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STECF Evaluation

 STECF Expert Working group
● TORs:

● Changes in fisheries under LO?
● Review documentation

● Exemptions high survivability
● Exemptions de minimis

● Sufficient info for mcrs change?
● Review documentation technical measures 

for gear selectivity
● Provide input for discard plans if no JRs have 

been put forward
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STECF observations/recommendations/conclusions

 EWG 16-06 report
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Templates

14



“disproportionate costs” “very difficult to 
improve selectivity” “high survival”

 No clear definitions  no objective scientific criteria to 
“judge” proposed exemptions
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 No clear definitions  no objective scientific criteria to 
“judge” proposed exemptions
 STECF focus:

● Good description of fisheries, umber of vessels, 
discard rates, estimated volumes of de minimis?

● Robust scientific information?

 In the end: managers (EC) judge whether proposals are 
merited
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Consequences not allowing exemption

 Multi-criteria Performance Matrix
● Comparative assessment of different consequences 

of different scenarios
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Conclusions

 National ~ regional exemptions, originating from one MS
Regionalisation

 Fisheries under LO properly identified/defined in JRs?

 Fisheries in exemptions properly identified in supporting 
documentation?
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Questions?

Ruben.verkempynck@wur.nl
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