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[bookmark: _Toc309671687]Purpose of the Guidelines
The Guidelines for the evaluation of Annual Reports (AR) under the framework Council Regulation (EC) 199/2008, the implementing Commission Regulation (EC) 665/2008 and Commission Decision 2010/93/EU (the 'Data Collection Framework' or DCF), are intended to help, in the first instance, the pre-screeners and STECF EWG evaluating AR and DT in providing a thorough and transparent evaluation of each Member State’s (MS’s) DCF Annual Report and Data Transmission (DT). And in turn allow the Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF) Expert Working Group (EWG) to agree on the final overall evaluation, ensuring a consistent and fair approach to each MS’s AR evaluation. The final results will then be submitted to the European Commission (EC) for consideration in terms of MS compliance with the DCF.
In addition, guidance is given to the pre-screening evaluation of Data Transmission (DT) to end-users.
[bookmark: _Toc309671688]Years of application and periodical revision of the Guidelines
Thise is the first versionyear of the evaluation guidelines was created in November 2015, resulting from several requests for such a document, both from previous pre-screening and also from the STECF EWGs 14-07 (Oostende, June 2014) and 15-10 (Gdynia, June 2015), endorsed by STECF plenary. These guidelines will remain relevant for the ARs and DT 2015 and 2016.

[bookmark: _Toc309671689]Circulation of the Guidelines
The Guidelines will be circulated by the EC to the MS through their National Correspondents to facilitate MSs to optimise the reporting in order to fulfil the DCF criteria. This will be done by the end of February at the  latest and applies to AR as well as DT evaluation. well in advance of the AR submission deadlines, soIn this way that all MSs are aware of the evaluation criteria and can ensure their ARs provide all the necessary information to allow for a thorough evaluation of the AR and DT. In relation to DT issues, MS are made aware of the evaluation procedure for end-user feedback. 	Comment by Boois, Ingeborg de: More concrete!; timeline?, how is the DT exercise carried out, which end-users provide feedback, etc.
The evaluation guidelines will also be specifically circulated to those participating in the DCF Annual Report pre-screening exercise as well as the STECF EWG evaluating MS ARs and DT issues. Update of the guidelines is done in the STECF EWG evaluating NPs. This update should be based on comments from STECF EWG as well as pre-screeners evaluating ARs.
The Guidelines will also be available on JRC's data collection web pages: 
https://datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu (National Programmes and Annual Reports > [most recent year] > Guidance)
[bookmark: _Toc309671690]Evaluation of the Annual Report (AR)
Every year, subsequent to the submission of the DCF ARs, a panel of experts is contracted by the EC to perform a “pre-screening” of the reports.  Each pre-screener is assigned a number of MS reports and is asked to complete an evaluation of certain modules in the ARs.  Biologists evaluate all the biological modules and the economic and transversal modules are evaluated by economists. This initial evaluation step provides a vertical first evaluation of each MS.      
Following this, an STECF EWG will evaluate the ARs based on the review the results of the pre-screening exercise, by assigning modules to individuals/groups of individuals. This horizontal review acts as a quality control check on the evaluation process, as it ensures consistency across each module. A compliance level by module is given in subgroups. This information feeds into an over-all compliance level by MS for the full AR, decided upon in plenary. At the end of the STECF EWG the evaluation is compiled by MS. From this, MS specific issues are derived.

Ultimately, with regard to the outcomes, the subsequent STECF Plenary evaluates the execution of the NPs approved by the EC and the quality of the data collected by the MS (Article 7 of Reg. 199/2008), the EWG's conclusions and recommendations presented in its summer meeting report, for endorsement by STECF and further consideration by the EC. 
Regarding the submission the ARs, Articles 2 and 5 of Commission Regulation 665/2008 clearly stipulate that MSs have the obligation to use the guidelines and templates established by STECF. 

[bookmark: _Toc309671694]Judgements for AR evaluation
The role of the pre-screener is to highlight major issues which will be of concern to STECF and the EC and which may require some effort to resolve. Issues such as notes within tables, typing errors and other editorial errors, are not highlighted specifically, as they dilute the core critical issues which should be the focus of the evaluation.   
The agreed standard answers and associated definitions are listed in the Table below. They have been created to allow for harmonised evaluations of MSs’ ARs, regardless of who carries out the pre-screening or evaluation at the EWG.
	Judgement Levels

	Compliance Class
	Compliance Level

	No
	<10%

	Partly
	10 – 50%

	Mostly
	50 – 90%

	Yes
	>90%

	NA
	Not Applicable



Generally, upon review, it will be clear where a MS’s sampling achievement falls within these classes. However, it is important to use expert judgement to decide when non-achievement is very minor and does not substantially affect the quality of the data being sent forward for stock assessments etc. and when non-achievement of sampling targets will have a detrimental effect on the data quality or provision of data for end users. 
Examples of reporting in the evaluation
If only minor issues are identified, for which the MS has provided an explanation, then it is sufficient to highlight that “Some minor under-sampling has been noted. The MS should endeavour to reach all planned sampling levels in the future”.
If the majority of metiers/stocks have been sampled, but under-sampling for one metier/stock, in which the MS is a major player is significant, it is worth stating “The majority of the metiers/stocks have been sampled in line with the NP targets, however there is concern about the under-sampling of metier/stock XX for which the MS accounts for a significant proportion of the landings.”
If a satisfactory explanation and concrete actions are proposed to mitigate for the deviation in the future, then the pre-screener could add: “The EWG notes the explanation provided by the MS and the proposed actions to rectify the situation are deemed reasonable”.   
However, if no substantive reason is given for the deviation from the NP targets, and/or the actions proposed to rectify the under sampling are either not clear or non-existent, then it may be appropriate to add: “The EWG notes that an unclear/no explanation for this deviation is provided by the MS. No actions to rectify the deviation have been provided by the MS / The actions proposed by the MS to rectify the deviation are considered to be insufficient”.   
“The MS is requested to provide a clear explanation for this deviation and the MS is also requested to provide tangible evidence of remedial actions taken/to be taken”.   
More examples for economic and transversal data?
Please Evaluation sheets as filled in by STECF EWG will be forwarded directly to MS by EC. Evaluators should be aware be mindful at all times, that while it is important to highlight serious deviations from the NP proposal, it is also important to be use diplomatic neutral in the choice of language in the comments used to do so. Comments should be self-explanatory and clear.

[bookmark: _Toc309671695]Recurring issues
In several cases in the pastOver the last years, evaluators found recurrent issues for several MSs. Repetitive issues should be marked as such in the revised evaluation form. Furthermore, Tthese issues cases should be briefly described by the evaluators in a separate document, referring to the MS(s), the corresponding AR section(s) and/or DT failure(s) and brought to the attention of the EWG. Based on the collated information, the EWG is then able to discuss a common solution to these issues and recommend further action if necessary. Repetitive issues should be marked as such in the revised evaluation form.
[bookmark: _Toc309671696]Member State-specific issues
Evaluators should briefly describe the main MS-specific issues by AR module or (group of) DT failures. This should serve as a summary of the evaluation outcome by MS, without having to go through all questions in the evaluation sheets. The following section headers should be used:
· Overall performance and compliance
· Fleet-economic data collection
· Economic data collection on aquaculture and processing industry
· Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks
· Recreational fisheries sampling
· Surveys-at-sea
· Data transmission to end-users
Minor issues (e.g. editorial issues with table formatting, missing footnotes etc.) do not have to be highlighted in the text, as they are included in the evaluation sheets.


Evaluation of Data Transmission (DT)	Comment by Boois, Ingeborg de: Update and add additional information based on discussion Commission/endusers/Cristina
Since 2015, the evaluation of DT failures/issues has been conducted via a web-based platform provided by JRC, where all end-users’ feedback is listed by MS, end-user and data call. Before evaluation, MS have already replied to each issue, so that the evaluation is not only based on the end-user comments, but also on the MS comments on those.
The first evaluation step is conducted by pre-screening, sorting out issues that have a high impact on the end-user work and leaving these to the subsequent STECF EWG on evaluation of AR and DT, as second evaluation step. Pre-screeners are thus dealing with minor issues that can be addressed directly, while the EWG focuses on major issues, deserving group discussion and eventually resulting in general recommendations for the further evaluation procedure. Pre-screeners will also identify and flag those DT issues that are irrelevant, e.g.:
· wish lists by end-users
· general remarks
· failures not addressed to the correct MS 

The severity of the issues is indicated by 5 categories: HIGH, MEDIUM-HIGH, MEDIUM, LOW and UNKNOWN. Pre-screeners are requested to evaluate minor issues marked as LOW, to release the work load of the EWG, while the STECF EWG is dealing with major issues marked MEDIUM to HIGH and UNKNOWN.
Where pre-screeners regard issues as having a high impact on end-users’ work, although the severity is given as LOW, these issues should be flagged and brought to the attention of the EWG.
Categorisation of Data Transmission issues
DT failures that can be regarded as minor issues:
· Timeliness: Delays in data transmission of one or a few days, if severity is marked LOW by end-user
· Quality: minor inconsistencies or gaps in time series transmitted (severity marked LOW by end-user); data missing or only few data submitted due to negligible or minor importance of MS shares in the fishery, economic value etc.
· Coverage: ‘zero’ values transmitted for single or few variables; lack of data for non-critical variables, periods, areas etc. (severity marked LOW by end-user)
DT failures that can be regarded as major issues:
· Timeliness: Delays in data transmission for which severity is marked MEDIUM to HIGH by end-user
· Quality: major inconsistencies or moderate to large gaps in time series transmitted (severity marked MEDIUM to HIGH by end-user)
· Coverage: severe lack of data for critical variables, periods, areas etc. (severity marked MEDIUM to HIGH by end-user)
Documents provided to the pre-screeners and STECF EWG evaluating ARs and DT
Each MS will submit two documents for the AR; The Standard Tables (in Excel compatible format) and an accompanying text document (in Word or as pdf). These two documents will form the basis for the evaluation. The following documents will be provided to each pre – screener as well as to the experts taking part in the STECF EWG evaluating ARs en DT, to aid the evaluation process:
· AR reports for all MSs
· Data transmission tables with MS’s replies to issues raised; preferably direct access to the data transmission registration platform
· Evaluation guidelines and Evaluation Template

Additionally:
· NP proposals for all MSs
· Revised AR reporting guidance (Guidelines for AR text and tables, table templates)
· A complete list of approved derogations
· Previous year’s evaluation (additional column in evaluation template)
· Relevant RFMO (e.g. ICES, ICCAT, IOTC, NAFO, SPRFMO, CECAF....) recommendations database, for the relevant year and including follow-up information if available
· List of STECF recommendations by MS, for the relevant year and including follow-up information if available
· List of LM recommendations by MS, for the relevant year and including follow-up information if available
· List of cancelled and postponed meetings.
Checklist for pre-screening
General modules (I, II, VI, VII, VIII, IX, X)
· Check for repetitive issues
II.A. 
· (Pre-)screeners may check if the information provided on the website is in line with legal requirements by searching for some relevant keywords like “DCF”, “RCM”, “Commission Regulation”, or the numbers of the Commission Regulation. Especially relevant if DCF website is in national language. 
II.B.1: 
·  “Relevant” should be evaluated in NP

IIB2: OK, as long as there is a list of the meetings available to the pre-screeners and EWG
II.B.2: Check on follow-up of recommendations
IX: Pre-screeners should highlight in the evaluation sheet if there is any text in this chapter. The STECF EWG evaluating the ARs should then compile all comments into a single document for the Commission, and highlight major issues in the STECF EWG report.
Fleet-economic data module (III.B)
· Comparison of vessels no with fleet register
· Compare response rates between Tables III.B.1 and III.B.3
· Check against figures in NP
· Coding convention
· Reference year (n-1 ?)
· Comparison of target fleet (active and inactive) with data reported in STECF AER and in other sections of the AR (general description of the sector, Transversal variables)
· Comparison with guidelines (content of tables, definition of fields)
· Comparison of numbers in Table III.B.2 (clusters) with numbers in Table III.B.1 (target and frame population)
· In the case of derived indicators, such as FTE, check that MS have provided information about calculation procedures and accuracy indicators of based data collected. The data collected for this purpose should be stated in the report and accuracy indicators should be presented in the AR text. 
· Comparison of text with Table III.B.2 to check if a description of all clusters reported in Table III.B.2 is given
· Check rationality of clustering and the applied methodology 
· 
· Tables III.B.2 and III.B.1: sum of unclustered and clustered segments
· Comparison of achieved sample versus planned sample (Table III.B.1)
· Response rate in Table III.B.3: not greater than 100%
· Naming of clustering vessels (comparison of Table III.B.1 with III.B.2)
· In case of changes in methodologies, analysis of NP and comparison with AR
· Table III.B.3: list of variables to check if all variables in Appendix VI of Decision 2010/93/EU are included
· In case of missing variables or missing fleet segments, check in Table I.A.1 if a derogation exists
· Supra-regions: analysis of Table III.A.1 to verify in which supraregion the MS fleets operated
· Check, in the case of different survey methodologies, each supra-region sections III.B.1-4 are provided in the AR text.  
· 
· Naming of segments in tables: comparison with Appendix III of Decision 2010/93/EU
· Check that a specific section is included describing the methods and assumptions made for estimating capital value and capital costs. The text must answer the questions raised under III.B.1 for capital value and capital costs. 
· Check, if actions to avoid deviation are acceptable.  
· 

Transversal variables module (III.F)
· Analysis of Table III.F.1 for vessels < 10 m, in particular data source and achieved response rate
· Table III.F.1: list of variables to check if all variables in Appendix VIII of Decision 2010/93/EU are included
· In case of missing variables or missing fleet segments, check in Table I.A1. if a derogation exists


Biological modules (III.C, III.D, III.E, III.G)data:
IIIC: 
· If tables III.C.3 and III.C.4 are merged, the questions should be updated
· For (pre)screeners some experience is needed on sampling frames and metiers when evaluating this module
IIID:
· Table III.D.1 cannot be compared with NP table as there is not table in the NP
· Take into account that there are no tables to compare the achievements to, so that evaluation methodology of this module may differ from the evaluation of the other modules


III.E.3:
· Table III.E.3: planned number (column L) is not always the same as in NP. Change text in AR guidelines: ‘State the planned minimum number of fish according to the NP’
· As the table is very large, it is recommended to filter the table and evaluate in blocks and not all at once.

III.G:
· Check if sampling activities are split up 

Aquaculture  (module IV.A)
· IV.A Check if general description is provided.
· Compare segmentation between Tables IV.A1, IV.A2 and IV.A.3
· Check against figures in NP
· Reference year (n-1 ?)
· Comparison with guidelines (content of tables, definition of fields)
· Comparison of achieved sample versus planned sample (Table IV.A.2; IV.A.3)
· Check accuracy indicators have been reported for each segment and for each variable. 
· Response rate in Table IV.A.3: not greater than 100%
· Table IV.A.3: list of variables to check if all variables in Appendix VI of Decision 2010/93/EU are included?
· In case of missing segments, check in Table IV.A.1 if a derogation exists
· Check, if actions to avoid deviation are acceptable.  

Processing industry (module IV.B)
· Compare segmentation between Tables IV.B1 and IV.B2. 
· Check against figures in NP.
· Reference year (n-1 ?).
· Comparison with guidelines (content of tables, definition of fields).
· Comparison of achieved sample versus planned sample (Table IV.B.1; IV.B.2)
· Check accuracy indicators have been reported for each segment and for each variable in case if the data not delivered from SBS. 
· Response rate in Table IV.B.2: not greater than 100%
· Table IV.B.2: list of variables to check if all variables in Appendix VI of Decision 2010/93/EU are included?
· In case of missing segments, check in Table IV.B.1 if a derogation exists
· Check, if actions to avoid deviation are acceptable.  
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