European
Commission

JRC SCIENCE FOR POLICY REPORT

Scientific, Technical and Economic
Committee for Fisheries (STECF)

Fisheries Dependent Information
i FDI
(STECF-21-12)

Edited by Willy Vanhee, Arina Motova , AntonellaZanzi & Zeynep Hekim

EUR 28359 EN




This publication isa Scie  nce for Policy report by the Joint Research Centre (JRC), the European
Commi ssionds science and knowl edge s e rbasedseientificsup@oitms
to the European policymaking process. The scientific output expressed does not imply a p olicy
position ofthe European Commission. Neither the European Commission nor any personacting on

behalf of the Commission is responsible for the use that might be made of this publication. For

information on the methodology and qu ality underlying the data used in this publicationfor which

the source is neither Eurostat nor other Commission services, users should contact the referenced

source. The designations employed and the presentation of material on the maps do not imply the

expression of any opinion whatsoever onthe part of the European Union concerning the legal

status of any country, territory, city or area or of its authorities, or concerning the delimitation of

its frontiers or boundaries.

Contactinformation

Name: STECF secretariat

Address: Unit D.02 Water and Marine Resources, Via Enrico Fermi 2749,21027 Ispra VA, Italy
E-mail: jrc - stecf - secretariat@ ec.europa.eu

Tel.: +390332789343

EU Science Hub

https://ec.europa.eulirc

JRC127727
EUR 28359EN

PDF ISBN 978 -92-76-45887 -6 ISSN 1831 -9424 doi: 10.2760/3742

STECF ISSN2467 -0715
Luxembourg: Publications Of  fice of the European Union, 2021
© EuropeanUnion, 2021

(o) @

The reuse policy ofthe European Commission is implemented by the Commission Decision
2011/833/EU 0f12 December 2011 on the reuse of Commission documents (OJL 330, 14.12.2011,
p. 39). Except otherwise noted, the reuse of this document is authorised under the Cre ative

Commons Attribution 4.0 International (CC BY 4. 0)licence
(https://creativecommons.org/lice nses/by/4 .0/ ). This means that reuse is allowed provided
appropriate creditis given and any changes are indicated. For any use or re production of phot osor

othermaterialthat is not owned bythe EU, permission must be sought directly from the copyright
holders.

All content © European Union ,2021

Howto cite this report: Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF) i
FisheriesD ependent -Information 1 FDI (STECF -21-12). EUR 28359 EN, Publications Office of the
Europea n Union, Luxembourg, 2021, ISBN 978-92-76-45887 -6, doi: 10.2760/3742 ,JRC127727 .

Abstract

Commission Decision of 25 February 2016 setting up a Scientific, Technic al and Economic
Committee for Fisheries, C(2016) 1084,0JC 74, 26.2.2016, p. 4 7 10. The Commission may consult
the group on any matter relating to marine and fisheries biology, fishing gear technology, fisherie s

economics, fisheries governance, e cosystem e ffects of fisheries, aquaculture or similar disciplines.

The STECF reviewed the report of the EWG s on Fisheries -dependent Information duringits winter
2021 plenary meeting.
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SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC COMMITTEE FOR FISHERIES (STECF) 1
FISHERIES DEPENDENT |INFORMATION (STECF -21-12)

Requesttothe STECF

STECF isrequestedto review the repor tof the STECF Expert Working Group meeting, evaluate
the findings and make any appropriate comments and recommendations.

STECF observations

STECF observesthattwo STECF Expert Working Groups on Fisheries Dependent Information
(FDI) were convenedin 202 1

1) EWG 21 - 10: Data methodology and dissemination.

2) EWG 21-12: Evaluation of Fisheries Dependent Information for European Fleets to
review the data transmittedby Member Statesunderthe 2021 FDI data -call.

The joint EWG report covering the findings of b oththe EWG21 -10and EWG21 -12was made
availabletothe STECFPLEN21 -03.

The Terms of Reference forthe EWG 21 - 10 were the following:

117 Review approaches used by Member States Responding to the FDIdata call and
if possible common best practice

Discuss and review the following:

1.1 Methods used by MS to partition biological sampling datatothe level requested in
Table A;

1.2 Review methods used by MS to define confidential cells;

1.3 Metierdefinitions used by MS;

1.4 Allocation of landings to c-squaresusing VMS/logbook data;

1.5 Coverage and methods used to estimate landings and effort data forvessels <10m;
1.6 Any otherbusiness (AOB).

2 1 Basedonthe Ad -Hoc project proposal review methodology to assemble detaile d
Table A provided by Member States, the biological data as well as access suitability
of proposalto disseminate details Table A

2.1 Review methodology proposed to derive detailed Table A and its suitability;

2.2 Review and propose methods that incorporate numerical indication of es timate
robustness and coverage of information provided in Table A (e.g. number of samples
collectedfordiscards data).



2.3 Discuss a possibility to transferthe biologic al data fromMediterranean and Black Sea
data callinto the FDI format/database

3 1 Te st the comparability between the data collected inthe FDI database and data
provided for the fleet socio - economic data call

3.1 For 2017 -2018 data, map fleet segments found in the FDI database to fleet
segments found in the Fleet Economic database.

3.2 Co mpare sums of effort (days at sea)and landings (tonnes and values) betweenFDI
and the datasetfromthe Fleet socio -economic datacallby:

a. Country;
b. Fleet segment;
c. Gear type within fleet segment.

The experts are invited to prepare a presentation o n their methodology in the respective
Member Statethatwillbe givenin the first days of the EWG.

Terms of Reference EWG 21 - 12 Evaluation of Fisheries Dependent Information for
European Fleets:

4 7 Review and document completeness ofthe data setand f eedback from Member
States on approaches used and problems encountered in responding to the data call.

4.1 As a matter of priority, the EWG is requested to ensure that all unresolved data
transmission (DT) issues encountered priorto and during the EWG mee ting are reported
on line via the Data Transmission Monitoring Tool (DTMT) available at
https://datacollection.jcrc.ec.europa.eu/web/dcf/dtmt. Suchissues should be reported in

full within 2 weeks of the end of the EWG.

4.2 Review outputsof ad hoc contra ctthat provides the catches, landings and disc ards,
at a level of aggregation corresponding tothe fleet,areaand gear type as specified in
each exemption of each discard planfor2022.

4.3 Review results of script developed under ToR 2.1 of EWG 21 -10 an d check
consistency of the results produced.

4.4 Review analysis of compatibility between AERand FDI datacalls produced by EWG
21-10ToR3 and provide relevant explanationswhere needed. Rerunthe analysis using
most recentdata (if resourcesallow).

4.5 Review data quality checks and produc e National methodological c hapters

5 1 Provide landings and discards data forexemptions in discard plans.
Based upon the previous workand method established in STECF EWG 20 - 10:
5.1 STECF is asked to provide figures for landings and discards in 2020, at a level of

aggregation corresponding to the fleet, area and gear type as specified in each
exemption of each of the discard plans for2022.



5.2 STECFis askedto assess and if possible, provide percentagesof discards estimates

below and above MCRS at a level of aggregation corresponding to the fleet, area and
geartype as specified in each exemption of each of the discard plans for 2022.

5.3 Where there is insufficient discard dataforthe above task, the STECF is as ked to
provide estimated catches (landings +discards 1) for2020, if possible and enough data
provided during datacall.
6 - Produce dissemination tables and maps of spatial effort and landings by ¢ -
squares
6.1 Discussresultsof ToR2.1and 2.2 of the EWG 21-10and agree the format of the

Table Aand biologicaldata (FDITables C, D, E and F) and of the refusalrate data to be
publicly disseminated in the future.

6.2 Calculate coverage of confidential data (as proposed by EWG 21 -10ToR1.2).

6.31f GIS te chnicalskills are available in the EWG, produce maps of effort and landings
by c - square (to be inserted inthe EWG report) forthe following regions (as defined in

COM-2016-134 f or areas ot her than 6distant watersoé) ai

app endix4 of the data call):

a. Baltic; North Sea; North Western Waters; South Western Waters; Mediterranean
and Black Sea; Distant waters

b. Trawls (except beam trawls) with mesh <100mm ; trawls (except beam trawls)
with mesh O 100mm; beam trawls with mesh < 120m
0120 mm; seine net s,; gillnets and ent angling ne

surrounding nets; potsandtrap.

STECF comments

The EWG21 -10and21 -12met virtually from 31st May to 4th June 2021, and from 13 M to17

of September 2021 respectively.

The following STECF observations, comments and conclusions are based on: (1) the
presentation of outcomes fromthe EWG 21 -10 and EWG 21 - 12 meetings made by th
chairpersons, (2) and from the consolidated EWG 21 -10/21 -12report.

STECF observesthat EWG21 - 10was primarily aimed to review various methodologicalissues
identified in previous meetings while EWG 21 - 12 primarily checkedthe coverageand quality
data and information submitted under the 2021 FDI data call and responded to specific
requests forinformation regarding discard estimatesfor specific groups of vessels thatmay be
exempted from the obligationto land all catchesin 2022.

STECF also notesthatthe EWG21 - 10was the first opportunity sincethe new FDI data callwas
established in 2017 to review the methodology applied by Member States (MS), propose
common practices, and follow up on future development of the FDI database and data
disse mination.

e two

of

'6Di scardso6 are defined here as the fish/crustaceans thrown overboar



STECF furthernotesthatPLEN21 - 02was informed on the preliminary findings of the EWG 21 -

10. However,the EWG21 - 12revisited some of the ToRs of EWG 21 - 10 and provided additional

information. The outcomes of the two EWGs were combined in the consolidatedEWG21 -10/12
report, and in the following text the statements refe
EWGs report.

STECF considers that the EWG 21  -10 and 21 -12 have fully addressed all their Terms of
Reference.

the STECF commentsare  givenby Terms of Reference below:

1. Review approaches used by Member States responding to the FDI data call and if possible
propose common best practice

1.1. Methods used by MS to partition biological sampling datato the levelrequestedin Table A

STECF observesthatthe EWGs obtainedinformation from21 Member States. 16 MS partition
totaldiscard estimates fora species proportionally to the landings of the same species within

the domain. Two other MSs use effort, landings of target species, orlandin gs of all species for
partitioning of discards, while the remaining three MS do not partition because only official

discards or zeros are provided. There is some variation in how countries partition discard

estimates for species without landings: effort or landings of all species. Some countries do not
include estimates forsuch speciesin Table A. STECF notesthatthe latterapproach means that

discard estimatesfornon - commercial speciesare likely to be missing from Table A.

The STECF alsonotesthatd iscard estimates are derived using data collected under sampling
plans that are not designed to provide dataat the level of details required in Table A.

STECF agreeswiththe EWG suggesting the following best practicesfor partitioning of discard
estimat esinTable A:

- Total discards should be estimated in accordance with the design of the sampling
progam t o ensure t hat the tot al di scards of a Adon
means that the fidiscards domaind usual |l gamgliogul d e g
and estimation;

- The patrtitioning of the discardsinto Table Ais suggestedtobe carried out by use of the
same variable that was usedforthe raising of the total discards;

- Itis recommended that MS also ensures patrtitioning of discards with zero landings in
Table A.

1.2. Review methods used by MSto define confidential cells



STECF notes thatthree different approaches to declare data as confidential are currently being
implemented (sometimes in a combined way) by Member States:

1. Nodatatra nsmittedinresponse tothe FDIdata callare declared as confidential (9 MS)

2. Less than 3 vessels6 rule is applied and rows conc
3. All rowsregardinglong - distance fishing fleetsare marked as confidential (2 M S)

STECF acknowledges that EWG 21  -10/12 performed a thorough analysis of the amount of
confidentialinformationin key variables for FDI data call (foryears 2014 - 2020).

Previous FDI EWGs (e.g. EWG 19 -11) had raised the importance of achieving a common

criterion for confidentiality. STECF observes that the harmonization of the criteria used to

declare data as confidential between Member States has now clearly improved. Since the size

oflong - distance fleetsof the two MS, marking theirinformation as con fidential, is small, STECF
endorses the EWG6s perception that this issue is of |
the quality and coverage of the datato be disseminated publicly.

1.3. Metier definitions used by MS

STECF notes that all MS use t he métier codes that correspond to the data call code list
approved by the RCGs. STECF observes however that there still are some differences in
assigning fishing activitiesto métier:

1 large - scale fishing fleets: inmost cases métier codesare assigned us ing logbook
information, but some countries also combine with otherdatasources, e.g. sales
notes, sampling data, scientific census survey.

1 Insmall -scalefishingfleets:thereis variationin the datasources used and, in
some cases, assumptions are ap  plied due to the lack of relevant data (e.g.
small - scale fishing fleetswhere only sales note are available).

1 In most of the cases weight or value are used to assign target species
assemblages but; ina few cases, these are recorded directlyin logbooks.

STECF also notes that there has been a lot of work done by ICES and RCGs to harmonise
definitions and improve comparability of the metiers (including mesh size definitions). New

métier codes were trialled in the ICES RDBES test data call in 2021. STECF notes that the
timng of EWG 21 -10and21 -12meetings were before the deadline of the ICES RDBES test
datacallfor2018 -2020, sothe use of the new métier codes could not be evaluated.



The EWG considered thoughthatforthe FDIdata callin 2022, it sh ouldbe made possible to
upload new métier codesas proposed by the RCG ISSG on Métierlssues, keeping old métier

codes as alternative for Member States that haveissues updating theirmétiers. STECF notes

however that since the transition to the new metie r codes will generate the need for re -
uploading of full FDI time series. STECF suggests thusto wait untilthe fullagreement /check

of suggestednew codes has been performed by the MS and the conditions forthe changes to

new codes havebeenagreedinRCG  s.

1.4. Allocation of landings to ¢ -squares using VMS/logbook data

STECF observesthat EWG summarised the methods used by MS to provide spatialdata in FDI

data calls so far. The majority of MSs provide FDI using coordinates of the centre of the ICES

rec tangle together with a rectangle type which is registered in logbooks. Only a few
Mediterranean countries provide data at a smaller spatial resolution, using ¢ -square notation
and prepared using VMS data.

STECF further observesthat the majority of countri esinclude smallscale fleet (SSF) datain
their spatialdata submissions. In caseswhenno data on spatial resolution forsmall scale fleet
is available the most common approximation method is based onthe port of landings.

STECF notes that the importanc e of spatial data forend - users constantly increases. It is
recommended for MSto use VMS data as far as possible to provide spatialinformation at high
resolution. It is also important to include small scale fleet spatial data inthe FDI submissions.

1.5. Coverage and methods usedto estimate landings and effort datafor vessels <10m

STECF observesthat, based onthe country - specific presentations made during the EWG 21 -10
meeting, the EWG compiled an overview of the coverage and methods used by 20 Mem ber
States to estimate landings and effort dataforvessels <1lOm in ordertorespond to FDI data

calls.

STECF observesthat censusis the most common approach used by countries to collectdataon

SSF (17 countries). 4 countries are using otherapproaches( sampling approachorcombined)
to provide SSF fishing activity dataas declarative data inthese countries are not available. The

analysis conducted during the EWG meeting showed that most of the countries have a
mandatory requirement for SSF to report fis hing activitydata. STECF howevernotesthat this
does not guarantee full coverage of the SSF in the database unless this mandatory
requirement is fully monitored. Furthermore, the official declarative data quality has to be
assessedaswell.

STECF agrees withthe proposalof EWGto addin the future a specific sectiononthe SSF data

available in the nationalchapters. STECF notes thatit would be the right place to highlight

some issues about data quality/coverage related to this specific fleet segment a nd/or to
indicate any improvement done in order to monitor these vessels.

1.6. Covid -19impactsonthe quality of data provided

STECF acknowledgesthe initiative of EWGto compile the MS - specific information on Covid -19
pandemic impact on data collection by MSin 2020 by adding a separate sub chapterin the



national methodological chapters. The EWG provided also an overview categorising the impact
on discard sampling and discard estimation in 2020 by quarter.

The STECF observes that more than half of MS (58%) estimated the Covid -19 impact on
sampling and the estimation of the discards to be fANo
was estimated to be medium and high by 9% and 33% respectively. T he effectonthe disc ard

estimation were marked medium and h igh for 24% and 18% respectively.

STECF observesthus that the restrictive effect of COVD - 19situation may at least partly be
responsible forthe lower coverage of landings with discard informationin 2020, presented in
the EWG report Table 2.2.1.

STECF notes that the question of Covid -19impacts onthe quality of data provided was also

investigatedby EWG21 -09, t his time t hrough the Member Statesbo
EWG 21 - 09 concludedthatCovid - 19restrictions particularly affected the sampling ofincidental

by - catchand ledto cancelation/reduction of severalresearch surveys. This resulted in low

quality scores (high number of MOSTLY)for17 MS. However, the EWG21 -09 also discussed

the inadequacy of the scoring system to properly reflect the g uality change of the data

collection. As such, STECF notes thatthe analysis presented in EWG 21 -10/21 -12 provide a

different and complementary assessment of covid -19impact, and notesthatany related data

issue encounteredin 2021 and reported in the DTM T will be furtheranalysedin 2022.

1 Basedonthe ad hoc project proposal review methodology to assemble detailed
Table A from Table A provided by MS and biological data as well as access
suitability of proposalto disseminate detailed Table A

STECF obser vesthat EWGreviewed the methodology and outputs of the ad hoc contract (Ref
STECF 2116), awarded to develop and p degledsE aind teh cAdoo | ¢
from Table A and biologicaldata in Tables C, D, E, F provided by Member States.

In general ,the EWGfoundthe methodology usedin ad hoc contractto be appropriate.

However, a number of issues were encountered which resultedin only a part of the biologic al

tables being suc cessfully merged with the catch summary table A. The main issue centred

around the misspecification of the 6domainsdé by Membe
betweenthoseusedin catch summary and the biologicaltables.

STECF further observes that in order to overcome this problem, the EWG recommended a
modification an d clarification of the Domain definition in the 2022 data call to assist the
Member countries on defining the domains.

The EWG also recommended that the detailed Table A should not be disseminated on the
STECF websiteas such, but ratherthat the individu alTable AandTables C, D, E and F are
disseminated in the form they are submitted. The R codes produced during the ad - hoc
contracts this year and previous years should be made available on the STECF data
dissemination website once adapted to fit theform at and structure of the data published in

the dissemination website. ST ECF agrees with the EWG rec ommendations, but notes however

that there is an inherent risk of data mis - understanding, mis -use or mis - handling when
providing non -expertsend -userswithno n-mergeddataand scripts. STECF suggeststhatthis

is considered again and progressed during the next EWG in 2022.

STECF observesthatthe EWGanalysedthe feasibility to assess coverage, sampling rate,
robustnessand accuracy of the information provided by MSin Table A and suggested adding
columns (T otal number of Trips, Number of Samples, Number of Sampled Trips, Discard CV,

Upper and Lower Confidence limits of Discard estimate) in FDI Data call tables C and D in

order to obtain information needed toim prove understanding of the coverage and robustness

of the discards information provided during the FDI data call. ST ECF supports this proposal.



9 Issue of transfer of the biologicaldata from Mediterranean and Black Sea
datacallinto the FDI format/datab ase

DGMARE considers the needto rationalizethe FDI databasetowards the establishment of a

pan - European database including data for all the fisheries regions, while at the moment
biologicaldata fromthe Mediterranean and the Black Sea are the only ones not present in the
FDI database.

STECF observesthatthe EWG21 - 10/12 analysed the present status of the both data sets and
considered thatthe transfer of the biologic al data fromthe Mediterraneanand Black Sea data
callsinto the FDI format/database is technically feasible and some tools have been already
developed by the STREAM project. STECF observes however that the EWG still depicted a
number of issues and inconsistencies between the FDland Med&BS data calls and concluded
that due totheseinconsist  enciesit is not straightforwardtotranspose biological datafrom
Med&BS data callto FDI formats.

STECF agreesthatthere is an urgent need to evaluate and resolve thoseinc onsistencies/issues
betweeenthetwodata calls, involving disc ussions withJRC and DG mare. STECF notes that
ad- hoc contractsin 2022 would be neededto implement procedures proposedby the EWG.

STECF also notesthatapart fromtechnicalissues, theneedto inform MS on the transfer of the
biological data from Mediterranean and Blac k Sea data call into the FDI format/database
should be considered by including aninformative note in the official data callletters.

2  Test the compatibility between the data collected in the FDI database and the
data found in the Fleet Economic Performanc e database.

STECF observesthat other STECFEWGs have already attempted to compare the FDI and AER
datasetsinthe past, and most recently the EWG 20 - 11 on Balance Capacity andthe EWG 21 -
02 on Methods for Supporting Stocks Assessmentsinthe Mediterrane an.Forthe EWG 20 - 11,
the analysis was a preliminary one withanad - hoc contractfocused on the landings weight and
values for Belgium and Italy.

EWGs 21 -10and 21 - 12analysedin details the consistency of the activity data between the
twosources 1 AER and FDI dataset. STECFfurtherobservesthatthe EWGs compared the
information from AER data setspublished onthe STECF websitewith datasubmitted for 2017

and 2018 to FDI database during 2020 data call. STECF observes that the data analysis
showedani mprovement in data codification between both data calls and consistency between

different datasets with the same information. Most of the data inconsistenciesstill identified
betweenthe data sets are due to: timing in data exports to answerthe data cal |, possibility to
report to FDI confidential data (thatis not available in AER) and due to the clustering of fleet

segments usedin AER data set.

3.1.For2017 -2018 data, map fleetsegments foundinthe FDI database to fleet segments
foundin the FleetE conomic database

STECF observesthat EWG performed a thorough comparative analysis of the information from
the two databaseson:

- Fleet segmentsinthe capacityfiles;
- Number of vesselsinthe capacityfiles;



- Fleet segments defined inlandings data sets
STECF observesthatthe differences betweenthe datasets are relatively small and can be
explained e.g. by reporting inactive vessels to AER and not reporting themto FDI, by the
difference in fleet segments names used when providing data to different data calls or by
clustering of fleet segments in AER data due to confidentiality reasons.

STECF agreeswiththe EWG proposalto furtherimprove the FDI data call guidance making

sure consistent definitionsand guidance are usedin both data calls. STECF notes furthermore
that the AER data call would also need to be checked as well, and code names improved
accordingly where relevant. STECF suggests that JRC is tasked with this follow up before next
yeards data calls.

3.2. Compare sumsof effort (days at sea) and landings (tonnes and values)between FDI and
the datasetfromthe Fleetsocio -economic data call

STECF observesthatthe EWGwas tasked to performthe comparisons on country, fleet and
geartype levelwithinthe fleet segment. The analysis revealed th oughthatgear type data in
the AER data set is reported optionally and is not a robust parameterin the data set, making
suchananalysis unfeasible.

STECF agreeswith EWGthat MS should dedic ate more effort to improve nationalcoordination
during prepara tion of data for the FDI and AER data calls, especially defining clustering
procedures, allocationof vesselsto the fleet segments and when providing landing and effort
data by fleet segmentsand metiers.

STECF also notes that in coordination with JRC, t he PGECON organized two Workshops on
transversal variables (Zagreb, 2015 and Nicosia, 2016), which focused on methods to calculate

days at sea and fishing days. This focused approach proved successful in harmonizing
methodologies ontransversaldata andis referenced as relevant methodologyin the FDI data
callspecifications.

Therefore, STECF also support the EWG proposal that such a focused approach should be
considered at a dedicated workshop called by RCGs in coordinationwith JRC, and in line with

the work carried out in ISSG on MetierIssues to explore how MS allocatevessels,landing and

effort to fleet segmentsand metiers forthe FDI and AER data calls, and to harmonize different
approaches, in accordance with DCF definitions on variables and data c allspecifications. STECF
notesalsothatEWG21 -09(Tor5.7 ofthis PLEN21 - 03report) has collected extensivequality
annexes describing data collection protocols by Member States, which may provide useful
information in this process.

47 Reviewanddo cumentcompleteness ofthe data setand feedback from Member
States on approaches used and problems encountered in responding to the data call.

4.1. As a matter of priority, the EWG is requested to ensure that all unresolved data
transmission (DT)issues  encountered prior to and during the EWG meeting are reported on
line viathe Data Transmission Monitoring Tool (DTMT). Suchissues should be reported in full
within 2 weeks of the end of the EWG.

STECF acknowledgesthatthe dataprovided by Member States inresponse to the 2021 FDI
datacall, and incorporated into the FDI database, representthe most comprehensivedata set

currently available onfishery - dependent information from European fleets forthe years 2014

2020. However, STECF notesthata number o f shortfalls and gaps have stillbeenidentified in



the data submitted. The unresolved issues that still require to be addressed by Member State s
were all recordedinthe Data Transmission Monitoring Tool (DT MT).

4.2 Review outputs of ad hoc contracttha t provides the catches, landings and discards, ata
level of aggregation corresponding to the fleet, area and gear type as specified in each
exemption of each discard planfor 2022

STECF notesthatthe EWG21 - 12 reviewed the methodology and outputsof the ad hoc contract
(#2045) awarded, as in previous years. T his ad hoc contract provided data on landings and

discards, at a level of aggregation corresponding to the fleet,area and geartype as specified

in each anticipated exemption contained in the indivi dual discard plans for 2022. STECF
observesthatthe methodology usedin the ad hoc contractwasappropriate and identical to

the one usedin previous years.

STECF observesthat Member State - specific catchfractions were provided forthe majority of
antic ipated 2022 exemptions. Two sets of estimates were computed: i) estimates for
exempted fleets forwhich discard sample data were provided and ii) estimates for exempted
fleets forwhich no sample data were available, so -call ednébil |

STECF observesh oweverthatthe same data limitation applies forthis exercise asin previous

years, however STECF acknowledges thatthe EWG has attempted to provide catch fractions

for exemptions to the Landing obligation required by DG MARE for planning purposes. STECF

further observes that the EWG was not able to provide catch fractions for exemptions

containingoperation -speci fic conditions such as engine power (
and proximity to the shore (within 12 nautical miles), as suchinformation is n ot available in

the FDI database.

In there - occurring situation of datalimitations observedby the EWG, STECF stresses the need

for discards information for exemptions proposed by Regional Advisory Groups, required by DG
MARE for planning purposes and e. g. as basis for conservation measures under Union
environmental legislations. STECF concludes that this additionaldata c ollection may well go
beyondthe DCF/EU - MAP requirements and that specific dataneeds suchasthese need to be
collectedintargetedsa  mpling on the national orregional level (See also ToR5.7).

4.3. Review data quality checks and produce National methodological chapters

STECF observesthatdatasubmitted by each Member Stateswere thoroughly reviewed. The
review included the methodolo gy used forresponding to the data calland the coverage, qualiy
and consistency of data submitted. Thereview sections by Member State are reproducedin
Annex 1 ofthe EWG21 -10/12 Report.

STECF notes that Member States are responsible for providing ch ecked and validated data.
Given the complexity, size, and high level of disaggregation of the datasetssubmitted, some
erroneous records are though still expected to occur, despite of the extensive automated

checks already implemented by the JRC.
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STECF further notesthat expertsattending the meeting conduct essential additional time -

consuming checks, which have compromised the ability of the EWG to address otheressential

TORG6s. I deally, the EWG should have a dedi dnaeigrgyd meet i
of the database, that should not include any requests foradvice.

STECF observesthatthe EWGrecommends a methodology meetingto be held every second

year. STECF support this recommendation sincethese methodology meetings forman essentil

pillar to the functioning of this EWG as they facilitate the development of methods used to
answerthe data calland checkquality of the data. T he experience of having such a meeting in

2021 ensures that such dedic ated methodology meetings have clear positiv e effectonthe
guality of the data (and subsequent advice), and significantly reducethe time required for data

checking during the advice meeting. These methodology meetings also provide a space in

which historical datacanbe explored and investigated f orstability and consistency across
years. T his feature of the meeting will bec ome increasingly important as FDI will request more
historicalyears in future data calls (pre 2014).

5 1 Provide landings and discards data for exemptions in discard plans.

5.1 STECF is asked to provide figures for landings and discards in 2020, at a level of
aggregation corresponding to the fleet,area and gear type as specifiedineac h exemption of

eachof the discard plans for 2022. Where thereis insufficient discard dat aforthe above task,
the STECF is asked to provide estimated catches (landings + discards) for 2020, if possible and

enough data provided during datacall.

STECF acknowledgesthatEWG21 - 12 put alot of effort to provide discard estimates for each

anticip ated exemption for 2022. However, some exemptions required detailed information

currently not available inthe FDI database (i.e. distance fishedfrom shore and vessels engine

power). Based onthe feasibility of the EWGto extractthe relevant data, exempt ions were
characterised in four categories:

Categoryl TiYesoO0: hereby the discard estimates are calcul
Delegated Acts.
Category2 TAaPartly/ Yeso: hereby the discard estimates are

Delegated Ac tsbut not taking into accountthe MCRS which makes part of the exemption.

Category 3 1 AiPartl yo: hereby the discard estimates are
Delegated Actswithouttaking into ac count some specifications (e.g., within 3 nautic al miles,

flip - up rope or benthos panel, engine power <221 Kw, tow durationof no more than ninety

minutes, etc.),

Category4d T AiNoo: hereby it is impossible to calculate dis
Delegated Acts. This implies where the Delegated Actsi ncludee.qg., specificareas i IXa Gulf of
Cadiz 7 or purse seine with net not fully taken onboard, processing on board to obtain surimi).

STECF observesthat EWG21 - 12 summarised the discard informationin two types of tables:
tables with landings and dis cards reported by MS and estimated for the fleets under
exemptions (Tables 1 -12 in Annex 4) and tables with FDI data reported and filled in
aggregatedby species and sub regions (Tables 14 -18in Annex 4). In addition this year EWG
21-12added Table 13with  discards <MCRS for exemptions.

STECF also notes that considering the shortcomings highlighted by the EWG and previous
STECEF plenaries, theresulting estimates should be interpreted with caution.

5.2 Discard estimates by exemption
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STECF observes that the  estimated discards for fleets likely to make use of anticipated
exemptions to the landing obligationin 2022, the details of the anticipated exemptions and
associated data available are givenforeachregionin sections3.5.2.1t03.5.2.5andin Tables

1- 18 (Annex4) of the EWG21 - 10/12report.

5.3 STECF is askedto assess andif possible, provide percentages of discards estimates
below and above MCRS at a level of aggregation corresponding to the fleet, area and gear type
as specified in each exemption of eachofthe discard plans for 2022

STECF observesthat as forthe previous years, estimation of the proportion of fish above and
below the MCRS by species, country, métier, yearwas done merging tables A, D and F using
the fields domain discards and domai n landings.

STECF also observes that the EWG provides a detailed description of computation of the
numbers above and below MCRS by Country, Y ear, Area, and metier.

STCF notes thatit was only possible to extractdatafor the exemptions with the available
biological data. Corresponding total discard estimates and % of discards below MCRS per
exemptionand country in 2017 - 2020 are providedin Table 13 of Annex4.

STECF observesthatwhere exemptions relateto multiple species, the percentages foreach
spec ies above and below MCRS related to the catch of that species only and not to the total
catchof all species concernedin the exemption.

The results of calculationsforlandings and discards <MCRS per Member States and metierare
presentedin Annex5 ofth e EWG21 - 10/12report.

6 - Produce dissemination tables and maps of spatial effort and landings by ¢
squares

6.1 Discussresultsof TOR2.1 and 2.2 of the EWG 21 -10and agree the format of the table
A and biologicaldata (FDITables C, D, E and F) to be publicly disseminated inthe future.

Biological data (TablesC, D, E, F)

STECF observesthatthe EWG21 - 12 discussedthe outcome fromTOR 2.1and 2.2 of the EWG
21-10andrecommendedthat the biologicaltablesare disseminated inthe form that they are

submitted. EWG 21 -12 further recommended that next year (2022) an R script can be
prepared by the EWG expert(s) and made available as an attachment to the EWG Report once

it is adaptedto fit the format and structure of the data published in the disseminat ionwebsite.

STECF agreeswiththe EWGand notes that this process would require disseminating Domain
Landings and Discards in Table A. Prior to dissemination of the biologicaldatawiththe script,

the final outputs should be shared with the national cor respondents seeking fortheirapproval
to publish the data forthe first time. Afterwards publication of the data should be mentioned

as part of the data callinforming MS about intendeduse of the data.

Refusalrates (T able B)
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STECF observes that the EW G21-12 recommended disseminating Table B as submitted by
Member States. This table mainly relates to the at - sea sampling programmes and contains
refusalrates estimated by Member Statesfromstatistically sound sampling frames.

STECF notes thatthisinfor  mation should be disseminated withsome guidance on what the
table contains, i.e references and links to the definitions in the data call, and the
methodologies usedto derive data which canbe found inthe national chapters inthe report.

6.2 Calculatec overage of confidential data (as proposed by EWG 21 -10Tor1.2)

STECF observes that the EWG compiled the criteria, used to define confidential cells by
Member States insection 3.1.2. of the report and presented the coverage of confidential data
forsome k ey variables based on the data submitted by eachMS inresponse to the 2021 FDI
datacall. The EWGalso listed the sub - regions where more than 50 percentof the weight and
value of landings are marked as confidential (Table3.1.2.4inthe report).

Overview Figures3.1.2.1and 3.1.2.2 show the percentage of the data submitted in tables |
and H that have been marked as confidential by region, gear type and year for the period
2014 - 2020.

STECF agreeswiththe EWGthat the dissemination of EWGoutputsin form o f data sets of
capacity, catches and effort tables should stay as stated inrecommendation of the STECF 19 -
11:

A Data that are aggregated across Member States can b
marked as confidentialas it will be impossible toiso late the confidential data.

A When publishing data at Member State level, data ma
Statein question should be redacted.

6.3 Produce mapsof effortand landings by ¢ -square (to be inserted inthe EWG report) for
the foll owingregions (as definedin COM -2016-134 f or areas ot her than 6di st
major gear types (as definedin Appendix 4 of the data call):

a) Baltic; North Sea; North Western Waters; South Western Waters; Mediterranean and

Black Sea; Distant waters ;

b) Trawls (except beam trawls) with mesh <100mm; trawis (except beam trawls) with

mesh O 100mm; beam trawls with mesh < 120mm; beam tr a
nets; gilinets and entangling nets; dredges; hooks and lines; surrounding nets; potsand traps.

STECF observesthatthata comprehensive set of maps of spatial effort and landings were

produced forall fishing regions and major gear types. Theywere included in Annex 6 of the

EWG Report and are available at the EU level for public access in t he STECF web:
https://stecf.jrc .ec.europa.eu/dd/fdi.

STECF observesthat inordertoaccountforthe differentgeographicalformats allowedin data

call, the geographical data validation proc essadopted earlier (STECF19 -11)wasimplemented
and documented i n a series of scripts made available to the experts during and after the
working group. STECF agrees that such data checks should be included in the FDI data call
uploading tool.

STECF acknowledges that the geographical data validation process highlighted an overall
improved quality of the spatialdata submitted with only 0.71%of invalid rec ords for Table |
(Effort by rectangle) and 0.61%invalid records for Table H (Landings by rectangle).

Proposals to improve future data calls
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STECF observes that the  EWG21-10/12 discussed and proposed updates to the data call,
methodologicalissues and guidelines to improve future data calls. The EWGproposed updates

to Domains definitions, updatesto TablesC, D and B and to Appendix 3 of the FDI data call. In

particu lar, new columns (Total number of Trips, Number of Samples, Number of Sampled

Trips, Discard CV, Upper and Lower Confidence limits of Discard estimate) in FDI Data call

tables C and D would improve understanding of the coverage and robustness of the discar ds
information provided during the FDI data call.

STECF notes that discussions on future changes inthe FDI data callare alsogiven in section
7.4 ofthisPLEN 21 - 03report.

STECF conclusions

STECF concludestha ttheEWG21 - 10/12 appropriately addresse d all ToRs defined

STECF concludesthattwo FDI meetings conducted in 2021 allowed to further improve and
harmonise methodology reporting to the FDIdata calland had a positive effectonthe quality

of the data (and subsequent advice). Methodology meetin gs also provide a spacein which
historical data can be explored and interrogated for stability and consistency acrossyears. This
feature of the meeting will become increasingly important as FDI requests more historical (pre -

2014) vyearsinfuturedatacal Is. Therefore, STECF suggest sconduct ing methodology meetings
every second year to facilitate further development of FDI and use of additional quality
indicators to be added in the future data calls.

STECF concludes that additional biological data should f or now be published in the same

format as provided by MS, as proposed by the EWG 21 -10/12. STECF notes that prior to

release of any additional data the format should be shared with National Correspondents

informing about the publication of the data. STECF also concludes thatthepublicationofthe R

script creating fidetailed Table A0 byTadesg@ DrEgandf abl e A
F) would facilitate future data use by end users. STECF concludes however that a merged

detailed Table A would still remain easierforend - userstomanipulatethan individual tables

and scripts, and thatthis issue should be reconsidered in future EWG

STECF endorses all the EWG6s proposals to change t he
providing furtherspecific  ationtothe Member States providing data.

STECF concludes on the need for better discards information  to evaluate the exemptions
proposed by Regional Advisory Groups, required by DG MARE for planning purposes and e.g.

as basis forconservation measures un derUnion environmentallegislations. STECF concludes

that as this additional data collection may well go beyond the DCF/EU - MAP requirements
additional specific data may need to be collected in targeted sampling on the national or
regional level.

STECFsupports the EWGsd proposed updates to the FDI dat

STECF endorses the EWGs proposed procedure for solving through a dedic ated ad hoc contract
the remaining technical issues preventing data translation from Med&Black Sea data call
formattoFDI. STEC F also concludes that additional noteinforming MS about the transfer of
the data from Med&Black Sea databaseto FDI database should be included in both data calls
officialletters in 2022.

Contact details of STECF members
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I Information on STECF membe rso6 affiliations

is displayed

Members of the STECF shall act independently. In the context of the STECF work, the
committee members do not represent the institutions/bodies they are affiliated to in their daily
jobs. STEC F members also declare at each meeting of the STECF and of its Expert Working
Groups any specific interest which might be considered prejudicial to theirindependence in
relation to specific items on the agenda. These declarations are displayed on the publ

meetingos

legislation  on

the

website if
protection  of

http://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/

experts

adm - declarations

explicitly
personnel data. For

more information:

aut hori zed

Name

Affiliation *!

Email

Abella, J. Alvaro

Independent consultant

aabellafisheries@gmail.co
m

Bastardie, Francois

Technical University of Denmark,
National Institute of Aquatic
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2800 Kgs. Lyngby, Denmark

fba@aqua.dtu.dk

Borges, Lisa
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info@fishfix.eu

Casey, John

Independent consultant

blindlemoncasey@gmail.c
om

Damalas, Dimitrios

Hellenic Centre for Marine Research,
Institute of Marine Biological
Resources &Inland Waters, 576
Vouliagmenis Avenue, Argyroupolis,
16452, Athens, Greece

shark@hcmr.gr

Daskalov , Georgi

Laboratory of Marine Ecology,
Institute of Biodiversity and
EcosystemResearch, Bulgarian
Acadenmy of Sciences

Georgi.m.daskalov@gmail
.com

Doring, Ralf
chair)

(vice -

ThinenInstitute[TlI - SF]Federal
Research Institute for Rural Areas,
Forestryand Fisheries, Institute of
Sea Fisheries, Economic analyses
Herwigstrasse31,D -27572
Bremerhaven, Germany

ralf.doering@thuenen.de

Gascuel, Didier

AGROCAMPUS OUEST, 65 Route de
Saint Brieuc, CS 84215,F -35042
RENNES Cedex, France

Didier.Gascuel@agrocamp
us- ouest.fr

Grati, Fabio

National Research Council (CNR) T
Institute for Biological Resources
and Marine Biotechnologies (IRBIM),
L.go Fiera della Pesca, 2, 60125,
Ancona, ltaly

fabio.grati@cnr.it
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AZTI. Marine Research Unit.
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libaibarriaga@azti.es

Jung, Armelle

48395 Sukarrieta, Bizkaia. Spain.
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France

armelle.jung@desrequ  inse

tdeshommes.org

Knittweis, Leyla (vice
chair)

Department of Biology, University of
Malta, Msida, MSD 2080, Malta

Leyla.knittweis@um.edu.
mt

Kraak, Sarah

Thinen Institute of Baltic Sea
Fisheries, Alte rHafenSid 2, 18069
Rostock, Germany.

sarah.kraak@thuenen.de

Ligas, Alessandro

CIBM Consorzio per il Centro
Interuniversitario di Biologia Marina
ed Ecologia Applici3d
Viale N. Sauro 4, 57128 Livorno,
ltaly

ligas@cibm.it;
ale.ligas76@gmail.c  om

Martin, Paloma

CSIC Instituto de Ciencias del Mar
Passeig Maritim, 37 - 49, 08003
Barcelona, Spain

paloma@icm.csic.es

Motova, Arina

Sea Fish Industry Authority, 18
Logie Mill, Logie Green Road,
Edinburgh E H7 4HS, U.K

arina.motova@seafish.co.
uk

Moutopoulos, Dimitrios

Department of Animal Production,
Fisheries & Aquaculture, University
of Patras, Rio - Patras, 26400, Greece

dmoutopo@teimes.gr

Nord, Jenny The Swedish AgencyforMarine and Jenny.nord@havochvatten
Water Management (SwAM) .se

Prellezo, Radl AZTI - Unidad de Investigacién rprellezo@azti.es
Marina, T xatxarramendiUgartea z/g
48395 Sukarrieta (Bizkaia), Spain

O6 Nei I I, Bar | DTU Aqua, Wilemoesve] 2, 9850 barone@aqua.dtu.dk
Hirtshals, Denmark

Raid, Tiit Estonian Marine Institute, University Tiit.raid@gmail.com
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rihan@bim.ie
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3 | NTRODUCTION

The STECFEWG21-10 met asavirtualmeeting during 31May 1 4 June 2021. Themeeting was
openedat 9amon 31 May andwasadjournedatl 7.000n 4 June 2021. Working conditions  were
challengingbutad equate.

The STECFEWG21-12 met asavirtualmeeting during 13 i 17 September 2021. The meeting
was opened at 9 am on 13 September and was adjourned at 1  7.00 on 17 September 2021.
Working conditions  were challenging but adequate.

3.1 Terms of Reference for EW G-21-10 andEWG -21-12

DG Mare focal person: Evelien Ranshuysen , Jonathan Shrives and Cristina Ribeiro

Chairs:  Willy Vanhee and Arina Motova

Background

Two STECF Expert Working Groups on Fisheries Dependent Information (FDI) will be convened:
3) EWG21 - 10Da tamethodology and dissemination

4) EWG 21 - 12 Evaluation of Fisheries Dependent Information for EuropeanFleets to review
the data transmitted by Member States underthe 2021 FDI datacallto judge:
a. If datasubmittedis complete interms of areas of fishing, types of fleet segment
and gearoperated and species identified;
b. If datasubmittedis complete interms of type of data requested: capacity metrics,
effort metrics, landings, discards and spatially disaggregated landings and effort.

In addition, the EWG is asked to map the data on fishing effort obtain ed from the call for
spatially disaggregated data.

In consid ering the completeness of the data submitted the EWG is entitled to use
externalsour cesof datawh ere necessary, asw ell as expertjud gement.

Terms of Reference EWG21 -10 (Data methodology and dissemination)
Based upon the

- STECF PLEN 20-02 conclusions on the ToR 7.4 preparation of the EWG 20 - 10 Fisheries
Dependent Information;

- STECFEWGZ20 - 10 conclusionsto establisha common practices (use of confidentiality data
records and disseminationtools), and the needto create methodology to partition data
(numbers at length) fr  omTables C and D (aggregationsaccording to sampling programs)
to Table A (detailed catchtable).

- Theneedstressed bythe STECFPLEN19 -03todevelopasuite of methodologies forthe
dissemination of FDI data. Such methodologies should provide a visual a nd numerical
indication of estimate robustnessand coverage I in particularfordiscard estimates

Considering that this EWGis very tec hnicaland will take place virtually, an ad - hoc contract will
be put in place to prepare proposal for the methodology to create detailed Table A and
disseminate it providing visual and numerical indication on robustnessand coverage estimated.

The STECF EWGis requested to:

1717 Review approaches used by Member States Responding to the FDIdata call and if
possible commonb est practice
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Discuss and review the following:

1.1 Methods used by MS to partition biological sampling data to the level requested in
Table A;

1.2 Review methods used by MS to define confidential cells;

1.3 Metierdefinitions used by MS;

1.4 Allocationo flandingstoc -squaresusing VMS/logbookdata;

1.5 Coverage and methods usedto estimate landings and effort data forvessels <10m;
1.6 Any otherbusiness (AOB).

2 1 Based onthe Ad - Hoc project proposal review methodology to assemble detailed
Table A prov  ided by Member States , the biological data as wellas access suitability of
proposalto disseminate detailes Table A

2.1 Review methodology proposedto derive detailed Table A and its suitability;

2.2 Review and propose methods that incorporate numerical i ndication of estimate
robustness and coverage of information provided in Table A ( e.g., number of samples

collectedfordiscards data).

2.3 Discuss a possibility to transferthe biological data fromMediterranean and Black Sea
data callinto the FDI format /database

3 T Test the comparatibility between the data collected in the FDI database and data
provided for the fleet socio - economic data call

3.1For2017 -2018data, map fleet segmentsfoundinthe FDI databasetofleet segments
foundin the Fleet Economi ¢ database.

3.2 Compare sums of effort (days at sea)and landings (tonnes and values) between FDI
and the dataset fromthe Fleet socio -economic datacallby:

a. Country;
b. Fleet segment;
c. Gear type within fleet segment.

The experts are invited to prepar e a presentation ontheirmethodology inthe respective Member
Statethatwillbe givenin the first days of the EWG.

Terms of Reference EWG 21 - 12 Evaluation of Fisheries Dependent Information for
European Fleets

The STECF EWGis requested to:

4 1 Review and document completeness of the data set and feedback from Member
States on approaches used and problems encountered in responding to the data call.

4.1 As a matter of priority, the EWG is requested to ensure that all unresolved data
transmission (DT)iss  uesencountered priorto and during the EWG meeting are reported on
ine via the Data Transmission Monitoring Tool (DTMT) available at
https:/datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.euiweb/dcf/dtmt. Suchissuesshould be reportedin full
within 2 weeks of the end of the EWG.

4.2 Review outputsof ad hoc contractthat provides the catches, landings and discards, at a
level of aggregation corresponding to the fleet, area and gear type as specified in each
exemption of eachdiscard planfor 2022.

4.3 Reviewresults of  script developed underToR2.1of EWG 21 -10andcheckconsistency

of the results produced.



4.4 Review analysis of compatibility between AERand FDI data calls produced by EWG 21
10 ToR 3 and provide relevant explanations where needed. Rerun the analysis us
recent data (if resources allow).

4.5 Review data quality checks and produce Nationalmethodological c hapters

51 Provide landings and discards data for exemptions in discard plans
Based upon the previous workand method established in STECF EW G20-10:

5.1 STECF is asked to provide figures for landings and discards in 2020, at a level of
aggregation corresponding to the fleet, area and geartype as specified in each exemption of
each of the discard plans for2022.

ing most

5.2 STECFisaskedtoassessan dif possible, provide percentages of discards estimates

below and above MCRS at a level of aggregation corresponding to the fleet, area and gear
type as specified in each exemption of each of the discard plans for 2022.

5.3 Where there is insufficient di scard data for the above task, the STECF is asked to
provide estimated catches (landings + discards 2) for 2020, if possible and enough data

provided during data call.

6 - Produce disseminationtablesand maps of spatial effort and landings by ¢ - squares
6.1 Discuss resultsof ToR2.1and 2.2 of the EWG 21 - 10and agree the format of the T able

A and biologicaldata (FDI Tables C, D, E and F) and of the refusalrate data to be publicly
disseminated in the future.

6.2 Calculate coverage of confidential data (as proposed by EWG21 -10ToR1.2).

6. 3 If GIS technical skills are available in the EWG, produce maps of effort andlandings by
c- square (tobe inserted inthe EWG report) forthe following regions (as defined in COM

2016-134 f or areas othert emadm) 6amndt mamjtorwagear

appendix4 of the data call):

a. Baltic; North Sea; North Western Waters; South Western Waters; Mediterranean and
Black Sea; Distant waters

b. Trawls (exceptbeamtrawls) with mesh < 100mm; trawls (exceptbeamt rawls) with
mesh O 100 mm; beam trawls with mesh < 120mm;

seine nets; gillnets and entangling nets; dredges; hooks and lines; surrounding nets;
pots andtrap.

types

bean

26bDiscardso6 are defined here as the fish/crustaceans t



4 DATA PROVISION AND CHECKS

4.1 DCF FDl data call 202 1

The DCF Fisheries Dependent Information (FDI) data call2021 opened on 1st June 2021 with the
legal deadline on 30th June 2021 and the operational deadline on 30 " August 2021.

The 2021 FDI data callwas consistent with the comments and suggestionsfromthe EWG 20 -10
(see the STECF report of the EWG 20 - 10, chapter 4). In particular, the following changes
proposed during the EWG 20 - 10were implemented in the 2021 data call:
1 Therefusalrate table (table B) has been modified.
9 Guidelines for the identificatin of the principal sub - region requested inthe capacity table
(table J) have been added.
1 Guidelines aboutthe  Nephrops sub -region variable have beenadded.
1 Guidelines extracted fromdeep fisheries regulations have been addedto specify how to
deal withthe deep variable.

The dataformat to be usedto answerthe datacallwas detailed in the annex sent tothe Member

States withthe official letter. Theannexwas also published withthe Exceltemplates on the JRC

DCF website (https:/datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu/data -calls). Inthe annextothe datacall , 11
tables were described, among which table K was optional and tables C, D, E, and F were not
requestedfor the Mediterraneanand Black Searegions (GFCM GSA S).

Datawere requestedfor2 years only, 2020 and 2014 forall the tables excepttable Hand table |

that contain spatialinformation. For Mediterraneanand Black Sea regions (GFCM GSAs), spatial
datawere requested for2020 only; forthesecountries, data foryear2014 were welcomed if
available, but the submission was not compulsory.

Declaration about data confidentiality

In the context of the confidential data used during the EWG 21 - 12, the experts signed the
following declaration at the beginning of t he meeting.

In order to answerthe term of reference of the EWG 21 -12, the Fisheries Dependent Information

(FDI) data providedby Member Statesinthe context of the DCF FDI 2021 data callwill be used.

The FDI data call requests data at a detailed level; for this reason, it is possible for Member
Statesto markdata as confidential.

| hereby declare that | was informed by the STECF secretariatand the chairs of the EWG 21 -12
that the dataset used during the EWG contains some confidential dataand thatacc esstoanduse
of the datasetis only permittedinthe EWG context. Consequently, all DCF FDI datasets shall be

removed allthe electronic supportsused (e.g., hard disk, memory stick, etc.),and ho electronic

or paper copies of the datashallbe kept by e xperts after completion of the EWG 21 -12report.
Signing the present declaration, lacknowledge that Iwas informed onthe above.

4.2 Data checks on uploads and data evaluations before EWG 21 - 12 meeting

Timeliness and coverage

Most Member States submitted da taforall the requestedtablesby the legaldeadline of the data
call(seeFigure2. 2.laand?2. 2.1b).Therewere only 2 Member Statesthatdid not provide all the
tables before the legal deadline (France fortables C and E and Spainfor table B).


https://datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu/data-calls

Data set Belgium Bulgaria Croatia Cyprus Denmark Estonia Finland France Germany Greece Ireland Haly
TABLE_A 29/06/2021  28/05/2021  24/06/2021  25/06/2021  29006/2021  3006/2021  07/06/2021  29/06/2021  29/06/2021  29/06/2021  30/06/2021  30/06/2021

TABLE_B 21/06/2021 = 28/05/2021 17/06/2021  30406/2021  30006/2021  11/06/2021  29/06/2021  15/06/2021  29/06/2021  29/06/2021  30/06/2021
TABLE_C  28/06/2021 30006/2021  30406/2021  09/06/2021  20/07/2021 304062021 30/06/2021
TABLE_ D 30/06/2021 30006/2021  30406/2021  10/06/2021  29/06/2021 304062021 30/06/2021
TABLE_E 30/06/2021 30006/2021  30406/2021  18/06/2021  20/07/2021 304062021 30/06/2021
TABLE_F  30/06/2021 30i06/2021 304062021 22/06/2021  29/06/2021 = 304062021 30/06/2021

TABLE_G 21/06/2021  29/06/2021  24/06/2021  25/06/2021  29/06/2021  30/06/2021  09/06/2021  28/06/2021  25/06/2021  29/06/2021  29/06/2021 = 30/06/2021
TABLE_H 25/06/2021  25/06/2021  24/06/2021  25/06/2021  29/06/2021  30/06/2021  23/06/2021  28/06/2021  25/06/2021  14/09/2021  29/06/2021 = 30/06/2021
TABLE_| 21/06/2021 = 25/06/2021 = 24/06/2021  25/06/2021  29/06/2021 = 30/06/2021  23/06/2021  28/06/2021  25/06/2021  29/06/2021 = 29/06/2021 = 30/06/2021
TABLE_J 21/086/2021  25/06/2021  24/06/2021  25/06/2021  29/06/2021  30/06/2021  10J06/2021 = 28/06/2021 = 15/06/2021 = 29/06/2021  29/06/2021 = 30/06/2021

TABLE_K = 30/06/2021 30/06/2021

Figure 2.2.1a: Timeliness overview: data sets uploaded by Member States during the FDI data call with the
date of the first successful upload (table K is optional and tables C, D, E and F are not requested for
Mediterranean and Black Sea countries).

Data set Latvia Lithuania Malta MNetherlands Poland Portugal Romania Slovenia Spain Sweden K%:'\I::jeudm
TABLE_&  23/06/2021 29/06/2021 22106/2021 29/06/2021 29/06/2021 28/06/2021 02/06/2021 22106/2021 29/062021 18/06/2021 2110672021
TABLE_B  29/06/2021 29/06/2021 22/06/2021 29/06/2021 28/06/2021 22/06/2021 01/0772021 18/06/2021 30/06/2021
TABLE_C  25/06/2021 29/06/2021 29/06/2021 29/06/2021 30/06/2021 30/06/2021 18/06/2021 2110672021
TABLE_D  25/06/2021 29/06/2021 29/06/2021 29/06/2021 30/06/2021 28/06/2021 18/06/2021 21/06/2021
TABLE_E  25/06/2021 29/06/2021 29/06/2021 29/06/2021 30/06/2021 30/062021 18/06/2021 21/06/2021
TABLE_F  25/06/2021 29/06/2021 29/06/2021 29/06/2021 30/06/2021 29/062021 18/06/2021 2110672021

TABLE_G = 25/06/2021 29/06/2021 221062021 30/06/2021 29/06/2021 28/06/2021 02/06/2021 22/06/2021 30/06/2021 30/06/2021 28/06/2021
TABLE_H  25/06/2021 29/06/2021 221062021 30/06/2021 29/06/2021 28/06/2021 02/06/2021 220062021 30/06/2021 30/06/2021 28/06/2021
TABLE_|  25/06/2021 28/06/2021 22/06/2021 30/06/2021 28/06/2021 28/06/2021 02/06/2021 22/06/2021 30/06/2021 30/06/2021 28/06/2021
TABLE_J  25/06/2021 29/06/2021 221062021 30/06/2021 29/06/2021 28/06/2021 02/06/2021 221062021 30/06/2021 18/06/2021 28/06/2021
TABLE_K 30/06/2021 29/06/2021

Figure 2. 2.1b: Timeliness overview: data sets uploaded by Member States during the FDI data call with the
date of the first successful upload (table K is optional and tables C, D, E and F are not requested for
Mediterranean and Black Sea countries).

As shown in Figu re 2. 2.2, many Member States re - uploaded data after the legal deadline and
before the operational deadline. Some Member States re - uploaded data also during the EWG;
however, compared to previous years, the number of re - uploads during the EWG was lower,

allowing experts more time towork on the ToRassigned to the working group.

About the coverage of the data, Member States submitted dataformost of the variables for all
the years requested.
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The coverage of discards data in table A is generally poor for all the years present in the FDI
dataset. Forall the 7 years, on a total of 3555424 rows, there
greaterthan 0; 414475 entries with discards equalto 0; and 2657871 entries with discards not
known (NK code).

Considering the landings for2020:
responding disc ards was reported greaterthan O; discardswas reported equal to
0 for 523290 tonnes of landings; and discards is not known for 3709330 tonnes of landings. In

Table 2. 2. 1the coverageof discardsis reported also forthe otheryears.

landings the cor

Table 2 .2.1 Discards coverage intable A

from atotalof4602473tonnes

(the comma is used as

are 483078 entries with discards

thousands separator ).

landed , for369851 tonnes of

Year Landings with Landings with Landings with Total
discards>0 discards=0 discards=NK Landings
tonnes % of total tonnes % of total tonnes % of total tonnes
Landings Landings Landings
2014 732,514 13.92 483,269 9.18 4,046,341 76.9 5,262,125
2015 761,732 14.29 664,100 12.46 3,905,053 73.25 5,330,886
2016 743,193 14.22 710,734 13.6 3,773,407 72.19 5,227,335
2017 553,876 10.24 780,694 14.44 4,072,458 75.32 5,407,029
2018 595,0 64 11.06 1,742,627 32.39 3,041,868 56.54 5,379,560
2019 539,753 11.22 758,359 15.77 3,511,707 73.01 4,809,820
2020 369,851 8.04 523,290 11.37 3,709,330 80.59 4,602,473
The comparison of the coverage of table A against table Hprovided consistent results formost of

the countries (exceptfor

Estonia, France, Greece, Ireland,

ltaly , Romania and Spain

2. 2. 2the comparison of the total weight of landings provided for 2020 in the two tables is shown.

); in Table



Table 2. 2.2 Coverage comparison of weight of lan

commais used as

thousands separator ).

dings between table A and table H for the year 2020 (the

Country Landings fromtable Landings from Table H c_omparedto Year
code A (tonnes) table H (tonnes) table A:difference %
BEL 19,816 19,580 -1.19 2020
BGR 6,2 27 6,227 2020
CYP 1,246 1,246 0 2020
DEU 202,319 194,941 -3.65 2020
DNK 736,417 733,076 -0.45 2020
ENG 188,866 183,179 -3.01 2020
ESP 796,675 691,056 -13.26 2020
EST 70,660 55,767 -21.08 2020
FIN 112,347 112,347 0 2020
FRA 484,724 380,749 -21.45 2020
GBG 832 832 0 2020
GBJ 116 116 0 2020
GRC 59,192 42,405 -28.36 2020
HRV 71,143 70,813 -0.46 2020
IOM 2,924 2,922 -0.07 2020
IRL 257,789 214,285 -16.88 2020
ITA 136,392 58,803,540 43,013.63 2020
LTU 89,650 89,650 0 2020
LVA 103,207 103,207 0 2020
MLT 2,129 2,129 0 2020
NIR 44,724 44,710 -0.03 2020
NLD 306,711 305,189 -0.5 2020
POL 193,471 193,471 0 2020
PRT 148,911 146,072 -1.91 2020
ROU 4,463 2,906 -34.89 2020
SCO 390,618 390,048 -0.15 2020
SVN 152 152 0 2020
SWE 170,751 170,751 2020

Regarding effort, comparison of the coverage of table G against table | provided consistent

results formost of the countries (except Greece, Ireland
Table 2. 2.3 the comparison of the

, Italy,

Romania , Slovenia and Spain ); in
totfishdays variable provide d for 2020 in the two tables is

shown.
Table 2. 2.3 Coverage comparisonof totfish days between table G and table | for the year 2020 (the comma
is used as thousands separator ).
Country Fish days from Fish days from Table | cqmparedto Year
code table G table | table G: difference %
BEL 13,291 13,166 -0.94 2020
BGR 22,831 22,831 0 2020
CYP 142,698 142,698 0 2020
DEU 86,712 86,864 0.18 2020
DNK 75,164 75,162 0 2020
ENG 133,781 132,021 -1.32 2020
ESP 853,598 608,539 -29.71 2020
EST 71,301 70,107 -1.67 2020
FIN 84,171 82,678 -1.77 2020




Country Fish days from Fish days from Table | cqmparedto Year
code table G table | table G: difference %
FRA 534,033 527,952 -1.14 2020
GBG 674 674 0 2020
GBJ 82 82 0 2020
GRC 1,625,761 84,140 -94.82 2020
HRV 292,323 298,142 1.99 2020
IOM 4,841 4,841 0 2020
IRL 57,419 39,222 -31.69 2020
ITA 1,045,764 160,857 -84.62 2020
LTU 5,035 5,035 0 2020
LVA 15,460 15,458 -0.01 2020
MLT 19,310 19,310 0 2020
NIR 11,551 11,508 -0.37 2020
NLD 51,949 49,216 -5.26 2020
POL 38,097 38,097 0 2020
PRT 252,779 263,804 4.36 2020
ROU 3,957 553 -86.02 2020
SCOo 126,591 126,471 -0.09 2020
SVN 6,252 23,818 280.97 2020
SWE 55,558 55,498 -0.11 2020

Concerning the refusal datainformation requested intable B, for both2014and 2020, Croatia,

Netherlands and Romania did not provide this table (see Figures 2. 2.1and 2. 2.3) and Greece
provi ded an empty table. Inaddition, Estonia, Italy and Portugal provided dataforthe year 2014

with all the variables set to not known (NK value) and Belgium provided dataforboth 2014 and

2020 with all the variables set to not known (NK value). Lastly, the following Member States
provided information for 2020 but not for 2014: Bulgaria, Finland, France, Ireland, Netherlands,

Poland, Spain and United Kingdom.

Checks during the upload of the data

The majority of the checks performed during the upload ofthe d ataconcerned the use of valid
codes referred to the various appendixes of the data call and the type of the data entered
(numeric or text).

In particular, the upload tool verified the format of the provided files and checkedthe codesused

tospecifythe followinginformation: country, fishing technique, vessellength,gear type, target
assemblage, meshsize range, metier, species, supra -region, sub -region, Nephrops sub -region,
geographical indicator, EEZ indicator, deep fisheries, specific conditions rel ated to technical
measures (variable name: specontech).

In addition, in tables A, G, H and |, the consistency between sub - regioncodesand EEZ indicator
codes were verified; in tables C and D, the age value was validated against the min - max age
range prov ided;in tables D andF, the lengthvalue was validated against the min - max length
range provided; in tables H and |, the format of the the geographicalcoordinates (latitude and
longitue)andofthec - square waschecked, andthe consistency of the spatial information was
verified.

In the uploadtool, the following c heckamong different tables was provided: during the upload of
tables C, D, E, F and K, a controlwas performed onthe presence of domainlandings and domain
discards codes intable Afor the sa me country, yearand species.

Post - upload data checks
Afterthe upload of the data by Member States, JRC carried out some quality checks:
1 Toveriftthec onsistencybetweenthe data submitted and the specification of the datacall



1 Toverifythec onsistency betweenthe datasubmittedin the differenttablesofthe FDI
datacall

 Tocompared atacomparisonamongyears

 Tocrosschecks data withanotherdata source (EUROSTAT data)

In more detail, the following c hecks were performed and visualized with T ableau:

1 Comparison of any given metric overthe time series (2014 - 2020).

1 Using the totalweight landings and total value landings fields from table A, an average
price per species and yearwere calculatedand compared to the average price calculated
per country.

9 Comparison between discards [tonnes] and the sum of products [tonnes] = no_age
[number in thousand]*mean_weight[kg] (tables C and D).

1 Comparison between totwghtlandg [tonnes]and the sumof products [tonnes] = no_age
[number in thousand]*mean_weight [kg] (t ablesEand F).

1 Where domain landings codes match betweentablesA, Eand F, the sum of total weight
landings values in table A for the given domain name was checkagainst the total weight
landings value in tables E and F.

T Where domain discards codes match betweentablesA, Cand D, the sum of total weight
landings values in table A for the given domain name was checkagainst the total weight
landings value in tables C and D.

9 Comparison betweentotal weight landings and total value landings: totwghtlandg>0 and
totvallandg=0in table A.

1 Comparison between weight landings and effort: totwghtlandg>0 in table A and effort
(totfishdays and totseadays) not presentor NK in table G.

1 Comparison between spatial weight landings in table H and weight landings in table A:
totwghtlandg>0 in table H and totwghtlandg not presentintable A.

1 Comparison between spatial effortintable | and effort intable G: totfishdays>0in table |
and totfishdaysnot presentorNK in table G.

1 Intable Hand]l, verification of the compatibi lity of the geographical coordinates (latitude
and longitude) with the value provided forthe rectangle type.

1 In tables H and |, identification of incorrect combination of NA values in the spatial
columns and identification of datawithout any sub - regiona ssigned.

1 Comparison of Nephropssub  -regionvalues fromtables A, C, D, E and F withidentification
of the cases wherethe Nephrops sub -regionvaluesare different among the tables are
shown.

1 Average lengthvessels compatibility with the vessellength categ ory (table J).

1 Comparison of number of vessels fromtable J and table G: totves>0in table G and totves
in table Jis not present or NK.

Among the issues highlighted by the data checks implemented at JRC, the most relevant were the
following:

9 Dataprovided withdifferent unit of measures (intables A, C,D, E,F, G, Hand I).

1 Row data provided insteadof data raisedto the total production (intables C, D, E and F).

1 Forthe same domain landings, different values of totalweight landings (in tables Eand F).

1 Forthe same domain discards, differentvalues of discards (intables C and D).

1 Forthe same domain discards, differentvalues of totalweightlandings (in tables C and
D).

1 IntablesHand I, incompatibility of the geographical coordinates (latitude and | ongitude)

withthe value provided forthe rectangle type.

Cross check with EUROSTAT data



The purpose of the cross checkwith an externaldata sourcewas to verify the completeness of
the submitted data sets. EUROST AT datasets have been downloaded from:

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/fisheries/data/database

Results of the checks were made available to national correspondents (with access credentials
that restricted themto seeing info rmation about their own country only) and the EWG 21 -12
experts (with access credentialsthat allowed themto see information about all countries).

5 RESPONSES TO THE TERMS OF REFERENCE

5.1 Reviewapproaches used by Member States responding to the FDIdata cal land if
possible, proposecommon best practice

5.1.1 Methods used by MSto partition biological sampling datatothe levelrequested in Table
A

The EWG recognises the usefulness of a standardized format for commercial catch data.
Nevertheless,the EWGalso wishestoemphasise thatthe discard estimates are derived using

data collected undersampling plans that are not designedto provide dataat the level of detail S
requiredin Table A . Hence,thequality andrepresentativeness ofthe deriveddiscard estimates
presented byfleet inTable A ofthe FDIdatabase cannotbeassured forall aggregationlevels
becausethe fleetdescriptorsin Table A have a higher resolutionthanthe level of resolutionused

to collectthebiological samples (e.g., vesselle ngth isus edas a fleet descriptor but is not taken
into account in most countries biological sampling protocols. T he po tentially large variation in
discarding practice  between fleets may also be hidden , sincethe same discard proportion will
have been applied to se veral different cells in Table A . It is therefore of high importance to
communicate the limtations of the datatothe end user.

Nevertheless, partitioning of discard estimates can be carried out by slightly different approaches,
and consequentlywiths  ome differencesin the outcome.

Formally,
D (1) = V(1) -7, (1)

where ¥, (i} is a value of a variable defining discard partitioning (e.g. landing of the same species,

effort of the target speciesin domain, etc.) inthe line it fromthedoma inm inthetableA, D.(i} is
a corresponding discard value, and r is the partitioning ratio. Note that Dy = Xiem D (1),
Ve = Ziem ¥ (), and = r(¥,).

Equation (1) constitutes a unifying frameworkfor all partitioning app roaches. Nevertheless, they
differin the choice of the variable ¥, and, consequently,in how theratio  is constructed . Table

3.1.1 reflects, inparticular, the differences in selection of the variable V. (column3 1 general
case,column4 1 specialcase).

The different practices currentlyused by MS are summarized in  Table 3.1.1.1.

Table 3.1 .1.1.Summary table of methods currentlyused by MS to provide discard estimates


http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/fisheries/data/database

Country Raising Methods for Methods for Variables defining domain
variable in partitioning partitioning
discard discards discards
estimation without
landings

Belgium Landings of the Proportionally  to Discards Year/quart er,metierand sub -
same species. the landings of the without region.

same species. landings are
not included.

Bulgaria NA Only zeros | NA NA

provided (Both
official and
scientific discards)

Croatia NA Only official | NA NA

discards were
provided in Table
A.

Cyprus Landings of the Proportionally  to NA Year/quarter, métier (only
same species the landings of the one region).

same spe cies (but
usually no needfor
partitioning)

Denmark Landings of all Proportionally  to Proportio naly | Quarter, fishery (group of
species for | the total landings | to the total | métiers)andsub - region.
most. Number of of all species landings  of
trips for a few. all species
Landing of same
species for
Nephrops.

Estonia NA Only official | NA NA

discards were
providedin Table A
(only zeros
provided).

Finland NA Proportionally to NA, the | Year/quarter/metier/rectangle

the landings of the fishing  gear

same species by is known

gear. from the
logbook even
if there are
no landings.

France Landings of the Proportionally  to NA Domain are provided in line,
same species the landings of the as far as possible, with the

same species by strata retained by expert to
Ayear *quar do stockassessment analysis
region and gear (e.g., ICESstratum)
typeo

Germany Landings of the Proportionally  to Proportionaly Year/quarter, subarea for




Country Raising Methods for Methods for Variables defining domain
variable in partitioning partitioning
discard discards discards
estimation without
landings
same species. | thelandingsof the | tolandings of North Sea, subregion for
For species | same species. all species. Baltic Sea, gear, mesh size.
without
landings,
landings of all
species.
Greece Landings of the Proportionally  to Discards Y ear/quarter, sub  -region,
same species. the landings of the without métier, vessels length
same species. landings are | category.
not included.
Ireland Effort Proportionally  to Proportionaly
the landings of the to the effort
same species. (days at
sea).
Italy Landings of the Proportionally  to NA Y ear/quatrter, subregion,
same species thelanding sof the métier vl 6.
same species.
Latvia Landings of the Proportionally  to Discards Y ear/quarter, subregion,
same species the landings of the without metier
same species. landings are
not included.
Lithuania Number of trip s | Proportionally  to Proportionaly | Year/quarter, sub  -region,
the landings of the to the | métier.
same species. number of
trips
Malta No methodologies
were provided
Poland Landings of the Proportionally  to Discards Y ear/quarter, subregion,
same species the landings of the without group of métiers.
same species. landings are
not included.
Portugal Fishing effort Proportionally  to Discards Y ear/Metier IvI5
(fishing the landings of the without
duration/number same species. landings are
of trips) not included.
Romania No methodologies
were provided
Slovenia Landings of the Landings of the NA Y ear/quarter, subregion,
same species same species metier
The Effort (kWwd) or Proportionally  to Included but Y ear/quatrter,
Netherlands | landings per | the variable used not division/subarea and métier.




Country Raising Methods for Methods for Variables defining domain
variable in partitioning partitioning
discard discards discards
estimation without
landings
species. fortheraisin g. partitioned.
Total

discards with

no landings

are assigned

to one row

(per domain

and species).

UK - No methodologies

Scotland were provided.

UK i | Landings of the Proportionally  to Proportionaly For demersal trawls and

England same sp ecies or | thelandings of the to the effort beam trawls: Quarter, sub -

and Wales effot ( days at | same species. (days at | region , metier lv4, mesh size
sea) sea). . .

For passive and pelagic
gears: Quarte r, sub-regio n,
metier lv4.

Spain Effort  (number Proportionally  to Included but Y ear/quarter,areaaccording
of trips) the landings of the not tosampling un it, métier

same species. partitioned.

Total

discards with
no landings
are assigned
to one row
(per domain
and species).

Sweden Effort or | Proportionally to Proportionaly Y ear/quarter, group of
landings of [ the variable used to effort or métiers andsub - region.
target species. for the raising. landings  of

target
species.
The EWG notes that most MS partition tot aldiscard estimatesfor aspecies proportionally to the

landings of the same specieswithinthe domain. Some MS use effort, landings of target species,

or landings of all species for partitioning of discards. There is some variation in how countries

parti tiondiscard estimatesfor specieswithoutlandings: effort orlandings of all species. Some
countriesdonotinclude  estimatesforsuch speciesinTable A. The latter approach means that
discard estimatesfor  non - commercial speciesare likely to be missin g from Table A.

Out of the 21 Member States that provided information 16 Member States partitioned the
discards to the landings of the same species and 2 MS used different variables for partitioning:
effont, landings of the same speciesorlandings of th etargetspecies (corresponding with the
variable used for raising the discard estimates). For 3 MSno patrtitioning is done because only
officialdiscardsorzeros are provided.




The EWG notesthatmost MS use the same variable for raising discards and cons equently for
partitioning discard estimatesin Table A.

The EWG also notes that the level of aggregation in domains varies between MS, and
consequently definesthe levelof partitioning in Table A.

The EWG suggeststhe following practicesfor partitionin g of discard estimatesin Table A:

- Totaldiscards should be estimated in accordance with the design of the sampling program,
to ensure that the total discards of a Adomainodo is
Adomain discardso utetoaHestmataimtbesanglingeagdiestimation.
- The partitioning of the discardsinto Table A is suggested tobe carried out by use of the
same variable that was usedforthe raising of the total discards.
- It is recommendedthat MS also ensures partitioning of discards with zero landings in Tabe
A (e.qg. proportion of effortcan be used in case discardswith zero landings are observedin
the biological sampling results).

5.1.2 Review methods used by MS to define confidential cells

The confidentiality rules applie d in the relevant tables of the FDI data call (A, G, H, ), are
summarized in  Table 3.1.2 .1. In the absence of national expertise during the meeting the
information provided in the STECF EWG 19 - 11 report was usedto supplement Table 3.1.2 .1 in

combination withe - mailcommunication. T he responsesfromGreece and Finland were obtained
by e - mail during EWG meeting.

The criteria of declaring data as confidential when a stratum contains  less than 3 vessels is
applied by the majority (12) of EU Member States. 2 Member States apply the confidentiality
mark to their entirelong - distancefishingfleets.Inmost cases, confidentialdataw ere indicated
forlong - distancefisheries.9 Member Statesdo not declare any of theirdata as confidential. The
importance ofacom mon criteri on for confidentiality wasraised by previous FDI EWGs meetings
and it now appears that the criteria used to declare data as confidential have been

harmonised  tothe extent possible.

In summary, three different approaches to declare data as conf idential are currently being
implemented (sometimesina combined way) by Member States:

1. No data transmittedinresponsetothe FDIdatacall are declared as confidential (9 Member
States)

2. Less than 3 vesselsd rul e is akedascoafdentalfl@MMembews ¢ onc e
States)

3. Allrowsregardinglong - distance fishing fleets are marked as confidential (2 Member States)

Dataw ere marked as confidential by member statesin Tables A (catch summary) and H (landings

by rectangle) eitherfor the weight variables (landings and discards) (W option), forthe value

variable (V option), forthe two (A option) orfinally for none of them (N option). Datac ould also
be marked as confidential inthe tables G (effort summary) and | (effort by rectangl e)for fishing
effort variables (Y =confidential andN =not confidential  options).

Table 3.1.2 .1. Criteria applied to confidentiality by MS

Country Confidentiality definition

Confidentiality application

Belgium If the datarelate stolessthan3vessels thentheweightandvalue fields




Country Confidentiality definition
are consideredconfidential

Denmark Table A, H if lessthan 3 vessels inaggregation levelthen A
Table G, | if less than 3 vessels inaggregationlevelthenY

Finland If lessthan 3 vesselsthenAelse N

France Very fe wdata highlighted as confidential untilnow, concerned only long -
distance fisheries and Mediterranean Bluefintunafisheries as there are
very specific and relate to very few vessels. For the other fisheries,
furthercheck s willbe needed toidentifythe rows holding information for
lessthan3 vessels (especially the lines for the spatialinformation which
are highly disaggregated) and decide if they have to be marked as
confident ial ornot . Suchchecks willbe plannedfor the next year data
call.

Irelan d If an aggregated unit had less than 3 distinctvessels it was marked as
confidential (for Weight and Value). Consider to add a dominance
criterion.

Lithuania Any aggregated operation that contains less than three vessels is
confidential

Latvia LDF vess els marked as confidential (less than 3 vessels peraggregation)

The Netherlands Table A, H, G, |if lessthan 3 vesselsindomain aggregationthen A else
N

Poland 3-5vesseloutside of the Baltic Seamarked as confidential

Portugal All the data that relate to less than 3 vessels was considered as
Confidential

Spain Table A, H if less than 3 vessels inaggregation levelthen Aelse N
Table G, | if lessthan 3 vessels inaggregationlevelthenY else N

No confidentiality application

Bulgaria No con fidentialcells

Croatia No confidential cells

Cyprus No confidential data except in the case of Purse - seiner targeting BFT

segment (1 vessel, no economic dataprovided)

Estonia

No confidential cells




Country Confidentiality definition

Germany Long - distancefisher ies ine.g., CECAForSou thPacitfic are treated as
confidentialbecause veryfewvessels participat e in such fisher ies. Value
column confidential due to more and more concentration on few
companies and POs. Apart from this , no confidential data  (but might
change if aggregation |  evel changes in dissemination tool specially for
landing and effort by rectangle)

Greece Are considered as confidential if the data are related to less than 3
vessels indomain aggregation

ltaly No confidential cells
Slovenia No confidential cells
Swe den No confidential cells
United Kingdom No confidentialcells

Unknown on confidentiality application

Malta No criteria were provided

Romania No criteria were provided

In Table 3.1. 2.2 below, theamount of both confidentialand non - confidentialdata is presented for
some key variables based onthe data submittedby eachMSiin responsetothe 2 021 FDI data
call.

The table shows that the percentage of dataconsidered by MS as confidential is more or less

stable between years and specifically during th e period 2014 -2020. The effort variables: days at
sea, fishing days and hours at sea have the smallest perc entage of confidential data, whereas the

Gt*Hours at sea the highest, reaching more than 20%. Most of the Member states used the
criteriaoflesstha nthree vesselsinthe aggregationlevelformark as confidentialdata, otherwise

the confidentialfield is marked as non - confidential. During the whole period 2014 - 2020, 11 of 24
countries have not reported data as confidential. The confidentiality W opti on has not been
marked in the data set by any country and only Germany used the confidentiality V option.



Table 3.1. 2.2 : Showingthe amount of confidentialand non

- confidential datain key variables for FDI 2021 data callin A and G tables

Varables 14 2005 2006 017 2018 2009 A0 2A1A- 2000
Units Clexification Value % Confidential  Vaue % Confidential  Value % Coonfidential Value % Confidential  Value % Confidential  Value ‘& Confident &l Value % Coonfiden tial Value % Comfidential
Motconfidential  E452358 525107E ET1I5™ 4515642 B23EE2D EiTaRa4 5338058 SEZS4E3
Days at Sea ) . 1E 1B
Confidentia 1338 18136 F.EF I 205058 10EES2 1ORSS |3z 137
Mot confidential 75255635 TIEIBSIEE EE7E13333 TIANNE TSI TLRIEEIL B35 170 TIESTBIES
kW *Days 3t S i i 58 s 134 160 2.5 SE 112 51
confidentid 141501903 LT BResu0 13opaRe TEE00T2 THE41353 BODER12 lipereTs?
Motconfidentidl 238780252 AIEBE 26231005 235E43152 2I51TESES 2504515 155500 56 - 230315258 _
Gt*DaEyE 3t Sea 3.2 A0 203 23.9 HE 1ns 13.7 BT
Confidential T21E4532 BAEETEIL EEJEEAZE TA158650 ZEBETEET JiagsrmT Jpom S2ODESED
. Notconfidentid  &Ra1267 525800 EE3TS08 45708 BAITTRD E320706 5510000 SB306 _
Fizhing day: 30 34 1E 40 13 1z 21 27
Confidential 208325 1ERAED 187570 153381 12438 ZamEs 120REL 161606
L. Mot confidential SETOES32S Er255RA2S BRXTS £33550414 50505006 EFATDRDE SO5SODERD E7EELSID
KW*Fizhing daye ) . 143 34 125 157 5.5 101 115 5
Confidentid 114645354 I37EEAL HRrress 1IvESIERS Toro3646 7561567 TRIroL S5005TS5
. Mot confidential 200104871 203 1EA0EE Z2ERE056 lonecEall 1SA05805 1RoDE0ED2 17rrea e 196836326 _
Gt*Fizhingdays ) ) 2.5 B2 180 231 HE 130 139 7.5
Confidential Sler3ga JE24520 53153078 STISEIE2 2SEEIT3L 28303431 2TBS0I5T7 I TETERS
Motconfidentid 47062235 47511432 _ 4TEIS0I0 - 4882420 _ STETETL 550E5307 48543718 5030655
Howrs atses ) . E2 15 14 3.3 34 8 LE
Confidential L5151 JEIE1RD JECSEIE JEo0EE 195A08D 1966135 k=it HIEAL
Mot confidentia 11255005842 1iTE7eRsaT 1IooRRIGRET 177303048 10ESITES looorraes S RINCE Hw3eTmes
kW Hiours 3t 223 21 155 195 209 B1 140 149 1
Confidentid 3196800715 ZEE13E53 220251080 3112RES0E0 1820348 1541 REFOEL 1557 IREEER JAIEEIEES]
Mot confidential 4475605238 4E13332155 J5T52 1805 A5 TIEEIS0 JERLARESD FTU2EEIT0 35516107 A 2EASA00M
Gt*Hours at 23 i i .2 43 3.2 22 145 145 H.4
confidentid 167312752 140787 ezl 15 MEEIDE 268 541375855 SIS S0ZA0BETa 1I53TEIS
. Mot confidenti 3 451048 ASEEEZS 4521388 4533780 A7a1084 42ISEED JEEEA5E HUEE
Landings tonnes ) ) az Bs 135 162 s 121 155 3.6
Confidentia TASETT Talsel TOoEE Er32an 636457 SEEEe BLED1S TOL388
. Mot confidential §365717454 GOr2 17305 MO0 ITE G553 TR I5TE61E SBE0Z 12431 G202 RSAG2T GE332BE5
Landing value [EUR) ) . 54 54 151 168 o 1iE 126 143
Confidentia 1251342524 10575303 L L 13518558 SoREIIS S1S1ERRIL Eo3qqneed 110553005
. Mot confidentia ZEBE0L 235444 24442 20E18D 24434 loiona 142658 21R536
Dizcards tonnes ) . 35 71 SE 50 4.0 7 40 4E
Confidentid 1ms 1E115 13822 10ETS 1= 7431 o1 108EE




Table 3.1.2.3 below shows thetotalnumber of records marked as confidentialby countries and
confidentiality optionsin Table A for period 2016 to 2020 inclusive.

Table 3. 1.2.3 : Totalnumber of records marked with the confidentiality optionsfor period 2016 -
2020

Member States A N v
BEL 14 362 10 214

BGR 4 582

cyYp 11 322

DEU 202 16 592
DNK 115 482 48 665

ENG 185 232

ESP 332 517 135 594

EST 4 658

FIN 2734 6 450

FRA 57 259 754 501

GBG 726

GB) 900

GRC 22 663

HRV 62 164

oM 967

IRL 59 389 22 009

ITA 161 274

LTU 1091 1 368

LVA 387 3776

MLT 12 048

NIR 12 542

NLD 13 396 9312

POL 711 10 404

PRT 184 656 69 584

ROU 969

SCO 60 386

SVN 5 467

SWE 69 493

In Table 3.1.2.4 below, thesub - regions where more than 50 percentof the weight and value of

landings  are marked as confidential are listed. Observations are based on data in Table A.

Compar ing the areaswhere dataof  confidentialcoverage  with over50 percent , providedintables
3.1.2.4and of similar datatables from previous years, publishedin STECF 19 - 11 report , show
only fewareas(e.g 27.12,41.2,etc.) were the high percentages (>50%) matched . Nocontinued
patternswere observed  overtheperiod 2015 -2018and comparedto 2020.

Table 3.1.2.4  : Areas where confidential data exceed50 percent of total by weight and value
of landings  in 2020.



Areas % of value of landings which are confidential in 2020 (>50%) | % of weigth of landings which are confidential in 2020 (>50%)
27.12 92% 96%
41.2 57%
47.1 53%
48.6 100% 100%
57.2 100% 57%
57.3 100% 100%
57.4 100% 100%
77 T3% 90%
Ba.1 100% 100%
21.1A 100% 100%
21.1B 100% 100%
21.1cC 100% 100%
21.1D 100% 100%
21.4v 100% 100%
27.1.A 52%
27.1.B 53%

27.14.B 91%

273.D.24 55%

27.5.B 52%
27.8.E 92% 91%
34.13 93%
34.3.1 71%
3435 100%

47.D 100% 100%
GSAl1l.2 T4% B61%
GS5A12 91% BE%
GSALS T0%

GSAZ 59%
GS5A4 705

Figures 3.1. 2.1 and3.1.2 .2 below show the percentage of the datasubmitted in tables | and H
that ha ve beenmarked as confidential by region, geartype and year.




" oanesen ot wostorn wtor o st e

100%%
75
50%%
25

0%

100%

5%
50
25%

0

100%:
7y
50%%

25
0

100%%

75 |
25%
0%

100%%:
5%
50%
25%

0

100%
75%
50%%
25%

0

100%%

75

50%

25
0%

hhhhhhh

#

#

&

#

#

Percentage of the total effort by year

#

#

hhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhh

confidential [l ves [l o

Figure 3.1. 2. 1:Percentage of effort (fishing days)fromtable | (effort by rectangle) marked as
confidential (red bars) and not confidential (green bars) by region, gear type and year for
period 2014 - 2020
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Figure 3.1. 2. 2:Percentage of landings weight fromtable H (landings by rectangle) marked as
confidential (red bars) and not confidential (green bars) by region, gear type and year for the
period 2014 - 2020



5.1.3 Metierdefinitionsu sedbyMS

The métier code is requestedinthe FDI datacalltables A, G,H and|. Fortable A, 454 different

métier codes were uploadedforthe 2019 datain responseto the 2020 FDI datacall. In appendix
7 of the FDI data call, the métier is defined and the structure of the code is specified.
Furthermore, alist of currently accepted codes (approved by the RCGs) is provided on the data

submission website.  However, whilethe  métier codes are uniquely specified accordingto criteria
suchamesh -sizeandspe ciescombinations,thechoice of métier by Member States may not be
consistent. Consequently,there is a needto standardize and harmonize the way Member States
provide métier codes  toresultina more standardized dataset . Furthermore, it should be noted
that the mesh size ranges requested inthe same tables and defined in appendix 6 of the data call

are not in line with the list of métier code s, which could lead to some misunderstandings and
inaccuracies.

In response tothe request prior tothe E WG 21 - 10FDI meeting, MS prepared a description ofthe
criteria usedto allocate fishing activity to metie rs. All MS are uploading métier codes for the

data call corresponding to the code list from the data call, which has been approved by

the RCGs .Additionalin formation providedtothe EWG by Member States ondatasources used
1) by large -scale fish ing fleet s where logbooks are available according to the EU Control
Regulation ( Council Regulation (EC) No 1224/2009 of 20 November 2009 )Jand 2) by small -scale
fishing fleet s (vessels <10 m or <8 min the Baltic) where the EU Control Regulation does not

require logbooks , are compiledin Table 3.1.3 below togetherwith the metric used whenassigning
the target species assemblage group in the métier code (e.g. DEF I Demersal fish, CRU i
Crustaceans,SPF 1 Small pelagic fish) . Finally, furtherinformationregarding the methodology in
placein Member Statesto calculate métier reportedduring the EWG 21-10 meeting are given in
Table3.1. 3.1.

Forthe large -scalefish ingfl eet s, métiercodesare mostly assigned usinglogbook information,

but some countries also combine with other data sources, e.g. sales notes, sampling data,

scientific census survey . For assigning métiers to the small -scale fish ingfleets , there is
variatio ninthe datasources used and,insome cases, strongassumptions are appliedduetothe
lackof relevant data (e.g. smallscalefishingfleets  whereonly sales note are available) . The
most common data sources available are small scalefleets -specificdec larat ions (e.g. monthly
fishing for ms, c oadldctadinakensubappokchwhern)some Member States use
simlar dataas large scalefleets (esp.logbooks) andothers have only accesstothe sales notes,

or sampling data. Furthermore, some Member Statescombine different dataset s (sales notes,
fleet register, expertd knowl e dngoedertoimprpvie éhmie métiarr y
estimation and/or confirmor enhance the assumptions applied. In cases when smallscale fleets
operateinwidel yspreadregions, the sourcesand data collection methodology used by Member
States varies. The most common metricsin assigningthe target species assemblage group are
weight orvalue oflandings andin afewcases, thesearerecordedd irectlyinlogbooks

Table 3.1. 3.1 : Datasources used forassigning métiers for large - and small - scale fisheries, and
metric s used forassigning target species assemblage group

Country Data source large - | Data source small - | Metrics (weight or va lue) for
scale fleets scale f leet s assigning target species
assemblage code

Belgium Logbooks NA (no vessels<10 m) Métier codes applied directly from the

Sur ve



Country

Bulgaria

Croatia

Cyprus

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Ireland

Italy

Latvia

Lith uania

Data source large
scale fleets

Logbooks

Logbooks

Logbooks

Logbooks, sales notes

Logbooks
Logbooks
Declarative forms
(logbooks) combined

with sales note via the
cross -validat ion  tools
6SACROI Sbo.

Métier algorithm combine

information (esp.

dominant  species or
assemblage of species
and declared gear)
coming from the
declarative forms with
the scientific census
survey of annual fishing
activity calendars of the
vessels.

Logbooks

Logbooks

Logbooks

Logbooks integrated with
sampling data when
needed

Logbooks

Logbooks

Data source small -
scalef leet s

Logbooks

daily recordsin fishing
reports

Sales notes

Sales notes, fleet
register. Some casesof
MIS_MIS

Logbooks

Monthly coastalfishing
journal (for non quota
species) and landing
declarations of coastal
vesselsunder 10 m (for
guota species)

Depending of the fishing
fleets segment.

1) for NAO a
SSF, same algorithm
than LSF applied onthe
basis of the SSF

monthly declarative
forms (no  logbooks
available) .

2) for Ot her

SSF, information on
métier are directly
derived/estimated from
the app lied on -site
samplingsurvey (catch
assessment survey).

Trip  register, fleet
register, sales/landings
notes on a monthly
basis

Sampling data

Sales notes, MIS_MIS
very common

Sampling data

Coastal logbooks
(monthly reports)
2019 < monthly

Metrics (weight or va lue) for
assigning target species
assemblage code

logbooks. Ifexceptionally the target
species has to be determined then this
is done by weight.

Weight

NA i métier codes mapped to national
fishing gear codes

Weight

Value

Weight

Weight

Value

Metier information is also directly
available in the comprehensive
scientific census survey of annual
fishing activity calendars of the vessels
and in the on -site sampling survey
applyingin Ot herregions for SSF.

Weight, exceptin the case of Ne phrops
where the target species is determined
by value.

Weightand Value

Weight

Weight

Metiercodes applied based on gear
code and mesh size provided in
logbooks. Weight.

Weight



Country Data source large - | Data source small - | Metrics (weight or va lue) for
scale fleets scalef leet s assigning target species
assemblage code

declarative form

2019 >=Logbhooks

Malta NA NA NA

Poland Logbooks Monthly declarative Weight
form

Romania NA NA NA

Slovenia Logbooks Logbooks Weight

Spain Logbooks and sales notes Sales notes Weight

Portugal Logbooks Sales Notes, Fishing Vessels without logbooks: weight and
Permissions, value

questionnaires . )
Vessels with logbooks: weight

The Logbooks Logbooks Weight

Netherlands

United Logbooks and sales notes Sales notes and Weightand Value. Value was used for

Kingdom declarative form i n | high value, lower volume
Scotland. species, Iprincipally ce phalopods and

othermolluscs and crustaceans.

Historical evolution of m é tier definitions

STECF-17-12 n o t eTdherdis considerable utility of holding data by métier level 6 components.

However,itis clear thatthereneedsto be a consiste ncyinthe description of métiers .0 and that

fivery few métiersused consistently across Member States0. A purpose of the m®tie
make codes describing the fisheries used across MS comparable

In 2018, the ADCF M®t i er Wo rhkmethodpuseditoassigrardtietedesppl v at t
transversal data, and a detailed description of methods applied by MS can be found in the 2018

report of the  Workshop on Metier Issues . In addition, defin itions and best practices were

discussed.

The workshop has been followed up by RCG intersessional subgroups (RCG Baltic & NANSEA) on
Metierlssuesin 2019 - 2021 with following outcomes:

- Suggestionon new standardized and harmonized list of métier codes ,whichwasapprovedby
RCGds in 2020 and in the September 2020 Liaison meet
new codes for métiers and reference lists can be used and implemented by the MS. Work has
beendone toinclude relevant selective devicesinthe codes. Atable links between new and

old codes (incasesthatamesh size range has been split up, a choicehas beentakento link
toone of them).
- Referencelists:
o Reference species list on how to group species
0 Reference arealist
0 Referencegearlist
- Script that can assign métier codes using a specified data input format. It also has
functionalities 1) to propo se an estimate of métiers where all needed information are not
available and 2) to refine the firaredo m®tiers first/|
on the year*vesselmain métiersin order to limit the multiplication of métiers calc ulated



https://datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu/docs/other-meetings?p_p_id=110_INSTANCE_YIiNT1qXsG0u&p_p_lifecycle=0&p_p_state=normal&p_p_mode=view&p_p_col_id=column-2&p_p_col_count=1&_110_INSTANCE_YIiNT1qXsG0u_struts_action=%2Fdocument_library_display%2Fview_file_entry&_110_INSTANCE_YIiNT1qXsG0u_redirect=https%3A%2F%2Fdatacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu%2Fdocs%2Fother-meetings%3Fp_p_id%3D110_INSTANCE_YIiNT1qXsG0u%26p_p_lifecycle%3D0%26p_p_state%3Dnormal%26p_p_mode%3Dview%26p_p_col_id%3Dcolumn-2%26p_p_col_count%3D1&_110_INSTANCE_YIiNT1qXsG0u_fileEntryId=1242949
https://github.com/ices-eg/RCGs/blob/master/Metiers/Reference_lists/RDB_ISSG_Metier_list.csv
https://github.com/ices-eg/RCGs/blob/master/Metiers/Reference_lists/Link_new_old_metier_codes.csv
https://github.com/ices-eg/RCGs/blob/master/Metiers/Reference_lists/Link_new_old_metier_codes.csv
https://github.com/ices-eg/RCGs/blob/master/Metiers/Reference_lists/Metier%20Subgroup%20Species%202020.xlsx
https://github.com/ices-eg/RCGs/blob/master/Metiers/Reference_lists/AreaRegionLookup.csv
https://github.com/ices-eg/RCGs/blob/master/Metiers/Reference_lists/Code-ERSGearType-v1.1.xlsx
https://github.com/ices-eg/RCGs/blob/master/Metiers/Scripts/script_metiers.R

- Manual explaining the background, script, input format and reference lists
- GitHub repository ( RCGs/Metiers at master-ices  -eg/RCGs (github.com) )where allthe
material are available (reports, métierlist, reference lists, script, manual)

The plan for implementation agreed by the ISSG (ICES Intersessional Sub Gro  up) on Métier
issues is that the new codes should be requestedforthe 2021 RDBES (Regional Data Base and
Estimation System) testdata callforthe fishing activity datacompiledin the tables CE (fishing

effort) and CL (landings by species) forall fisher ies. This ensuresthatMS answering the RDBES

test data call have time for implementing the new métier codes. In 2022 the ISSG on Metier

issues suggest that the new codes can be requested for other data calls (STECF FDI, ICES
VMS/Logbooks, ICES WGBY C).

The ISSG on Métier issues suggest that it will continue in 2021/2022 supporting the
implementation where needed, evaluating the need for new codes and assisting MS in
implementing the script.

Until now, the RCG ISSG on Métier Issues has had the main focus on the Baltic Sea, North Sea
and Eastern Arctic. Codes forthe Mediterranean and Black Sea have beeninserted into the list,

but collaboration withthe RCG MED&BS is encouraged. Métier codes for the MED&BS has been
developed by RCG MED&BS, and might be update d;this could be done in collaboration with the
RCG ISSG on Métierlssues. This can be discussed inthe RCG MED&BS 2 nd weekof September.

There are several advantages forchangingtothe new codes:

- Harmonized codes between regions .Anexample is that in ta ble Ain 2019 different
codes are requested for different regions forthe DRB_MOL métier: DRB_MOL_>0 0 0,
DRB_MOL _0 0 0. Inthe new codesthisis harmonized to: DRB_MOL_>0 0 0.

- Not overlapping meshsizeranges .Anexample is that in 27.3.D.25 both the code s
OTM_SPF _16-104 0 0OandOTM_SPF_16 -31 0 Ohave beenuploadedtothe FDItable
A for 2019.

- Common reference tablesto e.g.group speciescodesinto speciesgroups based on
the FAO ASFIS codelist.

- The métier codeswill hopefully be harmonized with otherd atacalls (ICES RDBES,
VMS/Logbooks, WGBY C data calls).

- Itincreasestransparency and assistinthe transitionto RDBES in the future

The disadvantages of changingtothe new codes include a workload forthe MS:

- MSneedtoimplement and apply the new code lists fortheirdata, also backin time. If
they answerthe RDBES test data call, they willalso need to implement it for that.

- Thedataseries would needto be resubmitted

- Assome métier codes have been split upin to smaller mesh size ranges on level 6 ,
there might be further partitioning of the discardsinthe table A

Nationalimplications in relationto the biological data depends on how the MS is using métiers in
theirraising procedures. FollowingEWG21 -10andp riortoEWG21 -12and MS we re request ed
to consider the implication for their country of changing to the new métier codes and

reportback  during EWG 21 - 12 atthe FDImeetingin September. Atthe sametime, the
need to discuss the métier list proposed by the RCG ISSG on Metier issues was
stres sed.

Based on such feedback, the EWG discussed whether the métierlist proposed by the RCG ISSG
on Metierissues should be usedfor the FDI data callin 2022. T he time of the meeting was before

the deadline of the ICES RDBES test datacallfor2018 -2020d ataforall fisheries, so the use of
the new métier codes hadnot beenevaluatedyet. Therefore , the EWG considers thatforthe FDI
datacallin 2022, it should be made possible to upload new métier codes as proposed by the RCG

ISSG on Métierissues,buta  Isostill be possible to upload the old métier codes.


https://github.com/ices-eg/RCGs/blob/master/Metiers/Manual%20for%20assigning%20metiers%20to%20transversal%20data.zip
https://github.com/ices-eg/RCGs/tree/master/Metiers

5.1.4 Allocationoflandingstoc  -squaresusing VMS/logbookdata

Accordingtothe FDIdata callformat, information on spatial landings and spatial effort (tables H

and 1) should be provided using either ¢ - square notation at 0.5*0.5 degrees resolution or
coordinates of the centre of a rectangle together witt
65*506). After r e dmethadologies usedtaprepareiFBldata, itturnedout thatthe

majority of Member States provide data using coordinates of the centre of arectangle together

with a rectangle type. Only a few countries provide data using c - square notation which is

prepared using VMS data. The most common approachisto use the information on a re ctangle

(e.g., ICES, GFCM)whichis registeredin logbooks or which can be determined from coordinates

registeredin logbooks. There are cases inthe Mediterranean regionwhere VMS data is used to

assign a rectangle fora part of the fleet whichis covered by VMS system. Moreover, VMS data is
widely used by most of the countries for a validation of rectangles and areas registered in
logbooks. The methods used by different Member Statesare summarised in Table 3.1. 4.1.
Table 3.1. 4.1 Methodologiesusedtop rovide spatialdatainthe FDI data callsubmissions.
Methodologies used to provide spatial landings/effort data in tables H and | of the FDI data call (concemns past submi
. Source of spatial
Spatl_al da@ Source of spatia| Is the small | information for the ilsirzs) (520
notation used in| . . | for the
| information for | scale fleet| smaltscale fleet: L
Country el dat| pee large-scale | data official  declarative| 2PProximation
rectangle / e . . . of fishing [ Comments
fleet: logbooks /| included?: forms / .
square / / /1o / not | aporoximation / off location of the
redangle and € IVMbS yes / no 1 no P " | smaltscale
square ogbooks+VMS | applicable decl. forms or fleet
approx.
The Belgian fleet has n|
not registered fishing vesse
Belgium rectangle logbooks applicable of <10m LOA
Only in case thq
rectangle was not filleq
by the owner of the
smallscale fleet vessel,
the catch was allocate
official ~ declarative based on the landing
Bulgaria rectangle logbooks+VMS | yes forms port
In case coordinates ar
not available, GFCN
statistical rectangles ar
translated from Croatiar
fishing subzones on th
basis of percentage d
official  declarative catch in each Croatia
Croatia rectangle logbooks+VMS | yes forms fishing subzone.
Based on the
Cyprus rectangle logbooks yes approximation port of lardings
Main rectangle
by harbour,
gear type and
vessel length
group. If this| For the 2021 data call
R2S&y Qi | ICES rectangles from
then rectangle| Danish vessels not
closest to| reporting logbooks have
Denmark rectangle logbooks yes approximation harbour. been estimated.
official ~ declarative
Estonia rectangle logbooks yes forms
Fishing| The catch and effort o]
location is| smaltscale fleet is
official declarative| registered in| reported by official
Finland rectangle yes forms the landing | coastal fishing journal o




Methodologies used to provide spatial landings/effort data in tables H and | of the FDI data call (concerns past submi

Spatial datal . .Source. @i el Method used
notation used in §0urce pf spatia| Is the small | information for thfe for the
| information for | scale fleet| smallscale fleet: L
Country FDI data:| o large-scale | data official  declarative| &PProximaton
rectangle / e . of fishing | Comments
fleet: logbooks /| included?: forms / .
square / L location of the
VMS /| yes / no/ not| approximation / off.
CEENZE il & logbooks+VMS | applicable decl forms  or e
square 0ghoo PP ) fleet
approx.
declaration. landing declaration.
Spatial information i
completed by the on
site sampling for fishing
fleets not covered by thg
off. decl. forms or declarative datal
rectangle and < approx. + orsite (logbooks, monthly|
France square logbooks+VMS | yes sampling declarative forms)
official ~ declarative
Germany rectangle logbooks yes forms
Spatial effort  data
concerning SSF will H
uploaded in  2021]
Spatial landingy
allocaton method iy
Greece rectangle logbooks+VMS | no under evaluation.
Where VMS is no
available, centre o
declared ICES division
Based on the| provided. Usually clos
Ireland rectangle logbooks yes approximation port of landings | of port of landings
For the 2021 data da
spatial landingd
allocation method forf
Italy rectangle logbooks+VMS | no SSF is under evaluation
official  declarative
Latvia rectangle logbooks yes forms
official ~ declarative
Lithuania rectangle logbooks yes forms
Malta No information available|
The official  declarative In 2019 data part of thg
Netherlands rectangle logbooks yes forms SSF was not covered
official ~ declarative
Poland rectangle logbooks+VMS | yes forms
Based on the|
Portugal c-square logbooks yes approximation port of landings
official  declarative
Slovenia rectargle logbooks yes forms
When there is nq
congruent statement i
the logbook, VMS i
used to check this (i
official declarative| Based on the| cases where vesse
Spain rectangle loghooks+VMS | yes forms or approx. port of landings | have VMS).
official ~ declarative
Sweden rectangle logbooks yes forms
Estimates off VMS information is only
associated used forthe large:
official  declarative| fishing effort | scalefleet when [ICE{
United forms + | entered rectangle information
Kingdom rectangle logbooks+VMS | yes approximation alongside saleqd isunavailablesuch as for




Methodologies used to provide spatial landings/effort data in tables H and | of the FDI data call (concerns past submi
. Source of spatia
Spat[al daFa Source of spatia| Is the small | information for the e
notation used in| : . | for the
£DI data: information for | scale fleet| smallscale fleet: approximation
Country | the largescale| data official ~ declarative -~
rectangle / e . of fishing | Comments
fleet: logbooks /| included?: forms / .
square / L location of the
VMS /| yes / no/ not| approximation / off.
redangle and € . smaltscale
logbooks+VMS | applicable decl. forms  or
square fleet
approx.
note or [ the UK distant waterg
declarative fleet.
formsusedfor
Scottish
vessels.
Another subject of interest was the inclusion of small - scale fleet data in spatial landings a nd
spatial effort tables of the FDI database. As shownin Table 3.1. 4.1, the majority of countries
include small scale fleet dataintheirspatialdata submissions. The fishinglocation requestedin
FDI spatial tables is primarily obtained from official de clarative forms which are mandatory in

many Member States. Inothercountries where declarative forms do not include information on
fishing location on a desired resolution or where such declarative forms are not available, an
approximation of spatial info rmation or on -site sampling is applied. The most common
approximation method is based on the port of landings.

It should be emphasized that the importance of spatialdataforend - users constantly increases. It
is recommended for Member States to use VMS d ata as far as possible to provide spatial
information at high resolution. It is also important to include small scale fleet spatial datain the

FDI submissions. In the case when detailed spatial information is not available in official
declarative forms, ¢ ountries are encouraged to use approximation methods to determine a
rectangle.

5.1.5 Coverage and methods usedto estimatelandings and effort dataforvessels<10m

Severalmeetings, research projects and workshops have dealt with the small scale fleet (SSF)
data collectionissue during the last 15 years, among themit could be mentioned: Workshop on
Small - Scale Fisheries, Kavala (Greece), 2005, Small - Scale Coastal Fisheriesin Europe, research
project (No FISH/2005/10), 2007, DCF Workshop on Common understandi ng and statistical
methodologies toestimate/re -evaluate transversal datain small -scale fisheries, Nantes (France),
2013, ICES Working group oncommercial catches (WGCAT CH),annual working group since 2015,

2" DCF Workshop on Transversal Variables, Nicosi a (Cyprus), 2016, fishPi and fishPi2 research
projects, 2016 and 2019, PGECON subgroup DCF workshop onsmallscale fisheries, The Hague
(Netherlands), 2017, CABFishMAN EU Interreg Atlantic Area project since 2019.

All these works concluded that the small - scale fleet is animportant component of EUfish ing fleet
and that asa minimum, itis essentialto estimate thefishing activities of SSF interms of fishing

effort, weight and value of catches . Also, enduser needs on the spatial distribution of SSF

activi tiesareincreasing, e.g., forMarine Spatial Planning purposes. The importanceof SSF, how

muc h they can contributeto landings and effortinsome areas and how they can be of major
concerninsome cases/areas forstockassessment, fishery spatial managem ent, and/orsocio -
economic studieshas beendocumentedinthese outputs .Unfortunately, allthese groups noted

also that data from this fleet segment are often underreported and difficulties arise to have

access to th is information. In 2015 ICES WGCATCH SS F subgroup concluded that: 'SSF are
importantin nearly all countries (no particular north/south distinction) but seemedto be trapped

in a vicious cycle where due to incompleteness and lower quality of existing data on this
component, systematic lower imp ortance wasassignedto it relativeto larger scale fleets'



As an illustration, the following graphics 3.1.5.1 & 3.1.5.2 represent by countryand supra region

NAO (North Atlantic Ocean) and MBS (Mediterranean and Black Sea) 5t he number of SSFO
vess els by vessellength ranges reported inthe FDI data call onthe basis of the dataavailable in

the FDI table J . It highlighted the importance of this segment in nearly all countries (often
counting for more than 2/3 of the totalfleet) . Belgiumis theonl y country withno SSF vessels (no

vessels under 10 meters length) recordedin its nationalfishing fleet register

3 For the otherregionBrance is the only member states with SSFveésEls ench over s easeutetm®str i t o
regions.



Figure 3.1.5.1Number of active vessels reported in FDI data call by country and vessel length ranges for 2019

and the supraegion NAO- FDI table J.
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Figure 3.1.52 Number of active vessels reported in FDI data call by country and vessel length ranges for 2019

and the supraegion MBS- FDI table J.
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To provide an overview by Members States of the coverage and methods used to esti

mate

landings and effort data for vessels <10m in order to respond to FDI data calls, a series of

Member State

completed and informat.

on

wa s

I specific presentations were given by EWG participants. Presentations were

shared bbynckraspleedinan f rom 2

overview by country of 1) the source(s) of data crossed to provide SSF (lessthan 10m vessels,

i.e. no logbooks vessels) fishing activity dataestimates (landings by species and fishing effort

area) in answer to the FDI datacall, 2) the
methodologies and principal assumptions applied for this purpose and 3) first informations about

data quality/coverage. This information is summarized by country in the table 3.1.5.1 below.

data by vessels, quarter, gear/métier and

Biological data (disc

ards and length/age catches distribution estimates) were not part of this

exercise and are not presented in this table (will be consideredas afuture task for the group).



Table 3.1.5

Biological data (discards and catcheslength/age estimates)

.1. Source of dataand methodologies applied by Member statesin order to
fishing activity data

(landings by speciesand fishing effort databy vessel, quarter, gear/metier and area)
the different assumptions and methodologiesappliedto a

est i mat @essSti&k Om, nologhooks vessels)

are not considered inthis table.

are presented inthe table below. Also
nswer FDI data calland first comments on data quality/coverage are presented.

Country Source of data | Data 6 pape r-dg Mandatory Level of | Datareportedin answer FDI datacall Data Comments
collection | declaration requirement data . - . . qguality/
type available (eventual issues/approximation highlighted in bold) information/com

ments

Belgium NA i The Belgium fleet has no registered fishing vessels of <10m LOA.

Bulgaria Logbooks +| Census 6paper gdAccording to the| Fishng trip| Crosschecking/validation of ta declarative data with

sales notes Bulgarian  legislation,| declaration | sales notes/landings declaration. VMS data are use
landing all vessels are oblige define the GFCM squares.
declarations andg to fulfil logbooks, sales . N
VMS data notes and landing Datg available for. <1.0mc
declarations availabl e fo r(Iogbomk@ m#drm atian s+
sales notes and landing declarations).
All the necessary informatioffandings by species an
fishing effort by vesswl
answer FDI datacall are obtained/derived from th
sources of information.
Croatia Logbooks (for | Census 6paper dCatch reporting in| Fishing trip | Landings by species and fishing effort data direc
all vessels unde edeclaration Croatiais mandatory fo| declaration | available by essel, fishing trip/day, gear and area in
management ; all commercial fshing| (logbooks) | declarative forms.
N (mobile catch
plans, 99% of vessels(they could notf or . .
X report and e VMS data are used to improve the spatialization of
the kndings)or access to the markd . - . g . s
logbooks) ; Daily fishing activity data (by specific Croatian fishing
(for the other . .| without catch reports). ) ¢ 7
Is) SSE introduced in declaration | subzonesconverted into GFCM statistical rectangles)
\Slgzzeﬁc 2019 WS devices on al} (fishing Sales notes are used to estimaverage prices and valy
. authorized vessels. reports) ;
declarative of |and|ngsl
forms  (fishing
reports)
+ VMS data
+ Sales notes
Cyprus Sales notes Census 6 p ap er d Mandatory requiremen| Sales event| Two categories of licences for the smsdlle vessels: 1
Landin to provide sales note d declaration | full or part time vessels with licenses A&B,
andings landings declaratior] (sales note)




Country Source of data | Data 6 pape r-d Mandatory Level of | Datareportedin answer FDI datacall Data Comments
f;rilee ction | declaration requirement gs;?lable (eventual issues/approximation highlighted in bold) ?n#or?n Lﬁ Ion;cgm/
ments
declarations (depending of thed Yearly 2) limited fishing effort vessels with Tlicense C.
| i censed Vel declaraton . "
(landings 1) Licenses A_&Bo ves_sels
declaration) | answer the FDI dataalj. Landlngs_ data are derl_ved_ fro
the sales notesollowing proxy is used for fishing
effort: 1 sales note = 1 fishing day = 1 day at seg
Metier/gear are derived from landings declaration
and observersodé6 survey. L
proportionnaly assigned.
2) Li cense Sate app®ack elitsonly
landings declaration are available.
Spatial information are not provided for these vessels
only provided for logbooks ve ssels
Denmark | Sales notes Census Ompeaer o6 Mandatory requiremen| Sales event| Sales notesare theunique source of informaton For recent years
_ . to provide sales note | declaration | available. AIS data have
+ Fishing fleet Electronic become  available
register logbooks have Metler/gear/mesh size are estimated on the basis ¢ for SSF from somed
+AlS data been  madg fisal es notes |l andings sp vessels using il
mandlatolryfor register gear 0. voluntarily.  This
;/;;rs]elsz ﬁﬁ-e For fishing effort calculation, the following can be used to 99
6paper d assumptions applied: one sales note = one fishing da more precise spatig
logbooks =one day atsea. information on gee
. localization.
remain  for The fishing areais available in the sales notes dg
smaller received from the Danish Fisheries Agency.
vessels.

Estonia SSF specific| Census 6paper g Coastal logbooks ar{ Fishing Landings by species and fishing effort data are dire Information on
declarative mandatory. trip/dayly derived f r o mhooRscproxidet hyl vi@sse landings and effort
forms (Coastal declaration | fishing trip/day, area (ICES rectangles), gear & for small boats ig
logbooks) (coastal Ispecies/. obtained directly]

logbooks) _ - L _ from database of th{
Forfishing effort, it isassumed thatne fishing day =
reported one dav atsea Governmental
monthly y authoritiegMinistry
of Rural Affairs)

Finland SSF specific| Census 6 paper g Catch data arbased on| Fishing Landings by species and fishing effort data direc

declarative census reporting tq trip/Monthl | available by vessel, fishing trip/month, gear and areg




Country Source of data | Data 6 pape r-d Mandatory Level of | Datareportedin answer FDI datacall Data Comments
f;rilee ction | declaration requirement gs;?lable (eventual issues/approximation highlighted in bold) ?n#or?n Lm. Ion;cgm/
ments
forms (monthly control agency covering y the declarative forms.
coastal fishing all commercial| declaration
journal (for non fisheries.
quota  species
and landing
declarations of
coastal vesseld
under 10 m(for
guota species).
France 1 | SSF specific| Census 6 p ap er d Mandatory requiremen| Daily The definition of all the fishing trips of this fleet wit]{ Completeness an| SACROIS producse
Atlantic declarative ) for SSF to providg declaration | their associated featurédates,ishing area, métier, geal reliability of the| the official
area forms (monthly Ongomg monthly declarativel (monthly and mesh size, total weight and value of landings| declarative datg reference
declarative project 10| forms, declarative | species)is based on a crosalidation tool SACROIS of| calculated via thq framework of
forms) mgvel tow_ards A | fishi ... | forms) the different available data aiming to provide the bl SACROIS tool| fishing activity datal
+ Sales notes edeclaration cglgzzarlssuLT/% act|V|tty reported possible fishing statistics data. are qualified ag for regulatory
y part 9 monthly i . . good quality and monitoring, data
N the French DCH SACROIS tool present different functionalities sufficient tolcal | s
+Geolocalisation WorkPlan implemented each of them through a specific algorithr . '
data i X s .| produce thel advices ang
order to: 1) consolldatf—: the fishing e_ffort or the fishi reference fishind academic research.
+ Annual fishing area of the trip considered, 2) estimate the valug act i vimates
activity calendar landings or 3) allocate a single métier to each fish for the SSE SACROIS tools fi
survey sequence (more information here: French fleet with  the needs
https://sih.ifremer.fr/Debarquemenésfort-de- belonging to the identified: 1) to
peche/Sacrois North Sea and have available g
North  Atlantic 3_'“9'9 _unique
regions. fishing a_ctlvny data
flow validated and
qualified to answer
all the endus e
requirement (in line
with  compulsory
EU regulations).
France - | SSF specificl Combined | 6 p a p e r § Mandatory requiremen| Daily Id. Atlantic areasee above)All the fishing trips of this| Completeness an
Mediterrea | declarative o . for SSF to provide declaration | fleet with their associated features is based on a i reliability of the
narea forms (monthly ngoing monthly declarative] (monthly validation tool SACRG®S of the different available dat{ re-evaluated
declarative project 0| torms. declarative | aiming to provide the best possible fishing statistic dat| declarative data
forms) move towardg forms) are qualified as

e-declaration

Annual fishing adtity

reported

Nevertheless, for the SSF French fleet belonging to

good quality and




Country Source of data | Data 6 pape r-d Mandatory Level of | Datareportedin answer FDI datacall Data Comments
;:;rileectlon declaration requirement gs;?lable (eventual issues/approximation highlighted in bold) ?nfljor?wwgﬁlcan;cgm/
ments
+ Sales notes calendar survey part o monthly Mediterranean, the coverage and precision of th sufficient to
L the French DCH available declarative datgbasically SACROIS datay | answer the end
;g;tzolocahsatlon WorkPlan evaluated as insufficient/incomplete to meet #re | users neesl but
u s e dabasneeds but are judged sufficient/reliable | remain lesq
+ Annual fishing estimate the fishing activity data. precise than
activity calendar Consequentlya re-evaluation methodology (on the ccomp et i
survey basis on the annual fishing activity calendars sunisy declarative d.atc
. (some assumtion
app |l i ed t o calcul at e theappliedduringthe
estimates for this flee{see details in 2018 IFOM(Q . | tation of
proceedings) Implementatiol
the reevaluation
methodology).
France 1 | On-site Sampling | 6 pap er g Catch assessmer| Fishing trip | For the SSF French fleet belonging to the other regi¢ Completeness an| The sampling
Other samplings datg (survey survey and Annua| declarations| the coverage and precision of their available declara] reliability of the | scheme based o
regions of fishing trips completed on | fishing activity calendar| sampled data (basically SACROIS data)is evaluated ad estimatedfishing| the frame activity
(catch site by fishing| survey part of the insufficient/incomplete to meet tlemdu s edatérseedd activity data are| survey to optimise
assessment observers Frend DCF WorkPlan and are judged insufficient and unreliable to estimate| qualified as good the spatietemporal
surveys) which entered fishing activity data. quality and| on-site sampling
_ in labs the . . sufficient to| plan.
+ Annual fishing data into the Consequentlycomplementary ossite sampling data ar answer the end
activity calendar data base collected(catch assessment survegmd calculation of users needs bu Fishing trips
survey through a t h. e re f' erence fish | n gn thisc remain less features, effort ang
dedicated basis(see details in 2013 IFOMC proceedings) precise than cgtches are'sample
application) 6compl et | drectly onste on
declarative  dat3 tb hke Fish
(sampling theory] ack to the harbour]
assumptions Raising method
applied during the| based on a post
calculation of the| stratification of the
estimates). fishing trips.
Percentile bootstray
methodology
applied to calculatg
t he prof
estimate
Germany | SSF specific| Census e-declaration | Mandatory requiremen| Monthly & | Appliedto <10m in North Sea and <8m in Baltic Sea.
declarative in place. Fishing trip

Landings data by vessel, quarter, gear, area (I




Country Source of data | Data 6 pape r-d Mandatory Level of | Datareportedin answer FDI datacall Data Comments
f;rilee ction | declaration requirement gs;?lable (eventual issues/approximation highlighted in bold) ?n#or?n Lﬁ Ion;cgm/
ments
forms (Landing declaration | rectangle) and species are directlyided from landings
declarations ad declaration.
'r:elz]?sl?e%) trps Fishing effort data are derived from fishing trips regist¢
As fishing time and fishing day are not directly
available in the fishing trips registers, correction
factor to days at sea and time at sea is applied t
estimatefishing time and fishing day.
Greece Effort-L a n d i | Sampling | Survey Sampling plan detaile{ Fishing trip | Effort-L a n d i masyessnent survey, based on| Data quality is
assessment conducted in the DCF WorkPlan[ sample temporally, spatially and technically stratified randq assessed
survey. through (Table 2A). through a| sampling scheme. following
structured representati . statistical
guestionnaires ve number I:_)at_a coIIecte_c_i: (|)Eff_ort: Day_s at sea per month ar procedures(more
with the of vessels flshln_g gear, (i) Landings: Weight per species per mot details in Bazigos
fishers on up to vessel and fishing gear. & Kavadas,
fishing ports. length Sampling theory applied to estimate the fishing activ] 2007).
category data estimategwith their precision associated, relativ
and activity | sampling erroryequired to anser the FDI datacall.
level,
randomly
sampled
through
gears.
Ireland Sales notes Census Only sales| Mandatory Sales event| Sales note are theunique source of informaton
. Exp note resquirement in place. | declaration. gvailable. In somecasese x p er t 6 knowl
into account to improve the estimates.
knowledge

Metier/gear/mesh size are often no informed and
provided as MIS_MIS.

Fishing effort data are estimated on the basis of g
number of assumptions.

Fishing area (ICES division) derived from the port of
landings;assumptions applied.

Spatial information are not provided for these vessels
only provided for logbooks ve ssels




Country Source of data | Data 6 pape r-d Mandatory Level of | Datareportedin answer FDI datacall Data Comments
i declaration requirement i
f;rilee ction d gs;?lable (eventual issues/approximation highlighted in bold) ?n#or?n Lﬁ Ion;cgm/
ments
taly essel sampling Sampling Data are mpling plan detaile| Fishing trip | Vessel samplig survey is the prevalent source ull coverage o
Ital Vi I ling Sampli Sampli lan detaileq Fishi ip | Vi I li is th I Full fi
survey collected in the DCF WorkPlan| sample 1 | information taking into account to answer FDI datac{ SSF
+ Sales notes using a web (Table 2A). \slﬁrs\;sged sales note data are also used to cobesks sample data Data quality is
) | Not  obligation  to weekly mpling theory applied to estimate the fishing activ| assesse
based N bligati ) Sampling th lied i he fishi i d
questionnair| provide logbooks for data estimate$with their precision associatedelative | following
e developed thisfleet segment. sampling error) required to answer the FDI dataca statistical
to carry out Around 1000 vessels are surveyed. procedures.
the survey. Spatial information (by GFCM rectangle) are not | Three indicator
estimated until now to answer FDI datacall. are available: 1
the achieved
sampling rate, 2
the  percentagg
response rate an
3) the coefficient
of variation.
Latvia SSF specific| Census 6 paper g According to Latvian| Daily Total amount of landings and fishing effort reported
declarative . i legislation all vessel{ declaration | vesselday, gear /and species/.
forms (Coastal Since 20.21 all involved in  coastal o ) _ ) _
logbooks commercial fisheries are obliged tq For fishing effort, followingassumption is applied:
reported vcka)ﬁse:js ?re fill in coastal logbooks. one fishingday =one day atsea.
oblige o}
monthly). rep(g)rt e Fishing area (ICES rectangle) estimated on the basis
declaration of the municipality of landings. One municipality is
assignedto one ICES rectangle
Lithuania | <2019 SSF| Census 6paper d<10mbd v e s | <2019 Crosschecking/validation of the declarative data wi] Data quality
specific . obliged to fulfill | Monthly sales notes. checks the
declarative e-declaration logbooks (declarative | declaration ) i declarative  datg
forms (Monthly (mobile app) forms <2019) <20197 Landings reported by vessahonth, gear, ared with sales notes
declarative in process on >=2019 (ICES rectangle) and specié$shing effort re ported by observation  on
forms) a voluntary Fishing trip [ vessel, month and gear. unexpected geal
basis declaration . . . ) L h si
>=2019 National >=2019 detailed information of landings and fishi| type, mesh sizg
effort available on fishing trip level by vessel, gear, a| ran®.

logbooks

+ Sales note

(ICES rectangle) /and species/.

Coverage
information:
100%.




Country Source of data | Data 6 pape r-d Mandatory Level of | Datareportedin answer FDI datacall Data Comments
i declaration requirement i
;:;rileectlon d gs;?lable (eventual issues/approximation highlighted in bold) ?nfljor?wwgﬁlcan;cgm/
ments
Malta NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Poland SSF specific| Census 6paper d Mandatory to reporf Daily Totd amount of landings and fishing effort reported
declarative landings and fishind declaration | vesselday, gear, area (ICES rectangle) /and species/.
forms (Monthly effort in monthly catch ) o o .
catch reports) reports o Daily catches and fishing effort. Each fishing day is|
vessels. considered as one fishing trip lasting approx. 8 hours
atsea.
Portugal Sales notes Census 6paper dIn Portugal all vessell Sales event| Sales notesare theunique source of informaton
mainland are obliged to sell fresl| declaration | available.
fleet fish at the auction . . . .
market and the weigh Metier/gear/mesh size are estimated on the basis ¢
and value of landing; ﬁsa!es notes | andings sp
are recorded in sale register gearo.
notes. For fishing effortcalculation, a common approach is
usedto estimate the fishing days fromthe sales note
assuming that 1 sale note corrgponds to 1 fishing day
and1day atsea.
Fishing area estimated on the basis of the port o
landings.
Portugal Surveys Sampling | 6 p ap er d Sampling plan detaileq Fishing trip | In Madeira Outemost Regionsurveys are taken with
Azores & in the DCF WorkPlan| sample. this purpose to 20% of the vessels under 10m. ]
Madeira (Table 2A). extrapolation is made according the trip metier as
Islands duration of trips by landing volume is similar for vess
with the same metier.
In the Azores Autonomous Regiosurveys are also
taken to a 510% of the vessels under 10m, taki
account the fishing technique and LOA of the vessel
sampling. The metier is assigned for all trips accord
the catch composition and the extrapolation is m
considering the trip médr.
Romania NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Slovenia Logbooks Census O0paper d<10mbd ves|Fishingtip|Dat a available for <10m4q




Country Source of data | Data 6 pape r-d Mandatory Level of | Datareportedin answer FDI datacall Data Comments
collection | declaration requirement data . L . . qual i ty/
type available (eventual issues/approximation highlighted in bold) information/com
ments
obliged to fulfill | declaration [av ai T abl e T o(logbcoksinfordnatiore s s §
logbooks . . . .
All the necessary informatioffandings by species an
fishing effort by vesswol
answer FDI datacall are obtained/derived from t
source of information.
Spain Sales notes Census 60 paper g Dataofvessels less thd Sales event| In generalsales notesare theunique source of
10 metres a obtained declaration. | information available(some exceptions due to speci
from sales notes with regulation).
ion ith . . . .
exceptions N wit Metier/gear/mesh size are estimatedon the basis of]
loogbook obligation dug | tes landi . it d d
to specific regulations. sales notes landings species composition and dec
gear or fleet register gear.
Fishing  effort is calculated according t
WKTRANSVERSAL 2.
Fishing area(ICESrectanglegstimatedon the basis of
the location of landing Every landing port is assigned
one ICES rectangle.
Sweden SSF specific| Census 6 paper d Mandatory to report Monthly Total amount of landings reported by vessalpnth,
declarative journals or e | landings and fishind declaration | gear, area (ICES rectangle) and species.
forms (Monthly declaration effort in  monthly .
fishing journal) (electronic fishing journal for Metier calculated at mon
reporting). <10mo6 vesse Total amount of days at seareported by month and
distributed equally / proportio nally per vessel by
métier/gear/area.
The Logbooks Census <2018 { Mandatory requirement| Fishing trip | Officialdataa v ai | abl e flsoare similarOwith]
Netherland . declaration. |dat a avail abl glogbanksinferinati
s >2018 -|The official records «logh on)
dec !l ar & (logbooks)are used for They are used for landings and effort data for ves|
vessels <10m. <10m to answer FDI datacall.
. L . R . Sales event . .
United SSF specific| Census 0O peaer o Mandatory in UK for . Sales note data is collected for all UK vessels. Wheg The requirement The use of the datj
. . declara i © . . )
Kingdom declarative . sales notes to b sales note relatedto the activity of a 10 metre and un| in the UK is for| reported on sale]
E-declaration o arind SAles note) - -
forms reported to fisherieg Weekl vesselis enteredonto data capture systems, estimateq sales notes for al notes replaced th
(Scotland), saleq on authorities. declargtion the associated fishing effort are entered at the same tj| landings by thesq historic system of

UK Electronic

smaller vessels tq

using knowledge of




Country Source of data | Data 6 pape r-d Mandatory Level of | Datareportedin answer FDI datacall Data Comments
;:;rileectlon declaration requirement gs;?lable (eventual issues/approximation highlighted in bold) ?nfljor?wwgﬁlcan;cgm/
ments

notes (England) Reporting Mandatory declarativd forms  for | Scottish 10 metre and under vessels must subm| be reported tq local data collector
System (ERS) form for  Scottish| Scottishves | weekly declarative form of all landings of all species. | fisheries on the activity of
is used to| vessels sels - authorities, and aj their local small

submit  sales Voluntary s In ad?moln to slales _r|10tes, r_r(ljanly 1b0 rln(etmidajrdedr_ such the resulty f | eet s o
note for larger ubmission \égtszlsaer:tigr?gc;\?;r?r:artwei?g:\;:vﬁ 0gbooks and fandy o regarded a| patterns of effort
businesses of paperlog 9 y providing a| and evidence of thg
books/landi | Additionally, those involved in shellfish fishing wen complete and observed fish
ng required to report in the form of monthly diaries | €xhaustive sourcq landings seen af

declarations

activity and landings.

of information.

Declarative forms
are also
mandatory for the)
Scottish small

scale fleet.

local fish markets.

Recently, electronig
catch recording haj
been introduced fol
all  English and
Welsh 10 metre an(
under flag vessel
that fish in UK
waters. This datd
was not used in thif
data call as the dat
is currently being
monitored




The c ensusapproach (exhaustive collection of fishing activity data through declarative forms) is
the most common approachused by countries to collectdataon SSF (17 countries) .Only four
countries (France,Greece , Italy and Portugal; some of themforp artof their SSF fleet)  are using
other approaches (sampling approach or combined) to provide SSF fishing activity data as
declarative data inthese countries are not available (because thereis no obligationin the control
regulation #) or coverageandpre cisionofth is data areinsufficientandincompleteandarejudged
insufficientand unreliable to meet the end -user 6 s da {ea.,DCE reqlilements)

Countr ies using declarative forms to assess SSF fishing activity data may adopt differening

approache s.Insome countries the same approach (loghooks) forfishing activity data collection

asfor LSFis used. In othercountries, specific declarative forms (monthly fishing forms, coastal

|l ogbooks, f i s hiadagedto¢hpspeacialfeatideyofthe na tional SSF fleet but less

precise (daily or monthly declaration) are applied. Finally, some countries have access only to

SSF salesnote s. The less detailed information onthe SSF fishingtrips are available, the more

assumptions neededto be applied by Member Statestoestimate/calculate the fishing activity

data.| nsome cases,whenlimited information exists to estimate the AM®tier/ gea
the small -scale vessels,dat a are assigned t o tAndt oedimeBe bBrhall 6cate®t i er
fleets fishingeffortalot of countries applied the following assumption: A(l sales note) =
day = 1 day.Jheaameisseea applie s tospatialinformation availability for small scale

fleet onthe basisofthesenon - detailed datasources.Asa result, some countriesdonot provide

any data with precise spatial information for SSF in the spatialtables H (landings by rectangle) &

| (effortbyrectangle); seealsoToR1.4 (section3.1.4)

The analysis conductedduring the meeting shows that most of the countries have a mandatory

requirement for SSF to report fishing activity data. Official declarative data usually reported to

the FDI datacallare mainly collected underthis mandatory requirement. T his does not guarantee

full coverage of the SSFinthe databaseunless this mandatory requirement is fully monitored

(i.e. without full monitoring some SSF vessels may not follow the mandatory requirementand do

not provide any officialdeclarative datawhile they are active) .Most countriesindicate that data

which are not covered,isconsidered  only aminor proportion of the fleet landings, compared to

the nationallandings and fishing effort. Furthermore, the official declarative dataquality has to be

assessed as well. Some first tabpwthitdataquality/focrageatei on/ ¢ o mn
givenin thetable above .

As an illustration, the following graphics 3.1.5.3&3.1.5.4  represent by supraregion (NAO (North

Atlantic Ocean)and MBS (Mediterranean and Black Sea)  the number of SSHEWw act i
vessels reportedinthe FDI data callonthe basis of the data available in the FDI table J . Such

indicator may indeed be used as a mean to assess possible risk of data incompleteness issue

especially in case of large percentage of inactive vessels ob served.

4 Control Reg: Atticle 65, Exemptions from sales notes requirements: the Commission, in accordance with the procedure

referred to in Article 119, ay grant an exemption fromthe obligation to submit the sales note tothe competent authorities

or otherauthorised bodies of the Member State for fisheries products landed fromcertain categories of Community fishing

vessels of | es s overhlarmolduantted landed @ fishegipmogucth not exceeding 50 kg of live

weight equivalentby species. Such exemptions may be granted only in cases where the Member State in question ha

installed an acceptable sampling system, in accordancArtitfes 16 and 25.

® For the otherregions, France is the only member states with SSFye§sele n ch over s e geutetm®str i t o
regions.






Figure 3.1.53 Number of inactiviactive SSF vessels (<10m) reported in FDI data call by country for 2019 and theegigmaNAO- FDI table 3.
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Figure 3.1.54 Number of inactiviactive SSF vessels (2t) reported in FDI data call by country for 2019 and the stggienMBS - FDI table J.
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Following this exercise, the group propos edtoaddinthe future nationalchaptersupporting
the dissemination of the FDI data (develop edi n Sept e mber 6aspeeife sectiomy )
about the SSF dataavailable inresponse to the FDIdata call. It will be the place to highlight
some issues aboutda taquality/coveragerelatedto this specific fleet segment and/or to

indicate any improvement done in order to monitor these vessels. Referencetothe previous
table 3.1.5.1 will be allowed if the situation has no changed since.

5.1.6 Covid-19impacts onthequ ality of data provided

In 2020, the Covid - 19 pandemic hasimpact ed ondatacollection by MS. To have a good

pictureof suchimpactsin eachMS the EWG decidedtoaddaseparate sub chapterinthe

national methodologicalchapters.  Adetailed descriptiono fthe Covid -19 impactforeach

Member States can be found in of the national chapters ( Annex1). The EWGprovided also

an overview categorising the impact on their discard sampling and discard estimation in

2020 by quarterin Table 3.1.6.1below.Thepossi bl e gradings are fANoo, i L

and AHigho. Specific comments were made by some Me
around 58% estimatedtheCovid -19 i mpact @ANod or ALowo for sampli
of the discards. The effectonthe sampling was estimatedto be medium and high by 9%

and 3 3% respectively. The effectonthe discard estimation were marked medium and high
for2 4% and 1 8% respectively.
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Table 3.1.6.1 - Overviewtable by quarteronthe Impact of Covid -19ondiscard - sampling andestima tionfor2020.

Member
State Quarter Sampling Estimates Comments
Belgium Q1 No No
Q2 No No
Q3 No No
Q4 No No
Bulgaria Q1 No No
Q2 No No
Q3 No No
Q4 No No
Croatia Q1 No No
Q2 Low No
Q3 Low No
Q4 Low No
Cyprus There was no sampling onboard trawlers. Arrangements were made with the owners of trawlers and the crew in order to
Q1 Low No receive discard samples from them for trips sampled at land.
Q2 Low No There is a closed period for trawlers fishing in Cyprus waters 1st June -7th October.
Q3 No No
Q4 Low No
Denmark Q1 No No
Q2 High High Denmark closed down the 15th of March and no on -board observers were able to work until 15 June.
As aresponse to the covid - 19 a nd alternative sampling strategy was develop without a random selection of vessels and
Q3 Medium Medium therefore no information on refusal rates.
Q4 High Medium Denmark closed down again in late November and no at sea observers were able to work in the last 1.5 month
Estonia Q1 No No
Q2 No No
Q3 No No
Q4 No
Finland Q1 No No Finland adjusted its activities. A special arrangementfor working field
Q2 No No labs and office have been in force to ensure the data collection
Q3 No No
Q4 No No
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Member

State Quarter Sampling Estimates Comments
France Sampling program was cancelled in the time period 15th March to 15th May. Consequently, there was some difficulties to
Q1 Medium Medium calculate biological data estimates for 2020. See more information in the National methodological chapter.
Q2 High
Q3 No
Q4 No
Germany Q1 No No
Sampling on smaller vessels was reduced (brown shrimp, demersal and flatfish fishery), sampling in pelagic fishery could
Q2 Medium Medium be carried out
Sampling on smaller  vessels was reduced (brown shrimp, demersal and flatfish fishery), sampling in pelagic fishery could
Q3 Medium Medium be carried out
No onboard sampling, Self  -sampling was used to get samples where no observer could be taken onboard because of
Q4 High Medium Corona (e. g.,in the pelagic fishery, saithe fishery)
Greece Q1 Low No
Q2 Low No
Q3 Low No
Q4 Low No
Ireland Q1 No No A self -sapling scheme was introduced on Irish fishing vessels to replace the at sea sampling during covid. Estimates were
Q2 High Medium still possible in most areas, exceptthe Irish Seas where sampling levels for both port -based and at -seasampling has
Q3 High Medium been at a low level for Irish Sea stocks. This has been due to limited access to processing facilities, the pattern and
number of vessels fishi  ng in the Irish Sea as well as some vessels landing into Northern Irish ports. These issues of low
Q4 Medium Medium levels of sampling have been exasperated by COVID -19.
Italy The period of lockdown fr  om March to May 2020 allowed the performance of some activities, but not following the usual
procedures. It was not possible for scientific observers to embark onboard fishing vessels. This restriction continued
almost in every GSA also after the first loc kdown period, given the implementation of social distancing rules. For this
reason, the observations onboard were carried out, where possible, using a self -sampling approach, based on the
fishermen collaboration to collecting information on discards. The r estrictions of COVID _19 pandemic also impacted the
activities at the laboratories due to the restrictions for social distancing. In some Institutes these rules halved the
Q1 Low Low possibilities to using laboratories.
Q2 High Medium
Q3 High Medium
Q4 Medium Medium
Latvia Q1 No No
Q2 No No
Q3 No No
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Member
State Quarter Sampling Estimates Comments
Q4 No No
Lithuania Q1 No No
Q2 Low No At national level the biological sampling was mostly affected by quota restriction.
Q3 No No
Q4 No No
Malta Q1
Q2 No information
Q3 provi ded
Q4
Poland Q1
For some stocks it was not possible to assess the impact of covid -19 pandemic on sampling because of Baltic cod fishery
closure in 2020 and also pelagic and demersal fisheries closure in the Baltic from June until August 2020(July in
Q2 subdivision 24).
For some stocks it was not possible to assess the impact of covid -19 pandemic on sampling because of Baltic cod fishery
closure in 2020 and also pelagic and demersal fisheries closure in the Baltic from June until August 2020(July in
Q3 subdivision 24).
For some stocks it was not possible to assess the impact of covid -19 pandemic on sampling because of Baltic cod fishery
Q4 closure in 2020.
Portugal Q1 Medium
Mainland Q2 Medium Estimates obtained from the reference period 2017 -2019.
Q3 Medium Discard raising procedures used are briefly described in the PRT Methodology Section.
Q4 Medium
Portugal Q1 No Sampling.
Azores OMR Q2 No Sampling.
Q3 No Sampling.
Q4 Sampling occurred, but coverage was very low (26% of total trips planned) due to Covid -19restrictions and adverse
weather conditions.
Consequently, number of trips sampled per stratum i n the sampling year is not representative.
Romania Q1
Q2 No information
Q3 provided
Q4
Slovenia Q1 No No Slovenia adjusted its data collection program accordingly to the Covid situation, so no impact on data collection was
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Member
State

Quarter

Sampling

Estimates

Comments

Q2
Q3
Q4

Spain

Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4

Medium

Medium

recorded because of Covid -19.

Covid -19 impact and administrative problems

Covid -19 impact and administrative problems

Covid -19 impact and administrative problems. A pa rt of the observer program was re -established

Medium

Medium

Covid -19 impact and administrative problems. A part of the observer program was re -established

Sweden

Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4

No

The
Netherlands

Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4

No

Almostno on -board sampling in Q2 -Q4. Self -sampling programs already in place were still running in all quarters.

Demersal and Pelagic discard on board sampling schemes were impacted at different rates (averaged here), the self
sampling scheme went on as planned.

UK England

Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4

UK Northern
Ireland

Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4

Medium

A co-sampling programme was established in Q3 and Q4, but due to logistical constraints limited number of samples
collected, which precluded the use of its data. In Q4 Observer pro gramme wasre -instated with strong limitations.

No information
provided

UK Scotland

Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4

Medium

No samples were collected in Q2. Some observer trips were carried out in Q3 and Q4 but covid restrictions meant that
observers that few vessels were suitable to take observers and random selection was not used. Discard estimates appear
to be in line with previous years but with higher variance due to smaller sam ple size.
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5.2 Based on the Ad -Hoc project proposal to review the methodology to
assemble a detailed Table A provided by Member States, the biological
data as well as accesssuitability of proposaltod isseminate detaile d Table
A

5.2.1 Review methodology proposedto derive detailed Table Aand its suitability

This section summari ses the results of the workcompleted during the adhoc contract (Ref
STECF 2116 i Ad-hoc contract in support of STECF EWG 21 -10: F isheries Dependent
Information) awardedto develop and propose methodology to assemble a detailed Table A ,
whichwouldcombine  catchdata fromTable A ,with biologicaldatainTables C, D, E, F. It
was foundthat itwasnot possibletomerge all informatio n from thecatchsummary (table

A) to the biological tables ( C, D, E, F ). A number of issues were encountered during the
merging process,whichresultedin only apart ofthe biologicaltables being successfully
merged with the catch summary table. 1Sz Db

The main issue centred around the misspecificatioc
which resulted in a mismatch between those used in catch summary and the biological

tables. Inordertobe able to merge the catch summary (table A) withthe datare ported in

the tables (C, D, E and F) the Member States should strictly follow the guidelines of the FDI

data callwhenreporting domains.

Methods:
Tomerge Table Awiththe biologicaltables ( C,D, E, F ),aunigue landings/discard ID was
createdforeach rowinall thetables(A,C -F):

- ID_Landings - COUNTRY_CODE, YEAR, DOMAIN_LANDINGS, SPECIES;
- ID_Discards - COUNTRY_CODE, YEAR, DOMAIN_DISCARDS, SPECIES.

Data provided for Mediterranean and Black Sea were excluded fromthis analysis. The code
usedtoprodu ce a detailed table A, andtoconductthe analysis ofthedataprovided can be
found in the Annex 2. Full details of the issues outlined below was shared with experts
during the EWG meetings.

Results:

A number of issues were encountered during the merging process. These issues, the

consequencesand proposed solutions are detailed below.

- Partitioning: Partitioning is the process by which Member States apply the sampling
detailedin the biologicaltables to the catchsummary in Table A. The FDI data call
required that the total weight of landings (TOTWGHTLANDG) and discard
(DISCARDS) providedin table A, must matchthat of the total value reported in the
biological tables (C-F). If TOTWGHTLANDG in table A is provided by quarter , but
biologicalinformationin tables C - Fis provided at an annual level , it is not possible to
directly merge this information into one table. Therefore, to successfully merge the
tables , biologicaldata were partitionedbetween allrows related to the given domain.
This process requi red some assumptions to be made. To merge the tables, it is
necessary tocalculatethe proportion of individuals at eachlength, for each domain
in Table A, forwhichthe following formula was used:

TOTWGHTLANDG (Table A)

Proportiongngings = NO_LENGTH (Table F)) « TOTWGHTLANDG (Table F)
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DISCARDS (Table A)
DISCARDS (Table D)

Proportiongiegrge = NO_LENGTH (Table D) =

Therowswithspecific  length classeswherethe numberoffishes was lessthanone
individual after partitioning were removed. Furtheranalysis of the resultsrevealed a
number of discrepancies. For example, in some instances a high number of fish

within lengthclasses were recorded despite the correspo nding discardweight being
lessthan 1 kilo.

Member State specific differences inthe TOTWGHT LANDG per domain resulted in a
mismatc h betweentable A and the biologicaltables, which meant that the multiple

rows in the tables couldn't be merged, this misma tch accounted for approximately
14000 outof 36 million tons.Furtherinvestigation showedvery low percentage of
differencein comparisonto TOTWGHT LNDGfor selectedareaand year (difference

not higher than 0.19% and only for CECAF area for specific year s difference is
around 1%).

- Domain definition: It became evident during the merging process that Member
St ates did not follow the definition of 6don
betweenthoseusedin catch summary and the biologicaltables. In orde rtobe able

to merge the catch summary (table A) withthe datareportedin thetables (C, D, E
and F) the Member States should strictly follow the guidelines of the FDI data call
when reporting domains. Withinthe data callthe domain is defined as:

fiT he group of vessels usedto calculate estimates (discards,
numbers at age, number atlength). Adomain may or may not
be equivalent to a métier. The purpose of the domain is to link
tables C, D, E and F with table A, so domain labels used in
TablesC,D, Ea ndF needtobe presentalsoin Table A. o

- Units of weight - According to the guidelines of FDI data call biologicalinformation
can be provided in 6cmb or O6mmé and in 6gbd or
tables, dataprovidedintables D and F w ere converted into'mm’ and weight into 'g".
During the conversion process a number of errors were identified in the data
submitted by Member States. All rows with zero values in column NO_LENGTH (the
number in thousandsat the specified length)were filte red out as potential mistakes
provided by Member States and included into overall list. Therefore, 26,061 of
332.355 rows( 7.8 % )were excluded fromthe merging process due toerrors in the
TableD(Table 3.2.1.1).

Table 3.2. 1. 1. Number of rows excluded in tableD dueto errors or missing data  provided
by Member State
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The
For number
All submitted .
biological number n
- . Length thousand
Count informati of ] Total % rows
units as s atthe Total )
ry on samples . submitted | excluded
; NK specified
provided length
; length
as NK provided rovided
as NK P
aszero
DNK 274 274 28514 1.0
ESP 7202 7202 41287 17.4
EST 1996 96 2092 2891 72.4
FRA 8487 1247 9734 48488 20.1
LTU 34 16 50 604 8.3
LVA 18 18 1379 1.3
NLD 14 14 10313 0.1
POL 6 6 1919 0.3
SCO 20 20 24595 0.1
SWE 171 4172 2308 6651 26931 24.7
Total 2201 12659 2440 8761 26061 186921 13.9
For table F the same conversion was made and as result, 10.7% or 81825 rows were

filtered out fromtotal of 7
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Table 3.2.1. 2. Errors identifiedin Table F per Member State

The
For
. number
All submitted in
p|olog|cgl number Length thousand
Count informati of i Total
units as s atthe Total . %
ry on samples - submitted
i NK specified
provided length
; length
as NK provided rovided
as NK P
aszero
DNK 84 84 40763 0.2
ENG 24 24 62890 0.1
ESP 9077 9077 171670 5.3
EST 1877 27 93 1997 6978 28.6
FRA 49119 9309 58428 266961 21.9
LVA 13 13 5015 0.3
NLD 11 11 6258 0.2
PRT 35 9544 9579 25988 36 .9
SWE 2612 2612 18067 14.5
Total 4489 49154 9571 18611 81825 604590 13.5

Rounding of weight

in tables A, Dand F

and Dis cards in all tables was performed. The results of analysis (Table

3.2.1. 4)show againthat thereare discrepancies betweentablesinthe information
provided by Member States. For example, differences in weight of Landings or
Discards were due to

Nephrops functional unit

name it was not

possible tofully merge

Rounding errors

- Tocheckthe consistency of data provided by Member States
, the comparative analysis of provided weightinfields Landings
3.2.1. 3 -

- Due tothe absenceof NEP_SUBREGION in the domain
Nephrops biological data with Table A.

some functional units traverse number of ICES

across ICES divi sions 27.7f and 27.79)
assignedtoone ICES divi
of Table A. Therefore, forthe purposesof this analysis

divisions (i.e FU 2021 stretches

sion in the biologicaltables and an

, a mismatch could occur with NEP being
otherin the catchrecord

allrows related to Norway

Lobste r(NEP) were removed from the merging processand
it is recommended that NEP_SUBREGION should be added

resolve this

inconsistency,

tothe domain name.
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There are a number of compounding issues which have resulted in a mismatch and

incompatibility between the catch summary table (A) and the biologicaltables (C -F). This

m smatch is mainly being driven by Member States m
the data call. Summary tables have been provided ( Tables 3.2.1. 3- 3.2.1. 4) to showthe
percentage of domains in tables D and F, which matchto domains in table A and as aresult

how many of themcould be merged .

Table 3.2.1. 3. Number of discards domains from table D whichis possible to assemble with
similar domains in table A.

Coun try | FALSE* | TRUE(M)* | TRUE™* | Total me'\:gte 4 | Merged M?(; og)ed
BEL 18 162 6| 186 18 168 90.3
DEU 865 315 | 1180 1180 100.0
DNK 1359 10| 1369 1369 100.0
ENG 2222 86 | 2308 2308 100.0
ESP 416 1618 1142 | 3176 416 2760 86.9
EST 16 39 4 59 16 43 72.9
FIN 305 217 522 522 100.0
FRA 1930 1930 1930 0.0
IRL 2222 2505 22 | 4839 2222 2617 54.1
LTU 33 11 44 44 | 100.0
LVA 59 59 59 | 1000
NIR 563 294 | 857 857 100.0
NLD 540 255 795 795 100.0
POL 157 34| 101 191 100.0
PRT 32 32 2| 1000
Sco 90 875 134 | 1099 90| 1009 91.8
SWE 1254 1254 1254 100.0

Total 4347 12950 2603 | 19900 | 4347 | 15553 78.2

*FALSE 7 the difference in provided value of Landings or Discards is bigger than one tonne; *TRUE(M) i unique

domains are the same betweentab
provided intable A;

les, but biological information should be partitioned betwe en multiple rows

**TRUE 1 biological information could be easily merge to table A asthere is only one observation ofeachunique
domain ;
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*kkk

France.

Table

- Based onthe latest available

similar domains in table A.

datathere is no linkage between table D and table A by unique domains for

3.2.1. 4. Number of landings domains from table F whichis possible to assemble with

MISMATCH | FALSE | TRUE(M) | TRUE Not

Country N o " " Tot al merged Merged Merged (%)
BEL 5 21 2 165 193 26 167 86.5
DEU 617 1553 2170 0 2170 100.0
DNK 91 13 1038 1142 91 1051 92.0
ENG 1 63 15 2008 2087 64 2023 96.9
ESP 184 1403 3510 5097 184 4913 96.4
EST 3 223 226 0 226 100.0
FIN 740 441 1181 0 1181 100.0

FRA 7216 7216 7216 0 0.0F**
IRL 69 1190 1259 0 1259 100.0
LTU 76 88 164 0 164 100.0
LVA 223 223 0 223 100.0
NIR 87 1280 1367 0 1367 100.0

NLD 244 39 283 244 39 | 13.8 *wwrx
POL 234 842 1076 0 1076 100.0
PRT 11 420 431 0 431 100.0
SCO 1 7 833 841 1 840 99.9
SWE 26 635 661 0 661 100.0
Total 7223 603 3526 | 14265 25617 7826 17791 69.4

*MISMATCH i biological information can't be merged to table A due to differences in provided fish species codes;

*EALSE 1 the di fferenceinprovided value of Landings or Discards is bigger than one ton;

#+TRUE(M)

between multiple rows provided intable A;

***TRUE
domain

i biologicalinformat
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**xx% . Based on the latest available data there is no linkage between table F and table A by unique domains for
France

**xxxx - Differencesin landing weight fort he Netherlands betweentable F and table A result from the raising of
the samples tothe preliminary estimates of weight WMR receives from RVO,whereas the official logbooks are
submitted to the FDI datacall. Furthermore, insome cases there are different assumptions on metiers for table A in
comparison to the scientific estimates.

The EWG reviewed the methodology and outputs of the adhoc contract(RefSTECF 2116 i
Ad-hoc contract in support of STECF EWG 21 - 10: Fisheries Dependent Information)
awardedto develop and propose methodology to assemble fidetailed Table A o0from Table A
and biologicaldatain Tables C, D, E, F provided by Member States.

The methodology used was found appropriate. However , some modifications tothe original
usedcriterianeeded tobeimplemented afterdiscussionsduringthe meeting. One of the
main issues encountered  was during the merging process between Table A (catch summary)

and Tables C, D, E and F (biological tables) due to a mismat ch in the Domain definition
whichpreclud edtolink the differenttables.

Therefore,the EWGrecommended a modification and clarification of the Domain definition
in the data callto assistthe Member countries ondefining the domains (See Section4).

The EWG also recommends that the fidetailed T able A 0shouldnotbe disseminated onthe
STECF website , but Table Aand TablesC,D, EandF tobedisseminated in the form that
they are submitted . The R codes produced during the ad-hoc contract s this year and
previous years should be made available on the STECF data dissemination website once
adaptedtofit theformatand structure of the data publishedinthe dissemination website.

5.2.2 Review and propose methods that incorporate numerical indication of estimate
robustness and coverage of information prov ided in Table A ( e.g., number of
samples collected fordiscardsdata).

The EWG reviewed the methodology and outputs of the adhoc contract(RefSTECF 2116 i
Ad-hoc contract in support of STECF EWG 21 - 10: Fisheries Dependent Information)
awarded to propose how to incorporate discards robustness and coverage
indicators/information into the dissemination dashboard. Proposed inicators and EWG
assessmentas wellas proposalto change thedatacallare presented inthe text below and

Section4.

There is a grow ing need to supply measures of confidence for the discard estimates
available through the FDI database. These measures willprovide a toolfor FDI experts to

interrogate and evaluate the quality of discard data submitted. The measures will also

provide inf ormation on the limitations of the datasetforend users such as the Commission ,
and will reducethechanceof  misinterpretation by other end - users afterdissemination

There are a number of methods available for the measurement of disc ard robustness and
coverage which accountfor statistically sound sampling theory and sampling design. The
suggested methods for application are gathered fromprevious studies conducted by ICES
(ICES 2003, 2008, 2010 ).

Coverage rate and sampling rate

Coveragerate describes  the proportion of the populationwhichis sampled, and sampling

rate describesthe size of the sample achieved. These are broad metrics , relatively easyto
calculate, and should be presented along with the indicators of variability. Although the

number of samples achieved is currently available in the FDI data call, there is no
information onthe coveragerate of discard estimates. T his information could be obtained

with the addition of one column to TABLE C, D, and K

Specification of the additionalinform ationisgivenin  Section4 71 data callimprovements.
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Robustness

There are two ways to measure robustness ; precision and accuracy. Both require very
different approachesforestimation and dissemination.

Precision is the estimate of randomerroris a bro ad metric, relatively simple to calculate,

and useful in the identification of poor sampling. Precision can be estimated using the

estimated relative standard deviat i oib,, Dhe co®f if mati
standard deviation divided by the absolutevalue of the arithmetic mean estimate. Precision

can also be estimated by providing the 95% confidence intervals around the estimated

values of discards rate ( i.e., the estimate is determinate at + - X%). These metrics
incorporates sampling rate, coverage rate (in finite population) and variability of the

estimate.

This information could be obtained by additionalcolumnsto TABLE C, D, and K.
Specification of the additionalinformation is given in Section4 1 datacallimprovements.

The EWG ackno wledge thatthese metrics will have different meaning for different sampling
plans, i.e., statistically sound sampling verses ad hoc sampling. However, the se metrics
provide much needed context foranyenduserof the dataset.

Accuracy istheestimation of systematic bias. Thisis avery informative metric but it is a

lot more complex to estimate and disseminate. A possible method of evaluationwould be to

adapt a score card system previously developed by the ICES workshop on methods to

evaluate andestim ate the accuracy of fisheries dataused forassessment (WKACCU, ICES

2008). The workshop identified severalindicatorsto detectbias infisheries data. A traffic
light score Z£ard (seeTable3.2 .2.1) was thendeveloped whichratedeachindicatoras either

green (minimal or no risk of bias), yellow (some risk of bias), or red (established sources of

bias). The score -cardcanbe usedtoevaluatethe quality of data sources. The WKACCU

participants chose the following list of key parameters that should be scor ed to evaluate
potentialbias in data used forstockassessment: speciesidentification, landings weight,

discard weight, effort, length structure, age structure, meanweight, sex Zatioand maturity
stages. Forthe purposes of FDIwe needto only considerthe score -cardondiscard weight
(Table A). This card should be adaptedtothe needs of thisEWG .

To avoid the duplication of workload , the EWG suggests to explore the possibility of
populating this score -card from data already collated under the DCF ( i.e., the annual
report). However, it is acknowledged thatis a very labour -intensive process and will not
form a permanent solution for FDI. It will provide insight into the data ava ilable and how it

is currently used and disseminated under otherdata sources. This will help to streamline
any future data requests fromFDI,
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Table 3.2. 2.1:Score -cardsdeveloped by WKACCU (ICES 2008) to assess bias in discard

weights.

C - DISCARDS WEIGHT RISK OF BIAS

1 - Sampling allocation =~ Well designed random  Ad hoc OR No sampling
scheme sampling opportunistic
sampling
2 - Raising variable Mo raising factor Any other No raising factor when
needed OR follow situation needed
accepted raising
procedure
3 - 5ize of the catch Well designed random  Any other Checked and problem not
effect sampling situation corrected
4 - Damaged fish No partial fish Any other Problem not corrected
discarded: situation
5 - Non response rate: High response rateflow  Any other Low response rate/high
refusal rate (figure situation refusal rate
needed)
6 - Temporal coverage  Documented and OK Amny other Documented and not OK
situation
7 - Spatial coverage Documented and OK  Any other Documented and not OK
situation
8 - High grading no High grading OR Any other High grading existing but
High grading estimated situation not estimated
9 - Slipping behaviour  no slipping OR Any other Slipping existing but not
slipping estimated situation estimated
10 - Management management not Any other Strong management leading
measures leading to leading to impact situation to discarding and limited at
discarding behaviour discards behaviour OR sea sampling
impact corrected
11 - Working good conditions OR Any other Difficult conditions and not
conditions: conditions not ideal but situation compensated for
compensated for
12 - Species no occurrence OR Any other Ocourrence and not
replacement: corrected situation corrected
Final indicator All green List of List of confirmed bias
potential bias

Finally, so me estimates of discard quality and sampling schemes are already captured in
Table B of the FDI data call. This table provides information in the refusal rates of the
probability -based samplingschemes. The group concluded thatthis information should be
disseminated to the public, as it contains valuable information about the current data
collection processes. It was also suggested that perhaps forthe 2022 data call (whic h calls
for 2021 data) we should allow the inclusion of self

But concerns wereraised about how meaningful the addition of self

- sampling schemes on fish

tothe rest of the data setas it may not be comparable to otherrefusalrates.
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Reference:

ICES. 2003. Workshop on Discard Sampling Methodologyand Raising Procedures Danish
Institute for Fisheries Research, Charlottenlund, Denmark.2 i 4 September, 2003. Final
Report. The ICES Planning Group on Commercial Catch, Discards and Biologic al Sampling
(PGCCDBS).

ICES. 2008. Report of the Workshop on Methods to Evaluate and Estimate the Accuracy of
Fisheries Data usedfor Assessment (WKACCU), 27 T 30 October 2008, Bergen, Norway.
ICES. 2010. Report of the Workshop on methods to evaluate and estimate the preci -sion of

fisheries data used forassessment (WKPRECI SE), 8 - 11 September2009, Co - penhagen,
Denmark. ICES CM 2009/ACOM:40. 43 pp.

5.2.3 Discuss a possibility to transferthe biologic al data fromMediterranean and Black
Seadatacallinto the FDI format/database

Mediterranean and Black Sea Member States are requested to send fishing activity and
biologicaldatato DGMARE through 2 different data calls (FDland MED&BS). Over the last
years, th e 2datacalls have beenharmonizedin terms of contentsothatMed&BS MSs are
not requested to send the same information twice in the same period of the year with
different formats  (seeTable 3.2.3.1)

Table 3.2.3 .1 - Current provisionsof fisheries data to DGMARE

Variables FDI Med&BS
Effort by fleet segment and by métier Table G no
Capacity by fleet segment and by geartype TableJ no
Effort by GFCM grid TableH no
Landings by GFCM grid Tablel no
Landings (weight and value) by fleet segment Table A no

and by métier

Discards by métier/species, by length and by no Table A,C
age
Landings by métier/species, by length and by no Table A, B
age

Nevertheless, DGMARE considers the need to rationalize the FDI database that was
developed to support the ma nagement of fishing effort management regimes and the
transitiontoarea -based multi - annualplans (as reportedinthe officialdatacall letter from
DGMARE to MS). The processis towards the establishment of a pan - European database
including data for allt  he fisheries regions, while at the moment biological data from the
Mediterranean andthe Black Sea are the only ones not present inthe FDI database.

Within this context, the EWGis requested to discuss a possibility to transposethe biologic al
datastored inthe Mediterranean and Black Sea database into the FDIformat/database.
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The EWG considers that the STREAM regional project 6, deeply analysed the standard
formats of the data calls. The project developed auxiliary scripts for the conversion of

datasets intothe relevantformats forthe datatransmission (project deliverable 3.2). In
particular, three sets of scripts have been developed in R language aimed at producing

some of the tables needed forthe main Data Calls: DG MARE Med&BS, GFCM/DCRF and DG
MARE FDI, starting fromthe RCG and SDEF format. Figure 3.2.3 .1 schematizes how the 4
developed auxiliary scripts work, into 4 steps.

1) RCG Med&BS Data Call [N ;%7 c " ‘ COST (format SDEF)

2) COST (format SDEF) - © o - DG MARE MED&BS Data Call

3) DG MARE MED&BS Data Cal gy 5

mm) GFCM/DCRF Data Call

4) DG MARE MED&BS Data Call | *

- -
ceee
2 ]

uoens< B DG MARE FDI Data Call

Figure 3.2.3 .11 Schematic representation of the differentsteps for converting the RCG
Med&BS formatinthe other foreseen formats (from STREAM deliverable 3.2).

Regarding step 4 (from MED&BS data callto FDIdata call), the conversion routines take
into account the format required by the FDI Data Call of 2019. Specifically, the R tools
developed within this taskallows crea ting the following FDI tables:

9 Table C. Discard biologicaldata (age based)

1 TableD. Discard biologicaldata (length based)
1 Table E. Landings biological data (age based)

9 Table F. Landings biological data (length based)

The details of the routines and the stepsinthe conversion process are describedin the
STREAMdeliverable 3.2. It has to be consideredthatonly tables C, D, E and F of the FDI
could be produced starting fromthe Med&BS data callformat (where data are reported by
métier and not by fleet s egment, therefore table A/FDI cannot be derived).

EWG considers thatthese tools are animportant starting point to allow the transposition of
the biological data from Mediterranean and Black Sea data call into the FDI
format/database.

However, some issue s have to be taken into account, as described in the following
paragraphs.

Inconsistenciesfissue in Data Call definition/time series

EWG compared formats of Tables C, D, E and F included in the FDI datacall, and Tables A,
B and C includedin the Med&BS datacalland discussedinconsistencies in descriptions of
the fields included in both data calls (presented inTable 3.2.3. 2).

® Project results are available attps://datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu/ragd622-strengthenig-regional
cooperation
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Table 3.2.3. 2. - Inconsistenciesinfield descriptersbetweenthe FDIand Med&BS data calls

Data call
specifications

FDI

Med&BS

Issues

Group of
fishing trips
used to
calculate
estimates

DOMAIN_LANDINGS

ID and separate columns for
QUARTER, VESSEL_LENGTH,
GEAR, MESH_SIZE_RANGE,
FISHERY, AREA

ID should correspondto
DOMAIN_LANDINGS in order to link
biological data from the Med&BS tdata
provided in Table A of the FDI.
Specifications of ID and
DOMAIN_LANDINGS are not the same.

Vessel length

MS can input "all" if all
vessel lengths are included

On regional level in Med&BS it was
agreed not to provide biological
parameters by vesskdngth
categories since biological sampling
is carried out according to metiers.

No issues.

Species
complex
targeted by
specific gears

TARGET_ASSEMBLAGE
defined in Appendix 5 19
target assemblages + NK
(not known).

The FDI target assemblage
list doesnot include BFTE
and INACT IVE codes
which are presentin
Med&BS list.

FISHERY defined in Appendix 1.5
20 fisheries + NA (not
applicable/available). The fishery
code list does not include DES code
which is included in FDI target
assemblage list.

Inconsisent codification. Discrepancy
between descriptions for DEF code.

List of species not specifie
in the FDI (Appendix 12

Species specified in Appendix 1.7 o
Med&BS data call

Missing information on certain species
which are not requested in Med&BS datg

Species refersto most recent FAO | specied in total 64 species requests call mosé |mpdortell(r;zlz);|$rgtﬁ pelfaglc sp(tam
list + OTH code). in 2021). (assesse unaer  theretore no
requested in Med&BS data call)
It should be explored which quality
Numker of samples, indicators are relevant and useful.
. Number of measurements| Number of samples discards, It is not clear whethesame information is
Quality .
indicators (for length, age), Number of measurements (for lengt| required on number of samples relatedt
Age measurement age, discard) discards. In Med&BS additional
proportion information can be provided in columns
SPECON and COMMENTS.
Provided by domain It is not clear whether biological data
. . oV 4 n. Provided by fisheryor metier. provided by metiersin Med&BS can be
Biological Min, max, mean . - : ) - .
data Length, No Length Min, max, mean linked to FDI domains. Biological datain

Age, No Age

Presentedin age and length classeq

Med&BS is requested according to age 4
length classes.

EWG investigat ed the alignment of codes used to define fisheries in the two data calls
according to datacall specifications in 2021 and compared results to coding lists in previous
data calls (based onthe output of STREAMregional project ("communication table between
code foreseen in the specifications of the two different data

3.2.3. 3.

calls") as shown in Table

It may be relevant to investigate whetherthe changesin coding lists had an effect on the
aggregation of data. If this is not the case, the codes can be easi
codes.EWGconsidered as wellthat the relevant RCGs should analyse how Member States
assign target assemblages to different fisheries. Different classification of target
assemblages performed by Member Statesmay have an effectonthe
at regional level.
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Table 3.2.3. 3. Communication table between fishery and target assemblage (TA) codes
usedin Med&BS and FDI

Med&BS .
TA in dr aft
FISHERY . Med&BS
codesin FDI Tg\ogoldes n FISHERY EUI\ﬁIAPnZ';)Zer Notes
previous data codesin 2021 (ve 2'821)‘) !
calls
Anadromous .
ANA ANA ANA species (ANA) No issues.
BFTE missing in FDI and not included in new
draft EUMAP .However, thisis not considered
BFTE / BFTE to be an issue, because LPF can be properly
used for bluefintuna
Catadromous .
CAT CAT CAT species (CAT) No issues.
Cephalopods .
CEP CEP CEP (CEP) No issues.
Crustaceans .
CRU CRU CRU (CRU) No issues.
Since DES is not included in Med&BS 2021
data call, some MS will report previous
Demersal specie] DEMSP under DEF in Med&BS in 2021, and
DEF DEF DEF (DEF) keep the DES code in the FDI data call which
leads to misalignment afana reported under
the two daa calls.
In previous data calls DEMSP was used whid
Benthic species| is in correlation to the D&Ecode in the FDI in
DEMSP DES / (DES) 2021. DESis included in new draft EUMAP
but description is changed to "benthic specie]
Deepwater .
DWS DWS DWS species (DWS) No issues.
FIF FIF FIF Finfish (FIF) No issues.
Freshwater .
FWS FWS FWS species (FWS) No issues.
GLE GLE GLE / GLE is not included in draft EUMAP.
INACT IVE only for table J INACT IVE / LI;,IAI\SCTIVE code isnot relevant in both data
Large pelagic .
LPF LPF LPF fish (LPF) No issues.
Mixed
MCD MCD MCD crustaceans and No issues.
demersal (MCD)
Mixed
MCF MCF MCF cephalopodand| No issues.
demersal (MCF)
Mixed deep
MDD MDD MDD water species an{ No issues.
demersal (MDD)
Miscellaneous .
/ MIS MIS (MIS) No issues.
MOL MOL MOL Molluscs (MOL) | No issues.
Mixed pelagic
MPD MPD MPD and demersal | No issues.
(MPD)
SLP (Small and large pelagic fish) is not
SLP SLP SLP / included in new draft EUMAP.
Small pelagic .
SPF SPF SPF fish (SPF) No issues.
-1 NK NA / Small inconsistency.
OATF (Other activity than fishing) excluded
OATF / / / from 2021 déa calls, and not includeid draft

EUMAP
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EWG considered that, due to inconsistencies described in Table 2, presently it is not
straightforward to transpose biological data from Med&BS data call to FDI formats. In

addition, in 2021 FDI data call the Med&BS Member States can provi de NK in domain
columnsin FDI Table A (this information could potentially serve as a link between biologic al

data and data providedin table A).

In case eventually Med&BS biological data willbe linked with FDI data, there are several
preconditions that s  hould be solved before the launch of DG MARE data calls. Following
proceduresares uggested before DG MARE data calls launch:

- Create one codelist forboth data calls (according to new EUMAP). Forexample,
fishery codes and theirdescriptionsin Med&BS a ndtarget assemblage codesin FDI
should be the same andin line withwhat is requested inthe EUMAP.

- In the framework of relevant RCGs Member States should analyse how target
assemblages are assigned to different fisheries in each Member Stateand, based on
agreed criteria, harmonize how the target assemblage should be associatedwiththe
metier and target assemblage codesand presented in Annual Work Plans and
Med&BS and FDI data calls.

- Performa testintransposing historic dataprovided inthe Med&BS da tacalltothe
FDI data callformat and eventually make any necessary changes in FDI data call
formats.

- Datausedfor stockassessment models needs to be taken into account,and any
suggested changesin data callformats should not have aninfluence onda tausedin

Med&BS stockassessment models.

Coverage of MED&BS datacalland FDI da call

The EWG investigatedthe differences inthe specieslistsin FDI and Med&BS data call. For
more precise analysis twoexercises weredone - 1forthe Mediterranean Sea and 1 for the
Black Sea.

According to the official 2019 data provided underthe FDI data call2020, the weight and

value of 616 specieswas reported by the Mediterranean countries. In Annex 1 - Datacall
specifications of the Med&BS datacall51 species w ere listed. These 51 speciesrepresented
73% in terms of weight and 68% of the value of all species provided underthe FDI Data call

by the Mediterranean countries.

The same comparisonwas done for the Black Sea and the results are that thelist of species
from Annex1 - Datacallspecificationsof the Med&BS data call cover 95% of the weight
and 82% of the value reported by the Black Seabs

Anothercomparison was done betweenthe EU MAP Table 1A species andthe list of specie S
from the Med&BS Data call, which showed that forthe BlackSea allthe species fromtable
1A are listed in the data call specifications except HOM - Trachurustrachurus , but it is not

an issue, because neither Romania nor Bulgaria had landings of HOM.

Forthe Med 5 specieslistedin EU MAP Table 1A are not listed in the Med&BS Annex 1/data
callspecifications/ - 4ofthem(AVX, BIL, CLV, FIM) have landings provided under the FDI
datacalland 1 species (CFW) was notreported fromany of the Mediterranean countries.
The landings of the 4 species represent 0.02% of all landings and 0.15% of the value

reported underthe FDI data call 2020.

In addition, if the biologicalinformationis imported from Mediterranean and Black Seadata

callinto the FDI format ~ /databaseitis necessaryto considerthatthebiological information
oflarge pelagics ( Thunnusthynnus , T.alalunga , Xiphias gladius ,etc)isnotincluded in the
Med data call. Highly migratory speciesare assessed by the International Commission for

the Conservation of Atlantic Tuna(ICCAT) and MS are requestedto send biologic al data to

ICCAT every yearthrough ad hoc protocols.
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Quality checks

Data sent in the MED&BS data calls are first validated by MS. The STREAM projectprovided
criteria and R scri  pts to perform quality checks at the national level (project deliverable

6.1). Then, the EWGs on stockassessment performvery deep and detailed checks for the
stocksto be assessed (in 2021 an additional EWG (21 - 02) checkedand assembled Length
Frequency Distribution (LFD) data for the stocks identified as target for assessment
activities in 2021).

Regarding the FDI database, the quality checks on biological data mainly referto coverage

issues and comparisons with table A. If MED&BS databasewillbe trans posedinthe FDI, the
biologicaldata fromthe Med&Bs will be subject to these additional quality checks evenif, in

case some errors are detected, theycannotbe corrected by the MS because the Med&BS

datais already closed at the time of the FDI meeting. Thisissue is relevant incase FDldata
(including the biologicaltables) willbe published though the JRC data disseminationtool.

Final remarks

The EWG considered that the transfer of the biologicaldata fromthe Mediterranean and
Black Seadatacalli ntothe FDIformat/databaseis technicalfeasible and some tools have
beenalready developed by the STREAMproject. The coverage of the MED&BS data call in
terms of stocks is also very high, apart fromthe factthat biological data of large pelagics

are no trequestedinthe Med&BS data calland therefore they should be derived from other
data provisions if it is intended to populate the FDI database with all the biological data
collected by MS.

However, the EWG pointed out several inconsistencies/issue sin the format of the 2 data
calls that should be evaluated and solved. Inthis regard, EWG 21 - 10suggestedto perform
a trial on data transfer proceduresto be presented at the next FDImeeting in September.

Apart from technical issues, it should also be co nsidered the need to inform MS on the
transfer of the biological data from Mediterranean and Black Sea data call into the FDI
format/database by including an informative note in the official datacallletters.

References
M.T. Facchini, . Mantzouni, |. Th asitis, Updated RCG Med&BS -LP standardformatand code
lists and identificationof possible solution for datastorage system , processingandanalysis

of the data at regional level, deliverable 3.2 STREAM project (MARE/2016/22 T
SI2.770115). 46 pag.

Isabell aBitetto, Alessandro Ligas, George Tserpes and Maria T eresa Spedicato, Compilation
and classification of quality checks at the nationallevel ,deliverable 6.1 STREAM project
(MARE/2016/22 T SI2.770115). 64 pag.

5.3 Testthe comparability betweenthe data col lected inthe FDI database and
data provided forthe fleet socio - economic datacall

The EWG analysedthe consistency of the activity databetweenthetwo sources I AER and
FDI data set. For this task, AER data sets published on the STECF website
(https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eulreports ) were compared with datasubmitted (2017 and 2018)

to FDI database during 2020 data call. The data analysis showed an improvement in data

codification between both dat acalls and consistency between different data sets with the

same information, howeversome discrepanciesbetweenthedatasets remain. Most of the
datainconsistenciesidentifiedare due to: timing in dataexports to answer the data call,

possibility to r eport to FDI confidential data (that is not available in AER) and due to the

clustering of fleet segments used in AER data set.
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Two EWGs have already done afirst a ttempts :the STECF20 -11onBalance Capacityandthe
STECF 21-02onMethodsfo r SupportingS tocks Assesmentsinthe Mediterranean. Forthe
firstone (STECF 20 - 11) ,the analysis was a preliminary one withan ad - hoc contract focused
on the landings weight and values for Belgium and Italy.

The discrepencies noticed 'may be in part due to confidentia lity reasons, where sensitive
economic data (including |l andingsdé value) are rep:¢
Some of the data could also be slightly different because of the early economic datacall in

February. Some of the data submitted inFebr uary are provisionaland Member States correct

them.

Inthesecond one (STECF21-02),an analysiscompared landingsvalues forMediterranean
countries submitted under 3 separate data calls :AER, FDI and Med and Black Sea. Landings
reportedfor Several GSA s and speciesarenot consistent .However, the graphs presented in

the STECF 21-02 reportcould helpthe MSto correctthe differences. The EWGcompared the

data calls by countries and GSA.

3.3.1. For 20172018 data, map fleet segments found in the FDI datatadleet segments
found in the Fleet Economic database.

The total number of vessels and fleet segments on country levelwas compared between FDI
and AER data sets forthe period 2017 -2018.

Fleet segmentsin the capacity file

When analysing the number of fleet segments reported in both data calls , thedifference in
number of fleet segments is relatively small and can be explained e.g. by reportinginactive

vessels to AER and not reporting them to FDI (e.g. Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Spain,

Estonia, Finland , Greece, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia and Sweden

are no t reporting inactivevesselstothe FDI ). Clustering of fleet segmentsfor AER data cals
could also explain some differences ,e.g. forDenmark.

The number of fleets foundi nthe capacitytemplates of FDland AER data calls in 2017 -
2018 , without Inactivefleet segments are providedin Figure 3.3.1. 2.
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Figure 3.3.1. 2. Number of fleets found inthe capacitytemplates of FDland AER datacalls
in 2017 -2018 ,withoutInactivefl eetsegments

When comparing the fleet segments defined in the two data calls there are certain
inconsistencies inthe data provided in the capacity table ( see Figure 3.3.1.  3) during the FDI
and AER data calls. This inconsistency is mainly driven by the differenceinfleet segments
names used when providing data to different data calls. In some cases geoindicator codes

were not consistent between datacalls, e.g. in case of Spainmost of inconsistencies are

driven by differencein reporting geo indicator scodes.
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Figure 3.3.1. 3. Number of fleet segments identifiedinthe  capacitytemplates, which are
not matched inone ofthedata calls (inactive fleetsegments  are excluded).

Number of vessels in the capacity files

The total number of vessels on country levelwas compared between AERand FDI datasets
for the period 2017 -2018. Figure 3.3.1.4 shows that majority of countries provide
comparable data sets. For 2017, Portugal, Spain and Finland stand out the most and

Portugal and Finland for2018 . One ofthe reasonsforinconsistency of datais the absence
of dataoninactive vesselsinthe FDI data sets.
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Figure 3.3.1. 4 Differences intotalnumber of vessels between FDIand AER data sets

ForPortugalthe difference inthe number of vessels isduetothe inactivevessels. Portugal
has a large number of inactive vessels (around 54%ofthe fleet) whichare not reported in

the FDI data call.

In Spanish case, FDI2017 and 2018 has been updatedtothe EU - MAP format, so "effort -

gear"and "effort -FAQO"tablesare notavailable. Spanishcomment: "We considerthis issue
is not going to affect to the effort comparison, as effort can be added , but we have
consideredit is important to point out. Regarding the discrepancyobserved, missing data

has been detected for 2017 FDI, this problem affects the capacity, effort and landing
variablesin 2017 FDI. It is expectedto be corrected this yearin the new FDI submission”.

Table3.3.1.1 summarises thediffer encesor the matchbycountriesinboth data sets. In

case of 7 countries (Bulgaria, Croatia, Germany, Denmark, Latvia and Malta) the total

number of vessels and segments provided in FDI and AER was exactly the same. Portugal,

CGreece, ltaly, Finland and Spain stand out the most in terms of vesselnumbers and Spain

and Portugal by segmentsinthe both 2017 and 2018. Some of the discrepancies occurred
due toinconsistenciesin Geo indicatorreporting in FDI and AER data submissions. Other
inconsistencies relateto the absence of dataoninactive vessels in the FDI da ta sets. In
most casesdifferentinstitutions or personnelare involvedin generating FDl and AER data

sets withineach Member State.

Table 3.3.1.1. Differences intotalnumbers of vessels, segments and numbers of active
vessels reportedby Member Sta teinthe FDI and AER data submissions.

Country 2017 2018
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Discrepancy| Discrepancy MS provided Discrepancy| Discrepancy in MS provided
in segments| in vessels INACTIVI.E in segments vessels INACTIVE
number numbers segments in number numbers segmentsin
FDI (y/n) FDI (y/n)
Belgium 5 8 No 5 6 No
Bulgaria 0 0 Yes 0 0 Yes
Cyprus 4 64 No 4 37 No
Croatia 0 0 Yes 0 0 Yes
Denmark 0 0 No 0 0 No
Estonia 1 2 No 4 488 No
Finland 6 1763 No 7 1929 No
France 1 6 Yes 1 6 Yes
Germany 0 0 Yes 0 0 Yes
Greece 13 10899 No 12 10096 No
Ireland 5 638 No 5 674 No
Italy 12 1158 No 7 1006 No
Latvia 0 0 Yes 0 0 Yes
Lithuania 1 5 Yes 1 4 Yes
Malta 0 0 Yes 0 0 Yes
Poland 16 80 No 15 69 No
Portugal 32 4754 No 21 4204 No
Romania 0 0 Yes 0 0 Yes
Slovenia 9 99 No 5 61 No
Span 41 1178 No 87 8456 Yes
Sweden 5 298 No 5 288 No
The
Netherlands 11 401 No 13 384 No
United
Kingdom 3 3 Yes 3 3 Yes

Some discrepancieshad been highlighted by experts during the meeting and appear due to

different definitions of the fleet population

used).

The group ag greed that the FDI data call
misunderstanding when apply

and some inconsistencies

consistant definitions and guidance are used

The EWG stresse s the need for Me mber States

during themeeting . Theissuesthatstood out the most

ing economic

(whethera snap shot of active vessels froma
single date is used or whetherthe activity of any vesselactive at any point in the yearis

DTMT ( https://datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.ewdtmt

guidance
fleet segment definitions

Fleetsegments

In the next step
for the years -2017 and 2018.
are present inboth data sets.

in both datasets. The discrepancy

definedin

landings

However, asmall
isdue to the clustering of segments
value and weight of landings might be clustereddue to confidentiality reasons

data sets

. the number s of fleet segments definedin

Figure 3.3.1.5 showsthatthe vastmajority of fleet segments

proportion of fleet segments is not reported

. Inthe AER data ,
, therefore
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. That causes

during the FDldata cal
. The EWGsuggested changesto the future datacall tomake sure
during bothdatacalls.

issues found

have beenreported in the online

landings reports was analyzed
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therecanbe more fleet segmentsreportedin FDI data callthatrequiresto report all data
unclustered .Figure 3.3.1.6 presentsthe fleetsegmentsat MSlevelwithreported landings

in the two datacalls. Thedifferencesare mainly due to clusteringofthe segmentsin AER.
Gre ece was excluded for2017 comparison due to the missing landings data in FDI data call.
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Figure 3.3.1. 5. Number of fleets identifiedinlandings data setsof FDI and AER datacallin
2017 - 2018.

Presence of fleet segments in FDI & AER
data calls landings templates 2017

100%

9

B

7

]

3

40%

30%

20%

10%
0%

BEL BGR CYP DEU DMK ESP EST FIN FRA GBR HARYV 1AL A LTU LVA MLT NLD POL PRT ROU SVN SWE

FFRRS

WFDand AER W Onlyin AER B Qnly in FDY

100%
3
8
7

Presence of fleet segments in FDI & AER
data calls landings templates 2018

[

5

0%

4
2
BEL BGR CYP DEU DMK ESPF FIN FRA GBR GRC HRV IRL LTU VA MLT NLD POL PRT ROU 5WVN SWE

FFRIFFERI

1

EFDland AER  ®Onlyin AER B Only in FD4

86



Figure 3.3.1.
templates for2017 -2018

6. Mapping presence of fleet se

3.3.2.  Compare suns of effort (daysat sea) and landings (tonnesand values) between F DI
and the dataset fromthe Fleet socio

a. Country levelcomparison

Effort
Effort dataforth

-economic datac all.

e fleeteconomic data callare providedin 3 different effort templates at

different levels of aggregation. Forthe comparison betweendatacalls, fishing days were

used from th

e o6effort

gear 6

templ at e

and

templ ate. For the purpose of this analysis a percentage difference was calculated as

((dataFDI
sum of data providedforthe
th e AER data set.

new

The results for2017 show that, in general,
same information, however some discrepancies between the data sets remain

differencegreaterthan +
case of fishing days and

terms of fishing days.

- 5% betweendatasetsfromthetwocalls wa

consistency betweendifferentdatasets withthe

for 8 MSin the case of sea days (Figure
sets 5 MS did not provide data on number of seadays, while there were 2 such countries in
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2018 effort data comparison
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Figure 3.3.2.1 . Effort data submitted to FDI and AER data calls by MS, 2017 -
2018 . Differences in effort between FDI and AER data sets, expressed as a percentage
difference, for both 2017 and 2018 year

The results for 2018 show that, in general, consistency betweendifferentdataset swiththe

same information  exist , however , some discrepancies betweenthe data sets remain . The
differencegreaterthan+ - 5%between datasetsfromthe two calls is shown for 11 MSin

the case of fishing days and for8 MS in the case of sea days (Figure 3.3.2.2 ). Within AER

data sets 2 MS did not provide data on seadays and fishdays.

In case of Polandt he differenceinfishing days and days at seain 2018 between FDI and

AER datasets is related to the changes in the nationalfisheries legislation which was in force
in the period from 13.07.2017 until 31.12.2018. According to the Polish national legislation,
captains of vessels less than 8min length do not report theircatches. This part of the fleet

has a relatively high effort in fishing days and days at sea, while catches are very low
comparedto the rest of the fleet. Forthe AERdata callit was possible to estimate the effort

of <8m vessels. However, the effort of <Bm vessels could not be calculated at the
resolutionrequested by the FDIdatacall. As mentioned ,the legislationis no longerin force,
the difference infishing days and days at sea between FDland AER datasets should not

arise in otheryears.

Landings data comparison
The analysis also compared data on value and weight of landings of nat ionalfishing fleet  s.

Forlandings atthe countrylevelin 2017, the difference betweentwodatasetsgreaterthan

+- 5% was for8 MS in case of value of landings and for 6 MS in case of weight of landings,
(Figure 3.3.2.3 ). Asimilar situationcanbeobse rvedin2018 with9 MSin case of value of
landings and 6 MSin case of weight of landings.

The difference in Weight and Values of landings for some EU Member States (e.qg. Latvia ,
Estonia, Germany ) is related to not providing information about distant fishing fleet in
Annual Economic report due to confidentiality reasons.
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2017 landings data comparison
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Figure 3.3.2.3. Comparison in value and weight of landings between FDland AER
datasets ,2017 -2018
b. Fleet levelcomparison
Toch eckthe consistency of indicators provided at fleet segmentlevel,the EWGmade effort

and value and weight of landings comaprisonsby fleetsegment s
Effort :days at sea

The overall days atsea provided by fleet segments were sompared betweentwo datat calls
Results of the comparisonis presentedinthe F igure 3.3.2.4.
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2017 comparison by fleet segment: days at sea
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2018 comparison by fleet segment: days at sea
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Figure 3.3.2.4 - Comparison by fleet segment fordays at seain 2017 and 2018

Formost of the Europeanfleets, the correspondence between FDland AER data calls had
improved (2017 to 2018). In 2018, days at seafor9 fleets outof 14, m atched (more than
50% of the fleet considered) (figure 3.3.2.4.). However, discrepancies werealwaysnoticed

especially for TBB and DFN fleet segments. The case of PGO is special with 50% of the

segment whic h had difference less than 5% and around 50% of t he fleet which had more
than 5% difference.
Moreover, the majority of the segments (120 f15)hada share of fAdays at seaodo ol

datacall. The main explanationis that all data in FDI provided unclustered, while providing
effotto AERdatacallsom eMS might be using  clustering.

Effort: Fishing days

The differencesbetween AERand FDI data calls forfishing days variable were quite similar

in 2017 and 2018 (figure 3325) .For1l2o0 f15 fl eet segment s, Afish
provided onlyin FDI data callandnotin AER datacall duetothe same reasonas fordays at

sea.
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2017 comparison I!v fleet segment: ﬂshing days
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2018 comparison by fleet segment: fishing days
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Figure 3.3.2.5. - Comparison by fleet segment forfishing daysin 2017 and 2018

Weight of landings

Thefigure 3.3.2.6.  show s consistency of the dataprovided per fleet segment by MS for
2018 data . Forthe weight of landings there are 6 MS with small discrepancies, ofless than

5% betweenthe two data sets. The same is true with regard to the value of landings (same

6 MS).

2018 comparison by countries: weight of landings
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2018 comparison by countries: value of landings
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Figure 3.3.2.6 . Comparabilty of landings data at fl eets segment level between FDI and
AER datacalls, 2018 -2019.

¢) Comparison at the level of geartypewithin the fleet segment

One of the tasks was also to compare sums of effort (days -at-sea) andlandings (tonnesand
values) betweenFDland the dataset f romthe Fleet socio -economic datacallby Gear type
within fleet segment. Inthis case, it should be noted that the geartype datainthe AER

data set is based ona voluntary basis. This is the main reasonforthe lack of this data in
the economic dataset,  which makes suchananalysis unfeasible.

Taking into account comparability issues of the FDI and fleet economic (AER) data calls
presented above, The EWG considered that MS should dedicate more effort to improve
nationalcoordination  during preparationof dataforthe FDland AER datacalls , especially in
the field of definitionso f inactivevessels, clustering procedures, alloc ation of vessels to the
fleet segments and when providing landing and effortdata by fleet segmentsand metiers.

Since more than 10 MS had issues on comparability of FDI and AER data, a coordinated
approachat EUlevelmay also be important ,asit provedsuccessfulatresolving issues on
transversal datainthe past.

In coordination with the JRC, in 2015 and 2016 PGECON organized tw 0 Workshops on
transversal variables (Zagreb, 2015 and Nicosia, 2016) , which focused on methods to
calculate days at sea and fishing days. This focused approach proved successful in
harmonizing methodologies ontransversaldata andis referenced as relevan tmethodology
in the FDI data call specifications.

Taking into account the above, the EWG suggests that RCGs consider such a focused
approachand organize s incoordinationwiththeJRC ,andin line withthe workcarried out in
ISSG on Metierlssues, awork shopaimed at exploring how MS allocate vessels, landing and

effort to fleet segments and metiers for the FDI and AER data calls, and to harmonize

different approaches , in accordance with DCF definitions on variables and data call
specifications .

5.4 Review a nd document completeness of the data set and feedback from
Member States on approaches used and problems encountered in
responding to the data call

5.4.1 As a matter of priority, the EWG is requested to ensure that all unresolved data
transmission (DT) issues e  ncountered prior to and during the EWG meeting are
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reported on line via the Data Transmission Monitoring Tool (DTMT) available at
https://datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/dcf/dtmt. Such issues should be
reported in full within 2 weeks of the end of the EWG

The data provided by Member Statesinresponse to the 2021 FDI data calland incorporated

into the FDI database hosted by the JRC, represents the most comprehensive fishery -
dependent data set currently available for the EU fishing fleet for the years 2015 - 2020.
Nevertheless, during compilation and checking of such data, numerous issues have been

identified. The EWG reviewed such issues and in ac cordance with the DTMT guidance ,
unresolved Member State - specific issues were entered into the DT MT.

The EW G also extracted fromthe online DTMT, thoseissues raised in response to the 2020

FDI data callthat had been marked for follow - up.The aimofdoing so was to investigate
whethersuchissues had been satisfactorily resolved. However, it became clear that the
EWG was unable to definitively determine whetherthe issues had beenresolvedinall cases.
Nevertheless, based on the information available, it appears that all issues marked for

follow up had been successfully resolved.

The issues marked for follow - upandthe explanationasto howthey have been resolved,
will be transmitted to DG MARE via the JRC STECF Secretariat. However, the approach
taken by the EWG is not optimal and DG MARE may wish to consider how best the
assessmentoffollow -upactionscan beincorporated withinthe DTMT tool.

Spatial data

The enormous number of spatialdata records submittedinresponse to the FDI data call

almost inevitably results in a variety of data errors being detected. Such errors primarily
concernmisspecification  of geocoordinatesand theirimpacts onthe overall utility of the F DI
databasein most casesare minor. Nevertheless, Member States will wish to be aware of

sucherrors which are listedin one excelworkbookattachedto this report as annex (Annex
3: Catalogue of errors in spatial data records for landings (Table H) and effort (Table I)

submitted by Member States inresponse to the 2021 FDI data calll ). To ensure that Member
States are aware of any spatialdataerrors, a single record has beeninserted in t he DTMT
for eachrelevant Member Statesso thattheycancorrect such errors and take steps to

ensure they do not occurin future.

5.4.2 Review outputs of ad hoc contractthat provides the catches, landings and discards,

at a level of aggregation corresponding tothe fleet,area and geartype as specified

in each exemption of each discard plan for202 2
The EWG reviewed the outputs of the ad hoc contract ( # 2145) awardedto provide catches,
landings and discards (catch fractions), at a level of aggregation corre spondingtothe fleet,
area and geartype as specifiedin each anticipated exemption of each discard plan for2022.
Additionally, the EWGis asked to assessand if possible , provide percentages of discards
estimates below and above MCRS at alevel of aggre gation correspondingtothefleet, area

and geartype as specified in each exemption of each of the discard plans for 2022.

The EWG observesthatt he methodologyused is appropriate althoughina number of cases,
the estimates fromexemptions were based o na small number of discard samples only or in
the absence of any appropriate samples, the estimateswere derived using extrapolation
(so-call ednéd) L |

Therefore , EWG reiterates also the observation by EWG 20-10 and EWG 19 - 11 that the
discardsare e stimated fromsampling plans that are not designedto answerthese specific

exemption questions and to provide estimatesat such a detailed level. Discards estimates

partitioned provided intable A are of major importance forthe EWG to calc ulate exemption S
but the EWG also reiterate s the conclusion of earlier EWGs which emphasize the limited
meaningfulness behind any partitioned estimat es
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sound and may be biased because forexample of the needto assume equal di scard rates

among the disaggregated levels contained within t
order -tioadofeisltli mates for fleets that are not sample
data are aggregated acrossstrata. As a result, in doing so, many untested assumptions

have to be made, such as Member State - specific variation in species naming ( ie.,
HOM/JAX), and spatial aggregations (i.e. Nephrops Functional Units). Consequently , the

estimated discards cannot be consideredrobust

Recognising t hat estimates for different catch fractions for exemptions to the Landing
obligation are required by DG MARE for planning purposes, the EWG has attempted to

provide such estimates for different exemptions However, EWG was not able to provide
catchfraction s forexemptions containing operation - specific conditions such as engine power
( kW), tow duration (090 mins) and proximty to th

suchinformationis not available in the FDI database.

Member State -specific catchfract ionswere providedforthe majority of anticipated 202 2
exemptions. Two sets of estimateswere computed; i) estimates for exempted fleets for
which discard sample data were provided and i) estimates forexempted fleetsforwhich no

sample datawereavaila ble,so-cal | edné®i | A r udi me ntneededmeature of mu c h
guality and sampling coverage was computed for t
landingsd). The value for 6% of total |l andingsé re

thediscard sampleswere taken, divided by the totallandings from the fleet operating under
each exemption.

The results are presented in section 3.5.2. Although the table of results provides the
requested descriptions of discarding by exemption, in some cases, such estimates may at
best be imprecise or may not be representative of the true level of discards of the fleets

fishing under each particularexemption.

5.4.3 Review data quality checks and produce National methodological c hapters

While the EWG recognisesthat it is the responsibility of Member States to provide check ed
and validated data, issues are inevitabl e e.g., misinterpretation of  the data call , coding
misspecificationbetween different databasesin Member States and simple human error. To
countertheseiss uesthe JRC have implemented a number of automatic checks. whichwere
made available to experts two weeksafterlegal deadline (14 of July) . The combination of
this tooland extended period allowed for correcteddata uploads( 30" of August , operational
deadline) , reducedtime requiredto correctdata duringthe STECF EWG21 -12meeting

Quality assurance of the data help in the FDI database is provided by the experts who

attend the meeting. Experts attending the meeting conduct these essential additional
checks, which aretime consuming and have compromise d the ability ofthe EWGtoaddress
other essential TORO sldeally , the EWG should have a dedicated meeting, restricted to
checking the integrity of the database , that should not include any requests forad vice.

The EWG recommends that a methodology meeting be held every second year . These
methodology meeting s form an essential  pillar to the functioning of this EWG as they
facilitatethe development of methodsusedtoanswerthe datacalland check quality of the
data. Thesekey methodology meetingshave vastly improve d the quality of the data  (and
subsequentadvice), and significantly reduce dthetimerequi red fordata checkingduringthe
advice meeting . Despite thesevastimprovements there remains muchwo rkto be done to
develop thesemethodsand guarantee the continuedquality of the FDI database. These
methodology meetings also provide a spaceinwhich historical data can be explored and
interrogated  for stability and  consistency across years. This fe ature of the meeting will
become increasingly important as FDI requests more historical years in future data calls
(pre 2014).

Member States sections on Methodology, Data availability, Coverage, Problems encountered
and othercomments  relatedto data submitt edtoFDidatacall arelistedin  Annex 1.
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5.5 Provide landings and discards data for exemptions in discard plans based
upon the previous workand method established in STECF EWG 20 - 10:

5.5.1 STECF isaskedto provide figures for landings and discards in 20 20, at alevel of
aggregation corresponding to the fleet, area and gear type as specified in each
exemption of each of the discard plans for 202 2. Wherethere is insufficientdiscard
dataforthe above task, the STECF is asked to provide estimated catches (landi ngs
+ discards) for 2020, if possible and enough data provided during data call.

Discard estimates by exemption I (General T Methodology I Shortcomings |
Extraction procedure)

General Conclusions

Whilet he EWG attemptedtoprovide  discard estimates for eachanticipated exemption for
202 2 discard plans , it was not feasible to produce such estimates for exemptions that

requires informationthat does not currently exist inthe FDI database e.g., detailedtripand
vessellevelinformation(  i.e., distancefis hedfromshoreand vessels engine power) which
do not currently exist inthe FDI database. T herefore, exemptions were characterised in four
groups; yes, yes/partial ,partialorno, basedonthe feasibility ofthe EWGtoe xtractthe
relevant data . Allthed ataextractedis presentedinthe Tables 1 -12ofthe Annex4. In the
case of yes/partial data extraction did not fully take into account the MCRS |, however
available MCRS dataisextractedin  separate Table 13 that ispartofthe Annex 4. Incase of
partial dataextraction |, thepartof exemptionswhichcouldnotbe extracted fromthe data
set are highlightedin bold red in the summ ary table below. Allresultsunderthis T  oR must

be interpretedwith caution, taking into ac count the shortcomings listed below.

Methodology and Shortcomings

The EWG basedthe calculation of the discards by exemption on estimates available in Table

A. These estimates are the result of the partitioning (doneby M ember State ,following the
conclusionofthe STECFE WG 17-12) ofdisca rd estimates available in Tables C&Dinto the
detailed disaggregated levels specifiedin theT able A ofthe FDIdata call (see also Table
3.1.1 for Member States specific data sources used during the 2021 FDldatacall ).

Thevariable fiDomain discards 0is usedtolink the discard estimatesintables C&D to T able

A. The domain is defined by the Member State, and its structure describes the raising
procedure and sam pling design used by Member States to estimate discards. The EWG
stressesthat the partitioned estimatesmay not be reliable estimates ofthe true discards ,
since differences indiscardrates may occur withina domain

The EWG has attempted  to provide an estimate of different catch fractions for fleets that are
likely to take advantage of anticipat ed exemptions from the landing obligation in 2022,
based ondata provided for 20 20. Thefollowing shortcomings have to be takeninto account

to avoid misinterpretation of results:

1. The EWG notesthatthedatacallaskedforscientific estimates of discar ds (seealso Table
3.1.3 forMember States specific data sources used during the 2021 FDI datacall) . The
estimated values based on scientific sampling programs are uncertain (and potentially

biased) and do not constitute an official estimate like landing s reported in logbooks.
Therefore, any estimate provided under T oR5 for discards of species under the landing
obligation cannotbe interpreted as discards for c ontrol purposes of de -minimis exemptions.

2. The EWG further notes that providing reliable and robust estimates of catches, ie.,
landings and discards forfleets that are grantedexemptions fromthe landing obligation is
problematic. Formany of these fleets, estimates are unavailable, because Member States
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are not obliged to sample these metiers accordingto the national DCF sampling plans. For
those fleets where discards have been sampled, the achieved sampling coverage is often

muc h lowerthan required to provide a robust estimate of the true discard fractions at the

level of disaggregation requ estedby FDI.  In general, the sampling programs under the DCF
are designedtoinformassessmentsof stocksand not provide disc ard information in the

highly disaggregatedformat request edinthe FDI datacall. Alternatively, official logbook
information ¢ ould be used. However, for most Member States andfisheries, the records of
unwanted catch fractions (discards + BMS landings) in logbooks are believed to be an
unreliable source of information. Toimprove the situation, Member States may have to find
way s to improve compliance and may have to adapt their national sampling programs
especially incase swhere theyhave alargeramount oflandings under acertain exemption,
but no discard information

To provide estimated catch fractions for fleets that have  not been sampled requires
extrapolation of  discard rates (also called fil  -ins) from other fleets which may not be
representative of the catch compositionof the unsampled fleets,becauseof differencesin
fishing patterns (where,when and how the fleets fish), target species, catchquota and
differences in species and size selectivity etc. The fill -in procedure canres ultin hi ghly
unrealistic discard estimates , especialy when discard rates from fleets with very low
landings of bycatchspecies areusedt ofill -indiscardrates forfleetswhere the same species

is targetedand landedin larger amounts. Theissu e becomes especially relevant when the
sampled catchfractions of a particularfleet orfleets relate to only a small proportionof the

totalcatch ofthe same specieshy all fleets involvedin a fishery. A specific problemarises if
landings are zero. In suchcases standard raising routines applied by member states may

not deliverreliable discard estimates (seealso Table 3.1.1 forMember Statesspe cific data
sources usedduring the 2021 FDI datacall ). Inprinciple, thereis scopeforthe EWGtouse

its expert judgement to determine whetherthe catch fraction estimatesfromsampled fleets

are likely to be representative of the catches forotherfle ets.However, inpractice, such an
assumptionmay be erroneous because, influence of factors, such as differences between

the fleets infishing pattern, timing of fishing and quota availability are not always known by

the EWG. Hence the EWGconsiders that extrapolating catch fraction estimates forone fleet

or fleetsto otherfleets simply to generate fleet -specificestimates needsto be carefully
considere d.

Therefore, the EWGhas adopted thefollowing selection criteria:

Forall areas apart from the Me diterranean Sea (outside area 37)

year, quarter, species, sub_region, gear_type, mesh_size range, target assemblage,
specon_tech

Forthe Mediterranean Sea (area 37)
year, quarter, species, sub_region, metier, specon_tech
In more detail, the following proce dure and equations were used:

Let the following notation be: D=discards , L=landings, snf = nationalfishery witha discard
estimate fromOtoX, unf =non -sampledfishery without discard information

The available landings and discards are aggregated(sum med) over fisheries

- forall areas apart from the Mediterranean Sea, by year, quarter, species, sub_region,
gear_type,mesh_size range, target_assemblage, specon_tech

- forthe Mediterranean Sea, by year, quarter, species, sub_region, metier, specon_tech
and mean discard rates DRare calculated:

Eenj 51 f . P .
DR = ———mfBmf it  Dn;O 0 alnd + Bujs 0

E.'.'I.'_l [Lypg f+Deraf)
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Fisheries specific discard amounts are then calculatedif no discard information is available
by

Lun DR _
Dung = ——om where D,,. is null (empty)

Fisheries without any quantitative discard informatio n, i.e., no average DR could be
estimated, remain without any discard estimation.

UK dataw ere excludedfromthe calculations forthe exemptions in the 2022 disc ard plans ,
aswellas thefill -inprocedure. For20 20,thedata submitedinresponse to the da tacall ,
excluding UK data, amounted to 3,974,393 tonnes of landings , whereof 21% ( 827,214
tonnes)had associated discard estimates. 366 ,007tonnes( 9%)had adiscard estimate  of
zero . Totallandings, including the UK, amountedto 4,602,473 tonnesoflandi ngs, 19 % of
which ( 893,348 tonnes) were reportedwithassociated discard estimates. 432,114 tonnes
(9% of thetotal reported landings including UK ) had discard estimatesof zero . Despite the
substantial issues mentioned above and the relatively low proport ion of landings with
associated discard estimates  ,the EWGtookthe decisionto provide the discard information

foreach exemption in2separateformats : withandwithoutfil -ins.Inmostcases, the fill -
ins do not add a substantial amount of discard info rmation or increase the coverage
substantially. This again highlights the general issue that for several fisheries under
exemptions , data from sampling  was not suffic ient to provide discard estimates , largely
because observer programs  undertaken under  DCF national sampling programs are not
designedto specfifically sample fisheries underexemption or are anticipated to avail of a
proposed exemption.  To provide information about the accuracy of the di s c aestimases
reportedandfill -ins,thecoverageaspe rcentageoflandings withdiscardsis providedin the

data Tables (Annex 4).

3. The EWG notesthatgiventhe aggregation levelof the datainthe FDI database, it was

not possible tofilterthe database to the exactfishing tactic specifiedfor all the exemptions.
Forexample, the mesh size categories specified inthe FDI databasedo not always match
those defined in certain exemption s. Also, areadefinitionsinexemptions were sometimes

too detailed (e.g.,areas upto a certain longitude orlatitude) tomatchwiththe  aggregation
level of the FDI database.

4. The EWG notes that it was sometimes unclear which gear types are under a certain
exemption. Especially gear codes not allowed inthe FDI datacall , orvery generic codes , are
openforinterpretati  on. Exemptions not mentioning specificgearcode s are also problematic
in thisrespect. The EWG further notesthatthe legaltext defining the exemptions in the
discardplans was difficult to interpret for some exemptions. It was not always clear if, for
example, specifiedtime periods referto limits of the exemptionitself or is simply describing

when specific gears are allowed (e.g., newtextfor 2020/2014 Article6.1cii ).

5. The EWG further notes that all shortcomings in data quality and coverage ide ntified
under other ToRs, includingissuesrelatedtothe covid -19 pandemic, alsoapplyto this TOR.
Extraction procedure

Information, related to certain exemptions was extracted in following steps:

1. All exemptions and their definitions were translated to FDI database codes (see
Tables 3.5.2.1 - 3.5.2.5forthe list of FDI codes associatedwith exemptions);

2. Exceptions andtheirparts which contained informationthat could not be foundin the

FDI data call (i.e distanc efished fromshore, vesselengine power ) are highlight in
bold red in the summary tables (T ables 3.5.2.1 - 3.5.2.5).Th ose markedin bold red
were either not estimated or estimated using partial data  while ignoring missing
information.

3. Thedataforeachexemptionw ere extractedfrom boththe FDI database and the
databasewithfill -ins using codes describedinthe Tables 3. 5.21-3.5.25;

4. Theinformation was summarised in two main formats:
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a. Tableswithlandings and discards reportedby MS and estimated forthe fleets
under exemptions( Annex 4, Tables1-8)

b. Tables with FDI data reported and filled in aggregated by species and
subregions ( Annex 4, Tables9 -13)

In both sets oftables there are following columns:

6Tot al wei ght of | ia totdl ilandings ,rec ardednimFdisdatd@base for
particula rexcemption and species;

Discards (with or without fill -inns) T weight of discards reported to FDI and
estimated usingfill  -ins;
Landings with discards reported/estimated T weight of landings associated with

discards provided/estimated;

6Coveraget @wlof andi ng-specantpgeaft tetal aveight of landings for
whichassociateddiscard  estimates data were reported underthe FDIldata call and
estimatedusingfill -ins.

Discardrate,% - calculated as discardsdivided by catch as %.
Inall Annex 4 Tables the following abbreviationsare used

c 1 data reported as confidential during the data call, if there are more th an 4
métiers which are repo rted by a Member State as confidential , the data are
considerednot tobe confidential afteraggregation , asthere would be nopossibility

to attributethe aggregate catchesto identifyindividualvessels ;

n.a. i notavailable
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5.5.2 Discard estimates by exemption

The es timated discardsforfleets likely to make use of anticipated exemptions tothe landing obligati

exemptions and associateddataavailble are given

5.5.2.1 Baltic Searegion

Table 3. 5.2.1 : The anticipated exemptions fordiscard plans for 202

for eachregionin sections 3.

onin 20 22, the details of the anticipated
5.2.1t03. 5.2.5and in Annex 4 Tables1 -13.

2 in the Baltic Searegion and the related FDIcodes.

Exzmption Articla] Area Possible or noj Fishing Technique: Gear code FDI gear code | Mesh sizg Mesh size FOI Vessel lenght SPECON [arget Assembl{ Species| Species codes|Procent/MCR
Survivability] 2018/211,Art3.1 trap nets-creels/pot
Baltic (lllb-d) Yes fyske nets-pound FPO-FYK-FPN All All All Salmon SAL
nets
2018/306 trap nets-creels/pot
Baltic (lllb-d) Yes fyske nets-pound FPO-FYK-FPN All All All Plaice PLE
nets
"
MERST | 2ELATEE Balie ib-0), 27342 Part Al Al Al Al salmon SAL 60cm
27.3.d.30 and 27.3.d.3 Y
Baltic (lllb-d), 27.3.d.3 Partly All All All All Salmon SAL 50 cm
2018/306 )
Baltic (lllb-d) Partly All All All All Cod COD 35cm
2018/306 Baltic (lllIb-d) Partly All All All All Plaice PLE 25 cm

* MCRS are partly because the extraction is not split up by lenght.
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5.5.2.2 North Sea region
Table 3. 5.2.2 : The anticipated exemptions fordiscard plans for 202

Deminimis

2 in the North Searegion and the related FDI codes.

Excemption Articl Area Description Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code Below MCRS or noj FDI gear code Mesh size Mesh size FDI_|Vessel lenglft SPECON [ Target Assemblage Species Species codes Procent/MCRS
o oo P
lla-lla-1Iv GNS-GND-GNC-GTN-GTR-GEN-G Partly/Yes Trammel nets and gill ngtsGNC-GTN-GTH GND-GNS-GNC-GTR-GTN Al All All All Sole Sol 3%
GEN-GNF
2a,3aand4
DR-2020/2014 De minimis exemption for fishing ves:
Art.11.2 using TBB gear 80-119 mm with Flen| . 80D100-100D110-|
v panel in the Union waters of ICES Partly/Yes Beam trawls TBB Yes Sole: 24 cm TBB 80-119 1100120 All TBBFP All Sole SOL 5%
subarea 4
DR-2020/2014 Y le: 24
Art.11.3 Fish bycatch caught in Noway lobst h:; dz‘;:j 27;’: 4% of the total annual catch
ia | fishery with bottom trawis 70 mm o Partly/Yes Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-TBN| whiting: 23cm - cod{ ~ OTB-OTT-PTB 70590, 80D100 70890 Al GRID35 CRU Sole-haddock whiting-cod SOL-HAD-WHG-COD-POK-HKE |  ©f Nephrops-common sole
greater, sorting grid with max 35 mm ¥ saithe and hake haddock-whiting-Northern
y 30cm - saithe: 30cm| .
Union waters of ICES division 3a prawn-cod-saithe and hake{
hake: 30cm
253?3&012014 Yes sole: 24cm - 5 % of the total annual catch
Fish bycatch caught in Northern pray haddock: 27cm - sole-haddock-whiting-cod| of Norway lobster-common
trawl fishery with sorting grid-with whiting: 23cm - cod: ithe-pl: h Ny SOL-HAD-WHG-COD-POK-PLE-HER-NOP-AR  sole-haddock-whiting-cod-
[ e Partly/Y B I TB-OTT TB-OTT 2D All RID1! R - . .
3 | unblocked fish outlet in Union waters artly/Yes ottom trawls OTB-0 30cm - plaice: 27cm| OTB-0 >35 32080 GRID19 CRU pout-greater silver smelt- ARY-WHB saithe-plaice-Northern praw
ICES division 3a saithe: 30cm - herrin blue whiting hake-Norway pout-Argenting
18cm spp.-herring and blue whitin
DR-2020/2014 80D100-100D110-|
Artirs ) ) 90-119 1100120 Al SELTRA
Whiting caught in bottom trawls 90-1. 206 of the total annual catch
mm with SELTRA panels and bottol of Nephrops-cod-haddock
Ina trawls with a mesh size of 120 mm al Partly/Yes Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-TBN-F  Yes whiting: 23cm OTB-OTT-PTB All Whiting WHG whitin ?sall’:vercnmmun solel
above in Union waters of ICES divisi| >=120 120DXX All 9 N
3a plaice and hake
DR-2020/2014 - .
At 11060/ 0 Plaice by-catches in the Nephrops tr: 3 % of the total annual catch
v fishery in combination with  technic Yes Bottom trawls Yes plaice: 27cm|  OTB-OTT-PTB 8099 80D100 Al SEPNEP CRU Plaice PLE of saithe-plaice-haddock-
measure (use of SepNep) in the Uni whiting-cod-Northern prawn:
waters of ICES subarea 4 sole and Nephrops
DR-2020/2014
Art11.7 USK-HER-COD-LEZ-MON-ANF-MNZ-ANK-HA|
By-catches in the brown shrimp fishe| All species subject to catd HKE-WHB-WIT-LEM-BLI-LIN-PLE-POL-POK-T| 6 % of the total catch foall
IVb-IVc  |with beam trawis in the Union Waters Yes Beam trawls TBB No TBB 16D32 Al CRU P “mns' GHL-MAC-SOL-SPR-HOM-JAX-NOP-ARG-AR| species subject to catch limi
ICES divisions 4b and 4c PRA-JAD-JDP-RJA-RJB-RJC-RIE-RJIF-RIG-R in those fisheries
RIN-RJO-RIR-RIU-RIY-SKA-TTO-TTR-SR
DR-2020/2014
Art.11.8
Ling (Molva molva) for vessels usin|
v |Potom rawls (OTB,OTT.PTE) with Partly/Yes Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTH  Yes ling: 63 cm OTB-OTT-PTB >=120 120DXX Al Al Ling LIN 39 of the total annual catch)
size greater than 120 mm in the Uni of ling
Waters of ICES subarea 4
25'12102"’ 2014 Whiting and cod for the vessels usir|
) bottom trawls or seines (OTB-OTT-S| Bottom trawls-demersa| ‘es whiting: 27 cm " 5%-maximum of 2% can b
ve SSC) of mesh size 70-99mm (TR2) i Partly/Yes seines OTB-OTT-SDN: SE cod: 35 cm OTB-OTT-SDN-SS! 70-99 70S90-80D100 All All Whiting-cod WHG-COD used for cod
Union Waters of ICES division 4c
DR-2020/2014 Whiting and cod for the vessels usi
Art11.10 bottom traws or seines (OTB-OTT-S
IVa-IVb SSC) of mesh size 70-99mm (TR2) i Partly/Yes Bottom trawls or seine§ OTB-OTT-SDN-§S®es whiting: 27 cm[  OTB-OTT-SDN-SS 70-99 70S90-80D100 All All Whiting WHG 4%
Union Waters of ICES division 4a an
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Table 3. 5.2.2(continued)

: The anticipated exemptions for di

scardplansfor202 2 in the North Searegion andthe related FDI codes.

Excemption Articls Area Description Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code Below MCRS or no FDI gear code Mesh size Mesh size FDI | Vessel lenglt SPECON [ Target Assemblage Species Species codes Procent/MCRS
Deminimis [DR-2020/2014 i
Whiting caught by beam trawls 80-1.
Art11.11 IV |mmin the Union Waters of ICES sub: Partly/Yes Beam trawls 88 Yes whiting: 27 cm BB 80-119 aot;igg;;)gg) 110 Al Al Whiting WHG 2% of Cam::fe of plaice an
DR-2020/2014
Art.11.12 g De minimis exemption for fishing ves: VL0010-
IVb-IVe (onk using pelagic trawlers up to 25 m ar Pelagic trawls, midwate VL1012- Herring-horse mackerel-[ HER-HMM-JAX-HOM-HMC-HMZ-HMG-TUZ-| 1% of the total catches of
south of Partly OTM-PTM No OTM-PTM All All All All herring-horse mackerel-
54°N) mid-water trawls (OTM-PTM) in 4b al trawls (up to 25m) VL1218- mackerel-whiting WHG mackerel-whitin
4csouth of 54 degreesorth VL1824 9
DR-2020/2014
Art.11.13
Fish bycatch caugt in demersal mix
fishery with trawl (OTB-OTM-OTT-P ,
PTM-SDN-SPR-SSC-TB-TBN) with OTB-OTM-OTT, OTB-OTT-PTB-SDN-S >80 8001001000110 a Sorat.sandeel Normiay po 196 of the total anrual catch
Na-1v obove 80 mmand caught in Northern| Yes Trawls PTB-PTM-SDN-§ No OTM-PTM-SPR 110D120-120DXX]| P! Y P SPR-SAN-NOP-WHB N N
g ) ormer blue whiting fishery and fishery for
prawn trawl fishery with sorting grid SSC-TB-TBN Northern prawn
(19mm) or device above 35 mmin I p
division 3a and ICES subarea 4
OTB-OTT >35 32D80 Al No SPECOM'|CRU
DR-2020/2014
Art.11.14
Ling (Molva molva) for vessels usin| . 3 % of the total annual catch
\% longlines (LLS) in ICES subarea Partly/Yes Longlines LLS Yes ling: 63 cm LLS All Ling LIN of ling
DR-2020/2014
Art11.15 Horse mackerel in demersal mixed|
11 9 "
Ih-ivg | fishery using bottom trawds (OTE-OT] Yes Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTH No OTB-OTT-PTB 80-99 80D100 Al Horse mackerel HOM-JAX-HMG 6% of the total annual catch
PTB) with a mesh size 80-99mm (TR of horse mackerel
ICES divisions 4b and 4c
DR-2020/2014
Art.11.16 Mackerel in demersal fishery with
_OTT-| o
IW-ivg | botiom trawls (OTB-OTT-PTE) of mq Yes Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTH| No OTB-OTT-PTB 80-99 80D100 Al Mackerel MAC 6% of the total annual catch
size 80-99mm (TR2) in ICES division| of mackerel
and 4c
DR-2020/2014
Art.11.17
Blue whiting irindustrial pelagic g 3 § 5 % of the total annual catch
\2 trawler fisheryin ICES subarea 4 Partly Pelagic trawl No OTM-PTM All Al SPF-SLP Blue whiting WHB of blue whiting
* This exemption (Art.11.13) only includes the part of the Northern prawn fishery that does not have a SPECON. The SPECON "GRID19" refers to Northern prawn trawls with a sorting grid and an unblocked fish outlet, i.e. the fish retention device is , while the of sorting grid-fish retention device does currently not have a SPECON. (The Northern prawn fishery with "GRID19

of the species included in this exemption).
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Table 3. 5.2.2(continued)

: The anticipated exemptions fordiscard plans for 202

2 in the North Sea region and the related FDI codes.

Excemption Articld __ Area Description Possible or not Fishing Techniques | Gear code | Below MCRS or no} FDI gear code Mesh size Mesh size FDI_| Vessel len SPECON_| Target Assemblade Species Species codes Procent/MCRS
i 5 4
SunivabiltDR-2020/201 tadlla-lv Nephrops caught using pots Yes Pots FPO No FPO NA NA Al Norway lobster NEP -
DR-2020/2014
L3108 80D100-100D110:
>80 110D120-120DXX| Al Al B
Nephrops caught by bottom trawls wi
lla-llla-IV | a cod end larger than 80mm or 70m Yes Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-TBI No OTB-OTT-PTB Al Norway lobster NEP
with selective grid 35mm
>70 70590 Al GRID35
Esfgz’yzum Survival exemption fo#indersize@
- [common sole (sole less than MCRS
24cm) caught by 80-99mm otter traw|
gears in ICES divisionithin 6
Ve |nautical miles of coastalbeit outside Partly Otter trawls oT8 Yes Sole: 24 cm oTB 80-99 80D100 VL0010 Al Sole soL -
identified nursery areasvessellengt
max 10 m andnax engine power of 22|
kw, depth less 30 m and tow duration
less then 1:30 hours
DR-2020/2014 Area IV USK-HER-COD-LEZ-MON-ANF-MNZ
HAD-WHG-HKE-WHB-WIT-LEM-BLI-LIN-PLE]
POK-TUR-BLL-GHL-MAC-SOL-SPR-HOM-JA
ARG-ARU-NEP-PRA-JAD-JDP-RJA-RIB-RIC]
RIG-RIH-RII-RIM-RIN-RIO-RIR-RIU-RIY-
Survivability of fish by-catches in pot TTR-SRX-RAJ-RIK
lia-v and fyke nets in the Union waters o Yes Pots and fyke nets FPO-FYK No FPO-FYK NA NA Al Al All TAC-species -
ICES division 3a and ICES subare Area llla USK-HER-COD-HAD-WHG-HKE-WH
LIN-PLE-POL-POK-MAC-SOL-SPR-NOP-AR(
NEP-PRA-RIK-RAJ-SRX-SKA-JAD-JDP-RIA
RIE-RIF-RIG-RIH-RI-RIM-RIN-RIO-RIR-R
TTR
DR-2020/2014 atch and b  of plaice b
Art6.1a atch and by-catch of plaice by vessq GNS-GTR-GT,
using nets (GNS-GTR-GTN-GEN) in Yes Nets GEN No GNS-GTR-GTN Al Al Al Plaice PLE -
waters of ICES devision 3a and suba
DR-2020/2014 Al
Art6.1.b Catch and by-catch of plaice by vessq
using Danish seines in Union waters Yes Danish seine SDN No SDN Al Al Plaice PLE -
Wa-V' icES devision 3a and subarea 4
DR-2020/2014
Ar6.1.ci Catch and by-catch of plaice by vessd
using bottom trawls (OTB-PTE) of me Yes Bottom trawls OTB-PTB No OTB-OTT-PTB >2120 1200XX Al Al Plaice PLE -
sizesk120mm in Union waters of ICE
devision 3a and subarea 4
DR-2020/2014 Catch and by-catch of plaice with
Art.6.1.c.ii bottom trawls (OTB-PTB) with mesh SELTRA in
90-119 mm with Seltra panet in sub- 80D100-100D110- 3.a.20, SELTR
Ma | fision Kattegat (1 Oct.31 Dec) Partly Trawls OTB-PTB No OTB-OTT-PTB 90-119 1100120 Al and No speco Al Plaice PLE -
targetting flatfish or roundfish in Unio in3.a.21
waters of ICES division 3a
DR-2020/2014 Catch and by-catch of plaice with
Art6.1.c.ii bottom trawls (OTB-PTB) with mesh
- A D100-100D110
v 80-119 mm targetting flatfish or Yes Trawls OTB-PTB No OTB-OTT-PTB 80-119 80D100-1000110 All All Plaice PLE -
110D120
roundfish in the Union waters of ICES|
subareas 4
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Table 3. 5.2.2(continued)

: The anticipate dexemptions fordiscard plans for202

2 in the North Sea region and the related FDI codes.

divisions 2a,3a and subareaw)h
several operational measures

Articl Area Dy Possible or not Fishing T Gear code Below MCRS or no| FDI gear code Mesh size Mesh size FDI_| Vessel leng SPECON | Target Species Species codes Procent/MCRS
Survivability| DR-2020/2014
Art7.1.a iur\gva\ Ex:r‘;p“;; forgpla\cg belo
MCRS caught by 80-119mm beamtr:
Wav | gears (BT2) in ICES devision 2a and Partly Beam trawls 8B YesPlaice: 27 cm 88 80-119 BODﬁ‘D’;fgglm' Al Al Plaice PLE .
subarea 4 witfflip-up rope or Benthog|
release panel (BRP) - engine >221
DR-2020/2014
Art.7.1.b Survival exemption for plaice beloy
MCRS caught by 80-119mm beamtr:
ool No (included in DR- . 80D100-100D110-| .
lla-1vV' gears (BT2) in ICES division 2a and 2020/2014.Art.7.1.a) Beam trawls TBB YesPlaice: 27 cm TBB 80-119 1100120 Al All Plaice PLE -
subarea 4mplementing the roadmap|
for the Fully DocumentedFisheries
DR-2020/2014
Art.7.2 Survival exemption for plaice beloy
MCRS caught by 80-119mm beamtr:
; gears (BT2) in ICES division 2a and . g 80D100-100D110-| .
la-Iv. subarea 4 witfengine <221 KW or les| No Beam trawls TBB YesPlaice: 27 cm TBB 80-119 1100120 All Al Plaice PLE
then 24m in twelve miles zone and to|
duration less than ninety min
DR-2020/2014
At BO 0120 Survival exemption for turbot caught 80D100-100D110-
v beam trawls with a cod end larger th: Yes Beam trawls TBB No TBB >80 All All Turbot TUR -
110D120-120DXX|
80mm in Union waters of ICES subar
DR-2020/2014 —
At skates and rays caught by all fishin JAD-JDP-RIA-RIB-RIC-RIE-RIF-RIG-RIH-R
a1V | gears in the Union waters of the Nory Yes Al Al No Al Al Al Al Al Skates and rays RIO-RIR-RIU-RIY-SKATTERIERAL RIK -
Sea (ICES divisions 2a,3a and subary
DR-2020/2014
Art 11;) 0120 Survival exemption for mackerel and
herring in purse seine fisheries in the
fla-llla-IV - |ynion waters of the North Sea (ICES Partly Purse seine No SDN-SPR-SSC-SV-PS All Al Al All Mackerel-herring MAC-HER -
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5.5.2.3 North Western Waters

Table 3. 5.2.3 : The anticipated exemptions fordiscard plans for 202

E: ion Article

2 in the North Western Waters region and the related FDI codes.

Area Possible or no} __ Fishing Techniques Gear code Below MCRS or not FDI gear code L mesh siz¢ Mesh size Vessel lenght| SPECON] Target Assemblade  Species Species codes | Procent/MCR
Deminimis 2020/2015 Article 13.1.a
. OTB-OTT-OT-PTB-PT-SSC-SDI OTB-OTT-PTB-SDN-SPR-| 80D100-100D110- .
yes Bottom trawls , Seines| SX-SV-TBN-TBS-TB-TX No Sv-sB >80 110D120 -120DXX All All All Whiting WHG 5
Vilb-k . .
yes Pelagic trawls OTM-PTM No OTM-PTM Al Al Al Al All Whiting WHG 5
80D100-100D110-
yes Beam trawl BT2 No TBB 80-119 110D120 All All All Whiting WHG 5
2020/2015 Article 13.1.b
Viid-g yes Trammel and gill nets GN'GNS'GNDG’ﬁEC’GTN'GTR' No GND-GNS-GNC-GTR-GTN All All All All All Sole soL 3
2020/2015 Article 13.1.c
80D100-100D110-
Viid-h yes Beam trawl TBB No TBB 80-119 1100120 All TBBFP Al Sole SoL 3
202012015 Article 13.1.d.i part Bottom trawls , Seines| OTB-OTT-OT-PTB-PT-SSC-SDI o OTB-OTT-PTB-SDN-SPR 100 100D110-110D120 Al Al Al Haddock HAD s
Y less then 30% Nephrop SX-SV-TBN-TBS-TB-TX SV-SB 120DXX
2020/2015 Article 13.1.d.ii
Bottom trawls , Seines, OTB-OTT-PTB-SDN-SPR-| 80D100-100D110-
Vlib- Vile-k ! 1
b-c and Vile: Partly more then 30% Nephroy No SV-SB >80 110D120 -120DXX All Al Al Haddock HAD 5
2020/2015 Article 13.1.d.iii .
Beam trawl with Flemis 80D100-100D110-
yes panel BB No TBB >80 1100120 -120DXX All TBBFP All Haddock HAD 5
2020/2015 Article 13.1.e
B traw i Plaice PLE 0.85
br:vj:sl::vr: l\?v:tgher:';zr Yes plaice: 27 cm - 32D80-70D80-80D1
Vila Partly/Yes - P TBB p‘ - TBB >31 100D110-110D120 All Al CRU
size equal to or greatel whiting: 27 cm
120DXX
than 31 mm
Whiting WHG 0.15
2020/2015 Article 13.1.f
BOR-BOC-ZAC-ZAl
Vlib-c and VIlf-k yes Bottom trawls OTT-OTB-TBS-TBN-TB-PTH No OTB-OTT-PTB All All All All All Boarfish PZH-RIG-SWH-EN 05
EMV-ZAL
2020/2015 Article 13.1.g
\4 Partlylyes Beam trawl BT2 Yes Megrim: 20 cm TBB 80-119 SODJJ:?E;ESEMG All All All Megrim MEG-LDB-LEZ 4
2020/2015 Article 13.1.g.i
Bottom trawls, more 55Y
VIif-g,specific partsof 7h Partly whiting or 55% anglerfis| OTT'OTB'TBST’;BN'TB’PTB'O Yes Megrim: 20 cm OTB-OTT-PTB 70-99 80D100-70D80 All All All Megrim MEG-LDB-LEZ 4
hake or megrim combing
2020/2015 Article 13.1.g.ii
Vlla-eother specific partd Botiom trawlsand | OTT-OTB-TBS-TBN-TB-PTB-O] ¢ \jovim: 20 cm OTB-OTT-PTB 70-99 80D100-70D80 Al Al Al Megrim MEG-LDB-LEZ 4
of 7h, Vilk outside areas as above] X
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Tab le 3. 5.2.3(continued)

: The anticipated exemptions fordiscard plans for 202

2 in the NorthWestern Watersregion and the related FDI

Exemption Article Area Possible or noj Fishing Techniques Gear code Below MCRS or not FDI gear code Legislation mesh siz¢ Mesh size regulatior) Vessel lenght| SPECON| Target Assemblage  Species Species codes | Procent/MCR:
Deminimis 2020/2015 Article 13.1.h
Beam trawl with Flemisl 80D100-100D110-
Vila yes panel BT2 No TBB 80-119 1100120 Al TBBFP All Sole SoL 3
2020/2015 Article 13.1.i
Partly (0.6% o "
VbV catches froma| ~ Bottom trawls OTT-OTE-TBS-TBN-TE-PTE-O No OTB-OTT-PTB >100 1000210, 110120 Al Al Al Greatsiver | \pG ARU-ARY 06
X 120DXX smelt
gears)
2020/2015 Article 13.1.j
Bottom trawls , Seines| OTB-OTT-OT-PTB-PT-SSC-SDI OTB-OTT-PTB-SDN-SPR-| HMM-JAX-HOM-H
ves beam trawls SX-SV-TBB-TBN-TBS-TB-T No SV-SB-TBB Al Al Al Al Al Horse Mackerel ™ 7. HMG-TuZ 3
202012015 Article 13.1.k Viand Vilb-k
Bottom trawls , Seines| OTB-OTT-OT-PTB-PT-SSC-SD OTB-OTT-PTB-SDN-SPR-|
yes beam trawls SX-SV-TBB-TBN-TBS-TB-T. No SV-SB-TBB Al Al Al Al Al Makerel MAC 3
2020/2015 Article 13.1.1
Bottom trawls, with one|
of the following selectivg
ears:square mesh pang GRID35-
o Pt 32D70 - 70D80 - TBBFP-
Via Partly N OTT-OTB-TBS-TBN-TB Yes Haddock: 30 cm OTB-OTT-PTB <119 80D100-100D110- Al SELTRA- All Haddock HAD 3
vessel > 12 mSeltra
. N 110D120 NETGRID:
panel; Sorting grid 35 mi SEPNEP
CEFAS-netgrid;Flip-flay
trawl
2020/2015 Article 13.1.m
Vb-VI-VIl yes Industrial pelagic trawlg No OTM-PTM All All Al All All Blue whiting WHB
2020/2015 Article 13.1.n 5
Vil yes midwater pair trawl PTM No PTM All All All All All Albacore tuna ALB
2020/2015 Article 13.1.0
yes All Mackerel MAC
s Al Horse MackerewHMmM;A:;(??Gg
Pelagic trawls, midwate| VL0010-VL101; ” "
vid trawls (up to 25m) OTM-PTM No OTM-PTM All All VL1218-VL182 All 1
yes All Herring HER
yes All Whiting WHG
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Table 3. 5.2.3(continued) : The anticipated exemptions fordiscard plans for 202 2 in the NorthWestern Watersreg ion and the related FDI
codes.
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Exemption Article Area Possible or nof  Fishing Techniques Gear code Below MCRS or not FDI gear code Legislation mesh siz¢ Mesh size regulatior) Vessel lenght| SPECON | Target Species Species codes | Procent/MCR
Survivability 2020/2015 Article 3.1.a
av Yes Pots,traps,creel FPO-FIX-FYK No FPO-FPIFYK All All All All All Norway Lobstef NEP -
2020/2015 Article 3.1.b
Vi Yes Bottom trawls OTT-OTB-TBS TBN-TB-PTE-O No OTB-OTT-PTB >100 1000110, 110120 All All Al Norway Lobstef NEP -
™ 120DXX
2020/2015 Article 3.1.¢ Bottom trawls, with one|
of the following selectiv
gears:square mesh pang GRID35-
300 mm;200 mm and TBBFP-
il Partly vessel > 12 pSeltra | O71-OTE-TBS-TBN-TB-PTB-O No OTB-OTT-PTB 70-99 70D80-80D100 All SELTRA- All Norway Lobstel NEP -
panel; Sorting grid 35 mi NETGRID-
100 mm cod-end, dual SEPNEP-T
cod-end < 90 mm/300
mm
2020/2015 Article 3.1.d OTB-TBS-TBN-TB-PTB-
Via - within 12 NM No Otter trawls OTT-OTB-TBS-TBN-TB-PTB-O No OTT-OTB-OTM 80-110 80D100,100D110 All All All Norway Lobstef NEP -
2020/2015 Article 3.2 Bottom trawls, with one|
of the following selectiv
gearsisquare mesh pang
300 mm;200 mm and GRID3S-
Celic protection zone Part Vestel - 12 mSelta SELTRA- Al A
(BSA) Y NETGRID|
panel; Sorting grid 35 m SEPNED-T
100 mm cod-end, dual
cod-end < 90 mm/300
OTT-OTB-TBS-TBN-TB-PTB-O No OTB-OTT-PTB 70-99 70D80-80D100 All Norway Lobste! NEP
2020/2015 Article 3.3 Bottom trawls, with one|
gearmgunre mean pand GRID3S-
2 TBBFP-
Vila Partly 300 mm; 200 mm and SELTRA- All
vessel > 12 mSeltra NETGRID-|
panel; Sorting grid 35 mi SEPNEP
CEFAS-netgrid;Flip-flaj
trawl
2020/2015 Article 4.1.a,b Otter trawls,within 6
nautical miles, max
TT-OTB-TBS-TBN-TB-PTB-
viid No power 221kw, max 10 nf ©T1-C STX © Yes: sole 24 cm OTT-OTB-OTM 80-99 80D100 VL0010 All All Sole soL -
depth 30m, duration 1:3(
h
2020/2015 Article 5
SRX-JAD-JDP-RIA
RJC-RJE-RIF-RIG
VIV Yes All All No All All All All All All Skates & rays| RII-RIM-RIN-RJIO-| -
RJU-RJIY-SKA-TTO-
2020/2015 Article 6.1.a
Yes Trammel nets GTR-GTN-GEN-GN No GND-GNS-GNC-GTR-GTN All All All All All Plaice PLE -
2020/2015 Article 6.1.b Viid-Vilg
Yes Otter trawls OTT,0TB, TBS, TBN,TB,PTB,OT|PT, TX No OTT-OTB-OTM All All All All All Plaice PLE -
2020/2015 Article 6.1.c
Beam trawlmax power SELTRA-
Vila-Vilg Partly 221 kW, flip-up or bentic| BB No BB All All All CRID3S Al Plaice PLE -
panel
2020/2015 Article 6.1.d
Beam trawlmax power
Vila-Vilg Partly 221 kW or max 24m, BB No TBB Al Al Al All All Plaice PLE -
within 12 nm, duration
1:30h
2020/2015 Article 6.1.e
viid Yes Danish seines SDN No SDN All All All All All Plaice PLE -
DA 2021/x0Article 6.1.1
Vilb-k Yes Seines ssc No ssc All All All Al Al Plaice PLE -
2020/2015 Article 7
V (excl Va)-Vb-VI-Vil Yes Pots,traps,creel FPO-FIX-FYK No FPO-FPN-FYK All Al All Al Al Al All -
2020/2015 Article 8 ” Ves Purse seine with sever} No SDN-SPR.SSC-SV Al Al Al Al Al Mackerel- MAC-HER 7
operational herring

5.5.2.4 South Western Waters
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Table 3. 5.2.4 : The anticipated exemptions fordiscard plans for 202

2 in the South Western Waters region and the related FDI codes.

GTR

GTR

Excemption Article Area Possible or no Fishing Techniques Gear code FDI gear code [ Mesh sizd Mesh size FDI | Vessel lenghtSPECONTarget Assemblade Species Species codes | Procent/MCR
Deminimis | 2020/2015 Article 14.1.
e Cloronsrac
VII-IX yes Trawls and seines PTM-SDN-SPR-S! All All All All All Hake HKE 5
TX-SSC-SPR-TB-{ wv.om
SX-SV
2020/2015 Article 14.1.
' OTM-PTM-TBB-OT
yes Pela?)'cttrawis’ bfam a1 oTT-PTB-TBN-TH OTMgTTx ;,'ZB'O Al All All All All 5
otiom traw's TBB-OT-PT-TX
Vlilla-Vilib Sole SOL
2020/2015 Article 14.1.
: GNS-GN-GND-GN GNS-GND-GNC-G
yes Trammel and gill nets GTN-GTR-GEN GTR All All All All All 3
2020/2015 Article 14.1.
X yes Hooks and lines | LHM-LHP-LLD-LSLHM-LHP-LLD-LLS Al All All All All Alfonsinos ALF-BRX 5
2020/2015 Article 14.1.¢
OTB-OTT-PTB-TH
VIII-IX ves Bfam ltra""';' bOUOM | rgs teg.oT-pT-{ [BOTIOTERY Al Al Al Al 5
rawls and seines | oo opp SpN-s " Mackerel HMM-JAX-HOM-H
orse Mackere!
202072015 Article 14.1. J E HMZ-HMG-TUZ
VIIIX-X-CECAF 34.1.1-34.1.2-34p.0  yes Gillnets NS-GND-GNC-GGNS-GND-GNC-q Al Al Al Al 3
GTR GTR
2020/2015 Avticle 14.1. Beam trawis. bottom | OTB-OTT-PTE-TH TBB-OTT-OTB-P]
VII-IX yes trawl d' N TBS-TBB-OT-PT-|OTM-PTM-SDN-S| All All All All All Mackerel MAC 5
rawis and Seinés | g spr-SDN-SY  SSC-SV-SB
2020/2015 Article 14.1. _GND-GNC- _GND-GNC-
VII-IX-CECAF 34.1.1-34.1.2-34.20  yes Gillnets CNSCADGNCQONSGNDBNC A Al Al Al Al Mackerel MAC 3
2020/2015 Atrticle 14.1. OTB-OTT-PTB-TH
TBB-OTT-OTB-P]
yes Do O e | OTMSDN-SPRS| Al Al Al Al Al 5
sB sV Megrim MEG-LDB-LEZ
2020/2015 Aticle 14.1] ) GNS-GND-GNC-G GNS-GND-GNC-G
yes Gillnets GTR GTR All All All All All 4
2020/2015 Article 14.1. VII-IX
OTM-PTM-TBB-OT
o Pelagic trawls, beam, | OTT-PTB-TBN-TH %TT“ﬁEIg"_‘STSE:g Al Al Al Al Al MON-ANK-ANG-MV] 5
Y bottom trawls and seine| TBB-OT-PT-TX-S: SSC-SV-SB Anglerfish MVO-MVJ-MVN-M
SPR-SDN-SX-S 9 LHS-LHU-KZZ-IDZ-||
_ ANF
2020/2015 Article 14.1.| Jes Gillnets GNS-GND-GNC-GNS-GND-GNC-G Al Al Al Al 4
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Table 3. 5.2.4(continued)

: The anticipated exemptions fordiscard

plans for202 2 in the South Western Watersregion and the related FDI

codes.
Excemption Article Area Possible or no Fishing Techniques Gear code FDI gear code [ Mesh sizg Mesh size FDI | Vessel lenghtSPECONTarget Assemblade Species Species codes | Procent/MCR
Deminimis  |2020/2015 Article 14.1.th OTM-PTM-TBB-OT
) o~ OTM-PTM-TBB-O
ves Pelagic trawls, beam, | OTT-PTE-TBNTE orr prg.sps] Al Al Al Al Al 5
bottom trawls and seine| TBB-OT-PT-TX-T! SSC.SV-SB
Vil SSC-SPR-SDN-S Whiting WHG
2020/2015 Article 14.1. GNS-GND-GNC-Gl GNS-GND-GNC-d
yes Gillnets GTR TR All All All All All 4
2020/2015 Article 14.1, Beam trawls. bottom | OTB-OTT-PTB-TH TBB-OTT-OTB-P1
VIII-IX yes rawl d' ) TBS-TBB-OT-PT-|OTM-PTM-SDN-S All All All All All Anchovy ANE 5
Tawls and Seines | g spr-SDN-SY  SSC-SV-SB
2020/2015 Article 14.1. OTB-OTT-PTB-TH
TBB-OTT-OTB-PT
IXa in Gulf of Cadiz No Beam trawls, bottom | TBS-TBB-OT-PT] oy spns| Al Al Al Al Al Red seabream SBR 5
trawls and seines | TB-SSC-SPR-SDI
v SSC-SV-SB
2020/2015 Article 14.1. OTB-OTT-PTB-TH
TBB-OTT-OTB-PT
IXa in Gulf of Cadiz No Beam trawls, bottom | TBS-TBB-OT-PT] o ooy spn.s| Al Al Al Al Al Sole soL 1
trawls and seines [ TB-SSC-SPR-SD SSC-SV-SB
SV =
2020/2015 Article 14.1. Industrial pelagic trawl
Partly(Surimi | fishery using midwater ) by, OTM-PTM Al Al Al Al SPF-SLP Blue whiting WHB 5
base) trawls and midwater pai
trawls
2020/2015 Article 14.1. Midwater trawls and
yes . X OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All All All All Albacore tuna ALB 5
midwater pair trawls
2020/2015 Article 14.1. Vil
All All All All All Anchovy ANE
2020/2015 Article 14.1.
yes Pelagic trawls OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All All All All Mackerel MAC 4
2020/2015 Artcle 14 All Al All All All Horse Mackerel | /MM-JAX-HOM-H
HMZ-HMG-TUZ
2020/2015 Article 14.1.
yes PS PS All All All All All Anchovy ANE 1
2020/2015 Article 14.1.
VIII-IX-X-CECAF 34.1.1-34.1.2-34) yes Purse seines PS PS All All All All All Mackerel MAC
4
2020/2015 Article 14.1.
HMM-JAX-HOM-H
yes PS PS All All All All All Horse mackerel HMZ-HMG-TUZ
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Table 3. 5.2.4(continued)

: The anticipated exemptions fordiscard plans for 202

2 in the South Western Watersregion and the related FDI

codes.
Excemption Article Area Possible or no Fishing Techniques Gear code FDI gear code [ Mesh sizg Mesh size FDI__| Vessel lenghtSPECONTarget Assemblage Species Species codes | Procent/MCR
Survivability 2018/188 Article 2 no - SB All All All All All Anchovy ANE -
2018/188 Article 2 HMM-JAX-HOM-H|
VII-IX-X-CECAF 34.1.1-34.1.2-34.2.0 no Artisanal purse seine ) SB Al Al Al Al Al Horse Mackerel| 7 {imG-Tuz )
2018/188 Article 2 no - SB All All All All All Jack Mackerel JAA -
2018/188 Atrticle 2 no - SB All All All All All Mackerel MAC -
2020/2015 Atticle 9 OTB-OTT-PTB-TH OTB-OTT-PTB-OT|
VII-IX yes Bottom trawls TBS-TBB-OT-PT- PTM-TBB All All All All All Norway Lobster NEP -
2020/2015 Article 10.1 SRX-JAD-JDP-RIAL
RJC-RJIE-RIF-RIG
VII-IX yes All - All All All All All All Skates & rays RI-RIM-RIO-RIR- -
RJY-SKA-TTO-TT|
20202015 Article 10.4.3 VII-IX yes Trammel nets - GNS»GL\I;?'-RGNC»G All All All All All Cukoo ray RIN -
2020/2015 Article 10.4. vl yes Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTB-OT Al Al Al Al Cukoo ray RIN .
PTM-TBB
2020/2015 Article 11
IXa No Artisanal gear voracerg] - SB All All All All All Red seabream SBR -
Vill-IXa-X yes Hooks and lines | LHM-LHP-LLD-L S ™ HP-LLELL gy Al Al Al Al Red seabream SBR .
2020/2015 Article 12 Purse seine with net not Anchovy- horse | ANE-HMM-JAX-HO
VIII-IX-X-CECAF 34.1.1-34.1.2-34.2.0 No PS SDN-SPR-SSC{SV All All All All All mackerel - HMC-HMZ-HMG-TY -
fully taken on board
mackerel MAC
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5.5.2.5 Mediterranean Sea

Table 3. 5.2. 5: The anticipated exemptions fordiscard plans for 202
Searegion andthe related FDI codes.

2 in the Mediterranian

Exemption Article Area Possible or no{ Fishing Technique Gear code FDI gear code | Mesh sizg Vessel lengh Species Species codes | Procent/MCR
Deminimis
yes All All Hake HKE
DA 2021kxx, Adriatic and south-
castern Med - Aricle 3 (3) bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTB 5
yes All All Mullets MUT-MUX-MUM
yes All All Hake HKE
DA 2021/xx, Adriatic and south- Gill nets and and | GNS-GN-GND-GNC-GT| GND-GNS-GNC-G 1
eastern Med- Article 3 () ii trammel nets GTR-GEN GTN
yes All All Mullets MUT-MUX-MUM
yes All All Hake HKE
DA 2021/xx, Adriatic and south- .
eastern Med - Article 3 (a) ii Rapido TBB BB !
yes All All Red mullet MUT-MUX-MUM|
DA 2021/xx, Adriatic and south-
eastern Med - Article 3 (a) iv yes Al Al Sole soL 3
yes All All European seabass BSS 5
yes All All Annular seabream ANN 5
yes All All Sharpsnout seabream SHR 5
yes All All White seabream SWA 5
yes All All Two-banded seabream CTB 5
Adriatic Sea (GSAL7| GPW-EPA-EFB-H
GSA18) GPS-EFN-EPR-E
EFK-EFE-EFJ-E
EPF-ENI-EPK-EI
ESE-ELD-EED-H
EEA-EEV-EEL-E
EEU-EEI--EEE-E|
yes All All Groupers EET-EEB-EEN-B 5
EEM-EEC-EEJ-
bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTB GPD-EER-GPR-f
DA 2021/xx, Adriatic and south- EEY-ELG-EFV-E
eastern Med - Article 3 (a) v EEQ-EFQ-EPV-H
EFX-GPX-EIT-EI
GPN-EPT-EIR-|
yes All All Striped seabream SSB 5
yes All All Spanish seabream SBA 5
yes All All Red seabream SBR 5
yes All All Common pandora PAC 5
yes All All Common seabream RPG 5
yes All All Wreckfish WRF 5
yes All All Gilthead seabream SBG 5
yes All All Deepwater rose shrim DPS 5
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Table 3. 5.2.5(continued)

: The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202

2 in the

Exemption Article Area Possible or no{ Fishing Techniquep Gear code FDI gear code | Mesh sizg Vessel lengh| Species Species codes [ Procent/MCR!
Deminimis
yes All All European seabass BSS 3
yes All All Annular seabream ANN 3
yes All All Sharpsnout seabream SHR 3
yes All All White seabream SWA 3
yes All All Two-banded seabrearny CTB 3
GPW-EPA-EFB-f
GPS-EFN-EPR-E]|
EFK-EFE-EFJ-E|
EPF-ENI-EPK-E|
ESE-ELD-EED-f
EEA-EEV-EEL-E
EEU-EEI--EEE-E]|
yes All All Groupers EET-EEB-EEN-E 3
EEM-EEC-EEJ-|
GPD-EER-GPR-H
DA 2021/kxx, Adriatic and south- | Adriatic Sea (GSAL7] Gill nets and and | GNS-GN-GND-GNC-GT| GND-GNS-GNC-G EEY-ELG-EFV-E
eastern Med - Article 3 (a) vi GSA18) trammel nets GTR-GEN GTN EEQ-EFQ-EPV-§
EFX-GPX-EIT-El
GPN-EPT-EIR-|
yes All All Striped seabream SSB 3
yes All All Spanish seabream SBA 3
yes All All Red seabream SBR 3
yes All All Common pandora PAC 3
yes All Al Common seabream RPG 3
yes All All Wreckfish WRF 3
yes All All Sole SOL 3
yes All All Gilthead seabream SBG 3
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Table 3.5.2.5 (continued):
Mediterranian Searegionandthe related FDI codes.

The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 2022 in the

Exemption Article Area Possible or nof Fishing Techniquep Gear code FDI gear code | Mesh sizd Vessel lenghi Species Species codes | Procent/MCR
Deminimis

yes All All European seabass BSS 1
yes All All Annular seabream ANN 1
yes All All Sharpsnout SHR 1
yes All All White seabream SWA 1
yes All All Two-banded seabreany CcTB 1

GPW-EPA-EFB-H

GPS-EFN-EPR-E|

EFK-EFE-EFJ-E|

EPF-ENI-EPK-E

ESE-ELD-EED-§

EEA-EEV-EEL-E

EEU-EEI--EEE-E]|
yes All All Groupers EET-EEB-EEN-H 1

EEM-EEC-EEJ-]

DA 2021500, Adriatic and south- Hooks and lines | LHP-LHM-LLS-LLD-LL-L]  LHM-LHP-LLD-LL] GPD-EER-GPR-f

eastern Med - Article 3 (a) vii EEY-ELG-EFV-F|

EEQ-EFQ-EPV-H

EFX-GPX-EIT-El

GPN-EPT-EIR-E|

Adriatic Sea (GSA17|
GSA18)
yes All All Striped seabream SSB 1
yes Al Al Spanish seabream SBA 1
yes All All Common pandora PAC 1
yes All All Common seabream RPG 1
yes All All Wreckfish WRF 1
yes All All Sole SOoL 1
yes All All Gilthead seabream SBG 1
yes All All Anchovy ANE 5
yes All All Sardine PIL 5
DA 2021kxx, Adriatic and south-
eastern Med - Article 3 () viii botiom trawis OTB-OTT-PTB

yes All All Mackerel MAC 5

HMM-JAX-HOM
yes All All Horse Mackerel HMC-HMZ-HMG] 5

Tuz
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Table 3.5.2.5 (continued):
Mediterranian Searegionandthe related FDI codes.

The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 2022 in the

Exemption Article Area Possible or nof Fishing Techniquep Gear code FDI gear code | Mesh sizg Vessel lenghi Species Species codes | Procent/MCR
Deminimis
yes Al Al Hake HKE
DA 2021kxx, Adriatic and south-
TB-OTT-PTB
eastern Med - Article 3 (b) i botiom trawis OTE-0 5
yes All All Mullets MUT-MUX-MUM|
yes All All Hake HKE
DA 2021kxx, Adriatic and south- Gill nets and and | GNS-GN-GND-GNC-GT| GND-GNS-GNC-G 1
eastern Med - Article 3 (b) ii trammel nets GTR-GEN GTN
yes All All Mullest MUT-MUX-MUM|
DA 2021kxx, Adriatic and south-
eastern Med - Article 3 (b) yes All All Deep-water rose shrim| DPS 5
yes All All European seabass BSS 5
yes All All Annular seabream ANN 5
yes All All Sharpsnout seabream| SHR 5
yes All All White seabream SWA 5
yes All All Two-banded seabrean CTB 5
GPW-EPA-EFB-§
GPS-EFN-EPR-E]|
South-eastern EFK-EFE-EFJ-E|
Medituerranean Sea EPF-ENI-EPK-E
ESE-ELD-EED-§
(GSA14-GSA15-GSA EEAEEV-EEL.E
GSA19-GSA20-GSA: EEU-EEI-EEEH
GSA22-GSA23-GSA: yes All All Groupers EET-EEB-EEN-E| 5
GSA25-GSA26-GSA: EEM-EEC-EEJ-
GPD-EER-GPR-H
EEY-ELG-EFV-E]|
bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTB EEQ-EFQ-EPV-H
DA 2021kxx, Adriatic and south- EFX-GPX-EIT-EI
eastern Med - Article 3 (b) iv GPN-EPT-EIR-E|
yes All All Striped seabream SSB 5
yes All All Spanish seabream SBA 5
yes All All Red seabream SBR 5
yes All All Common pandora PAC 5
yes Al Al Common seabream RPG 5
yes All All Wreckfish WRF 5
yes All All Gilthead seabream SBG 5
yes All All Norway lobster NEP 5
yes All All Sole SOoL 5
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Table 3. 5.2.5(continued) : The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202 2 in the
Mediterranian Searegionandthe related FDI codes.

Exemption Article Area Possible or no{ Fishing Techniquep Gear code FDI gear code | Mesh sizd Vessel lenghi Species Species codes | Procent/MCR
Deminimis B
3 (if species le:
than 25% of
yes All All European seabass BSS total landings
5)
3 (if species le:
yes All All Annular seabream ANN than 25% of
total landings
5)
3 (if species le:
yes All All Sharpsnout seabream| SHR than 25% of
total landings
3 (if species le:
yes All All White seabream SWA than 25% of
total landings
5)
3 (if species le:
ves Al Al Two-banded seabrean|  CTB than 25% of
total landings
5)
GPW-EPA-EFB-H
PS-EFN-EPR-E
EFK-EFE-EFJ-E|
EPF-ENI-EPK-E|
ESE-ELD-EED-f
EEA-EEV-EEL-E|3 (if species le:
es Al Al Groupers EEU-EEI--EEE-E| than 25% of
¥ P EET-EEB-EEN-H total landings
EEM-EEC-EEJ-| 5)
GPD-EER-GPR-H
EEY-ELG-EFV-E|
EEQ-EFQ-EPV-H
EFX-GPX-EIT-El
GPN-EPT-EIR-F|
3 (if species le:
South-eastern than 25% of
Mediterranean Sea yes All All Striped seabream SSB total landings
DA 2021kxx, Adriatic and south- | (GSA14-GSA15-GSA| Gill nets and and [ GNS-GN-GND-GNC-GT| GND-GNS-GNC-G|
eastern Med - Article 3 (b) v GSA19-GSA20-GSA: trammel nets GTR-GEN GTN
a : 9
yes All All Spanish seabream SBA than 25% of
total landings
5)
3 (if species le:
o
yes Al Al Red seabream SBR than 25% of
total landings
5)
3 (if species le:
than 25% of
yes All All Common pandora PAC total landings
3 (if species le:
yes All All Common seabream RPG than 25% of
total landings
5)
3 (if species le:
yes All All Wreckfish WRF than 25% of
total landings
5)
3 (if species le:
yes All All Gilthead seabream SBG than 25% of
total landings
3 (if species le:
than 25% of
yes All All Sole SoL total landings
5)
3 (if species le:
than 25% of
All All L LBE
yes obster total landings
5)
3 (if species le:
yes Al Al Crawfish vLo-peC-Royy, than 25% of
total landings
5)

116




Table 3. 5.2.5(continued)
Mediterranian Searegionandthe related FDI codes.

: The anticipated exemptions fordiscard p

lansfor202 2 in the

Exemption Article Area Possible or nof Fishing Techniquep Gear code FDI gear code | Mesh sizd Vessel lenghi Species Species codes | Procent/MCR!
Deminimis
yes All All European seabass BSS 3
yes All All Annular seabream ANN 3
yes All All Sharpsnout SHR 3
yes All All White seabream SWA 3
yes All All Two-banded seabrean] CTB 3
GPW-EPA-EFB-|
GPS-EFN-EPR-E]|
EFK-EFE-EFJ-E|
EPF-ENI-EPK-EI
ESE-ELD-EED-f
EEA-EEV-EEL-E|
EEU-EEI--EEE-E]|
yes All All Groupers EET-EEB-EEN-H 3
EEM-EEC-EEJ-|
GPD-EER-GPR-H
DA 2021kxx, Adriatic and south- y J EEY-ELG-EFV-E|
eastern Med - Article 3 (b) vi Hooks and lines [LHP-LHM-LLS-LLD-LL-L] LHM-LHP-LLD-LL! EEQ-EFQ-EPV-H
EFX-GPX-EIT-El
GPN-EPT-EIR-E|
South-eastern
i 1ean Sea
(GSA14-GSA15-GSA All All tri B
GSALS.GA20. G yes Striped seabream sS 3
GSA22-GSA23-GSA:
GSA25-GSA26-GSA: yes All All Red seabream SBR 3
yes All All Spanish seabream SBA 3
yes All All Common pandora PAC 3
yes All All Common seabream RPG 3
yes All All Wreckfish WRF 3
yes All All Hake HKE 3
yes All All Gilthead seabream SBG 3
yes All All Anchovy ANE 5
yes All All Sardine PIL 5
DA 2021kxx, Adriatic and south-
eastern Med - Atticle 3 (b) vi Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTB
yes All All Mackerel MAC 5
HMM-JAX-HOM:
yes All All Horse Mackerel HMC-HMZ-HMG] 5
TUZ
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Table 3. 5.2.5(continued)
Mediterranian Searegionandthe related FDI codes.

: The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202

2 in the

Article Area Possible or no{ Fishing Techniquep Gear code FDI gear code | Mesh sizq Vessel lenghi Species Species codes | Procent/MCR
Deminimis elagic midwater
yes P gl(aw‘s OTM-PTM OTM-PTM Al Al Anchovy ANE
ves pelagic midwater OTM-PTM OTM-PTM Al Al Sardine PIL
trawls
161/2018 Article 3(1) Annex | (1) wit| elagic midwater
ammended 2012/2020 yes P g”aw‘s OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All Mackerel MAC
pelagic midwater HMM-JAX-HOM
Western Mediterraneal yes trawls OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All Horse Mackerel HMC-HMZ-HMG|
Sea (GSA1-GSA2-GY TuZ
GSAB-GSA7-GSA8-G 5
GSAL0-GSALLI I i PS PS Al Al Anch ANE
GSALL2-GSAL2) yes pelagic purse seings nchovy
yes pelagic purse seinds PS PS Al Al Sardine PIL
161/2018 Article 3(1) Annex | (2) wit
ammended 2012/2020 yes pelagic purse seings PS PS Al Al Mackerel MAC
HMM-JAX-HOM
yes pelagic purse seings PS PS All All Horse Mackerel HMC-HMZ-HMG]
TUZ
yes pe‘agl‘gv"\}':‘”a‘er OTM-PTM OTM-PTM Al Al Anchovy ANE
M;‘?{i‘::;:::rgea yes Pe‘ag{\;;ﬂl‘lsdwa(er OTM-PTM OTM-PTM Al Al Sardine PIL
161/2018 Article 3(1) Annex II (1) wi :
GSA15 GSA16 GSA pelagic midwater 5
ammended 2012/2020 GSA20 GSA22 GSA: yes trawls OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All Mackerel MAC
G525 elagic midwater HMM-JAX-HOM:
yes pelag OTM-PTM OTM-PTM Al Al Horse Mackerel [ HMC-HMZ-HMG
trawls
TuzZ
yes pelagic purse seings PS PS All All Anchovy ANE
yes pelagic purse seings PS PS All All Sardine PIL
161/2018 Article 3(1) Annex Il ) wif | df;‘:;zf::‘;’; o s
ammended 2012/2020 % yes pelagic purse seinds PS PS Al Al Mackerel MAC
HMM-JAX-HOM
yes pelagic purse seings PS PS All All Horse Mackerel HMC-HMZ-HMG]
TUZ
yes pe‘agt‘;v"v"':wa‘er OTM-PTM OTM-PTM Al Al Anchovy ANE
yes pe‘ag“;m‘fwa‘er OTM-PTM OTM-PTM Al Al Sardine PIL
161/2018 Article 3(1) Annex Il (1) wif Adriatic Sea (GSAL i ‘:ﬂdwater
ammended 2012/2020 GSA18) yes P gtraw\s OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All Mackerel MAC
elagic midwater HMM-JAX-HOM
yes P s OTM-PTM OTM-PTM Al Al Horse Mackerel [ HMC-HMZ-HMG
TUzZ
5
yes pelagic purse seings PS PS All All Anchovy ANE
yes pelagic purse seings PS PS All All Sardine PIL
161/2018 Article 3(1) Annex IIl (2) wif
ammended 2012/2020 Adriatic Sea (GSAL7) yes pelagic purse seinds Ps PS Al Al Mackerel MAC
HMM-JAX-HOM
yes pelagic purse seings PS PS All All Horse Mackerel HMC-HMZ-HMG]
Tuz
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Table 3. 5.2.5(continued)
Mediterranian Searegionandthe related FDI codes.

: The an ticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202

2 in the

Article Area Possible or no{ Fishing Techniquep Gear code FDI gear code | Mesh sizg Vessel lengh| Species Species codes | Procent/MCR
Deminimis ves pelagic midwater Ps PS Al Al Anchovy ANE
trawls
) ) yes pe‘ag[‘fa;"l":wa‘e' PS PS Al Al Sardine PIL
161/2018 Article 3(2) Annex IV with| Malta Island and Sol ~
ammended 2012/2020 of Sicily (GSA15-GSA|  yes pe‘agt‘;v"\}':wa‘er PS PS Al Al Mackerel MAC 8
pelagic midwater HMM-JAX-HOM
yes trawls PS PS All All Horse Mackerel HMC-HMZ-HMG]
TUZ
ves pelagic midwater ps Ps Al Al Anchovy ANE
trawls
_ | southern Agean sea g yes pe‘a""‘rcav';“':""a‘e' Ps Ps Al Al Sardine PIL
161/2018 Article 3(2) Anex Vwith " 10 y1ang (Gsa22) pelagic midwater 3
ammended 2012/2020 yes PS PS All All Mackerel MAC
GSA23) trawls
pelagic midwater HMM-JAX-HOM
yes PS PS All All Horse Mackerel HMC-HMZ-HMG]
trawls
TUzZ
yes pelagic purse seings PS PS Al Al Anchovy ANE
. yes pelagic purse seings PS PS All All Sardine PIL
161/2018 Aticle 3 (2) Annex VI witl ;Z“I:'I::"g"e’fzg SS: 3
ammended 2012/2020 GSAI0.GSAZ0) yes pelagic purse seinds PS PS Al Al Mackerel MAC
HMM-JAX-HOM
yes pelagic purse seings PS PS All All Horse Mackerel HMC-HMZ-HMG]
Tuz
DA 2021kxx, western Med - Article 4 yes Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTB All All Hake HKE 5
(@) yes All All Mullets MUT-MUX-MUM|
DA 2021kxx, western Med - Article 4 es Gill nets and and GND-GNS-GNC-G' All All Hake HKE 1
(b) yes trammel nets GTN All All Mullest MUT-MUX-MUM|
yes All Al European seabass BSS
yes All All Annular seabream ANN
yes All All Sharpsnout seabream SHR
es All All White seabream SWA
yes All All Two-banded seabrearn CTB
GPW-EPA-EFB-§
GPS-EFN-EPR-E]|
EFK-EFE-EFJ-E|
EPF-ENI-EPK-E|
Western Mediterraniar ESE-ELD-EED-§
Sea (GSA1-GSA2-GY EEGEEYEEEE
GSAB-GSA7-GSA8-G! yes All All Groupers
GSA10-GSA1L.1- EE;EE%EFSE
DA 2021kxx,western Med - Article 4 (| GSA11.2-GSA12) Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTB GPD-EER-GPR-H 5
EEY-ELG-EFV-E|
EEQ-EFQ-EPV-H
EFX-GPX-EIT-EI
GPN-EPT-EIR-|
es All All Striped seabream SSB
yes All All Spanish seabream SBA
yes All All Red seabream SBR
yes All All Common pandora PAC
es All All Common seabream RPG
yes All All Wreckfish WRF
yes All All Sole SOL
yes All All Gilthead SBG
es All All Deepwater rose shrimg DPsS
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Table 3. 5.2.5(continued)
Mediterranian Searegionandthe related FDI codes.

: The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202

2 in the

Article Area Possible or nof Fishing Techniquep Gear code FDI gear code | Mesh sizq Vessel lenghi Species Species codes | Procent/MCR

Deminimis yes All All European seabass BSS
yes All All Annular seabream ANN
es All All Sharpsnout seabream SHR
yes All All White seabream SWA
yes All All Two-banded seabrear CTB

GPW-EPA-EFB-

GPS-EFN-EPR-E|

EFK-EFE-EFJ-E

EPF-ENI-EPK-E

ESE-ELD-EED-]

EEA-EEV-EEL-E|

EEU-EEI--EEE-E]|

yes All All Groupers EET-EEB-EEN-E

DA 20214xx western Med - Article 4 G:L’::[‘:;:Z:"d GND'Gg?NGNC'G EEM-EEC-EEJ- 3

GPD-EER-GPR-H

EEY-ELG-EFV-E|

EEQ-EFQ-EPV-H

EFX-GPX-EIT-EI

GPN-EPT-EIR-E|
yes Al Al Striped SSB
yes All All Spanish SBA
yes Al Al Red seabream SBR
es Al Al Common pandora PAC
yes Al Al Common seabream RPG
Western Mediterraniar yes Al Al ‘Wreckfish WRF
Sea (GSAL-GSAZ-G yes Al Al Sole SoL
GSAG-GSAT-GSAB-G yes All All Gilthead seabream SBG

GSA10-GSA1l.1-

GSA11.2-GSA12) yes All All European seabass BSS
yes All All Annular seabream ANN
yes Al Al SHR
yes All All ‘White SWA
yes All All Two-banded seabreary CTB

GPW-EPA-EFB-F

GPS-EFN-EPR-E|

EFK-EFE-EFJ-E|

EPF-ENI-EPK-E

ESE-ELD-EED-H

EEA-EEV-EEL-E

EEU-EEI--EEE-E]|

DA 2021405 western Med - Article 4 ( yes Hooks and lines tm-Lhp-Lio-tf A Al Groupers EET-EEBEEN-H 1
EEM-EEC-EEJ-]

GPD-EER-GPR-H

EEY-ELG-EFV-E|

EEQ-EFQ-EPV-H

EFX-GPX-EIT-El

GPN-EPT-EIR-E{
yes All All Striped SSB
yes All All Spanish SBA
es Al Al Common pandora PAC
yes Al Al Common seabream RPG
yes A A Wreckfish WRF
yes Al Al Sole SOoL
yes All All Gilthead SBG
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Table 3. 5.2.5(continued)
Mediterranian Searegionandthe related FDI codes.

: The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202

2 in the

(h)

GTR, GEN, FPO, FIX

GTN-FPO-FPN-F!

Article Area Possible or no{ Fishing Techniquep Gear code FDI gear code | Mesh sizg Vessel lengh Species Species codes | Procent/MCR!
Survivability|

(Da? 2021kxx, western Med - Article 3 Yes Mechanised dredgds HMD HMD Al Al Scallop SIA
oA 2021, western Med - Aricle 3 Yes |Mechanised dredgds HMD HMD Al Al Carpet clam VEN
(DC? 2021hox, western Med - Article 3 Western Mediterraneal Yes Mechanised dredggs HMD HMD All All Venus shells CcLv

Sea (GSALGSA2 G Bottom trawls(rom

GSAB-GSA7-GSA8-G:
DA 2021500¢, western Med - Article 3 |~ oo "o 7 Party January-June and| OTB, OTT, PTB, TBN,T| (oo oo | Al Norway Lobster NEP
(d) GSALL2-GSAL2) September- TB, OT, PT, TX

- Decembe)
(D:)\ 2021kxx, western Med - Article 3 Yes pots and traps FPO, FIX FPO-FPN-FYK | Al Al Norway Lobster NEP
e 000000000000 |
%A 2021ikxx, western Med - Article 3 Yes hooks, lines | -1F+ LHM: LL;S LD LU MLHP-LLD-LLS Al Al Red Seabream SBR
DA 2021kxx, western Med - Article 3 GNS, GN, GND, GNC, G| GND-GNS-GNC-G
nets,pots and trap: GTR, GEN, FPO, FIX| GTN-FPO-FPN-F: All All Lobster LBE

DA 2021kxx, western Med - Article 3 Yes nets,pots and trap: GNS, GN, GND, GNC, G| GND-GNS-GNC-G Al Al Crawfish VLO-PCC-RC
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5.5.3 STECF isaskedtoassess andif possible, provide percentagesof discards estimates
belowandabove MCRS at  alevel of aggregation corresponding to the fleet, area
and geartype as specified in each exemption of each of the discard plans for 202 2

Estimation ofthe percentage offish above and below MCRS
Estimaton method and assumptions

Asforthe previousreport s, e stimation of the proportion of fish above and below the MCRS
by species, country, métier, year was done merging tables A, D and F using the fields
domain_discards and domain_landings

In Table A, if amétier has been sampled for landings it has a domai n_landings associated
and the length structure of the landings is displayed in table F, respectively, if discards have
beensampled,a domain_discards isassociatedandthelength structure of the discards
displayedin table D.

Discard and Landings length structure are then provided by domain and the
spatial/temporal resolution of these domains are country/fisherydependentand relates to

the national sampling programs. Domains were created to reflectthe sampling programs of

the countriesand to provide th e best scientific information about the length structure of the

landings/discards. In most of the case s adomain will thenaggregatemétier and/or areas
and/or quarter and/or mesh sizes from tables A. Values in column totwghtlandg and
discards oftable Aa rethenexpectedto belowerthan totwghtlandg and discards intable D

and totwghtlandg intable F as they can encompassseverallinesin table A.

The main and strong assumption made in the following calculations is that the length
structure of landingsan  ddiscards foreach métierin table A will be the length structure of
the landings of the associated domain in table F and the length structure of the disc ards of
the associateddomain in table D.

However, thelandings and discardstonnagesreportedinta ble A arethereference figures
from whichthe percentage above and below MCRS shoud be computed.

The computation of the numbers above and below MCRS by Country, Y ear, Area, and métier
can be divided in the following steps:

1. compute the proportion of fis h[in number and weight] at length fora standardized
unit of landings in table F and a unit of discard in table D by Country, Y ear, Domain,
nep_sub_regionand species

2. Mergethetable Aand D and F based on Country, Y ear, Domain, nep_sub_regionand
species

3. Compute weights at length discarded/landed: multiply the totwghtlandg by these
proportions at length of landings for eac h corresponding stratain table A [and
respectively discards by the proportionsat length of discards]

4. Define if the lengthis underor above the MCRS using the referencetables[by
species/area]

5. sumthe weight/numbers of fishes underand above MCRS and the fractionforwhich
no length structure is available over“"country_code",

"vear',"Area","metier","species", "testMCRS"

Asnotall méti ersin Table A are associated to a domain, the totallength structure of the
catchescannot be computed and conclusionsdepend upon the numberof domains provided
and the number of samples in each domain and their representativeness. A figual ity
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column is addedto the export files computing the percentage of landings and discards in

table A covered by landings length samples in table D and discards length samples in table

F.In fact, themerge of Country, Year, Area, and métier might coverseverallinesin table A
for which some might have domains [landings and discards] associated and othermight not

have domains associated. A full sampling landing coverage [100%] will then mean that all

lines in table Afor a given Country, Y ear, Area, and métier strata ha ddomain associated in
table F[ i.e., table Dfor discards]. Conversely, avalue under 100% in landing [ i.e., discard
coverage] means that some lines aggregated had no domain associated in table F [ ie.,
table D].

Step 1. compute the proportion of fish i n number and weight] at length for a

standardized unit of landings in table F and a unit of discard in table D

TableF:

WeightLandings =

countryyeardomain,species,]

meanweight * Number

countryyeardomain,species,l

2, meanweight

country,yeardomain.specias,l

= Number

countryyeardomain,species,l countryyear.domain.species,l

NI“nberc::-u:lzr:"}',_}'sn:",dmnniu,spsciss,!

countryyeardomain,species,l =
e F E! N”’rnbercou:zr:'}',}'an:',domni:lz Species,i

NumberLandings

Table D:

WeightDiscards =

country,year.domain.species,l

meanweight * Number

countryyear.domain,species.l

2, meanweight

country,year.domain.species .l

= Number

country,year.domain,species,] countryyear.domain.species,l

NIL]‘?’EbE‘T‘G cuntryyeardomain.species,l

countryyeardomain,species,l =
e ’ o " E! Nu’rnbercou:-zr':"_}',}'an:",dmnni:lz_.spaciss,!

NumberDiscards

Step 2: Compute weights at length discarded/landed

Merge Table A and D by Country, yearand domain_discard [table AD]:

DistribLengthbyWeightLandings =

countryyear.domain species,l

WeightLandings

country,yeardomain,species,l

*totwghtlang, ,,,ery

Syeargdomain,species

DistribLengthbyNumberLandings =

country,year,domain.species,l

NumberLandi NG5 coun tryyear.domain,species.l

*totwghtlang, ,,,ery

Syeargdomain,species

Merge Table A and F by Country, yearand domain landings [table AF]:

DistribLengthbyWeightDiscardss =

countryyear,domain.species,l

WeightDiscardss

countryyeardomain,species,l

T
di Sc'ﬂ'rd‘gcounrr}',_}'am',domni;'z Species
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DistribLengthbyNumberDiscardss =

country,yeardomain.species,l

WeightDiscardss

countryyeardomain,species,l

* o
di Sc'ﬂ'rd‘gcourzr?'}',_}'am',domni;'z Species

Step 3: Define if the length is under or above the MCRS

Merge tables AD and AF and MCRS referencetable and define if lengths are underor above
MCRS
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Step 4: Compute the proportion above and under MCRS

Percentagelandings € weightAboveMCRS . ryyearmet,species
Zi=mers DistribLengthbyWeightLandings

country.year,met.specie,l

B 2, DistribLengthbyWeightLandings + ¥, DistribLengthbyWeightdiscards

countryyear,met,specie,l country,year,metspecia,l

PercentageLandings € weightUnderMCRS ,ntry.yearmet, species
2icmers DistribLengthbyWeightLandings

country.year,met.specie,l

B 2, DistribLengthbyWeightLandings + X, DistribLengthbyWeightdiscards

countryyear,met,specia,l country,year,met.specia,l

PercentageDiscards € weightAboveMCRS ,urry year met specias
Zi-mcrs DistribLengthbyWeightDiscards

country,year,met speciea,l

B 2, DistribLengthbyWeightLandings + ¥, DistribLengthbyWeightdiscards

countryyear,met,specie,l country,year,metspecia,l

PercentageDiscards € weightUnderMCRS, iy yearmet species
Ziemcrs DistribLengthbyWeightDiscards

country,year,met speciea,l

B 2, DistribLengthbyWeightLandings + ¥, DistribLengthbyWeightdiscards

countryyear,met,specie,l country,year,metspecia,l

met: metier in table A

domain: either domain_discards when computing discards numbers at length or domain_la ndings whencomputing landings numbers at length.
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Example:

Figures 3.5.3.1 llustrate the distribution of the catches in table A by category
(Landings/Discards Above/Under MCRS orwithout length samplings) forthe Belgian fleets
fishing in the No rth Sea with Beam Trawl using a mesh size between 70 and 99 mm
between 2014 and 2020.

BEL in NS fishing with TBE_DEF_70-83_0_0
000 HEE LEZ PLE SOL

1eMCRS

. Unsampied WesghDiacarded
B e wegne anaen
-a . W v Dscarsed Abew
| B WeghDiscarded Under
B veontandes avow
B egheanded Under
N 1 || ||IIIII

= wn}

Figure 3.5.3.1 - Repartitionofthe catch [fromtable A]forthe Belgian fleet using mesh
size between 70 and 99 mm.

Estimation of the percentage offish above and bel owMCRS by exemption

This year, the calculation of the percentage of fish caughtabove or below the MCRS was
extended to exemptions. There were several methods of calculation tested during the
meeting :

1. Summarising the calculations done using the method abo ve by exemption;
2. Summarising detailed Table A createdasaresultof theadhoc contractdeveloped
and presentedinthe chapter3.2 by exemption.

The analysis showedthat  the secondoption , dueto very strictquality checks , reduces the
number of estimates thatmight be analysed for relevant exemptions.  Furthermore, there
were some issues related to units of measurment in the data submittedby MS. Therefore

the methodology based on shares of discards < and >MCRS calculated using biological

Table D and app lied to the discards provided in Table A was used to provide the final

results.
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Due toinconsistencyof  some datasampled fordiscards( TableD) and landings (Table F)
(e.g. withinthesame recordin Table A discards were sampled, while landings were not) ,
biological datafor landings werenotusedin calculations .That ensure dthesame coverage
of landings and discards perrecord

In line with the Annex 4 Tables 1 -12 and extract of data for exemptions, MCRS data is
presented inTable130of Annex4  byexe mptions, speciesand countiries, showing the time
series ofdatafor2017 -2020where possible.

The discards < MCRS %  per exemption were calculated as sumof estimated discards <

MCRS within the exemption divided by sum of corresponding catch perexemption and Table
Arecords.

Results

It was only possible to extract data forthe exemptions withthe available biological data

Corresponding total discadsand % of discards below MCRS perexemp tion and country in
2017 - 2020 are providedin Table 13 of Annex 4.

Note that, where exemptions relate to multiple species, the percentages for each species
above and below MCRS relate to the catch of that species only and not tothe totalcatch of
all speciesconcerned inthe exemption.

Asin previous years, the results of calculations forlandings and discards <and > MCRS per
Member States and metierare presentedin Annex5 of this report.

5.6 Produce disseminationtablesand maps of spatial effortand landings by ¢ -
squares

5.6.1 Discuss results of TOR2.1 and 2.2 of the EWG 21-10 andagreethe format of the
table Aand biologicaldata (FDITables C, D, E and F) to be publicly disseminated in
the future

Biological data (Table sC,D, E, F)

ThisEWGrecommend s that thebiologicaltablesare disseminated inthe form that they a re
submitted . Nextyear an R script canbe prepared and made available on the STECF data
dissemination website once it is adapted to fit the format and structure of the data
published in the dissemination website. This process would require disseminating D omain
Landings and Discardsin Table A. The EWG note s thatbiological estimates for data poor
species,where sampling levels are low, must be interpreted withcaution. The addition of

metrics around coverage and robustness which may be available next year will help with
this process.Before  disseminating the biologicaldata(C, D, Eand F)anyrecord without a
corresponding length orage measurement should be deleted ( i.e., NO_LENGTH=0 or NK
should be removed).

Prior to dissemination of the biological da tawiththe script, the final outputs should be
shared with the national correspondents seeking for their approvalto publish the data for
the first time. Afterwards publication of the datashould be mentioned as part of the data
callinforming MS aboutin  tended use ofthe data

Refusal rates (Table B)

The EWG recommends to disseminate Table B as submitted by Member States . This
table contains refusalrates estimatedby Member Statesfromstatistically sound sampling
frames. This table mainly relates to  the at -sea sampling programmes . This should be

disseminated with some guidance onwhat the table contains, i.e references and links tothe
definitions in the data call, and the methodologies usedto derive data which canbe found in
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the nationalchaptersi  nthereport. Itis important that we highlight the qualitative nature
of this data.

From the 21 countries that submitted Table B i Refusalrates, 16 had provided refusalrates

for all or partialyears of the data call (2014 - 2020).Only Germany (DEU), De nmark (DNK)
and Latvia (LVA) provided dataforthe whole times series. Estonia (EST), Lithuania (LT U)
and Slovenia (SVN) have provided some information, such as sample frames, number of
vessels, number of trips and coverage, but no refusalrates. While It aly (ITA ) and Romaina
(ROU) although submitted the table, no information was provided. Most coutries showed a
wide range of refusalrates  betweenthe different  sampling frames , varyingbetweenOand 1
for some countries (e.g Germany, Malta, Portugal). On 't he other hand, Bulgaria, Finland
and Latvia haveregisteredzeroorve  rylow refusalrates fortheir national sample frames.

Table 3.6.1.1 i Summary of the data providedin Table B i Refusal rates, between2014
and 2020. Range of refusalrates  showedasmi nimum and maximum refusalrates between
sampling frames withinyear. Only countries thathave submittedrefusal rates at leastin

one yearare includedin the table. Where no datais presented, means that no data was
provided or provided as ANKO.

Table3.6 .1.1 T Overview by Member State of the number of sampling frames, number of

records with refusalratesand the range of refusalrates forthe period 2014 - 2020

Country 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

BEL Number of sampling frames - 2 2 2 - - -
Number of records with Refusg -- 1 1 1 - - --
rates
Range Refusal rates - 0.35-0.35| 0.290.29| 0.230.23 | -- - -

‘ BGR Number of sampling frames -- - - - 4 4 4
Number of records with Refusq -- = = - 1 1 1
rates
Range Refusal rates - - - - 0-0 0-0 0-0

‘ CYP Number of sampling frames - 2 2 2 2 1 1
Number of records with Refusq -- 1 1 1 1 1 1
rates
Range Refusal rates - 0.430.43 | 0.430.43| 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0

‘ DEU Number of sampling frames 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
Number of record with Refusal 7 7 6 7 7 5 7
rates
Range Refusal rates 0-0.54 | 0-0.53 0-0.78 0-0.8 0-0.8 0-0.49 | 0-0.55

‘ DNK Number of sampling frames 7 7 7 6 6 6 -
Number of records with Refusg 6 7 5 6 5 6 -
rates
Range Refusal rates 0-0.34 | 0.04 -1 0.05 -| 0.03 -1 0-0.2 0-0.25 | -
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Country 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
0.29 0.26 0.55
ENG Number of sampling frames = = = 12 12 12 -
Number of records with Refusq -- - - 11 11 9 -
rates
Range Refusal rates - - - 0.22 0.13 0.11 - -
0.66 0.52 0.36
ESP Number of samplinfames - - 5 5 5 5 5
Number of records with Refusq -- - 2 5 4 4 4
rates
Range Refusal rates - - 0.23 0.21 0.19 0.11 -| 0.06 -
0.33 0.45 0.31 0.38 0.5
FIN Number of sampling frames = = = = 1 14 17
Number of records with Refusq -- - - - 1 1 2
rates
Range Refusal rates - - - - 0-0 0-0 0-0.05
FRA Number of sampling frames - - - - - - 20
Number of records with Refusq -- - - - - - 12
rates
Range Refusal rates - - - - - - 0-0.25
IRL Number of samping frames = = = = 3 4 3
Number of records with Refusq -- - - - 3 4 3
rates
Range Refusal rates - - - - 0.26 0.28 -| 045 -
0.55 0.39 0.67
LVA Number of sampling frames 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Number of records with Refusgq 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
rates
Range Refusal rates 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0
MLT Number of sampling frames - - 5 3 4 5 4
Number of records with Refusqd -- - 5 3 3 3 2
rates
Range Refusal rates - - 0-0.9 0.2-0.7 0-0.5 0-0.67 | 0-0.5
POL Number of eampling frames - - - 15 15 15 6
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Country 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Number of records with Refusq -- - - 5 9 9 6
rates
Range Refusal rates - - - 0-1 0-1 0-1 0-0.77
PRT Number of sampling frames = = = 6 6 6 =
Number of records with Refusq -- - - 5 6 6 -
rates
Range Refusal rates - - - 0.03 -1 0.04 -1 013 -] -
1.00 1.00 1.00
SCO Number of sampling frames - - 5 5 5 8 7
Number of records with Refusq -- - 5 5 3 7 5
rates
Range Refusal rates - - 0.04 - 0-0.27 0.04 -] 0-0.24 | 0-0.33
0.22 0.19
SWE Number of sampling frames — - 43 42 48 51 47
Number of records with Refusq -- - 13 3 4 2 1
rates
Range Refusal rates - - 0-0.62 0-0.2 0-0.25 0-0.2 0

5.6.2 Calculate coverage of confidential data (as proposed by EWIB Zor 1.2)

The cri teriato define confidential cells, used by Member States, are addressed in section

3.1.2. The coverage of confidential data are presented i nTable 3.1.2.2 (seesection 3.1.2)
for some key variables based on the data submitted by eachMS in responsetothe 2021
FDI data cal. The EWG also listed the sub  -regions where more than 50 percent of the
weight and value of landings are marked as confidential (Table 3.1.2.4).

Overview Figures3.1.2.1and3.1.2.2 show the percentage of the data submitted intables |
and Hthat have been marked as confidential by region, geartype andyear for the period
2014 - 2020 .

The EWG considers thatthe dissemination of EWG outputs in form of data sets of capacity,
catchesand efforttables should stay as stated in recommendation ofthe FDIEWG in 2019
(STECF 19 - 11):

fifData that are aggregated across Member States can be published without
removing the data marked as confidential as it will be impossible toisolate the confidential
data.

7When publishing data at Member State level, datamarked as c onfidential by the

Member Statein question should be redacted. i
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5.6.3 If GIS technical skills are available in the EWG, p roduce maps of effort and landings
by c - square (tobeinsertedinthe EWG report) forthe following regions (as defined

iNCOM-2016-134 f or areasdiogthaemt tvnatnenvsd) and major

definedin appendix4 of thedatacall)

a) Baltic; North Sea; North Western Waters; South Western Waters; Mediterranean and
Black Sea; Distant waters

b) Trawls (exceptbeamtrawls) with mesh < 100mm; trawls (except beamtrawls) with
mesh O 100 mm; beam trawls with mesh < 120mm;
seine nets; gillnets and entangling nets; dredges; hooks and lines; surrounding nets;
pots andtraps

Data and methods

Thefirststepof the spatialdataanalysi swastoensurethatdata are inthe correctformat
and information provided is consistentacrossvariables.

Accordingtothe FDIdata call specification, spatial data on landings and effort ( TablesH
and 1) must be submitted using one of the following n otations:

1 C-square code at0.5x0.5 degree resolution, or:

1 Latitude and longitude of the center of the rectangle togetherand its dimensions in
decimal degrees:

0.5*0.5, correspondingtoac -square,

0.5*1, correspondingtoanICES rectangle,

1*1 for ICCA T squares,

5*5 forlOTCsquares.

E ]

Forfuture FDl datacalls  andtoensure consistency of sparial data provision by Member
States, thevariables rectangle_lon and rectangle_lat should be renamed respectively to
lon and lat and should be reported usingtwod ecimalfigures.

In ordertoacco unt forthe different geographical formats allowed, the geographical data
validation proc ess adopted last yearwas implemented and documented in a series of scripts

made available to the experts during and afterthe working group. The geographicaldata
validation process includesthree basic checks

a. Some countries provided records containing boththe c- square codeand
coordinates , the validation routine checked the compliance of ¢ -squares
notation with the geographicalcoo rdinates submitted.

b. Othercountriesreported only ¢ -square notation ;these records were
verified against a list of all valid 0.5x0.5¢ - square codes.

c. A third type of checkwas applied onrecords that contained only
coordinates and the type of rectangle. The validation routine forthese

records calculated the remainder of the division and verified that the
coordinates indicated were the geographical center of the
rectangle/squareindicated in the rectangle type field.

The expert working group recommends inc luding the above -mentioned data validation
checksinthe FDI data calluploading tool. Additional c hecks identified erroneous records
thatwere misspecified (not globalcoordinates)  or wereland - basedcoordinates .Toperform
the point in polygon operation neededto identify points on land , anewc -square dataset

" Defined here as waters not covered bythe areas previously listed.
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indicatin g thetypeofc -square (sea, land, and coast) was created and made available

during the working group. T he expert working group recommends incorporating the

enrichedc -square datasetinth e FDI databaseand advise thatallthe datasets and scripts
used in the checks are published onthe data collection website and/orinthe Geodata
section of the EU Masterdata Registerforfisheries.

Afterthe preliminary spatial checks, thesubgroupident ifiedtheneedto visualise the spatial
effort and landings data during the EWG. Visual inspection through mapping will facilitate

EWG experts in identifying less evident spatialissues like swapped coordinates, sub regions

and supra_regionmismatch.

Considering the volume and confidentiality of the datacoupled with differentlevel of

aggregations needed for visualinspection, the expert working group recommends a server -
based architecture host ed o0 nbectrdated Acée6sdothesewar urad net w
publishing rights  (to deploy owndata analysisto the server) shouldbe restrictedtothe

invited expertstothe EWGand relevant Commission staff( e.g., JRC personnel) and should

be limited to the duration of the working group.

The geographicaldata  validation process highlighted an overallimproved quality of the

spatial data submitted with only 0.71% ofinvalid recordsforTableland 0.61 %invalid
records for Table H. Afterthe invalid records were omitted |, thespatialdatasetswere
createdbyagg regatingthe individualrecords of Table land Table H at the following level:

Country, Year, Quarter, Macro - gear, Confidentiality, Specon, Sub region, Fishing
zone, ICES Rectangle, value (effort/landings) and ¢ - square code

The aggregated spatiallanding s and spatial effort data setswere cleaned of allrecords
w here there was no indication of the Sub -regionandwhere the unit of measurement for
landings wasincorrect

The EWG notesthatw henviewing theresults of spatial analysis, it is important to note that
data submissions forthe Mediterranean and Black Sea was mandatory forthe years 2017 -
2019 but voluntary for2015 and 2016.

A comprehensive catalogue of maps depicting fishery -dependent spatialdatais givenin

Annex 6.

A selectionof mapsde  picting effort by main Fishing Region are givenin Figures 3. 6.3.3.and
by macro - geartypeare givenin Figures 3. 6.3.4.

A selection of maps landing by main Fishing Region are givenin Figures 3.6.3.5. and by
macro - geartype are givenin Figures 3.6.3.6.

Additional spatial dara checks

During the work of the EWG in 2021, a new type of spatialdatacheckwas introduced,
whichwas initially intended to indicate problems with an incorrect unit of measurement of
landings. The ideawas to merge spatiallandi ngs and spatial effort tables (tablesH and )
and calculate a catchperunit of effort as a total landings weight divided by total number of
fishing days. T he first issue was noticed while summarizing effort dataand was relatedto
duplicatedrecords. The rewere 4391 duplicated rows, whichis ca. 0.5%of the total number
of rows in table I. Landings of all species fromtable Hwere summarized and then merged

with effort data. Thekey usedto merge the data consisted of all available variables. As a

result , almost 90% of rec ords were successfully merged. Based on the combined dataset, a
series of plots showing CPUE were prepared. The plotsallowed to identify outliers in c pue,
which might be related to the problemwith units used for landings weights. Howeve r,
having analysed the data connected with outliers, other dataissues have beenidentified,
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which are mainly relatedto effort values. Insome cases , effotwasverylow, e.g., 0.00001
fishing day. The othercaseis when effort provided intable | was equ alto zero, which might
result from rounding of values done by data submitters. Other outliers of cpue might come

from differencesin methodologies used by countiesto alloc ate landings and effort to

rectangles. Foreffortand landings data , Wwhichcouldno tbemerged, anothertype of

analysis was performed in order to find an explanation. It turned out, thatin many cases

effort and landings could not be merged because of disc repancies of codes used in columns:
SPECON_TECH, DEEP, MESH_SIZE and METIERbetwee  nthetwotables. When excluding
these columns fromthe merging key, the number of merged data improves. Therefore, it

should be mentioned that forunmerged data, effort corresponding to landings is not

missing, but there isa mismatch in the above -mention edcolums. Figures3. 6.3.1 and
3.6.3.2showexample  plots of calculated c pue fromthe entire dataset covering years 2014

2020. In order to make the plot more readable, countrieswith the highest outliers were

excluded. Plots showing cpueby vessellength categories and countriesare available in

Annex 7.

CPUE tonnes/fishing day
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Figure 3.6.3.1: CPUE by country
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Vessel length VL0010
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Figure 3.6.3.2; CPUE by country forvessellength category VL0010
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Figure 3. 6. 3. 3: Spatial effortmapsby mainfishing zones
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b) North Sea
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¢) NorthWestern Waters
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d) SouthWestern Waters
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e) Mediterranean and Black Sea
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f) Distant Waters
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Figure 3. 6. 3. 4: Spatial effortmapsby main geartypes
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e) Surrounding nets
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f)Bea m trawlers with less than 120mm mesh size
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g) Beam trawlers with more than 1220mm mesh size
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h) Beam trawlers with unknown mesh size
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