Decision minutes: Combined EFIMAS-COMMIT Steering Group and STEPFORward Group Meeting, Aberdeen, September 2005

Meeting time: Wednesday the 21st September 2005, 08.30-13.30

Venue: ICES ASC Conference Center, Aberdeen, Scotland

Participants: Rasmus Nielsen (RN), Doug Wilson (DW), Laurence T. Kell (LK), Ole Vestergaard (OSV), Sean Pascoe (SP), Poul Degnbol (PD), Per Johan Sparre (PJS), George Tserpes (GT), Costas Papaconstantinou (CP), Marina Santurtun (MS), Jan Horbowy (JH), Murdoch McAllister (MM). 
Absent: Representativ from Baltic Salmon Case Study
Attachments:
Annex A: Agenda
Annex B: Updated overview of Knowledge Basis review chapters (LM, DW)

Issues addressed at the meeting
1. Project Management and Coordination 
Status, progress, near future plans and work, meetings/workshops:

Deadline for near-future deliverables: 
· EFIMAS Technical Report on Case Specific Work (EFIMAS 18-month)

Deadline: Drafts from Case Study Coordinators to MP, SP, RN by 21 October 2005 (can in exceptional cases be postponed to 1 Nov 2005).
· EFIMAS Financial report (Cost statements): Extensive material and guidance for providing the required information has been circulated to all partners primo Sept 2005. Deadline for submission to DIFRES is 21 October 2005. It is critical that all partners comply with this deadline. DIFRES need to submit an overall financial summary report to the Commission with each partner’s financial statement attached. This report will be submitted to the Commission on time despite of possible pending contributions from given partners. Should a partner fail to be included in the submission, the next payment for that given partner is likely to be greatly delayed!
· Network partners to inform titles on relevant publications, papers or presentations made on project activities for inclusion in 18-month technical report no later than 1 November 2005.

Update on EFIMAS Outreach activity:

· EFIMAS news article has been published in the ICES CIEM Newsletter, Sept 2005.
· A draft EFIMAS information flyer has been produced. Will be circulated for comments from all partners in week 42, 2005. 

· EFIMAS and COMMIT intro papers posted at EU Scientific Research for Policy portal: http://europa.eu.int/comm/research/fp6/ssp/efimas_en.htm.
· EFIMAS, together with other FP6 projects, has been presented in small information booklet on Research for Policy projects. Hardcopies will be sought from Brussels for dissemination to all partners.

· The public EFIMAS website is fully up and running. Project documents are currently being moved from the internal FPT-website to a password-protected area (www.efimas.org).
· Web Based Knowledge and Communication System and Platforms for the projects. LK, MP and OSV to finalise progress plan for web-based communication ultimo 2005!
· DIFRES and IFM to explore possible web-based platform / forum for related (FP6) projects on fisheries management research, including outline of possibilities for Informal Cluster through EU Tender. A coordination group for above activity has been established. The following partners expressed interest in participating:

Preparatory planning: DIFRES, IFM, CEFAS, CEMARE, HCMR

Full project: DIFRES, IFM, CEFAS, CEMARE, HCMR, RIVO

DIFRES and IFM to initiate development of draft proposal for tender early 2006.


Time and Venue for annual project meetings:
· Next annual EFIMAS-COMMIT Network, STEPFORWARD and 


Steering Group Meetings:
Date: two options will be explored:

Priority 1:  3-6 April 2006

Priority 2:  25-28 April 2006

Venue: France is suggested (Paris or Nantes) – subject to confirmation from French partners.
· The STEPFORward Group will explore special EFIMAS-COMMIT 
Session at ICES Symposium on Fisheries Management Strategies, Galway, June 2006.
Status of Case Study coordination: 
· Coordination of EFIMAS Nephrops Case Study: Andrew Revill (CEFAS) will take on the role as new coordinator of the Nephrops Case Study. The reduced Terms of Reference approved by the coordinator are: 
1) Evaluation of different discard/by-catch regimes;  
2) Evaluation of different assessments methods.
Transfer of funds for coordination from CLO-DvZ to CEFAS. Formalities will be coordinated between the project Coordinator (DIFRES) and the EU Commission.

2. Knowledge Basis Reporting
· ELSEVIER Publishing has accepted the review-book for publication. LM

and DW are liaising with the publisher regarding contractual arrangements. LM and DW to report back to all authors on the specific conditions agreed with ELSEVIER by October 2005. 
· Partners should check updated overview table of book chapters (attached 

Annex B) and report back any required revisions to LM and DW by          1 November 2005. 
Deadline: Draft report/book out to full Network by 15 November 2005.

Deadline: Draft book in report format to be submitted to the EU Commission by 15 November 2005.
· Deadline for Technical Annex Reports are 9 December 2005. MA and 
OSV will circulate draft overview table to collect information required on typical models used in different relevant management systems covered in the book, the major data types, typical outputs and so forth, to first authors of each chapter. 
3. Evaluation Framework and Program Development
· Overview of progress

LK and MP to produce summary overview of status of what is delivered / not yet delivered in FLR in relation to original box-flow diagram of the conceptual evaluation framework to be developed (see EFIMAS Technical Annex). Deadline: 1 Nov 2005.
· Review papers on Operating Models and Measures of Performance
Deadline for completion of draft reports / review papers for circulation to full network is ultimo 2005, covering the following items:
· Biological OM Review (MM)
· Economical OM Review (SP)
· Review of linkages between biological OM and economical OM (PJS, DP, CLU)
For the OM’s in general: Give proposals and guidelines for major parts and options from which information can be used in establishing the Case Study specific OM’s.


· Report on Measures of Performance, deadline: ultimo 2005-  
primo 2006 (SP, MM, PJS). 
General version to be developed for broader use, and modifications by case studies as appropriate, outlining importance of measure in relation to Management Objectives: which objectives do the measures of performance relate to? Synthesize and prioritize their importance. 
·  Case specific Operating Models  should be developed for ‘toolbox’
· Choice of models of specific OM

· Choice between options of OM’s in different tools
Courses/workshop for evaluation framework development
· Evaluation Frame development group workshop, involving selected persons from FLR-core group plus central CS representatives, tentatively Nov-Dec 2005. To be planned by PJS, LK and RN. Likely dates: three days, early Dec., London.
Main issues:
i. Operating Model development

ii. Operating Model implementation in Case studies
iii. Individual parameters in Operating Models

iv. Overview of specific developments required by and to be produced within each case study (MP, SP, RN). 

Date and venue for workshop: To be determined immediately

· A combined broader Case Study and FLR course to assist CS representatives and development of OM’s in case studies: LK and PJS to develop plan for FLR user-course, incl. dates, participants, venues. Possible Dec 2005 – Jan 2006. Update: a course on management evaluations using FLR has been proposed on 23-25 Nov 2005 in Ijmuiden. Further info at: www.flr-project.org
· FLR training notes and tutorials have been made available at FLR-development website (http://flr-project.org).
· Circulate overview of WIKI for FLR-development indicating exact content and guidance for user-access by 1 November 2005 (LK)

· Make link to WIKI (http://flr-project.org) from EFIMAS website (OSV)
· A meeting between the Baltic Cod Case Study coordinator (JH), the EFIMAS coordinator (RN), the WP3 coordinator (PJS) was held during ICES ASC, Aberdeen, 22 Sept 2005, to assist further support and development of case study work (meeting minutes available from EFIMAS FTP-site). 
· Mediterranean CS to appoint contact person for FLR/R development, and RIVO will identify support person for Mediterranean CS. MP to report, autumn 2005
4. Case Studies and Case Specific Work
Status, progress, near future plans and work, and near future meetings/workshops:
· A draft list of contents for preliminary Case Study 18-month reporting to be developed and circulated to CS coordinators primo Oct 2005 (RN, SP, MP), representing  a EFIMAS 18-month WP4 deliverable, including updated case study Overviews and outline of revisions of CS Delivery Matrices and Gantt Charts (DONE).
Deadline for feedback from CS Coordinators by 21 Oct 2005.
· Planning and overview in relation to Nephrops Fisheries Case Study (see above).
· Planning of Case Study Specific Meetings (see above, combined broader CS and FLR user course to be developed (LK, PJS, SP, MP, RN, OSV).
· No problems have been reported in relation to data exchange in case studies.
· Check for overlap in key areas to be investigated between case studies will be made in relation with 18-month reporting
· STEPFORward Group (CS Coordinators) to contact non-responsive and in-active CS-partners by request from Steering Group and report back to PS, MP and RN by 1 Nov 2005
· CS coordinators to provide updated emailing-list of CS participant, submit to OSV.

5. Evaluation of effectiveness of Evaluation Framework and Program

· Summary note with initial reflections on discussion with stakeholders about management evaluation models provided by DW (Annex C). 
· Overview of feedback from managers (North Sea RAC meeting May 2005) on plausible and relevant management objectives and management strategies (HCR’s) to be circulated by DW to the Evaluation Framework Development Group, deadline: 1 Nov 2005.
Stakeholder evaluation interviews by four case studies:

· North Sea demersal flatfish (NS RAC plaice plans)
· Salmon, Baltic case study
· Hake (Northern hake)

· Hake (Mediterranean) 


To be started up primo 2006
6. Special COMMIT issues besides the above: None
Annex A: Meeting agenda
Combined EFIMAS-COMMIT Steering Group Meeting and STEPFORward Group Meeting, Aberdeen, Scotland, September 2005:

Meeting time: 

Wednesday the 21st September 2005 in the morning from 08.30-13.00

Venue: 

ICES ASC Conference Center, where we have booked a separate big meeting room (room 18) the whole day for this meeting and possible follow up meetings if there is interests about that. 

Agenda and issues to be addressed at the meetings covering both projects:

7. Project Management and Administration

Status, progress, near future plans and work, and near future meetings/workshops:


Information and short overview of Deliveries:

· EFIMAS 12-Month Interim Activity and Implementation Report 

· COMMIT 12-Month Interim Activity and Implementation Report

· EFIMAS and COMMIT Knowledge Basis Report (EFIMAS month 18)

· EFIMAS Technical Report on Case Specific Work (EFIMAS month 18)

· COMMIT Technical Report on ……… (COMMIT month xx)

· EFIMAS article to ICES CIEM Publication

· Meeting minutes (see Action Items) from Salerno Meetings

· Additional near future EFIMAS and COMMIT Deliveries and Milestones (according to Project Gantt Charts)

· Network partners to inform titles on relevant publications, papers or presentations made on project activities

 (RN, LK; 15 minutes)


Status on sub-group work on: 

· EFIMAS and COMMIT Web Sites 

· Web Based Knowledge and Communication System and Platforms for the projects

· DIFRES, in consultation with CEFAS, to explore possible web-based platform / forum for related (FP6) projects on fisheries management research, including outline of possibilities for Informal Cluster through  EU Tender

(OSV, LK, MP, RN; 15 minutes)

Time frames, deadlines, contents and deliveries of:

· EFIMAS Economic Report (project month 18)

· COMMIT Economic Report (?)

(OSV, LK; 5 minutes)


Time and Venue for:

· Next yearly EFIMAS-COMMIT Network Meetings

· In relation to this the STEPFORward Group is to explore special EFIMAS-COMMIT Session at ICES Symposium on Management Strategies, Galway, Summer 2006

(RN, LK; 10 minutes)

Status for:

· Coordination of EFIMAS Nephrops Case Study (see also under section for Case Study Work and Action Items)

(RN, LK; 5 minutes)

8. Knowledge Basis Reporting

Status, progress, near future plans and work, and near future meetings/workshops:

· Book of Knowledge Basis  

· Availability and delivery of this to external review and to project participants and other work packages 

(LM; 15 minutes)

· Specific Report (Technical Annex) with a list (or overview table) of models, data types, models, etc. typical used in different relevant management systems covered in the book.

· Suggestion for, discussion of, and decision about structure, composition and contents of this.

· Delivery of this.

(OSV, LM; 15 minutes)  

9. Evaluation Framework and Program Development

Status, progress, near future plans and work, and near future meetings/workshops:

· Biological OM Review

(MM; 10 minutes)

· Circulation of review

· Economical OM Review

(SP; 10 minutes)

· Circulation of review

· Subgroup meeting to initiate integration between Biological and Economical OMs


(PJS, LK, SP, MM, DP; 10 minutes)

· Circulate review of linkages between biological OM and economic OM



(DP; 5 minutes)

· Evaluation Framework 

(LK; 10 minutes)

· Broader FLR users course to assist CS representatives and development of OMs in CS

· Make available FLR training notes and tutorials at websites for feedback

· Evaluation Frame Program
(PJS; 10 minutes)

· Direct technical support from Evaluation Framework Development team to Mediterranean and Baltic cod case studies
(LK, PJS, SP; 5 minutes)

10. Case Studies and Case Specific Work

Status, progress, near future plans and work, and near future meetings/workshops:

· Suggestion for Common List of Contents of the Preliminary Technical Report for CSs (to be discussed and to reach an final agreement about) being a EFIMAS month-18 WP4 deliverable
· This should take into consideration and use the case specific reporting in the 12-Month Interim Activity and Implementation Report. 

· The following should be taken into consideration in formulating the list of contents to this technical report: CS Overviews, Delivery Matrices, Gantt Charts.

(MP, SP; 30 minutes)

· Plans and deadlines for delivering material to Technical Report for CSs from CS Coordinators to WP4 coordinators and project coordinators

(MP, SP; 10 minutes)

· Planning and overview in relation to Nephrops Fisheries Case Study:

· New coordinator

· Planning and contents of work taking into account the reporting concerning this in the 12-Month Interim Activity and Implementation Report.

(MP, RN; 10 minutes)

· Application and implementation of Evaluation Framework Developments in case studies in general terms

(MP, SP; 10 minutes)

· Planning of Case Study Specific Meetings

(MP, SP; 10 minutes)

· Data availability, retriewal, and exchange problems in case studies?

(MP, SP; 5 minutes)

· Check for overlap in key areas to be investigated between case studies
(MP, SP; 5 minutes)

· STEPFORward Group (CS Coordinators) to contact non-responsive and in-active CS-partners by request on Steering Group (see Action Items)

(MP, SP; 5 minutes)

11. Evaluation of effectiveness of Evaluation Framework and Program

· Feed back from managers (North Sea RAC Meeting May 2005) on plausible and relevant management objectives and management strategies (HCR’s). to be delivered to the Evaluation Framework Development Group

(PD, DW; 15 minutes)

12. Special COMMIT issues besides the above?

(LK and ?; 30 minutes)

Annex B: Updated overview of Knowledge Basis review chapters (LM, DW), Updated 30 Sept. 2005
	 
	
	Authors (responsible person in bold)
	internal reviewer
	observations

	1
	Knowledge in natural resources management institutions
	Doug Wilson
	Lorenzo Motos
	

	2
	Worldwide management systems of relevance to European fisheries
	
	
	

	2.1
	International Resource allocation for shared stocks 
	Martin Aranda, Arantza Murillas and Lorenzo Motos
	George Tserpes
	(FRD)

	2.2
	Operational management procedures
	Laurie Kell, Jose de Oliveira, Andre Punt, Sakari Kuikka, 

Murdoch MacAllister
	Wim Demaré  and Hans Frost
	

	2.3
	Rigth based regimes
	Ikerne Del Valle Ellen Hoefnagel, Kepa & Inma Astorkiza
	Doug Wilson
	

	2.4
	co-management regimes
	Ellen Hoefnagel; Amy Burnett
	Doug Wilson
	

	2.5
	Financial Instruments (taxes, subsidies,…)
	Inma Astorkiza, Kepa Astorkiza, Hans Frost, Eric Lindebo, Ikerne del Valle
	Sean Pascoe
	

	2.6
	command and control quota based regimes
	Martin Aranda, Arantza Murillas and Lorenzo Motos
	Wim Demaré
	(FRD)

	2.7
	command and control effort based regimes (capacity and activity)
	J. R. Nielsen*, Per J. Sparre, Holger Hovgaard, Hans Frost, G. Tserpes
	Sean Pascoe, (Martin Aranda?)
	(FRR)

	3
	The European management system
	
	
	

	3.1
	The institutional setup and production and use of knowledge
	Doug Wilson
	Lorenzo Motos, Martin Aranda, John Casey
	

	3.2
	Issues of concern
	
	
	

	3.2.1
	Participation
	Kepa Astorkiza, Ikerne del Valle, Inma Astorkiza, 
	Nota Peristeraki
	

	3.2.2
	Ecological side effects
	George Tserpes, P. Peristeraki,  J. R. Nielsen
	Lorenzo Motos
	(NFNR)

	3.2.3
	Fisheries based advice
	Win Demare
	Per J. Sparre, Rasmus Nielsen
	(FRD)

	3.2.4
	Deliverying complex scientific advice to multiple stakeholders
	Doug Wilson, Sean Pascoe
	John Casey
	

	3.2.5
	Compliance (commit)
	Sean Pascoe, Aaron Hatcher
	Doug Wilson
	

	4
	Review of evaluation frameworks of fisheries management systems
	Martin Aranda, Arantza Murillas and Lorenzo Motos
	Laurie Kell
	(NFNR)

	5
	Summary and conclusions
	Lorenzo Motos, Martin Aranda, Doug Wilson
	It will circulated to all authors for revision
	


The table of assignation of responsible authors and co-authors was revised during the Salerno WP2 meeting. 

(FRR) Finished and ready for revision

(NFNR) Neither finished nor reviewed 

(FRD) Finished and internal revision done

(NFRD) Not yet finished but revision done

Annex C: Summary note on stakeholder discussion topics (DW)

To: EFIMAS Steering committee and any other interested parties

From: Doug Wilson, IFM

Re: Initial reflections on discussions with stakeholders about management evaluation models 

In Salerno I was asked to prepare some initial reflections on the kinds of things stakeholders are going to be looking for in evaluation models. This was particularly related to my observing the work of the NS RAC Spatial Management Working Group, but I also include reflections from my ongoing general observation of CFP stakeholder involvement processes.  This is not the formal WP 5 work, which is not slated to begin for some months yet. 

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1We can distinguish between two kinds of stakeholders’ information needs for evaluating management measures. On the one hand we have the needs of managers who are implementing an agreed management strategy and need ongoing monitoring in respect to a harvest control rule or something similar. On the other hand, we have stakeholder groups who are negotiating a new management strategy and need answers to specific questions about options, questions that are usually generated by a dispute over the facts. Fisheries science has traditionally seen itself as responding primarily to the first. It could never really avoid the second, but often seemed to be pulled somewhat unwillingly into the dispute oriented mode. 

The relative priority of these two kinds of information needs is shifting. Two trends in CFP management of commercial fish stocks reflect this. Experience has shown that top-down management is insufficient by itself to manage fisheries, hence we are working to develop more participatory approaches, with the RACS being our current experiment. Second, short-term, year-by-year management is creating unnecessarily high costs for both managers and the industry, hence we are working to develop management strategies and harvest control rules that allow longer term planning for all parties. These two kinds of reforms in the CFP are currently on somewhat separate tracks because both of these systems have to be built up over time. We can anticipate, however, and eventual convergence in which RACS, or some similar group, will be fora for negotiating and creating long-term management strategies. A third trend is the rising importance through the EAFM of other factors beyond commercial fish stocks. This trend will intensify the degree to which science will need to respond directly to disputes. 

Hence, one useful objective for a management evaluation models is to be able to provide information in respect to disputes that arise within these negotiations over long term management strategies. The important thing to keep in mind here is that this particular objective is not the same thing as developing a model that evaluates the most technically meaningful aspects of harvest control rules from either the biological or economic perspective. Therefore, this cannot be the only objective of the model, but I suggest that it is an important one. Other questions, such as the economic and biological efficiency and effectiveness of HCRs, evaluating effort v TAC approaches, ITQS and other basic strategies obviously would need to be evaluated it terms of technical proficiency by any management evaluation tool. 

The ‘tool for dispute resolution’ objective, however, is about developing the models in ways that facilitate political processes, even if those political process are not necessarily asking the most intelligent questions. Sometimes the very questions that threaten the negotiation are the ones that only one group thinks is important and they want to dig in their heels.

From interviews and observations with managers and stakeholders what this means practically for some of the capacities that stakeholders will be looking for in an evaluation tool are:

1. Technical Measures in Fishing Gear and Techniques
The ability to evaluate technical measures related to gear and fishing techniques in some detail is critical to this objective. Such measures may not be the most effective way to get a biological or economic result, but they are politically important because they are easy to understand, easy to implement in a relatively equitable fashion, and can be geared to small marginal changes that make them a good mechanism for balancing out the fine points of the give-and-take negotiation process. Such measures are often of particular importance to conservationist stakeholders who are concerned with discards, impacts on the sea floor and the like. The recent experience of the NSRAC in creating a multi-annual plan for NS plaice is instructive. The main part of the plan involved effort reductions through decommissioning and days-at-sea. The impact of 80mm mesh on certain sub-stocks in certain areas, however, was a sticking point with the industry from just one country, and with the conservationists because discards were involved.  This one point was critical and it was resolved only when promises were made for further research in respect to mesh sizes and discards in these areas. This ‘resolution’ in fact was not seen as by all as satisfactory because it did not resolve the dispute as much as define the burden of proof, which is of course also very important. 

2. Spatial information
Marine protected areas of various sizes and using various kinds of rules will very likely be the central area of dispute in fisheries management over the next decade. There are two main issues here. The first is whether and under what circumstances an MPA of a feasible size can really play a role in the conservation of fish stocks for later exploitation or if their importance derives only from overall biodiversity conservation. It is possible that eventually variables such as bottom type, currents, migrations, etc. may be seen as important in resolving disputes such as this. The second issue i sets fisheries as one kind of use of the marine environment over against other uses such as wind farms, shipping, etc. Models will be asked for that are able to assess the value of fisheries in general from some particular, and not necessarily very large, area of the sea.  This will require addressing data questions, such as access to VMS, as much as model building. We should think about what it would mean to anticipate that the needed data will be made available when the political questions become more acute. 

3. Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries Management
Different types of stakeholders will raise different types of specific questions related to fisheries about marine mammal bycatch or bird predation. It is possible that considering how to flexibly incorporate one species interaction into a bioeconomic management evaluation tool could make more of a contribution to EAFM as it will actually be carried out than trying to create a comprehensive ecosystem model. 

4. Time Delimited Measures within a Long-term Management Strategy
The timing of measures is of great interest to stakeholders. Two forms are particularly salient. The industry is very concerned that spatial measures be given a specific duration because they have experienced a number of temporary closures that have become de facto permanent. The second is possibilities for so called real-time management where a fishery agrees on an indicator that tells them to stop fishing in a particular area for a set period of time. The industry is very excited about this idea and there has been some implementation. This means that we may be asked to model, for example, the impact of a short term change in selectivity patterns in a particular area.

5. Modelling the Impact of Recreational Fishing 
This is already an important question and it is bound to become a much bigger issue in the coming decade. It is likely more an issue of how to measure the catch than of modelling per se but it is going to need to be addressed.   
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