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NAPA Proposal - Context E

ADVOCACY
GROUP

* 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

v’ Recognition that concession and compromise
is required by all —including NAPA.

v' 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.

v" Should be replicable across all three species.

v’ 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.




NAPA Proposal - Data

e All analyses based on publicly available data

e Catch-by-country and ICES advice - ICES advice reports (and
NEAFC catch data for latest year)

e Declared Quota by party - Coastal States summary reports
e Simple calculations and analysis — easily replicable

e MAC catch data considered unreliable pre-2000, so that year set as
a cut-off for all species

e BW catch data only available disaggregated by country from 2007
e Quota data only available from 2015

e |dentified 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.

ICES Adwvice on fishing opportunities, catch, and effort

mac.27.neq

Table 8 (cont.)

Country 2005 2008 2007 2008 2005
Belgium R 3 L 2 3 |
Denmark 23212 | 24219 | 25223 | 26726 | 2349]
Estonia
Faroe Islands S769 | 12067 | 13430 | 11289 | 14062
France 16338 | 14953 | 20038 | 15502 | 18340
Germary 12040 | 16608 | 18221 | 15502 | 22703
Greenland
Guarnsey 10
leeland 363 4222 | 36T06 (112286 |116160
Ireland. 45687 | 40664 | 49259 | 44760 | 51056
Jarsey 3 E 6 7 s |
Latvia
Lithuznia B .21 |
Metherlands 22733 | 24157 | 24244 | 19972 | 23568
Morway 115678 (121993 (131691 121524 (121229
Poland >70 | 1368 | 978 .
Portugal 1509 2620 2605 2381 1753
Rzmania
Spain GAl3dn | 62045 | 64637 |114074
Sweden 3204 | 3209 | 3358 | 3684 | 7303
United Kingdom (152704 | 85815 |133R88 |112354 (157010
L%l Russian 40495 | 33580 | 35408 | 32728 | 41414
Faederation
Misreported
Unallocated 62414 | 4954 | 12453 | 1069 | =139 |
Discards 25788 | 26554 | 15444 | 37075 | 15934
Total 545514 481276 (586206 [E21618 [737969 |



Catch and Advice data — inputted to Excel

e Data for each species inputted (MAC as example)
e Catch per country calculated as a % of the ICES advice and as a % of total catch

Goagtal States = Greanland, Honsay, Faroes, ealand, UK anMaot Coastal Statas = Bussian Fad,

Marway Farcas leadamd Gresgnland LK Ell Rassian Fad, Miscallaness

Waf %o %of | %of | %ot %of | ol %ol fof | Mof ANEU | of of .. %ol Mol o %ol %of

Acvice Total Advice  Total Advice Totsl feduice Total Advice Total  |not!M) Advice Total hokice  Todal Adwice  Total
174008 27 24| mmon a3l 3 = IE - - - {paony 280 25 S 35 0203 spAT2 8 7 Agal 17 10
180373 27 15_ 20 184 ! 3 = - = = - = ]32_;!131_ E 2B .Elli-.lxl? 34 31 A1 567 4 & 1 EHE 10 k]
184201 27 24 10768 3 3 53 0 0 : - - 1%4p45 2B 25 26713 36 32 45811 7 & B3I 12 W
163406 30 24 14014 R a0 - - - {map0E 34 27 199504 37 30 40026 7 6 9481 13 10
15736 29 7% BOW 2 2 - - - - - - 34771 39 33 164540 30 5 49 9 7 192 119
119678 28 22 9768 2 2 3 0 O : - | 52713 36 26 132204 31 24 40495 W 7 25788 2 17
121883 25 35 12067 2 2 3 43 . : - - BSgal 30 20 1E203)) 37 3@ 33580 7 7 26504 6. 7
131691 26 22 134300 3 2 36706 7.6 = - - 133694 26 23 207380 41 35 35408 7. 6 15344 5 5
12154 27 20 11289 2 2 112286 15 14 : - - 112am 35 18 193246 42 31 32708 7. 5 37,005 & &
121,220 21 16 14083 2 2 116160 20 16 = - - dsppis 27 21 aagm| 47 37 aiend 7 6 15204 i
233952, 41 27 70987 12. B 12108 21 M . - - 150423 7B 1B 213296 37 24 S3W0 10 7 13045 3 2
JE065 31 22 122050 18 13 159263 24 17 62 0 0 180989 27 19 1BG07E 2B 20 FIA0L 11 & 10,694 S
176023 2 20 107630 17 12 149282 23 17 7AW 1 1 189758 27 19 194458 30 22 7457 12 B 15174 i 2
164607 0 18 143001 25 15 15123 28 16 54148 10 b 163824 30 17 172509 32 18 spAw 15 9 47R 1 1
277731 37 0 150336 15 11 172860 17 12 JESEL B 6 2EI86T 38 31 302072 30 23 116433 12 & 6451 2 1
242731 27 20 108417 13 o 159333 19 14 30351 3 2 47993 3T 30 276768 31 73 12EA433 14 1 10430 1 1
M0352 27 18 91267 120 & 170374] 12 15 36142 S 3 237640 IR 30 242264 31 22 12144 16 11 5071 N
22335 26 10, 99667 13 G 167366 20 14 46388 5 4 205408 36 16 257561 30 20 13@0S1 16 11 2830 IR
187207 34 18 81079 15 B 168330 31 16 62973 11 6 190043 34 10 21975 38 21 1E2SS 21 1 2890 LI
15007| 21 18 62668 B 7 134077 17 15 30241 4 4 15037 30 1B 173028 23 31 126544 16 15 7,807 1 1
1157 23 20 69064 7. 7 151,534 16 15 26577 3 3 203721 22 20 73|EM6| 26 23 12BH1Y 14 41 9,280 1 1
270653 32 25 1050060 12 1D 132309 16 12 33360 4 3 2098 25 19 191343 22 1B 138176 16 13 3120 nooq
Josp@s] 37 3B 131757 17 13 139876 16 12 18639 2 3 187003 25 10 168374, 21 16 102129 13 10 3556 B
213274 27 20| 175831 23 17/ 181370 18 13 2B3M 4 3 736349 2B 20 166457 21 16 111512 14 1 3133 B o
350,186 34 28 7229 10, B E7A 12 100 20058 0 3 2 223843 30 35 15471 21 17 845s 11 8

Total of
aduice
113832
108,89
11110
12540
12119
1a0.Ea
9E.E2

11517
136.32
137 0
153.37 |
14171
140.77
17512
L3865
tad,
14217
1351
18571
105,00
112,74
126,50
13168
135,06
120.E5



Catch history: ASH 2000 -2024

e Catch share of most parties relatively stable

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

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

% Share of the ASH total catch by Party, 2000-2024
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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.

LIK chare down hiit ctahle fram 20NR Nanrwav chare variahle hiit cteadv Fll variabhle but down overall.
% share of the MAC catch by Party, 2000-2024
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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.

% share of the BW catch by Party, 2007-2024
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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
e MAC: Period 1 =2000 -2007, Period 2 = 2008-2024
 BW: Period 1 =2010-2013, Period 2 =2014-2024




NORTH

Approach 1: Weighted Share (Slide 2) m— T ANTC

PELAGIC
IIIIJ&DUDC&CY
Historic weighting of 30% and 50% selected as options. GROUP
| ASH Norway Faroes Iceland Greenland UK EU (not UK) Russian Fed.
0 55.2 13.0 13.4 1.6 0.7 4.4 11.6
Period 1 30 56.7 10.6 13.7 1.2 0.9 4.7 12.2
Weighting 50 57.7 9.0 14.0 1.0 1.0 4.8 12.5
(%) 80 59.2 6.6 14.3 0.5 1.3 5.0 13.0
100 60.1 5.0 14.6 0.3 1.4 5.2 13.4
_ Norway Faroes Iceland Greenland UK EU (not UK) Russian Fed. Miscellaneous|
0 21.1 9.3 14.6 2.6 19.6 21.9 9.7 1.3
Period 1 30 21.9 7.2 10.5 1.8 215 24.5 8.8 3.8
Weighting 50 22.4 5.9 7.7 1.3 22.8 26.3 8.1 55
(%) 80 23.2 3.8 3.6 0.5 24.6 29.0 7.2 8.0
100 23.8 2.4 0.9 - 25.9 30.8 6.6 9.7
| BW Norway Faroes Iceland @ Greenland UK EU (not UK) Russian Fed. Miscellaneous|
0 24.3 21.9 16.7 1.2 4.5 19.9 11.6 0.2
Period 1 30 25.9 19.1 15.9 0.9 3.7 18.4 16.2 0.2
Weighting 50 27.0 17.2 15.3 0.6 3.1 17.3 19.3 0.2
(%) 80 28.6 14.4 14.4 0.3 2.3 15.8 23.9 0.2

100 29.7 12.6 13.9 0.1 1.8 14.8 27.0 0.2




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.




NORTH

Approach 2: Reference Period m— A TLANTC
e Compared relative catch shares as a % of the total catch for each Party (last 10 I A E ES{;?(‘ !
and 20 years).
e For each species, timeframes reflect periods with and without agreement to
different extents.
e 10 years — period with no agreement for any species
e 20 vyears (17 for BW) — period with and without agreement for all species.
ASH Norway| Faroes| Iceland| Greenland UK EU| Russian Fed.
Average last 10years|  55.3| 13.3[ 13.4 | 15 06 44l 11.5
Average last 20 years 27.0 10.0 14.0 1.1 0.9 4.8 12.3
_ Norway| Faroes| Iceland| Greenland UK EU| Russian Fed. Misc.
Average last 10 years 21.2 9.8 14.2 3.2 194 19.9 11.8 0.6
Average last 20 years 21.1 8.3 12.9 2.2 19.9 23.5 9.4 2.5
BW Norway| Faroes| Iceland| Greenland UK EU| Russian Fed. Misc.
Average last 10 years 24.3 21.9 16.7 1.2 4.5 19.9 11.6 0.2
Average last 20 years 27.7 18.6 15.8 0.7 S8 17.5 16.2 0.2




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).

e 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

e But analysis based on landings only.




Approach 3: Declared Quota Data

Available in Coastal States reports - presented by country and year

UK included as part of EU pre-2020

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

* Includes catch-by-area data for each country

e Also includes quota banking and quota transfer data.

2018 GCATCHES ({tonnes)
Quolas Fishery
Coasial afler loelandic ZOT Fiehery
Stale Balance | Quota transfers NEAFC |Europea| Faroese | Greenlan | Exclusive | Norwegian | arcund Pratection Russian

share/shar| from |exchang and |Regulator| n Union | Fishing | d fishing | Economic | Economic Jan  |[Zone around| Economic | TOTAL
Party [ 017 B flexibility | v Area Zone Zone zone Zone Zone Mayen Svalbard Zong CATCH
European Union #8315 2 BRG 1 208| 1520 A0S 1727 15.588 29.543
Faroe Islands B8 350 13,2800 -11.600 901,030 44 155 41517 4 5200 a18 81.111
lceand T2428 14418 A5 Bd6 21 908 22 628 A7 33 #1.858
Norway 304 500 23648 328148 34849 207.178 332.028|
Russian Federation 55 TET 223 8100 RS 080 5441 8.7HI prle ] 5.1 M]
Total Coastal States 546 384 BE.4T9 603,343 | S48.730]
Greenland 25000 2 500 27 500 2.465 aag| 2 804}
Total ail Parties 574354 56479 530,843 | 591,534




Approach 3: Declared Quota data

e Data for each species inputted added to Excel
e (Quota by country calculated as a % of the ICES advice and as a % of total quota

UK values 2022-24 include fish back to EU onginatly given to the UK under

Monway Earnes lcetand | Gmmland: | Uk | B Russian Fed,
%ol | %ol %of  %of %of | %oft Quotn | Wof | Fofi Guotw | %of| %af| | ohof | ok %of | %of  Totalof
oD | bvice. | Torl | TR e o] 2T I e Tort] e | Ao | Tosalt k)0 Dicihiont Vel '"";;U Reivies Tkt W el Toet | Miivie
4 1263 610 53 40000 141 12 41063 145 12 20000 71 6 NA-partoffU | 18434 65 6 36498 129 11 1183
§ 193204 610 51 56087 177 15 45979 145 12 20000 63 5 NA-patel) | 20620 65 5 4064 128 11 1189
432870 990 53 125597 287 15 102984 235 13 30000 639 4  N/A-partofEU | 42059 96 5 A2827 183 10 1888
04500 793 33 88350 230 15 72428 183 13 25000 63 4 NA-porcoffU | 28319 74 5 55767 145 10 1495
429650 730 54| 124,657 212 16 102,74] 17.4| 13 25000 42 3 NfA-portafEU | 3831S| 65 5 75454 128 o 1381
29 451 760 54| 115ED3 220 16 91242 3.'.".-1; 12 E_.D'D'D_ 4.8 EE Hj'ﬁ.-.ﬁﬂﬁ'ﬂrEu A4 216, 6.5 5 57.3:51_ UEI o 1398
4ssms R0, 55 143553 221 18 117707 1A1 13 25000 38 3 12715 20 1 79667 46 3 B3AS2 128 8 1383
454927 760, 54 131989 221 16 108225 181 13 25000 42 3 &55 14 1 30409 51 4 76738 128 9 13386
§ amsao0 760 56 113743 220 16 92431 181 13 5410 100 1 7310 14 1 35057 51 4 6553 128 5 1385
255847 656 54 74210 190 16 60843 156 13_ 3900 10 1 S5 14 1 19813 51 4_4999%9 128 11 1208



Approach 3: Declared Quota history - ASH

e Data only available from 2015

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

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

® i = """ etotal ha ———— —_—
ASH- Declared quota as % Share of ICES % share of ASH total declared quota by
advice, 2015-2024 Party, 2015-2024
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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.

MAC - Declared guota as % share of ICES advice,

2015-24
Bl
70
&
5 e ——
40
30 W
i L = -
—_———— =3
) —
0
2015 2018 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
s |1 1 — GRS | A e 1 2R LANE
e | | s FL (i K] omm— =L RBussian Fed,

210

A0k

ZU

10

% share of MAC total declared quota by

Party, 2015-2024
‘4\—’ ~—
-_-_.—l-..__._-l-.-._._-_—._,-—-ll‘._-l-_
F015 2016 2017 2018 2005 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
e [ T Y e [ 5 RS — [ceiamd s [GreEnland
s | oL (0 UK om— K EL Russian Fed.



Approach 3: Declared Quota history - BW

sl

40

Al

20

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%)

BW - Declared quota as % of ICES advice, 2015

2024
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Approach 3: Declared Quota - Analysis (Slide 1

e Analysed annual declared TAC by Coastal State, as a % of the total TAC, over
the last 5 and 10 years.

e Recognises Coastal State aspirations / expectations and that declared TACs
are an asset used to access other fisheries.
e Note that the values total >100%
e ASH — Mean last 5 years =135.1%, Mean last 10 years = 137.8%
e MAC—-Mean last 5 years = 136.2%, Mean last 10 years = 136.4%
e BW — Mean last 5 years = 130.2%, Mean last 10 years = 135.7%
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Approach 3: Declared Quota - Analysis (Slide 2)

PELAGIC
ADVOCACY

e

ASH Norway | Faroes | Iceland | Greenland UK EU (no UK) UK+ EU | Russian Fed.
Average last 5 years 73.9 214 174 3.0 1.6 5.0 6.5 12.8
Average last 10 74.3 21.2 17.6 4.6 1.6 5.0 6.9 13.6
_ Norway | Faroes | Iceland | Greenland UK EU (no UK) UK+ EU | Russian Fed.
Average last 5 years 31.1 16.9 16.5 6.6 27.5 22.8 50.2 14.7
Average last 10 28.7 15.8 18.3 8.2 27.5 22.8 53.9 14.9
BW Norway | Faroes | Iceland | Greenland UK EU (no UK) UK+EU | Russian Fed.

Average last 5 years 24.2 35.5 21.1 0.5 7.8 33.6 41.4 7.4
Average last 10 27.4 37.0 21.3 0.6 7.8 33.6 41.4 8.0
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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.




Addressing Zonal Allocation (Slide 1)

e |CES 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”.

e 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)

e However, we did review catch-by-zone data for all three species (available in the NEAFC catch statistics
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e Results

e 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.
e ASH-84.3% -
e MAC-77.1%

. ™\A/J ™™ A0/

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



NAPA Proposal - Approach 4

e 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).

e 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.




NAPA Proposal - Why Approach 4? it N ORTH

B ATLANTIC
PELAGIC

Steering Committee preferred approach: ADVOCACY

GROUP
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

Current Declared Approach | Change Change
share quota share | 4 share (% | compared | compared
Species (% of total (% of total of total to Status | to Declared
catch) for all catch) Quo Catch quota
i.e., Status parties)
Quo
MAC 12.5 12.2 11.9
BW 17.3 16.2 15.9
ASH 13.6 12.9 13.5 +0.6%




Approach 4: Collective results

Status Quo Declared quota
Change Change
(Catch-mean | (Mean 3 of the comparedto | comparedto
% share of total tu_ial for all Status QuO Ciethired
for :;';WE Fipartcs ;ﬂnr ;ﬂ d Catch (mean | guota (mean
=5 fiscehad | %20-24) | 920-24)
Morway 56.5 54.7 55.9 -0.6 I
Faroes 14.7 159 12.4 -1.4 -3.5
- |lceland 136 12.9 13.5 0.1 0.6
ASH ) Greenland 0.9 2.1 1.7 0.8 0.4
UK 0.7 1.2 1.0 0.2 0.2
EU 30 1.7 4.4 0.4 0.6
Russian Fed. 10.7 Heh 11.3 0.6 1.8
Marway 24.4 22.7 22.3 -2.1 0.5
Faroes 10.8 g 9.2 -1.6 -3.1
Iceland 12.5 12.2 11.9 -0.6 -0.3
Greenland 2.5 4.9 3.3 0.8 -1.6
LK 20.7 19.8 21.1 0.4 14
EL 18.0 16.4 21.7 3.6 5.3
Russian Fed. 11.0 10.8 10.1 0.9 0.8
Morway 215 18.6 23.9 2.4 5.3
Faroes 21.8 27.3 21.9 0.1 5.4
Iceland 17.3 16.2 15.9 -1.4 0.3
Greenland 16 0.4 0.7 -0.9 0.3
UK 53 6.0 4.4 -0.9 -1.5
EU 2149 258 20.8 =T 5.1
Russian Fed. 10.6 T ) 12.5 18 b.B
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