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EFCA role: LO

Support the LO uniform implementation

• Use JDPs to control and monitor the implementation 
of the LO and obtain indicators

• Develop risk analysis on the LO

• Cooperation with regional control bodies

– Evaluate compliance with the LO

– Support dialogue with stakeholders on LO

– Promote standardisation of inspections, guidelines and 
common interpretation of the application of EU regulations 
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Why Risk Analysis?

• Limited resources (human and economic)

• Tool to identify priorities:
• Position of a patrol vessel
• Number of inspectors in a team
• More adequate control / monitoring means
• Etc.

• The basis for the JDP!



Analysis

• Conducted at fleet segment level: gear / mesh / area

• Based on standard risk assessment methodology

• Adapted to data poor 
cases



Essential

Knowledge about:
• Fishery
• Level of catches
• Stock status
• Applicable regulation
• Risk characterization
• Fisheries seasonality



Methodology
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Planning 

control 

activities

Identify feet segments of higher risk

Identify areas of higher risk
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What about compliance?

Depending on may factors:

• Control strategy and effort

• Management measures in place

• Sanction policy

• Legitimacy

• Others



EFCA role: evaluation 

of compliance with LO

Set of agreed methodologies
• Quantitative, discard rates derived from:

– Inspection reference data 

– Scientific data collection 

• Qualitative, based on:

– Infringements trends 

– Polling of control experts and industry 

– Market analysis on utilization of unwanted catches



Compliance indicators
The use of  reference data in order to assess non-compliance



?

LSC / BMS

Species A / Species B

Grades size 1-2 / Grades 3-5 

Landing obligation 

compliance indicators



?

Estimates of illegal discards used to measure compliance

Landing obligation 

compliance indicators

Implementation of LO

Estimates of discards used as likelihood in risk assessment

Planning monitoring and control activities (JDPs)



Results: Methods 1 and 2

➢ Low number of LH, supplemented with method 2 
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Results: Methods 3, 4 and 5

Trend of infringements (Method 3)

- No infringement recorded

Polling from control experts (4a) and industry (4b) (Method 4)

- Low response rate

- Control experts: very low compliance

- Industry: medium-high compliance

Market analysis (Method 5)

- Landings of small quantities of unwanted catches

- Some port assess low compliance with LO

- Retailers give low importance to LO compliance on their buying decisions



Main outcome

• Few last haul inspections in demersal fisheries in 
NWW 

• Overall evaluation shows low compliance for trawls

• No evaluation of recording requirements. Low 
recording of DIM



Final considerations

• Reliable reference data is essential for a valuable 
compliance evaluation

• Traditional control tools have proven inefficient in 
monitoring and enforcing the LO

• Considering the characteristics of this fishery the 
introduction of REM systems is considered the most 
efficient tool for both objectives: 

– Improving the reference data available 

– Monitoring and enforcing the LO
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