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1 Int roduct ion 

1 .1 Par t icipat ion 

The following members of the Working Group on Deep Water Ecology (WGDEC) participated in 
producing this report (see Annex 1 for addresses). 

Peter Auster* USA 
Robert Brock USA 
Sabine Christiansen Germany 
Anthony Grehan Ireland 
Jason Hall-Spencer UK 
Kerry Howell UK 
Emma Jones* UK 
Gui Menezes* Portugal 
Pål Mortensen* Norway 
Karine Olu France 
Murray Roberts UK 
Steve Ross USA 
Sigmar Steingrímsson Iceland 
Mark Tasker (chair) UK 

* = unable to be in Miami, but contributed from afar. 

1 .2 Term s of Reference 

The 2005 Statutory meeting of ICES gave the Working Group on Deep Water Ecology the 
following terms of reference: 

a) compile a list of seamounts in the OSPAR area and classify them initially on the basis of 
physical attributes; 

b) on the basis of evidence to be sought from fisheries managers and other sources, review the 
distribution of fishing activity on seamounts; 

c) review possible classifications of deep-water habitats in the North Atlantic and frameworks for 
describing sensitivity to fishing activities; 

d) examine possible ways of describing fish communities on seamounts; 

e) report on new information on the distribution and status of cold water corals in the North 
Atlantic and recommend ways by which information on the occurrence of these species might be 
made more easily available and kept up to date; 

A further term of reference requested that the Chairs of WGDEC and WGDEEP cooperate to 
ensure that expertise on cold-water corals and on deep-water fishing was available at the meeting. 

1 .3 Just i f icat ion of Term s of Reference 

The group s first report provided scientific background to advice requested by OSPAR on threats 
to seamount habitats in the NE Atlantic. The group encountered a number of problems in 
responding to the relevant terms of reference on this issue. The first two and the fourth of this year 
terms of reference address these difficulties. 

1 .4 Overview by t he chai r 

The definition of seamount remains controversial.  From a geological/geophysical perspective, 
such features are reasonably straightforward to describe, however biological (and more particularly 
biological conservation) perspective, there are a number of difficult issues.  We know that the 
communities of organisms growing on or living near some seamounts are characteristically 
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different from the surrounding seas in a similar way to communities on land mountains are 
different from those on the surrounding plains.  Some of these seamounts protrude sufficiently high 
above the surrounding seabed and approach close enough to the sea surface that they may be 
accessible to fisheries 

 
and the collateral environmental damage that can accompany fisheries.  

This combination of features 

 
unusual or unique marine communities, coupled with risk of 

damage from fishing - means that seamounts have become important areas to protect and conserve 
in the eyes of those wishing to safeguard marine biodiversity.  However, it is plain that not all 
seamounts are the same, either a biodiversity aspect or from a vulnerability to fishing pressure.  In 
addition the number of seamounts will vary depending on the precise definition used.  In an ideal 
world, all seabed communities on seamounts and elsewhere would be surveyed and mapped and 
then a representative proportion could be chosen for protective measures.  Such an ideal though is 
never likely to be achieved, so a proxy using known physical properties may be a way forward.  To 
this end, the report classifies seamounts (using the current OSPAR definition) on the basis of a 
number of physical properties.  A start has also been made on understanding the likely fishing 
pressure on these.  A full review (and mapping) of fishing pressure on all OSPAR area seamounts 
would be possible, but not without considerably more resources than are available to the working 
group at present. 

Two further terms of reference looked at ways of classifying deep-water habitats and fish 
communities on seamounts in the North Atlantic. 

Our final term of reference this year was to report on new information on cold water corals in the 
North Atlantic.  Compared with some previous years, rather little information was forthcoming to 
the working group, but we know that further information has been gained from surveys and 
research projects that was not made available to the group.  We hope to describe this information in 
future years. 

1 .5 Acknowledgem ent s 

We would like to thank NEAFC, SEERAD and JNCC for access to the VMS data. Bernd 
Christiansen, Stefan Hain, Stephanie Blouin, Filipe M. Porteiro, Andreia Braga Henriques and 
Oscar Ocaña of the Department of Oceanography and Fisheries, University of the Azores all 
helped by providing information or interpretation.  
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2 A l ist and classi f icat ion of seam ounts in t he OSPAR Area 

Term of Reference: compile a list of seamounts in the OSPAR area and classify them initially on 
the basis of physical attributes. 

2 .1 Sum m ary 

2.1.1 Def ini t ions 

In the context of OSPAR, seamounts are defined as undersea mountains, with a crest that rises 
more than 1,000 metres above the surrounding sea floor (originally Menard, 1964). Seamounts can 
be a variety of shapes, but are generally conical with a circular, elliptical or more elongate base. 
Seamounts are volcanic in origin, and are often associated with seafloor hot-spots (thinner areas 
of the earth s crust where magma can escape). Seamounts, often with a slope inclination of up to 
60°, provide a striking contrast to the surrounding flat abyssal plain. Their relief can have 
profound effects on the surrounding oceanic circulation, with the formation of trapped waves, jets, 
eddies and closed circulations known as Taylor columns (Taylor, 1917). 

This definition is primarily topographical and geological. This has its difficulties in the context of 
conservation of biodiversity. There is nothing particularly important biologically about any specific 
height above the seabed, or shape. A consequence of this is that the term seamount has begun to be 
applied to structures of a lower elevation above the sea floor, including those of only a few tens of 
metres high (e.g., Epp and Smoot, 1989; Rogers, 1994). A forthcoming book (which is biological 
rather than geological) defines a seamount as any topographically distinct seafloor feature that is at 
least 100 meters high but which does not break the sea surface, excluding large banks and shoals 
(e.g. Georges Bank, Porcupine Bank) as well as topographic features on continental shelves.  We 
review these definitions in the following sub-sections. 

All definitions based on physical characteristics (e.g. height) are equally as arbitrary as the original 
1000m height definition, but widening any definition brings with it the added complication that not 
all seabed in the OSPAR area has been surveyed and certainly has not been classified. If there were 
many habitat locations, it would also seem unlikely that there would be any evidence that could 
justify the habitat thus defined as a whole as being threatened and declining. 

2 .1.1.1 OSPAR 

Based on Menard (1964, quoted and confirmed in a review of seamount literature by Rogers 1994), 
OSPAR uses the following criteria for defining seamounts (for mapping purposes):  

 

structures rising more than 1000 m from the seafloor,  

 

of volcanic origin, often associated with seafloor hot-spots

  

of a variety of shapes, but generally being conical, circular or more elongate base 

The shape and slope angles encountered at seamounts (up to 60°) are expected to exert a significant 
influence on oceanic circulation and possibly productivity. Enhanced currents contribute in 
keeping sediment veneer low on the basaltic hard substrate sediment. Therefore seamounts are 
considered to constitute a particular habitat, in difference to the habitats of the surrounding flat 
abyssal plains. 

OSPAR received site nominations from its Contracting Parties and observers and checked the 
1000m elevation criterium using available bathymetry data. Of 39 nominated features only 24 were 
considered for being a seamount according to the OSPAR working definition, 9 of them in areas 
beyond national jurisdiction. 
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2 .1.1.2 The General Bathymet r ic Chart of the Oceans (GEBCO) 

Most of the seamounts mapped by OSPAR were identified as a seamount" in earlier versions of 
the GEBCO Undersea features database published by the International Hydrographic 
Organisation and the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission (see 
http://www.ngdc.noaa.gov/mgg/gebco/). The GEBCO terminology is standardised and both 
terminology and features listed are regularly updated. The recent list of undersea features was 
published in December 2005. 

The GEBCO terminology guidelines (2001) define seamounts as: 

 

a discrete (or group of) large isolated elevation(s), greater than 1000m in relief above the 
sea floor, characteristically of conical form. Guyots are those seamounts having a 
comparatively smooth flat top. The database and maps identify individual seamounts, 
seamount chains (a linear or arcuate alignment of discrete seamounts, with their bases 
clearly separated) and seamount provinces. Further, knolls and hills are distinguished, 
both seafloor elevations of less than 1000m. 

The GEBCO definition does not distinguish between seamounts of volcanic origin and those of 
continental or tectonic origin. Some structures considered as seamounts in earlier versions of 
GEBCO, such as Josephine Seamount, were considered as a bank in 2005. The GEBCO definition 
of a bank is: 

 

An elevation of the sea floor, over which the depth of water is relatively shallow, but 
sufficient for safe surface navigation. 

This means that the term seamount is applicable also to banks, if the other criteria (see above) are 
met. 

2 .1.1.3 Epp and Smoot (1989) 

Epp and Smoot (1989) in an analysis of multi-narrow-beam bathymetric data from the US Naval 
Oceanographic Office used the term seamount for all circular or elliptical features of volcanic 
origin, regardless of size, including those where flanking rift zones or slumping alter the basic 
circular or elliptical shape. They identified 810 seamounts of a minimum height of 50 fathoms (93 
m) in the North Atlantic between the equator and 70°N. 

2.1.1.4 Ki tchingman & Lay (2004) 

Kitchingman & Lay (2004) inferred a potential global seamount distribution from a set of 
algorithms applied to a digital global elevation map, derived from satellite gravimetry data and 
distributed by the U.S. National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Agency (NOAA). They assumed 
that a possible seamount should have a rise of 1000m or more from the seabed and should be 
roughly circular or elliptical in shape. The occurrence of volcanic activity was not a defining 
parameter. Ground truthing was performed on a dataset of known seamounts set at a 30-minute 
resolution and produced from a combination of data from the US Department of Defence Gazetteer 
of Undersea Features (1989) and SeamountsOnline (see http://seamounts.sdsc.edu). It was found 
that approximately 60% of the known seamounts were within 30 minutes (=30 nm) of predicted 
seamounts. 

This method overcomes the limitations of global bathymetry data coverage, however the result of 
the analysis is highly dependent on the inclination (or degree of change in depth), deviation from 
ideal shape and summit area allowed. Ridge-like structures were excluded. A conservative 
approach was taken, indicating that the 2700 seamounts identified for the whole Atlantic Ocean are 
rather an under- than an overestimate.  

http://www.ngdc.noaa.gov/mgg/gebco/
http://seamounts.sdsc.edu
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2 .1 .2 Classi f icat ion 

The discrepancies between the various maps of NE Atlantic seamounts, either derived from 
satellite gravimetry or produced from traditional bathymetry, point to the significance of resolution 
and scale of the bathymetric information. Swathmapping is available from only a few areas of 
limited extent. Most of the bathymetric  information therefore stems from point measurements, 
accumulated over the last 120 years. Data coverage is poor in some areas and, in particular where 
elevation changes rapidly, insufficient for the resolution of topographic structures of limited extent. 
In addition, bathymetric information of topographic features may be scattered over various labs 
and not readily available, although recently there has been some effort to collate information about 
seamounts in central databases.  

Due to the unreliability of satellite-derived bathymetry, we made a conservative approach to 
compile the new list of seamounts >1000 m in the OSPAR region (Table 2.1.2.1), mapped in 
Figure 2.1.2.1 with Figures 2.1.2.2 

 

2.1.2.4 showing details from specific regions. The list is 
based mainly on the latest GEBCO undersea features list. Since information about the geological 
origin is not available for all seamounts, we did not apply this criterion. Additional information 
was gathered from various sources, including a.o. GEBCO charts 508 and 973, International 
Bathymetric Chart of the Arctic Ocean (IBCAO), WWF/Rogers 2001, EarthRef Seamount 
Catalogue, IFREMER Bathymetric Chart of the Eastern North Atlantic. Names and synonyms 
from other lists of seamounts are provided. It is likely that further local names exist for some of the 
seamounts and we had difficulty matching some local names with locations used in this table, 
especially in the Azores area. The list is categorised into eight divisions 

 

summit inside euphotic zone 

 

summit above daytime depth of deep scattering layer 

 

summit below daytime depth of deep scattering layer but at a depth of less than 2000m 

 

summit depth more than 2000 m 

 

insufficient or unclear information 

 

unnamed seamounts identified from GEBCO/IBCAO bathymetry 

 

seamounts named on IFREMER chart 

 

immediately south of OSPAR boundary at 36° 

The first four of these categories provide a possible biologically-meaningful classification, while 
the following three could hopefully one day be reclassified as one of the first four. Note that the 
submerged slopes of oceanic islands, many of which have the same origins as seamounts, have 
many geological and ecological features in common with seamounts. 

Table 2.1.2 provides further information that might be used for classification including bottom 
depth, summit depth, general indication of size and shape and what is known of surface rock and 
overlying sediments. 

The list is grouped in categories basically according to summit depth, as proposed in Pitcher et al. 
(in prep.). The list features three shallow seamounts with their summits reaching into the euphotic 
zone. The summit of 14 intermediate seamounts is above daytime depth of deep scattering layer. 
The total of 45 deep seamounts is subdivided into 21 with summits shallower than 2000m, i.e. 
potentially within reach of the fishing industry, and 24 with summits below 2000m. For eight 
seamounts there was insufficient information available. We added four unnamed features as 
examples for undersea elevations which probably qualify for the term seamount, but have not been 
accepted for the GEBCO list yet. The last category includes seamounts of the Horseshoe range 
lying just south of the OSPAR region. 

From an ecological point of view, and taking into account what makes seamounts vulnerable to 
human activities, the criteria of greater than1000m height and of volcanic origin are of doubtful 
utility . There is still debate about whether some of the seamounts are of volcanic, continental or 
tectonic origin, and not all seamounts have been sampled geologically so far. Certainly the 
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distribution of hard and soft substrates is more important for the ecological characteristics of 
undersea elevations than their geological origin. Note that oceanic islands, many of which have the 
same origins as seamounts, share many common features and ecological effects on their submerged 
slopes. 

Finally, we will classify seamounts as being large or small, depending on whether their heights 
exceed 1500m (regardless of depth). This height separation is useful in isolating large seamounts, 
whose global distribution is well resolved by satellite altimetry, from small seamounts whose 
distribution must be inferred from local, acoustic mapping and therefore remain poorly sampled. 

 

Figure 2.1.2.1 Seamounts in the OSPAR region  
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Figure 2.1.2.2. Detailed char t of seamounts in the Tore-Horseshoe region to the west of the Iberian 
peninsula. Legend as in Figure 2.1.2.1. 

 

Figure 2.1.2.3 Detailed chart of seamounts in the Azores region. Legend as in Figure 2.1.2.1  
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Figure 2.1.2.4 Detailed chart of seamounts in the Jan Myen-Vesteris region. Legend as in Figure 2.1.2.1   
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Table 2.1.1. List of known seamounts in the OSPAR area, categorised by depth of summit below sea surface. 

  
New list of seamounts in the OSPAR area GEBCO Undersea features 

2004/2005 

 
OSPAR 
seamount 
database 

WWF/Rogers 
2001 

Categories No Seamounts > 
1000 m 
elevation 

Lat 
(dec) 

Lon 
(dec) 

Jurisdictio
n 

Remarks listed as Remarks GEBCO 
Undersea 
features 1985(?) 

listed: 
Smt 
>1000 
m 
elevati
on 

listed: 
Smt 
<1000 
m 
elevati
on 

WWF reefs 
name 

Category 1: 
summit inside 
euphotic zone 

1 Dom Joao de 
Castro (Bank) 

38.22 -26.63 Azores   Bank Shown as Dom João 
de Castro Reef in 
ACUF Gazetteer. 

x     Joao de Castro 
Bank 

  

2 Gettysburg 36.50 -11.58 Portugal one of the two 
peaks of 
Gorringe ridge 

Smt   x x   Gettysberg 
Seamount 

  

3 Ormonde 36.67 -11.17 Portugal one of the two 
peaks of 
Gorringe ridge 

Smt   x x   

  

1 Vesteris 73.50 -9.17 Greenland GEBCO 
coordinates fit 
to available 
bathymetry 

Smt Shown as Bank in 
ACUF Gazetteer 
(December 1985). 

x x   Vesteris 
Seamount 

2 Josephine 
(Bank) 

36.58 -14.25 High Seas   Bank Shown as Seamount 
in ACUF Gazetteer, 
and on INT Charts 
11-12-14. 

x x   Josephine Bank 

Category 2: 
summit above 
daytime depth 
of deep 
scattering layer 

3 Rosemary 
(Bank) 

59.20 -10.25 UK   Bank   x x   

    

4 De Guerne 37.93 -28.62 Azores . Smt         

    

5 Margarethe 
(Seamounts) 

37.37 -24.43 Azores several other 
elevations < 500 
m summit depth 
nearby 

Smts         
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New list of seamounts in the OSPAR area GEBCO Undersea features 

2004/2005 

 
OSPAR 
seamount 
database 

WWF/Rogers 
2001 

Categories No Seamounts > 
1000 m 
elevation 

Lat 
(dec) 

Lon 
(dec) 

Jurisdictio
n 

Remarks listed as Remarks GEBCO 
Undersea 
features 1985(?) 

listed: 
Smt 
>1000 
m 
elevati
on 

listed: 
Smt 
<1000 
m 
elevati
on 

WWF reefs 
name 

  

6 Mary Celeste 
(Seamounts) 

36.78 -25.70 Azores wrong position? 
If taken as 
unnamed peak 
NW of 
Margarethe 

Smts         

    

7 Anton Dohrn 57.42 -11.17 UK on cont. Shelf Smt   x x   Anton Dohrn 
Seamount 

  

8 Galicia (Bank) 42.60 11.60 Spain separated from 
the continental 
shelf by a 
channel that is 
between 2,500m 
and 3,000m 
deep. 

Bank   x     Galicia Bank 

  

9 Prilyudko 57.02 -34.15 High Seas outer Reykjanes 
ridge, region 
with several 
small elevations 
< 1000 m 
summit depth 

Smt Least depth : 607 m       

    

10 Sedlo 40.42 -26.92 Azores   Smt Min. depth : 667 m x x   Sedlo 
Seamount 

    

L'Espérance 
(Seamounts) 

40.40 -26.90 Portugal corresponds to 
the 3 Sedlo 
summits 

Smts   x     
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New list of seamounts in the OSPAR area GEBCO Undersea features 

2004/2005 

 
OSPAR 
seamount 
database 

WWF/Rogers 
2001 

Categories No Seamounts > 
1000 m 
elevation 

Lat 
(dec) 

Lon 
(dec) 

Jurisdictio
n 

Remarks listed as Remarks GEBCO 
Undersea 
features 1985(?) 

listed: 
Smt 
>1000 
m 
elevati
on 

listed: 
Smt 
<1000 
m 
elevati
on 

WWF reefs 
name 

  

11 Erik 36.20 -14.54 High 
Seas/Portu
gal 

from Hoernle et 
al. 2001 SSW 
of Josephine, 
can be 
identified on 
GEBCO chart, 
and present but 
unnamed on 
Madeira fishery 
chart. Minimum 
depth derived 
from fishery 
chart           

      

Horseshoe 
(Seamounts) 

36.00 -13.00 Portugal/H
igh Seas 

center of 
"curved 
grouping of 
near-surface 
reaching 
seamounts": 
includes 
Gorringe,  
Josephine, Erik, 
Lion, Ampere, 
Coral Patch 

Smts   x x   

    

12 Agostinho 38.10 -27.20 Azores   Smt         

    

13 Borda 39.67 -26.90 Azores   Smt         
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New list of seamounts in the OSPAR area GEBCO Undersea features 

2004/2005 

 
OSPAR 
seamount 
database 

WWF/Rogers 
2001 

Categories No Seamounts > 
1000 m 
elevation 

Lat 
(dec) 

Lon 
(dec) 

Jurisdictio
n 

Remarks listed as Remarks GEBCO 
Undersea 
features 1985(?) 

listed: 
Smt 
>1000 
m 
elevati
on 

listed: 
Smt 
<1000 
m 
elevati
on 

WWF reefs 
name 

  

14 Gaillard 39.95 -27.00 Azores near Sedlo, 
same as 
SHOM?, not 
isolated, but 
rather hill on 
high plateau 

Smt         

      

Princesse Alice 
Bank         Bank         

Princesse Alice 
Bank 

1 Antialtair 43.58 -22.42 High Seas   Smt   x x   Antialtair 
Seamount 

2 Hecate 52.28 -31.00 High Seas ridgelike feature 
of at least 2 
peaks, one less 
than 1000 m - 
closed area 

Smt   x x   

  

3 Minia 53.05 -34.83 High Seas on outer 
Reykjanes 
ridge, somewhat 
exceeding the 
other structures; 
exact position 
doubtful, must 
be 53.03; -34.94 
according to 
new bathymetry 

Smt   x x   

  

Category 3: 
summit below 
daytime depth 
of deep 
scattering layer 
- a - summit 
depth less than 
2000 m 

4 Teresa  37.54 -13.87 High Seas from Hoernle et 
al. 2001 - can 
be identified on 
GEBCO chart           
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New list of seamounts in the OSPAR area GEBCO Undersea features 

2004/2005 

 
OSPAR 
seamount 
database 

WWF/Rogers 
2001 

Categories No Seamounts > 
1000 m 
elevation 

Lat 
(dec) 

Lon 
(dec) 

Jurisdictio
n 

Remarks listed as Remarks GEBCO 
Undersea 
features 1985(?) 

listed: 
Smt 
>1000 
m 
elevati
on 

listed: 
Smt 
<1000 
m 
elevati
on 

WWF reefs 
name 

5 Hebrides 
Terrace 

56.42 -10.42 UK elevation on 
cont. Shelf 

Smt Shown as Hebrides 
Seamount in ACUF 
Gazetteer. 

x x   Hebrides 
Terrace 
Seamount 

6 Heitor Alvares 38.60 -25.95 Azores EarthRef data, 
unclear feature 
on GEBCO 
charts 

Smt Accepted as 
"Seamount" instead 
of "Seamounts" 
suggested by the 
proposer.       

  

7 Evlanov 48.38 -35.19 High Seas   Smt Min. depth 1,230 m.       

  

8 Chaucer 
(Seamounts) 

42.83 -28.92 High Seas on MAR, looks 
like many other 
features in the 
area 

Smts Shown as Bank on 
the INT Charts.       

Chaucer 
Seamount 

9 Faraday 49.67 -29.08 High Seas rather a range 
than an 
individual Smt 

Smt Shown as 
Seamounts in 
ACUF Gazetteer. 

x x   

  

10 Ashton 38.00 -13.33 Portugal   Smt depth range acc. 
EarthRef, GEBCO 
insufficient. 

x   x Ashton 
Seamount 

11 Eriador 54.83 -25.33 High Seas   Smt on westermost edge 
of Hatton Plateau 

x   x Eriador 
Seamount 

12 Chaves 37.60 -27.08 Azores looks more like 
a hill or bank 

Smt relief 1100 m 
(SCUFN 2002)       

  

13 Eistla 79.45 1.94 Spitsberge
n 

Atla, Gjalp and 
Eistla appear as 
small cluster on 
IBCAO-chart 

Smt Relief : ~ 1,700 m.       
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New list of seamounts in the OSPAR area GEBCO Undersea features 

2004/2005 

 
OSPAR 
seamount 
database 

WWF/Rogers 
2001 

Categories No Seamounts > 
1000 m 
elevation 

Lat 
(dec) 

Lon 
(dec) 

Jurisdictio
n 

Remarks listed as Remarks GEBCO 
Undersea 
features 1985(?) 

listed: 
Smt 
>1000 
m 
elevati
on 

listed: 
Smt 
<1000 
m 
elevati
on 

WWF reefs 
name 

14 Gjalp 79.64 2.00 Spitsberge
n 

Atla, Gjalp and 
Eistla appear as 
small cluster on 
IBCAO-chart 

Smt Relief : ~1,700 m       

  

15 Milne 
(Seamounts) 

44.75 -40.00 High Seas large structure 
with 4 peaks; 
coordinates 
mark midst of 
several 
elevations 

Smts May include Milne 
Bank (shown on 
INT charts as 
"Existence 
Doubtful") at 43°40' 
N-38°36' W. 

x x   

  

16 Altair 44.58 -33.83 High Seas   Smt   x x   

  

17 Atla 79.36 2.95 Spitsberge
n 

Atla, Gjalp and 
Eistla appear as 
small cluster on 
IBCAO-chart 

Smt Relief : ~1, 900 m       

  

18 Crumb 
Seamount 

43.47 -23.25 High Seas similar to other 
unnamed 
features in the 
area     

x x   

  

19 Porto (Hill) 40.72 -10.10 Portugal   Hill   x x   

  

20 Hirondelle II 36.42 -12.95 Portugal/H
igh Seas 

clearly separate 
in GEBCO and 
TOPEX, 
position 
confirmed in 
Hoernle et al. 

Smt   x   x 

  

Category 4: 
summit depth 

1 Franklin 57.90 -26.50 High Seas   Smt   x   x Franklin 
Seamount 
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New list of seamounts in the OSPAR area GEBCO Undersea features 

2004/2005 

 
OSPAR 
seamount 
database 

WWF/Rogers 
2001 

Categories No Seamounts > 
1000 m 
elevation 

Lat 
(dec) 

Lon 
(dec) 

Jurisdictio
n 

Remarks listed as Remarks GEBCO 
Undersea 
features 1985(?) 

listed: 
Smt 
>1000 
m 
elevati
on 

listed: 
Smt 
<1000 
m 
elevati
on 

WWF reefs 
name 

2 Gondor 54.25 -23.83 High Seas   Smt         Gondor 
Seamount 

3 Marietta 57.03 -28.68 High Seas   Smt   x   x 

  

more than 
2000 m 

4 Pyle 86.62 40.92 High Seas unclear 
bathymetry, 
elevation on 
Gakkel ridge 

Smt Isolated elevation 
on "Gakkel 
Ridge".Accepted on 
HMRG 100-010 
evidence.       

    

5 Rohan 54.75 -22.33 High Seas   Smt         

    

6 Vigo 41.58 -10.53 Portugal   Smt This feature may be 
in fact a Guyot. 

x x   

    

7 Tore 39.33 -12.83 Portugal position of 
centre: 39.34 / -
12.83(after 
GEBCO 
Bathymetry) or 
39.42 / -12.87 
after GEBCO 
USF old); 3 
positions given 
in GEBCO 
204/2005, 
indicating area 
of smt? 

Smts   x   x 

    

8 Almeida 
Carvalho 
(Seamounts) 

40.17 -14.50 High Seas rather small 
feature 

Smts         

    

9 Biscay 
Seamount 

45.42 -10.58 Spain same as 
Charcot?     

x x   
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New list of seamounts in the OSPAR area GEBCO Undersea features 

2004/2005 

 
OSPAR 
seamount 
database 

WWF/Rogers 
2001 

Categories No Seamounts > 
1000 m 
elevation 

Lat 
(dec) 

Lon 
(dec) 

Jurisdictio
n 

Remarks listed as Remarks GEBCO 
Undersea 
features 1985(?) 

listed: 
Smt 
>1000 
m 
elevati
on 

listed: 
Smt 
<1000 
m 
elevati
on 

WWF reefs 
name 

  

10 Charcot 
(Seamounts) 

44.83 -13.00 Spain coordinates 
corresp. to 
South Charcot; 
same as Biscay? 

Smts   x x   Charcot 
Seamounts 

  

11 Hugo de 
Lacerda 

41.25 -15.17 High Seas   Smt         Jovellanos 
Seamount 

  

12 Jovellanos 44.47 -4.25 Spain Bay of Biscay. Smt   x   x 

    

13 La Coruña 43.95 -14.33 Spain   Smts   x   x Marietta 
Seamount 

  

14 North Charcot 
Seamount 

45.12 -13.00 Spain North and South 
Charcot as 
Charcot 
seamounts in 
2004 db     

x x   

    

15 South Charcot 
Seamount     

Spain         x   Tore Seamount 

  

16 Vasco da Gama 
(Seamounts) 

41.33 -11.50 Portugal   Smts         Vigo Seamount 

  

17 Vladimirov 87.91 43.50 High Seas unclear 
bathymetry, 
elevation on 
Gakkel ridge 

Smt Small isolated 
feature. Relief 
1,300 m.       

    

18 Williams 
Seamount 

43.95 -38.72 High Seas position 
doubtful     

x x   

    

19 Andromeda 40.18 -13.90 High 
Seas/Portu
gal 

rather small 
feature 

Smt   x     

    

20 Pedro Nunes 
(Seamounts) 

40.67 -14.92 High Seas   Smts         
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New list of seamounts in the OSPAR area GEBCO Undersea features 

2004/2005 

 
OSPAR 
seamount 
database 

WWF/Rogers 
2001 

Categories No Seamounts > 
1000 m 
elevation 

Lat 
(dec) 

Lon 
(dec) 

Jurisdictio
n 

Remarks listed as Remarks GEBCO 
Undersea 
features 1985(?) 

listed: 
Smt 
>1000 
m 
elevati
on 

listed: 
Smt 
<1000 
m 
elevati
on 

WWF reefs 
name 

  

21 Zheglov 87.14 9.67 High Seas unclear 
bathymetry, 
elevation on 
Gakkel ridge 

Smt         

    

22 Auriga 40.52 -13.87 High Seas   Smt         

  

Category 5: 
Seamounts 
with 
insufficient or 
unclear 
information 

1 Fernandes Lopes 42.47 -15.10 high seas   Smt         

    

4 Martin Behaim 38.20 -27.73 Azores   Smts         

    

5 Robert Perry 85.55 13.03 high seas unclear 
bathymetry, 
elevation on 
Gakkel ridge 

Smt Accepted on 
HMRG 100-004 
evidence.Isolated 
elevation on 
"Gakkel Ridge".       

    

6 Sauerwein 37.10 -26.08 Azores   Smt         

    

7 SHOM 40.00 -27.00 Azores same as 
Gaillard? 

Smts A cluster rather than 
a " seamount chain 
"       

    

8 Thoulet 37.42 -28.58 Azores   Smt Relief : 1,500 m.       

  

1 unnamed1- 71.27 -5.88 Norway             

  

2 unnamed2 - 71.34 -11.14 Norway elevation on Jan 
Mayen Ridge           

  

3 unnamed3 - 70.66 -11.95 Norway elevation on Jan 
Mayen Ridge           

  

Category 6: 
examples of 
unnamed 
seamounts 
identified from 
GEBCO/IBCA
O bathymetry 

4 unnamed4 - 37.36 -25.06 Azores             

  

Category 7:   North Atalante 45.04 -15.62 High Seas             
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New list of seamounts in the OSPAR area GEBCO Undersea features 

2004/2005 

 
OSPAR 
seamount 
database 

WWF/Rogers 
2001 

Categories No Seamounts > 
1000 m 
elevation 

Lat 
(dec) 

Lon 
(dec) 

Jurisdictio
n 

Remarks listed as Remarks GEBCO 
Undersea 
features 1985(?) 

listed: 
Smt 
>1000 
m 
elevati
on 

listed: 
Smt 
<1000 
m 
elevati
on 

WWF reefs 
name 

  

South Atalante 44.80 -16.00 High Seas secondary peak 
on same ridge 
as north 
Atalante           

  

seamounts 
named on 
IFREMER 
chart   

Armoricain 
seamount 

46.38 -12.58 High Seas             

    

Lion (Bank) 35.25 -15.58 Portugal   Bank Shown as Seamount 
in ACUF Gazetteer 
and on INT Charts 
11-12-14.       

    

Ampere 35.00 -12.85 high seas/ 
Portugal   

Smt         

    

Coral Patch 
(Bank) 

34.93 -11.92 Portugal coord. acc. 
GEBCO, 
probably bathy 
not exact 

Bankl         

    

Dragon (Bank) 34.90 -16.50 Portugal   Bank         

  

Category 8: 
Seamounts 
immediately 
south of 
OSPAR 
boundary at 
36°   

Unicorn (Bank) 34.75 -14.50 Portugal   Bank Shown as Seamount 
in ACUF Gazetteer.       
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Table 2.1.2. Fur ther information on seamounts in the OSPAR area. 1. from GEBCO bathymetry (1998), and/or Ear thRef 
and/or WWF/Rogers (2001) and/or other sources. 2. Pitcher et al. (submitted): shallow (within euphotic zone), 
intermediate (within range of scatterers), deep (below range of scatterers); large (>1500 m), small (<1500 m). 3. 
WWF/Rogers (2001) and other sources 

Categories No New list of 
seamounts in 
the OSPAR 

area 

Relief 1) Classification 2) Features 3) 

    

Seamounts > 
1000 m 

elevation 

bottom 
depth 

summit 
depth 

1. 
shallow    
2. 
interme
diate 3. 
deep 

1. 
large      
2. 
small 

 

shape 1 - Flat 
top    2 
- peak      
3 - 
caldera 

1- basaltic 
rock     2 - 
limestone       
3 - gravel     
4 - sand 

Category 1: 
summit 
inside 
euphotic 
zone 

1 Dom Joao de 
Castro 
(Bank) 

1500m 13m 1 2 round, 
isolated, 
volcanic cone 

2 (3?) kelp cover 
in down to ? 
m 

  

2 Gettysburg > 5000m 20-28m 1 1    kelp, 1, 3,4, 
sandstone 

  

3 Ormonde > 5000m 33-46 m 1 1     kelp, 1, 3, 4 

1 Vesteris > 3000m 130m 2 1 fairly round, 
isolated  

2 recent 
origin, 
basaltic 
hydrotherm
alism 

2 Josephine 
(Bank) 

> 2000m 170m 2 1 elongated 1 1-4 diverse 
substrates, 
sandstone 

Category 2: 
summit 
above 
daytime 
depth of 
deep 
scattering 
layer 

3 Rosemary 
(Bank) 

> 2000m 321m 2 2 round, isolated 1 ? 

  

4 De Guerne > 1500m < 500m 2 2 insufficient 
info GEBCO, 
EarthRef - 
round     

  

5 Margarethe 
(Seamounts) 

> 2000m < 500m 2 1 round 2   

  

6 Mary Celeste 
(Seamounts) 

> 1500m < 500m 2 2      

  

7 Anton 
Dohrn 

2100m 521m 2 1 round, 
isolated, rather 
large 

1 100 m thick 
sediment 
layer 

  

8 Galicia 
(Bank) 

> 5000m 600m 2 1  1,2 1 - basaltic 
rock, 2- 
sand on flat 
plain 

  

9 Prilyudko > 2000m 607m 2  2      
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Categories No New list of 
seamounts in 
the OSPAR 

area 

Relief 1) Classification 2) Features 3) 

    
Seamounts > 

1000 m 
elevation 

bottom 
depth 

summit 
depth 

1. 
shallow    
2. 
interme
diate 3. 
deep 

1. 
large      
2. 
small 

 
shape 1 - Flat 

top    2 
- peak      
3 - 
caldera 

1- basaltic 
rock     2 - 
limestone       
3 - gravel     
4 - sand 

  

10 Sedlo >2800m 667m. 
OASIS:
min 
depth 
725m 

2 1 elongated 1 1, 3, 4 

    

L'Espérance 
(Seamounts)               

  

11 Erik > 3000m 777m 2 1 elliptical 1 similar 
Josephine? 

    

Horseshoe 
(Seamounts)               

  

12 Agostinho > 1500m < 800m 2 2 isolated, 
round, SE Pico     

  

13 Borda 2000m < 800m 2 2 see Gaillard, 
but higher up, 
round     

  

14 Gaillard > 2000m ca. 
800m 

2 2      

    

Princesse 
Alice Bank               

1 Antialtair > 2500m < 
1000m 

3 1 elongated     

2 Hecate > 3000m < 
1000m 

3 1 ridgelike 
feature     

3 Minia > 2500m < 
1000m 

3 2 rounded     

4 Teresa  > 4000m < 
1000m 

3 1 elliptical 1 sandstone 

5 Hebrides 
Terrace 

> 2000m ca 
1000m 

3 2      

6 Heitor 
Alvares 

c2500m 1200m 3 2      

7 Evlanov > 4000m 1230m 3 1 acc. EarthRef: 
-round     

8 Chaucer 
(Seamounts) 

< 2500m < 
1500m 

3 2 elongated     

Category 3: 
summit 
below 
daytime 
depth of 
deep 
scattering 
layer - a - 
summit 
depth less 
than 2000 
m 

9 Faraday > 3000m < 
1500m 

3 1 elongated SE-
NW     
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Categories No New list of 
seamounts in 
the OSPAR 

area 

Relief 1) Classification 2) Features 3) 

    
Seamounts > 

1000 m 
elevation 

bottom 
depth 

summit 
depth 

1. 
shallow    
2. 
interme
diate 3. 
deep 

1. 
large      
2. 
small 

 
shape 1 - Flat 

top    2 
- peak      
3 - 
caldera 

1- basaltic 
rock     2 - 
limestone       
3 - gravel     
4 - sand 

10 Ashton < 4500m 1500m 3 1  round, 
isolated     

11 Eriador < 2500m ca 
1700m 

3 2 elongated     

12 Chaves > 2000m 1163m 3 2       
13 Eistla > 4000m > 

1500m 
3 ?       

14 Gjalp     3 ?       
15 Milne 

(Seamounts) 
> 4000m > 

1500m 
3 1       

16 Altair > 3000m > 
1500m 

3 1 round, 
isolated, rather 
large     

17 Atla >4000m > 
1500m 

3 ?       

18 Crumb 
Seamount 

> 3000m < 
2000m 

3 2      

19 Porto (Hill) > 3000m < 
2000m 

3 2 round, deep on 
3 sides 

1   

20 Hirondelle II > 4000m ca. 
2000m 

3 1     sandstone 

1 Franklin >2500m > 
2000m 

3 2 very small 
feature     

2 Gondor > 3000m > 
2000m 

3 2 round, 
isolated, 
nearest sm 
Rohan and 
Eriador     

3 Marietta >2500m > 
2000m 

3 2 very small 
feature     

Category 4: 
summit 
below 
daytime 
depth of 
deep 
scattering 
layer - b - 
summit 
depth more 
than 2000 
m 

4 Pyle > 3000m > 
2000m 

3 2       

  

5 Rohan > 3000m > 
2000m 

3 2 round, isolated   ? 

  

6 Vigo > 3000m > 
2000m 

3 2       

  

7 Tore > 5000m 2200m 3 1 large, round, 
isolated with 
deep central 
basin 

3 ? 
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Categories No New list of 
seamounts in 
the OSPAR 

area 

Relief 1) Classification 2) Features 3) 

    
Seamounts > 

1000 m 
elevation 

bottom 
depth 

summit 
depth 

1. 
shallow    
2. 
interme
diate 3. 
deep 

1. 
large      
2. 
small 

 
shape 1 - Flat 

top    2 
- peak      
3 - 
caldera 

1- basaltic 
rock     2 - 
limestone       
3 - gravel     
4 - sand 

  

8 Almeida 
Carvalho 
(Seamounts) 

> 4000m > 
2500m 

3 1 rather small 
feature     

  

9 Biscay 
Seamount 

> 4000m  > 
2500m 

3 1 same as 
Charcot?     

  

10 Charcot 
(Seamounts) 

> 4000m  > 
2500m 

3 1 same as 
Biscay?     

  

11 Hugo de 
Lacerda 

> 4000m > 
2500m 

3 1 elongated, 
very small 
"summit"     

  

12 Jovellanos > 4000m > 
2500m 

3 2 elongated, 
more a hill 
than a 
seamount     

  

13 La Coruña > 4000m > 
2500m 

3 2 round, rather 
flat?     

  

14 North 
Charcot 
Seamount 

> 4000m > 
2500m 

3 1   1 ? 

  

15 South 
Charcot 
Seamount 

> 4000m > 
2500m 

3 2 elongated 1   

  

16 Vasco da 
Gama 
(Seamounts) 

> 4000m > 
2500m 

3 2 elongated 1 ? 

  

17 Vladimirov > 4000m > 
2500m 

3 2       

  

18 Williams 
Seamount 

> 4000m > 
2500m 

3 1 large structure 
with one broad 
peak 

1   

  

19 Andromeda > 4000m > 
3000m 

3 2       

  

20 Pedro Nunes 
(Seamounts) 

> 4000m < 
3500m 

3 2 very small 
round feature     

  

21 Zheglov > 4000m > 
3500m 

3 2       

  

22 Auriga >4000m > 
4000m 
? 

3 ? no bathy info     

Category 5: 
Seamounts 
with 
insufficient 
or unclear 
informatio
n 

1 Fernandes 
Lopes 

?? ??           



ICES WGDEC report 2006  | 23    

Categories No New list of 
seamounts in 
the OSPAR 

area 

Relief 1) Classification 2) Features 3) 

    
Seamounts > 

1000 m 
elevation 

bottom 
depth 

summit 
depth 

1. 
shallow    
2. 
interme
diate 3. 
deep 

1. 
large      
2. 
small 

 
shape 1 - Flat 

top    2 
- peak      
3 - 
caldera 

1- basaltic 
rock     2 - 
limestone       
3 - gravel     
4 - sand 

  

4 Martin 
Behaim 

? ?           

  

5 Robert Perry

     

3 2       

  

6 Sauerwein ? ?           

  

7 SHOM               

  

8 Thoulet ? ?           
1 unnamed1- > 2000m < 500m 2 1 elongated     

2 unnamed2 - > 2000m < 200m 2 2 broad base, 
small peak     

3 unnamed3 - > 1500m < 200m 2 2 small peak     

Category 6: 
examples of 
unnamed 
seamounts 
identified 
from 
GEBCO/IB
CAO 
bathymetry 

4 unnamed4 - > 1500m < 500m 2 2 round     

  

North 
Atalante 

> 4000m < 
2000m 

3 1       

  

South 
Atalante 

> 4000m < 
2500m 

3 2       

Category 7: 
seamounts 
named on 
IFREMER 
chart   

Armoricain 
seamount 

> 4000m > 
3000m 

3 1 round, very 
large structure     

  

Lion (Bank) > 3000m < 
1000m 

2 ? 1       

  

Ampere > 3000m 60m 1 1 round   mixed 
substrate, 
lots of hard 
s. 

  

Coral Patch 
(Bank) 

> 2500m < 800m 2 ? 1 elliptical     

  

Dragon 
(Bank) 

> 3000m < 
1000m 

3 1       

Category 8: 
Seamounts 
outside 
OSPAR 
but close to 
the 
southern 
boundary 
of 36°   

Unicorn 
(Bank) 

> 2000m 600m 2 1       
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3 Fishing act ivi t y on seam ount s in t he Nor th East At lant ic 

Term of Reference: on the basis of evidence to be sought from fisheries managers and other 
sources, review the distribution of fishing activity on seamounts. 

3 .1 In t roduct ion 

In 2005, the WGDEC was asked to provide direct and indirect evidence for the damage caused 
by fishing to seamounts in the OSPAR area (ICES 2005). At that stage, we had no access to 
satellite tracking (VMS data) for the area. We subsequently asked for such data from the 
North East Atlantic Fishery Commission (NEAFC) and national authorities. Data was 
provided by NEAFC and the UK and we have analysed information for the High Seas and the 
UK EEZ seamounts. If a comprehensive picture of fisheries activity on all seamounts is 
needed, then data from the Vessel Monitoring Scheme (VMS) from all relevant EEZs (or 
Fisheries zones) within the North Atlantic region is required. 

3 .2 Fish ing on seam ounts in t he Nor t h East At lan t ic High Seas 

Satellite tracking data (VMS) were provided by NEAFC for the Atlantic high seas area of the 
OSPAR region covering January 2003 

 

March 2005, with some gaps (both geographical and 
temporal). Assuming the data are accurate, they provide an excellent means with which to get 
an overview of fleet activity, with strong clustering of positional data showing intense fishing 
activity in certain areas (Figs 3.2.1, 3.2.2, 3.2.3). Note that the VMS data presented here is 
unfiltered and shows all positional data (updated every 2 hours); a proportion of the data 
points refer to vessels that are in transit and not fishing. Research into standard methodologies 
for the interpretation of EU VMS data is being carried out at the University of Plymouth as 
part of the DC-UK programme (http://www.marlin.ac.uk/dc-uk/vms_offline.php) and at the 
UK CEFAS laboratory in Lowestoft. 

http://www.marlin.ac.uk/dc-uk/vms_offline.php
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Figure 3.2.1 Locations of fishing vessels every two hours, as recorded by VMS, in the Atlantic High 
Seas section of the OSPAR area, January 2005 (data from NEAFC). 

 

Figure 3.2.2 Locations of fishing vessels every two hours, as recorded by VMS, in the Atlantic High 
Seas section of the OSPAR area, February 2005 (data from NEAFC). 
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Figure 3.2.3 Locations of fishing vessels every two hours, as recorded by VMS, in the Atlantic High 
Seas section of the OSPAR area, March 2005 (data from NEAFC). 

The data can also be used to examine individual seamounts. The working group examined and 
plotted data for those where NEAFC has taken management action to close the seamount. This 
reveals that fishing is not constant on seamounts, and in some cases that the regulation to close 
the seamount to fishing has not been obeyed. 

3.2.1 Al tair Seamount 

The positions of VMS transmitters in 2003, 2004 and 2005 are shown in Figures 3.2.1.1, 
3.2.1.2 and 3.2.1.3, covering the years 2003, 2004 and 2005 respectively. It is apparent that in 
the first two years, fishing vessels were essentially transiting the area, wheras after closure in 
2005, fishing vessels targeted the south-east part of the seamount. 
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Figure 3.2.1.1 Locations of fishing vessels every two hours, as recorded by VMS, in the vicinity of 
the Altair seamount, 2003 (data from NEAFC).  

 

Figure 3.2.1.2 Locations of fishing vessels every two hours, as recorded by VMS, in the vicinity of 
the Altair seamount, 2004 (data from NEAFC).  
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Figure 3.2.1.3 Locations of fishing vessels every two hours, as recorded by VMS, in the vicinity of 
the Altair seamount, 2005 (data from NEAFC). 

3 .2.2 Ant ial tai r Seamount 

The Antialtair seamount did not appear to be fished in 2003, but was in 2004 and 2005 (again, 
the latter after closure by NEAFC) (Figures 3.2.2.1, 3.2.2.2, 3.2.2.3). 
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Figure 3.2.2.1 Locations of fishing vessels every two hours, as recorded by VMS, in the vicinity of 
the Antialtair seamount, 2003 (data from NEAFC).  

 

Figure 3.2.2.2 Locations of fishing vessels every two hours, as recorded by VMS, in the vicinity of 
the Antialtair seamount, 2004 (data from NEAFC).  
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Figure 3.2.2.3 Locations of fishing vessels every two hours, as recorded by VMS, in the vicinity of 
the Antialtair seamount, 2005 (data from NEAFC). 

3 .2.3 Faraday Seamount 

Fishing occurred on the Faraday seamount in all years for which data were available, with 
perhaps a slight diminution in effort through these years (Figures 3.2.3.1, 3.2.3.2, 3.2.3.3). 
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Figure 3.2.3.1 Locations of fishing vessels every two hours, as recorded by VMS, in the vicinity of 
the Faraday seamount, 2003 (data from NEAFC).  

 

Figure 3.2.3.2 Locations of fishing vessels every two hours, as recorded by VMS, in the vicinity of 
the Faraday seamount, 2004 (data from NEAFC).  
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Figure 3.2.3.3 Locations of fishing vessels every two hours, as recorded by VMS, in the vicinity of 
the Faraday seamount, 2005 (data from NEAFC). 

3 .2.4 Reyk janes Ridge 

A section of the Reykjanes ridge was also close to fishing in 2005. It appears that this area has 
not been targeted by fishing vessels in any of the three years for which VMS information is 
available (Figures 3.2.4.1, 3.2.4.2, 3.2.4.3). 
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Figure 3.2.4.1 Locations of fishing vessels every two hours, as recorded by VMS, in the vicinity of 
the Reykjanes Ridge, 2003 (data from NEAFC).  

 

Figure 3.2.4.2 Locations of fishing vessels every two hours, as recorded by VMS, in the vicinity of 
the Reykjanes Ridge, 2004 (data from NEAFC).  
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Figure 3.2.4.3 Locations of fishing vessels every two hours, as recorded by VMS, in the vicinity of 
the Reykjanes Ridge, 2005 (data from NEAFC). 

This was obviously a preliminary look at data available to indicate fishing activity. The data 
have not been filtered to determine types of fishing vessel or nationality. It would be possible, 
given sufficient resources, to examine fishing activity on all NE Atlantic seamounts and 
determine which is least likely to have been affected by fishing pressure. It is known that 
NEAFC has focused on collecting information from the largest commercial fisheries (e.g. for 
herring, mackerel, blue whiting and oceanic redfish). It may be that data for deep sea vessels 
are not complete. Many of the mapped positions may therefore refer to pelagic fisheries. 

3 .3 Fish ing on seam ounts wi t h in t he UK f isher ies zone 

The following three seamounts (as defined presently by OSPAR) occur within the UK 
continental shelf area; 

1. Rosemary Bank is in the northern Rockall Trough and is conical in shape rising from c. 
1830 m to a domed crest at c. 370 m (Stoker et al., 1993). It is mainly covered in sand with a 
mix of gravel, cobbles and boulders (Britsurvey, 1995) with steep, sediment-scoured rock 
along the SE flank (Dietrich and Jones, 1980). 

2. Anton Dohrn is a flat-topped seamount (guyot) located in the central Rockall Trough 
ranging from 500 to >2000 m depth (Stoker et al., 1993). The summit plateau is covered in 
coarse biogenic sand diminishing in thickness towards the rim with a central knoll of exposed 
basalt (Graham et al., 2001). The steep sides consist of exposed basaltic rock to a depth of 
1500 m (Jones et al., 1994). 

3. Hebrides Terrace is elliptical/ elongate in shape with a relatively flat sedimentary summit at 
c. 1000 m, much deeper that the other two seamounts discussed. Graham et al. (2001) suggest 
that the flanks of the Hebrides Terrace consist of exposed bedrock. 

These seamounts are located within ICES sub area VI where commercial catches include blue 
ling Molva dyptergia, black scabbardfish, roundnose grenadier, anglerfish Lophius 
piscatorius, megrim Lepidorhombus whiffiagonis and deep-water sharks. In 1991, a bottom 
trawl fishery was established for orange roughy with a first year peak in landings of 3500 t 
which has since declined to <200 t per annum (Basson et al., 2002). Orange roughy associate 
with seamounts and other steep topographical features such as the continental shelf-break 
(Basson et al., 2002). Over-flight data provided by the Scottish Executive Environment and 
Rural Affairs Department (SEERAD) from 1997-2004 identified vessels from eight nations 
(France, Norway, Ireland, Faeroes, Germany, France, Spain, UK) actively fishing on 
Rosemary, Anton Dorhn and Hebrides Terrace seamounts, using a variety of fishing gear, 
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including bottom trawls, gill nets, covered pots, longlines, mid-water trawls, twin otter and 
multi trawls (Fig. 3.3.1). It is important to note that over-flight data were obtained less often 
for the UK seamounts than for the shelf-break region, so the lack of data points should not be 
interpreted as proportionately lower levels of fishing activity on seamounts. This is revealed 
by VMS data for January 

 
March 2004 which shows the same strong clustering of positional 

data showing intense fishing activity in certain areas. The deep-water fisheries are 
concentrated along the shelf-break area although there is a clear clustering of high levels of 
fishing activity on Rosemary and Hebrides seamounts and to a lesser extent the Anton Dohrn 
seamount (Fig 3.3.2). Note that the VMS data presented here are unfiltered showing all 
positional data and so not all data point refer to active fishing.  

 

Figure 3.3.1. Location of fishing vessels off western Scotland as shown by sightings from aer ial 
surveillance, 1997-2004. (Data from Scottish Executive Environment and Rural Affairs 
Department (SEERAD)). Note that these data are uncorrected for search effort.  
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Figure 3.2.2. Data on location of fishing vessels west of Scotland, as shown by VMS data, January-
March 2004 (data provided to JNCC by SEERAD). 

In summary; bottom trawling occurs on all three UK seamounts. Landings for ICES area VI 
show there is a fishery for orange roughy which are known to aggregate around seamounts. 
Overflight data show use of bottom trawl gear on UK seamounts from 1997-2004 but it is 
highly likely that trawling occurred on UK seamounts since the development of the orange 
roughy fishery in 1991. VMS data show that the seamounts were a target of fishing activity in 
January-March 2004. 

As orange roughy peak in abundance at around 1200m depth much of the trawling impact is 
likely to be on the steep sides of the seamounts as well as the summit. The exposed bedrock 
flanks of the seamounts provide the ideal substratum for the persistence of the sessile coral 
dominated communities described on other seamounts (Genin et al., 1986; Wilson and 
Kaufmann, 1987; Rogers 1994). This is supported by the presence of the cold water reef 
forming coral Lophelia pertusa reported from both the Anton Dohrn and Rosemary Bank 
Seamounts (BGS map, http://www.sams.ac.uk/sams/projects/benthic/ lophmap.htm). 

There are currently very few data available describing the biological communities present on 
the UK seamounts and therefore no direct evidence of damage to the UK seamounts from 
fishing. However, bottom trawling is known to be highly damaging to seamount communities 
(Koslow et al., 2001) and is known to be occurring on the UK seamounts. Best available data 
suggest the UK seamounts harbour the sessile coral dominated communities described as 
present on other seamounts (Genin et al., 1986; Wilson and Kaufmann, 1987; Rogers 1994). It 
is highly likely therefore that the seamounts in ICES subarea VI have been impacted by the 
action of bottom trawling and remain under threat from this activity. 
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4  Classi f icat ion of deep- wat er hab i t at s in t he Nor th At lant ic 

and f ram eworks for descr ib ing sensi t ivi t y t o f ish ing act ivi t y 




















































































