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Presented by Ireland 
Issue: This document presents the draft status assessment of Porbeagle. The draft has been reviewed at ICG-POSH(extra). The draft is presented to BDC for agreement to publish. 
Action requested 
1. BDC is invited to;
0. agree the draft status assessment of Porbeagble to be forwarded to OSPAR 2021 for publication on OAP; 
0. note that relevant information for the assessment is foreseen to be updated in the short-term and that it could be of relevance to update the status assessment of Porbeagle within a couple of years.
Background 
1. OSPAR requested advice from ICES on providing input to the status assessment of elasmobranchs: 
Special request 2018 delivered as 2020/9 – joint OSPAR/NEAFC advice request on the status and distribution of deep-sea elasmobranchs (incl. status assessment of Gulper shark, Leafscale gulper shark and Portuguese dogfish)
Request 2020/2 – Status assessments for Angel shark, Common skate complex (Flapper skate and Blue skate), Spotted ray, Thornback ray/skate and White skate;
Request 2020/3 – Status assessments for Basking shark, Porbeagle and Spurdog.
1. Ireland confirmed their lead role in processing the advice into the OSPAR assessment template at BDC 2020 for all the shark and ray species.  
1. ICG-POSH 2020 noted that “Work on the preparation of listed shark species assessments is expected to begin directly, incorporating as necessary the significant ICES work delivered to OSPAR in September 2020. Ireland can provide a brief update on this work in mid-late January 2021 if that would be helpful to ICG-POSH.” (ICG-POSH 20/8/1 §6.7b). ICG-POSH 2020 agreed to invite the co-convenors and Ireland to clarify the exact date on which the sharks and rays status assessments could be delivered, and to schedule an extra ICG-POSH five weeks after the completion of the assessments (ICG-POSH 20/8/1 §6.8). In early 2021 Ireland confirmed the delivery schedule and the co-convenors agreed to organise an extra ICG-POSH meeting to review the assessments 11-12 March 2021.
1. ICG-POSH(extra) reviewed the draft status assessment. Comments had been submitted in advance of the meeting by Denmark, Germany and the UK. In discussion the following points were noted: 
4. some Contracting Parties noted that the working group in ICES had noted recent information for porbeagle which had not been taken into account in the advice delivered from ICES ACOM. The information was foreseen to feed into an ICES benchmark study in the next year, which could result in new information which may be of relevance for the summary table icons indicating abundance and distribution in the medium-term. It was noted that while not part of the official advice, the information including references and cited information could be helpful as resource material for OSPAR; 
4. A conclusion could be added to recommend a review of the status assessment for porbeagle within a couple of meeting cycles; 
1.  The draft assessment was considered on screen and the issued which had been raised were resolved. 
1. Ireland addressed the final drafting issues which had been agreed on screen at ICG-POSH(extra). A final draft for agreement is at Annex 1.

Annex 1
	
	OSPAR Assessment – Porbeagle Lamna nasus

	Sheet reference
	BDC2021/Porbeagle

	Area assessed
	Regions I, II, III, IV and V

	Title
	Porbeagle: 2021 status assessment

	Key message



	The porbeagle is a prohibited species for commercial fishing under EU fishing regulations. ICES’ most recent assessment in 2019 considers that the status of its stocks is unknown. The species’ moderate intrinsic population growth rate qualified the porbeagle to be on the OSPAR List in 2008, since this rate allows only a slow recovery from depletion. This sensitivity to exploitation remains unchanged.

	
	Region

	Assessment of status
	I
	II
	III
	IV
	V

	Distribution

	?
	?
	 ?
	 ?
	? 

	Population size

	?
	?
	 ?
	 ?
	?

	Demographics, e.g. productivity
	?
	?
	?
	?
	?

	Previous OSPAR status assessment 
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●

	Status

	?
	?
	 ?
	 ?
	?


Explanation to table: 
Distribution, Population size, Condition
Trends in status (since the assessment in the background document)
↓ 	decreasing trend or deterioration of the criterion assessed 
↑ 	increasing trend or improvement in the criterion assessed
←→ 	no change observed in the criterion assessed 
?  trend unknown in the criterion assessed
Previous status assessment: If in QSR 2010 then enter regions where species occurs ( ○) and has been recognised by OSPAR to be threatened and/or declining (● ). If a more recent status assessment is available, then enter ‘poor’/’good’
Status* (overall assessment)
red – poor 
green – good
blue cells –? status unknown, insufficient information available
NA - Not Applicable 
*applied to assessments of status of the feature or of a criterion, as defined by the assessment values used in the QSR 2023 or by expert judgement.
Types of assessment:
1 – direct data driven, 
2 – indirect data driven, 
3 – third party assessment close-geographic match, 
4 - third party assessment partial-geographic match  
5 – expert judgement. 
(Use more than one number when mixed methods were used)


	
	Region

	Assessment of key pressures
	I
	II
	III
	IV
	V

	Target fisheries
	↓1
	↓1
	↓1
	↓1
	↓1

	Bycatch
	←→1
	←→1
	←→1
	←→1
	←→1

	Threat or impact
	?
	?
	?
	?
	?



Key pressure
↓	key pressures and human activities reducing 
↑	key pressures and human activities increasing
←→ 	no change in key pressures and human activities
? Change in pressure and human activities uncertain
Threat or impact [overall assessment]
red – significant threat or impact;
green –no evidence of a significant threat or impact
blue cells – ? insufficient information available 
NA – not applicable
Types of assessment
1 – direct data driven, 
2 – indirect data driven, 
3 – third party assessment close-geographic match, 
4 - third party assessment partial-geographic match  
5 – expert judgement. 
(Use more than one number when mixed methods were used)


	Confidence
	Medium


	Background information
100 words
	The porbeagle qualified for the OSPAR List of Threatened and/or Declining Species and Habitats in 2008 according to the sensitivity and decline criteria (OSPAR 2010a). A low intrinsic rate of population increase and slow recovery from depletion qualified the species for the sensitivity criterion. The stock/population decline was estimated as severe, based on a reduction in landings since the 1930s. The greatest threat to porbeagle was considered to be mortality in target fisheries and mortality due to bycatch. The recovery to the biomass at which a maximum sustainable yield would be possible was estimated to require 15-34 years with a complete closure of fisheries from 2010 onwards. 
The decline in porbeagle landings from the 1950s to the early 2000s, assumed to relate to population size, qualified this species for OSPAR listing in 2008. However, this interpretation did not fully consider changes in Scandinavian fishing effort over the time-series, especially from 1950 to 1970. Furthermore, recent dedicated surveys (2018–2019) and an exploratory assessment provide converging evidence of an increase in the stock biomass since 2010. Hence, a benchmarked assessment is required to better evaluate the current stock status.
The status of this species is based on ICES advice to fisheries managers for fishing opportunities. This advice has been integrated into an assessment for conservation purposes.

	Geographical range and distribution
100 words + map/infographic
	ICES considers that there is a single stock of porbeagle in the Northeast Atlantic (ICES 2019a, Testerman 2014). Its distribution/range spreads over the five OSPAR Regions. Pop-up satellite archival tag deployments in OSPAR Regions III and IV have shown that annual migrations can occur throughout a very large part of the known distribution. These deployments, as well as conventional tagging, have revealed the occurrence of site fidelity by individual porbeagles to spring-summer residential areas across western parts of its range (Biais et al. 2017, Cameron et al. 2019). 
[image: ]
Figure 1: Porbeagle distribution in the North and Northeast Atlantic (Compagno 2001), showing relevant ICES latitudinal and longitudinal stock boundaries.

	Population / abundance
100 words + figures
	ICES advises that, when the precautionary approach is applied, there should be zero catch of porbeagles in each of the years 2020–2023. Landings have declined since the late 1940s and they were relatively stable from the mid-1960s until 2010. Since 2010, landings by EU vessels have not been permitted (ICES 2019b).
ICES provided advice on this species for the first time in 2005. The advice stated that “Given the apparent depleted state of this stock, no fishery should be permitted on this stock”. The basis of this advice was that since the directed Norwegian and Faroese fisheries for porbeagle had ceased in the late 1970s due to very low catch rates and, although sporadic small fisheries had occurred since that time, its high market value implied that a directed fishery would have developed again if abundance had increased. This implied that there were no indications of a stock recovery in 2005 (ICES 2005). No new information has become available to alter the ICES advice first adopted in 2005, that the species is depleted in the Northeast Atlantic 
[image: ]
Figure 2: Porbeagle landings in the Northeast Atlantic based on available landings data (tonnes). (Source: ICES 2019b).


	Condition
100 words
	The biology of the porbeagle is well described for the Northwest Atlantic stock (Natanson et al. 2002), where the age-at-maturity is estimated at 8 and 13 years for males and females, respectively. Less information is available for the Northeast Atlantic, with estimated age-at-maturity of 7-8 years for males and approximately 20 years for females, showing them to be slow growing and late maturing (Hennache and Jung, 2010). The porbeagle has a low biological productivity with small litters, late age-at-maturity, and an estimated life span of 26 years in the North Atlantic. Population growth rate is low but it is likely countered by high juvenile survival rates to produce an overall moderate population growth rate in the North Atlantic of 0.052–0.081 (Dulvy et al. 2008). 

	Threats and impacts
100 words
	The measures taken in the past 10 years to address threats to this species (see below) mean that the threat of mortality due to directed fishery activity and to bycatch has been reduced. The species is highly valued by recreational fishers however and, although many practise catch-and-release, post-release mortality is unquantified.

	Measure that address key pressures
100 words
	In 2010 the Total Allowable Catch (TAC) was reduced to zero and EU vessels were prohibited from landing porbeagle from international waters. Thereafter it has been prohibited for EU vessels to land porbeagle from all waters, and for non-EU vessels to land porbeagle in the EU, since 2015. Since 2007 direct fisheries were banned in Norway but bycatch could be landed up to 2011, and since 2011 live specimens must be released. This species has been listed in Appendix II of CMS since 2008 and in Appendix II of CITES since 2014 (ICES 2019b). The risk of incidental bycatch in commercial fishing still exists however, and the prohibited species listing alone cannot fully mitigate this risk.
OSPAR has identified a number of management measures for the Commission and Contracting parties to be pursued through cooperation with ICES and ICCAT (OSPAR 2010b). 
NEAFC has implemented a recommendation for this species: Rec. 7/2020 (2020-2023). This prohibits directed fishing and states that any bycatch must be promptly released alive

	Conclusion (incl. management considerations)
250 words
	The porbeagle is a prohibited species under EU fishing regulations. ICES’ most recent assessment in 2019 considers that the status of its stocks is unknown. The species’ moderate intrinsic population growth rate qualified the porbeagle to be on the OSPAR List in 2008, since this rate allows only a slow recovery from depletion. This sensitivity to exploitation remains unchanged.
The porbeagle appears to be a species that is less threatened in the Northeast Atlantic than when this was first evaluated in 2008. This is because the fishing mortality has been reduced by catch limitations/prohibitions which have been implemented since 2010. 
Despite such progress, the lack of a stock size estimate, as well as its moderate intrinsic population growth rate, imply a requirement for further protective actions.

	Knowledge gaps
100 words
	Research is needed on life-history, population trends and discard survival of porbeagles in the Northeast Atlantic. Research should also be developed to identify important areas for important life-history stages (e.g. mating, pupping and nursery grounds), and the different subpopulations that may together comprise the overall stock. In this regard, a continuation of the spring-summer survey carried out in the Bay of Biscay and the Southern Celtic Sea in 2018 and 2019, in combination with tagging and with an expansion to other areas within the stock distribution, would be both advantageous and informative (ICES 2019b). A new assessment will be attempted by ICES in 2022 and this will use additional information not currently used in the assessment.
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	Method used
	The assessment is based on ICES’ qualitative analyses of long-term trends in catch and effort data. 
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