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NAPA Proposal  - Context

• Mid-way through Year 5 of the herring/mackerel FIP, end of Year 4 of blue whiting FIP

• Mackerel in crisis, ASH clinging on, BW high but declining – all fished beyond advice.

• Perception – limited capacity for decision makers to reach an agreement – finger 
pointing, culture of blame, low credibility of engagement (BW proposal June 2025)

• Mediation is needed – also recognised by parts of the catching sector

• Unclear whether decision makers grasp the seriousness for supply chain businesses

• Time is running out – need for someone to offer a realistic solution



NAPA Proposal - Our approach

• Desk based analysis: assess how to structure an 

agreement under a range of scenarios

• Focused on the three species as a collective

• Recognises the past but also the present reality 

• Informed by four principles

✓ Recognition that concession and compromise 

is required by all – including NAPA.

✓ Must be seen to be fair to all and clear where 

parties have gifted (compromised) and where 

they have gained. No extreme gains or losses.

✓ Should be replicable across all three species.

✓ Can be supported by the ‘whole’ supply chain. 



NAPA Proposal  - Overview

• Approach 1 – Weighted share: Based on weighted relative shares of the total 

catch for each Coastal State for two periods – the historic period when there 

was comprehensive agreement (Period 1), and period since the end of 

agreement (Period 2). Historic weighting of 30% and 50% selected as options. 

• Approach 2 – Reference Period: Compared relative catch shares as a % of the 

total catch for each Coastal State (last 10 and 20 years). For each species, 

timeframes reflect periods with and without agreement to different extents. 

• Approach 3 – Declared TAC: Analysed annual declared TAC by Coastal State,

as a % of the total TAC, over the last 5 and 10 years. Recognises Coastal State 

aspirations / expectations and that declared TACs are an asset used to access 

other fisheries.

• Approach 4 – Aggregated Option: Aggregated outputs from Approaches 1 – 3 

to take account of historic catches, current catches, and declared TACs –

recognises the validity of Approaches 1 – 3.
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NAPA Proposal  - Data

New 
Picture

• All analyses based on publicly available data

• Catch-by-country and ICES advice - ICES advice reports (and 

NEAFC catch data for latest year)

• Declared Quota by party - Coastal States summary reports 

• Simple calculations and analysis – easily replicable

• MAC catch data considered unreliable pre-2000, so that year set as 

a cut-off for all species

• BW catch data only available disaggregated by country from 2007 

• Quota data only available from 2015 

• Identified three separate approaches to determining an allocation, 

with a fourth (combined results) presented as the NAPA proposal.



Catch and Advice data

Available in ICES advice documents

• Catch data presented by country and year

• UK and EU country data fully separated

• Up to 25 years (2000-24) for MAC and ASH

• 17 years for BW (data are aggregated pre-’07)

• ICES advice available for full time series

• Where ICES advice was provided as a range 

(e.g., for MAC from 2005-2015), the highest 

value was included in the NAPA analysis.  



Catch and Advice data – inputted to Excel
• Data for each species inputted (MAC as example)

• Catch per country calculated as a % of the ICES advice and as a % of total catch



Catch history: ASH 2000 -2024
• Catch share of most parties relatively stable

• From 2013, compared to earlier period, Norway catch share down and Russian Fed catch share  down slightly. 

• Faroes catch share up from 2013, compared to earlier period. Iceland stable.



Catch history: MAC 2000 -2024
• Highest variability over time – particularly from 2003 to 2014.

• Iceland share up from 2007, Faroes up from 2010, Greenland up from 2012. Russian Fed. Share has increased 

steadily.

• UK share down but stable from 2008. Norway share variable but steady, EU variable but down overall.   



Catch history: BW 2007-2024
• BW catch history is less stable than ASH, more stable than MAC. 2011 is outlier but a very low catch year.

• Russian Fed share down from 2014 compared to earlier period. Norway share down from 2016. 

• Faroes second highest in 2007, then dropped but share has been higher post 2014 (highest in 2024). EU, UK, 

Greenland, Faroes and Iceland shares have increased in recent period. 



Approach 1: Weighted Share (Slide 1)

Based on weighted relative shares of the total catch for each 

Coastal State for two periods:

• Period 1:Historic period when there was comprehensive 

agreement

• Period 2: Since the end of agreement (Period 2).

• ASH: Period 1 = 2007-2012, Period 2 = 2013-2024

• MAC: Period 1 = 2000 -2007, Period 2 = 2008-2024

• BW: Period 1 = 2010 -2013, Period 2 = 2014-2024
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Historic weighting of 30% and 50% selected as options. 

Approach 1: Weighted Share (Slide 2)



Approach 1: Weighted Share - Findings

Based on weighting of catch shares for the historic period.

• Any weighting from 0-100% possible but selected 30% and 50% as these 
recognise the historic situation without it being dominant. 

• Compared to Status Quo period (2020-2024 – last five years), 30% 
weighting delivers maximum swing between winners and losers of 10.8% 
(MAC), 9.1% (BW) and 4.5% (ASH). 

• 50% weighting delivers a larger swing between winners and losers, 
maximum 14.6% (MAC), 13.1% (BW) and 6.5% (ASH). Russian Fed. gains 
most overall on ASH and BW.

• Unlikely to address perceptions of fairness and equity because of the 
variability, and challenge over selecting the 'right' weighting, and 
perception of Russia as a key beneficiary is challenging.
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Approach 2: Reference Period
• Compared relative catch shares as a % of the total catch for each Party (last 10

and 20 years).

• For each species, timeframes reflect periods with and without agreement to 

different extents. 

• 10 years – period with no agreement for any species

• 20 years (17 for BW) – period with and without agreement for all species.



Approach 2 Findings

Focused on future shares based on average catch shares over defined period 

(10 years and 20 years).  

• Compared to Status Quo period (2020-2024 – last five years), under the 20-

year option the Russian Fed benefits most across all species (max 8% BW) 

while the Faroes loses significantly for all species (-4.7% ASH, -1.2% MAC, -

4.6% BW).

• 10-year option presents the least variability overall, with a max. swing of 

4.8% (BW)

• Relative to the Status Quo, most differences are ≤1% for each species

• Norway has gain of 2.8% BW but loss of 2.6% MAC and 1.2% ASH

• EU has gain of 1.9% MAC and 0.5% ASH, but loss of 2.0% BW

• But analysis based on landings only. 
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Approach 3: Declared Quota Data
Available in Coastal States reports - presented by country and year

• UK included as part of EU pre-2020

• 10 years (2015-24) for all three species

• Includes catch-by-area data for each country

• Also includes quota banking and quota transfer data.



Approach 3: Declared Quota data

• Data for each species inputted added to Excel

• Quota by country calculated as a % of the ICES advice and as a % of total quota



Approach 3: Declared Quota history - ASH

• Data only available from 2015

• Quota declarations relative to ICES advice have been relatively stable in last 10 years, although 2017 stands 

out

• Quota declarations as a % of the total show relative shares have been more consistent  

• Greenland declined steadily, Norway as a % of the total has increased steadily (by 2-3%), also Faroes (1%)



Approach 3: Declared Quota history - MAC
• Data only available from 2015

• Quota declarations more variable over time

• 2018-2019 stands-out, but post-2021 there has been more stability.

• Norway increased recently by 4-5%, UK by 2%, Faroes up by 3% but reduced in 2024.



Approach 3: Declared Quota history - BW
• Data only available from 2015

• Quota declarations remarkably stable since 2017 – very surprising..

• Compared to ICES advice, most parties declined from 2015 to 16/17. 

• EU (with UK) flat throughout - relative to total, EU increased from 2015 to 16/17. Iceland also down 

relative to advice slightly, so therefore up relative to total slightly, also (by 2%)



Approach 3: Declared Quota - Analysis (Slide 1)

• Analysed annual declared TAC by Coastal State, as a % of the total TAC, over

the last 5 and 10 years. 

• Recognises Coastal State aspirations / expectations and that declared TACs 

are an asset used to access other fisheries.

• Note that the values total >100% 

• ASH – Mean last 5 years = 135.1% , Mean last 10 years = 137.8%

• MAC – Mean last 5 years = 136.2%, Mean last 10 years = 136.4%

• BW – Mean last 5 years = 130.2%, Mean last 10 years = 135.7%
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Approach 3: Declared Quota - Analysis (Slide 2)



Approach 3: Declared Quota - Findings

Analysed individual TACs declared over 5 years and 10 years compared to the total 

declared TAC. 

• Consistency in BW quotas relative to ICES advice surprising. In effect a sharing 

arrangement already in place (Total = 130%). ASH is slightly less consistent, and 

less again for MAC in recent years (but smoothed if looking at % of total quota) 

• Compared to the Status Quo catches, higher quota declarations were 

concentrated in only a few Coastal States – Faroes (BW, ASH, MAC), Greenland 

(MAC, ASH) and EU (BW) – so unlikely to be seen as ‘fair to all’. 

• Relying on quota declarations alone risks embedding historic inflated TAC 

setting. 
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Addressing Zonal Allocation (Slide 1)
• ICES analysed stock distribution over time. 

• Analyses of catch data by zone, and data from various fishery-independent surveys (juveniles, adults, both)

• Fishery catches reported by ICES rectangle – some data come from rectangles covering ≥ 2 zones

• Fishing behaviour influenced by factors including price, what else is available, and access arrangements or 

otherwise, not just availability. 

• Surveys provide an overview of distribution at the time of the survey, but don’t encompass the whole distribution 

(“The principal caveat is that there will be an unknown proportion of the stock which is elsewhere.” 

• Stocks are dynamic – change occurs at inter-annual to decadal time scales – “Drivers for change not fully 

understood.”

• Reports not conclusive: E.g., Mackerel report states: “overall, the report gives a relevant, general picture of the 

temporal and spatial (zonal) distribution of the stocks in the recent period, even though it cannot be quantified in 

proportions of biomass per life-stage and zone”. 

• NAPA’s conclusion.

• No reliable, objective way to determine quota based on zonal allocation – which data, which years? 

• Any allocation key based on zonal allocation may be out of date very quickly. 



Addressing Zonal Allocation (Slide 2)
• However, we did review catch-by-zone data for all three species (available in the NEAFC catch statistics 

reports)

• Data inputted to Excel – calculated the % of the total caught by each country within its own EEZ and in High Seas

• Results

• For each species, the % caught within different zones is often quite variable. But, overall, the % caught within a 

country’s own EEZ or in the High Seas is quite high, particularly for ASH and MAC.

• ASH – 84.3%

• MAC – 77.1%

• BW – 57.4% 

• Implication – Allocations based on catch (and quota) very well (ASH and MAC) 

and quite well (BW) reflect the availability of those fish to each country in recent 

years.



NAPA Proposal - Approach 4

• Approaches 1 – 3 resulted in considerable 

variability in terms of perceived winners and 

losers (compared to the Status Quo – mean catch 

share for 2020-24). 

• Perceived winners and losers change depending 

on the Approach and the model run within each 

Approach. 

• But each approach has merit  - based on actual 

data (catch and declared TAC) so can’t be  easily 

discounted.

• Basis for Approach 4  - calculating the average of 

the model runs under Approaches 1 – 3.



Approach 4: Findings

Approach 4: Average of all modelled runs in Approaches 1-3.

• Compared to any individual option, changes overall are less pronounced for 

each Coastal State compared to the Status Quo period (2020-2024).

• MAC showed the most change, reflecting the greater variability in the 

fishery over time. Max. swing was 5.7% (+3.6% EU, -2.1% Norway).

• BW swing was smaller, max. 3.8% (+2.4% Norway, -1.4% Iceland).

• ASH swing was smallest, max. 2.2% (+0.8% Greenland, -1.4% Faroes).  

• Almost all nations win and lose across the three species.

• Iceland exception – loss across all species, but relatively small (BW -1.4%, MAC -

0.6%, ASH -0.1%) especially when compared to recent activity. However, 

Icelandic results more positive when assessed against declared quota. 

• Results reflect the extended history in each fishery.
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NAPA Proposal - Why Approach 4?

Steering Committee preferred approach: 

• Best reflects the reality of the last 20 years 

• Closest fit to the principles  - the swing between gains and losses is small

• There are economic impacts – mackerel is key but largely driven by recent high prices – although less 

problematic when compared to significant TAC cuts. 

• Benefits of business certainty and security of tenure re quota shares.

BUT 

• Approach is not absolute – further refinement welcome if it helps secure an agreement.

• Access may provide additional leverage to help land an agreement. 

• Dispute resolution mechanism is vital. 



What would Approach 4 mean for  
….
Iceland Share

Species

Current 
share 

(% of total 
catch) 

i.e., Status 
Quo

Declared 
quota share 
(% of total 

for all 
parties)

Approach 
4 share (% 

of total 
catch)

Change 
compared 
to Status 

Quo Catch

Change 
compared 

to Declared 
quota

MAC 12.5 12.2 11.9 -0.6% -0.3%

BW 17.3 16.2 15.9 -1.4% -0.3%

ASH 13.6 12.9 13.5 -0.1% +0.6%



Approach 4: Collective results




