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Summary 

Given the non-quantitative and subjective nature of this survey the results 

contained in this report should be interpreted and used with caution. 

This report presents the results of an analysis of the data collected through the 

Fishersô North Sea Stock Survey in 2009. The survey was carried out using a 

questionnaire circulated to North Sea fishermen in five countries; Belgium, Denmark, 

England, the Netherlands, and Scotland. Fishermen were asked to record their 

perceptions of changes in their economic circumstances and in the state of selected 

fish stocks from 2008 to 2009.  

A total of 233 completed questionnaires were returned in 2009, of which 216 were 

included in the analysis. The number of questionnaires returned was less than in 

2008 and continues a downward trend seen over several years, although this is 

confined to only some of the participating countries. 

The results of the analysis of economic perceptions are summarised in Table 1. 

Overall, most respondents reported óthe sameô level of difficulty in getting or retaining 

crew. Perceptions of changes in costs were divided between ólessô, óthe sameô and 

ómoreô, but the majority of respondents reported ólessô profitsô. Most reported ólessô or 

óthe sameô level of optimism about the future. 

The biggest changes from 2008 to 2009 were in the proportions reporting ólessô or 

óthe sameô costs. There were also fairly large increases in the proportions reporting 

ólessô difficulty in getting or retaining crew, and decreases in the proportions reporting 

both ólessô costs and ólessô profits.  

The results of the analysis of perceptions of the state of fish stocks are summarised 

in Table 2. Overall, most respondents reported an increased abundance; catching 

óall sizesô of fish; no change or an increase in the level of discarding, and moderate 

or high levels of recruitment for all eight species covered by the survey. 

There were increases - substantial in many cases - in the proportions of respondents 

reporting greater abundances of all species except cod. There were also substantial 

increases in the proportions reporting catching ómostly largeô fish for most species, 

again excepting cod.  

The pattern of changes in perceptions of levels of discarding were more variable but 

appear to indicate that the perceptions are of greater discarding of haddock, 

monkfish and nephrops, and less discarding of whiting, cod and plaice. The picture 

for recruitment was also mixed, but appears to indicate a perception of higher 

recruitment of haddock, whiting, saithe, monkfish and nephrops, and lower 

recruitment of sole, plaice and cod. 
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Table 1 Summary of perceptions of economic circumstances from the Fishersô North 

Sea Stock Survey in 2009: proportions of responses in each category, and 

% change in proportions from 2008 to 2009. 

 'Less' Same óMoreô  

Crew 
* ** *  

¬¬ ® ¬  

Costs 
** ** **  

¬¬¬ ¬¬¬ ®®  

Profits 
*** * *  

¬ ® ®®  

Optimism 
** ** *  

® ¬ ®  

 
KEY: 

 
% of responses in category: 

 *  < 25% 

 **  25 - 75% 

 *** > 75% 

  
% change in proportions: 

 ¬ / ®   < 50% 

 ¬¬ / ®®  50 - 100% 

 ¬¬¬ / ®®® > 100% 
 

óLessô = sum of óLessô and óMuch Lessô responses. 

óMoreô = sum of óMoreô and óMuch Moreô responses.  
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Table 2  Summary of perceptions of the state of fish stocks from the Fishersô North 

Sea Stock Survey in 2009: proportions of responses in each category, and 

% change in proportions from 2008 to 2009. 

 Abundance   Fish Size 

 'Less' 
No 

Change 
óMoreô 

 
 

Mostly 
Small 

All Sizes 
Mostly 
Large 

Cod 
* * **   * *** * 

¬¬¬ ¬¬ ®   ® ® ¬ 

Haddock 
* * ***   * *** * 

®® ®® ¬¬¬   ®® ¬ ¬¬¬ 

Whiting 
* * ***   * *** * 

®® ®® ¬¬   ®® ¬ ¬¬¬ 

Saithe 
* * ***   * *** * 

¬ ®® ¬¬   ®® ® ¬¬¬ 

Monkfish 
* * **   * *** * 

® ®® ¬¬   ® ® ¬¬¬ 

Nephrops 
* * ***   * *** * 

®® ®® ¬¬¬   ®® ¬ ¬¬¬ 

Sole 
* * ***   * *** * 

¬ ® ¬   ®® ¬ ¬¬¬ 

Plaice 
* * ***   * *** * 

¬ ® ¬   ®® ® ¬¬¬ 

         
 Discards   Recruitment 

 'Less' 
No 

Change 
'More' 

 
 Low Moderate High 

Cod 
* ** **   * ** ** 

¬¬ ¬ ®   ¬ ¬ ® 

Haddock 
* ** **   * ** ** 

¬ ®® ¬¬¬   ®® ¬ ¬ 

Whiting 
* ** **   * ** ** 

¬¬¬ ® ¬   ® ® ¬ 

Saithe 
* ** **   * ** ** 

¬¬ ® ¬¬   ®® ® ¬ 

Monkfish 
* ** **   * ** ** 

¬ ®® ¬¬¬   ®® ® ¬ 

Nephrops 
* ** **   * ** ** 

® ® ¬¬¬   ®® ¬ ¬¬ 

Sole 
* ** **   * ** ** 

¬ ® ¬   ¬¬¬ ¬ ® 

Plaice 
* ** **   * ** ** 

¬¬ ® ¬   ¬¬ ¬¬ ® 

KEY: % of responses in category: 

 *  < 25% 

 **  25 - 75% 

 *** > 75% 

  
% change in proportions: 

 ¬ / ®   < 50% 

 ¬¬ / ®®  50 - 100% 

 ¬¬¬ / ®®® > 100% 
 

óLessô = sum of óLessô and óMuch Lessô responses. 

óMoreô = sum of óMoreô and óMuch Moreô responses.  
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Introduction 

This report presents the results of an analysis of the data collected through the 

Fishersô North Sea Stock Survey in 2009. 

Given the non-quantitative and subjective nature of this survey the results 

contained in this report should be interpreted and used with caution. 

Background 

A survey of North Sea fishermen in five countries - Belgium, Denmark, England, the 

Netherlands, and Scotland has been carried out annually since 2003 (following a 

pilot in 2002) with the aim of making their knowledge of the state of fish stocks 

available to fisheries scientists and fisheries managers. The questionnaire-based 

survey collects information on vessel size and fishing gear type, on the status of key 

fish species, and on the fishermenôs economic circumstances (further information on 

the survey is provided below).  

The results of the survey are provided to the ICES Working Group on the 

Assessment of Demersal Stocks in the North Sea and Skagerrak (WGNSSK). A 

review of the survey in 2006* concluded that the survey was of value and should be 

continued. 

Following positive feedback from those involved in the survey - expressed through 

the North Sea Regional Advisory Council - it was decided to repeat the survey in 

2009. As in previous years the data collation and analysis, and the preparation of 

this report, were funded by the North Sea Regional Advisory Council and undertaken 

by the NAFC Marine Centre. 

The Survey in 2009 

The methodology of the survey in 2009 was largely unchanged from previous years. 

Questionnaires (see Appendix 1 for an example) were translated and circulated to 

North Sea fishermen by coordinators in the five participating countries (Table 3).  

As in previous years the questionnaire asked fishermen for three types of 

information: 

§ the size of their fishing vessel and the fishing gear used. 

                                            
*
 Report of the Review Group on Fisheries Surveys of North Sea Stocks (RGFS). ICES CM 2006 / 

ACFM:38. Available at: www.ices.dk/products/CMdocs/2006/ACFM/ACFM3806.pdf 
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§ their perceptions of changes from 2008 to 2009 in the abundance, level of 

discards, size range, and level of recruitment of eight species of fish (Table 4) 

in each of 10 areas of the North Sea (Figure 1). 

§ their perceptions of changes from 2008 to 2009 in the difficulty in obtaining or 

retaining crew, their operating costs and profits; and their degree of optimism 

about the future. 

In each case, respondents were asked to compare the first half of 2009 (January to 

June) with the same period of 2008. 

The questionnaire is not quantitative but asked respondents to select from response 

categories, e.g. for abundance: ómuch lessô, ólessô, óno changeô, ómoreô or ómuch 

moreô (see sample questionnaire in Appendix 1). Respondents were also offered the 

opportunity to provide any additional information or comments that they wished to. 

Fishermen in each country returned the completed questionnaires to their national 

coordinators, who entered the information provided into a database. In previous 

years each coordinator entered their data into a separate database file which was 

then sent to the NAFC Marine Centre where the data were pooled. To reduce 

delays, and avoid the need to transmit large database files, a web-based data entry 

system was established for the survey in 2009. This allowed national coordinators to 

log in to a web site (www.nsss.eu) and enter their data directly into a single central 

database. Despite some initial problems this system appears to have worked 

satisfactorily*. 

Table 3 Countries participating in the 2009 North Sea Stock Survey and the 

coordinating organisation and principle coordinators in each. 

Country Coordinating Organisation Coordinators 

Belgium Rederscentrale 

 (Ship-Ownerôs Federation) 

Lut Vande Velde 

Denmark Danmarks Fiskeriforening 

 (Danish Fishermenôs Association) 

Michael Andersen 

England National Federation  
 of Fishermenôs Organisations 

Dale Rodmell 

Netherlands Productschap Vis 

 (Fish Product Board) 

Marloes Kraan 

Thea Heidema 

Scotland Scottish Fishermenôs Federation Rory Campbell 

Malcolm Morrison 

  

                                            
*
   The cooperation of those coordinators who had to re-enter their data is acknowledged. 
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Table 4 The species covered by the survey in 2009. 

Cod Gadus morhua 

Haddock Melanogrammus aeglefinus 

Whiting Merlangius merlangus 

Saithe Pollachius virens 

Monkfish Lophius piscatorius 

Nephrops Nephrops norvegicus 

Common (Dover) Sole Solea solea 

Plaice Pleuronectes platessa 

 

 

Figure 1 The areas of the North Sea used in the survey. 
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General Results 

A total of 233 completed questionnaires were returned in 2009. Seventeen 

questionnaires were omitted for various reasons that included: major changes in 

fishing gear used from 2008 to 2009; only fishing in inland waters; not providing 

information on any of the species covered by the survey; and suspected duplication 

of responses by the same respondent. 

This left 216 questionnaires that were included in the analyses: 20 from Belgium, 84 

from Denmark, 24 from England, 71 from the Netherlands, and 17 from Scotland 

(Figure 2). The returns from the Netherlands included 10 from vessels that were 

identified as óflagshipsô: 2 Dutch-Belgian, 4 Dutch-English, 3 Dutch-German, and 1 

Dutch-Danish. 

The number of questionnaires returned in 2009 was markedly lower than in 2008, 

when 256 valid responses were received (a reduction of 16%). This continues a 

trend that has been evident for a number of years (Figure 2, Figure 3, Figure 4); 

overall the number of questionnaires returned has fallen by about one third since 

2005 when 345 responses were received. This decline has been concentrated in 

returns from Scotland, the Netherlands and Denmark (Figure 2), while the numbers 

of responses from Belgium and England have increased slightly. 

Despite the decline in the number of responses, the relative balance of responses 

between the different species has remained fairly constant (Figure 5). 

Figure 6 shows a breakdown of the valid questionnaires received in 2009 by 

nationality, area fished, fishing gear used, and size of fishing vessel. Overall, rather 

more responses were received for the southern and eastern North Sea (areas 6b, 

6a, 7 and 8, and rather fewer for the central and western areas (area 2 and, 3). By 

fishing gear, responses were dominated by beam trawls, trawls and gill nets, but 

responses by vessel size were fairly evenly distributed. Both factors will have been 

strongly influenced by the differing numbers of responses from different countries; as 

may be seen from Figure 6 there were marked variations in all the parameters 

between the different countries. 
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Figure 2 The number of questionnaires returned each year, by country. 

 

 

Figure 3 The total number of questionnaires returned each year. 
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Figure 4 The number of questionnaires returned each year, by area. Number of 

responses providing information on at least one species in each area. 
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Figure 5 The number of valid questionnaires returned each year, by species (most 

respondents give information for more than one species). 
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Figure 6 Breakdown of valid questionnaires by country, area fished, fishing gear, and 

vessel size. Number displayed on left-hand charts (ón = Xô ) are total 

numbers of valid questionnaires for that country. Figures for the Netherlands 

include Dutch óflagshipsô. 
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Economic Circumstances 

Virtually all of the 216 valid questionnaires received provided information on 

respondentsô perceptions of economic circumstances. These responses are 

summarised in Table 5 and Table 6, and in Figure 7 to Figure 12. 

Table 5 Summary of respondentsô perceptions of economic circumstances in 2008 

and 2009: difficulty of obtaining/retaining crew; operating costs; profits; and 

optimism about the future. Proportion of responses in each category for all 

areas combined, and % change in proportions from 2008 to 2009 (% +/-). 

Crew    Costs    

 2008 2009 % +/-  2008 2009 % +/- 

'Less' 
1 

9% 14% +63% 'Less' 
1 

5% 28% +472% 

Same 74% 64% -13% Same 8% 32% +320% 

'More' 
2 

18% 22% +24% 'More' 
2 

88% 40% -54% 

        

Profits    Optimism    

 2008 2009   2008 2009  

'Less' 
1 

58% 79% +35% 'Less' 
1 

56% 52% -6% 

Same 26% 16% -38% Same 26% 35% +38% 

'More' 
2 

16% 5% -69% 'More' 
2 

18% 12% -33% 

        
1
 óLessô = sum of óLessô and óMuch Lessô responses. 

2
 óMoreô = sum of óMoreô and óMuch Moreô responses.  

 

Difficulty of Getting / Retaining Crew 

Overall, about two thirds of respondents reported the ósameô level of difficulty in 

getting or retaining crew in 2009, and about one fifth ómoreô or ómuch moreô difficulty. 

(Table 5). The picture was broadly similar whether the responses were broken down 

by area, species, fishing gear type or vessel size. 

More than half the respondents in all but one of the areas reported the ósameô level 

of difficulty in getting or retaining crew (Figure 7, Table 6). The highest proportions of 

respondents reporting ómoreô or ómuch moreô difficulty were in the south-western 

North Sea (areas 4 and 5) and - to a lesser extent - in the south-eastern North Sea 

(areas 6a, 6b and 7). Although a high proportion of respondents in area 3 reported 

ólessô difficulty, this may have been skewed by the relatively small number of 

responses (5) from this area. 
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More than half of the respondents for all eight species reported the ósameô level of 

difficulty in getting or retaining crew (Figure 11, Table 6). A quarter or more of 

respondents for all species reported ómoreô or ómuch moreô difficulty, the highest 

proportions being for nephrops and monkfish. 

More than two thirds of respondents for all gear types reported the ósameô level of 

difficulty in getting or retaining crew (Figure 12, Table 6). Beam trawlers, nephrops 

trawlers and trawlers had the highest proportions of respondents reporting ómoreô or 

ómuch moreô difficulty, while gill netters had the highest proportion reporting ólessô or 

ómuch lessô difficulty. 

More than two thirds of the small (< 15m) and medium sized (15-24m), and more 

than half of the larger (> 24m), fishing vessels reported the ósameô level of difficulty in 

getting or retaining crew (Figure 12, Table 6). The larger vessels had the highest 

proportion of respondents - almost one third - reporting ómoreô or ómuch moreô 

difficulty, while the smaller boars had the highest proportion reporting ólessô or ómuch 

lessô difficulty. 

Operating Costs 

Overall, about one third of respondents reported that their operating costs were the 

ósameô in 2009, a slightly higher proportion reported that they were ómoreô or ómuch 

moreô and just over a quarter reported that they were ólessô or ómuch lessô (Table 5). 

There was no very clear pattern in the responses by area (Figure 8, Table 6), but the 

perception of higher costs appeared to be more common in the northern and western 

North Sea (areas 1, 3 and 4), Skagerrak (area 8) and Kattegat (area 9), while the 

perception of lower costs was more common in the central and southern North Sea 

(areas 2, 5, 6a and 6b).  

For all species, a higher proportion of respondents thought that operating costs were 

higher (ómoreô or ómuch moreô) than lower (ólessô or ómuch lessô) in 2009 (Figure 11, 

Table 6). The perception of higher operating costs was more common amongst 

respondents targeting monkfish, saithe and haddock, while the perception of lower 

costs was more common amongst those targeting plaice and whiting. 

There were marked differences between fishing gear types in perceptions of 

changes in operating costs (Figure 12, Table 6). For trawls, nephrops trawls and 

seine nets most respondents reported that costs were higher, with the proportion 

particular high (70%) for nephrops trawls. For gill nets most respondents - almost 

half - reported that costs were the ósameô, while for beam trawls most thought they 

were lower in 2009. 

There were again marked differences in perceptions of costs between vessel size 

classes (Figure 12, Table 6). More than half of respondents for medium sized (15-
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24m) vessels reported that costs were ómoreô or ómuch moreô in 2009, but for larger 

(> 24m) vessels almost half reported that they were ólessô or ómuch lessô. For the 

smaller vessels most respondents also that costs were higher.  

Profits 

Overall, more than three quarters of respondents reported that profits were ólessô or 

ómuch lessô in 2009 while only 5% reported them to be ómoreô or ómuch moreô (Table 

5). 

The picture was broadly similar for individual areas; more than two thirds of 

respondents in every area reported ólessô or ómuch lessô profits in 2009 (Figure 9, 

Table 6). In six of the 10 areas the proportion of respondents reporting lower profits 

was greater than 80%. Reports of ómoreô profits (no-one reported ómuch moreô were 

most common in the northern and central North Sea (areas 1 and 2).  

Again the picture was similar for individual species; more than 80% of the 

respondents for every species reported ólessô or ómuch lessô profits in 2009 (Figure 

11, Table 6). The proportions reporting lower profits were highest amongst 

respondents catching monkfish, saithe and haddock. 

More than three quarters of respondents for every fishing gear type and every vessel 

size class also reported ólessô or ómuch lessô profits in 2009 (Figure 12, Table 6). For 

nephrops trawls and seine nets the proportion exceeded 90%.  

Although all size classes of vessels reported lower profits, this was most extreme 

amongst the smaller (< 15m) vessels, with almost half of respondents reporting 

ómuch lessô compared to one third reporting ólessô profits. For the medium sized (15-

24m) vessels these proportions were roughly equal, while for the larger vessels 

almost two thirds reported ólessô profits and only 15% ómuch lessô. 

Optimism for the Future 

Overall, slightly more than half of respondents reported being ólessô or ómuch lessô 

optimistic about the future in 2009 (Table 5). About one third reported feeling the 

ósameô level of optimism, and only 12% were ómoreô or ómuch moreô optimistic. 

By area (Figure 10, Table 6), the level of optimism was most commonly the ósameô in 

the southern North Sea (areas 5, 6a and 6b), while the highest proportions of 

respondents reporting ólessô or ómuch lessô optimism were in the western and 

northern North Sea (areas 1 and 4) and - especially - the Skagerrak (area 8) and 

Kattegat (area 9). In the latter area 88% of respondents reported feeling ólessô or 

ómuch lessô optimistic. 

Half or more of the respondents for each species also reported feeling ólessô or ómuch 

lessô optimistic (Figure 11, Table 6). The proportion reporting feeling ómuch lessô 
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optimistic was greatest for nephrops, saithe, haddock and monkfish. The proportion 

feeling the ósameô level of optimism was greatest for whiting, sole and plaice. 

Optimism was also low across all fishing gear types, except the beam trawl (Figure 

12, Table 6). More than half of respondents for the beam trawl reported feeling the 

same level of optimism, although one third reported feeling ólessô or ómuch lessô 

optimistic. More than two thirds of respondents for the trawl and seine net, and 60% 

for the nephrops trawl, reported feeling ólessô or ómuch lessô optimistic.  

As with profits, there was a clear trend of decreasing optimism with decreasing 

fishing vessel size (Figure 12, Table 6). For the smaller (< 15m) vessels 70% of 

respondents reported feeling ólessô or ómuch lessô optimistic, compared to just over 

half for the medium sized (15-24m) vessels and one third for the larger (> 24m) 

vessels. Conversely, almost half of large vessel respondents reported the ósameô 

level of optimism, compared to one third for the medium sized vessels and less than 

one quarter for the smaller vessels. Seventeen percent of large vessel respondents 

reported feeling ómoreô optimistic. 

Comparison of 2009 and 2008 

Overall, the proportion of respondents reporting ómoreô or ómuch moreô difficulty in 

getting or retaining crew had increased by about one quarter from 2008 to 2009, but 

there was a much higher increase - two thirds - in the proportion reporting ólessô or 

ómuch lessô difficulty (Table 5). These were balanced by a reduction in the proportion 

reporting the ósameô level of difficulty, which still accounted for the majority of 

responses. 

There were very large increases in the proportions of respondents reporting ólessô or 

ómuch lessô and óthe sameô costs from 2008 to 2009, while the proportion reporting 

(ómoreô or ómuch moreô) costs was down by about half (Table 5).  

However, the proportion of respondents reporting ólessô or ómuch lessô profits in 2009 

was about one third greater than in 2008, while there were substantial declines in the 

proportions reporting both óthe sameô level of profits (by one third) and ómoreô or 

ómuch moreô (down by two thirds) (Table 5). 

The proportion of respondents reporting the ósameô level of optimism for the future 

was more than one third higher in 2009 than in 2008 (26%), but the proportion 

feeling ómoreô or ómuch moreô optimism was about one third lower (Table 5). 
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Difficulty of Getting / Retaining Crew 

 

Figure 7 Breakdown by area of perceptions of the difficulty of getting or retaining 

crew in 2009. Percentage of responses from each area in each category. 
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Operating Costs 

 

Figure 8 Breakdown by area of perceptions of operating costs in 2009. Percentage of 

responses from each area in each category. 
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Profits 

 

Figure 9 Breakdown by area of perceptions of profits in 2009. Percentage of 

responses from each area in each category. 
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Optimism for the Future 

 

Figure 10 Breakdown by area of perceptions of optimism for the future in 2009. 

Percentage of responses from each area in each category. 
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Figure 11 Breakdown of economic perceptions by species in 2009; difficulty of 

obtaining/retaining crew, operating costs, profits, and optimism about the 

future. Percentage of responses for each species in each category. 
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Figure 12 Breakdown of economic perceptions by fishing gear type (above) and 

vessel size (below) in 2009; difficulty of obtaining/retaining crew, operating 

costs, profits, and optimism about the future. Percentage of responses in 

each category for all responses for each gear type or vessel size. 
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Table 6 Numbers of responses per category by area, species, gear type and vessel 

size for perceptions of difficulty of obtaining/retaining crew, operating costs, 

profits, and optimism about the future in 2009. 
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4 1 2 17 3 7 1 2 4 9 11 5 0 13 10 6 2 0 0 7 9 11 3 1 0 31 

5 0 3 17 9 5 0 1 12 12 5 3 0 5 20 7 1 0 0 3 10 17 3 0 1 34 

6a 0 5 22 3 7 0 6 15 9 7 1 0 9 22 4 3 0 0 5 10 20 3 0 0 37 

6b 0 5 41 11 8 0 5 24 21 13 3 0 8 41 14 3 0 0 6 18 36 7 0 0 65 
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Cod 0 17 114 24 0 22 7 48 60 54 23 8 63 94 29 9 0 5 43 60 65 20 4 9 199 

Haddock 4 11 52 10 0 3 4 18 23 28 19 1 38 42 9 4 0 0 29 26 25 7 3 3 93 

Whiting 2 13 74 19 0 2 5 33 34 31 20 0 36 67 16 4 0 0 27 33 48 12 2 2 124 

Saithe 3 10 42 7 0 4 3 15 16 26 15 2 31 37 5 4 0 0 25 23 18 5 4 2 77 

Monkfish 3 9 42 9 0 2 4 16 18 23 15 2 29 39 5 5 0 0 23 20 23 6 3 3 78 

Nephrops 1 7 33 8 0 4 5 13 15 18 12 2 24 30 6 4 0 1 25 10 20 6 1 3 64 
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Gill Nets 3 2 16 3 0 18 0 3 18 14 2 6 13 17 6 2 0 5 8 15 9 4 2 5 42 
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Species Accounts 

Two hundred and sixteen (216) valid responses were received that provided 

information on at least one species in at least one area. Most respondents provided 

information on more than one area and more than one species (Figure 13). 

The highest proportion of responses gave information for four areas; half of 

respondents gave information for between three and five areas, and three quarters 

for between two and six. The average number of areas per response was 4.6. 

Most respondents gave information for only one (60%) or two (24%) species. Only 

6% of respondents gave information for more than three species. The average 

number of species per response was 1.7. 

 

 

Figure 13 The proportions of responses providing information on different numbers of 

areas (left) and species (right). 

 

A more detailed breakdown of responses by species and areas is provided in Table 

7. Eight species and 10 areas provided a total of 80 possible species-area 

combinations. The number of responses per species-area varied from 1 to 60, with 

an average of 18.5. To reduce the potential for small numbers of responses to 

markedly skew the results species-area combinations with three or less responses 

were omitted from the analyses This affected 13 of the 80 species-area 

combinations (16%) (Table 7).  
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Table 7 The numbers of responses by area and species. Species-areas 

combinations with three or less responses (bracketed) were omitted from 

the analyses. 
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Number of responses for each species from each area: 

Cod 25 10 5 20 25 26 52 51 34 22 270 

Haddock 24 8 5 21 (1) 8 (3) 26 19 8 123 

Whiting 22 5 5 18 20 17 45 14 11 8 165 

Saithe 27 6 4 10 (1) 7 4 21 18 9 107 

Monkfish 23 8 (3) 14 (2) 6 (3) 26 13 5 103 

Nephrops 8 (3) (2) 13 (2) 21 8 12 9 11 89 

Common Sole (2) (2) (1) 14 29 23 60 28 20 26 205 

Plaice 16 11 (3) 19 25 31 46 48 29 22 250 

TOTAL 28 19 5 31 34 38 70 61 36 29 351 

% of responses from each area for each species: 

Cod 89% 53% 100% 65% 74% 68% 74% 84% 94% 76% 77% 

Haddock 86% 42% 100% 68% 3% 21% 4% 43% 53% 28% 35% 

Whiting 79% 26% 100% 58% 59% 45% 64% 23% 31% 28% 47% 

Saithe 96% 32% 80% 32% 3% 18% 6% 34% 50% 31% 30% 

Monkfish 82% 42% 60% 45% 6% 16% 4% 43% 36% 17% 29% 

Nephrops 29% 16% 40% 42% 6% 55% 11% 20% 25% 38% 25% 

Common Sole 7% 11% 20% 45% 85% 61% 86% 46% 56% 90% 58% 

Plaice 57% 58% 60% 61% 74% 82% 66% 79% 81% 76% 71% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

% of responses for each species from each area:  

Cod 9% 4% 2% 7% 9% 10% 19% 19% 13% 8% 100% 

Haddock 20% 7% 4% 17% 1% 7% 2% 21% 15% 7% 100% 

Whiting 13% 3% 3% 11% 12% 10% 27% 8% 7% 5% 100% 

Saithe 25% 6% 4% 9% 1% 7% 4% 20% 17% 8% 100% 

Monkfish 22% 8% 3% 14% 2% 6% 3% 25% 13% 5% 100% 

Nephrops 9% 3% 2% 15% 2% 24% 9% 13% 10% 12% 100% 

Common Sole 1% 1% 0% 7% 14% 11% 29% 14% 10% 13% 100% 

Plaice 6% 4% 1% 8% 10% 12% 18% 19% 12% 9% 100% 

TOTAL 8% 5% 1% 9% 10% 11% 20% 17% 10% 8% 100% 
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Times Series Index 

Although the results are not quantitative, as in previous years a time series index 

was calculated for each species in each area by assigning scores to the response 

categories as follows: ómuch lessô = -1; ólessô = -0.5; óno changeô = 0; ómoreô = 0.5; 

and ómuch moreô = 1. A weighted score was then calculated for each species in each 

area by multiplying the percentage of responses in each category by the score for 

that category and summing the results: 

 

A time series has been generated from previous survey results by assigning a value 

of zero to 2001 and cumulatively summing the annual indices for each species in 

each area since then. These indexes were updated in 2009. 
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Cod 

Of the 216 valid questionnaires received, 204 (94%) provided information on cod. 

The proportion of responses providing information on cod was lowest in the central 

North Sea (areas 2, 4 and 6a), and highest in the north, west and east (areas 1, 3 

and 8) (Figure 14). 

 

 

Figure 14 Proportion of responses from each area that provided information on cod. 

Table 8 shows the breakdown of fishing gears used and vessel size classes, for the 

192 responses that provided this information. Responses were fairly evenly 

distributed across all three size classes, although with a slightly greater proportion in 

the largest size class (> 24 m). Of the fishing gears, the trawl and beam trawl each 

accounted for almost one third of responses, with most of the remainder from gill 

nets and nephrops trawls. 

Figure 15 and Figure 16 provide a more detailed breakdown of the responses for cod 

by vessel size and fishing gear used. 
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Table 8 Numbers and percentages of responses for cod by fishing gear type and 

vessel size class (excludes vessels that did not provide information on 

fishing gear and/or vessel size class). 

   VESSEL SIZE CLASS 
   Numbers  % by Gear Type 
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Trawl 14 27 18 59  23% 45% 25% 31% 

Nephrops Trawl 7 10 4 21  12% 17% 6% 11% 

Beam Trawl 0 12 49 61  0% 20% 68% 32% 

Gill Net 39 2 0 41  65% 3% 0% 21% 

Seine 0 9 1 10  0% 15% 1% 5% 

ALL 60 60 72 192      

 

          

%
 b

y
 S

iz
e
 Trawl 24% 46% 31%       

Nephrops Trawl 33% 48% 19%       

Beam Trawl 0% 20% 80%       

Gill Net 95% 5% 0%       

Seine 0% 90% 10%       

ALL 31% 31% 38%       

 

Table 9 Summary of respondentsô perceptions of the abundance, size, level of 

discarding and level of recruitment of cod in 2008 and 2009. Proportion of 

responses in each category for all areas combined, and % change in 

proportions from 2008 to 2009 (% +/-). 

Abundance 2008 2009 % +/- Fish Size 2008 2009 % +/- 

'Less' 
1 

3% 8% +167% Mostly Small 7% 5% -21% 

No Change 10% 18% +72% All Sizes 83% 82% -0% 

'More' 
2 

87% 74% -14% Mostly Large 10% 12% +17% 

        
Discards 2008 2009  Recruitment 2008 2009  

'Less' 
1 

12% 22% +77% Low 3% 4% +39% 

No Change 40% 43% +5% Moderate 39% 47% +20% 

'More' 
2 

47% 36% -24% High 58% 49% -15% 

        
1
 óLessô = sum of óLessô and óMuch Lessô responses. 

2
 óMoreô = sum of óMoreô and óMuch Moreô responses.  



Species Accounts:  Cod 

31 
 

Abundance 

Overall, about three quarters of respondents reported that cod were ómoreô or ómuch 

moreô abundant in 2009 (Table 9). This was also the case in most of the individual 

areas; in eight of the 10 areas more than two thirds of respondents reported cod to 

be ómoreô or ómuch moreô abundant (Figure 17, Table 10). These proportions were 

particularly high in the northern and southern areas (areas 1 and 3, and 5 , 6a and 

6b). 

The main exception was in the Kattegat (area 9) where the most common response 

was óno changeô and almost one third (28%) of respondents reported ólessô or ómuch 

lessô cod. Small proportions of respondents also reported that cod were ólessô or 

ómuch lessô abundant in areas 4, 5, 7 and 8, although in all cases these were far 

outweighed by respondents who believed cod to be ómoreô or ómuch moreô abundant.  

The cumulative index of perceptions of the abundance of cod (Figure 18) increased 

in all areas, although by a lesser amount in the Kattegat (area 9) than in other areas. 

These increases continue upward trends that have been apparent in all areas for a 

number of years. These trends are also apparent in the time series of perceptions of 

the abundance of cod (Figure 19). 

Size Range 

Overall, more than 80% of respondents reported catching óall sizesô of cod in 2009 

(Table 9). This was also the case in the individual areas; more than three quarters of 

respondents in all areas except the Kattegat (area 9) reported catching óall sizesô of 

cod (Figure 20, Table 10). Significant proportions of respondents reported catching 

ómainly large codô in both northern and southern areas of the North Sea (areas 1, 6b, 

7 and 9). The main reports of catches of ómostly smallô cod were from the central 

North Sea (area 2). 

Discards of Cod 

Overall, 43% of respondents reported óno changeô in the level of discarding of cod in 

2009; 36% reported ómoreô discarding and 22% reported ólessô (Table 9). There was 

considerable variability between individual areas (Figure 21, Table 10), but in all of 

them between one third and two thirds of respondents reported óno changeô. Of the 

respondents who did report changes the majority reported ómoreô or ómuch moreô in 

the northern, eastern and southern North Sea (areas 1, 3, 4, 5, 6a and 6b). The 

Kattegat (area 9) was the only area where more respondents reported ólessô or ómuch 

lessô discarding. In the remaining areas (2, 7 and 8) opinion was roughly evenly split 

between those who thought there was more discarding and those who thought there 

was less. 
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Recruitment of Cod 

Overall, almost half of respondents reported óhighô levels of recruitment of cod in 

2009, and almost as many reported ómoderateô levels (Table 9). The same was true 

of most individual areas, with the majority of respondents reported recruitment to be 

ómoderateô or óhighô in most areas (Figure 22, Table 10). The Kattegat (area 9) was 

the only area where significant numbers of respondents (10%) reported ólowô levels 

of recruitment. 

Comparison of 2009 and 2008 

Overall, there was a small (14%) decrease from 2008 to 2009 in the proportion of 

respondents reporting that cod were ómoreô or ómuch moreô abundant, although these 

categories still accounted for the majority (74%) of responses (Table 9). There were 

substantial increases in the proportions of respondents reporting ólessô or ómuch lessô 

cod and óno changeô in abundance, but these categories continued to account for a 

relatively small proportion of responses in 2009. 

For fish sizes, the proportion of respondents reporting catching óall sizesô of cod in 

2009 was virtually unchanged from 2008, and this category continued to account for 

the majority (82%) of responses (Table 9). There was a small decrease in the 

proportion of respondents reporting ómostly smallô cod, and a similar increase in the 

proportion reporting ómostly largeô cod, but these categories continued to represent 

only a small proportion of responses. 

Overall, there was a substantial (77%) increase in the proportion of respondents 

reporting ólessô or ómuch lessô discarding of cod in 2009 than in 2008, with almost one 

quarter of respondents answering in these categories (Table 9). The proportion 

reporting ómoreô or ómuch moreô discarding was down by about a quarter in 2009 and 

the proportion reporting óno changeô almost unchanged. 

The proportion of respondents reporting ómoderateô levels of recruitment of cod in 

2009 was 20% greater than in 2008, with almost half of respondents answering in 

this category (Table 9). There was a small decrease in the proportion reporting óhighô 

levels of recruitment, which accounted for most of the remaining responses. 
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Figure 15 Breakdown of responses for cod by fishing vessel size class. Percentage of 

responses for each size class in each category.  
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Figure 16 Breakdown of responses for cod by fishing gear. Percentage of responses 

for each fishing gear in each category.  
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ABUNDANCE 

 

Figure 17 Perceptions of abundance of cod in 2009 compared to 2008, by area. 

Percentage of responses from each area in each category. 
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ABUNDANCE INDEX 

 

Figure 18 Cumulative time series of index of perceptions of abundance of cod, by area 

(see page 28 for explanation of the index). 
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ABUNDANCE 

 

Figure 19 Time series of perceptions of abundance of cod, by area. 
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SIZE RANGE OF FISH 

 

Figure 20 Perceptions of the size range of cod caught in 2009, by area. Percentage of 

responses from each area in each category. 

  












































































































































































































