries and Innovation

MFRI Marine and Freshwater Research Institute (formerly MRI)

MRI Marine Reseath Institute (now MFRI)

MSY Bigger Parameter in the ICES MSY framework which triggers advice on a reduced fishing mortality relative to
Fvsy

MSY Maximum Sustainable Yield; the largest average catch or yield that can continuously be taken from a
stock uner existing environmental conditions

NAFO Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organisation

NAMMCO North Atlantic Marine Mammal Commission

NEAFC North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission

NPA National Program Action

NWWG ICES NortiWestern Working Group

SSB Spavning stock biomass; total weight of all sexually mature fish in the stock

SSBer Management elected SSB target/limit; usually specified in FMP

SSBigger SSB level that acts as a trigger when the stock fall below a certain level

TAC Total Allowable Cah

UN United Nations

VMEs Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems

VMS Vessel Monitoring System

*Species recognised by Icelandic legislation and/or binding intemational agreements to which the Icelandic authorities
are party. Binding intemational agreements as lggble in Icelandic jurisdiction.
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I Summary and Recommendations

The Iceland Responsible Fisheries Foundation (IRFF) on behalf of Fisheries Iceland and the National Associatior
of Small Boat Owners, Iceland (NASBO) requested that the conformity of Icelandic commercial fisheries
targeting tusk (Brosme brosmeto the FAGbased Icelandic Responsible Fisheries Management (IRFM)
Certification Programme be assessed.

¢KS LJzN1}2&asS 2F GKS tNRINFYYS Aa G2 LINRPOGARS GKS TA.
al yF3asSySyidé +id GKS KA 3K Lértifidat®dts the Froramfrle NgmSnistrates@O S LJi
commitment that will communicate to customers and consumers the responsibility of fishermen and fisheries
management authorities and the provenance of Icelandic fish. The Iceland Responsible Fisheriasdfpund
established in February 2011, owns and operates the brand of Iceland Responsible Fisheries.

The Certification Programme is accredited to the international standard ISO/IEC 17065, confirming that
consistent, competent and independent certificationraptices are applied. Formal ISO/IEC 17065
accreditation by an IAF (International Accreditation Forum) Accreditation body gives the Programme formal
recognition (since September 2014), credibility in the International marketplace and ensures that products
certified under the Programme are identified at a recognised level of assurance.

The unit of assessment in this report, which represents the proposed unit of certification, is comprised of all
Icelandic vessels using a variety of legal fishing gearshtddrtusk within the Icelandic EEZ and managed by
the Icelandic Ministry of Industries and Innovation. The proposed unit of certification was deemed appropriate
and practical for the purpose of full assessment.

Based on the evidence reviewed the Assamst Team during this Assessment, the majority of areas score
highly against the IRFF Standard v2.0. However, one area (essentially related to poternt@ainpdiance with
reporting requirements for nortommercial bycatch species) scored less than fulfamance to the IRFF
Standard v2.0.

The key outcomes of this Assessment have been summarized in the Summary of Assessment Outcomes.

. Schedule of Key Assessment Activities

Month and Year Assessment Activity

18" Januay 2018 Assessment Announced

18" January 2018 Notice of Assessment Team

13" ¢ 15" February 2018 | On-site meetings

August 2018 Provisional scoring by Assessment Team

24" August 2018 Requests for Clarification Issued

20" December 2018 Non-conformance#1 issued

14" January 2019 Request for extension to deadline for providing Corrective Action Plan (CAP)
25" January 2019 Request for further extension to deadline for providing CAP
15" February 2019 Corrective Action Plan submitted

April 2019 Repot sent for Peer Review

20" and 229 August 2019 | Certification Committee and Determination

239 August 2019 FinalAssessment Report and Determination
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1 Introduction

This assessment of tugRrosme brosm)ulfils part of the procedure for the certification of the fishery to the
Iceland Responsible Fisheries Foundation (IRFF) Responsible Fisheries Management (RFM) Certification
Programme (hereafter IRFM Programme). The IRFM Programme is a voluntary piamglicetandic fisheries

initially established by the Fisheries Association of Iceland (FAI) and now owned and administered by the IRFF.
The IRFF was established in February 2011 and operates on a cost basis,-psoditranganisation.

IRFF wishes to pvide the Icelandic fishing industry with a "Certification of Responsible Fisheries
Management" at the highest level of market acceptance. The purpose of the Programme is to provide
Certification to requirements under the Programme that demonstrates a cimemt that will communicate

to customers and consumers the responsibility of fishermen and fisheries management authorities and the
provenance of Icelandic fish.

This assessment utilizes the FB&sed Icelandic Responsible Fisheries Management (IRFRifjc&on
Programme Standard Revision 2.0 (July, 2016) which in turn is based on the 1995 FAO Code of Conduct for
Responsible Fisheries (CCRF) and FAO Guidelines fordabdélliog of Fish and Fishery Products from Marine
Capture Fisheries adopted i®@5 and amended/extended in 2009. The assessment process constitutes an
FaasSaaySyd 2F GKS LILX AOFyid ¥FA a-KaSedIREM danforitayte GEitSrig S v (i
outlined in IRFM Standard Revision 2.0 (July, 2016).

Available evidence hdseen analysed with respect to each and every scoring element of the IRFM Standard
and whether or not the fishery meets applicable requirements outlined in Revision 2.0 of the IRFM Standard.

The Assessment is based on the 3 major Sections of respornsitddads management:
A Section 1: Fisheries Management

A Section 2: Compliance and Monitoring

A Section 3: Ecosystem Considerations

1.1 Recommendations of the Assessment Team

The assessment team recommends that the management system of the applicant fisheredanttc tusk
(Brosme brosmecommercial fisheries under state management by the Icelandic Ministry of Industries and
Innovation, fished with longlines, demersal otter trawls (also known as bottom trawls), hawid-line by

small vessels and gears from othelandic fisheries also legally landingskg A § KAy L OSt F yRQa
miles Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), be granted certification.
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2 Fishery Applicant Details

Tablel. Fishery applicant details.

Applicant Contacinformation

Organisation/Company Name:

Fisheries Iceland

Date:

8 February 2010

Correspondence Address:

Samtok fyrirteekja i sjavaratvegi (SFS)

Street: Borgartiin 35
City: Reykjavik
Country: Iceland

Postal Code:

Phone: (354) 591 0300
Web: www.sfs.is

Email Address

info@sjavarutveqgurinn.is

Organisation/Company Name:

The National Association of Small Boat Owners, Iceland (NASBO)

Date:

8" February 2010

Correspondence Address:

Landssamband smabataeigenda

Street: Hverfisg6tu 105
City: 101 Reykjavik
Country: Iceland

Postal Code: 1IS101

Phone: (354) 552 7922
Web: www.smabatar.is

Email Address:

Is@smabatar.is
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3 Background to the Fishery

3.1 Target Specieg Tusk (Brosme brosme) (Icelandic: keila)

The tuskBrosme brosmyIcelandic: keila) is a medium to large size fish of the cod family. Tusk may grow up
to 120 cm in length and around 20 kg in Icelandic waters but they are generally between 40 and 90 cm in
length.

Tusk are easily distinguished from other codfishes ag tiave only one dorsal fifrigurel). In addition the

nature of the dorsal, caudal, and anal fins, continuous at the base but separated by notchélsatithey are
obviously distinct is characteristic of tusk. The caudal fin (tail) is evenly rounded. In terms of colouration tusk
exhibited countershading, being darker on the upper side and becoming lighter on the flanks and underside.
Tusk are variabl in colour, from slate to reddish brown above, and paling to gray on the lower sides and
underneath. Older fish are usually plain coloured, while the young often have transverse yellow bands on the
sides. Like other codfishes tusk have a distinct sertsanryel on the chin, but none on the snout.

Figurel. Tusk Brosme brosme(Sourcehttp://www.fisheries.is.

Until they reach approx. 5 cm in length young tusk are pelagic. Tusk >5lengih are demersal and are

found over a wide range of depths from 20 m to 1,000 m. Tusk occur most frequently at depths of between
150 m and 450 m with older fish usually being found in deeper waters. Tusk feed on a variety of crustaceans
and fishes, sutas lobster, crabs, Norway pout and redfish.

Around Iceland tusk spawn along the south and southwest coasts, at depths of 200 m to 400 m, from April to
July. Tusk are prolific spawners and a female of medium size can lay up to 2 million eggs whighatieseslo
to the surface.

Tusk are rather slowgrowing with annual growth of approx.g3d cm. They reaches sexual maturity at the age
2F y G2 wmn @SINEX ¢6KSYy GKS@ IINB o2dzi pp OY f2y13
maturity until about 55 cm tusk enter the fishable stock at about 40 cm of length meaning &t years

may elapse from the time they enter the fishable stock until they reach maturity. As a result of fish entering
the fishable stock prior to reaching maturityedwy fishing pressure can lead to a low number of fish being
able to spawn.

Tusk are found all around Iceland, but much less frequently in colder waters to the north and east of the
country. Tusk are widely distributed in European waters of the North&testtic from Murmansk in the north

to Ireland in the south, around the Faroe Islands, the southern tip of Greenland and from Newfoundland to
Cape Cod along the east coast of North Amefaogufe?).
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3.2 Fishery Location

The stock structure for Tusk in the North Atlantic is not well known known. Genetic studies havedsiime

separate stock units in the North Atlantic (Canada, RockallAdéntic Ridge) but evidence of separate stocks

in other areas is less clear. WGDEEP (2007) noted that tusk from Iceland and Greenland may represent a single
population; for managenm purposes tusk in Iceland and East Greenland (Subarea 14 and Division 5a) are
regarded as a separate stock.

For demersal fisheries the scope of the IRFF Standard is limited to Icelandic vessels fishing in Icelandic waters,
as such only those areas withihe boundaries of the Icelandic EEZ (i.e. the area in greEigure3) are

covered in detail inthis assessment and ultately only catches from this area would be eligible for
Certification.

i

N

0 125 250 500
— — KM

Figure3. Icelandic EEffom which catches would ultimately be eligible for Certification.
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Directed fishing for tusk occurs mainly off south and west cazdiseland Figure4).
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Figure4. Spatial distribution of tusk catches (t/nfpi{2008/2009 to 206/2017) (Source: MRI reports).
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3.3 Fishing Gears used in the Fishery

Tusk are almost exclusively (approx. 97.5% in the 2015/2016 fishing season) caught with longlines with small
amounts of also being caught as a component of demersal trawl fisheries aralaadd¢2.1% in 2015/2016.

The reason the vast majority of tusk catches are taken by longline is that tusk are usually found over hard
bottom where trawlers cannot operate.

3.3.1 Longline

In longline fishing, vessels known as longliners, use longlines to panchrily demersal species of fish. A
f2y3ftAYyS A& YIRS dzLJ 2F | YIFAYftAYS 64G3aINBdzyRE AYySeo0x
where they are marked with a buoy and flagigure5). The groundline is made up of multiple strings
connected end to end each consisting of a main line with attached branch lines and baited hooks. The overall
length of the longline varies depending on the rlaen of strings making up the groundline but lines may be

up to 20 km long and have 16,000 hooks. A longline vessel may fishes several lines simultaneously. In Icelandic
longline fisheries lines are usually left on the bottom for one to four hours. Thdshaibst often herring,
mackerel, capelin or squid pieces and lately artificial bait.

Longlines have a number of benefits in that they can be used on rough ground where other types of fishing
gear cannot be operated. In addition, fish are usually alivenwtie line is hauled meaning longline caught

fish often have a reputation for freshness. Longline fisheries have become increasingly mechanised in recent
year with baiting and other parts of the longlining process commonly carried out automatically. & seme
aLISOASE ljd2il dzLX AFda FNB gl NRSR (2 @SaaSta FTArAak

baited onshore using traditional methods.
Marker bouy
and flag \[

Surface line

Groundline

Baited hooks ‘ ‘ \ _

Anchor

Figure5. Schematic of a benthic longline.

3.3.2 Bottom trawl/Demersaltrawl

Bottom trawls are funnel shaped bags of nets that are towed long the ocean floor to catch demersal species.
If the trawl uses specialised pieces of equipment called otter boards to spread the opening of the trawl
horizontally then these trawls are &wn as otter trawls. Otter trawls use the hydrodynamic forces generated
by otter boards to spread the net opening horizontally while vertical spread is achieved with the use of floats
attached to the upper edge of the net mouth (headrope) to provide vaktitt and weights distributed along

the lower edge (footrope/groundrope) to hold it dowRi§ure6). Depending on the bottom conditions where

the gear $ to be fished, the footrope may also be fitted with rubber discs (known as bobbins or rockhoppers)
to help prevent the net from snagging on the bottom. Bottom trawls may be further categorised by species
they have been adapted to catch such groundfishvisa shrimp trawls or Nephrops trawls. Throughout this
report bottom trawl will refer to demersal otter trawls.
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Bottom trawls are the most important gear in use in Icelandic fisheries and have been variously adapted to
fish different target species. Arodniceland bottom trawls are used at depths of between 80 and 1500 m.
Bottom trawls are primarily used to target cod, demersal redfish, haddock, saithe and Greenland halibut but
also catch large amounts of plaice, Atlantic catfish, spotted catfish, lung libl, tusk, great silver smelt and
lemon sole. In Icelandic groundfish fisheries, there is a minimum mesh size of 135 mm and selectivity devices
are also required when fishing in certain areas.

Warp

Otter boards O Lo e
(trawl doors)

Headrope
Footrope

Bobbins

rockhoppers
( ppeti) Codend

Figure6. Schematic of a demeasotter trawl.

3.4 Historical Background to the Fishery

While not one of the main groundfish species in terms of landings or commercial value, tusk has long been a
species of commercial interest in Iceland. Tusk in Icelandic waters are primarily fishedabglitcvessels,
although Norwegian and Faroese vessels also fish some tusk around I€étamdd). As previously discussed,

tusk are mainly fished witlonglines off the south and west of Iceland.

10
W island Iceland I Adrar bj6dir Other nations

bPus. tonn Thous. tonnes

O-
1980 1984 1988 19892 1996 2000 2004 2008 2012 2016

Figure?. History of tusk catched980¢ 2017)(SourceMFR] 2018).
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3.5 Fisheries Management System

Tusk in Icelandic waters are regarded as a separate stock and as such the stadaged solely by the
Icelandic authorities; however, scientific advices is also provided externally by ICES. Iceland has a well
established fisheries management, supported by legislation where appropriate. There are four major entities
involved in the dg to day management of Icelandic fisheries:

A The Ministry of Industries and Innovatiois the principal management organization responsible for
Icelandic fisheries

A TheDirectorate of Fisherieignplements fishery regulations on a day to day on behalf of the Ministry

A The Icelandic Coast Guambnitors fishing within the Icelandic zone, while also performing search and
rescue, operating the Icelandic Maritime Traffic Service and undertakes hggiog surveys

A The Marine Research Institute (MRtnducts a wide range of marine research and provides the Ministry
with scientific advice.

At present, there is no formal management plan in place for Icelandic tusk. Since the 2001/2002 fishing season,
tusk in Icelandic waters has been managed as part of the overall ITQ system. Presently, the overall TAC is set
according to gsyOver the years, actual catches have deviated from thedliA®oth directions.

The Minister of Fisheries and Agriculturaelenines the Total Allowable Catch (TAC) of Icelandic tusk for each
fishing season considering scientific advice from the MRI. MRI advice is based both on worktaarse iand

through external collaboration with ICES. The main management measures énipléeelandic fisheries
include TACs in an ITQ system, a prohibition on discarding, spatial and temporal closures and technical
regulations such as minimum mesh sizes.

Icelandic TACs for tusk apply frorfi September to 3% August the following year. Aseviously discussed,

the overall TAC is apportioned according to a system of Individual Transferable Quotas (ITQs) which has been
in place since the 2001/2002 fishing season. The ITQ system includes a variety of flexibility provisions designed
to facilitate the matching of catch composition and quota portfolios and to reduce incentives for discarding of
catch. Current quota share and allocations are publically available on the Directorates website. The system is
very transparent, rules are enforced by tlBrectorate and the MRI and there are penalties for serious
infractions.

3.6 Stock Assessment Methods and Practices
A comprehensive survey of available data in 2007 led ICES to define tusk in Icelandic and East Greenland waters
as one stock that is separat®m tusk further to the South and in the Norwegian and Barentsseas

The catches in East Greenland are still small, but have increased somewhat in recent years. There is no plans
to develop a joint management. The inclusion of the East Greenland tusk in the stock may have been more to
avoid a very small stock unit ratherah firm evidence of mutual exchange (WGDEEP 2018 and Site visit MFRI
13/2-2018). This stock structure is still assumed in ICES and MFRI advice. However, the whole stock structure
in the Greenland Iceland- Faroes region is unclear with very little firmidence to support any divisions. Tusk
seems to be quite sedentary, and while there may be some exchange at larval stage, older fish does not seem
to migrate between these regions. Therefore, the present practise of managing the tusk in Icelandic waters as
a separate unit, ignoring the Greenland component, seems to be a sound approach.

The fishery for tusk is mostly by lotige (95%). Most of the catch in Iceland waters is by Iceland (about 80%),
the rest is by Faroes and Norway, who have an agreemehtleeland on long line fishing.

1 http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Expert%20Group%20Report/acom/2007/WGD E BRSO Stock%20Identity. pdf
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Landings in East Greenland (ICES Division XIVb) have always been low compared to Division 5.a, rarely
exceeding 100 mt; however, around 900 mt in 2015 and around 500 mt in 2016 and 2017 were caught in
Division XIVb maiplby Faroe and Greenlandic vessels. The spatial distribution of longline operations in
Division XIVb in 2015 is showrHigure8 below. Catches fromildision XIVb are presently not included in the

stock assessment. The effect of including previous catches from Division XIVb would be sAfalldrl
biomass estimatesy. If the present level of catches in Division XIVb continue, including these catuhdd

be reconsidered, as well as the relation between tusk in Iceland and Greenland waters in general. The
separation between Iceland and the Faroes is regarded as more robust.

Figure8. Position of longline operations Division XIVb and V.a where tusk was recorded in 2015.

The state of the stock is assessed by the ICES WGDEEP annually. Based on that, ICES provides advice that
used by MFRI to advice Icelandic authorities. The data that go into the assessment are catch numbers at length
(and to some extent at age), and agey in the spring which is one of the major Icelandic bottom trawl survey.

Icelandic tusk catch in tonnes by month, area and gear are obtained from Statistical Iceland and Directorate
of Fisheries. Catches are only landed in authorized ports wheraelles are weighed and recorded. Logbook
statistics are available since 1991. They are not used directly for assessment, but provide information on i.a.
the distribution of catches. Landings by Norwegian and Faroese vessels are provided by the Icetstdic Co
Guard and reported to the Directorate of Fisheries. Catches from Division XIVb are ignored at present.

Discard is banned in the Icelandic fishery. Based on limited data, discard rates in the Icelandic longline fishery
for tusk have been estimated tze very low (<1% in either numbers or weight) Measures in the management
system such as converting quota share from one species to another are used by the fleet to a large extent and
this is thought to discourage discards in mixed fisheries.

Biologicadata from the commercial longline catch are collected from landings by scientists and technicians of
the MFRI) The biological data collected are length (to the nearest cm), sex and maturity stage (if possible, since
most tusk is landed gutted), and otol#ttior age reading. Most of the fish from which otoliths were collected

were also weighed (to the nearest gramme). Biological sampling is also collected directly on board on the
commercial vessels during trips by personnel of the Directorate of Fisherieslamd or from landings (at
harbour). These are only length samples. The sampling is regarded as satisfactory by MFRI (Confirmed at site
visit, 13 Feb. 2018)

2 Communicated by MFRI at site visit 12Q18.
3 http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Expert%20Group%20Report/acom/2017/WKICEMSE/wkicemse 2017.pdf
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Iceland has two major bottom trawl surveys, in the spring and in the autumn. Only the sprimy $s1used
for tusk, as the coverage is more relevant for this species. The trends in abundance in the two surveys is fairly
similar.

The assessment is done with the Gadget 4owlich is a forward projecting agength based population

model fitted o catch and survey data. The method fits modelled-leggth distributions, length distributions,
maturity data and survey indices by length class to corresponding observed values. The fit is optimized by
minimizing a likelihood function which is a weigthtsum of contributions from the data sources, listed in the
Table2 below. The method is used for several Icelandic species. The method was first applied to tusk in 2014,
and was amended and approved by ICES in a benchmark workshop in 2017, where the present reference
points and harvest rule weralsoapproved.

Table2. Data sources used in the tusk stock assessment.

Origin Time-span Length Num. data- Likelihood ‘Weight
group size points function group

Age—length distributions:

Commercial catches | All quarters, 1982-2016 2 cm 2187 See eq. 15 aldist.comm

March Survey 9nd 1985-2016 2 cm 1825 See eq. 15 aldist.igfs
Length distributions:

Commercial catches | All quarters, 1982-2016 2 cm 3329 See eq. 14 ldist.comm

March Survey ond 1085-2016 2 em 1235 See eq. 14 Idist. igfs
Ratio of immature:mature by length group:

March Survey 2md 10852016 4 em 1404 Sce eq. 16 matp.igfs
Survey indices:

March Survey 1%, 1985-2016 10-20cm 32 See eq. 13 sind

March Survey 1%, 1985-2016 20-30cm 32 See eq. 13 sind

March Survey 1, 1985-2016 30-40cm 32 See eq. 13 sind

March Survey 1%, 1985-2016 40-50 em 32 See eq. 13 sind

March Survey 1%, 1985-2016 50-60cm 32 See eq. 13 sind

March Survey 1%, 10852016 60—-70cm 32 See eq. 13 sind

March Survey 1%, 1085-2016 70-110em 32 See eq. 13 sind

Since the method changed in 2017, the results are not directly comparable to those in earlier years, but the
results are largely consistent. From 2017 to to18, the historical SSBdea revised somewhat downwards
and the mortality correspondingly upwards.

Biological reference points were defined and approved by ICES at the benchmark/harvest rule evaluation in
2017. The key reference is the lowest observed biomass which is &skarprecautionary biomass.BThe

limit biomass B is derived from that assuming a safety miar of 40% (B = B4/1.4). Freference points are
derived from Bn: Fim has a 50%vrobability of leading to RB,, and ka has a 5% probability of leading ta.B

The F and harvest rate associated with MSY have been derived by stochastic simulations. In the adopted
harvest rule, the harvest rate (0.13) is in the low part of the range (@MQB) leading to near MSY, andedg

away from the precautionary limits.

4  Seewww.hafro.is/gadgetindhttps://github.com/Hafro/gadget
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3.7 Biomass, Landings and Stock Development

The fishery for tusk expanded in the 1950s and has fluctuated without strong trends since then. A considerable
proportion of the catches has been by foreign vessels. Topgotion was highest in the first decades but for

the last 25 years, the foreign share has been about 30%. Since 1973, for which there is detailed data
readily at hand, foreign catches were by Faroese, and in some periods Norwegian vessels.

100+
All nations in 14

Iceland in S5a
. Other nations in 5a

7.5+

Landings (in kt)

5.04

1900 1950 1975 2000

Figure9. Longtime hlstory of landings of tusk in Division Va and XIVb.

The spatial distribution of the fishery reflects to some extent the distribution of the stock as seen in the spring
survey. However, the large amounts seen in in the survey the East are poorly exploited, and there has been
some move towards westerly fislgrgrounds over the years. There is some concern that local components in
the main fishing areas may become depleted.
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Figurel0. Catches, recruitment, SSB and harvest rate of tusk in Division Va and XIVb.
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The fluctuations in cahes reflect to a large extent fluctuations in the stock, but also variations in fishing
mortality. The fishing mortality or harvest rate have been relatively stable most of the time, with occasional
peaks. The level has been higher than the target HReiméw management plan, but never excessively high.
Until around 2000, the stock biomass declined gradually. Since then, the stock has been increasing, first
because of a series of good year classes, and lately because of low mortality.

There has been soe periods with very low recruitment, mostly lasting a few years only. The reason for these
fluctuations is obscure. However, the tusk in Iceland is close to its climatic border, which may make it sensitive
to fluctuations in warm and cold water masseseTast dip was in 2014 (i.e. 2011 year class). Fluctuations in
recruitment do not seem to be associated with fluctuations in SSB.

The fluctuations in fishing mortality may to some extent be market driven. Tusk is not regarded as very
valuable, and is soetimes exchanged with other, more attractive species in the quota exchange system. In
the last 45 years, fishing mortality has been greatly reduced, which to some extent can be due to market
conditions but also to the recent introduction of a harveserulith a quite gentle exploitation.

Since the 2001/2002 fishing season, tusk in Icelandic waters has been managed as part of the overall ITQ
systemh @SNJ GKS &SI NEX | Oddzrtf OFGi0OKSa KI@S RSGAI GSR
occasionalldeviation from advised TACs, and catches deviating from theHig@e11).

In the early to mieR000sandup until 2010/2011, catches tended to exsxterecommended TACs by significant
margins. In recent years, catches have conformed much more closEAQGelthough overshoots of TACs do
occur these are of a lesser magnitude than was historically the case. Under the quota management system
TAC over ah undershoots should be balanced in the medium term. Quota balancing mechanisms are
discussed further in relevant clauses of Section 8.
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Figure1l Overview of recommended TACs, agreed TACs and catches of tusk since tusk &eapsote
species in the 2002/2003 fishing season (Source: MRI Annual reports).
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4 Proposed Unit(s) of Assessment and Certification

The proposed Units of Certification (UoCs) submitted at the time of Application were reviewed during an initial
Validation Asessment to determine their appropriateness. Having reviewed the proposed UoCs, the
Assessment Team have determined that they are appropriate. Therefore, the proposed UoCs are as listed in

Table3 below.

Table3. Unit of Certification.

Common across all UoCs Unique to each UoC
Species Location of Fishery| Pnnm%tl;]ﬂ;?t?/gement UoC Gear Type
Tusk Iceland 200nm EEZ Ministry of Industries 1 | Longline
(Brosme brosmpe and Innovation 2 | Demersal trawl
within (Iceland) 3 | Hookandine by small vessels
Icelandicstock 4 | Gears from other Icelandic fisheries
FAO Major Fishing also legally landing tusk
Area 27
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5 ConsultationMeetings

5.1 OnSite Assessment and Consultation Meetings

The objectives of the ogrite assessment and consultation meetings were to support information gathering
and understanding of the role, functions and activities of organisations responsible for the management of
Icelandic fisheries; thegaeetings coveredeveral stockso some issues were more general while others were
stock specific.

Consultation meetings were planned based on an initial review conducted during the Validation Assessment
of the fishery which identified the key management organizatiangl participants. Meetings were not
designed to be inclusive of all organizations involved in the fisheries under assessment; however, the
consultation plan was designed to capture sufficient information to ensure understanding and confidence with
respectto validation reporting.

All consultation meetings were conducted by Sam Dignan, Lead Assessor, Conor Donnelly, Assessor, Dankert
Skagen, Assessor a@dsli Svan Einarssofissessor.

Overview of Meeting Plan:
Meetings were held between the T3and 18" of February 2018, in Reykjavik, Grindavik and Hafnarfjcréur,
Iceland.

Summary of Consultation Meetings:

Each meeting served to allow the Assessment Team to gather sufficient information about the fishery to score
the fishery against the requirements ofdHRF Standard and tdentify any areas of potential concern within

the fishery management systemable4 provides a summary of the esite meetings an@ description of the

key items discussed at each.

Table4. Summary of Meetings, Icelanditcsk commercial Fishery site visits, February 2018.
Meeting Date

. Personnel Areas of discussion

and Location

Date: Marine and Freshwater Research| Topics Discussed:

13/02/2018 Institute (MFRI) General on recent developments:
Gudmundur bérdarson, Head of | A Recent development of assessment and HCRs, N

Time Demersal Division satisfied, unsolved problems etc.

10:00 porsteinn Sigurdsson, Head of A Important developments in other fields for these stockg
Pelagic Division

Location: Assessment data:

Reykjavik Assessment Team Members: Discwssion and confirmation of methods of catch sampli
Sam Dignan, Lead Assessor including who does what, procedures to ensu
Conor Donnelly, Assessor representative samples and information on discards for tu
Dankert SkagemMD, Assessor ling and herring.

Gisli Svan Einarsson, Assessor
International cooperation:

Arrangements for these stocks. General and on sidektity
in particular.

Ling and tusk specific:

Stock identity:

A Re. Ling: Population studies (e.g. using molecy
genetics), new data, results, other studies etc.

A Tusk is shared with Greenland, Ling is a domestic st
Reasons for this differenceAgreements with other
parties on these species and inclusion of other part
catches in assessments/management.
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Meeting Date

. Personnel Areas of discussion
and Location

A Re tusk: IcelandFaroe ridge issue. Allocation of tusk ¢
the ridge to particular stocks and links across the ridge|

Recruitment:

Dip inrecruitment for both stocks around 20184 and the big
ling year classes around 2010. Reasons for this. Driving fa
for recruitment for these stocks. Expectations regardi
future recruitment and justifications for the 6 year block
used in the simulatins.

Non-target species information

A Information on status of nomuota species.

A Discard prohibition, information on its succes
implementation, compliance and enforcement

ETP species information

A 4 vulnerable species identified: Atlantic halibut, comm
skate, spiny dogfish spurdog, Greenland shark, bycd
data collected on them, e.g. eLogbook, observer recor

A Latest information on ETP stock status (or proxies wh
not available).

Seabirds, Marine Mammals and ETP impact mitigation

A For ISS herringshiery, extent to which any measures 1
address impacts on ETP species (if any) have 4
considered.

A Seal catches in Icelandic fisheries. Significance of
mortality in relation to total seal catches and health of tf
seal populations, measures that magxist to avoid,
minimise and mitigate these impacts.

Habitats

A Identification of spawning and nursery habitats ar
temporal, spatial closures in place to protect.

A Information on stony coral areas and thermal ve
structures and closures to protetttem/any other Marine
Protected Areas.

A New information/research on sponge communities.

A Exposure of VMEs (corals, hydrothermal vents etc.)
gears, swept area analysis from VMS.

Foodweb

A MFRI research into ecosystem based managemg
understanding relatioships between stocks/specieg
information on predatofprey relationships.

A Role of herring in Icelandic ecosystem. Role

prey/forage.
Date: HB Grandi Topics Discussed:
13/02/2018 Ingimundur Ingimundarson, Pelag (This meeting related primarily to the concurren
Fleet Manager assessment of the ISS herring fishery)
Time A Fishing practiceselagic trawls Vs purse seines etc.
13:00 Assessmenffeam Members: A Interspecies transfers and herring fishery comparisq
Sam Dignan, Lead Assessor with and differences to groundfish.
Location: Conor Donnelly, Assessor A Industry issues/initiatives particular to these fisheries.

Reykjavik Dankert Skagen, MD, Assessor
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Meeting Date
and Location

Personnel

Areas of discussion

Gisli Svan Einarsson, Assessor

A Herring fishery, interactions with marine mammal
recording, measure® avoid etc.

A Mixing of herring stocks and accounting for this in qug
setting (i.e. Icelandic summer spawning/AtlasBcandian
herring).

Date: Iceland Responsible Fisheries Topics Discussed:
13/02/2018 Foundation (IRFF) A Development of the IRF Programme.
FinnurGardarsson A Development of formal FMPs.
Time A Role of Iceland Responsilffésheries Foundation in thes
15:00 Assessment Team Members: fisheries.
Sam Dignan, Lead Assessor A Particular Industry initiatives for these stocks.
Location: Conor Donnelly, Assessor
Reykjavik Dankert Skagen, MD, Assessor
Gisli Svan Einarsson, Assessor
Date: Fisheries Directorate Topics Discussed:
14/02/2018 porsteinn Hilmarsson, Head of Management:
Services and information A Quotas for Faroes and Norway, accounting for these wi
Time Aslaug Eir Hélmgeirsdottir, Headl settinglcelandic quotas, utilization of these quotas.
10:00 Surveillance A Herring, nixture with spring spawners, impacts wit
regards to quotas.
Location: Assessment Team Members: A Arrangements with other nations who are permitted {
Hafnarfjoréur | Sam Dignan, Lead Assessor fish in Icelandic waters.

Conor Donnelly, Assessor
Dankert Skagen, MD, Assessor
Gisli Svan Einarsson, Assessor

Management plan documentation:
A Formal documentation diMPs, web addresses for offici
versions of the management plans.

Transparency:

A Use of relevant traditional, fisher and/or communit
information and/or knowledge.

A Ensuring transparency, channels for communicati
formal and informal.

Loss of gear/ghostishing and discarding
A Information and steps taken to avoid.
A Discard prohibition, information on its succes

implementation, compliance and enforcement.

Reporting

A Elogbook reporting of nosiarget catches, is 3
requirement and the Trackwell system hag tiacility but
is it being used/policed?

Seabirds, Marine Mammals and ETP impact mitigation

A Information on protection of ETP species in Icelandic |
and international conventions that apply. List of protectg
ALISOASAT KFftAOdzi | yYRXKO®

A Icelandic seal cat@s, lumpsucker gillnet fishery
significance of this mortality, measures that may exist
avoid, minimise, mitigate these impacts.

Habitats
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Meeting Date

. Personnel Areas of discussion
and Location
A Temporal and spatial closures in place to prots
spawning and nursery habitats, stony coral areas 3
thermalvents.
A Legal basis for closures and any evaluations of the suc
of these measures.
A Protection of sponge communities.
A Government policy on protection of VMEs and regulatig
put in place.
Date: Coastguard Topics Discussed:
14/02/2018 Bjorgolfur H. Ingason, Chief A Intro to Icelandic Monitoring, Contraand Surveillance
controller, Icelandic Coast Guard (MCS) systems.
Time A Enforcement Laws and Regulations. Amendments
13:00 Assessment Team Members: changes to the Icelandic enforcement laws.
Sam Dignan, Lead Assessor A Changes to eporting system (bilateral agreement wit
Location: Conor Donnelly, Assessor Norway). Anything from Faroes yet?
Reykjavik Dankert Skagen, MD, Assessor | A Monitoring the herring fishery.
Gisli Svan Einarsson, Assessor | A Boardings and violations (as well as type) have be
carried out by the ICG during 2017.
A Policing of foreign vessels fishing in Icelandic waters.
A Significant violations which undermined directly th
management of the Icelandic fisheries.
A Prosecutions andeprimands against skippers/vessels.
A Changes in 2017 in the systems or patrolling vessels U
for enforcement.
Date: Fisheries Iceland Topics Discussed:
14/02/2018 Kristjan borarinsson A Formal FMPs in place including how are the
documented and whether they are publically available.
Time Assessment Team Members: A Role of Fisheries Iceland in these fisheries.
15:00 Sam Dignan, Lead Assessor A Particubr Industry initiatives for these stocks.
Conor Donnelly, Assessor A Research into technical measures to reduce bycatch.
Location: Dankert Skagen, MD, Assessor | A ¢dza1 Qa GNBI GYSyGa a |y
Reykjavik Gisli Svan Einarsson, Assessor | A Accounting for foreign vessels within ling quota.
Date: Visir hf. Topics Discussed:
15/02/2018 Pétur Hafsteinn Palsson, Manage| A Fishingpractices in these fisheries.
Erla Osk Pétursdattir, HR and A Are ling/tusk primarily longline fisheries?
Time Development Manager A Industry issues particular to these fisheries. Mitigation
10:00 bycatch, tori lines, night setting etc.
Assessment Team Members: A Particular Industry initiatives for these stocks.
Location: Sam Dignan, Lead Assessor A Interactions with marine mamnis, recording, measures
Grindavik Conor Donnelly, Assessor to avoid etc. (primarily in gillnets).
Dankert Skagen, MD, Assessor | A Consistent undershooting of ling quota in recent years
Gisli Svan Einarsson, Assessor
Date: National Association of Small Bog Topics Discussed:
15/02/2018 Owners A There was a lot of discussion around lumpfish that was
Orn Péalsson, Manager particularly relevant tahis assessment.
Time Axel Helgason, Chairmaiithe A Management (Differences in small boat rules a
13:00 Board regulations, compared to larger vessels).
A Small boats involvement in these fisheries.
Location: Assessment Team Members: A Longline discount for these species.
Reykjavik Sam Dignan, Lead Assessor A Allocation of quotas to small boats.
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Meeting Date
and Location

Personnel

Areas of discussion

Conor Donnelly, Assessor
Dankert Skagen, MD, Assessor
Gisli Svan Einarsson, Assessor

A Gear restrictions/technical meares applicable to thesg
species for small boats (Mesh sizes, sorting grids).

A Particular issues regarding small boats and these stoc

A Particular Industry initiatives for these stocks.
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6 Assessment Outcome Summary

The Assessment Team has documeritezlavailable evidence that addresses each of the clauses of the IRF
Standard and the available evidence from each section shall be assigned a confidence based rating (high,
medium or low) which signifies the confidence of the Assessment Team in theofeirdbrmation that
demonstrates conformity of the fishery at meeting a particular clause.

Confidence Ratings are defined as follows:
A Low Confidence Rating (resulting in a Critical N6onformance)

o Information/evidence is completely absent contradictive to demonstrating compliance of a fishery
to the requirements of a clause.

A Medium Confidence Rating (resulting in a Major N@onformance)

o Information/evidence is limited that demonstrates conformance of a fishery to the requirements of a
clawse.

A Medium Confidence Rating (resulting in a Minor N@onformance)

o Information/evidence is broadly available that demonstrates conformity to a clause although there are
some gaps in information that if available would clarify aspects of conformityakma the Assessment
Team to assign a higher level of confidence.

A High Level of Confidence (resulting in a Full Conformance)

o Sufficient information/evidence is available to demonstrate conformance to a given supporting clause,
a high level of confidence nde assigned.

A critical norconformance essentially stops an assessment (not allowing for certification) unless or until the
applicant is able to provide additional information/evidence that supports a higher confidence level;
therefore, a CertificatioBody (CB) shall not certify a fishery unit of certification with an open Critical Non
Conformance. In addition a CB shall not certify a unit of certification with one or more outstanding Major
and/or Minor Non which have not been addressed by an accepedrective Action Plan.

6.1 Assessment Outcome by Section
The scoring outcomes for each section of the IRF Standard are preseiiiioléd below.

Table5. Conformance levels for each section of the IRF Standard assigned during this assessment.

Section Critical | Major | Minor Full Outcome

1. Fisheries Management 0 0 0 58 Pass

2. Compliance and Monitoring 0 0 1 37 Pasg; CorrectiveAction Plan Required
3. Ecosystem Considerations 0 0 0 15 Pass

Overall 0 0 1 110 Pass with Corrective Action Plan

6.2 Assessment Outcome by Scoring element
The scoring outcomes for each scoring element of the IRF Standard are presehadtembelow.

Table6. Conformance levels for each scoring element of the IRF Standard assigned during this assessment.

: . . Low Medium High | Conformance
Section Clause (Scoring Element) |Applicable Critical] Major | Minor Eull level NC No
1.1.1 Yes X Full
1.1.2 Yes X Full
1.1.3 Yes X Full
1.1.4 Yes X Full
1.15 Yes X Full
! 1.1 1.1.6 Yes X Full
1.1.7 Yes X Full
1.18.1 Yes X Full
1.18 | 1.1.8.2 Yes X Full
1.1.8.3 Yes X Full
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. : . Low Medium High | Conformance

Section Clause (Scoring Element) |Applicable Criticall Major | Minor Eul level NC No

1.1.8.4 Yes X Full

1.1.9.1 Yes X Full

1.1.9.2 Yes X Full

Ll 1.1.9.3 Yes X Full

1.194 Yes X Full

1.1.10.1 Yes X Full

1.1.10.2 Yes X Full

1.1.10.3 Yes X Full

1.1.10| 1.1.10.4 Yes X Full

1.1.10.5 Yes X Full

1.1.10.6 Yes X Full

1.1.10.7 Yes X Full

1.2.1 Yes X Full

1.2.2 Yes X Full

1.2.3 Yes X Full

1.24.1 Yes X Full

1.2| 1.24 | 1.24.2 Yes X Full

1.2.4.3 Yes X Full

1.25 Yes X Full

1.2.6 Yes X Full

1.2.7 Yes X Full

1.3.1.1 Yes X Full

1.3.1.2 Yes X Full

1.3.1.3 Yes X Full

Lo 1.3.1.4 Yes X Full

1.3.1.5 Yes X Full

1.3.1.6 Yes X Full

1.3.2.1.1 Yes X Full

1.3 LRI 1.3.2.1.2 Yes X Full

1.3.2.2.1 Yes X Full

1.3.2.2.2 Yes X Full

1.3.2 s 1.3.2.2.3 Yes X Full

1.3.2.2.4 Yes X Full

1.3.2.3.1 Yes X Full

1.3.23| 1.3.2.3.2 Yes X Full

1.3.2.3.3 Yes X Full

14 1.4.1 Yes X Full

| 1.4.2 Yes X Full

1.5.1 Yes X Full

1.5.2 Yes X Full

1.5.3 Yes X Full

154 Yes X Full

15 155 Yes X Full

| 15.6 Yes X Full

1.5.7 Yes X Full

1.5.8 Yes X Full

1.5.9 Yes X Full

1.5.10 Yes X Full

21 2.1.1 Yes X Full

5 Tl 212 Yes X Full

29 2.2.1 Yes X Full

Tl 222 Yes X Full
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. : . Low Medium High | Conformance
Section Clause (Scoring Element) |Applicable Criticall Major | Minor Eul level NC No

2.2.3 Yes X Full
2241 Yes X Full
224 | 2242 Yes X Full
2.2.4.3 Yes X Full
23.1.1 Yes X Full
2.3.1.2 Yes X Full
e 2.3.1.3 Yes X Full
23.1.4 Yes X Full
23.2.1 Yes X Full
2.3.2.2 Yes X Full
2.3.2.3 Yes X Full

2.3.24 Yes X Minor 1
2.3.2.5 Yes X Full
2.3.2.6 Yes X Full
2.3.2.7 Yes X Full
2.3.2.8 Yes X Full
2.3.2 | 2.3.2.9 Yes X Full
2.3.2.10 Yes X Full
53 2.3.2.11 Yes X Full
’ 2.3.2.12 Yes X Full
2.3.2.13 Yes X Full
2.3.2.14 Yes X Full
2.3.2.15 Yes X Full
2.3.2.16 Yes X Full
2.3.2.17 Yes X Full
2.3.3.1 Yes X Full
2.3.3.2 Yes X Full
233 | 2333 Yes X Full
2.3.3.4 Yes X Full
2.3.3.5 Yes X Full
234 | 234.1 Yes X Full
2.35.1 Yes X Full
235 | 2.35.2 Yes X Full
2.3.5.3 Yes X Full
31 3.1.1 Yes X Full
1 3.1.2 Yes X Full
3.21.1 Yes X Full
s 3.2.1.2 Yes X Full
3.22.1 Yes X Full
3.2.2.2 Yes X Full
3.22 | 3.2.2.3 Yes X Full
3 3.2.2.4 Yes X Full
3.2 3.2.2.5 Yes X Full
3.2.3.1 Yes X Full
3.2.3.2 Yes X Full
820 3.2.3.3 Yes X Full
3.2.3.4 Yes X Full
3.24 | 3.24.1 Yes X Full
3.25 | 3.25.1 Yes X Full
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7 Conformity statement

The assessment team recommends that the management system of the applicant fisheries, Icelandic tusk
(Brosme brosmegcommercial fisheries under state management by the Icelandic Ministry of Industries and
Innovation, fished with longlines, demersal otter trawls (also known as bottom trawls), hawid-line by

small vessels and gears from other Icelandic fisheries algllg landingtuskg A G KAy L OSf I yRQ4&
miles Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), be granted certification.
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8 Fishery Assessment Evidence

8.1 Section 1: Fishery Management

8.1.1 Clausel.l Fisheries Management System and Plan for Stock Assessment, Reseandbge Axhd
Harvest Controls

The Fisheries Management System

8.1.1.1 Clause 1.1.1.

A structured fisheries management system shall be adopted and implemented.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Iceland has a structured management system that covers all commercial species, inclidikgThere is a principa
Act (L6g um stjorn fiskveidaqr. 116; 10.August2006 and a number of supporting Acts and Regulations for t
management of the fishery. The Ministry of Industries and Innovation is the principal management body respon
for Icelardic fisheries. The Directorate of Fisheries is responsible for the implementation of Fishery Regulatio
behalf of the Ministry. The Icelandic Coast Guard performs sea and air patrols of Iceland'sn#80exclusive
economic zone and kmile territorial waters, and monitoring of fishing within the zone in consultation with th
Marine and Freshwater Research Institute and Directorate of Fisheries. The Marine and Freshwater Re
Institute conducts a wide range of marine research and provides the Minyistith scientific advice. The stock i
managed according to a publicly available management system. The main management measures include T
an ITQ system, set according to a harvest rule approved by ICES, area closures to protect undersized andgy
fish and mesh size regulations.

Evidence:

Iceland has a structured management system that covers all commercial species, inttlakliigpere is a principal Ag
(L6g um stjorn fiskveidagr. 116; 10.August2006) and a number of supporting Acts and Regulations for
management of the fishefy

Article 1 in the principal act states the overall objective for Icelandic fisheries manageigtjiistofnar a
islandsmidum eru sameign islensku pjédarinnar. Markmid laga pessara er ad studla ad verndun og hagkvaem
peirra og tryggja med pvi traustatvinnu og byggd i landinu. (The exploitable marine stocks of the Icelandic f
banks are the common property of the Icelandic nation. The objective of this Act is to promote their conserva
efficient utilisation, thereby ensuring stable emypirent and settlement throughout IcelafjdPolicies incorporate 3
number of International Agreements, including; UN Convention of the Law of the Sea, Agenda 21 of the Rio De
FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries and the InternationalfAation to prevent, deter and eliminat
Illegal, Unregulated and Unreported Fishing.

There are a number of inteelated government agencies within the system under the direction of the Ministn
Industries and Innovation (MM1) The Ministry acts @ording to law issued by the parliament (Alpingi), and accor
to advice from the Marine and Freshwater Research Institute (MFRi§ executive body is the Fisheries Director|
(Fiskistofa)’. The coast guatdis responsible for control at sea, bothtbe catches and the quality of the vessels.
The Ministry of Industries and Innovation (MMlyas established on 1 September 2012 following the amalgamg
of the Ministry of Fisheries and Agriculture, the Ministry of Industry, Energy and Tourism anaf gagtMinistry of
Economic Affairs. The MIl covers all sectors of ordinary business and economic activity and including the
responsibility for fisheries managemeiftigurel?). It is led by two ministers, one of which is responsibter aliafor
the fisheries management.

http://www.althingi.is/lagas/148a/2006116.html
http://www.althingi.is/lagasafn/kaflar/nuna/33.htmlhttps://www.stjornarradid.is/verkefni/atvinnuvegir/sjavarutvegtog-fiskeldi/
This translation wapreviously provided in the wepages of the Ministry. The Icelandic version is the only official one.
http://www.responsiblefisheries.is/seafoethdustry/managementand-control-system/

9 https://www.hafogvatn.is/en

10_ http://www.fiskistofa.is/

11 http://www.lhg.is/english

0 ~NO O
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Minister of Tourism,
Industry and Innovation
| [ Political Advisor
| : to the Minister

Councillor ‘ Permanent Secretary
in Brussel

ot W bartment ™ Department of Department

Tourism of Industries
and
Innovation

The Directorate of Fisheries (Fiskistofd)as its HQ in Akureyri and offices at 6 locations in the country incly
Hafnarfjordur just outside of Reykjavik. The Directorate notes (in consultation meetings) that the strategy of
localoffices based in the fishing regions provides the best form of intelligence, support from industry to respeg
F2tt26 GKS O2yiNRBf NMYz S& yR LINRPGARS | O2yRdzAl 7
fishing at any point in time.

Department of Administration
and Finance

Figurel2. Organisational chart of th®linistry of Industries ad Innovation

Operationally, the Directorate of Fisheries is responsible for the implementation of Fishery Regulations on b
the Ministry. A large part of the at sea surveillance falls directly under the responsibility of the Icelandic Coast
Key functios of the Directorate of Fisheries include:

Implementation of regulations

Collection and collation of fishery catch data

Supporting research, survey work

Supporting Coastguard and surveillance activities

Managing and policing the Icelandic ITQ system

I

The telandic Coast Guard

The Icelandic Coast Guard (ICG) is a civilian law enforcement agency that is responsible for search and rescug
safety and security surveillance, and law enforcement in the seas surrounding Iceland. The ICG's dutieg
protection against illegal activities such as illegal migration and illegal drug tracking, fisheries control and enfor
pollution surveillance and response, natural resource and ecology protection, and salvage and rescue diving,
operates the NAO Iceland Air Defence System and CRC Keflavik and is responsible for Explosive Ordnanc
(EOD) in Iceland, hydrographic surveying and nautical charting. It also provides emergency medical tr
assistance to law enforcement on land, and giudtection.

The Coast Guard performs sea and air patrols of Icel&@fsnile exclusive economic zone and 12 mile territor
waters, and monitoring of fishing within the zone. In addition to patrolling the Icelandic EEZ, the Coast Guard p
surveillance and inspection duties in international areas, e.g. the NEAFC Regutatowhich is the area outside th
EEZ towards the south, southwest, and east of Iceland.

The Coast Guard is also responsible for maritime rescue operations in the Icelandic Search and Rescue Regi
an area of 1.9 million square kilometres, or madhan twice the area of the EEZ. The Coast Guard operates the
Rescue and Coordination Centre (JRCC), which is a combined centre and a single point of contact for all
activities. There is a 2dour watch in order to react to emergency catis quickly as possible. At the centre
information on maritime traffic is collected and used jointly for Safety, Security, Fisheries Enforcement and

policing of the ocean. It is necessary for the ICG to maintain thorough information on #t@ioof ships and boats
Accordingly, if the tracking of vessels indicates irregularities, the first response will be to call up the vesselito
has problems, and to mobilize assistance, typically from vessels in the vicinity.

In 2011 the Coasbuard received a new flagship vessel named Thor that became active in November. Thor was
designed for Icelandic conditions, particularly for protection of resources, fisheries monitoring, law enforceme
search & rescue. The Coast Guard alserates rescue helicopters and a maritime surveillance aircraft
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The Marine and Freshwater Research Institute (MFHREhe main research institute in marine science in Iceland.
MFRI is owned by the Ministry of Industry and Innovation to whichrésigonsible for the provision of scientific advig
The MFRI covers all major fields in marine science (Lav2Q1%?) and its remit was recently extended to inclu
inland waters. The MFRI has a staff of about 130 with sections for demersal resourags; pEsdources, aquaculturg
freshwater resources and the marine environment, as well as supporting sections, including sampling and cor
The three main tasks related to marine resources carried out by the MFRI are:

A To conduct research on the marieavironment around Iceland and its living resources

A To provide advice to the government on catch levels and conservation measures.

A To inform the government, the fishery sector and the public about the sea and its living resources.

MFRI also has the autrity to manage short term area closures, which are used extensively to protect juvenilg
spawning fishThe MFRI has two research vesghisi FridrikssorfLOA 69.9 mand Bjarni SeemundssghOA 56 m)
The former,delivered in 2000, is a modern mufiurpose research vessel designed for fisheries and oceanogr
research, principally in the North Atlantic Ocean, temperate and arctic water, and equipped to modern stands
a marine research vess&lFRI has wide international cooperation in alijor fields of marine science, as indicated
its publication recoréf.

The management system.

The backbone of Icelandic fish stock management is catch quotas (TACs) that are distributed on the part
vessels through an ITQ (transferable individyabtas) system. In addition, management includes technical meas
area closures, and reporting obligations through-bagpks, monitoring of landings and satellite tracking of the ves
(VMS). The overall TAC is set by the Ministry taking adviceNii®RI which again gets internationally approved ad
from ICES where Iceland participates. Since 2017, advice from ICES and MFRI is given according to &
management plan. Unless there are very strong reasons for not doing so, MFRI will follvitefrom ICES and th
Ministry will follow the advice from MFRI, but neither of them is formally bound by the advice they receive. T
system is managed by the Directorate. That includes distributing the annual TAC on vessels, monitoring thesg
TACs and organizing exchange of quotas. The Coast Guard performs surveillance and control at sea and mo
VMS information. It also approves and controls the technical state of vessels and the qualifications of the cr
coordinates searchnd rescue operations.

References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.1.2 Clause 1.2.
The fisheries management system objective shall be to limit the total annual catch from the fish stocks so that catches
are in conformity withamounts allowed by the competent authorities.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The key management tool is TACs, distributed on the fleet in an ITQ system. The overall TAC is set accord
harvest control rule,as 13% of the standing biomass of tusk above 40 cm. For tusk, there is some flexibili
transfer quotas between spees and between years. Discards is prohibited. Tusk can only be landed in desigr
ports, where they are weighed and reported by authorized personnel. There are several arrangements in plg
reduce the incentive for discarding and black landings, irithg control at sea by the Coast Guard, temporal a
area closures and an obligation to land undersized fish for a reduced price.

Evidence:

There is a suite of monitoring and control measures in place, to keep catches in conformity with allowed arig
These are noted below and also described in further detail in Clause 1.5.8 and Sedflmn K2y element in thg
management of Iceland's commercial fish stocks, inclutliglg is output control through a total allowable catch (TA
that is distributed orthe participating vessels by an ITQ system. ITQw&kwere introduced in 1984.

12_https://www.althingi.is/lagas/nuna/2015112.html
13_ http://www.hafro.is/undir_eng.php?ID=20&REF=3
14 http://www.responsiblefisheries.is/seafoethdustry/managementand-control-system/
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The overall TAC is set by the Ministfylndustries and Innovationaccording to advice from the MFRI. The ove
TAC is derived according to an adopted harvest rule that is applied to the estimate of stock abundance com
an analytic stock assessment. The assessment and primary advice on the TAC is donentet€B8th Icelandig
scientists and scientists from other nations participaldie Ministry bases its policy decisions on annual tg
allowable catch on the recommendations of the MFRI as well as consultation with stakeholders. In pract
Ministry folows almost all recommendation by the MFRI and very compelling and concrete arguments hav
needed in the few instances in latter years when the Ministry has allowed bigger total allowable catche
recommended by the Institufé.

After the overdlannual TAC is decided, the detailed catch limitation (output control) is through individual transfg
guotas (ITQsY,
1 Each vessel is assigned a quota share (%) in each stock, initially based primarily on catch history over a r

period.
1 The anmal allowable catch for each vessel from each stock is obtained by multiplying the TAC of the year
GKS @SaasStwa ljdz2zdl &AKINB o6F& | LINRPLRNIA2YOL®

1 Quotascan be transferred between vessels; this applies both to quota shares and annual catch allotments
Quota transfer is mainly intended to promote rationalisation and thus increase profitability in the industry.
T 9EOSLIiA2yda AyOfdzRRSY /2YYdzyAide ljd2dGla&a o6y2d ol aSR
amount); summer inshore handline (jigg) fishery (limited amount).

Altogether, there is strong emphasis on making the system flexible and to reduce incentives for violationg
maintaining a firm control.

To ensure correct catch reporting, it is mandatory to land catches of allespancludingusk, in authorized ports
where they are weighed by officially licensed weighers. These weights are reported online to the Directorate
the primary source of catch statistics to be used in stock assessments. Thus 60 ports in Eetbelctronic data
daily to the Directorate. A total of approximately 50,000 landings are registered in the system every year. The
processed in the Directorate’s database and catches are subtracted from the vessel’s quotas. The inforn
publicly available in reaime!’. The system is designed so that the Directorate can act quickly if vessels have ove
their quotas. Excess catches can result in a revocation of fishing licenses.
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Figure13. Net transfers of tuk quota to other species in the Icelandic ITQ system by fishing year. Positive
represent transfers from other species to tusk while negative values represent transfersuisk to other species.

15 http://www.fiskistofa.is/english/fisheriesnanagement/
16 http://www.responsiblefisheries.is/seafoethdustry/managementand-control-system/
17 http://www.fiskistofa.is/english/quotasand-catches/

Form 11 Issue 2 February 2018 © SAIl Global Limited Copyright 2009 i ABN 67 050 611 642 Page 37 of 189


http://www.fiskistofa.is/english/fisheries-management/
http://www.responsiblefisheries.is/seafood-industry/management-and-control-system/
http://www.fiskistofa.is/english/quotas-and-catches/

IRF Certification Programme IcelandicTuskFull Assessment Report

There are several arrangements in place to reduce the incentive for discarding and black landings. To legally
the vessel needs a quota, and if it does not have one, it will have to buy it. There is a very efficient system fo
and sellingquotas online. Thereare also some opportunities to transfer quotas between years and to some e
between species (includirtgsk); the amounts transferred in the recent years is showFRigurel3above.Undersized
fish shall also be landed. It can be sold, but the vessel only gets a fraction of the price, the rest goes to a fur
used to promote research. The fisheries directorate can hdsewers on board, and the movements and operatiq
of all vessels are closely monitored by the Coast guard, both for control and for security purposes.

Discards is prohibited in Icelandic fisheries. Estimates of discards have been provided regutadyafiod haddock
For tusk, an estimate was made in 28 Apart from that, surveillance by inspectors from the Directorate of Fishg
during each fishing season is considered adequate in verifying if a discard is o¥{going.

Table7 below shows the recent historical record of adherence to the quotas, according to the MFRPadies
deviations go in both directions. Deviations can be caused by transfer between years and between species. B
the most recent years, catches allowed by foreign vessels were not accounted for when setting Icelandic quo
the agreementwith Faroes and Norway does not specify quotas on species level, hence accounting for their g
the tuskquota is based on experience.

Table7. TAC and catch in recent history. From MFRI Assessment Repor#s. 2018

Fiskveididr Tillaga Aflamark Afli islendinga Afli annarra pj6da Afli alls
Fishing year Rec. TAC National TAC Catches Iceland Catches other Total catch
2010/11 6000 6000 6223 1545 7768
2011/12 6900 7000 5981 1420 7401
2012/13 6700 6400 5549 1284 6833
2013/14 6300 5900 4847 1034 5881
2014/15 4000 3700 4135 823 4958
2015/16 3440 3000 3221 900 4121
2016/17 3780 3380 1689 729 2418
2017/18 4370Y 3770 2200 939 3139
2018/19 3776Y 3100
2019/20 3856
113% aflaregla. 13% harvest control rule
References: | See footnotes.
Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.1.3 Clause 1.B.
Appropriate measures for the conservation and sustainable use of the "stock under consideration” shall be adopted and
effectively implemented by the competent authorities.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The main measure for conservation and sustainable use is an overall TAC, distributed in an ITQ system. In a
area closures, both temporary and permanent, are used to protect juveniles and discards is banned.
Evidence:

The main instrument for the conservation and sustainable use diuleresource is quotas, as described under Cla|
1.1.2. The overall quota is distributed to individual vessels as ITQs. In addition, there is a suite of measures tq
the adherence to the quotas and to reduce adverse impact of the fishery on the emét. These include are
closures and a discard ban.

18 Thordarson, G. (2011) Estimates of tusk and Iling discards in the Icelandic longline fishery. \RGENDBEEDO2:
http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Expert%20Group%20Report/acom/2011/WGDEEP/wgdeep Annex02 WorkingDocuments
2011.pdf pages 1€18

19 Discussions at site visit at MFRI 13 Feb. 2018

20 https://www.hafogvatn.is/static/extras/images/Keila 2018729226.pdf

21 https://www.hafogvatn.is/static/extras/images/08 usk1141519.pdf
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Figurel4. Fishing grounds fauskin 2017 (t/nmf).

for longline fisheries in order to protect juvenile

tuskiqurelb).

The fishery fotuskis conducted mostly with long linéAccordingly, specific mesh size regulations are not reley
The spatial distribution of the fisheryigurel4) reflects to some extent the distribution of the stock as seen in
spring survey. In survey, large amounts are seen in the East, but these are poorly exploited.

A system of instant area closures is in place for many species, including tusk. This system is managed by MFH
of the closures for tusk is to minimize fishing on juveniles. Ten® minimum landing size since all catch has tg
landed. However, an area is closed temporarily(for two weeks) for fishing for tustbdam inspections reveal thg
more than 25% of the catch is composed of fish less than 55 cm in length. Skgedfien bycatch in other fisherie
this rule only applies when the tusk catch is more than 30% of the total catch in a set/haul. Because of repeate
area closures off the south and southeast coast of Iceland in 2003, four areas were closadg@iynby the Ministry|
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Figurel5. Overview of Maringrotected areas in Icelandic waters. Four areas marked red in the south and sou
of Iceland are permanently closéd longlinesto protect juvenile tusk(SourceDirectorate of Fisherigs

Discard are prohibited in Icelandic fisheries, as notedanse 1.1.2. Surveillance by inspectors from the Directo
of Fisheries during each fishing season is considered adequate in verifying if a discard is®ngoing.

References:

| See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant)

NA

22 http://ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Stock%20eres/2017/her.27.5a SA.pdsection B1.2
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8.1.1.4 Clause 1.4.
The Standard does not recognise fishing practices that are prohibited such as dynamiting, poisoning and other
comparable destructive fishing practices.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Legal Instruments are in force which specify legal gears for each method of fishing. Legal gears do not i
dynamiting, poisoning and other comparable destructive fishing practices.

Evidence:

Legal Instruments are i 2 NOS ¢ KAOK &LISOATFe Wt S3kt 3ISI RHtQIsoTehks
the regulation of fishing gear so as to reduce damage to catch and also to allow confiscation of gear not retrie|
proper manner, found in closed areashfisg illegally or being illegal. Also Article 9 of Act No. 79/30&ates that
The Minister shall take the necessary measures to prevent fishing practices which can be regarded as harmi
efficient utilisation of the commercial stocks and preseivatof sensitive ocean areas.

References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.1.5 Clause 1.5.
Transparency in the fisheries management and related decisiaking process shall be ensured.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The assessment and advice of tusk by ICES is documented in the WGDEEP report and the ICES advice. Thi
taken over by MFRI, who provides the formal Icelandic TAC advice to the Ministry. Both the ICES assessmg
ICES advice and the MFRI advéce accessible on internet. This advice is adopted by tiaistry andimplemented
as individual quotas by the Directorate. The quota status both overall and for individual vessels is very transpa
being published almost in regime on the Directorak website.
Evidence:

The tusk is managed according to the general arrangements for managing fish resources in Iceland. The gen
framework covers the general management policy (Law nr 116) and a suite of laws and regulations covering a
of fisheries management. Specific to tusk is a harvest rule which was adopted % 2@di7being evaluated by ICES
and found to be in accordance with the precautionary approach. According to this rule, the TAC is set at 13
fishable biomass 40 cand larger. This percentage is reduced linearly with SSB towards the origin if SSB is belg
mt. It can be noted that the top of yield curve is almost flat. The loss in expected yield by applying a harvest
0.13 rather than the MSY harvest eadf 0.17 is only 4%.

The assessment and advice by ICES is documented in the WGDEEP report and the ICES advice. This advice
by MFRI, who provides the formal Icelandic TAC advice to the Ministry. Both the ICES asdédbmd¢BGES advite
and the MFRI adviégare accessible on internet. This advice is adopted byviimistry andimplemented as individua
quotas by the Directorate. The total TAC is partitioned by the Directorate into individual quotas (ITQs) acco
quota shares attacbd to each vessel.

23 http://www.althingi.is/lagas/148b/1996057.html

24  http://www.althingi.is/lagas/148b/197079.html

25 https://www.stjornarradid.is/efsta-baugi/frettir/stok-frett/2017/07/03/Aflareglafyrir-keilu-og-longu/

26 http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publicatio0Reports/Advice/2017/Special requests/Iceland.2017.10.pdf

27 http://lwww.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Expert%20Group%20Report/acom/2018/WGDEEP/07%20WGDEEP%20Report%20
%20Sec206%20Tusk%20(Brosme%20brosme).pdf

28 http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Advice/2018/2018/usk.27.5a14.pdf

29 https://www.hafogvatn.is/static/extras/images/Keila 2018729226.pdf
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Transferable quota shares have been distributed to individual fishing vessels on the basis of their catches dy
three years prior to the introduction of the stock into the quota system. The individually transferable quota aher
catch quotas are the cornerstone of the Icelandic fisheries management system. The system is intended to

total catch and to ensure that catches are in line with total allowable catch. The system is sufficiently flexible t
a vessel to dsign its quota portfolio by selling quotas that it does not need and buying those that it wants. Lik
since it is prohibited to land fish without a quota and discarding is prohibited, the vessel will have to buy the ne
quota. There is an auctn system for such trading. The quota status both overall and for individual vessels i
transparent, being published almost in reahe on the Directorate websit®. Here, both available quotas ar
recorded landings can be followed for every vessel fom every harbour.

References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.1.6 Clause 1. 5.
Fisheries shall be regulated in such a way as to avoid the risk of conflict among fishers using different vessels, gear and
fishing methods. Whereonflict arises appropriate venues and means shall be available for conflict resolution.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:
Conflicts between vesselmay be prevented by the Icelandic Maritime Traffic Service which is a single poin
contact for all maritime related notifications. The Ministry can close areas for certain gears if necessary.
Evidence:

The Ministry can close areas for certain gedise Coast Guard operates the Icelandic Maritime Traffic Service v
its operations centre. This centre is a single point of contact for all maritime related notifications, involvir
example, the Maritime Rescue ©adination Centre, the Vessel Mdaiing Centre and the Fisheries Monitori
Centre.

The Icelandic system of Individual Transferable Quotas (ITQs), includes provisions for allocations of qug
reserved for local fisheries. This has the added benefit of serving to avoid potensainefconflicts between fishin
sectors.

References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

30 Options can be selected http://www fiskistofa.is/english/quotasand-catches/
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The Fisheries Management Plan
8.1.1.7 Clause 1.11.

Fishing for the "stock under consideration" shall be managed by the competent authoriti@gscamdance with a
documented and publicly available Fisheries Management ®lan.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The management dfuskis part of the general fisheries management in Iceland, and rules and regulations that a
in general apply totusk as well. Some elements are specific task, in particular the recently introduced harves
rule. Taken together, this set of rules andgulations can be regarded as a fisheries management plan. The elem
are in place, documented and publicly available.

Evidence:

The management diiskis part of the general fisheries management in Iceland, and rules and regulations that
in general apply tausk as well. These elements, as outlined in previous clauses (Clause 1.1.2) and in Clause
1.1.8-1.1.10, include

A legal basis forelevant management measures

Organized distribution of authority and responsibility between institutions.

Support for regular stock assessments, including monitoring of catches, a bottom trawl survey, sam
biological data and assessments in ateiinational framework.

Organized advice following assessments according to an agreed harvest rule.

Quotas in an ITQ system

Technical regulations of fishing gear, area and season

Control and enforcement of regulations.

= —a -9

= =4 —a -9

Some elements are specific tiask, in particular the harvest rule. Taken together, these elements can be regard
a fisheries management plan. These elements are in place, documented and publicly available.
References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.1.8 Clausel.18.

The Fisheries Management Plan developed and adopted by the competent authorities shall be formulated with due

consideration to the following:
1.1.8.1 The management unit;
1.1.8.2 Specification of stock or component stocks of "stock under consiaerati

1.1.8.3. Jurisdiction areas and the respective competent authorities for the entire range of component stock(s) of

"stock under consideration";
1.1.8.4. The longterm harvesting policy, consistent with achieving optimum utilization, including the mdan
assurance of its consistency with the precautionary approach to fisheries management.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The management unit ishe tusk in Icelandic waters. At present, this is regarded as part of a stock unit that
includes tusk at East Greenland, but as the Icelandic part is the major one, it is managed as an Icelandic sto
long-term harvesting policy is to harvest thetock according to a harvest rule which leads to a near maximum lo
term yield and is consistent with the precautionary approach.

31FAO Code of Conduct, art. 7 .3.3.
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Evidence:
The management unit is tusBiosme brosmpein Icelandic waters. At present, this is regarded as part of a stock
that also includes tusk at East Greenland. Catches in East Greenland have traditionally besmalebuthave
increased somewhat in the last few years.

Tusk is widespread ifné¢ whole North Atlantic. Stock structure is poorly known with few studies to support the cl
of stock units. The most comprehensive discussion is found in the 2007 WGDEER. i¢puet it was noted that usin
microsatellite primers a level of differeiation was found consistent with a level of migration too low to assume
overexploited populations can be replenished by neighbouring ones. This is in accordance with the low I
ascribed to this species. Hence, the results suggest that tuskrabalply made up of several population units. Af
an early pelagic embryonic and larval stage, adult tusk remains benthic and does not appear to move longer d
Migration of tusk along the seabed and across major basins and troughs deeper than tt@6fore seems unlikely
Accordingly, tusk, in particular around Rockall, the Mid Atlantic Ridge, and off Canada most likely represent ¢
biological populations that are at least partially demographically autonomous. These populations cleadwpty
separate management considerations. For the remainder of the North Atlantic genetic differentiation known s
too low to allow firm conclusions at present.

The suggestion from 2007 WGDEEP was to regard tusk from East Greenland and Icelanahéts mostly because
only very small genetic differences have been observed. The tusk around the Faroes looks slightly more
genetically. Trends in stock abundance differ between the Faroes and Iceland. Trends in East Greenland a
known, but survey trends look rather similar to the Iceland spring surtdyu¢el6). A practical approach may be
consider whether catches in each okthreas influence the fishing opportunities in the other. So far, the catches
East Greenland have been so small that they would not influence a management confined to Icelandic waters.
areas may also be managed separately if there is littthamge between them, except at precruit stages. The
common view is that this is the case, but firm evidence is sparse. If the East Greenland catches increase, th
stock identity may have to be revisited.
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Figure16. Trends in biomass estimates from surveys in East Greenland (upper) and Iceland (lower). From
2018.

32 http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Expert%20Group%20Report/acom/2007/WGDEERESE20Stock%201dentity. pdf
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The general longerm management objective of fisheries management in Iceland is stated in Artické fmincipal
act (Act number 116/2006)he eploitable marine stocks of the Icelandic fishing bankstlaeecommon property o
the Icelandic nation. The objective of this Act is to promote their conservation and efficient utilisation, thereby ¢
stable employment and settlement throughdoeland®,

In a common policy statemetftthe Ministry, Directorate and MRFI declarécelanders have structured a fisheri
management system to ensure responsible fisheries, focusing on the sustainable utilization of the fish stocks
treatment o the marine ecosystem. The fisheries management in Iceland is primarily based on extensive res
the fish stocks and the marine ecosystem, decisions made on the conduct of fisheries and allowable catches of
of scientific advice, and efféeé monitoring and enforcement of the fisheries and the total catch. These are the
pillars of the Icelandic fisheries management intended to ensure responsible fisheries and the sustainabilif
20SIyQa yIddz2NI f NBaz2dz2NOSao

Consistency with the pcautionary approach is achieved by output regulation in terms of quota regulation, wher
guotas are set according to a rule that has been evaluated to be in accordance with the precautionary approg
harvest rule is designed to provide a near imaxm long-term yield while maintaining a high SSB.
References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.1.9 Clause 1.0.

The Fisheries Management Plan shall specify:

1.1.9.1. Thelongterm objective(s) of the fisheries management, including target(s) for stock biomass and target
value(s) or range(s) for fishing mortality or its proxy;

1.1.9.2. Limits with respect to precautionary management, including the limit reference point for steckrsis proxy
and the limit reference point for fishing mortality or its proxy (e.g. harvest as a proportion of stock siZ8, etc.)
as well as remedial action to be taken if limits are approached or exceeded,;

1.1.9.3. The applicable harvest contrisamework or harvest control rule, as appropriate.

1.1.9.4. The primary approach applied to managing the fisheries {e.g. input controls, output controls, etc.).

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The main instrument for ensuring sustainable exploitation is output control through quotasich areset according
to an agreed control ruleThe rule has a target value (13%) for the harvest rate (TAC in percent of the fishable
cm) biomass). There is no explicit biomass target, but the target harvest rate is reduced if the SSB is below 6
Evidence:

The main instrument for ensuring sustainable exploitation is output control through quotas. The quotas g
according to an agreed target harvest rate, that has been shown in simulations to imply a low risk of deplet
stock through recruitment féirre, and to lead to a near maximuleng-term yield. This exploitation regime has beg
approved by ICES as precautionary.atidition, there is a suite of supportive measures in particular to ay
exploitation of juveniles, and to reduce adverse effeatstbe ecosystem. There is an extensive system in plag
ensure adherence to the decided quotas.

A harvest control rule (HCR) for tusk was evaluated, appfSeed adopted in 201%. It has a target value (13%) f
the harvest rate (TAC in percent of tfishable (40+ cm) biomass), which is a proxy for a target fishing mortal
biomass target is considereddundant ands not defined. The HCR has a breakpoint for the spawning stock big
at 6,240 mt, below which the harvest rate is reduced linetolyards the origin. If SSB falls below that level,
harvest rate is reduced to 0.13*SSB/6240.

33 This translation was previously provided in the wedges of the Ministry. The Icelandic version is the only official one.
34 http://lwww.responsiblefisheries.is/seafocthdustry/managemeniand-controlsystem/statementon-responsiblefisheries/
35 Fim can be explicit, or implicit in cases where harvest rate is set annually to a precautignéoy iEs proxy)].

36 http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Advice/2017/Special requests/Iceland.2017.09.pdf

37 https://www.stjornarradid.is/efsta-baugi/frettir/stok-frett/2017/07/03/Aflareglafyrir-keilu-og-longu/
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A limit reference point & for the spawning stock biomass (SSB) is established at 4,460 mt. Simulations sho
(<5%) risk of bringing the SSB belowIth®t when harvesting at the target harvest rate (13%jg(rel?). The target
harvest rate is somewhat below K& This is done to be on the safeéles and avoid surprising reductions in yield d
to assessment uncertainty. The loss in long term yield compared to fishingvatislRbout 4%.
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Figurel7. Equilibrium catch (left) and SSB (right) curves as a functibareest rate H, from the WKICEMSE rep
20178, The black solid curves indicate the median projected catch and SSB and the shaded yellow regiaOsis
percentiles. Vertical lines indicatanred), Ha (dashed) and kv The horizontal red line inchtes Bn. The harvest
rate in the rule (0.3) is to the left of the Ksvline.

References: | See footnotes.

2.5

0.0

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.1.10 Clause 1.1.Q.

The Fisheries Management Plan shall also consider the following:

1.1.10.1. The specifiecnanagement method/approach or measures, according to fleet or jurisdiction or other relevant
variables as appropriate;

1.1.10.2. Any further measures which support meeting the management objectives;

1.1.10.3. The institution(s) or arrangement(s) responsilibr providing stock assessment and advice;

1.1.10.4. A description of the process for making decisions on Total Allowable Catch-{@MCand on what basis
management decisions are made;

1.1.10.5. Provisions for considerations and consultation with fishing industry and relevant authorities.

1.1.10.6. The means of implementing the management approach, including main provisions for monitoring, control,
surveillance and enforcement

1.1.10.7. The objectives and management measures relevant to ecosystfatis of the fishery.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The primary management method is output control by quota regulation. There is an extenspgtem for monitoring
the fishery, by the Directorate that is the executive branch of the management, and the Coast Guard, that
surveillance and control at sea. There is a set of general technical regulations for the fisheries. The quota is
applying an agreed HCR to biomass estimates obtained by a stock assessment. The assessment is suppor
well-organised system for collection of fisheries data, as well as by a bottom trawl! survey.

Evidence:

The primary management method is output control by quota regulation. The quota is set by applying an agre
to biomass estimates obtained by a stock assessment. The quota is distributed on the fishing fleet in an ITQ
The management of Icelandigskis entirely by Iceland.

38 http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Expert%20Group%20Report/#0hY/WKICEMSE/wkicemse 2017.pdf
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The assessment is supported by a veetianised system for collection of fisheries data, as well as by a bottom

survey of the stock, as described in detail in clauses 1.2. The assessment work is done in ICES biHie g
group has members from all involved countries, including Iceland. The preparatory work is done by the MR
includes sampling from the fishery, analysis of samples and performing an annual bottom trawl surveyol@eq
advice based on thassessment. This advice is taken up by MFRI that is the formal advisor to the Ministry. The

makes the ultimate decisions on management. It has the authority to deviate fronadkiee butwill only do so if
there arestrong reasons for that. Bbtthe Ministry and MFRI have regular consultations with the industry. At site

and elsewhere, we are given the impression of a quite general consensus that following the scientific ady
applying the precautionary approach is preferable in thegl term.

There is a general technical framework for the fisheéfiasd an extensive system for monitoring the fishery, by
Directorate that is the executive branch of the management, and the Coast Guard, that does surveillance and
at sea. Thi is further described in Clauses 2.2

References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

39 http://www.althingi.is/lagas/148b/1996057 .html
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8.1.2 Clause 1.2Research and Assessment

8.1.2.1 Clause 1.2.1.

A competent research institute or arrangement shall collect and/or compile the necessargmthtzarry out scientific
research and assessment of the state of fish stocks and the condition of the ecosystem. Research results shall be made
public in a timely and readily understood fashion.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:
The Marine and Freshwater Research Institute (MFRI) is the main research institute in marine science in Ig
Data collection for assessment purposes, both from tlishery and surveys, is performed by the MFRI,
cooperation with the Fisheries directorate.

Evidence:

The Marine and Freshwater Research Institute (MERIJhe main research institute in marine science in Iceland.
MFRI is owned by the Ministry of Industry and Innovation to which it is responsible for the provision of scientific
The MFRI covers all major fields in marine sci€rmed its remitwas recently changed to include inland waters. T
MFRI has a staff of about 190 with sections for demersal resources, pelagic resources, aquaculture, freg
resources and the marine environment, as well as supporting sections, including samplirg) ¥ridldzi A y 3 ¢
main research priorities are:

research on marine and freshwater ecosystems,

sustainable exploitation of main stocks,

ecosystem approach to fisheries management,

research on fishing technology and

seafloor and habitat mapping.

= =4 —a —a -

The MFRI has two research vess@isi Fridrikssor{LOA 69.9 mand Bjarni SeemundssqhOA 56 m)The former,
delivered in 2000, is a modern mufturpose research vessel designed for fisheries and oceanographic res
principally in the North Atlanti©cean, temperate and arctic water, and equipped to modern standards for a m
research vessel.

Data collection for assessment purposes, both from the fishery and surveys, is performed by the MFRI, in cog
with the Fisheries Directorate. Thisfisther described in Clause 1.2.2.

MFRI has wide international cooperation in all major fields of marine science, as indicated by its publicatiof.r
MFRI participates in providing annual stock assessment and international advice by ICES, wiedhgkist done by
the ICES Working Group on the Biology and Assessment ofdeadfisheries Resources (WGDEEP). MFRI issues
on individual stocks on the web once it is re&idpn its website, there is also links to publication records and to 1
form the institute. The report from the underlying stock assessment and the ICES advice are readily accessib
ICES websité

References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

40 www.hafro.is www.hafogvatn.igen

41 www.althingi.is/lagas/148a/2015112.html

42 http://www.hafro.is/undir_eng.php?ID=20&REF=3

43 https://www.hafogvatn.is/en/harvestinepdvice

44 http://www.ices.dk/publications/library/Pages/default.aspx
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8.1.2.2 Clause 1.2.2.
The relevant data collected/compileghall be appropriate to the chosen method of stock assessment for stock under
consideration and sufficient for its execution.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The Icelandid¢usk stock is assessed by ICES WGDEEP using data provided by MFRI. The main data are catch

including catch in numbers by length and age, life history data from the fisheries, and survey abund
measurements. A catches oftusk (as well as all other commercial fish) have to be landed in authorized ports

weighed by authorized weighers. These landings are reported to the Directorate and are the primary source of
data. Landings are assumed to be equaldatches as discards is prohibited and probably small. The survey is
bottom trawl survey in the spring, which is used for a wide range of species-li@aks are compulsory and provid
supplementaryinformation but are not used directly for catch statigs.

Biological samples from the catch are analysed by MFRI. The information from the samples is used along w
total landings data to estimate catcin-weight, catchat-age and length in numbers, weigkdt-age-in-the-catch, and
length compositionin the catch.The assessment is done with the Gadget assessment tool. The quality of
assessment is regarded as satisfactory. There is some retrospective error, but generally within the config
intervals. Since most detailed information covers onlihe most recent years, the retrospective error is moi
prominent than usual also in the past, and the estimates for the first years is highly uncertain.
Evidence:

The Icelandic tusk stock is assessed by ICES (W®&DEIER)data provided by MFRI. The main data are catch statig
including catch in numbers by length and age, life history data from the fisheries, and stock abundance meas
by a bottom trawl survey in the spring. The fishery for tusk is conduatedst exclusively with long line, mostly
depths less than 300nt{gurel8). Catches in Greenland waters are mostly-dgtch in fisheries with trawdnd long
lines, well separad from the Icelandic fisherigEigurel9).

2004 § 2005 ¥
2008 # 2009 j#
2010 2012 § 2013 #
2014 $ 2016 # 2017 #

Figurel8. Distribution of catches of tuskaccording to logooks.

45 http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%2Reports/Expert%20Group%20Report/acom/2018/WGDEEP/07%20WGDEEP%20Report%20
%20Sec%2006%20Tusk%20(Brosme%20brosme).pdf
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Figurel9. Position of longline operations in Division XIVb and V.a where tusk was recorded in 2015.

The area distribution of the fisherfFigurel8) reflects to some extent the distribution of the stock as seen in the sp
survey Figure20). However, the large amounts seen in the East are poorly exploited, and there has been som

towards westerly fishing grounds over the years.

Figure20. Catche of tusk in the spring survey in selected years.

All catches of tusk (as well as all other commercial fish) has to be landed in authorized ports and weighed by ay
weighers?® These landings are reported to the Directorate and are the primarycsouf catch data. Landings a
assumed to be equal to catches as discards is prohibited. Studies by MRI indicate that discards of tusk are \
(<1% by number, <0.5% by weidht)No discard information is available from Greenland &ptobably smdl Log
books are compulsory and provide supplementafprmation butare not used directly for catch statistics.

46 https://www.reglugerd.is/reglugerdir/&ir -raduneytum/sjavarutvegsraduneyti/nr/3842
47 Thordarson, G. (2011) Estimates of tusk and ling discards in the Icelandic longline fishery. \@EDBFDO2:
http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Expert%20Group%20Report/acom/2011/WGDEEP/wgdeep Annex02 WorkingDocuments

2011.pdf pages 1618
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2011 onwards. Aextensive survey protocol is availafile

Biological samples from the catch are taken at sea by the fishermen or in the harbours by people from MFR
inspectors from theDirectorate of Fisheries. The samples are analysed by MFRI. The general process of the §
strategy is to take one sample of tusk, each consisting of 150 fish, for every 180 t landed; this means that betw
40 samples are taken from the commerdalgline catch each year. Otoliths are extracted from 50 fish which are
length measured and weighed gutted. In most cases tusk are landed gutted so it not possible to determine
maturity, but if a sample is ungutted, sex and maturity is reedrdCatches in Greenland are not sampled. ]
information from the samples is then used along with the total landings data to estimate-icatebight, catchat-
agein numbers, weightt-agein-the-catch, and length composition in the catch.

The other sotce of information in the assessment is results of a bottom trawl survey, which has been ongoing a
since 1985. There are two major bottom trawl surveys, in the spring and in the autumn. Only the spring $tiguegs
21) is used for assessing tusk, as the coverage of this survey is the most suitable. The general trends are simi
surveys. The ridge from Iceland towards the Faroes was only surveyeldrlyand included in the surveys index fro

NORTHERN AREA
- ¢ 4 /
L. 7
//3’_'.'_\_,' AT In =
4 2\ // N —\- 8 | -
§4 Ve L8 - 7 = AT
- . " -\ | 7, an \l X
I i R SR i Iy =
//// SN \y . 7 / |\ I
od¥ #RTZTN WV 4 gL AL M
2,1 = 7 7N W 2T N V-
~ - ™\ /
/,/, el D o (A, ! Alr ™ \( NN
A4z A O WYN 2.0l X ¢ N\ v
I S ”\J Yz \ \ X
P B & A '/ \ ) |
I 5 B ar N W \) W/ 1
- 75 N\ = )
"YW, r -
------ TN LS T,
' o : e 1\5‘ m== Randomly selected
I -, ! ® e tows
% & R
§ 2R TR e ,(v’“‘v === Captain selected
\ —r
A g VR B by tows
' < o PEG 4 <
o “ - Y Tows added in 1993
. o " L
B AT 4 and later
i s Vg y
& / w4 \‘%U ) /
* s R RS —
- - N /
I -\ \\\_‘\ //" N
J et L I - S P el —__
P IR -’L / ——— -
.- by 24 = wse
~ SOUTHERN AREA

Figure21. Tow positions in the sprinbottom trawl survey.

The assessment is done with the Gadget assessment tool. This is a statistical catch at length and age that fits a
population to catch and survey data by length and age. These data are all readily available from the Icelandic
programme. Data from East Greenland are generally not available, and are not included in the assessment. ]
tusk in Icelandic watrs is assessed as if it were a separate stock. An experiment to include the catches from Gr:
(by tonnes) in the assessment led to an increase in estimated bioafasg 3% and a slight increase of estimat
harvest rate in the most recent years.elrassessment method was approved at a benchmark 2014, and again
some revisions in 20171t is used for several Icelandic stocks like ling, wolffish and golden redfish.

The quality of the assessment is regarded as satisfactory. There is some retiosgeror, but generally within thg
confidence intervalsHigure22). Since most detailed information covers only the most recent years, the retctigpe
error is more prominent than usual also in the past, and the estimates for the first years are highly uncertain.

48 https://www.hafogvatn.is/is/midlun/utgafa/fjolrit1952-1956-1972-2016/manualsfor-the-icelandicbottom-trawl-surveysin-springand-autumn

enskarutgafur-handbokastofnmaelingamed-botnvorpu-ad-vori-og-hausti

49 http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Expert%20Group%20Report/acom/2017/WKICEMSE/wkicemse 2017.pdf
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Figure22. Analytic retrospective assessment error. From the Benchmark report.
References: | See footnotes.
Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.2.3 Clause 1.2.3.
Stock assessments shall be based on systematic research of the size and/or productivity of the fish stock(s).

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Estimates of stock size and productivity of the stock is obtained through annual stock assessments. The|
assessment for tusk is based on landings data and results of a bottom trawl survey, assviifié history data. Therg
is no clear dependence of recruitment on stock abundance within the range that has been observed. With the cU
harvest rate, the expected yield is near the maximum and the stock biomass safely above the limit.

Evidence:

The stock assessment is based on catch data, a bottom trawl survey and natural mortality that is assum
assessment reflects the stock abundance needed to cover the reported catches when natural mortality is tal
account, and the trends in abuadce according to the survey is reproduced. The handling of these data and the
in the assessment is described in detail in clause 1.2.2.

There is no clear dependence of recruitment on stock abundance within the range that has been obSewe2 ).
Rather, the recruitment seems to fluctuate independently of SSB. Accordingly, the yield and biomass per req
fair measure of the productivity at the experienced mortality level® ¥ield per recruit curveRigure24) is relatively
flat topped with a maximum around a harvest rate of 0.17. The selected harvest rate of 0.18heslow side of the
maximum, which implies a slight loss of median catch but a larger SSB, which reduces the risk of SSB appro
limit.
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Figure23. Stock and recruitment (left) and time series of SSB and recruits (rigig)large symbol in the stoc&cruit
plot is the first point in the time series. Note that the high estimates of SSB in the early years are highly uncert

125

7.5 100

50

25
\{\
1] !
0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
Harvest rate (H) Harvest rate (H)

Figure24. Equilibrium catch (left) and SSB (right) curves as etifum of harvest rate H, from the WKICEMSE ref
2017° A hockeystick stockrecruit function is applied, assuming that the recruitment is reduced linearly towards
origin at SSB < Blim. The black solid curves indicate the median projected cag8Buathd the shaded yellow regi
the 5%c¢ 95% percentiles. Vertical lines indicatenkted), Ha (dashed) and kkv The horizontal red line indicatesB
The harvest rate in the rule (IB) is to the left of the Ksyline.

25

Weight at age is only modell with fixed parameters. Hence, density dependence cannot be inferred fron
assessment results and observed weights at age are not available.
References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.2.4 Clause 1.2.4.

For the stock undeconsideration, the determination of suitable conservation and management measures shall include
or take account of total fishing mortality from all sources in assessing the state of the stock under considerationgincludin
1.2.4.1. Estimates of discards;

1.2.4.2. Unobserved and incidental mortality,

1.2.4.3. Unreported catches and catches in other fisheries.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Discarding is illegal and studies by MRI indicate that discards that discards of tusk are very small (<1% by n
<0.5% by weight). No discard information is available from Greenland. Other sources of unobserved and incig
mortality are not known. Msreporting of catches and fishing in closed areas or without quotas is not likely. The
extensive monitoring of the fishery by the Coast Guard and Directorate. Local knowledge and small commu
contribute to transparency in fishing operations andakes it difficult to conceal misbehaving.

50 http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Expert%20Group%20Report/acom/2017/WKICEMSE/wkicemse 2017.pdf
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Evidence:

The assessment is based on reported catches and assumed natural mortality. With the applied method,
mortality is calculated by fitting model results to observed catches and survey indieegtit and age and an assumy
natural mortality.

Discarding is illegal and studies by MRI indicate that discards that discamdkafe very small (<1% by number, <0.}
by weightfL. No discard information is available from Greenland.

Other sources ofinobserved and incidental mortality are not known. Misreporting of catches and fishing in g
areas or without quotas is not likely. There is extensive monitoring of the fishery by the Coast Guard and Dire
If the Coast Guard discovers suspisidaehaviour, it will first of all contact the vessel, and if needed, vessels i
neighbourhood, primarily to ensure that the vessel is not in danger. If violations of the rules are discovered, app
action is taken. The Coast Guard does regulapenations, partly directed towards vessels that are suspecte
irregularities. In addition to direct surveillance, local knowledge and small communities contribute to transpare
fishing operations and makes it difficult to conceal misbehaving.
Refaences: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.2.5 Clause 1.2.5.
In the course of research and stock assessment, relevant traditional, fisher and/or community information
knowledge shall be sought by the researchers throagpropriate means/fora.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

There is close communication between scientists and the fishing industry, both in formeétings and through
informal contact.

Evidence:

There is close communication between scientists and the fishing industry, both in formal meetings and t
informal contact. There are specific consultation groups that meet annually in December affislvergren (captains
to describe the fishing experience of the year and make aspns with those previousl/FRI also publishes sho
newsletters regularly providing ugates on stock analysis and related research outcomes.
References:

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.2.6 Clause 1.A.

and/or

There shall be active collaboration with international scientific organisations, with the aim of ensuring that the focus is
on internationally acknowledged research and assessment methods that provide the best available information on the

condition of thestockunder consideration at any time

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:
Iceland is member of ICES, which is a key forum for scientific and manageawivities and cooperation. Icelang
has cooperation with several international organisations, in particular NEAFC and NAFO. Furthermore, the Icg
government has cooperation agreements with Norway, Russia, Greenland, EU and The Faroe Islands.

51 Thordarson, G. (2011) Estimates of tusk and ling discards in the Icelandic longline fishery. \GEDBEDO2:

http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Expert%20Group%20Report/acom/2011/WGDEEP/wgdeep _Annex02 WorkingDocuments

2011.pdf pages 1€18.
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Evidence:

Iceland is member of ICES, which is a key forum for scientific and management activities and cooperat

cooperation includes:

1 Routine stock assessments and management advice for many commercial stocks, inaklding

1 Quality control of assssment standards and management plans.

1 For decades, Icelandic scientists have had a high standing within ICES on development of assessment me
computing tools as well as standards for precautionary management.

1 Participation in the broad scientiftcommunity in ICES.

The publication record of MRI clearly shows broad international cooperation on published scientifit? work.

Iceland has cooperation with several international organisations, in particular NEAFC and NAFO. Furthern
Icelandicgovernment has cooperation agreements with Norway, Russia, Greenland, EU and The Faroe Islan
are bilateral fisheries agreements as well as control agreements and agreements regarding catch informat
information on fisheries and the monitomnof fishing activity through satellite driven vessel monitoring systs

(VMS$2,
References: | See footnotes.
Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.2.7 Clause 1.2.7

In cases where the stock under consideration is a shared stock or a straddling stobigblyamigratory stock, there
shall be scientific cooperation at the relevant bilateral, regional or international level for obtaining data and/or
conducting stock assessments and/or providing advice, as appropriate.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The stock unit as defined by ICES includes East Greenland. The stock structure is poorly known, but the catch
Greenland have so far been minor arade not sampled. Most likely, larvae from Iceland may supplement tusk
Greenland, but there is no indication of traffic in the other direction. Iceland does not treat tusk as a shared ¢
with Greenland. There is no cooperation on management of the dtand no scientific cooperation beyond th
general participation in fora like ICES.

Evidence:

The stock unit as defined by ICES includes East Greenland. The stock structure is poorly known. The main ey
including East Greenland tusk was lackcohtrast between these areas in genetics in a study in 2007 (
microsatelite primer¥. The issue was discussed again by WGDEEP in 2018, which concluded that the tusk pq
in Greenland is likely to be a "sink" from the Icelandic population andasshould not affect the productivity of tug
in Iceland. It further concluded that the division of tusk into different advice units should be reviewed, not ¢
Iceland and East Greenland, but for all the tusk st6eR&ie catches of tusk in East Gnéand are bycatches in traw
and long line fisheries. They are not sampled, and there is no data available beyond landings in tonnes.

Accordingly, Iceland does not treat tusk as a shared stock with Greenland. There is no cooperation on manag
the gock and no scientific cooperation beyond the general participation in fora like ICES.
References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

52 http://www.hafro.is/undir_eng.php?ID=20&REF&®t updated since 2015)

53 http://www.fiskistofa.is/english/internationaicooperation/

54 http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Expert%20Group%20Report/acom/2007/WGDEER/EaD Stock%201dentity. pdf

55 http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Expert%20Group%20Report/acom/2018/WGDEEP/07%20WGDEEP%20Report%20
%20Sec%2006%20Tusk%20(Brosme%20brosme).pdf
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8.1.3 Clause 1.3Stock under Consideration, Harvesting Policy and the Precautionary Approach
8.1.3.1 Clausel.3.1 The Precautionary Approach

8.1.3.1.1 Clause 1.3.1.1.
The precautionary approaéhshall be implemented to protect the stock under consideration.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:
The precautionary approach is implemented through a harvest rule that implies low risk of stock depletion. I
been tested and found precautionary by ICES.
Evidence:

The precautionary approach is implemented through a harvest rule that implies low risk of stock depletion. It hg
tested and found precautionary by ICES. The precautionary management of Icéleskdi further detailed in the|
clauses below.
Refererces:

| See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.3.1.2 Clause 1.3.2.
The stock under consideration shall not be overfished to a level causing recruitment oveffishing

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:
Therehavebeen no signs of recruitment failure previously, while the fishing mortality has been moderate but hig
than agreed in the present harvest rule, and no clear dependence of recruitment on SSB has been obser
precautionary biomass level has been dedid at the lowest observed SSB. Since the dynamic range is narrow, a
has been defined according to ICES standards in such situations where it would be likely that SSB is below the
observed. Simulations have demonstrated a low risk of bringi@§B below the limit with the harvest rule that i
now implemented.

Evidence:

There is a limit biomass reference point above which there is no indication of recruitment faiher€lause 1.3.1).4
Recruitment has fluctuated over the years, but apparently independently spawning biomass.

There is a harvest rule with a harvest rate =3)Mhich is reduced $SB < 6,24t. Simulations have demonstrated
low risk of bringing SSB below the limith the harvest rule.
References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.3.1.3 Clause 1.3.B.
Relevant uncertainties shall be taken into account through a suitable method of risk assessment.

Evidence Rating:

Low A

Medium A

High R

Non-Conformance:

Critical A

Major A

Minor A

None R

Summary Evidence:
The method of risk assessment is stochastic simulations of the harvest rule, by which the risk to unwanted
development is quantified. This is standard procedure in such evaluations.

56 Referring to clause 29.6 of the FAO {atwelling Giidelines for Fish and Fishery Products from Marine Capture Fisheries
57¢ KS Wwad201 dzyRSNJ O2yaARSNI GA2yU A& y2i

2 BSNF A & K S Ridehnes (2009), pad 30110 2 &S
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Evidence:

The method of risk assessment is stochastic simulations of the harvest rule, by which the risk to unwantg
development is quantified. This is standard procedure in such evaluations.

References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.3.1.4 Clausel.3.14.
Appropriate reference points shall be determined and remedial actions to be taken if reference points are approached
or exceeded shall be specifiéd

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:
Precautionary and MSY reference points have been defined by ICES and adopted by MFRI in their advice. Ag
the harvest rule a trigger biomass has been defined below which the harvest rate is reduced. Otltiena to be
taken if reference points are approached or ee@ded have not been specified.

Evidence:

A full set of reference points was defined by ICES together with the evaluation of the current harvest rule and
of the assessment by WKICEMSEOh7®. The range of SSB in the assessed history is narrow, apart from som
values in the earliest years that are highly uncertain. There is no indication of recruitment failure in the brief K
and no clear dependence of recruitment on 5Bure25).

25

20

Recruitment (in millions)

o 5 10 15
Spawning stock biomass (in '000 tons)

Figure 25. Spawning stock biomass recruitment relationship fiask in 5a. Uncertainty in recruitment and SSB
indicated with 90% quantile intervals as grey bars. Red poditatesthe median estimate and black solid line t
chronological order. The yellow vertical bar represents the distribution.ef B

The fishing mortality has been moderate in this peridden, setting & at the lowest observed SSBo( would be
unduly restrictive. Following ICES guidelines for this situation, the lowest observed SSB (6,240 mt) was p$€
and Bm was derived based on the inverse of the standard factor useddlmulating B from Bim, i.e. Bm = 6,240/1.4
= 4,460 mt.

The current harvest rule was tested by simulations to ensure a low (<5%) probability that it would lead SSBrbe
The testing tool was a forward projecting bootstrap procedure, withogeasment feedback but taking into accoy
uncertainty in process, in particular in recruitment, and assessment uncertainty, both including autocorrelatig
implementation error was assumed. This tool has been used for several Icelandic stocla, st ih 2009.

58 FAO Code of Conduct for Respible Fisheries, Article 7.5.2.
59 http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Expert%20Group%20Report/acom/2017/WKICEMSE/wkicemse 2017.pdf
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According to these simulations, the harvest rate leading to maxirangterm yield (Husy is 0 .17 and the harveg
rate with 50% probability of SSB s 0.27, corresponding to an-F= 0.41. For the harvest rule, a harvest raté
0.13 was decided, which is on the safe side of thweviHut leading to almost the samlengterm yield. Inline with
ICES technical guidelines the MSMgBis set as B, as the stock has not been managed accordingwey For
equivalents thereof, for me than 5 years. The rule is to reduce the HR linearly towards the origin for SSB he
= 6,240 mt.

125

100

=~
w

1
0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
Harvest rate (H) Harvest rate (H)

Figure26. Results of simulations of harvest rule. Long term yield (left) and SSB (right). The vertical black lin
harvest rate corresponding to MSY. The decided harvest rate for the rul&)#01b the left of the MSY. The red lif
corresponds to the limit harvest rate, leading tenBvith 50% probability.

00

The whole set of precautionary and MSY reference poagqroposed by WKICEMSE addpted bylCES and MFR
is presented inrable8 below.

Table8. Precautionary and MSY reference pointstfgk, proposed by WKICEMSE and adopted by ICES and MH

Nalgun Gatmork Gildi Grundvollur
Framework Reference point | Value Basis
Aflaregla SSBwmer 6240t Bpa
Management plan HRwmar 0.13 Veidihlutfall af vimidunarstofni (Bao:) leidir til langtima
hamarsksafraksturs. Vaent gildi veidihlutfalls, pegar veitt er
samkvamt aflareglu, er 0.09-0.18.
Percentage of biomass 40+ cm leads to long-term MSY.
Realized HR can range from 0.09-0.18.
MSY MSY-Brigger 6240t Bpa
HRmsy 0.17 Slembireikningar innan Gadget likans
Stochastic projections
Frasy 0.226 Slembireikningar innan Gadget likans
Stochastic projections
Varudarnalgun Biim 4460t Bpa/1.4
Precautionary approach Bpa 6240t Bioss
Fiim 0.41 Veididanartala sem leidir til bess ad hrygningarstofn er yfir Bjm
med 50% likum
Equilibrium F which will maintain the stock above B, with a
50% probability
Fea 0.27 95% likur @ ad veididanartala sé undir Fiim
95% probability that true F is below Fiim.
HRiim 0.27 Veidihlutfall sem leidir til bess ad hrygningarstofn er yfir Bim
med 50% likum
Equilibrium HR which will maintain the stock above Bim with a
50% probability
HRga 0.20 95% likur @ ad veidihlutfall sé undir HRiim
95% probability that true is below HRjim.

As part of the harvest rule anByer biomass 016,240 mthas been defined below which the harvest rate is redug
Other remedial actions to be taken if reference points are approached or exceeded have not been specified
very unlikely unless something unexpected happens, and if so, the relevant axtidd depend on the cause.
References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA
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8.1.3.1.5 Clause 1.3..5.
The longterm harvesting policy shall be stated in the Fisheries Management Plan.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:
In line with the intentions in the basic fisheries law (116/2006), keeping the stock within safe limits, maintai
catches close to the maximum sustainable yield améintaining stability are cornerstones in Icelandic managemse
policy.

Evidence:

In a formal statement presented by several responsible parties in the Icelandic fishing indistriinister of
Fisheriesthe Marineand FreshwateResearch Institutethe Directorate of Fisherieand the Fisheries Association
Iceland it is stated that in line with the intentions in the basic fisheries law (116/2006), keeping the stock with
limits, maintaining catches close to the maximum sustainable yield and maintaining stability ras¥stones in
Icelandic management politdy as implemented in the formulation and adoption of the current harvest rule alsg
tusk

References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.3.1.6 Clause 1.3.1.6.
The Fisheries Management Plan skpkcify how the precautionary approach shall be implemented for the stock under
consideration.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The precautionaryapproach is implemented by applying a harvest rate in the harvest rule that is low enoug
make a decline in SSB below the limit very unlikely.

Evidence:

The precautionary approach is implemented by applying a harvest rate in the harvest rule that is low enough 1
a decline in SSB below the limit very unlikely. The limit is set to represent a biomass above which recruitment
unlikely. Accordigly, recruitment failure due to low stock biomass should not occur unless the productivity of the
changes in an unexpected way.

References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

60 https://www.responsiblefisheries.is/seafoeiddustry/managementaind-controlsystem/statementon-responsiblefisheries/
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8.1.3.2 Clause 1.3.2. Management targets and limits

8.1.3.2.1 Clause 1.3.2.1Harvesting rate and fishing mortality

8.1.3.2.1.1 Clause 1.3.2.1.1.

The management target for fishing mortality (or its proxy) and the associated limit reference point, as well as the
management action to be taken when the limit reference point is exceeded, shahltee & the Fisheries Management
Plarf.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The management target for the fishing mortality is a harvest rate at .1vhich is a proxy for a target fishin
mortality. It shall be reduced if SSB falls below a trigger leveb@40mt. ICES has defined a limit harvest rate (2D.
which corresponds to more thaf times the target harvest rate.

Evidence:

The managementarget for the fishing mortality is a harvest rate (fraction of Biomass of 40 cm+) at 0.13, whig
proxy for a target fishing mortality. According to the rule, the HR shall be reduced linearly towards the origin i
the assessment year is estinegtbelow Ba= 6,240 mt. A limit fishing mortality has been set at 0.41. That corresp
to a harvest rate of 0.27 which is more than two times the harvest rate in the harvest rule.

References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.3.2.1.2 Clausel.3.2.1.2.
If fishing mortality (or its proxy) is above the limit reference point, management actions shall be taken to decrease the

fishing mortality (or its proxy) below the limit reference pdfnt

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:
There is no explicit measures planned for the event that fishing mortality shall exceed the F limit. The limit is s
that reaching it when setting TACs according to the target is extremely unlikely.
Evidence:

There is no measures planned for the event that fishing mortality shall exceed the F limit, except to apply thg
harvest rate again. The limit is so high that reaching it when setting TACs according to the target is extremely
If that shouldhappen, the only sensible response would be to invoke a full revision dfuglemanagement. The
government has the authority to do so.
References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

61Flim can be explicit or implicit in cases where harvest rate is set annually to a precautionary Ftarget (or its proxy)
62 FAO Guidelines (20@@) LJ- N3 ondoud {SS taz2y ¢KS WwWaiz201 dzyRSNJ O2yaARSNI@A2yU A:
its proxy)." FAO Guidelines (2009), par. 30.1.
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8.1.3.2.2 Clause 1.3.2.2. Stock Biomass

8.1.3.2.2.1 Clausel.3.2.2.1.

The longterm management target for stock size (biomass), either explicit or implicit depending on management
approach, consistent with the objective of promoting optimum utilization, shall be specified.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Alongterm target for the stock size is considered redundant and not defined.

Evidence:

Alongterm target for the stock size is not defined. It is considered redundant as the management target is to m
a harvest rate that is expected to lead to a biomass fluctuating safely above the precautionary biomass limit. Th
harvest rate has been deonstrated to provide a long term yield close to the MSY.
References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.3.2.2.2 Clause 1.3.2.2.2.
Limits or directions for stock size (or its proxy) with respect to precautionary management, consistent with avoiding
recruitment overfishing, shall be specified.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

A precautionary limit biomass has been defined as SSB480mt, above which there is no indications of impaire
recruitment.

Evidence:

A precautionary limit biomass has been defined as SE869mt, and a trigger poihin the harvest rule as SSB = 6,2
mt. The trigger value is the lowest SSB observed, and there has been no indications of recruitment failure at th
Simulations demonstrate a very low risk of reaching the SSB limit with the target harvest rate. The biomasg
discussed in mordetail underClause 1.3.1.4
References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.3.2.2.3 Clausel.3.2.23.
The stock (biomass) limit reference poini{Bshall be developed in accordance with internationally acceptagtice.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The procedure applied when setting reference points follows ICES standards and the results were acbgpteHS
Evidence:

The background foriB is described in detail i€lause 1.3.1.4This procedure follows ICES standards and the r¢
was accepted by ICES.
References:

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA
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8.1.3.2.2.4 Clausel.3.2.24.
Should the estimated stock size approach @®r its proxy), then appropriate management action shall be taken with the
objective of restoring stock size to levels ab®ue (or its proxy) with high probability within a reasonable tifneme.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

If SSB falls below the trigger &;240mt, the harvest rate according to the rule is reduced linearly towards the orig
Evidence:

If SSB falls below the trigger point&240mt, the harvest rate according to the rule is reduced linearly towards
origin. According to the simulations done when evaluating the harvest rule, approachivgoBld be very unlikely
unless something happens that was not foreseen in the simulations. If so happens, further measures to be take
be adapted to the underlying cause. The government has the legal instruments to take action as needed.
References

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.3.2.3 1.3.2.3. Stock biology and lifecycle (structure and resilience)

8.1.3.2.3.1 Clause 1.3.3.1.

Information on the biology, lifeycle and structure of the stock shall be taken into account when designing management
measures to promote optimal utilisation of the stock with respect to resilience to natural variability and ffshing

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The harvest rule was designed to provide a near maximiamg-term yield and a stock abundance safely away fro
the limit. The target harvest rate is set on the low side of the plateau associated with maximum yield, which proy
a buffer biomass againgtatural variations in productivity

Evidence:

The harvest rule was designed to provide a near maxirtang-term yield and a stock abundance safely away fr
the limit. The target harvest rate is set on the low side of the plateau associated with maximum yield, which p
a buffer against natural variations productivity andensures near maximum yield with amimum fishing pressure
It also promotes stability as the stock gets a broader age compositiomgialess sensitive to fluctuating recruitmen|
References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.3.2.3.2 Clause 1.3.3.2.
Consideratiorshall be given to measures designed to avoid excessive exploitation of spawning components at spawning
time, as appropriate, especially at times when biomass (SSB) may approach the level of the limit reference-fdint (B

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

There are no specific measures at present to protect spawning fish. The stock structure is largely unknown, but
concern has been expressed that local components may become depleted if the fishegnisentrated in limited
areas.

63 From FAO Guidelines (2009), para 30.3. The structure and composition ofdble Usder consideration" which contribute to its resilience are
taken into account.
64 FAO Guidelines (2009), par. 30.3.
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Evidence:

The stoclkstructure of tusk is largely unknown. That includes spawning grounds and nursery areas as well as s
or metapopulations. Genetically, tusk in the No#ast Atlantic is not a homogeneous stock, and mixing seems
weak between components. Wheththat applies also to local concentrations is not known, but the general impreg
is that tusk is quite sedentary.

According to the spring surveligure27), there has been a shift away from the main fishing grounds in the Wes
SouthWest in a period where the harvest rate has been higher than i ldnd there is some concern that this yn
indicate depletion of local components in the main fishing areas. Due to the selectivity of the longline fleet ci
tusk and the species' relatively slow maturation rate, a large proportion of the catches is immature (60% in b
70% in abundange WGDEEP notes that the recent tendency for tusk to concentrate in limited areas may imply
risk of local depletiof?, which may call for active use of area closures. So far, area closures seem to be p
directed towards protecting juveniles.

Figure27. Catches of tusk in the spring trawl survey in selected years.
References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.3.2.3.3 Clause 1.3.3.3.

Consideration shall be given to relevant measures designed tofighihg mortality of juvenile fish, with the objective

to protect juveniles, to reduce the likelihood of growth overfishing and increasing the contribution of year classes to the
spawning stock of the stock under consideration.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:
Some areas are permanently closed to protect juvenile tusk. MFRI recommends that to maintain these clog
Short term closures can be invokeghen there is too much small tusk in catches.

65_ http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Expert%20Group%20Report/acom/2018/WGDEEP/07%20WGDEEP%20Report%20
%20Sec%2006%20Tusk%20(Brosme%20brosmejgxtion 6.2.5.
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Evidence:
Some areas in the South are permanently closed to protect juvenile Rigliré28); the examples shown are are:
that are closed to longline fishing specifically for the protection of juvenile tusk under Regul&20R23 and
Regulation 311/2003. In its latest advice MIFE€ommends continuing the ban on fishery in nursery areas in ord
protect juvenile tusk. MFRI will also close areas for short periods if the fraction of small tusk becomes too h
Clause 1.1.3.

Reglugerd - 230/2003 R celugerd - 311/2003

Figure 28. Areaspermanently closed for long line fisheries. Shapefiles of closed areas in Iceland can be a
electronically through the Fiskistofa website and plotted in Google Efarth
References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

66 http://www.fiskistofa.is/fiskveidistjorn/veidibann/reglugerdarlokanir/
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8.1.4 Clause 1.4ExternalScientific Review

8.1.4.1 Clause 1.4.1.

For the stock under consideration the harvesting policy (including its consistency with the precautionary approach), stock
assessments and advice shall be reviewed, by request from the fisheries management authoritiesatiaep regular
intervals as well as when substantive changes are made in harvesting policy by an appropriate international scientific
body or committee.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

ICES is considered to be the appropriate international scientific body. The annual stock assessments and sho
predictions are performed by the ICES WGDEEP, and reviewed routinely as part of the ICES advisory proce
also performs indepth review of assessment methods (benchmarks) and evaluation of harvest rulestusik; this
was done in 2017 where the present assessment and rule were approved.

Evidence:

ICEY is considered to be the appropriate international scientific body. The annual stock assessments and sh
predictions are performed by the ICES WGDEEP, and reviewed routinely as part of the ICES advisory proc
done according to the Memoralum of Understanding between ICES and NEAFC. ICES has developed routines
AYTRSLIIK NB@OASs 2F aasSaayvySyd YSGK2Ra |yR RFEGE Gf
should be done approximately every 5 years, or if thereraasons to alter the assessment practices. Icelasiiwas
benchmarked in 2027 in conjunction with the evalation of the management plarHere, the assessment metha
with the Gadget tool was approved after some amendment.

There is no formal revision clause in ttusk management plan. Normal practice would be to review the rule ab
every 5 years, or if the assumptions made when evaluating the rule do not hold any more.
References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Numbe(if relevant) NA

8.1.4.2 Clause 1.4.2.
Following external scientific review, the competent fisheries management authority shall review and/or revise the
harvesting policy, taking into consideration the external review, as appropriate.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The harvest rule development was requested by the Ministry and done by MFRI. Their proposal was presen
ICES and endorsed after a review process there. The final result was then adopted by the Ministry.

Evidence:

The harvest rule development wasquested by the Ministry and done by MFRI. Their proposal was presented tq
and endorsed after a review process there. The final result was then adopted by the Mthistry

References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

67 http:// www.ices.dk
68 http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Expert%20Group%20Report/acom/2017/WKICEMSE/wkicemse 2017.pdf

69 https://www.stjornarradid.is/efsta-baugi/frettir/stok-frett/2017/07/03/Aflareglafyrir-keilu-og-longu/
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8.1.5 Clausel.5. Advice and Decisions on TAC

8.1.5.1 Clause 1.5.1.

A competent scientific body, research institute, designated advisory body or arrangement shall provide the competent
fisheries management authority with fisheries advice on the harvesting of the stock undsidemtion, in a timely
manner.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The stock assessment and advice for the TAC in the coming year is provided anbydlGES. The MFRI provid
advice to the Ministry, which is the competent fisheries management authority.

Evidence:

The stock assessment and advice for the TAC in the coming year is provided annually by ICES. Based on tha
provides advice tdhe Ministry, which is the competent fisheries management authority. Normally, the MFRI g
will be identical to the ICES advice, but it can deviate if there is good reasons for that. The ICES advice is pu
the ICES websites and the MFRI adigqaublished on the MFRI website once they are ready.

References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.5.2 Clause 1.5.2.
Advice shall include the appropriate value(s) for precautionary reference points.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The advice published by the MFRI and ICES has reference points tabulated
Evidence:

The advice published by the M®Ras reference points tabulatedéble9). These are identical to the reference poir|
defined bylCES anihclude the reference values in the harvest rule in the management plan.

Table9. Reference points fatuskin 5a, included in the latest scientific advice.

Nalgun Gatmork Gildi Grundvoéllur

Framework Reference point | Value Basis

Aflaregla SSBwmar 6240t Bpa

Management plan HRwgr 0.13 Veidihlutfall af vidmidunarstofni (Bso.) leidir til langtima hamarsksafraksturs. Veent gildi veidihlutfalls, pegar

veitt er samkvamt aflareglu, er 0.09-0.18.
Percentage of biomass 40+ cm leads to long-term MSY. Realized HR can range from 0.09-0.18.

MSY MSY-Burigger 6240t Bpa
HRwmsy 0.17 Slembireikningar innan Gadget likans
Stochastic projections
Fusy 0.226 Slembireikningar innan Gadget likans
Stochastic projections
Varadarnalgun Biim 4460 t Bpa/1.4
Precautionary approach Bpa 6240 t Bloss
Fiim 0.41 Veididanartala sem leidir til pess ad hrygningarstofn er yfir Bim med 50% likum
Equilibrium F which will maintain the stock above Bim with a 50% probability
Fpa 0.27 95% likur & ad veididanartala sé undir Fim
95% probability that true F is below Fiim
HRiim 0.27 Veidihlutfall sem leidir til pess ad hrygningarstofn er yfir Bim med 50% likum
Equilibrium HR which will maintain the stock above Bim with a 50% probability
HRpa 0.20 95% likur & ad veidihlutfall sé undir HRiim

95% probability that true is below HRiim

References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

70 Advice published June 2011&tps://www.hafogvatn.is/static/extras/images/Langa 2018729172 .pdf
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8.1.5.3 Clause 1.5.3.
Decisions on TAC shall be taken by the competent fisheréesmgement authority taking into consideration the entire
distribution range of the stock under consideration, as appropriate.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance:

Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The common view is that larvae from Iceland may drift over to Greenland and supplement the stock there,
migration to Iceland is unlikely, Hence, the exploitation in Iceland should have minor influence on tusk in Green|
Accordirgly, Iceland does not treat tusk as a shared stock with Greenland. There is no cooperation on managg
of the stock and no scientific cooperation beyond the general participation in fora like ICES.

Evidence:

The TAC is set and managed for Icelandic waters only. The formally accepted stock unit includes East Greel
link between these two areas is unclear, there is no clear genetic differences but the passage between Icel
Greenland is deeper thamhat tusk normally passes, and tusk is generally regarded as quite sedentary. The caf
Greenland waters have traditionally been vesyall buthas increased in the last 3 years. The common view is
larvae from Iceland may drift over to Greenlamud supplement the stock there, while migration to Iceland is unlike
Hence, the exploitation in Iceland should have minor influence on tusk in Greenland. With this justification,
manages the tusk in Iceland as a domestic stock.

References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.5.4 Clause 154.
For shared stocks the setting of TAC shall take into consideration international agreements and scientific advice.

Evidence Rating:

Low A

Medium A

High R

Non-Conformance:

Critical A

Major A

Minor A

None R

Summary Evidence:

Iceland managesusk in Icelandic waters as a domestic stqokhile the stock is defined by ICES as a joint Icelar
Greenland stockThere is general cooperation within e.g. ICES and NEAFC, but no specific cooperatiaskfor
Evidence:

Iceland manages the tusk in Icelandic waters as a domestic stock, while the stock is defined by ICES as a jain
Greenland stock. Thestification for the Icelandic approach is given in Clause 1.5.3, and the scientific backgrag
Clause 1.1.8.
References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.5.5 Clause 1.5.
The competent fisheries management authority shall decide on TAC whthimoundaries set by the adopted harvesting

policy.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:
The TAC for the fishing year 2017/2018 and 2018/2019 was set by the Ministry according to the new harvest

71 http://lwww.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Expert%20Group%20Report/acom/2018/WGDEEP/07%20WGDEEP%20Report%20
%20Sec%2006%20Tusk%20(Brosme%20brosme).pdf
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Evidence:

The TAC is set by the Ministry after advice from MFRI and consultations with the industry. The Ministry
authority to deviate from theadvice butwill only do so if there is strong reasons for that. In practise, where hat
rules are in effect, th advice has been according to the rule and the TAC set according to the advice. ThetdgkC
for the fishing years 2017/2018 and 2018/2019 were set according to the new harvest rule.

References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.5.6 Clausel.5.6.
Management measures for conservation and sustainable use of the stock under consideration shall be specified in laws
and regulations.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Laws and regulations for conservation and sustainable use of the fish stocks around Iceland are valid alsskfor
Evidence:

As discussed in more detail in Clause 14%.1.10, there is no explicit document covering all aspects of
management plan fotusk Rather, the management aiiskis part of the general fisheries management, stated in
suite of rules and regulatits applicable to all commercial fisheries in Iceland.

A harvest rule has been developed fiusk, which states how the TAC is calculated based on stock abung
estimated in an analytic stock assessment. So far, the decision to apply the rule hasdbedised as news in thg
Ministries webpages.
References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.5.7 Clause 1.5.7.
Practical implementation shall be the task of (a) designated competent institution(s).

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The practical implementation of management decisions is the task of the Directorate, which is the executive
that organizes the ITQ system and monitors catchéise Coast guard that is responsible for surveillance a
enforcement at sea and the MFRI which performs assessments and provides advice.

Evidence:

As described in detail under Clauses 1-3,.1the practical implementation of management decisions istéis& of the
Directorate, which is the executive body that organizes the ITQ system and monitors catches, the Coast guard
responsible for surveillance and enforcement at sea and the MFRI which performs assessments and provides
References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA
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8.1.5.8 Clause 1.3.

Decisions on TAC in the appropriate units shall be made and implemented in such a way as to ensure that the actual catch
is as close to the intended catch as practically possible.

EvidenceRating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:
There is a wide range of measures to ensure that the total catch is in accordance with the decided TAC. These
a landings obligation, catch reporting by independent, authorized personnel, and close monitoring of activitie
sea. However, legal transfers of quotas between species and years may lead to catches deviating from
historically, catches have deviatefilom the TAC in both directions.
Evidence:
There is a wide range of measures to ensure that the total catch is in accordance with the decided TAC.
1 There is an obligation to land all catches, discarding is prohibited. Apparently, discaudkisfa minor problem,
but the control is sparse.
1 Alllandings must take place in designated ports, where the catch is weighed by authorized personnel. The g
weighs are entered directly into a database held by the Directorate, which is the primagedou catch statisticg
and monitoring of the quota status.
1 There is a close monitoring of activities at sea
o Direct inspections by the Coast guard and by on board inspectors from the Directorate
o Detailed VMS monitoring which is closely followed by thes€@aard, for control but also for security reaso

Nevertheless, there may be some deviation of final catches from the decided TAC. Some reasons for that an

identified:

9 Transfer of quotas between years, which is legal within bounds.

1 Transfer ofjuotas between species. It may happen that vessels spend part adiskguota on other species tha
are more valuable.

1 Quotas agreed with other nations (Faroes and Norway) are for demersal species in géagkahught under
these arrangements is striacted before the national quota is set, but the amount can only be assumed.

9 Catches that should be illegal to sell (for example undersized fish) shall still be landed and sold, but the ve
only a minor part of the payment. The rest goes to adftm support research.

Table10 and Figure29 below show the recent historical record of adherence to the quotaspralieg to the MFR
advice. The deviations go in both directions.

Table10. Tuskrecommended TAC, national TAC and catches (mt) (2010422019/2020).

Fiskveidiar Tillaga Aflamark Afli islendinga Afli annarra pjoda Afli alls
Fishing year Rec. TAC National TAC Catches Iceland Catches other Total catch

2010/11 6000 6000 6223 1545 7768
2011/12 6900 7000 5981 1420 7401
2012/13 6700 6400 5549 1284 6833
2013/14 6300 55900 4847 1034 5881
2014/15 4000 3700 4135 823 4958
2015/16 3440 3000 3221 300 4121
2016/17 3780 3380 1689 729 2418
2017/18 4370Y 3770 2200 939 3139
2018/19 3776Y 3100

2019/20 3856Y

113% aflaregla. 13% harvest control rule
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Figure29. Catch andhational TAC relative to advice in the fishing ye@802 2003 ¢ 2019/ 2020).
References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.5.9 Clause 1.5.9

The competent fisheries management authorities shall cooperate and actively participate in competent Regional
Fisheries Management Organisation(s) (RFMOs) or arrangement(s), relevant to the stock under consideration and
management agreements reached shall be implemented by fisheries authority and effectively and uniformly executed.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Iceland participates in other fisheries and ndisheries organisations/arrangements in the North Atlantic regio
Tusk in Icelandic waters as thstock is presently defined, is shared with Greenland. So far, Iceland has handleg
as a domestic stock and there is no formal agreement with Greenland on the management of tusk.
Evidence:

Stock assessment and advice, including advice on TACs and reference points is provided by ICES. The manag
was evaluated and approved by ICES. The advice process in ICES involves all relevant nations. The advice i
by local authoritiesIn Iceland, the Ministry is advised by the MFRI, based on the ICES advice. Other nations
and Norway) have quotas ftuskin Icelandic waters, by mutual agreements. Only recently, Icelandic authorities
taken those quotas into account whentsieg Icelandic quotas.

The general legal basis that applies to all Icelandic fish stocks also apgpskt@he management measures coy
setting of TAC, distributing the TAC on relevant parties in the ITQ system, control and enforcement to enghee
actual removals correspond to the TAC, and protective measures. Iceland participates in other fisheries -a
fisheries organisations/arrangements in the North Atlantic regimuding

A The North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NBAFC

A The Norhwest Atlantic Fisheries Organisation (NAFO

A The International Council for the Exploration of the Sea ({LES

A The North Atlantic Marine Mammal Commission (NAMMLO

72 http://www.neafc.org/

73 http://www.nafo.int/

74 http://lwww.ices.dk/Pages/default.aspx
75 http://www.nammco.no/
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Some of Iceland’s commercially important fish stocks extend beyond its 200 nm EEZ esxlitisiee shared betweer
countries/states; these shared stocks have necessitated the development of international cooperdtick. in
Icelandic waters as the stock is presently defined, is shared with Greenland. So far, Iceland has handled
domestic stock (see Clause 1.5.4) and there is no formal agreement with Greenland on the management of tu
References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.1.5.10 Clause 1.50.

In the absence of specific information on the stock unttemsideration, generic evidence based on similar stocks may be
used for fisheries with low risk to that stock under consideration. However, the greater the risk the more specific evidence
is necessary to ascertain the sustainability of intensive fish&ries

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Stock abundance is estimated by a full analytic assessment. Accordingly, using generic evidence as a falhbag
necessary.

Evidence:

Stock abundance is estimated by a full analytic assessment. Accordingly, using generic evidence as a fall b
necessary.

References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

76 FAO Guidelines (2009), para. 30.4.
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8.2 Section 2: Compliance and Monitoring

8.2.1 Clause 2.1. Implementation, Compliance, Monitoring, Surveillance and Control

8.2.1.1 Clause 2.1.1.

An effective legal and administrative framework at the local, national or regional level, as appropriate, shall be edtablishe
for the fishery and compliance shak lensured through effective mechanisms for monitoring, surveillance, control and
enforcement”.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

An effective legaland administrative framework exists which is implemented by the Fisheries Directorate, par
the Ministry of Industries and Innovation. The Directorate works closely with the Coast Guard and Port Author
Key legislation underpinning the framework caprises the Fisheries Management Act (No. 116/2006), the Act
CAAKAY3I Ay LOStIFIYyRQa 9EOtdzAAGBS 902y2YAO0 %2yS oy?2
Marine Fish Stocks (no. 57/1996). Together these provide the legal basis forddlardic ITQ systengstablish
allocation harvest rights and permit requirements for all participating commercial fishing vessels, prohibit discar
of commercial fish, grant powers to implement closures for juvenile fish, put in place strict controfgarding the
recording of catch and the landing and weighing of fish and establish penalties for violation of the provisions of t
Acts and associated Regulations, amongst other things.

The system incorporates a number of important measures to enaldxibility which encourages compliance wit
the law whilst ensuring sustainable use of the resource. Effective mechanisms for monitoring, surveillance, cg
and enforcement exist involving asea and lanebased monitoring of fishing activity, catches diandings by the
Coast Guard and Fisheries Directorate Inspectors, supported by Port Authorities. Offenceseaoceded, and
enforcement action is taken. This largely comprises administrative penalties ranging from guidance letterg
reprimands to suspasion of fishing permits and weighing licenses. More serious cases are sent to the polic
prosecution under the criminal system which can result in imprisonment.

Evidence

The Icelandic Directorate of Fisheries is an independent administrative tesgpnsible to the Fisheries Ministe
responsible for the day to day implementation of the Act on Fisheries Management and related legislation;tfor
day management of fisheries and for supervising the enforcement of fisheries management rulespdoifecally,
the Directorate of Fisheries works in accordance with the following Acts, the Directorate of Fisheries A
36/1992Y8s G KS CA&AKSNASaA al yl3SySyid 'Ol 6y2d mmMckHAAC
79/1997), theAct concerning the Treatment of Commercial Marine Fish Stocks (no. 57/1996) and the Act on a
Fee for lllegal Marine Catch (no. 37/1992). Accordingly, it issues fishing permits to vessels and allocates catc
imposes penalties for illegal twhes, supervises the transfer of quotas and quota shares between fishing ve
monitors vessels using the VMS systeiogbooks, controls the reporting of data on the landings of individual veg
and monitors the weighing of catches. It also providegervision on board fishing vessels and in ports of landing
shore based monitoring), which involves inspecting the composition of catches, fishing equipment and h
methods. It works closely with the Icelandic Coast Guard, which carriessbetiéis inspection at sea, monitors t
EEZ and receives required notifications from vessels (see Icelandic RedffSjy PbtPAuthorities and the MFRI.

The Directorate has 61 staff (2017) located at 6 offices throughout the country with its headguartekureyri. It hag
3 core divisions: Salmon and Trout Fishing, the Fisheries Management Division (Fisheries Inspectorate) and tl
and Information division, and two support divisions: Information Technology and Human Resources and
(Figure30).

77 2005 FAO Guidelines for Ecolabelling of Fish and Fishery Products from Marine Capture Fisheries.
78 https://www.althingi.is/lagas/149a/1992036.htmi
79 https://www.government.is/news/article/?newsid=e747dadi388-11e7-9423005056bc4d74
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Director of Fisheries
> IIIII'IIIIII

FISKISTOFA

Office of the Director of

Fisheries

Salmon and Trout Fishery Management Service & Information
Fishing Division Division

— Human Resources and Finance

— Information Technology

Figure 30. Directorate of Fisheries organisational chart and staff (Source: SAIG, modified
http://www.fiskistofa.is/umfiskistofu/skipurit)

The primary legislative instrument relating to fisheries management in Iceland and the basis for the ITQ syste
Fisheries Management Act No.116/2686It supersedes the Fisheries Management Act 1990 and establ
allocation harvest rights and permit requirements for all participating commercial fishing vessels. These
requirements represent the initial legal requirement without which a vesssl not obtain the quota necessary to fis
for Icelandic quota stock&eneral fishing permits are of two types, a general fishing permit with a catch quotg
general fishing permit with a hoe&knd-line quota. A vessel may only hold one type of fishiagmt each fishing yearn
Commercial fishing permits are cancelled if a fishing vessel has not been fishing commercially for 12 months
4),

Commercial fishing permits may only be granted to fishing vessels holding certificates of seaworthineggsaackd
in the Registry of Vessels (Article 5). This Registry is administered by the Maritime Division of the Icelandic T
Authority (ICETR®)

The Fisheries Management Act sets out penalties for the violation of its provisions, or rulesadbyptirtue of it,
which are provided in detail in the Act Concerning the Treatment of Commercial Marine Fish Stocks (Act NG267
Provisions of the Act on a Special Fee for lllegal Marine €abehalso applied as appropriate. Penalties range fi
the issue of reprimands by the Directorate of Fisheries and the suspension of commercial fishing permits to fix
in cases of serious or repeated deliberate violation, imprisonment for up to six years (Article 24 and 25 of
116/20086.

The Acgoverning fishing activities within the Icelandic EEZ (Act No. 79/49§¥cifies the Icelandic EEZ and prohit
F2NBAIYy @SaasSta FNRY FAAKAYA gAUGKAY LOSfIYyRQa 99%
to fish within the EEZ according to fishing vessel size and power index category (Article 5 of Act No. 79/1997).
powers to the Minister to limit fishing to prevent localised overfishing of a specific stock or excessahwf non
target species (Article 7Qnd requires the Minister to take measures to prevent harmful fishing practices ar
preserve sensitive areas (Article 9). It requires the MFRI to be notified of harmful fishing, particularly whe
proportion of undersized fish in the catch exceediviaed reference levels, grants powers to the MFRI to ded
temporary closures and sets out how these should be implemented (Articles 10 and 11). It grants powerg
Minister to set rules on the minimum size of marine animals which can be caugictgA#) and sets out penalties fq
violation of the provisions of the Act (Articles-18) which include the power to confiscate fishing gear and catg
the case of major or repeated violations. The Act stipulates that fassessed in accordance withe Actas well as
the value of any confiscated catch and fishing gear, shall accrue to the Icelandic CarasFGnd.

80 https://www.althingi.is/lagas/149a/2006116.html
81 https://www.icetra.is/maritime/shipsand-cargoes/
82 https://www.althingi.is/lagas149a/1996057.html
83 https://www.althingi.is/lagas/149a/1992037.html
84 extwprlegsl.fao.org/docs/texts/ice89476.doc
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Control of discarding of fish is provided for by fhieeatment of Commercial Marine Stocks Act No. 57 1996, w
prohibits discardingnd fishing without sufficient quota. The Act requires the Directorate of Fisheries to monito
publish information on catches of the fleet (Article8R Furthermore, the Act stipulates that all fish caught within
Icelandic EEZ, or during trips @k a proportion of fishing activities take place in the EEZ, must be landed in an off
recognised port (Article 5).

Within two hours of landing catches are officially separated, weighed and recorded by accredited weighing |
and reported agaist the appropriate quota allocation following provisions outlined in the Act No 57, 1996 conce
the Treatment of Commercial Stocks, and Regulation No. 745/2016 on Weighing and Recording of Marine Req
The Fishery Management Act also makes miowis for processing at sea, weighing by auction houses and the tra
of quotas to cover landings. As required by Article 10 of Regulation No. 745/2016, each landing generates a

receipf®®’ recording:

A Vessel name, registration number and digtricmber;

Landing port and date of landing;

Name of seller, buyer and recipient of the catch;

Official weight by species of catch;

Proportion of undersize fish in catch;

Number, type and weight of tubs/boxes/barrels;

Fishing gear used;

Total number of padits of platforms;

Registration number and tare of transport vehicle;

Whether catch is to be reveighed;

Whether any of the catch is ugutted and needs to be either weighed after gutting or converted to a gu
weight using coefficients provided by Direrite.

DD > D DD D> D

The scale operator has 10 minutes to enter the info before the system locks. There is a formal process invo
L2 NI FdziK2NAGASA yR GKS 5ANBOG2NI 6SQ& &S NIBA Oighihg
occursandh & OKSO1 SR o0& (GKS S5ANBOG2NIGSQa aSNBAOS OSy
the service centre refers them to inspectors for further checks (Fisheries Directorate, pers. com. site vtIShv

The weight registratiomocument for each vessel is transmitted to the Fisheries Directorate who record it on
Catch Registration System (the Fisheries Directorate and Landing Ports database GAFL). The Directorate als
the ellogbook information. These two sets aformation are then compared, and the appropriate reduction is mg
to the vessel quota. Any transfer under the ITQ system for each vessel is also monitored to ensure that any a
gquota requirements are rented from other vessels within-da&¥ peria required by law. The reporting system is
real time but is very near real time (circa. 24 hours).

Weighing is undertaken on official port scales certified by the Fisheries Directorate and operated by ind
authorised by the Directorate. loircumstances where there are significant difficulties in using a port scale, pi
weighing scales can be used provided the company involved has been approved by the port authority, the sc
operators using them are certified and Fisheries Direattoinspectors have unimpeded access to the facilities. TH
1y26y | &68AWKRWS ft A0SyasSQed CAaK YINJSdia Oly I|faz
private companies and fish markets are required to send weighing informtithve relevant port authority who ther
ddzoYAUG AG G2 GKS CA&AKSNASAE S5ANBOG2NI GSQa OF GOK )
licensing of the reveighing of catch or weighing after gutting on land which are also monitored.

Processed at sea catch are registered as processed weights using an officially approved yield. This is monit
verified by the Directorate staff. Weights at landing are checked at the processing base by Directorate staff. P
weights are conwded to live weight equivalents for deduction from each vesSgl®ta and management purpose
by staff at the Directorate. Adjustments can be made by the Directorate to correct for entoessystem is transparen
in so far that anyone can enter a vebgggistration number on the Directorates website and obtain the catch, spe
quota, remaining quota, quota rents for any vessel. The Directorate notes on the website that the information
corrected by staff at later time post original postingtioé information.

85 https://www.stjornartidindi.is/Advert.aspx?RecordID=884be309a5436 7-9e4df5e7216b6f40
86 https://www.fmis.is/blank
87 http://www.unuftp.is/static/fellows/document/pan09prf.pdf
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During the site visit on the 37November 2018, the assessors visited a fish market and were shown the lande
weighing scales and the information recorded on the system which goes to the Port Authority who then subn
the FIK SNA S&E S5ANBOG2NI 1SQa O GOK NBIAAGNI GA2Yy ae&aiasSy
audited by the Directorate. The system is developed to standardise weights and tares for ice and tubs (a stan
is used throughout Icelanfbr fresh fish such as cod and has a capacity of3Z8Dkg). The tubs are labelled for th
purposes of traceability. We were also shown the equipment used to measure ice.

The ITQ system has rules and flexibilities to allow for corrective management regamod adjustments to b
incorporated. For example, a vessel can transfer some of its quota between fishing years, but its quota is
catches less than 50% of its total quota, measured in "cod equivalents”, in two subsequent years. Thera
requirement that within the year, net transfers of quota must not exceed 50% (Article 15, Act No. 116/2006).

A separate hook and line quota system is available for small vessels less than 15 gross tonnage (GT). Theg
allowed to fish with handihes or longlines. These boats get quotas for all the major demersal species and car
transfer the quota within the hook and line system. However, to prevent consolidation of fishing rights these
cannot be transferred to the catch quota managent system. The hook and line quota is limited to 700 ve¥sels

Each fishing year the Minister shall have available harvest rights amounting to up to 12,000 tonnes of u
demersal species (Article 10, Act No. 116/2006), which he may use:
1. to offset mpjor disturbances which are anticipated because of sizeable fluctuations in the catch quag
individual species;
2. for regional support, in consultation with the Regional Development Institute, through allocations;
a) to smaller communities which are faciddficulties due to downturns in fisheries and which are depend
upon demersal fishing or processing;
b) to communities which have suffered unexpected cutbacks in the total catch quotas of fishing
operating from and landing their catch in the comnitigs in question, which has had a substantial imp
on the employment situation in these communities.

Vessels may fish in excess of their catch quota for individual demersal species, with the result that their catg
for other demersal species wile reduced in proportion to the relative value of each species. This authorisat
limited to 5% of the total value of the demersal quota held by the vessel, but no more thaf®’ bfSéte quota held
for each individual demersal species. However, this authorisation does not apply to fishing in excess of the g
catch quota of cod.

Vessels may also fish up to 5% in excess of their catch quota for each demersal speciesredhltttieat the excess
catch will be deducted from their allocated catch quota for the following fishing Wessels may transfer up to 189
of catch quotas for each demersal species from one year to the next.

Vessels may also decide not to include pdrthe vessels catch in its catch quota. This is limited to no more than
2T (KS @¢SaasStqQa LStIIA0 OFGOK IyR pr 2F 2GKSNJ YI |
Ydzad 06S {SLIWi aSL}I NI GS ¥ NaRdviveighgdSandN&adrded separatélyi iSmugt Saisaldd]
F LILINE @SR | dzOGA2y FyR GKS odzZ {1 2F (GKS LINROSSRAy3a
CdzyRQ o0SaidlofAaKSR o6& ! Ol b2d o TtdNet Gg/A006. Themiaxin@m éf Y09
return on VS catches means that there are limited incentives to land it; however, having the VS catch provisior]
the fisheries management system allows the flexibility for vessels to land small catches whacitsade their specifig
quota, preventing discards, improving the treatment of the fishery resource and promoting responsible
practices.

At sea surveillance is primarily the remit of the Icelandic Coast Guard. The Icelandic Coast Guard mormitersiab
FAAKAY3I @SaasSta Ay LOStFIYyRQa 99% 2y | O2ydAyYdz2 dzi
position (manually or using VMS systems) and the reporting of catch on entering or leaving IcelandicRigatee31
below shows the number of boardings undertaken by the Coast Guard since 2005.

88 hitp://lwww.fiskistofa.is/fiskveidistjorn/stjornfiskveida/#Krokaaflamarksbatar

89 Act No. 116/2006 asmaended by AtNo. 70/2011 fittp://vefbirting.oddi.is/raduneyti/fiskveidar2018/11/index.html#zoomyz
90Act No. 116/2006 as amended by Act No. 22/2010

91 http://www fiskistofa.is/fiskveidistjorn/stjornfiskveida/#Sveigjanleiki_i_aflamarkskerfinu
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Figure31. Number of inspections by the Coast Guard from 2(®&urce: Coast Guard presentation provided to
assessment team, December 2018).
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In 2017, the Coast Guard conducted 155 vessel boardings, a decrease on the corresponding number of 216
The Coast Guard also undertake aerial surveillance, amaytdi 166 hours in 2017 which is lower than 218 6
when over 200 hours were flowrigure32).
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Figure32. Air surveillance @15-2017. The final column (Samtals) shows total hours air surveillance flown, whil

other columns show hours by individual aircraft (Source: Coast Guard presentation provided to the assessme
December 2018).

Days spent by Fisheries Directtaranspectors at sea inspecting vessels as a proportion of total fishing effort is g
in Tablel1 below.

Tablell. Directorate inspector days on fishing vessels (Source: Directorate of Fisheries, November 2018 site

Fishery type Bottom Trawl Longline Gillnet (include lumpfish fishery and cod fishery
2017/2018 days 570 202 152
2017/2018 coverage % 1.93% 0.64% 3.64%

Vessel logbooks are inspected during random unannounced boardings both at sea (by the coastguard) ¢
quayside (by Fisheries Directorate inspectors) which may include a comparison of catch and logboolBenirezn
2014 and 2017 there have been 97 infringements recorded by the Coast Guard. The main reasons for the g€
of remarks during Coast Guard inspections have largely remained consistent in recent years or deigined3).
The most significant numbers of infringements related to manning lists (Iégskraningar) and seaworthiness (H
Only one infringementelating to fisheries (Veidar) was recorded in 20E@reign vessels are also inspectdubth in
0KS LOStIYRAO 99% YR FdzZNHKSNJ I FASER a LINL 27F

NEAFC. In 2017, 18 foreign vessels waspdcted which, in relation to fishing activities in the Icelandic EEZ, I¢
remarks to 2 Norwegian capelin fishing vessels due to gear infringements and to a Faroe Islands handline/jigd
for logbook infringement.
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Figure33. Reasons for the generation of remarks, by no. of remarks generated, during Coast Guard inspections
2017; LogskraningarManning list, Réttindg, License, Veidag Fishing , Utivistartimg Time limits , Veidileyfj Fishing
permit, Mengung Pollution, Ferilvokturg VMS, Vanmonnuig Manning, Farpegafjoldi Passengers, Haffaegi Sea
worthiness, Merkingag Marking, Skipsskijd Ship's papers, Fjarskiptaj ¢ telecommunicationsQIvun- intoxication
(Source: presentatioprovided to the assessment team by the Coast Guard).

In their annual report, the Fisheries Directorate publish a comprehensive summary of suspected offenses r
during maritime surveillance and the enforcement action subsequently taRablé 12 and Table 13 below). A
comparison of some of the enforcemeaction taken in recent years is shownHRigure34 below. By far the mair
suspected offenses detected relate to logbooks, specifically not submitting them in the required timeframe
incidences in 2017), and fishing in excess of or without qua20{incidences in 2017). Much of the former arig
from late submission of logbooks each month by small vessels using paper logbooks, with each instance regi
an offence. Similarly, the quota infringement relates to each incidence detected of vessels that have taken lon
the 3 days requiredylaw to balance their quota where they have landed fish in excess of their quota (proceed
fish without quota is a separate offence) (Pers. com. Fiskistofa).

Where a suspected violation of the fisheries management legislation has occurred, thdascesferred to the
S5ANBOG2NF 6SQa [S3IFE 5SLINIYSY:d F2NI SyF2NOSYSyd | (
the law are handled in several ways. Some cases are dropped and no further action taken, otherwise actiq
ranges fom the issue of reprimands, application of administrative fines, suspension or revocation of fishing p
and weighing licenses or, in a small number of cases, sent to the police for criminal action to be taken. There
specific chapter in th&nnual Report summarising the imposition and collection of fees for illegal catches of fish
year.

Table12. Overview of suspected offenses in Icelandic fisheries (Source: Fiskistofa Annual Rep&fiarzD2016°).

Offenses recorded by Fiskistofa 2017 2016
Violation of landing rules (broken down into:) 52 60
1 Not landing fish at official landing location 5 4
1 Weighing container 10 13
1 Misreporting (Landing full size fish as part of catches of juveniles) 9 22
1 Incorrectspecification of species 11 4
1 Other 17 17
Discarding catch 8 4
Violation of fishing license rules 36 15

92 Fiskistofa 2017 Annual Report, Chaptent://www.fiskistofa.is/media/arsskyrslur/medferd mala og_urskurdir.pdf
93 Fiskistofa 2016 Annual Report, Chaptent®://www.fiskistofa.is/media/arsskyrslur/kafli8 2016.pdf
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Violation of lumpfish fishery rules 19 11
Violation of coastal fishery rules 10 46
Logbooks (broken down into:) 719 689
1 Not submitting loghooksn time 674 657
I Other 45 31
Fishing in excess of or without quota 1201 1,060
Violation of law on salmon and trout fishing 1 2
Other violations 45 14
TOTALS 2,080 1,901
Table13. Enforcement action taken (SourdéiskistofaAnnual Reports 2017 and 2016).
Offences 2017 2016
Violation of fishing rules 97 31
Violation of weighing and landing rules 71 50
Violation of logbook rules 45 31
Violation of processing catch rules 0 2
Case sent to Police 1 4
Reprimands issued (broken down below) 96 79
Due to violation of fishing rules 50 14
Due to violations of weighing and landing rules 12 31
Due to violation of loghook rules 33 26
Due to other violations 3 8
Suspension of fishing permit 31 14
Suspension of weighing license 4 1
Guidance letter sent 6 6
No action taken 33 20
Case sent to another authority 1 1
Procedure still in progress 46 8
Case returnedo the inspectors 2 No data
Fees
Reminder letter sent for unpaid fishing fees 2017 231 145
Resulting in suspension of fishing permits 89 85
Fees imposed for illegal catches 1201 130
Resulting in suspension of fishing permits 25 65
120
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40 I I
20
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Figure34. Comparison of some of the main areas of enforcement action taken by the Fisheries Directorate in
years. The first four columns show the offence and the remaining columns show the enforcement action subseg
taken (Source: SAIG, based on FiskisAnnual Report 2017 and 2016).
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References: See footnotes.

Acts/Laws/Regulations referenced herein may be accesséd Icelandig at
http://www.althingi.is/lagasafn/or https://www.reglugerd.is/

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.1.2 Clause 2.1.2.
Laws and regulations concerning conservation and management measures shall be publicly available and effectively
disseminated.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Acts and regulations concerning conservation and management measures are publicly available and effe
disseminated through a number of government websites including via an annual law gazette. The Fish
Directorate website provides current information on management of the fishery including, for example, in rela
to allocation of quota, opening and okure of fisheries and license revocations. Temporary and loegn fishery
closures are published otfine and scientific advice on the fisheries is available on the MFRI and ICES websites
Evidence:

Acts/Laws and Regulations may be accessed by searching by Act/Law/Regulation No./Year (e.g. 116
http://www.althingi.is/lagasafn/(for Acts/Laws) ohttps:// www.reglugerd.is/(for Regulations). In addition to the
being easily accessible and searchable online laws and regulations are also effectively disseminated through
law gazette which provides the most up to date versions of the legislatiaringerporates latest amendmenfé.

The Fisheries Directorate website also prominently displays announcements relating to the management of the
including, for example, in relation to allocation of quota, opening and closure of fisheries, licevseations,
reminders about legal requirements ete.

All scientific advice is available onlfA&. Harvest control ruledave been developed for Icelandic td%knd are
scrutinised on request by an independent scientific body (ICES) with reports hdsilighed onliné®.

Up-to-date maps of fisheries closures are availabldioa on the Fisheries Directorate websité Temporary closure
are announced by the Coastguard on VHF radio on a specified wavelength and also on the radio before the 1
weather (Fisheries Directorate pers. com. site visit November 2018). They are also published on the MFRive
References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

94 http://vefbirting.oddi.is/raduneyti/fiskveidar2018/108/

95 http://www.fiskistofa.is/

96 ICES, 2018CES Advice on fishing opportunities, catetd affort. Tusk Brosme brosmein Subarea 14 and Division 5.a (East Greenland and
Iceland grounds)Published 13 June 2018ttp://ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Advice/2018/2018/usk.27.5a14.pdf

97 https://www.hafogvatn.is/en/harvestineadvice

98 Management Strategy and Harvest Control Rules for Icelandiksstocluding haddock, ling, tusk and Icelandic sumspawning herring.
https://www.government.is/news/article/2018/05/15/Haddock/

99ICES, 201Tceland request to evaluate the harvest control rule for tusk in Subarea 14 and DivisitbESSaSpecial Request Adviigblished 7
June 2017http://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Advice/2017/Special requests/Iceland.2017.10.pdf
100http://www.fiskistofa.is/fiskveidistjorn/veidibann/reglugerdarlokanir/

101 https://www.hafogvatn.is/is/skyndilokanir
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8.2.2 Clause 2.2. Concordance between actual Catch and allowable Catch

8.2.2.1 Clause2.2.1.

Concordance between the Total Allowable Catch (TAC) and actual total catch from stock under consideration shall be
ensured through control, enforcement, documentation, correction and verificaién.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Concordance between the TACs and actual total catch is ensured through control, enforcement, document
correction and verification. Registered weights for each landing are sent to the Fisheries Directorate ang
appropriate amount is subtracted fronthe @ S & &qGotaldEQ transfers are also monitored to ensure that in cag
where vessels either have or source sufficient quota to cover the entirety of tlogitch within 3 days of landing.
Evidence:

Catches and landings in Iceland are monitored sewbrded in a number of complementary ways. Logbooks, ei
electronic (elogs) or standard paper based, depending on the vessel record landings at sea and these are ver
standardised through physical weighing at accredited weigh stations imigsgiorts throughout Iceland.

The Fisheries Directorate have at their disposal a number b&a$€d monitoring, reporting and recording syste
developed and serviced by TrackWell, an Icelandic electeysiiemsbasedservice company; these include séitel

Vessel Monitoring Systems (VMS)og systems and electronic reporting systems both of which are legal requiren
and generate mandatory reports to the Directorate. Data on catches and landings is available in ndianerg
providing a valuable meagement reporting system for fleet management. The vessel log book system requirg
the operator of a vessel reports information for each haul of the fishing gear to the Directorate including; haul n
date, time, latitude, longitude, catch by sges, zone, water depth, seafloor, wind direction, wind speed, gear use
well as other information. There are also other elements of the system which allow fishing companies to com
data from their vessel(s) in order to facilitate better targetiof fishing activity in terms of area, species or size cla
product dependent on the market demands at the time and also to ensure better traceability of product.

Information is fed from a secure central server to a shared database that is adedsgiboth the Directorate (fo
management/enforcement purposes) and the MFRI (for scientific purposes). Information from fresh fish lang
collected through the portside official weighing system which is carried out by official staff and calibystechs.

Landings must be weighed within 2 hours of landing by an official weigher using calibrated scales. Following all
for ice the official weight is forwarded to the Directorate where it is compared with the relevigtmok entry before
an gpropriate deduction is made to that vessels remaining quota. The officially weighed catches are the offici
of record with elog information being used as a secondary source to ensure accuracy. If a vessel does n
sufficient quota to cover ihas a number of options available to it such as renting in additional quota or transfe
quota between species; however, the landings must be fully covered within 3 days. The time restrictions atta
landing, recording and rationalising catch aqubta mean that while the system is not real time it is very close (c
24 hours}®.

Fishing seasons in Iceland run frophSeptember to 3% August the following year. Seasonal Total Allowable Cat
(TACs) are set by thilinister of Fisheries and Agricultyréased on the recommendations from thdarine &
Freshwater Research Institute (MERRe International Council for the Exploratiari the Sea ICE¥palso provideg
advice on important Icelandic stocks, such as cod, haddock, saithe and golden redfish. Following the settin
overall TAC each vessel is allocated a certaémesof the overall TAC based on the number of shares in the Icel
system of Individual Transferrable Quotas (ITQs) it possesses. Before catch is allocated proportions of the TA
species is removed for various reasons such as for the coattatiés which any small boat in possession of a licq
may access, for research purposes or for chartered angling vessels.

102For longlived species, this can include flexibility provisions such asddigalance and adjustment for limited transfer of vessel quotas between
adjacent management periods (years) as well as provisions providing incentives against discards.
103 http://eng.atvinnuvegaraduneyti.is/media/reglugerdir/Regulati@24-2006-on-weighingand-recodingof-catch. pdf
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In 207 MFRI advised that catches tiskin Division 5dn the 2017/2018 fishing season, based on the 2017 s|
assessment and iaccordance with the accepted HCR, should be no more #4300 mt. The TAC set by Iceland
authorities in the quota year 2017/2018 was/70mt (Tablel4). Total catchesby Icelandic and neitelandic vessel
during the 2017/2018 fishing seaswrere 3,139mt or 28%less than theecommendedTAC.

Table 14. Tusk Recommended TAC, national TAC set by the Ministry, and landomgwes) by fishing year {11
September to 3% August)(Sourcemodified fromMFR] 20191%%),

Fishing Year Recommended TA(C Icelandic TAC Total landings
2001/2002 4,500 4,876
2002/2003 3,500 3,500 5,046
2003/2004 3,500 3,500 4,958
2004/2005 3,500 3,500 4,901
2005/2006 3,500 3,500 5,928
2006/2007 5,000 5,000 7,942
2007/2008 5,000 5,500 7,279
2008/2009 5,000 5,500 8,162
2009/2010 5,000 5,500 8,382
2010/2011 6,000 6,000 7,777
2011/2012 6,900 7,000 7,401
2012/2013 6,700 6,400 6,833
2013/2014 6,200 5,900 5,881
2014/2015 4,000 3,700 4,958
2015/2016 3,440 3,000 4,121
2016/2017 3,780 3,100 2,418
2017/2018 4,370 3,770 3,139
2018/2019 3,776 3,100

2019/2020 3,856 2,906

As can be seen froffiable1l4 above andrigure35 below, since the beginning of the time series catchetisk have
generally exceeeld TACsjt should however be noted that the situation has improved in recent years. Sincq
2012/2013 fishing season TACs have been set in littear below recommended level€atches oftusk have been
well below recommended levelm the lasttwo fishing seasong-{gure35). Note catch balancing mechanisms m
contribute to TAC under/overshoots in some years. For example anrsimaigt in one year or interspecies transfe
may result in additional quota, over and above the initial TAC set at the beginning of the season, becoming al
over time interannual and intetspecies transfers should balance themselves.

In June 2018VIFRI advised that catchestokkin the 201/2020fishing season, based on the Zdtock assessmen
and in accordance with the accepted HCR and management plan, should be no more88@Gmt3the Icelandic TA(
for the 2018/2019 season has been seP8d06mt.

104 https://www.hafogvai.is/static/extras/images/08Tusk1141519.pdf
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A. Catches % under/over Icelandic TACs
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Figure35. Total landings ofusk % under/overiceland TACHtop) and recommended TACs (bottoi@001/2002¢
2017/2018) (SourceData fromMRI 20D%9),
References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.2.2 Clause 2.2.2.
Monitoring, surveillance and information fedshck shall be used to collate information on actual catch.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:
Monitoring, surveillance and information feedback is used to collate information on actual catch. The registel
weight for each landing is sent to the Fisheries Directorate, where it is compared to ttogbook data for the fishing
trip, before the appropriate amount is subtracted from th€ S & agBdtaQ @he official weights used are th
standardised registered landing weight with logbook records being used as a supplementary source teatresk
landings.

Evidence:

The Fisheries Directorate have at their disposal a number b&$&d monitoring, reporting and recording systen
these include satellite Vessel Monitoring Systems (VM&)g esystems and electronic reporting systems. Data|
catches and landings is aldile in near reatime providing a valuable management reporting system for fl
management.

105 https://www.hafogvatn.is/static/extras/images/0g usk1141519.pdf
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The vessel log book system requires that the operator of a vessel reports information for each haul of the fish
to the Directorate including; haul numhedate, time, latitudelongitude, catch by speciemne, water depth, seafloot
wind direction, wind speed, gear used, as well as other information. There are also other elements of the syste
allow fishing companies to compile the data from thegssel(s) in order to facilitate better targeting of fishing acti
in terms of area, species or size class of product dependent on the market demands at the time and also tq
better traceability of product.

Information from fresh fish landings collected through the portside official weighing system that is carried oy
official staff and calibrated systems and which is developed to use standardised weights and tares for ice and 1
weight registration document for each vessel is tnaitted to the Directorate which also receives thdoglbook
AYF2NXIEGAZ2Y 6KSNB GKS (62 RIGFaSda NS O02YLI NBR 0

In some cases, an approvéa-house company or auction weighing system is used Whias been verified by
Directorate staff. The system works for all official Icelandic weighing stations and auctions and also for foreig
with an official designation from the Directorate. Catches processed at sea are registered as processedigieiy
an officially approved yield which is monitored and verified by the Directorate. Processed weights are converte
weight equivalents for deduction from each vessels quota and management purposes by staff at the Directorag

The distribution 6 the various pieces of information is managed by a central server which enables secur
encryption and backup of the transmitted data. Information is also fed from a secure central server to a
database that is accessible by both the Directoréfte management/enforcement purposes) and the MFRI

scientific purposes).

References:

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.2.3 Clause 2.2.3.
Corrective management measures and/or appropriate adjustments in management decisions shall be implevhented
the need is indicated by the relevant information.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Corrective management measures and/or appropriagejustments in management decisions are implementg
where appropriate.

Evidence:

Corrective management measures including appropriate adjustments to TACs are implemented where appr
Since the beginning of the time series catches of tusk lganerally exceeded TACs; it should however be noted
the current HCR is still in its infancy and the situation has improved markedly in recent years. One of the main
for catches continually exceeding recommended TACs was the fact that catcimestlzelandic vessels were uni
recently not accounted for when setting Icelandic TACs; effectively, the entire recommended TAC was allo
Icelandic vessels.

Recognising the issue, the Ministry has begun compensating for excess catches bypaatinglla portion of the
recommended TAC to Icelandic vessels; in the last 8 fishing seasons (i.e. since the 2012/2013 fishing seasons
tusk TACs have been set below recommended levels. This is done to account for the fact that catchesbyekreig
FNB y2G AyOfdzZRSR Ay GKS ¢!/ 2y GKS dzyRSNAGFYRAY3
Icelandic TAC and recommended TAC. In the three fishing seasons to date in which the current HCR has bee
and in a ki to balance TACs and catches, Icelandic tusk TACs have been set well (14%, 18% and 25% re
below recommended levels. These gmptive adjustments to TACs have led to a situation where, even consid
quota balancing mechanisms, catches ofktiave been below recommended levels in each of the last two fig
seasons).
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Figure36. Icelandic TACs for tusk % under/over recommended TACs (2001/2002 to 2019/2020) (Source: d4
MFRI 201¥%and IRFF, 2019).

In addition to the types of adjustment outlined above under the currersk management plan HRtis set at an
additionally precautionary @3, well below both HR(0.2) and HRsv(0.170 @ ¢ KS NX adz 4 2F K
that the management system fouskis inherently robust to the fact that catdbalancing mechanisms may in any yg
(or in a number of years) result in catches exceeding TACs.
References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.2.4 Clause 2.2.4.

Participating companies shall:

2.2.4.1. Ensure that they have been issued with all required permits;

2.2.4.2. Operate in compliance with the relevant rules and regulations;
2.2.4.3. Limit the catche®f their vessels in accordance with their catch quota.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:
Participating companies ensure that they have been issueith all required permits, operate in compliance with
the relevant rules and regulations and limit their catches according to their available qudthese are lega
requirements which are monitored by the Fisheries Directorate, Coastguard and Port Autlesriand enforcement
action is taken.

Evidence:

Vessels must ensure that they have been issued with all required permits; operate in compliance with the r
rules and regulations; and limit the catches of their vessels in accordance with their catch quota. These 3
requirements, for exampleessels must have a license to fish and cannot leave port if they do not have sufficient
If they fish in excess of their quota they must arrange any transfers required within strict time limits or they
resume fishing.

106 https://www.hafogvatn.is/static/extras/images/08 usk1141519.pdf
107 https://www.responsiblefisheries.is/newand-media/news/tacquotasfor-2019-2020-follow-scientificadvice
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Compliance with theseules is monitored by the Fisheries Directorate and Coast Glavidence presented by th
Fisheries Directorate and the Icelandic Coast Guard shows that vessel operators and companies are generally
with the relevant legislation and ensure catchby their vessels are in accordance with their catch quota. W
violations are confirmed, enforcement action is taken. Most cases are on the lower end of the scale of serious
addressed by administrative penalties, in particular by reprimandkatiRely few cases involve the more serio
penalties such as suspension of fishing permits or weighing licenses or prosecution by the police.

See evidence presented in clause 2.1.1.
References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA
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8.2.3 Clause 2.3Monitoring and Control

8.2.3.1 Clause 2.3.1. Vessel registration and catch quotas

8.2.3.1.1 Clause 2.3.1.1.

Allocated catch quotas by species are assigned in such a way that the combined quotas conform with the currently
effective decision on TAC.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

As the share of the TAC allocated to vessels is based on the number of shares for that particular species tl
vessel owns the overaWalue of quota allocated cannot in the first instance exceed the TAC set by the Icelg
authorities (i.e. the currently effective decision on TAC). Note that within fishing seasons additional -ateual,
inter-species and/or intervessel transfers magause the amount a particular vessel is allowed to catch increase
decrease.

Evidence:

vdzzila O2y F2N)Y (G2 GKS 2@SNIftft RSOA&AZ2Y 2y ¢!/ 3 0
headline TAC for a species is determined first and all subsequent allocations are in effect subdivisions of that f
aresult, the allocated catch quotas for a species (when quotas are initially allocated) are assigned in such a
the combined quotas for that species conform to the currently effective decision on TAC.

As previously discussed, catches by vessel are monitoredeandded in near realime in a central database curate
by the Fisheries Directorate. The official weight of the catch is subtracted from that vessels individual quota s
a particular species. Should a vessel not have sufficient quota to covamdisds it may rent in quota, transfer quo
between species based on the cod equivalent values of each species, keep 20% of the value of the overg
forfeiting the remainder to scientific research or transfer a limited amount to the following fisbéason where it i
taken off that vessels individual quota share for that species.

References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.1.2 Clause 2.3.1.2.
Commercial fishing shall be solely conducted with registered vessels authorised to participhéefishery by the
competent authorities.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Commercial vessels participating in the fishery require a permit issbgdhe Fisheries Directorate. Permits are on
granted to fishing vessels holding certificates of seaworthiness and registered in the Registry of Vessels.
Evidence:

Commercial vessels participating in the fishery require a permit issued by the Fisheries Directorate. T
requirement of the Fisheries Management Act No.116/2006. These permits represent the initial legal requi
without which a vessel may not tdin the quota necessary to fish for Icelandic quota stocks, sutchsksGeneral
fishing permits are of two types, a general fishing permit with a catch quota or a general fishing permit with-g
andline catch quota. A vessel may only hold one typésting permit each fishing year. Commercial fishing perr
are cancelled if a fishing vessel has not been fishing commercially for 12 months (Article 4 of Act No. 116/2006
vessels are prohibited from fishing in Icelandic waters unless aafgitcess has been granted (e.g. Greenland, F
LattryRao o! Ol 2y FAaAKAYy3I Ay LOStIFIYRQa 99%3 b2d 71

Commercial fishing permits may only be granted to fishing vessels holding certificates of seaworthiness and re
in the Registry of VessdlArticle 5 of Act No. 116/2006). This Registry is administered by the Maritime Division
Icelandic Transport Authority (ICETRA)
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References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.1.3 Clause 2.3.1.3.
The catch quota of each vessel or vessel group for each fish species and fishing year shall be recorded in the offiicial centr
data base in a transparent manner.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The catch quota of each vessel or vessel group for each fish species and fishing year is recorded in the official
data base and iseadily accessible to stakeholders in a transparent manner.

Evidence:

Registered catches are based on information from ports of landing and information on catches exported unprg
Catch statistics are published by individual vessel and are readillable onlin&® For each vessel the informatig
available for each species is:

1. Allocated quota (initial allocation of quota from the overall TAC based on no. of shares)

2. Compensations (quota gained/lost through compensations)

3. Quota transferred from th@revious year (Note this may be a negative balance)

4. Quota transferred between vessels (a negative balance indicates an outward transfer of quota (i.e.
transferred to other vessels) while a positive balance indicates an inward transfer of quotgufta gained
from other vessels)

5. Allowed catch (the sum of 1 to 4 above)

6. Catch (vessels landings in the season to date of that species)

7. Balance (Allowed catchCatch)

8. Overfished

For illustrative purposeFablel5a K2 ga GKS FTANRG wmn fAySa 2F (KS LM
allocations otuskin the 2017/2018 fishing season.

Tablelb. First 10 lines of table showing the Icelantisk TAC allocatiog) transfess, balances and catches (nfior the
2017/2018 fishing season (Source: Fiskistéfa

Reg. Vessel Class Alloc. Compen Trfr. prev.| Trfr. b/t Allowed Catch | Balance Qver
no. guota | sations year vessels catch fished
78 | Isborg IS 250 A 0 345 0 -345 0 0 0 0
89 | Grimsnes GK 555 A 239 0 63 37,742 38,044 44 38,000 O
173| Sigurdur Olafsson SF 44 A 312 0 84 0 396 121 275 0
177| Fonix ST 177 A 0 190 0 0 190 0 190 0
182| Vestri BA 63 A | 1,296 231 349 0 1,876 0 1,876 0
233] Erling KE 140 A 156 166 42 800 1,164 1,147 17 0
253| Hamar SH 224 A 674 299 0 422 1,395 10,716 | -9,321 0
264 | Hordur Bjornsson bH 26 A 516 5,199 139 47,542 53,396 37,349 | 16,047| O
288| Jokull SK 16 A 0 99 0 -99 0 0 0 0
363| Maron GK 522 A 78 0 21 0 99 0 99 0

References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.1.4 Clause 2.3.1.4.
Information on the size and composition of the fleet of fishing vessels shall be available, documented and include the
following provisions:

108http://www.fiskistofa.is/english/quotasand-catches/quotastatusand-catchesof-speciesby-vessel/aflastodulisti.jsp?lang=en
109 http://www.fiskistofa.is/english/quotasand-catches/quotastatusand-catchesof-speciesby-vessel/
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1) An officially maintained fishing vessel registry;
2) Participation in the fishery must be subject to licence;
3) Only vessels on the fishing vessel registry shall be authorised to participate in the #$hery;

4) For the stock under consideration, théaled catch by species for each vessel or vessel group shall be specified.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Information on the size and compositioof the fleet of fishing vessels is available and documented and includeg
official fishing vessel registry maintained by the Icelandic Transport Authority (ICETRA). Participation if
commercial fisheries in Icelandic waters requires a fishing permiarged by the Fisheries Directorate and on
vessels on the fishing vessel registry can be granted a permit. The allowed catch of tusk for each vessel or
group is specified on the Fisheries Directorate website.
Evidence:

As noted in clause 2.3.1\v@ssels participating in the fishery require a fishery permit and must be registered o
ICETRA. Foreign vessels are prohibited unless agreement has been reached to allow access. See clause
further information.

As discussed previously, tlaowed catch by species, for all quota species including the stock under conside
here, for each vessel is specified and this informatigruldiclyavailable online at:
http://www.fiskistofa.is/english/quotasand-catches/quotastatusand-catchesof-specieshy-
vessel/aflastodulisti.jsd@ng=en

References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.2 Clause 2.3.2. Fishing vessel monitoring and control systems
8.2.3.2.1 Clause 2.3.2.1.

A program for the monitoring and control of fishing vessel activities shall be operatedrdotement shall be in place
to prevent fishing by unauthorised vessels.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The Icelandic Coast Guard, working closelith the Fisheries Directorate, administers an integrated monitorin
control and surveillance system which covers the activities of Icelandic and foreign fishing vessels. It involves g
different but complementary electronic vessel monitoring systenincluding satellitebased systems, comprisin
VMS and use of satellite imagery, the monitoring of coastal activity through a dedicated daaskd very high
frequency (VHF) system and the use of the Automatic Identification System (AIS).

The integratedsystem uses all available data such as identification of the vessel, its movements,(illégal,
unreported and unregulated) lists, notifications, reports, fishing licenses, permits, port State control reports, et
detect and prevent unauthorised fishg in the Icelandic Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) and the North Atlantic O
VMS is used by the Coastguard to enforce temporary and lemgn fisheries closures. Vessels fishing in proxim
to closed areas are monitored at the Coast Guard operationtce and vessels are directly contacted if they encroa
on prohibited areas. This is the first point at which the Coast Guard operator may issue a warning to the vess
decide to escalate if necessary.

Evidence:

The Icelandic Coastguard administers the VMS for all Icelandic vessels and for all foreign vessels (includi
vessels) that enter Icelandic waters as part of an integrated monitoring, control and surveillance (MCS) syst

110Foreign registered vessels may be allowed to fish in Icelandic waters byaitibera agreement; such vessels require specific permit from the

Icelandic authorities and their catches are strictly monitored.
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purposes of the MCSystem are numerous and it incorporates several related services including maritime
control, marine search and rescue, fisheries enforcement, coastal radio and border control in aOpiegiéons
Centre!', The importance of the fisheries sector to the Icelandic economy and the need for greater efficiency,
the relatively small size of the institutions involved, has led to high levels of collaboration and integration resu
creative and dedicat® approaches to fisheries management and enforceméitt example, the Directorate ¢
Fisheries produce a risk analysis for the Coast Guard, enabling a strategxl agiproach to surveillance and be
use of available resources over the large area itaoad. The fisheries MCS system in Iceland has at its corg
effective use of available technology meaning relatively small staff numbers are able to achieve extensive mg
of the Icelandic fishing industry.

The integrated system uses all avbitadata such as identification of the vessel, its movements, IUU lists, notifica
reports, fishing licenses, permits, port State control reports, etc. and has proved to be effective in combati
eliminating illegal, unreported and unregulated ()\fishing in the Icelandic Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) a
North Atlantic Ocean. Bilateral tracking agreements are in place with Greenland, Faroe Islands, Norway an
whose vessels must follow automatic procedures and report catches daily egerating in Icelandic waters.

The ICG uses several different but complementary electronic vessel monitoring systems including—lsa@ﬂﬂ
systems including VMS and satellite radar images, the monitoring of coastal activity through a dedicatealskoh
very high frequency (VHF) system and the use of the Automatic Identification SystenD (4it8).the February 201
site visit, the assessment team visited the Operation Centre and witnessed these systems in use.

The VHF and AIS systems have geaof 30¢ 60 nautical miles while the satellfgased VMSs can be used anywhg
in the world. The use of complementary systems ensures that the limitations that arise when any one system
in a standalone capacity are mitigated. These electronic B¥e&ms are further backed up by more tradition
methods of surveillance such as patrol vessels and aircraft; indeed the use of electronic systems in the ¢
targeting of traditional surveillance methods increases the efficiency of these sydieaemntly satellite imagery ha
been added to the list of surveillance methods (80 images are taken each month) which can be used for exa
detection of the uncommon occurrence of vessels not using VMS (Coast Guard pers. comm., site visit Novemb

Emphasis is placed on data analysis including the use of VMS data in conjunction with other sources (e.g. Il
lists, vessel registries, fishing licences, permits, port State control reports); the below schematic outlines the
which make ughe integrated MCS system in Icelakdgure37).

The Coastguard conduct unannounceddab I @Sa &St o62F NRAy3IQa Ay agMNBcSrig
including loghooks as well as to perform inspections of mandatory safety equipment. Data on coastguard enfor
activity in the past year has been provided in Clause 2.1.

Inspectors of the Fisheries Directorate also accompany fishinglgestsgea during which they check fishing methg
and catches, including gear configuration, mesh sizes, validity of fishing permits, the weighing and recording ol
as well as the species and size composition of the catch. The catch of vessate theximitted to fully process catche
on board is converted into a live weight based on the measured utilisation of the catch. The inspectors chg
samples taken to monitor this process are correctly taken and accurately reflect the processaagiartf 3. Days
spent by inspectors of the Fisheries Directorate at sea inspecting vessels as a proportion of total fishing effort

in Table 16 below. Most effort is directed at the highest risk gillnet fisheries. Inspectors also undertghertir
inspections, to inspect logbooks and monitor the landing of catches and ensure that they are correctly weigh
recorded, according to legal requirement

111http://www.lhg.is/media/LHG80/Landhelgisdas Islands _enska2 .pdf
112The Icelandic Directorate of FisherigResponsibilities and main tasks. Pagktt://www.fiskistofa.is/media/utgefid efni/DOF.pdf
113Fiskistofa Annual Repo017. Maritime surveillance chaptdrttp://www.fiskistofa.is/umfiskistofu/arsskyrsk2013/eftirlit-a-sjo/
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Figure37. Schematic outlining the inputs which make up the integrated Monitoring, Control and Surveillance
system in Iceland { 2 dzZNOSY LINBaSyidl A2y SyidAaidt SR L OLhdptgrRAR) 29
February Icelandic Coast Guard ERS/VMSAAIS

Tablel6. Inspector days on fishing vessels (Source: Directorate of Fisheries, November 2018 site visit).

Fishery type Bottom Trawl Longline | Gillnet (include lumpfish fishery and cofishery)
2017/2018 days 570 202 152
2017/2018 coverage % 1.93% 0.64% 3.64%

Fisheries Directorate Inspectors also measure the length of the fish caught and if the percentage of fish bg
minimum legal size in the catch exceeds a specifiegshold, a proposal is submitted to the MFRI to temporarily cl
the fishing grounds with immediate effect. This closures generally lasts for two to three weeks. The deci
temporarily close an area does not require Ministerial approval. If tremnsidered to be sufficient reason to clg
the fishing grounds for a longer period such as three temporary closures in the same area, the Minister may
regulation to this effect. Both temporary and lotgrm closures are primarily monitored andferced by the Icelandi
Coast Guard using the VMS system; while the main role of VMS tracking is geared towards safety the spatial
the available data allows closed areas to be monitored remotely. Vessels fishing in proximity to closed ar
monitored at the Coast Guard operation centre and vessels are directly contacted if they encroach on prohibite
this is the first point at which the Coast Guard operator may issue a warning to the vessel and decide to es

necessary.
References: | See footnotes.
Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

114https://slideplayer.com/slide/4644333/
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8.2.3.2.2 Clause 2.3.2.2.
The fishing gear shall be subject to inspection, as well as the composition of the catch and its handling onboard the fishing
vessels.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Fishing gear is subject to inspection, as well as the composition of the catch and its handling onboard the f
vessels. Afsea inspections are undertaken during boardings by the Coast Guard and on fishing trips accomp
by the inspectors of the Fiweries Directorate.

Evidence:

As noted in clause 2.1.1 and 2.3.2.1 fishing vessels are subject to surveillance at sea by the coastguard and
of the Fisheries Directorate.

The Coastguard conduct unannounceddaS I @SaasSt o62F NRAy3IQa Ay 2NRSNJ]
including logbooks as well as to perform inspections of mandatory safety equipment.

¢KS S5ANBOG2NI GSQa AvyaLlS Ol ag\sps dufing @hich t0e® 2hedkIfisyiing meétiSodsis
catches, including gear configuration, mesh sizes, validity of fishing permits, the weighing and recording of cg
well as the species and size composition of the catch. The catch of vesselsetpbatmitted to fully process catche
on board is converted into a live weight based on the measured utilisation of the catch. The inspectors ché
samples taken to monitor this process are correctly taken and accurately reflect the processiatjanttfig*e.

On land, inspectors from the Directorate of Fisheries inspect logbooks and monitor the landing of catches ang
that they are correctly weighed and recorded, according to legal requirements.

Surveillance is strategic and rksed, usig information supplied by the Fisheries Directorate to identify highest
activities where monitoring effort is then concentrated. For example, at present inspector coverage is focusseq
gilinet fisheries (3.64% of trips accompanied by inspectas)pared to 1.93% and 0.64% of bottom trawl and long
fishing trips, respectivelyrurther information is presented in clauses 2.1.1 and 2.3.2.1.

References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.2.3 Clause 2.3.2.3.
Areas closed frorfishing shall be monitored by the authorities.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Areas closed to fishing are monitored by the authorities primarihe Icelandic Coastguard.
Evidence:

Both short and long term closures are primarily monitored and enforced by the Icelandic Coastguard using the &
AIS and VMS systems. Vessels fishing in proximity to closed areas are monitored at the Coaspédatoa centre
and vessels are directly contacted if they encroach on prohibited areas; this is the first point at which the Coas
operator may issue a warning to the vessel and decide to escalate if necessary.
References: |

Non-Conformance Numbefif relevant) NA

115The Icelandic Directorate of FisherigResponsibilities and main tasks. Pagktt://www.fiskistofa.is/media/utgefid efni/DOF.pdf
116FiskistofaAnnual Report, 2017. Maritime surveillance chapletp://www fiskistofa.is/umfiskistofu/arsskyrsk2013/eftirlit-a-sjo/
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8.2.3.2.4 Clause 2.3.2.4.
Catch amounts by species and fishing area shall be estimated and continually recorded in fishing logtoekd tme
fishing vessels.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium R High A

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor R None A

Summary Evidence:

Although required by legislation, there is some evidence of aa@porting/under-reporting of seabirds and maring
mammal bycatch such that the Assessment Team cannot be fully confident that catch atadiynspecies and fishin
area (of marine mammals and seabirds) are estimated and continually recorded in fishing logbooks. Therefor
Assessment Team have deemed a Minor Nmonformance to be appropriate in this instance. Following the issuar
of this nonconformance, and in accordance with rules of the IRF Programme, the Client has submitted a Corr
Action Plan (CAP) to address the neonformance raised within a defined period. Corrective Actions in place arg
be reviewed annually at survedince audits.

Evidence:

Vessel operators are required by law to-date and transmit data on fishing activity after each haul (fishing e
occasion). For small vessels that operate without an electronic logbook (below 6GRT) a report of catches
submitted on landing; note the Assessment Team were informed during thstervisit that efforts are currently
underway to provide small vessels with a smartphone app through which they can transmit logbook data electrg

The recording of marine ammals and seabirds by number and species is required by Icelandic regilabaspite
the implementation of new mandatory logbook reporting procedures for seabird and marine mammal by
available evidence suggests that far fewer incidences of seabird and marine mammal bycatch are reported
electronic logbook system thanowld be expected given the levels reported by onboard observers. This sug
significant levels of undereporting and/or nonreporting of seabird and marine mammal bycatch. Example
available evidence to support this conclusion include the findifigBassoret al. 20158 and the March 2018 MFR
NBLR2NI dGAGft SRY a.80FG0K 2F {SIoANRaHAWRE @l NAYyS al

Palssoret al. 2015 highlighted the fact that their bycatch estimates were based on limited data that needed
increased and improved with a functioning reporting system for the fishery and better followhepgVIFRI 2018 repo
found that although reported bycatch inlegbooks by the fleet has increased (suggesting better compliance
reporting requirements) theverall bycatch rates are still much lower than observed in the trips by inspectors. O
the marine mammal and seabird bycatch rate during inspector trips was around four times higher than repo
the fleet in 2017, Furthermoreaccordingtoa@ Mt LINBaSy il GA2y (2 b! aal/ hWa
YEYYFfaAaT af2306221a KIS dzyF2Nlidzyl 6Sté& LINROGSY dzy NB
GKSY 20aSNISNJ A& LINBaSyild ©a t230221 NBO2NRAa¢ O

While much of the evidence rdkd to noncompliance with reporting requirements may relate to the lumpsuc
fishery, this fishery is still part of the management system under revi@addition, there is insufficient evidence t
show that compliance in 1k fishely is better; therefae, aMinor Non-conformanceis appropriate. As this represent
the first nonconformances raised in this assessment, this-nonformance will be termed Neconformance #1.

Non-conformance #1 (Clause 2.3.2.4: Minor Noonformance)

Although required by lgislation, there isomeevidence of extensive nereporting/underreporting of seabirds ang
marine mammal bycatch such that the Assessment Team canrfotlipeonfident that catch amounts by species a
fishing area (of marine mammals and seabirds) atéreated and continually recorded in fishing logbooks.

Status: Open. Corrective Actions in place to be reviewed annually at surveillance auditslBé@¢orrconformances
and Corrective Action$or further details).
References: See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) 1

117https://www.reglugerd.is/reglugerdir/eftifraduneytum/sjavarutvegsraduneyti/nr/18967
118https://www.hafogvatn.is/static/reseach/files/fjolrit-178.pdf
119https://www.hafogvatn.is/static/files/skjol/techreporbycatchof-birdsandmarinemammalslumpsuckeren-final-draft.pdf
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8.2.3.2.5 Clause 2.3.2.5.
Fishing logbooks shall be subject to unannounced inspection.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The Coast Guard undertakes unannounced inspections at sea and check logbooks during these boardings. H
Directorate inspectors also make unannounced checks of logbooks during port inspections.

Evidence:

It is a legal requirement that vessels give inspectors of the Fisheries Directorate and the Coast Guard acceg
logbooks (Regulation on Catch Books No. 746/2646As noted in clause 2.3.2.2, the Coast Guard undert;
unannounced inspe@ins at sea and check logbooks during these boardings. Fisheries Directorate inspectors al
unannounced checks of logbooks during port inspections as well as checking them during fishing trips at sea.
References: | See footnots.

Non-ConformanceNumber (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.2.6 Clause 2.3.2.6.
The timely and correct recording of catches in fishing logbooks shall be monitored by comparing the recorded catch
amounts with the catch stored aboard the vessel at time of inspection.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The timely and correct recording of catches in fishing logbooks is monitored by comparing the recorded
amounts with the catch storediboard the vessel at time of inspectiomnspections involve asea boardings by the
Coast Guard and on fishing trips accompanied by Fisheries Directorate inspectors. Directorate inspector|
perform checks in port.

Evidence:

The timely and correct recording of catches in fishing logbooks is monitored during random unannouncedg
boardings both at sea or at the quayside. These inspections include a comparison of the recorded catch amoy
the catch stored aboard the gsel at time of inspection. As noted in clause 2.3.2.2, the Coastguard co
unannounced at S @S&aa4St 062FNRAY3IQa RdzZNAy3a gKAOK OF §O0K |
inspectors accompany vessels on fishing trips during whieh &tso check catches and the weighing and recordin
catchesg including on vessels that process their catch on board. Checks are also performed by inspectors in p

The results of some of these inspections can be seen in the supporting evider@adse 2.1.Wwhich presents the
main reasons for the generation of remarks during Coast Guard inspections in 2017. Remarks related to disc
0SG6SSYy RSOfINBR FyR I Oddz2t OFGOK FrFff dzyRSNJ (4 KS
on the results of inspections by the Fisheries Directorate including monitoring of logbooks and the detec
violations and enforcement action subsequently taken.

References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

120https://www.stjornartidindi.is/Advert.aspx?RecordID=42al6a60a74aead7c0f53fc254654
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8.2.3.2.7 Clause 2.3.2.7.

Discarding otatch from stock under consideration shall be prohibited. Discarding that may occur shall be monitored,
e.g. by estimating amount of catch discarded due to size based high grading by species, season, gear type and area as
feasible. The method for the mowiting of discards shall be specified.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Discarding of catch from stock under consideration is prohibited as part obmplete ban on discarding in Iceland
waters. Discarding that may occur is monitored, e.g. by estimating amount of catch discarded due to size base
grading by species, season, gear type and area as feasible. The method for the monitoring of discapkcified.
Evidence:

Discarding of commercial species is prohibited by law in Iceland (Article 2 of the Act Concerning the Treat
Commercial Marine Fish, No. 57/1996) and this includek This means that if vessels do not have sufficient qu
to cover the species they have caught they are required to attain quota through the quota transfer sy
Consequently, if vessels do not have sufficient catch quotas for their probable catclyestis¢ suspend all fishin
activities. Discarding is subject to penalty (400,000 to 8,000,000 ISK or about 3,000 to 60,000 EUR). In Ag
previous clauses, catches are monitored and should the composition of the catch (species, size) or itsifjeal
from other vessels fishing in the vicinity, the Fisheries Directorate has powers to place the vessel unde
AdzNBSAt L yOS o6& LXFOAY3I Iy AyalLlSOd2N 2y o021 NR T2
(e.g. inspector w&ges) if this occurs more than once in a fishing year (Article 13 of Act No. 57/1996).

The discard ban has some inbuilt flexibility, as any 5% of demersal catches from a fishing trip (called V
irrespective of fish species or size, may be eadudom quota restriction (which means that VS catches are additi
to the TAC). On sale of VS catches in public fish markets 20% of the revenue generated is paid to the vesseg
remaining 80% going to a designated research and development faed/@ fund, under the auspices of the Minist
The maximum of 20% return on VS catches means that there are limited incentives to land it; however, havin
catch provisions within the fisheries management system allows the flexibility for vesdalsdt small catches whic
are outside their specific quota, preventing discards, improving the treatment of the fishery resource and pro
responsible fishing practices.

A discard project has been established by the Fisheries Directorate, in caliabowith the MFRI, to examine an
evaluate discarded fish under a specific length and with a specific fishing gear. The project focusses on
KIFRR2O1® ¢KS NBadzZ Ga 2F GKS NBaSIkNOK | NB Lldzo edifrark
bottom trawl and line geat?* Comparison between observer measured catch compositions andegelfting by
fishers ensures that a high level of compliance with the ban on discarding is maintained. Discards are not ing
the fisheriesassessments as they are generally considered to be negligible; however, should the situation cha
discards increase then these changes should be detectable within the system.

References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.2.8 Clause 2.3.2.8.

Vessels must comply with relevant national fishery management measures, which may include; TAC and quota
allocations, effort management measures (e.g. days at sea, access limitation, gear restrictions, maximum allowable
proportion of undergzed fish, closure of areas with a high proportion of fish recruiting to the fiskéry), and technical
conservation measures (e.g. mesh size and other gear selectivity measures).

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:
Vessels must comply with relevant national fishery management and technical conservation measures.

121 Fiskistofa Annual Report, 2017. Maritime Surveillance sedtity//www.fiskistofa.is/umfiskistofu/arsskssla-2013/eftirlit-a-sjo/
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Evidence:

Vessels are required to comply with relevant national fishery managementteoithical conservation measure
Penalties for violations of fishery management rules and regulations are in place and can include (dependin
violation) imprisonment, confiscation of fishing gear and catch, temporary suspension of licenses anaff
increasing magnitude depending on the severity of the offense and whether or not it represents a repeat viola
References:

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.2.9 Clause 2.3.2.9.
Monitoring and control measures shall be in place and shatldmelucted in a manner to encourage and demonstrate
compliance (and deter unreported landings).

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Monitoring and control measures are in place and are conducted in a manner to encourage and demong
compliance (and deter unreported landings).

Evidence:

As previously discussed throughout this section there are extensive monitoring and control measures imh@ae
FNS Fy AYydSaNIt LING 2F GKS LOStEFYRAO WYlFyl3aSYSy

encouraged. There are many provisions within the system to increase flexibility and provide avenues to add
majority of issues $hers might encounter within the system. The level of flexibility allowed for within the rules
regulations provides many alternative pathways that fishers may use to avoiecoropliance with rules ang
regulations and effectively encourages compliance.

The system is transparent with information relating to the quota allocations and performance of individual v
being readily publicly availabfé® ¢ KA & GNFyaLl NSyOe Ay STIROK OAyH
management system and infmation provided by authorities indicates that fishers are prepared to report-n]
compliance on the part of their fellow fishers to the relevant authorities.
References: | See footnote.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.2.10Clause 2.3.2.10.
Catchesshall be landed in authorised fishing ports. Authorised fishing ports provide the necessary facilities for handling
and weighing of the catch.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Law requires that all catches by Icelandic vessels from Icelandic waters must be landed and weighed in an Ic
port. Weighing is undertaken on official port scales, or on other approved scales at private companiésshi
Markets, that have been certified by the Fisheries Directorate and operated by individuals authorised by
Directorate. The Fisheries Directorate maintains a list on their website, organised by port, of all official Iceld
weighing license holdes that they audit and the type of weighing license held.

Evidence:

The Treatment of Commercial Marine Stocks Act 57/1%9&nd Regulation No. 745/2016 on the weighing g
registration of marine catch require that all catches by Icelandic vesselslé@mlandic waters must be landed af
weighed in an Icelandic port. Exceptions are made for special circumstances e.g. serious engine failure in wi
the Fisheries Directorate may authorise landings abroad (Article 5 of Act No. 57/1996).

122http://www.fiskistofa.is/fyrirspurnatorg/fyrirspurnistengdarafla/
123Act 57/1996 Treatment of Commercial Marine Stocks Btgp://www.althingi.is/lagas/nuna/1996057.html
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The Directora@ maintains a list, organised by port, of all official Icelandic weighing license holders that they au
the type of weighing license held on their web&ffe Landings were previously permitted at authorised foreign pq
but this is no longer the cadellowing Regulation No. 745/2016 (Articlé®)

Weighing is undertaken on official port scales certified by the Fisheries Directorate and operated by ind
authorised by the Directorate. Weighing may also occur on one of the other approved systemsas private
companies or Fish markets authorised by the Fisheries Directorate under the provisions of the Regulation No. 7
on Weighing and Recording of Marine Resources.

During the site visit on the 37November 2018, the assessors visitefish market and were shown the landed fis
weighing scales and the information recorded on the system which goes to the Port Authority who then subn
GKS CAAKSNASa 5ANBOG2NI 1SQa OF GOK NBIAAGNI GAZ2Y &@
References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.2.11Clause 2.3.2.11.
In cases of mixed species catches, all commercial species shall be landed.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:
Discarding of commercial species is prohibited by law and all commercial species must be landed. All comn
species are separated and declared by logbook and landed weight. This is monitored by Fisheries Direg
inspectors and paalties are in place for norcompliance.
Evidence:

Discarding of commercial species is prohibited by law and all commercial species must be landed (Act Conce
Treatment of Commercial Marine Fish, No. 57/198@)commercial species are separataad declared by logboo
and landed weight (Article 9, Act No. 57/1996). This is monitored by Fisheries Directorate inspectors and peng
in place for norcompliance. Species within the Icelandic quota system are as set out in the table below.

Tablel7. Species in the Icelandic quota system (Sodfe:

Cod borskur HaddockYsa SaitheUfsi

Golden redfishKarfi/gullkarfi LingLanga Blue lingBlalanga

TuskKeila Atlantic wolffishSteinbitur Spotted wolffishHIyri
AnglerSkétuselur Greater Argentindésulllax Greenland halibuGraltda
PlaiceSkarkoli Lemon soléykkvalurd Sélkoli Witch flounderLanglira
Common dalsandkoli Long rough dalskrapflara Atlantic herringSild

Norway lobsteHumar Shrimpg, OffshoreRaekjag Uh. Shrimp- Arnarfjord Raekjag Arn.
Shrimpg Djup Reekja Djup Shrimpg SneefellsnefRaekja Sn. Norway redfistLitli karfi
Scallopg BreidafjordSkel Breid. | Deepwater redfistDjupkarfi

In addition to formal quota species, there are a suite of o2 YYSNOA £ aLISOAS&a 6KAOF
website has a public search function which lists 65 of these sgéti8sme of these are species for which there
oy 2y RANBOG FAaAKAY3I oS3 d ! {f Inged ds Part Kfthé disdaddingzproBiltin
Others do not have a formal National TAC but are landed and sold commercially.

References: | See footnotes

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

124 http://www fiskistofa.is/fiskveidistjorn/vigtunafla/
125https://www.reglugerd.is/reglugerdir/eftirraduneytum/atvinnuvegaog-nyskopunarraduneyti/n0745-2016
126 http://www fiskistofa.is/english/quotasand-catches/totalcatch-and-quota-status/

127 http://www fiskistofa.is/veidar/aflaupplysingar/afliallartegundir/
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8.2.3.2.12Clause 2.3.2.12.
Landings shall be monitored. Harbor officialsl fisheries inspectors shall monitor the correct weighing and registration
of the catch.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Landings are monitoredPort authority officials and Fisheries Directorate inspectors monitor the correct weigh
and registration of the catch. New powers have been enacted through legislation to address the risk pose
incorrect weighing of ice.
Evidence:

The legal requirements on the monitoring of landings and the weighing and registration of catch are compreh
They are set out in Act No. 57/1996 concerning the Treatment of Commercial Stocks, and Regulation No. 745
Weighing and Recording ofdvine Resources. Inspectors from the Directorate of Fisheries inspect logbook
monitor the landing of catches and ensure that they are correctly weighed and recorded according to th
requirements. Port authorities also have a role in this process

All Icelandic catches from Icelandic waters must be landed and weighed in Icelandi&Epodptionsnay bemade for
special circumstances (Article 5 of Act No. 57/1996). Separation by speaies dibne on board), weighing an
recording of the cath must occur within two hours of landing. Weighing is undertaken on official port scales ce
by the Directorate and operated by individuals authorised by the Directorate. As required by Article 10 of Reg
No. 745/2016, each landing generateweighing receip®'?recording:
A Vessel name, registration number and district number;

Landing port and date of landing;

Name of seller, buyer and recipient of the catch;

Official weight by species of catch;

Proportion of undersize fish in catch;

Number,type and weight of tubs/boxes/barrels;

Fishing gear used,;

Total number of pallets of platforms;

Registration number and tare of transport vehicle;

Whether catch is to be reveighed;

Whether any of the catch is ugutted and needs to be either weighed aftgutting or converted to a gutteq
weight using coefficients provided by Directorate.

v Dy DD B D D D

The information is sent within 1 day by port authorities to the Fisheries Directorate who record it on their
Registration System (The Directorate of Fisherieslamdling Ports database, GAFL). The Directorate also receiv
e-logbook information. These two sets of information are compared, and the appropriate reduction is made
vessel quota. Any transfer under the ITQ system for each vessel is also méndensure that any additional quot
requirements are rented from other vessels within @&y period. The reporting system is not real time but is V
near real time (circa. 24 hours). Adjustments can be made by the Directorate to correct for @tfwrssystem is
transparent in so far that anyone can enter a vessel registration number on the Directorates website and obt
catch, species, quota, remaining quota, quota rents for any vessel.

In circumstances where there are significant diffi@sdtin using a port scale, private weighing scales can be

provided the company involved has been approved by the port authority, the scales and operators using th
certified and Fisheries Directorate inspectors have unimpeded access to theAf&citd ¢ KA a A a -

g SA KA Y H FishntatkefsicdnQilso be authorised to weigh catches by the Directorate. These private cor
and fish markets are required to send weighing information to the relevant port authority who then subimithie

CAAaKSNASE 5ANBOG2NI 1SQa OFGOK NBIA&AUNI A2y aeaidsSy
re-weighing of catch or weighing after gutting on land which are also monitored.

128https://www.fmis.is/blank
129http://www.unuftp.is/static/fellows/document/pan09prf.pdf
130http://www.fiskistofa.is/fiskveidistjorn/vigtunafla/
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Processed at sea catch are registered as gssed weights using an officially approved yield. This is monitored
verified by the Directorate staff. Weights at landing are checked at the processing base by Directorate staff. P
weights are converted to live weight equivalents for deductitom each vessels quota and management purpose
staff at the Directorate.

Monitoring of weighing license holders is HAslised with the aim of directing surveillance where it is most neeq
Assessment of risk is based on various factors such agqudetity weighed, number of weighings, the number
vessels that land with the licensee concerned, etc. Recently, attention has been focussed on the percentag
measured during weighing of catches by weighing licensees. After gross weighingpamttbeale, it is permissible t
send catch for raveighing in fish processing companies or on a fish market which has been authorizegvsighing
catch. The catch is then either balanced or sampled according to certain rules, ice is separated,ratdvisight of
the fish is found. Monitoring by the Directorate found significant deviations in the percentage of ice recorded
catch when inspectors were present compared to when they weré3hdthe results of this monitoring are publishg
2y (XKEa WyLJ IS 2 F 5 ANShbnohNdrepddtdia ¢SoaA i S

To address the risk posed by incorrect weighing of ice, in 2017 the Act on the Treatment of Marine Fish Stockg
57/1996) was amended by Act No. 48/2017 (Act amending the Act on the TeeathMarine Fish Stocks and the A
on the Directorate of Fisheries (monitoring of weighing license holdétsJhe Act empowers the Fisheries Director;
to monitor all weighing by a weighing license holder for a period of up to six weeks in casesmdmét@ring of the
weighing license holder by the Directorate detects a significant deviation of the percentage of ice in the vesse
in a particular fish species, compared to the average ice percentage for that vessel. The license holder dstee
pay all the costs of this monitoring. Repeated infringements can result in result in suspension of the weighing
holder for up to a year. The Directorate of Fisheries began applying this measure in the autumn of 2017.
References: | See footnotes

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.2.13Clause 2.3.2.13.
Catch shall be weighed by species at landing.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:
Within two hours of landing catches are officially separated, weighed and recorded by accredited weighing sta
and reported against the appropriate quota allocation following provisions outlined in law.

Evidence:

As noted in clause 2.1.1, within two hours lahding catches are officially separated, weighed and recorde
accredited weighing stations and reported against the appropriate quota allocation following provisions outlineg
Act No 57, 1996 concerning the Treatment of Commercial Stocks, agdaRen No. 745/2016 on Weighing ar
Recording of Marine Resources. As required by Article 10 of Regulation No. 745/2016, each landing ger
weighing receipt, recording:

Vessel name, registration number and district number;

Landing port and date dénding;

Name of seller, buyer and recipient of the catch;

Official weight by species of catch;

Proportion of undersize fish in catch;

Number, type and weight of tubs/boxes/barrels;

Fishing gear used,;

Total number of pallets of platforms;

Registration numér and tare of transport vehicle;

=4 =4 -8 _a_a_9a_9a_°._-2

131Fiskistofa Annual Report 20Ihttp://www.fiskistofa.is/umfiskistofu/arsskyrsk2013/eftirlit-a-landi/
132http://www.fiskistofa.is/umfiskistofu/frettir/

133http://www fiskistofa.is/umfiskistofu/frettir/ishlutfall-i-novemberog-desember

134 https://www.althingi.is/altext/stjt/2017.048.html
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1  Whether catch is to be reveighed;
1 Whether any of the catch is wgutted and needs to be either weighed after gutting or converted to a gut
weight using coefficients provided by Directorate.

During the site visit on # 27" November 2018, the assessors visited a fish market and were shown the lande
weighing scales and the information recorded on the system which goes to the Port Authority who then subn
GKS CAAKSNASa 5ANBOG2 NI LS Boih th®welgdirfg schilds Ardd dhéilbpetatord gfe lided
and audited by the Directorate. Fish are stored in crates with the catch labelled for the purposes of traceabil
were also shown the equipment used to measure f#ee Clause 2.1.1 for fher information.

References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.2.14 Clause 2.3.2.14.

The weight (whole weight or gutted weight) by species of all catches of stock under consideration@atdrbgpecies
shall be measured by authorised harbafficials at landing and recorded in the official central data base (date, vessel,
gear type, location, species, quantity).

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The weight by species of all catches of stock under consideration anddigh speciess measured by authorised
harbour officials at landing and recorded in the official central data base.

Evidence:

As noted in clause 2.1.1, within two hours of landing catches are officially separated, weidgiude weight or gutted
weight)and recorded by accredited weighing stations and reported against the appropriate quota allocation fol
provisions outlinedin the Act No 57, 1996 concerning the Treatment of Commercial Stocks, and Regulati
745/2016 on Weighing and Recording of Marine Resources.

Processed at sea catch are registered as processed weights using an officially approved yield. Thisréxdraadi
verified by the Directorate staff. Weights at landing are checked at the processing base by Directorate staff. P
weights are converted to live weight equivalents for deduction from each vessels quota and management purpg
staff at the Directorate. See evidence presented in clause 2.3.2.13
References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.2.15Clause 2.3.2.15.
There is systematic monitoring of landing, weighing and registration of catches and discrepancies/deviations shall be
recorded.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

There is systematic monitoring of landing, weighing and registration of catchégth all catches being weighed an
recorded at the port of landing by an official weigher using licensed scales before the official catch is recordeq
central catch registration systenT.he Directorate compares information on catches from portside giging with the
corresponding logbook entry for that landing and discrepancies/deviations are recorded and investigated.
Evidence:

As discussed throughout this section there is systematic monitoring of landing, weighing and registration of
with all catches being weighed and recorded at the port of landing by an official weighey licensed scales befo
the official catchd recorded on a central catch registration system (The Fisheries Directorate and Port Auth
database, GAFL).
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The Fisheries Directorate compares information on catches from the portside official weighing system w
corresponding logbook entry k) G K G € yRAY3 06SF2NBE GKS I LILINE LINR | {
point in the discrepancies/deviations between the declared and official records of a landing are detectable if |
and are recorded. Depending on the nature of thgcdepancy/deviation the Fisheries may then decide whether or
further action is warranted.

References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.2.16Clause 2.3.2.16.
Reasons for deviations shall be analysed and corrections made to reduce the likelfreodrrence.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Dkl NBfFGSR G2 fFyRAYy3a INB LINPOSaaSR Ay (GKS 5ANX
Deviations where they occur can sometimes be rectified using the flexibility within the system (e.g. by using i
annual, intervessel @ inter-species transfers to cover catches of a species for which the vessel did not already
quota). Excess catches which are not corrected using these flexibility measures can result in a revocation of
licenses and fines.

Evidence:

5rdF NBtFGSR (G2 fFryRAy3a FNBE LINRPOSdZaSR Ay (GKS 5AN
The system is designed such that reports are received in neatimgako that the Directorate can act quickly if vess|
are approachinghe end of their quotas. laddition, vessels are aware or can easily check online their current q
status for a particular species. All processors purchasing fish, be it directly or at auction, are obliged to submit
reports to the Directorateln addition, the fish auction reports all sales of fish directly to the Directorate.

Deviations where they occur can sometimes be rectified within the system (e.g. by usingnnteal, intervessel or
inter-species transfers to cover catches of a $pedor which the vessel did not already have quota). Excess ca
which are not corrected using these flexibility measuras result in a revocation of fishing licenses and fines.

In addition to the landing, weighing and registration system for cachexport documentation provides 4
independent comparative check on catch quantities. Analysis of catches includes the comparison of reported
with the amount of sold or exported products to verify independently that reported landings alignedaeiguwith

those reported. If comparison reveals discrepancies in reported and actual landings received from quayside \
by registered weighers corrective action is taken as appropriate.

References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.2.17Clause 2.3.2.17.
In cases of passive fishing gear left unattended at sea, there shall be regulation that requires fishing gear to be marked
so that the owner can be identified, where releva#t.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

In cases of passive fishing gear left unattended at sea, there are regulations that requires fishing gear to be
so that the owner can be identified. NoteActs/Laws and Regulations referenced herein may be accessed
Icelandig by searching by Act/Law/Regulation No./Year (e.g. 116/2006)h#p://www.althingi.is/lagasafn/ (for
Acts/Laws) omttps://www.reglugerd.is/ (for Regulations).

135This clause is applicable to gillnets, traps and pots.
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Evidence:

There are a number of initiatives and regulations in place to avoid the loss of fishing gear and subsequent gho
of lost and abandoned gear. Where the FisHigectorate finds and recovers lost or abandoned gear they recove
O2aid 2F NBO2@SNER FTNRBY (KS 3ISINEQ 26ySNY® ¢KS /21
abandoned fishing gear to the Directorate. All regulations relating hinfisgear may be found in the various Artic
of Fisheries Management 2018 Laws and regulatiSn®uring the November 2018 site visits, the director;
confirmed that gear loss (e.g. longlines, gillnets) and as such ghost fishing is not considered andgkat reporting
lost gear is compulsory.

In Iceland there are specific gear marking regulations for anchored bottom set nets targeting cod. These provis
contained in Regulation 115/2088. Article 4 states that all anchors for set nets must imarked with the district
registration and number of the boat. Buoys must be fixed at both ends of the nets and buoys must be marked
with district registrations and the number of the bodtrticle 5 states that the buoy attached at the west endtié
nets must be marked with a neing (a floating ring ~ 20 cm in diameter). If nets are set in an area where bg
trawling also occurs the west end buoy must be marked with one white blinking light.

Other regulations with specific requirements foragenarking include:

A 202/2016, Lumpfistiishing (Articles 7 and 1%}

A 1012/2013, on fishing whelk in traps (Paragrapi%)

A 1070/2015, the fishing of crabs in the inner Faxafloi (Paragraiih 4)

A 923/2010, MonkfisHishing (Paragraph 4}

A 449/2013 Regulation of edpment and nets fishing for trout (Paragrapi*)
References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.3 Clause 2.3.3. Catches are subtracted from relevant quotas
8.2.3.3.1 Clause 2.3.3.1.
Landed catches shall be subtracted from the relevant quiliswable catch) of the vessel or vessel group.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Landed catches are subtracted from relevant quotas for a particuassel/vessel groupVessels must weigh catc
GAOGKAY (62 K2d2NBE 2F fFyRAYy3Id ¢KS 2FFAOALE G6SAIKSH
NEIAAGNFr A2y a@aiSY FYR RSRdzOGSR FNRBY (i ¢&is didia its the
@ S a dAdgtiockams part of this process. Transfers of quota to meet any shortfall are also monitored to ensure
additional quota required is secured. Processed at sea catch is also monitored, including its conversion t
weighi 8 ¢ KAOK NS (GKSYy RSRdzZOGSR TNRBY G(KS ©@SaasStQa |

Evidence:

As noted in clause 2.1.1, information from fresh fish landings is collected through the portside official weighing
which is carried out by official staff and calibrated systems. Vessedsweigh catch within two hours of landing ¢
the quay. The system is developed to standardise weights and tares for ice and tubs (a standard tub is used th
Iceland for fresh fish such as cod and has a capacity 6828&g). The weight regiation document for each vess
is transmitted to the Directorate which also receives tHegbook information. These two sets of information are th
compared, and the appropriate reduction is made to the vessel quota. Any transfder the ITQ systerare also
monitored to ensure that any additional quota requirements are rented from other vessels withidiag Beriod ag
required by law (Act No. 57/1996). The reporting system is not real time but is very near real time (circa. 24 h

136 http://vefbirting.oddi.is/raduneyti/fiskveidar2018/108/
137http://www.reglugerd.is/reglugerdir/allar/nr/1152006
138http://www.reglugerd.is/reglugerdir/eftirraduneytum/atvinnuvegaog-nyskopunarraduneyti/nr/20032
13%ttps://ww w.stjornartidindi.is/Advert.aspx?RecordID=02410280445ce99e35e83af6d6aae
140http://www.reglugerd.is/reglugerdir/eftirraduneytum/atvinnuvegaog-nyskopunarraduneyti/nr/19883
141 https://www.stjornartidindi.is/Advert.aspx?Record237308e€8ad1-4009-98cb 1026631 7ed3e
142http://www.reglugerd.is/reglugerdir/allar/nr/4492013
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The offica® ¢ SA3IKSR OF GOKSa FINBE (GKS 2FFAOALFE OFGOK 27F
basedwith e-log information being used as a secondary source to ensure accuracy.

Catches processed at sea are registered as processed weightssifiigially approved yield which is monitored a
verified by the Directorate.Weights at landing are checked at the processing base by Directorate Btaftessed
weights are converted to live weight equivalents for deduction from e a &yGota@rél management purpose]
by staff at the Directorate.

References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.3.2 Clause 2.3.3.2.
Limited allowance may be made for the use of quota for one species to count against landings of another species, with
the objective of providing the necessary minimum flexibility and discouraging discards.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Limited allowance is made fothe use of quota for one species to count against landings of another species,
the objective of providing the necessary minimum flexiity and discouraging discards.

Evidence:

The Icelandic quota management system incorporates a degree of flexibility so that the species composition of
may be matched with the quota portfolio available to individual fishing vessels. There are a variety of provis
place to facilitateflexibility and reduce any potential incentives relating to the discarding of fish.

In addition to withinspecies quota transfers between vessels and/or fishing seasons the system also makes p
for some limited quota transfer between different SpOA S&a® Ly i SNRLISOASa GNI ya
SldA @I tfSyGaQ | y2YAylft @FtdzS o6FaSR I NedzyR GKS YI
Article 19 of Act No. 116/2006. Note that it is not possible to convert quota of other species for cod quota (e.g
quota may be exchanged ftusk quota, buttuskquota may not be exchanged for cod).

The codequivalent values of a number of representative species during the 2012 to 20%/2018 season are
presented inTablel8. As can be seen the cadjuivalent value for more commercially valuable species is consist
higher across seasons.

Table18. Codequivalent values of representative species in recent fishing seasons.

Species Cod Equivalents
Season 2011/2012 | 2012/2013 | 2013/2014 | 2014/2015 | 2015/2016 | 2016/2017 | 2017/2018
Cod 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Haddock 0.89 0.92 1.15 1.30 1.23 1.04 1.07
Norway lobster 4.35 4.70 6.46 5.98 5.98 6.10 8.12
Anglerfish 1.57 1.74 1.98 2.27 2.05 2.17 2.10
Ling 0.55 0.59 0.73 0.76 0.68 0.68 0.73
Tusk 0.37 0.39 0.52 0.51 0.47 0.42 0.38
Mackerel 0.22 0.36 0.36 0.41 0.32 0.21 0.26
Capelin 0.10 0.08 0.14 0.14 0.12 0.17 0.13
ISS herring 0.13 0.20 0.26 0.21 0.22 0.18 0.23
AS herring 0.16 0.25 0.33 0.29 0.23 0.19 0.23
Atlantic wolffish 0.83 0.85 0.95 0.95 0.79 0.64 0.59
Greenland halibut 2.12 2.47 2.67 2.59 2.48 2.65 2.61

References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

143http://www.fiskistofa.is/fiskveidistjorn/stjornfiskveida/thorskigildisstudlar/
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8.2.3.3.3 Clause 2.3.3.3.
When a vessel's quota is used up, additional quota must be transferred to the vessel from other vessels or the vessel
stops fishing.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Itis illegal to fish without quota and this is monitored by the Coast Guard and inspectors of the Fisheries Directg
The quota managemensystem includes a degree of flexibility so that the species composition of catches ma|
matched with the quota portfolio available to individual fishing vessels. Flexibility is facilitated by a numbe
provisions including the ability to use a limitetd Y2 dzy & 2F (GKS F2ft2¢6Ay3 &Sl 3
amount of unused quota to the following season, or transfer quota between species. Where a vessel has exha
these options it must transfer quota from other vessels and if unable to do thiswust stop fishing.

Evidence:

As the Icelandic groundfish fishery is a mixed fishery there is a degree of flexibility in the quota management
so that the species composition of catches may be matched with the quota portfolio available to individual
vessels. There are anety of provisions in place to facilitate this flexibility and reduce any potential incentives re
to the discarding of fish:

A vessel can exceed its allocation for a particular species in a fishing season by up to, but not exceeding, 5%s
is then deducted from tha® S a Zlf¢atba for that species in the following fishing season.

' RRAGAZ2YylFEtes I RSOA&AA2Y YIFe& o6S GlF1Sy (2 LRalLRy
fishing season and transfer the batanto the following season; this measure may be particularly beneficial tq
growth of longlived species in maximising the return from strong year classes.

It is possible to make some limited quota transfer between different species. Interspecistenranf quota are base
2y BRIt SydaQ + y2YAyYylIf @l tdzS 6FaSR I NRdzyR (KS

out in Article 19 of Act No. 116/2088. Note that it is not possible to convert quota of other species for coota
(e.g. cod quota may be exchanged fosk quota, buttuskquota may not be exchanged for cod@he results of somg
of inter-vessel and inteseasonal transfers aimed at balancing catches and quotas may be seen in under Claus

Vessels may alstecide not to include part of the vessels catch in its catch quota. This is limited to no more tha
2T (KS @¢SaasStqQa LStIIA0 OFGOK IyR pr 2F 2GKSNJ YI |
must be kept separate fromthiB & i 2F GKS @SaasStqQa OFGOK FyR ¢SA13
approved auction and the bulk of the proceedings of the sale must go to the Fisheries Commission Proje
(established by Act No. 37/1992), 20% going to the vessttlgA11, Act No. 116/1996¥° The maximum of 209
return on VS catches means that there are limited incentives to land it; however, having the VS catch provisior]
the fisheries management system allows the flexibility for vessels to land smdaiesattich are outside their specif
quota, preventing discards, improving the treatment of the fishery resource and promoting responsible fishing

Icelandic law prohibits fishing vessels going to sea without sufficient quota (Act No. 57/1996). Thigkaseddy the
Fisheries Directorate inspectors and Coast Guard and penalties apply under the Act for violations of its pr|
including suspension of the commercial fishing license (Article 14), the requirement to have an inspector on bg
vesselfor a period of time up to two months paid for by the vessel (Article 16), fines, and in the event of mg
repeated deliberate violation, imprisonment for up to 6 years (Article 23). See clause 2.1.1 for further informa
the results of this sumillance and enforcement. Consequently, where a vessel has exhausted its quota (ing
availing of all the additional quota it is allowed to generate within the rules) the only option it is left at that ptin
transfer additional quota from otherassels and where it is unable to do so the vessel must stop fishing.
References: | See footnotes

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

144 http://www fiskistofa.is/fiskveidistjorn/stjornfiskveida/thorskigildisstuat/
145http://www.fiskistofa.is/fiskveidistjorn/stjornfiskveida/#Sveigjanleiki_i_aflamarkskerfinu
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8.2.3.3.4 Clause 2.3.3.4.
Transfer of quota between vessels shall take effect only after it has been authorised and recotdedfficial central
data base.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Transfer of quota between vessels only takes effect once it has been authorised@rarded to the official central
data base.

Evidence:

All transfers of quota must be authorised by the Fisheries Directorate. The Directorate of Fisheries must be ng
the transfer of quota and must receive this no later than 15 days after theoétttk fishing season. The transfer do
not take effect until the Fisheries Administration has confirmed them (Article 15, Act No. 116/2006). Applicatior]
for the transfer of quota are available onlitfand must be transmitted directly to the Direstite for authorisation
of the transfer Information on the catch quota, including quota transfers, of each vessel or vessel group, is re
in the official central database (GAFL) (see evidence presented in clause 2.3.1.3).

Refaences: | See footnote.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.3.5 Clause 2.3.3.5.
Information on each vessels catch quota and quota use shall be updated regularly and made public and accessible to all
on the official website, thus ensuring transparency.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:
Information on each vess@ catch quota and quota use is updated regularly and made public and accessible
on the official web-site, thus ensuring transparency.
Evidence:
As discussed previously, catch statistics are published by individual vessel and are readily available online in
time thus ensuring transparenty. For each vessel the informati@vailable for each species is:
1. Allocated quota (initial allocation of quota from the overall TAC based on no. of shares)
Compensations (quota gained/lost through compensations)
Quota transferred from the previous year (Note this may be a negative balance)
Quota transferred between vessels (a negative balance indicates an outward transfer of quota (i.e.
transferred to other vessels) while a positive balance indicates an inward transfer of quota (i.e. quota gaing
other vessels)
Allowed catch (thesum of 1 to 4 above)
Catch (vessels landings in the season to date of that species)
Balance (Allowed catchCatch)
Overfished

Eal SN

©Now»

For illustrative purposesee the tablan the supporting evidence fa€lause 2.3.1.8howings the first 10 lines of thg
LJdzot AOt & | @FAtlotS RFEGI 2y tuskinRhe SOLERAA7 fishidSeasost a Q |j d
References: | See footnote.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

146 http://www.fiskistofa.is/eydublod/flutningurveidiheimilda/
147 http://www.fiskistofa.is/english/quotasand-catches/quotastatusand-catchesof-speciesby-vessel/aflastodulisti.jsp?lang=en
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8.2.3.4 Clause 2.3.4. Rules are enforced
8.2.3.4.1 Clause 2.3.4.1.
Rules shall be enforced. There shall be penalties for serious infractions.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

There is a clearly established legaamework which sets out rules and regulations relating to fishing activity with
Icelandic waters and the penalties for violation of these rules. It gives powers to the Ministry, the Fishe
Directorate, the Coast Guard and the MFRI to monitor fishexgivities and enforce these rules. Penalties exist f
serious infractions. This largely comprises administrative penalties ranging from guidance letters and reprimar
suspension of fishing permits and weighing licenses. More serious cases are strd finlice for prosecution under
the criminal system which can result in imprisonment.

Evidence:

There is a clearly established legal framework which sets out rules and regulations relating to fishing activit
Icelandic waters and gives powersth@ Ministry, the Fisheries Directorate, the Coast Guard and tReINb monitor
fishing activities and enforce these rul@$he penalties for violation of the laws and regulations have been desc
in clause 2.1.1 and range from the issue of reprimahgsthe Directorate of Fisheries and the suspension
commercial fishing permits to confiscation of gear and catch, fines and, in cases of serious or repeated d¢
violation, imprisonment for up to six years (for example, Articles 24 and 25 of AdtNE006; Articles 237 of Act
No. 79/1997; Chapter 4 of Act no. 57/1996).

On a dayto-day basis rules are primarily enforced by the Directorate through powers to collect levies, monitor, in
report and gather evidence for prosecution purposesewhviolations are suspected. All prosecutions resulting f
enforcement activities are conducted via the Icelandic legal process (Ministry of JuStioey).at sea monitoring an
inspection duties reside with the Coast Guatd.addition, within the renit of the overall Ministry of Industries an
innovation, the MRI also has the legal power to enact temporary spatial closArbeeakdown of inspection activitie
in 2017 with comparison with previous years was provided to the assessment team Wyotdst Guard and i
summarised in clause 2.1.1, alongside details of Fisheries Directorate Inspections.

Between 2014 and 2017 there have been 97 infringements recorded by Coast Guard monitoring and sun
activity. The infringements detected havedeaty remained consistent in recent years or declirféidre38 below). In
2017, the most significant numbers of infringements related to manning listsKt@ningar) and seaworthineg
(Haffaeri). Only one infringement relating to fishingg{da) was recorded in 2017. Foreign vessels are also inspg
co2GK Ay GKS LOStEIFIYRAO 99% |yR FdzZNIKSNJ | FA StaiRe dsa
member of NEAFC. In 2017, 18 foreign vessels were inspected which, in relation to fishing activities in the
EEZ, led to remarks to 2 Norwegian capelin fishing vessels due to gear infringements and to a Farog
handline/jigger vesel for logbook infringement.

In their annual report, the Fisheries Directorate publish a comprehensive summary of suspected offenses r
during maritime surveillance and the enforcement action subsequently taKedbl¢ 19 and Table 20below). A
comparison of some of the enforcement action taken in r@ggears is shown in. By far the main suspected offer
detected relate to logbooks, specifically not submitting them in the required timeframes (674 incidences in 201
fishing in excess of or without quota (1,201 incidences in 2017). Much obtimef arises from late submission
logbooks each month by small vessels using paper logbooks, with each instance registered as an offence. Sin|
quota infringement relates to each incidence detected of vessels that have taken longer thandlge Bduired by
law to balance their quota where they have landed fish in excess of their quota (proceeding to fish without qu
separate offence) (Pers. com. Fiskistofa).

Where a suspected violation of the fisheries management legislation hasredcuhe case is referred to th
S5ANBOG2NF 6SQa [S3IFft S5SLINIYSYd F2NI SyF2NOSYSyid |
the law are handled in several ways with some being dropped and others prompting actions ranging frosuetaf
reprimands, application of administrative fines, suspension or revocation of fishing permits and weighing licer
in a small number of cases, sent to the police for criminal action to be taken. There is also a specific chapt
Annual Reprt summarising the imposition and collection of fees for illegal catches of fish in that year.
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Figure38. Reasons for the generation of remarks, by no. of remarks generated, during Coast Guard inspeq
20142017; Logskraningar Manning list, Réttindi License, Veidag Fishing, Utivistartimg time limits for fishing,
Veidileyfi¢ Fishing permit, Mengn ¢ Pollution, Ferilvokturg VMS, Vanmdnnug Manning, Farpegafjoldj Passengers|
Haffeeric Sea worthiness, MerkingaMarking, Skipsskj@ Ship's papers, Fjarskiptaj ¢ telecommunicationsQlvun-
intoxication (Source: Coast Guard presentation pregitb the assessment team, December 2018).

Table19. Overview of suspected offenses recorded (Source Fiskistofa Annual Report® 208720169).

Offenses recorded by Fiskistofa 2017 2016
Violation of landing rules (broken dovimto:) 52 60
1 Not landing fish at official landing location 5 4
I Weighing container 10 13
9 Misreporting (Landing full size fish as part of catches of juveniles) 9 22
9 Incorrect specification of species 11 4
1 Other 17 17
Discarding catch 8 4
Violation offishing license rules 36 15
Violation of lumpfish fishery rules 19 11
Violation of coastal fishery rules 10 46
Logbooks (broken down into:) 719 689
1 Not submitting logbooks on time 674 657
1 Other 45 31
Fishing in excess of or without quota 1201 1,060
Violation of law on salmon and trout fishing 1 2
Other violations 45 14
TOTALS 2,080 1,901
Table20. Enforcement action taken (Sourdeiskistofa Annual Reports 2017 and 2016).
Offences 2017 2016
Violation of fishing rules 97 31
Violation of weighing and landing rules 71 50
Violation of logbook rules 45 31

148Fiskistofa 2017 Annual Report, Chaptent®o://www.fiskistofa.is/media/arsskyrslur/medferd mala og_urskurdir.pdf
149Fiskistofa 2016 Annual Report, Chaptent®://www.fiskistofa.is/media/arsskyrslur/kafli8 2016.pdf
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Violation of processing catch rules 0 2
Case sent to Police 1 4
Reprimands issued (broken down below) 96 79

Due to violation of fishing rules 50 14
Due to violations of weighing and landing rules 12 31
Due to violation of logbook rules 33 26
Due to other violations 3 8

Suspension of fishing permit 31 14

Suspension of weighing license 4 1

Guidance letter sent 6 6

No action taken 33 20

Case sent to another authority 1 1

Procedure still in progress 46 8

Case returned to the inspectors 2 No data

Fees

Remindeietter sent for unpaid fishing fees 2017 231 145

Resulting in suspension of fishing permits 89 85

Fees imposed for illegal catches 1201 130

Resulting in suspension of fishing permits 25 65
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Figure39. Comparison of some of the main areas of enforcement action taken by the Fisheries Directorate in
years. The first four columns show the violation and the remaining columns show the enforcement action subse
taken Source: SAIG, based on Fiskistofa Annual Report 2017 and 2016).
References: | See footnotes
Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.5 Clause 2.3.5. Analysis is carried out
8.2.3.5.1 Clause 2.3.5.1.

Analysis shall be carried out with the aim of detecting dayiations that may occur of the actual total catch from the
Total Allowable Catch (TAC). Measures are available and are adopted when indicated.

Evidence Rating: Low A

Medium A High R

Non-Conformance:

Critical A

Major A

Minor A

None R

Summary Evidence:
Analysis is carried out with the aim of detecting any deviations that may occur of the actual total catch from
Total Allowable Catch (TAC). Measures are available and are adopted when indicated.
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Evidence:

Given the fact that all catches are recorded on the central database any deviations between actual total catch
TAC for a particular species are easily detectable. Note deviations may be attributable to the legitimaspéuies,
inter-vessel orinter-annual quota transferdut in any casewhere there are anomalies analysis is carried ouf
determine the root cause of the deviation. Corrective measures are available and are adopted when in(Beat

supporting evidence foClause 2.2 3
References: | See footnotes.

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.5.2 Clause 2.3.5.2.

Anyone purchasing and/or selling catches shall be obligated to present reports to the appropriate authorities, containing
information on thepurchase, sale and other disposition of fish catches. If analysis reveals discrepancy between the
information stated in the reports and the information received from the harbour weighing, corrective measures shall be
taken when this is deemed appropriate.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Anyone purchasing and/or selling catches must submit present reports to the appropriate authorities, contai
information on the purchase, sale and other disposition of fish catches. If analysis reveals discrepancies be
the information stated in the reports and the information received from the harbour weighing, corrective measu
are taken as appropriate.

Evidence:

All processors purchasing fish, be it directly or at auction, are obliged to submit monthly reports to the Directo
addition, the fish auction reports all sales of fish directly to the Directorate.

Export documentation provides an indeent comparative check on catch quantities for different species. Ang
of catches includes the comparison of reported catches with the amount of sold or exported products to
independently that reported landings aligned accurately with those regub If comparison reveals discrepancies
reported and actual landings received from quayside weighing by registered weighers corrective action is t
appropriate.

References: |

Non-Conformance Number (if relevant) NA

8.2.3.5.3 Clause 2.3.5.3.
Thereshall be full traceability from catch, through processing, export and delivery on the market.

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

Where required, fulltraceability from catch, through processing, export and delivery on the market is possible.
Evidence:

There are effective systems in place to ensure the traceability of catch. The detailed spatial information avail
each fishing trip means catch may be traced directly from whence it was caught through subsequent processing
and delivery to fial market. Information relating to the provenance of the catch is communicated both tg
5ANBOG2NI 6SQa 6S0aAiGS YR RANBOGEE (2 GKS LIzNOKI 3

The official registration of landings contains a unique vessel identifier relating to the fishing vestmideatthe catch
allowing traceability to individual vessels. In most cases, the unique vessel identifier remains with the batch thrg
production and often on the final pack. For wet fish sales, from the auction, a vessel unique number is regishéne
the central eauction for tracking purposes.
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Full traceability is possible using all the tools within the system, however, not all buyers require full traceabilit
fishing vessel to the final product.
References: |

Non-Conformance Number (ifelevant) NA
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8.3 Section 3: Ecosystem Considerations

8.3.1 Clause3.1. Guiding Principle

8.3.1.1 Clause 3.1.1.

Adverse impacts of the fishery on the ecosystem shall be considered and appropriately assessed and effectively
addressed®, consistent with the precautionampproachs.,

Evidence Rating: Low A Medium A High R

Non-Conformance: Critical A Major A Minor A None R

Summary Evidence:

The MFRI undertakes research into fish stocks, the wider marine ecosystem and their interactiorfigligtries. The
Institute provides scientific advice on fisheries management within an ecosystem approach framework. W,
Icelandic fisheries, discarding of commercial species is prohibited and all commercial species caught must be
subject to the Imited flexibility built into the system. This also applies to protected species, Atlantic haljb
spurdog porbeagle and basking sharksnless they are caught alive in which case they must be released.

The vast majority of Icelandic tusk are taken lpnglines (95.9% in 2016/2017) followed by demersal trawls (3.4
with the remaining 0.7% taken by handlines, gillnets and Nephrops trawls. There are 9 species caught with
Cod, haddock, golden redfish and saithe comprise the bulk of the retainedfcalongside tusk and are all abov
their biological limit points and MSY #ger. With tusk, these species represent approximately 90% of the catch
the longline and demersal trawl fisheries. The other species represent a small proportion of the cditech gear
(all are less than 5%). They generally have high biomass and low fishing mortality except for deepsea redfis
stocks of which are considered low although fishing mortality is also low.

Understanding of the bycatch of honrcommercial sgcies and marine mammals and seabirddlimited as there
KFIayQid 0SSy a2aidSYFGAO NBO2NRAY3I FYyR GKSNB | NB (¢
Measures have been put in place to improve recording by observers but there are djfiificant differences
between logbook and observer records. This disparity has been observed in the lumpsucker gillnet fishery by
not clear how representative this is of other Icelandic fisherigsurther work is being undertaken in this are
particularly in relation to the higher risk gillnet fisheriethrough the Committee for Consultation on Responsibl
Management of Living Marine Resourcedulnerable species that the fishery may interact with include grey ska
Atlantic halibut, spurdog, Greeland shark and porbeagle. The stock status of these species is unknown or at
levels but Icelandic landings are also low. Measures are in place to reduce catches of the protected species A
halibut, spurdog porbeagle and basking sharks mentiored previously.

Low levels of seabird and marine mammal-ogptch have been recorded in Icelandic fisheries with the exception
the gillnet fisheries. In the lumpsucker gillnet fishery high levels of seathich have been recorded but tusk is ng
cauwght in this fishery.Tusk is caught in the cod gillnet fishery but this forms a very small proportion of tq
commercial tusk catches at 0.2% in 2016/2017. In the cod gillnet fishery the main marine mammeatof is
harbour porpoise. Bycatch rates havébeen decreasing in recent years as netting effort has decreased, althoug
2016 there was fivefold increase in catches thought to be due to changing density of porpoise on the fisk
grounds. The bycatch of porpoise in 2016 is at or higher than the/% limit for anthropogenic mortality on harbou
porpoise populations recommended by ASCOBANS which could suggest a population level impact. Howe
should be noted that there is uncertainty over the current harbour population size given the 2007 suiseow
quite old and considered an underestimate. Recent observations also suggest that the replacement potent
porpoise is higher than implied by the 1.7% reference poifbr these reasons we do not consider the eviden
supports that a populationevel impact is occurring.

150FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries, Article 7.2.

151In this context refer to 2009 FAO Guidelines for Ecolabelling of Fish and Fishery Products from Marind-Ghagtigs, Article 3I: Adverse impacts

of the fishery on the ecosystem should be appropriately addressed. Much greater scientific uncertainty is to be expesessingapossible adverse
ecosystem impacts of fisheries than in assessing the state gttatocks. This issue can be addressed by taking a "risk assessment/risk management
approach”. For the purpose of development of ecolabelling schemes, the most probable adverse impacts should be con&idgredptaccount
available scientific infornteon, and traditional, fisher or community knowledge provided that its validity can be objectively verified. Those imahcts th
are likely to have serious consequences should be addressed. This may take the form of an immediate management respgbasamalfisis of the
identified risk. ...
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Work is ongoing to update the harbour porpoise population estimate through genetic research. Testing of
efficacy of pingers in reducing porpoise {match in the gillnet fishery has been undertaken recently but their u
showed no reduction in bycatch

Sea birds are occasionally attracted to the baited hooks in longline fisheries, the main gear used in the Iceland
fishery. The bycatch is dominated by northern fulmars with lesser numbers of northern gannets, cormorants, b
guillemots and geat blackbacked gulls. In 2014 and 2015 the total number of seabirds bycaught in the long
fishery amounted to an estimated 5,128 individuals, corresponding to approx. 3 birds per million hooks set. Th
level of seabird interactions in Icelandicyo3 f AyS FTAAKSNASa Aa +d €Srad A
devices, such as acoustic cannons and tori lines, and night setting in an effort to minimise interactions bet
ASFOANRE YR GKSANI ISINW ¢RKBPaCSEBEODANROSNIBOASY i

LYF2NXYIFGA2Y Aa @FAtLFofS 2y LOStlFIyRQa &aSFoSR KI 01
and identify areas at risk from fishing activity. Closures are in place to protect sensitive cold water
communities and other VMEs reoeg de facto protection from other closures for example closure of coastal ar
within 4-12nm to bottom trawls.

The available evidence indicates that the adverse impacts of the fishery on the ecosystem are considered, as
and appropriately addressedn a manner consistent with the precautionary approach as required by the If
Standard.Further evidence of reliable data collection from the improved observer programme and the electrg
logbook reporting systemwould increase confidence that there arao adverse impacts on vulnerable specie
marine mammals and seabirds.
Evidence:

The Marine and Freshwater Research Institute of Iceland (MFRI) is a government institute under the auspicg
Ministry of Industries and Innovation with responsibilftyr marine and freshwater research and the provision
scientific advice to the Ministry. It was founded in 2016 following the merger of the Institute of Freshwater Fig
and the Marine Research Institdfé ¢ KS aCwLQa YIAYy NBEASEFNODK LINA 2 NA {
Research on marine and freshwater ecosystems
Sustainable exploitation of fish stocks
Ecosystem approach to fisheries management
Research on fishing technology

Seafloor and habitat mapping

egeegee

This involves investigations into environmental condiiomarine geology, the ecology of algae, zooplankton,
larvae, fish juveniles, and benthos, investigates surface currents, assessment of primary productivity, overw
and spring spawning of zooplankton and studies on spawning of commerciabiitis.s

The MRFI undertakes annual surveys and prepares stock assessments of commercially exploited stocks,
formal advice on TACs and sustainable fishing strategies for managers.

The MFRI also monitors the wider marine ecosystem, underta&itigction and analysis of oceanographic g
physical data, measurement of retained catches and interactions between Endangered, Threatened and P
species (ETPs) and commercial fisheries, fishing gears and seabed habitats and between comneiemhbfishthe
ecosystem e.g. impacts of fisheries on predgioey dynamics.

Environmental conditions

In the Icelandic Waters ecoregion, water masses of different origin mix. Relatively warm and saline Atlanti
enters the area, both in the southweas a branch of the Irminger Current and in the east from the Norwegian
and over the Jan Mayen Ridge. The East Greenland Current carries cold, low salinity water from the Greenla
the north into the Icelandic Waters ecoregion. The variabletlonaof the fronts between the colder and freshq
waters of Arctic origin and the warmer and more saline waters of Atlantic origin result in variable local cong
especially on the northern part of the shelf. During the last two decades, the Atlaatér mass has been dominatin
in contrast to the Arctic domination in the previous three decades.

152 https://www.hafogvatn.is/en/about/mfri
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Analysis of environmental conditions around Iceland have shown that seasonal conditions vary markedly b
years and that, in general, warm currentgb@ north of Iceland result in increased overall production. However, th
is a complex web of environmental factors which drive fluctuations in the abundance and distribution of comr
stocks around Iceland.

Key ecosystem and environmental signasicelandic waters in 2018°

1 Zooplankton biomass on the northern shelf has fluctuated in the past, cycling on-&ofitemn-year periodicity,
with a period of generally low biomass from the 1960s to the 1990s.

1 From the mid2000s, Atlantic macker&comber scombrwextended its feeding grounds from the Norwegian §
to Icelandic Waters ecoregion, while the summer feeding grounds of cadeliotus villosusnoved westwardg
from Icelandic into Greenland waters. Norwegian spispgwning herringClupeaharengushas, since the early
2000s, reappeared at its traditional feeding grounds east and north of Iceland. These major changes in nj
patterns have been linked to prey availability, oceanographic conditions, and stock density.

1 Increased temperatre in the lower water column on the western and northern part of the Icelandic shelf
resulted in changes in spatial distribution for a number of demersal species. Species like Md@oagrammus
aeglefinus anglerfishLophius piscatoriydingMolva molvatuskBrosme brosmedabLimanda limandaand witch
Glyptocephalus cynoglosstigat have previously had Icelandic waters as their northern boundary of distriby
and have mainly been recorded in the warm waters south and west of Iceland, arshmwming a northward
clockwise trend in their distribution along the shelf, and in some cases a distributional shift. Warming wats
led to a decline in the stock abundance and distribution of many-w@ietr species, while the previously ra
occurrene of warmwater species in the ecoregion has increased in recent years.

1 The stocks of northern shrimpandalus borealisollapsed around the year 2000 and the driving factors
thought to be increased predation by gadoids, increasing temperature, aidfishing mortality.

1 Improved management measures for most of the major stocks @adus morhuahaddock, saithéollachius
virens redfish Sebastessp., herring) have resulted in decreased fishing mortality, close to or at FMSY
increased SSBs. $hias furthermore resulted in decrease in effort and less pressure on benthic habitats.

1 A recruitment failure of sandeel (Ammodytidae) was recorded in 2005 and 2006, and, with the exception
2007 cohort, recruitment has been at a low level sincentiH&ish stomach content data suggest that the declin
the sandeel population may even have started as early as around year 2000.

1 The abundance of minke whalBalaenoptera acutorostrathas decreased on the Icelandic shelf in recent ye
following changes in prey distribution. Abundance of other species, in particular fin wBalegnoptera physalu
and humpback whalelglegaptera novaeangliaehave increased over the last 20 to 30 years.

1 In recent decades, the breeding success of many seabird spegfedeen poor in south and west Icelarn
accompanied by declines in their breeding population sizes. These trends may be influenced by changes ir
composition, and spatial distribution of their main fish prey (i.e. sandeel).

Icelandic marine ecsystem

The main spawning grounds of most of the exploited fish stocks in Iceland are in the Atlantic water south of the
while nursery grounds are off the north coast. The physical oceanographic character and faunal compositio
southern and western parts of the Icelandic marine ecosystem are different from those in the northern and the eg
areas. The former areas are more or less continuously bathed by warm and saline Atlantic water while the I3
more variable and influenced by Atiic, Arctic and even Polar water masses to different degrees. Mean a
primary production is higher in the Atlantic water than in the more variable waters north and east of Icelan
higher closer to land than farther offshore. Similarly, zooplanktooduction is generally higher in the Atlantic wat
than in the waters north and east of Iceland.

In Iceland, CapeliMallotus villosuds the most important pelagic stock and c@hdus morhuas by far the most
important demersal fish stock. Whaleseaasin important component of the Icelandic marine ecosystem, and Icelg
waters are an important habitat for some of the largest seabird populations in the Northeast Atlantic. In the wa|
the north and east of Iceland, available information suggtsexistence of a simple bottomp controlled food chain
from phytoplankton througtCalanus spp capelin and to cod. Less is known about the structure of the more con|
southern part of the ecosystem. The Icelandic marine ecosystem is highly seneitislénate variations ag
demonstrated by abundance and distribution changes of many species during the warm period in the 1930s,
period in the late 1960s and warming observed during recent years.

153https://www.ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Advice/2018/2018/IcelandicWatersEcoregion EcosystemOverview.pdf
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A key factor driving fluctuations in Icelandiocks is the availability of zooplankton which represent an important j
species for many species. The availability of sufficient zooplankton is considered to be an important facto
contributes to rates of larval mortality and research by the MkRIshown a correlation between spring zooplanki
levels and the abundance of cod fry the following August indicating interconnectivity between species at di
trophic levels. Studies aimed at following the letegm trends in zooplankton abundandggan around 1960 with
recent years, 2018 2015, showing zooplankton abundances off North Iceland to be below historical av¥fages

Discards

Since 1996 discarding is prohibited and subject to peffaltfvessels do not have sufficient quota to cover species
they have caught they are required to attain quota through the quota transfer system. Consegqifergisels do no
have sufficient catch quotas for their probable catches they must suspend all fishing activities; this means thg
the ITQ gstem, the discard policy primarily affects the composition of landings and not the aggregate volume.

The discard ban has some inbuilt flexibility, as any 5% of demersal catches from a fishing trip (called V
irrespective of fish species or sireay be excluded from quota restriction (which means that VS catches are addi
to the TAC). On sale of VS catches in public fish markets 20% of the revenue generated is paid to the vessg
remaining 80% going to a designated research and dpustot fund (the VS fund, under the auspices of the Minist
The maximum of 20% return on VS catches means that there are limited incentives to land it; however, havin
catch provisions within the fisheries management system allows the flexitgitityessels to land small catches whi
are outside their specific quota, preventing discards, improving the treatment of the fishery resource and pro
responsible fishing practices.

Despite the discard prohibition, penalties and flexibility buitbithe system some discarding may still occur, lik
mainly in the form of high grading. This is considered to be at low levels and can be detected by comparing
and size compositions between vessels fishing in the same area. A program hasifor@eq since 2001 to do thig
mainly focussing on cod and haddock but various other species have been sampled. The measurements are|
board commercial vessels by trained inspectds

Retained catch

With regards to retained catches, most commergidished species in Iceland are now part of the ITQ sys
Discarding of these commercially important species is prohibited and comparison between observer measure
compositions and seleporting by fishers ensures that a high level of compliandh whe ban on discarding i
YIAYGFEAYSR® b23S GKFG Ay LOStIYyR 20aSNBSNB | NB N
to fine or charge the vessel with criminal charges. All fisheries are subject to observation but theaédbeerver
coverage varies, it is-2% on averagdsee Table21below) but there are some exceptiongerceived higher rish
fisheries, such as 3.64% hretgillnet fisheries ani00% coverage of purse seiners operating in the fjords. Discard
not included in the Icelandic fisheries assessments as they are generally considered to be negligible; howeve
the situation change and discards increaben these changes should be detectable within the system (as n
above).

Table21. Directorate inspector days on fishing vessels (Source: Directorate of Fisheries, November 2018 site

Fishery type Bottom Trawl Longline Gillnet (include lumpfish fishery and cod fishery
2017/2018 days 570 202 152
2017/2018 coverage % 1.93% 0.64% 3.64%

Landings of tusk in the 2016/2017 season were 3,100 tonnes including 1,267.4 tonnes from foreigtrielselsast
majority of thelcelandic catch was taken by longlines (95.9%) followed by demersal trawls (3.4%). The remaini
was made up of handlines, gillnets and Nephrops trafigure40). The status of those species comprising greg
than 1% of overall catches in each of the main gears (those gears contributing >1% to total landings of tusk)
above are listed iTable22 and presented in detail below.

154 http://www.hafro.is/Astand/2015/umhverfi_2015.pdf

155Act concerning the Treatment of Commercial Marine Stocks No. 57, 3 June 1996:

http://eng.atvinnuvegaraduneyti.is/media/acts/Agto-57-1996 Treatmentof-CommerciaMarine-Stocks. pdf

1565 2 OdzY Sy i SEGNI Ol LINPQJARSR 6& awCL 6/ KI Ri @NIKERE®IE Y 5 ABER avé yidak SIBa lp LR
157ICES (2018). ICES Advice on fishing opportunities, catch, and effortBiiasskg brosmjein Subarea 14 and Division 5.a (East Greenland and

Iceland grounds). Published 13 June 201®://ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Advice/2018/2018/usk.27.5a14.pdf
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Demersal trawl
3%

Longling
96%

Figure40. Proportion of total landings of tusk by gear type during the 2016/2017 fishing season (Source: Fi
Directorate websitewww.fiskistofa.i$.

Table22. Totalcatches and % contribution, by gear type, for species that represent >1% of the overall catch
major gear types contributing >1% of total Icelandic landings of tusk in the 2016/2017 fishing season (Source:
Directorate websitewww.fiskistofa.i3.

Gear type Species Total catches (t) % Contrlbutézr;:ot;g;al CEAIBES 2]
Cod 77,849 72.7
Haddock 14,258 13.3

Longline A.tlantic wolffish 4,561 4.3
Ling 4,331 4.0
Tusk 1,626 1.5
Golden redfish 1,233 1.2
Cod 118,364 47.5
Golden redfish 44,612 17.9
Saithe 40,716 16.3

Demersal trawl Haddock - 16,311 6.5
Deep sea redfish 8,475 3.4
Greenland halibut 7,979 3.2
Greater argentine 3,515 1.4
Tusk 58 0.023

These 9 specig@rdered by total catches in the gears listed; cod, golden redfish, saithe, haddock, deep sea
Greenland halibut, Atlantic wolffish, ling, greater argentine) constitute the majocatgh species in Iceland
commercial tusk fisheries. Further imfoation on the status of these stocks is presented bééw

CodGadus morhudlcelandic: pPorskur)
Estimated spawning stock biomass (SSB) has increased in recent years and has not been larger in 50 yea
rate has declined and is at its lowest vainghe assessment period. Recruitment since 1988 is lower than the avg
recruitment in the period 19561985. The increase in SSB is therefore primarily the result of lower harvest ratg
2013 year class is estimated to be small, but the sizes &fdhé and 2015 year classes are near the l@nm average.
The size of the reference stock is not expected to change markedly for the next three years as the 2015 yg
which enters the reference stock in 2019, is above the average of¢293%, 206 year class is estimated to I
somewhat below average and the 2017 year class around average. MFRI and ICES advise that when the
management plan is applied, catches in the fishing year 2018/2019 should be no more than 264,437 tonnes. E
SSBn18(651,600 t) is well above MS¥gkr (220,000 t), B (125,000 t) and & (160,000 t).

158https://www.hafogvatn.is/en/harvestinepdvice
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Golden redfishSebastes norvegicuscelandic: Gullkarfi)

The 200@2005 year classes accounted for most of the catches in 2017. TheZBByear classesaestimated to
be below average. Fishing mortality has decreased in the past two decades but is abo8SB has steadily increas
for the past 20 years and is well above MSiyd3 MFRI and ICES advise that when the management plan is ap
catches in the fishing year 2018/2019 in the East Greenland/Iceland/Faroe Islands area should be no more tha
tonnes. According to an agreement between Iceland and Greenland, 90% of the TAC is allocated to Iceland.
of future prospects, as notethe 20082014 year classes are estimated to be small. Both total biomass and S
decrease in 2018 and 2019 when these cohorts enter the fishery. Estimateds$385,000 t) is well above MY
Buriggerand Ba (220,000 t) and B (160,000 t).

SaithePollachius virenglcelandic:Ufsi)

SSBiis currently at the tirseries maximum. The harvest rate has declined from 2009 and is presently estimated
HRuet. Recruitment in the last decade has been high. The reference biomass (B4+) has irsirezs2ad15 due to the
large 2012 cohort and the cohorts from 2013 and 2014 are estimated to be above average. MFRI and ICES 4
when the Icelandic management plan is applied, catches in the fishing year 2018/2019 should be no more tha
tonnes. In terms of future prospects, stock size is not expected to change much in coming years. Estimaie(
(232,883 1) is well above MS¥igg- (65,000 t), Bn (44,000 t) and B(61,000 t).

HaddockMelanogrammus aeglefinuglcelandic: Ysa)

SSB in@ased from 20042004, after several strong year classes, and was large until 2008. Since 2008, the
decreased but in recent years has stabilised above MfaderBHarvest rate in 20X®2017 is estimated close to it
lowest level in the assessmengfiod and is currently close to W&. Recruitment of 2 year old haddock in 2@2015
was low, but is estimated high for 2016 and close to average for the last two years. MFRI and ICES advise {
the Icelandic management plan is applied, catcheshin fishing year 2018/2019 should be no more than 57,
tonnes. In terms of future prospects, reference biomass will increase in 2017, as the 2014 cohort enters the rg
stock. The 20162017 cohorts are estimated to be close to the ldegn mean recuitment. Average weight of thq
2014¢2017 year classes is predicted to be above average in 2019. Estimated @SB 79 t) is well above MG TidBer
(45,000 t), & (45,000 t) and g (59,000 t).

Deep sea redfish/Demersal beaked redfiSfebastes menté (Icelandic: Djupkarfi)
Note: this refers to demersal beaked redfiSh mentellaand not pelagic deegea redfishS. mentella The lack of
abundance indices with a long tinseries prevents analytical assessment of this dived species but an autum
survey biomass index (EBVIH) conducted since 2000 is available and is used as the basis for scientific advice
SMH covers the entire fishing area of the fishable stock in Icelandic waters.-SMH $iomass index declined fro
2001¢2003 and has ste been fluctuating without a trend. Catches in the past five years have been the lowes
1980. In terms of future prospects, limited information is available on stock productivity of demersal beaked
However, the abundance index of fishG<8m has been at low levels since 2007, indicating little recruitment. N
and ICES advise that when the precautionary approach is applied, catches in the fishing year 2018/2019 sho
more than 13,012 tonnes.

Greenland halibutReinhardtius hippogissoideqlcelandic: Gralida)

The stock was well above MSxgd3:in the early part of the timeseries. After dropping below the MS¥qgrin 2004
and 2005, it has steadily increased and is currently above M&¥. Bishing mortality has decreasedrecent years,
and is estimated to be close tadx MFRI and ICES advise that when the MSY approach is applied, catches
2018/2019 fishing year should be no more than 24,150 tonnes. According to an agreement between Icels
Greenland, 56.4%fthe TAC is allocated to Iceland. In terms of future prospects, the survey biomass estimates i
that the harvestable biomass has been stable in recent years while recruitment has declined. It is therefore e
that the stock size will declinesfimated biomass is currently above MS¥g8 (0.5 Busy and Bm (0.3 Busy).

Atlantic wolffish Anarhichas lupuglcelandic: Steinbitur)
Fishing mortality has been belowdvsince 2014. Recruitment has been low since 2006, as compared to thg
precaling decades. Harvestable biomass declined from 22063, but has increased since then and is now clos
the highest level in the assessment history. MFRI advises that when the MSY approach is applied, catches in {
year 2018/2019 should be nmore than 9,020 tonnes. MFRI recommends a continued closure of the spawnin
off West Iceland during the spawning and incubation season in autumn and winter. In terms of future pro
recruitment has been low since 2006, compared to the years d2885. Therefore, the size of the harvestable stq
is not expected to increase in coming years.
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Ling Molva molva) (Icelandic: Langa)

Harvest rate (HR) has decreased since 2009 and is how the lowest in the time series, but remains adolre 20R8,
SSBand the reference biomass (ling >75 cm) are amongst the highest in thesénmes. Recruitment was high fro
2004 to 2011 but has declined to the levels of the 1980s and 1990s. Short term projections indicate a declir
and catches as the result lafw recruitment in 20122016. MFRI and ICES advise that when the Icelandic manage
plan is applied, catches in the fishing year 2018/2019 should be no more than 6,255 tonnes. Estimate38 280
t) is well above MSYiryer (9,930 t), Bn (7,090 tonnes) and8(9,930 t).

Greater Argentine/Greater silver smelrgentina silug(Icelandic: Gulllax)
The survey index has been high since 2014, but has fluctuated greatlypddieas decreased since 2010 and H
been below the targetgroxysince 2014. MFRI and ICES advise that when the precautionary approach is applied,
in the fishing year 2018/2019 should be no more than 7,603 tonnes.

Vulnerable species Interactions
The discard prohibition only applies to commercially importanecsps (and protected species including Atlarn
halibut Hippoglossus hippoglosséd and porbeagle Lamna nasus basking sharkQgtorhinus maxim)sandspiny
dogfishispurdog Squalus acanthid® unless they are captured alive in which case they must be setilaand
systematic recording of neaommercial bycatch has not occurredlTable 23 provides a summary of the fishel
dependent and independent monitoring undertaken in Iceland.

Table 23. Sampling in the MFRI database covering commeu@athes and surveys (Source: document extl
LINE ARSR 0@ awCL &/ KFLIWGSNI Hd { YL AYy3 o6& (GKS al NJ

Sample group MRI-  Description

ll”l‘
Inspectors 1 Commercial catches. port and onboard
MRI 2 Commercial samples from ports
Fishermen | Sampling done on board vessels by crew
Discard samples 8 Monitoring of discards by inspectors
Survey on a commercial 20 Survey on a rented vessel,
vessel example: flatfish survey in Faxaflon
March survey 30 Trawl survey. goes down to 500m
Shrimp survey 31 Trawl survey off North Iceland
Gillnet survey 34 Targets spawning cod. but other

species are caught

October survey 3. Trawl surveyv. goes down to 1500m

Shrimp survey (Inshorc 37 Trawl survey in infjords area off
West and North Iceland

Nephrops survey I8 Sledge survey off the South and
West coast off Iceland

Until recently the observer programme has only covered commercial species and similarly thegdympiRI, fishers
FYR G4KS awzx adaNWSeé dzaAy3a | O2YYSNDOALFE @SaasSt ofF
commercial species. However, measures have been taken in recent years to extend the observer programme
by-catch suclas elasmobranchs (pers. comm. MFRI, site visit) and records-&attly species including skddépturus
batis, Atlantic halibut, dogfish, Greenland sh&&mniosus microcephalaad porbeagld.amna nasusan be seen in
the catch data available via théskeries Directorate websitditp://www.fiskistofa.is/english/quotasand-catches).
These are vulnerable or endangered, threatened or protected (ETP) species. Annual landing &tattbése five
species are presented ifable24 and the current status of each is discussed below.

159Reguation 470/2012 https://www.reglugerd.is/reglugerdir/eftifraduneytum/atvinnuvegaog-nyskopunarraduneyti/nr/18302
160Regulation 456/201https://www.reglugerd.is/reglugerdir/eftifraduneytum/atvinnuvegaog-nyskopunarraduneyti/nr/0456€017
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Table24. Icelandic landings to the nearest tonne of common skate, Atlantic halibut, spiny dogfish and Greb&aldn

in Icelandic fishing year (1 Septemlge81 August).

Species 2010/2011 | 2011/2012 | 2012/2013 | 2013/2014 | 2014/2015 | 2015/2016 | 2016/2017
Common skate 127 138 153 233 141 157 133
Atlantic halibut 595 186 39 62 55 118 114
Spiny dogfish 65 50 14 11 14 13 3
Greenland shark 27 14 9 62 22 29 18
Porbeagle 1 1 1 1 0 1 1

Common skate/grey skat®ipturus batis(Icelandic: Skata)

The grey skate used to be fairly common in Icelandic waters, but has been overfished as catches are now o
10% of catches 5@ears ago. The status of the grey skate stock can be compared to the halibut stock as both
are at a low level. Both are widely distributed, fished in many types of fishing gear, very large and mature lat
landings of grey skate in the 20127 fishing season in Icelandic waters was 133 tonnes. No assessment is
out for grey skate and indices of abundance are uncertain as only limited survey data exists. However, trendg
numbers in the groundfish survey indicate some incre&sgufesl).

Figure4l Grey skateDipturus batis

€0 ¥ in MFRI spring survey. Total catch
numbers (Source: MRFI).
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hippoglossugIcelandic: Luda)
Recruitment and biomass indices decreased rapidly between 1985 and 1992 and have remained low since
catches of Atlantic halibut have predominantly beem 8 year old immature fish. Hse age groups have been
decline for over 20 years, and it is evident that the stock has suffered a recruitment failure. It is therefore likg
the stock will remain low over the next years.

In 2012, a regulation was issued to ban all targetekiriig for Atlantic halibut and stipulating that all viable halik
must be released in other fisheri€ The effects of this are evidenced by a sharp drop in halibut landings after
(Table24). MRI recommends that these regulations should be maintained until clear indications of improven
the stock are evident. Total landings in the 2016/2017 fishing season amounted to 114 t. The biomashande
some increase in recent years.

Spiny dogfish/spurdod@squalus acanthiaglcelandic: Hafur)
A few hundred tonnes of spiny dogfishes were fished annually by foreign fleets when they operated in Icelandic|
However, Icelandic catches have alwagetb low, in 2016/2017 they amounted to 3 tonnes. As spiny dodfish af
aggregating species, landings may be dominated by relatively few large hauls leading to large fluctuations i
landings and/or survey results. They are an infrequent catchseareh surveys and so no assessment is carried
Indices of abundance are uncertain because of limited dt&2017, a regulation was issued to ban all targeted fisk

161Regulation 470/201ttps://www.reglugerd.is/reglugerdir/eftirraduneytum/atvinnuvegaog-nyskopunarraduneyti/nr/18302
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for spiny dogfishand stipulating that all viablspecimenamust be released in ber fisheriesand dead specimen
landed as VS catéf.

Greenland sharkSomniosus microcephaly$celandic: Hakarl)

Historically Greenland sharks were fished in Icelandic waters with the fishery reaching its peak in 1867 wher
barrels of shark oil we exported. Later whale and then fuel oil became more available and commercial fisher
Greenland shark ceased by about 1910. Greenland sharks are still targeted in small scale artisanal fisheries
periodic bycatch in bottom trawl fisheds. National landings in 2016/17 totalled 18 tonnes with no specific cha
or trends apparent in the annual landings data (MRI data provided to assessment team). Stock status is unkn

PorbeagleLamna nasuglcelandic: Hameri)
Icelandic landings gforbeagle are very low, amounting to about 1 tonne a year or less. There are no directed fig
for porbeagle so landings are as-tgtch. The northeast Atlantic population as a whole has been historically hg
exploited by longline fisheries, pripeilly by Denmark, France, Norway and Spain and it has been classed as vul
on the IUCN Red List. The International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT) last ung
assessment of the Northeast Atlantic stock in 2009. Thegdhoonsiderable uncertainty in identifying stock stat
relative to virgin biomass. Exploratory assessments indicate it is belsW#BA joint ICCAT/ICES stock assessme
scheduled for 2019. ICES advise that fishing mortality should be minimisedoatatgeted fisheries should b
permitted. Within EU waters there has been no TAC since’®0192017, a regulation was issued to ban all targe
fishing for porbeagle and stipulating that all viable specimens must be released in other fisimetidead specimen
landed as VS catt¥h.

There is a system of area closures in operation in Iceland, comprising real time, permanent and temporary
which can protect vulnerable species or life stages of fish. Real time area closures have hgsatiorosince 1976
to protect juvenile/small fish. Fishing is prohibited for at least two weeks in areas where the nhumber of small
the catches has been observed by inspectors to exceed a certain percentage and if, in a given area, there &I
consecutive closures the Minister of Fisheries can issue regulations that close the area for a longer period. In
from the Directorate of Fisheries supervise these closures in collaboration with MFRI. In 2017 there were-1
time area closuredess than the 148 in 2016 (pers. comm. Icelandic Coastguard, site visit).

In addition to the real time closures, there are also permanent and temporary area closures in place to
juveniles Figure4?2). Temporary closures of the major spawning grounds of cod, plaice and wolfish reduce
during the main spawning period of these species.

Figure 42. Areas closeda longlines for protection of
juvenile tusk (Source: MFRI).

" 15

Interactions of fishing gear with benthic ecosystems

162Regulation 456/201https://www.reglugerd.is/reglugerdir/eftirraduneytum/atvinnuvegaog-nyskopunarraduneyti/nr/0456€017
163 https://www.iccat.int/Documents/SCRS/ExecSum/SHK ENG.pdf

164ICES.@17. Report of the Working Group on Elasmobranchs (2017), 337Mage 2017, Lisbon, Portugal. ICES CM 2017/ACOM:16. 1018 pp

165Regulation 456/201https://www.reglugerd.is/reglugerdir/eftifraduneytum/atvinnuvegaog-nyskopunarraduneyti/nr/0456€017
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Interactions between fishing gears and the seabed are highly dependent on gear type with towed bottom geg
as demersdirawls and dredges having a greater impact than static gear such as longlines, set nets or pots. Of
catch of tusk by the Icelandic fleet in the 2016/2017 fishing season, the vast majority of the Icelandic catch wa
by longlines (95.9%) follved by demersal trawls (3.4%). Icelandic groundfish fisheries are multispecies in natu
as such the effects of bottom contact fishing gears are not separable by species.

The most widely used bottom fishing gear in Icelandic waters are denteagds the effects of which are dependel
on seabed and community type. Effects on large emergent epifauna are more significant than on smaller en
organisms with areas subject to regular hydrodynamic disturbance, such as winter storms in shalé&asgeziso being
more naturally resilient to fishing disturbance. Available data on fishing effort are very accurate and have
possible to map in detail the distribution of bottom trawl effoRigure43). The reduction in the intensity and footprir
of the bottom trawl fishery in recent years is also evidenced by a reduction in total fishing Effquté44).

Figure43. Spatial distribution of bottorsirawl effort based on logbooks from trawl fisheries targeting demersal {
shrimp and Norway lobster (SourddFRI State of Marine Stocks and Advice, 2018
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