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Abstract  

Commission Decision of 25 February 2016 setting up a Scientific, Technic al and Economic 

Committee for Fisheries, C(2016) 1084, OJ C 74, 26.2.2016, p. 4 ï10. The Commission may consult 

the group on any matter re lating to marine and fisheries biology, fishing gear technology, fisheries 

economics, fisheries governance, ecosystem e ffects of fisheries, aquaculture or similar discipl i nes.  

The STECF reviewed the report of the EWG s on Fisheries -dependent Information during its win te r 

20 21  plenary meeting.  

https://ec.europa.eu/jrc
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
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SCIENTIFIC,  TECHNICAL  AND  ECONOMIC  COMMITTEE  FOR  FISHERIES  (STECF)  ï 

F ISHERIES DEPENDENT I NFORMATION  (STECF - 21 -12 )  

Request to the STECF  

STECF is requested to review the repor t of the STECF Expert Working Group meeting, evaluate 
the findings and make any appropriate comments and recommendations.  

 
STECF observations  

 

STECF observes that two STECF Expert Working Groups on Fisheries Dependent  Informat ion 
(FDI) were convened in 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 transmitted by Member States under the 2021 FDI data -call.  

 

The joint EWG report covering the findings of b oth the EWG 21 - 10 and EWG 21 - 12 was made 
available to the STECF PLEN 21 - 03.  

  

 

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

 

1 ï Review approaches used by Member States Responding to the FDI data call and 
if possible common best practice  

 

Discuss and review the following:  

1.1 Methods used by MS to partition biological sampling data to the level request ed in 

Table A;  

1.2 Review methods used by MS to define confidential cells;  

1.3 Metier definitions used by MS;  

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

1.5 Coverage and methods used to estimate landings and effort data for vessels <10m;  

1.6 Any other business (AOB).  

2 ï Based on the Ad - Hoc project proposal review methodology to assemble detailed 
Table A provided by Member  States, the biological data as well as access suitability  
of proposal to 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 
collected for discards data).  



 

2 

 

2.3 Discuss a possibility to transfer the biological data from Mediterranean and Black Sea 
data call into the FDI format/database  

3 ï Te st the comparability between the data collected in the 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) between FDI 
and the dataset from the Fleet socio -economic data call by:  

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 State that will be given in the first days of the EWG.  

 

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

 

4 ï Review and document completeness of the data set and 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 prior to and during the EWG mee ting are report ed 
on line via the Data Transmission Monitoring Tool (DTMT) available at 
https://datacollection.jcrc.ec.europa.eu/web/dcf/dtmt. Such issues should be reported in 
full within 2 weeks of the end of the EWG.  

4.2 Review outputs of ad hoc contra ct that provides the catches, landings and disc ards, 
at a level of aggregation corresponding to the fleet, area and gear t ype as specif ied in 
each exemption of each discard plan for 2022.  

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 AER and FDI data calls produc ed by EWG 
21 - 10 ToR 3 and provide relevant explanations where needed. Rerun the analysis using 
most recent data (if resources allow).  

4.5  Review data quality checks and produce National methodological chapters  

 

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

Based upon the previous work and 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 for 2022.  
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5.2 STECF is asked to assess and if possible, provide percentages of discards  estimat es 
below and above MCRS at a level of aggregation corresponding t o t he f leet,  area and 
gear type as specified in each exemption of each of the discard plans for 2022.  

5.3 Where there is insuffic ient discard data for the above t ask, t he STECF is as ked t o 
provide estimated catches (landings + discards 1) for 2020, if possible and enough dat a 

provided during data call.  

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

6.1 Discuss results of ToR 2.1 and 2.2 of the EWG  21 - 10 and agree t he format  of  t he 
Table A and biological data (FDI Tables C, D, E and F) and of the refusal rate dat a t o be 
publicly disseminated in the future.  

6.2 Calculate coverage of confidential data (as proposed by EWG 21 - 10 ToR 1.2).  

6.3 If GIS te chnical skills are available in the EWG, produce maps of effort and landings 
by c - square (to be inserted in the EWG report) for the following regions (as def ined in 
COM- 2016 -134 for areas other than ódistant watersô) and major gear types (as defined in 
app endix 4 of the data call):  

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

b. Trawls (except beam trawls) with mesh < 100mm ; trawls (except beam trawls) 
with mesh Ó 100mm; beam trawls with mesh < 120mm; beam trawls with mesh 
Ó120mm; seine nets; gillnets and entangling nets; dredges; hooks and lines; 

surrounding nets; pots and trap.  

 

STECF comments  

 

The EWG 21 - 10 and 21 - 12 met virtually from 31st May to 4th June 2021, and from 13 th  to 17 th  

of September 2021 respectively.  

 

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

 

STECF observes that EWG 21 - 10 was primarily aimed to review various methodological issues 
identified in previous meetings while EWG 21 - 12 primarily checked the coverage and quality  of  
data and information submitted under the 2021 FDI data call and responded to specific 
requests for information regarding discard estimates for specific groups of vessels that may be 
exempted from the obligation to land all catches in 2022.  

 

STECF also notes that the EWG 21 - 10 was the first opportunity since the new FDI data call was 
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.  

                                              
1 óDiscardsô are defined here as the fish/crustaceans thrown overboard. 
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STECF further notes that PLEN 21 - 02 was informed on the preliminary findings of the EWG 21 -
10. However, the EWG 21 - 12 revisited some of the ToRs of EWG 21 - 10 and provided additional 

information. The outcomes of the two EWGs were combined in the  consolidated EWG21 - 10/12 
report, and in the following text the statements referring to ñthe EWGò refer to the combined 
EWGs report.  

 

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

Reference.  

 

the STECF comments are given by 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 data to the level requested in Table A  

 

STECF observes that the EWGs obtained information from 21 Member States. 16 MS part it ion 
total discard estimates for a species proportionally to the landings of the same spec ies wit hin 
the domain. Two other MSs use effort, landings of target species, or landin gs of all species for 
partitioning of discards, while the remaining three MS do not partition because only offic ial 

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 for such species in Table A. STECF notes that the latter approach means that 
discard estimates for non - commercial species are likely to be missing from Table A.  

 

The STECF also notes that d iscard estimates are derived using data collected under sampling 

plans that are not designed to provide data at the level of details required in Table A.  

 

STECF agrees with the EWG suggesting the following best practices for partitioning of  disc ard 
estimat es in Table A:  

- Total discards should be estimated in accordance with the design of the sampling 
program  to ensure that the total discards of a ñdomainò is statistically sound. That 
means that the ñdiscards domainò usually would equate to the strata in the sampling 
and estimation;  

- The partitioning of the discards into Table A is suggested to be carried out by use of the 
same variable that was used for the raising of the total discards;  

- It is recommended that MS also ensures partitioning of discards wit h zero  landings in 
Table A.  

 

 

1.2. Review methods used by MS to define confidential cells  
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STECF notes that three different approaches to declare data as confidential are currently being 
implemented (sometimes in a combined way) by Member States:  

 

1. No data tra nsmitted in response to the FDI data call are declared as confidential (9 MS)  

 

2. Less than 3 vesselsô rule is applied and rows concerned are marked as confidential (12 MS)  

3. All rows regarding long - distance fishing fleets are marked as confidential (2 M S)  

 

STECF acknowledges that EWG 21 - 10/12 performed a thorough analysis of the amount of 
confidential information in key variables for FDI data call (for years 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 t he size 
of long - distance fleets of the two MS, marking their information as con fidential, is small, STECF 
endorses the EWGôs perception that this issue is of limited extent and does not affect anymore 
the quality and coverage of the data to 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 activities to métier:  

 

¶ large - scale fishing fleets: in most cases métier codes are assigned us ing logbook 

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

 

¶ In small - scale fishing fleets: there is variation in the data sourc es used and, in 
some cases, assumptions are ap plied due to the lack of relevant data (e.g. 

small - scale fishing fleets where only sales note are available).  

 

¶ In most of the cases weight or value are used to assign target species 
assemblages but; in a few cases, these are recorded directly in 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 
timing of EWG 21 - 10 and 21 - 12 meetings were before the deadline of  t he ICES RDBES t est  
data call for 2018 - 2020, so the use of the new métier codes could not be evaluated.  
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The EWG considered though that for the FDI data call in 2022, it sh ould be made possible t o 
upload new métier codes as proposed by the RCG ISSG on Métier Issues, keeping old mét ier 
codes as alternative for Member States that have issues updating their métiers.  ST ECF 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 thus to wait until the full agreement  /c heck 

of suggested new codes has been performed by the MS and the conditions for the c hanges t o 
new codes have been agreed in RCG s.  

 

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

 

STECF observes that EWG summarised the methods used by MS to provide spatial data in FDI 

data calls so far. The majority of MSs provide FDI using coordinates of the centre of  t he 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 c - square not ation 
and prepared using VMS data.  

STECF further observes that the majority of countri es include small scale f leet  (SSF) dat a in 
their spatial data submissions. In cases when no data on spatial resolution for small scale fleet 
is available the most common approximation method is based on the port of landings.  

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

 

 

1.5. Coverage and methods used to estimate landings and effort data for vessels <10m  

 

STECF observes that, based on the 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 data for vessels <10m in order to respond t o FDI dat a 
calls.  

STECF observes that census is the most common approach used by countries to collect data on 
SSF (17 countries). 4 countries are using other approaches ( sampling approach or c ombined) 

to provide SSF fishing activity data as declarative data in these 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 activity data. STECF however notes t hat t his 
does not guarantee full coverage of the SSF in the database unless this mandatory 
requirement is fully monitored. Furthermore, the offic ial declarative data quality has to be 
assessed as well.  

STECF agrees  with the proposal of EWG to add in the future a specific section on the SSF dat a 
available in the national chapters. STECF notes that it would be t he right  plac e t o 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 -19 impacts on the quality of data provided  

 

STECF acknowledges the initiative of EWG to compile the MS - specific information on Covid - 19 

pandemic impact on data collection  by MS in 2020 by adding a separat e sub c hapter in t he 
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national methodological chapters. The EWG provided also an overview categorising the impac t  
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 ñNoò or ñLowò. The effect on the sampling 
was estimated to be medium and high by 9% and 33% respectively. The effect on the disc ard 
estimation were marked medium and h igh for 24% and 18% respectively.   

STECF observes thus that the restrictive effect of COVD - 19 situation may at  least  part ly be 
responsible for the lower coverage of landings with discard information in 2020, present ed in 
the EWG report Table 2.2.1.  

STECF notes that the question of Covid -19 impacts on the quality of dat a provided was also 
investigated by EWG 21 -09, this time through the Member Statesô Annual Reports 2020. The 
EWG 21 - 09 concluded that Covid -19 restrictions particularly affected the sampling of incidental 
by - catch and led to cancelation/reduction of several research surveys. T his result ed in low 

quality scores (high number of MOSTLY) for 17 MS. However, the EWG 21 - 09 also disc ussed 
the inadequacy of the scoring system to properly reflect the q uality change of the data 
collection. As such, STECF notes that the analysis presented in EWG 21 - 10/21 - 12 provide a 
different and complementary assessment of covid -19 impact, and notes that any relat ed dat a 
issue encountered in 2021 and reported in the DTM T will be further analysed in 2022.  

 

1  Based on the 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 proposal to disseminate detailed Table A  

 

STECF obser ves that EWG reviewed the methodology and outputs of the ad hoc contract (Ref  

STECF 2116), awarded to develop and propose methodology to assemble ñdetailed  Table Aò 
from Table A and biological data in Tables C, D, E, F provided by Member States.  

In general , the EWG found the methodology used in ad hoc contract to be appropriate.  

However, a number of issues were encountered which resulted in only a part of the biologic al 
tables being successfully merged with the catch summary table A. T he main issue c ent red  

around the misspecification of the ódomainsô by Member States, which resulted in a mismatch 
between those used in catch summary and the biological tables.  

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 website as such, but rather that the individu al Table A and Tables 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 the form at and structure of the data published in 

the dissemination website. STECF agrees with the EWG recommendations, but notes however 
that there is an inherent risk of data mis - understanding, mis - use or mis - handling when 
providing non - experts end -users with no n-merged data and scripts. STECF suggests that this 
is considered again and progressed during the next EWG in 2022.  

STECF observes that the EWG analysed the feasibility to assess c overage, sampling rat e, 
robustness and accuracy of the information provided by MS in Table A and suggested adding 
columns (Total number of Trips, Number of Samples, Number of Sampled Trips, Disc ard CV, 
Upper and Lower Confidence limits of Discard estimate) in FDI Data call tables C and D in 

order to obtain information needed to im prove understanding of the coverage and robustness 
of the discards information provided during the FDI data call. STECF supports this proposal.   
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¶ Issue of transfer of the biological data from Mediterranean and Blac k Sea 
data call into the FDI format/datab ase 

DGMARE considers the need to rationalize the FDI database towards t he establishment of  a 
pan - European database including data for all the fisheries regions, while at the moment 
biological data from the Mediterranean and the Black Sea are the only ones not present in t he 
FDI database.  

STECF observes that the EWG21 - 10/12 analysed the present status of the both data sets and 
considered that the transfer of the biological data from the Mediterranean and Black Sea dat a 
calls into the FDI format/database is technically feasible and some t ools have been already 

developed by the STREAM project. STECF observes however that the EWG still depicted a 
number of issues and inconsistencies between the FDI and Med&BS data calls and c oncluded 
that due to these inconsist encies it is not straightforward to t ranspose biologic al dat a f rom 
Med&BS data call to FDI formats.  

STECF agrees that there is an urgent need to evaluate and resolve those inconsistencies/issues 
betweeen the two data calls, involving discussions with JRC and DG mare. ST ECF not es t hat 
ad- hoc contracts in 2022 would be needed to implement procedures proposed by the EWG.  

STECF also notes that apart from technical issues, the need to 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 an informative note in the offic ial data call letters.  

 

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

 

STECF observes that  other STECF EWGs have already attempted to compare the FDI and AER 

data sets in the past, and most recently the EWG 20 - 11 on Balance Capacity and the EWG 21 -
02 on Methods for Supporting Stocks Assessments in the Mediterrane an. For the EWG 20 - 11, 
the analysis was a preliminary one with an ad - hoc contract focused on the landings weight and 
values for Belgium and Italy.  

EWGs 21 - 10 and 21 - 12 analysed in details the consistency of the activ ity data between t he 
two sources ï AER and FDI data set. STECF further observes t hat t he EWGs c ompared t he 
information from AER data sets published on the STECF website with data submitted for 2017 
and 2018 to FDI database during 2020 data call. STECF observes that the data analysis 

showed an i mprovement in data codification between both data calls and consistency between 
different data sets with the same information. Most of the data inconsistencies st ill ident if ied 
between the data sets are due to: timing in data exports to answer the data cal l, possibilit y t o 
report to FDI confidential data (that is not available in AER) and due to the clustering of  f leet  
segments used in AER data set.  

 

3.1. For 2017 -2018 data, map fleet segments found in the FDI dat abase t o f leet segments 
found in the Fleet E conomic database  

 

STECF observes that EWG performed a thorough comparative analysis of the information f rom 
the two databases on:  

- Fleet segments in the capacity files;  
- Number of vessels in the capacity files;  
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- Fleet segments defined in landings data sets  
STECF observes that the differences between the data sets are relat ively small and c an be 
explained e.g. by reporting inactive vessels to AER and not reporting them to 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 agrees with the EWG proposal to further improve the FDI dat a c all guidanc e making 
sure consistent definitions and guidance are used in both data calls. STECF notes furt hermore 
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  
yearôs data calls.   

 

3.2. Compare sums of effort (days at sea) and landings (tonnes and values) between FDI and 
the dataset from the Fleet socio -economic data call  

 

STECF observes that the EWG was tasked to perform the comparisons on c ountry, f leet and 
gear type level within the fleet segment. The analysis revealed th ough that gear t ype dat a in 
the AER data set is reported optionally and is not a robust parameter in the dat a set , making 
such an analysis unfeasible.  

STECF agrees with EWG that MS should dedicate more effort to improve national coordination 
during prepara tion of data for the FDI and AER data calls, especially defining clustering 
procedures, allocation of vessels to the fleet segments and when providing landing and ef fort  

data by fleet segments and 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 on transversal data and is  referenced as relevant methodology in the FDI dat a 
call specifications.  

Therefore, STECF also support the EWG proposal that such a focused approach should be 
considered at a dedicated workshop called by RCGs in coordination with JRC, and in line wit h 
the work carried out in ISSG on Metier Issues to explore 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 c all specifications. STECF 
notes also that EWG 21 - 09 (Tor 5.7 of this PLEN 21 - 03 report) has collected extensive qualit y 
annexes describing data collection protocols by Member States, which may provide useful 
information in this process.  

 

4 ï Review and do cument 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) issues encountered prior to and during the EWG meet ing are reported on 
line via the Data Transmission Monitoring Tool (DTMT). Such issues should be repor ted in full 
within 2 weeks of the end of the EWG.  

 

STECF acknowledges that the data provided by Member States in response t o t he 2021 FDI 
data call, and incorporated into the FDI database, represent the most comprehensive dat a set 
currently available on fishery -dependent information from European fleets for the years 2014 -
2020. However, STECF notes that a number o f shortfalls and gaps have still been ident if ied in 
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the data submitted. The unresolved issues that still require to be addressed by Member States 
were all recorded in the Data Transmission Monitoring Tool (DTMT).  

 

4.2  Review outputs of ad hoc contract tha t 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 each discard plan for 2022  

 

STECF notes that the EWG21 - 12 reviewed the methodology and outputs of the ad hoc contract 
(# 2045) awarded, as in previous years. This ad hoc contract provided dat a on landings and 
discards, at a level of aggregation corresponding to the fleet, area and gear type as spec if ied 
in each anticipated exemption contained in the indivi dual discard plans for 2022. STECF 

observes that the methodology used in the ad hoc contract was appropriat e and ident ical t o 
the one used in previous years.  

 

STECF observes that Member State -specific catch fractions were provided for t he majorit y of  
antic ipated 2022 exemptions. Two sets of estimates were computed: i) estimates for 

exempted fleets for which discard sample data were provided and ii) estimates for exempt ed 
fleets for which no sample data were available, so -called ófill-insô. 

 

STECF observes h owever that the same data limitation applies for this exercise as in previous 
years, however STECF acknowledges that the EWG has attempted to provide c atch f ractions 

for exemptions to the Landing obligation required by DG MARE for planning purposes. ST ECF 
further observes that the EWG was not able to provide catch fractions for exemptions 
containing operation -specific conditions such as engine power (kW), tow duration (Ò90 mins) 
and proximity to the shore (within 12 nautical miles), as such information is n ot  available in 
the FDI database.  

 

In the re - occurring situation of data limitations observed by 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 additional data c ollection may well go 

beyond the DCF/EU - MAP requirements and that specific data needs such as these need t o be 
collected in targeted sa mpling on the national or regional level (See also ToR 5.7).  

 

4.3. Review data quality checks and produce National methodological chapters  

 

STECF observes that data submitted by each Member States were thoroughly reviewed. T he 

review included the methodolo gy used for responding to the data call and the coverage, quality 
and consistency of data submitted. The review sections by Member St at e are reproduc ed in 
Annex 1 of the EWG 21 - 10/12 Report.  

 

STECF notes that Member States are responsible for providing ch ecked and validat ed dat a. 

Given the complexity, size, and high level of disaggregation of the datasets submit t ed, 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 notes that experts attending the meeting conduct essential addit ional t ime -
consuming checks, which have compromised the ability of the EWG to address other essential 
TORôs. Ideally, the EWG should have a dedicated meeting, restricted to checking the int egrit y 
of the database, that should not include any requests for advice.  

STECF observes that the EWG recommends a methodology meeting to be held every sec ond 
year. STECF support this recommendation since these methodology meetings form an essential 
pil lar to the functioning of this EWG as they facilitate the development of  met hods used t o 
answer the data call and check quality of the data. The experience of having such a meeting in 

2021 ensures that such dedicated methodology meetings have c lear posit iv e ef fect on t he 
quality of the data (and subsequent advice), and significantly reduce the time required for data 
checking during the advice meeting. These methodology meetings also provide a space in 
which historical data can be explored and investigated f or st abilit y and c onsistency ac ross 
years. This feature of the meeting will become increasingly important as FDI will request more 

historical years in future data calls (pre 2014).  

 

5 ï 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 specified in eac h exemption of  
each of the discard plans for 2022. Where there is insuffic ient discard dat a for the above t ask, 
the STECF is asked to provide estimated catches (landings + discards) for 2020, if possible and 
enough data provided during data call.  

STECF acknowledges that EWG 21 - 12 put a lot of effort to provide discard estimates for each 
anticip ated exemption for 2022. However, some exemptions required detailed information 
currently not available in the FDI database (i.e. distance fished from shore and vessels engine 
power). Based on the feasibility of the EWG to extract the relevant data, exempt ions were 

characterised in four categories:  

Category 1 ï ñYesò: hereby the discard estimates are calculated exactly as described in the 
Delegated Acts.  

Category 2 ï ñPartly/Yesò: hereby the discard estimates are calculated as described in the 
Delegated Ac ts but not taking into account the MCRS which makes part of the exemption.  

Category 3 ï ñPartlyò: hereby the discard estimates are calculated as described in the 
Delegated Acts without taking into account some specifications (e.g., within 3 naut ic al miles,  
flip - up rope or benthos panel, engine power < 221 Kw, tow duration of no more t han ninet y 

minutes, etc.),  

Category 4 ï ñNoò: hereby it is impossible to calculate discard estimates as described in the 
Delegated Acts. This implies where the Delegated Acts i nclude e.g., specific areas ï IXa Gulf of  

Cadiz ï or purse seine with net not fully taken on board, processing on board to obtain surimi).  

STECF observes that EWG21 - 12 summarised the discard information in t wo t ypes of  t ables: 

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 
aggregated by species and sub regions (Tables 14 - 18 in Annex 4). In addition t his year EWG 
21 - 12 added Table 13 with  discards <MCRS for exemptions.  

STECF also notes that considering the shortcomings highlighted by the EWG and previous 
STECF plenaries, the resulting 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 obligation in 2022, the details of the ant icipated exempt ions and 
associated data available are given for each region in sections 3.5.2.1 to 3.5.2.5 and in Tables 
1- 18 (Annex 4) of the EWG21 - 10/12 report.  

 

5.3  STECF is asked to assess and if possible, provide percentages of  disc ards est imates 
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  

STECF observes that as for the previous years, estimation 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 domai n landings.  

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

STCF notes that it was only possible to extract data for t he exempt ions wit h t he available  
biological data. Corresponding total discard estimates and % of discards below MCRS per 
exemption and country in 2017 - 2020 are provided in Table 13 of Annex 4.  

STECF observes that where exemptions relate to multiple species, the perc entages for eac h 
spec ies above and below MCRS related to the catch of that species only and not  t o t he t otal 
catch of all species concerned in the exemption.  

The results of calculations for landings and discards <MCRS per Member States and metier are 
presented in Annex 5 of th e EWG21 - 10/12 report.  

 

 

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

 

6.1  Discuss results of TOR 2.1 and 2.2 of the EWG 21 -10 and agree the format of the t able 
A and biological data (FDI Tables C, D, E and F) to be publicly disseminated in the future.   

 

 

Biological data (Tables C, D, E, F)  

 

STECF observes that the EWG21 - 12 discussed the outcome from TOR 2.1 and 2.2 of  t he EWG 
21 - 10 and recommended that the biological tables are disseminated in the form that t hey 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 onc e 
it is adapted to fit the format and structure of the data published in the disseminat ion website.  

STECF agrees with the EWG and notes that this process would require disseminat ing Domain 
Landings and Discards in Table A. Prior to dissemination of the biological data with the script , 
the final outputs should be shared with the national cor respondents seeking for their approval 
to publish the data for the first time. Afterwards publication of the data should be ment ioned 
as part of the data call informing MS about intended use of the data.  

 

Refusal rates (Table 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 
refusal rates estimated by Member States from statistically sound sampling frames.  

STECF notes that this infor mation should be disseminated with some guidanc e on what  t he 
table contains, i.e references and links to the definitions in the data call, and the 
methodologies used to derive data which can be found in the national chapters in the report.  

 

6.2  Calculate c overage of confidential data (as proposed by EWG 21 -10 Tor 1.2)  

STECF observes that the EWG compiled the criteria, used to define confidential cells by 
Member States in section 3.1.2. of the report and presented the coverage of confidential dat a 
for some k ey variables based on the data submitted by each MS in response t o t he 2021 FDI 

data call. 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 in the report).  

Overview  Figures 3.1.2.1 and 3.1.2.2 show the percentage of the data submit t ed in t ables I 
and H that have been marked as confidential by region, gear type and year for the period 
2014 - 2020.  

STECF agrees with the EWG that the dissemination of EWG out put s in form o f  dat a set s of  
capacity, catches and effort tables should stay as stated in recommendation of the ST ECF 19 -
11:  

Å Data that are aggregated across Member States can be published without removing the data 
marked as confidential as it will be impossible to iso late the confidential data.  

Å When publishing data at Member State level, data marked as confidential by the Member 
State in question should be redacted.  

 

6.3  Produce maps of effort and landings by c -square (to be inserted in the EWG report) for  
the foll owing regions (as defined in COM -2016 -134 for areas other than ódistant watersô) and 

major gear types (as defined in 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; trawls (except beam t rawls) wit h 
mesh Ó 100mm; beam trawls with mesh < 120mm; beam trawls with mesh Ó120mm; seine 

nets; gillnets and entangling nets; dredges; hooks and lines; surrounding nets; pots and  traps.  

STECF observes that that a comprehensive set of maps of spat ial ef fort and landings were 
produced for all fishing regions and major gear types. They were included in Annex 6 of  t he 

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 observes that  in order to account for the different geographical formats allowed in dat a 

call, the geographical data validation process adopted earlier (STECF19 -11) was implement ed 
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 t he FDI dat a c all 
uploading tool.  

STECF acknowledges that  the geographical data validation process highlighted  an overall 
improved quality of the spatial data submitted with only 0.71% of invalid rec ords for T able I 
(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, 
methodological issues and guidelines to improve future data calls. The EWG proposed updates 
to Domains definitions, updates to Tables C, 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  t he discar ds 
information provided during the FDI data call.  

 

STECF notes that discussions on future changes in the FDI data call are also given in sec tion 
7.4 of this PLEN 21 - 03 report.  

 

STECF conclusions  

 

STECF concludes tha t the EWG 21 - 10 /12 appropriately addresse d all ToRs defined .  

STECF concludes that two FDI meetings conducted in 2021 allowed t o furt her improve and 
harmonise methodology reporting to the FDI data call and had a positive effect on the qualit y 
of the data (and subsequent advice). Methodology meetin gs also provide a spac e in whic h 
historical data can be explored and interrogated for stability and consistency across years. This 

feature of the meeting will become increasingly important as FDI requests more historical  (pre -
2014)  years in future data cal ls.  Therefore,  STECF suggest s conduct 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 that the publication of t he R 

script creating ñdetailed Table Aò by merging Table A with Biological data (Tables C, D, E and 
F) would facilitate future data use by end users. ST ECF c oncludes however t hat a merged 
detailed Table A would still  remain easier for end - users to manipulate t han indiv idual t ables 
and scripts, and that this issue should be reconsidered in future EWG  

STECF endorses all the EWGôs proposals to change the FDI data call clarifying definitions and 
providing further specific ation to the 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 for conservation measures un der Union environmental legislations. STECF c oncludes 
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.  

STECF supports the EWGsô proposed updates to the FDI data call.  

STECF endorses the EWGs proposed procedure for solving through a dedicated ad hoc contract 
the remaining technical issues preventing data translation from Med&Black Sea data call 
format to FDI. STEC F also concludes that additional note informing MS about  t he t ransfer of  

the data from Med&Black Sea database to FDI database should be included in both dat a c alls 
offic ial letters in 2022.   

 

Contact details of STECF members  
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3  I NTRODUCTION  

 

The STECF EWG 21 - 10 met as a virtual meeting during 31 May  ï 4 June  20 21. The meet ing was 
opened at  9 am on 31 May  and was adjourned at 1 7.00 on 4 June  20 21. Working conditions  were 
challenging but ad equate.  

The STECF EWG 21 - 12 met as a virtual meeting during 13 ï 17 September  20 21 . T he meet ing 
was opened at 9 am on 13 September  and was adjourned at 1 7.00 on 17  September  20 21 . 
Working conditions  were challenging but adequate.  

 

3.1  Terms of Reference for EW G- 2 1 - 1 0  and EWG - 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)  EWG 21 - 10 Da ta methodology and dissemination  

 

4)  EWG 21 - 12 Evaluation of Fisheries Dependent Information for European Fleet s t o review 

the data transmitted by Member States under the 2021 FDI datacall to judge:  

a. If data submitted is complete in terms of areas of fishing, types of fleet segment  

and gear operated and species identified;  

b.  If data submitted is complete in terms of type of data requested: capacity metrics, 

effort metrics, landings, discards and spatially disaggregated landings and effort.  

In addi t ion,  the  EWG is asked to  map  the  data  on fishing  ef fort  obtain ed f rom the  call for 
spat ially  dis aggre gated dat a.  

In consid ering the  complet eness of  the  data  submit t ed the  EWG is ent it led to  use  

exte rnal sour ces of data wh ere  necessary , as w ell as expert jud gement.  

 

Terms  of Reference  EWG 21 - 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;  
- STECF EWG 20 - 10  conclusions to establish a common practices (use of confidentiality data 

records and dissemination tools), and the need to create methodology t o part it ion data 
(numbers at length) fr om Tables C and D (aggregations according to sampling programs) 
to Table A (detailed catch table).  

- The need stressed by the STECF PLEN 19 - 03 to develop a suite of methodologies for t he 
dissemination of FDI data. Such methodologies should provide a visual a nd numerical 
indication of estimate robustness and coverage ï in particular for discard estimates . 

Considering that this EWG is very technical and 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 robustness and coverage estimated.  

The STECF EWG is requested to:  

1 ï Review  approaches used by  Member States Responding to the FDI data call and if 

possible common b est practice   

https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/plen2002
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/ewg2010
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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 Metier definitions used by MS;  

1.4 Allocation o f landings to c -squares using VMS/logbook data;  

1.5 Coverage and methods used to estimate landings and effort data for vessels <10m;  

1.6 Any other business (AOB).  

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

2.1 Review methodology proposed to 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 
collected for discards data).  

2.3 Discuss a possibility to transfer the biological data from Mediterranean and Blac k Sea 
data call into the FDI format /database  

3 ï Test the comparatibility between the data collected in the 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 segment s 
found in the Fleet Economi c database.  

3.2 Compare sums of effort (days at sea) and landings (tonnes and values) between FDI 

and the dataset from the Fleet socio -economic data call by:  

a. Country;  

b. Fleet segment;  

c. Gear type within fleet segment.  

The experts are invited to prepar e a presentation on their methodology in the respective Member 

State that will be given in the first days of the EWG.  

 

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

The STECF EWG is requested to:  

4  ï 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 ues encountered prior to and during the EWG meeting are 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.  

4.2 Review outputs of ad hoc contract that 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 each discard plan for 2022.  

4.3 Review results of script developed under ToR 2.1 of EWG 21 - 10 and check c onsistency 
of the results produced.  
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4.4 Review analysis of compatibility between AER and FDI data calls produced by EWG 21 -
10 ToR 3 and provide relevant explanations where needed. Rerun the analysis us ing most  

recent data (if resources allow).  

4. 5 Review data quality checks and produce National methodological chapters  

 

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

Based upon the previous work and method established in STECF EW G 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 for 2022.  

5.2 STECF is asked to assess an d if possible, provide perc entages of  disc ards estimat es 
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 insuffic ient 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 dissemination tables and maps of spatial effort and landings by c - squares  

6.1  Discuss results of ToR 2.1 and 2.2 of the EWG 21 - 10 and agree the format of the T able 
A and biological data (FDI Tables C, D, E and F) and of the refusal rate data t o be public ly 

disseminated in the future.   

6.2 Calculate coverage of confidential data (as  proposed by EWG 21 - 10 ToR 1.2).  

6. 3 If GIS technical skills are available in the EWG, produce maps of effort and landings by 
c- square (to be inserted in the EWG report) for the following regions (as def ined in COM -
2016 -134 for areas other than ódistant watersô) and major gear types (as defined in 

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; trawls (except beam t rawls) wit h 
mesh Ó 100mm; beam trawls with mesh < 120mm; beam trawls with mesh Ó120mm; 

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

                                              

2 óDiscardsô are defined here as the fish/crustaceans thrown overboard. 
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4  DATA  PROVISION  AND  CHECKS  

 

4.1  DCF FDI data call 202 1  

The DCF Fisheries  Dependent Information (FDI) data call 2021 opened on 1st June 2021 with t he 

legal deadline on 30th June 2021 and the operational deadline on 30 th  August 2021.  

The 2021 FDI data call was consistent with the comments and suggestions from the EWG 20 - 10 
(see the STECF report of the EWG 20 - 10, chapter 4). In particular, the following changes 

proposed during the EWG 20 - 10 were implemented in the 2021 data call:  
¶ The refusal rate table (table B) has been modified.  

¶ Guidelines for the identificatin of the principal sub - region requested  in the capacity table 

(table J) have been added.  

¶ Guidelines about the Nephrops  sub - region variable have been added.  

¶ Guidelines extracted from deep fisheries regulations have been added to specify how to 

deal with the deep variable.  

The  data format to be used to answer the data call was detailed in the annex sent to the Member 
States with the official letter. The annex was also published with the Excel templates on t he JRC 

DCF website (https://datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu/data -calls ).  In the annex to the data call ,  11 
tables were described, among which table K was optional and tables C, D, E, and F were not 
requested for the Mediterranean and Black Sea regions (GFCM GSA s).  

Data were requested for 2 years only, 2020 and 2014 for all the tables except table H and table I 
that contain spatial information. For Mediterranean and Black Sea regions (GFCM GSAs),  spat ial 
data were requested for 2020 only; for these countries, dat a for year 2014 were welc omed 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 answer the term of reference of the EWG 21 -12, the Fisheries Dependent Information 
(FDI) data provided by Member States in the context of the DCF FDI 2021 data call will be used. 

The FDI data call requests data at a detailed level; for this reason, it is possible for Member 
States to mark data as confidential.  
I hereby declare that I was informed by the STECF secretariat and the chairs of  t he EWG 21 - 12 
that the dataset used during the EWG contains some confidential data and that acc ess to and use 
of the dataset is only permitted in the EWG context. Consequently, all DCF FDI datasets shall be 
removed all the electronic supports used (e.g., hard disk, memory stick, etc.), and no elec t ronic 

or paper copies of the data shall be kept by e xperts after completion of the EWG 21 -12 report.  
Signing the present declaration, I acknowledge that I was informed on the above.  
 
 

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

Timeliness and coverage  

Most Member States submitted da ta for all the requested tables by the legal deadline of the dat a 

call (see Figure 2. 2. 1a and 2. 2. 1b). There were only 2 Member States that did not provide all t he 
tables before the legal deadline (France for tables C and E and Spain for table B).  

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

 

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 t he EWG; 
however, compared to previous years, the number of re - uploads during the EWG was lower, 

allowing experts more time to work on the ToR assigned to the working group.  

About the coverage of the data, Member States submitted data for most of t he variables for all 

the years requested.  
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Figure 2. 2. 2 Uploading progress: the graph shows the number of datasets (i.e., files Excel) uploaded over 
the time during the FDI data call and the EWG 21 -12.  

The coverage of discards data in table A is generally poor for all the years present in the FDI 
dataset. For all the 7 years, on a total of 3555424 rows, there are 483078 entries wit h disc ards 
greater than 0; 414475 entries with discards equal to 0; and 2657871 entries with disc ards not  
known (NK code).  

Considering the landings for 2020: from  a total of 4602473 tonnes  landed , for 369851 t onnes of  
landings the cor responding discards was reported greater than 0; discards was reported equal t o 
0 for 523290 tonnes of landings; and discards is not known for 3709330 tonnes of  landings. In 
Table 2. 2. 1 the coverage of discards is reported also for the other years.  

Table 2 .2. 1 Discards coverage in table A  (the comma is used as thousands  separator ) . 

Year  
Landings with 

discards>0  
Landings with 

discards=0  
Landings with 
discards=NK  

Total 
Landings  

 tonnes  
% of total 
Landings  

tonnes  
% of total 
Landings  

tonnes  
% of total 
Landings  

tonnes  

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 H provided consistent results  for most  of  
the countries (except for Estonia, France, Greece, Ireland, Italy , Romania and Spain ); in T able 
2. 2. 2 the comparison of the total weight of landings provided for 2020 in the two tables is shown.  
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Table 2. 2. 2 Coverage comparison of weight of lan dings between table A and table H for the year 2020  (the  
comma is used as thousands  separator ) . 

Country 
code  

Landings from table 
A  (tonnes)  

Landings from 
table H (tonnes)  

Table H compared to 
table A : difference %  

Year  

BEL 19,816  19,580  - 1.19  2020  

BGR 6,2 27  6,227  0  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  2 020  

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  0  202 0  

Regarding effort, comparison of the coverage of table G against table I provided consistent 
results for most of the countries (except Greece, Ireland , Italy, Romania ,  Slovenia  and Spain ); in 

Table 2. 2. 3 the comparison of the totfishdays variable provide d for 2020 in the two tables is 
shown.  

Table 2. 2. 3 Coverage comparison of totfish days between table G and table I for the year 2020  (the comma 
is used as thousands  separator ) . 

Country 
code  

Fish days from 
table G  

Fish days from 
table I  

Table I compared to 
t able G: difference %  

Year  

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  2 020  

FIN 84,171  82,678  - 1.77  2020  
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Country 

code  

Fish days from 

table G  

Fish days from 

table I  

Table I compared to 

t able G: difference %  
Year  

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  20 20  

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  

SCO 126,591  126,471  - 0.09  20 20  

SVN 6,252  23,818  280.97  2020  

SWE 55,558  55,498  - 0.11  2020  

Concerning the refusal data information requested in table B, for both 2014 and 2020, Croat ia,  
Netherlands and Romania did not provide this table (see Figures 2. 2. 1 and 2. 2. 3) and Greece 

provi ded an empty table. In addition, Estonia, Italy and Portugal provided data for the year 2014 
with all the variables set to not known (NK value) and Belgium provided data for bot h 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, Net herlands, 
Poland, Spain and United Kingdom.  

Checks during the upload of the data  

The majority of the checks performed during the upload of the d ata concerned t he 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 checked the codes used 
to specify the  following information: country, fishing technique, vessel length, gear t ype, t arget 
assemblage, mesh size 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: specon tech).  

In addition, in tables A, G, H and I, the consistency between sub - region codes and EEZ indic at or 
codes were verified; in tables C and D, the age value was validated against the min - max age 

range prov ided; in tables D and F, the length value was validated against t he min - max lengt h 
range provided; in tables H and I, the format of the the geographical coordinates (lat itude and 
longitue) and of the c - square was checked, and the consistency of the spatial  informat ion was 
verified.  

In the upload tool, the following check among different tables was provided: during the upload of  
tables C, D, E, F and K, a control was performed on the presence of domain landings and domain 
discards codes in table A for the sa me country, year and species.  

Post - upload data checks  

After the upload of the data by Member States, JRC carried out some quality checks:  

¶ To verift the c onsistency between the data submitted and the specification of the data call  
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¶ To verify the c onsistency  between the data submitted in the different tables of the FDI 

data call  

¶ To compare d ata comparison among years  

¶ To c ross checks data with another data source (EUROSTAT data)  

In more detail, the following checks were performed and visualized with Tableau:  

¶ Comparison of any given metric over the time series (2014 - 2020).  

¶ Using the total weight landings and total value landings fields f rom t able A, an average 

price per species and year were calculated and compared to the average price c alculated 

per country.  

¶ Comparison between discards [tonnes] and the sum of products [tonnes] = no_age 

[number in thousand]*mean_weight [kg] (tables C and D).  

¶ Comparison between totwghtlandg [tonnes] and the sum of products [tonnes] = no_age 

[number in thousand]*mean_weight [kg] (t ables E and F).  

¶ Where domain landings codes match between tables A, E and F, the sum of  t ot al weight  

landings values in table A for the given domain name was check against the t otal weight 

landings value in tables E and F.  

¶ Where domain discards codes match  between tables A, C and D, the sum of  t ot al weight  

landings values in table A for the given domain name was check against the t otal weight 

landings value in tables C and D.  

¶ Comparison between total weight landings and total value landings: totwghtlandg>0 and 

totvallandg=0 in table A.  

¶ Comparison between weight landings and effort: totwghtlandg>0 in table A and effort 

(totfishdays and totseadays) not present or NK in table G.  

¶ Comparison between spatial weight landings in table H and weight landings in table A: 

totwghtlandg>0 in table H and totwghtlandg not present in table A.  

¶ Comparison between spatial effort in table I and effort in table G: totfishdays>0 in t able I 

and totfishdays not present or NK in table G.  

¶ In table H and I, verification of the compatibi lity of the geographical coordinates (lat itude 

and longitude) with the value provided for the rectangle type.  

¶ In tables H and I, identification of incorrect combination of NA values in the spatial 

columns and identification of data without any sub - region a ssigned.  

¶ Comparison of Nephrops sub - region values from tables A, C, D, E and F with identification 

of the cases where the Nephrops sub - region values are dif ferent  among t he t ables are 

shown.  

¶ Average length vessels compatibility with the vessel length categ ory (table J).  

¶ Comparison of number of vessels from table J and table G: totves>0 in table G and totves 

in table J is not present or NK.  

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

¶ Data provided  with different unit of measures (in tables A, C, D, E, F, G, H and I).  

¶ Row data provided instead of data raised to the total production (in tables C, D, E and F).  

¶ For the same domain landings, different values of total weight landings (in tables E and F).  

¶ For the same domain discards, different values of discards (in tables C and D).  

¶ For the same domain discards, different values of total weight landings (in t ables C and 

D).  

¶ In tables H and I, incompatibility of the geographical coordinates (latitude and l ongit ude) 

with the value provided for the rectangle type.  

Cross check with EUROSTAT data  
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The purpose of the cross check with an external data source was to verify t he c ompleteness of  
the submitted data sets. EUROSTAT 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 c redentials 
that restricted them to seeing info rmation about their own country only) and the EWG 21 - 12 
experts (with access credentials that allowed them to see information about all countries).  

 

5  RESPONSES  TO  THE  TERMS  OF  REFERENCE  

 

5.1  Review approaches used by Member States responding to the FDI data cal l and if 
possible,  propose common best practice  

 

5.1.1  Methods used by MS to partition biological sampling data to the level requested in T able 
A 

 

The EWG recognises the usefulness of a standardized format for commercial catch data. 
Nevertheless, the EWG also wishes to emphasise that the discard estimat es are derived using 

data collected under sampling plans that are not designed to provide data at the level of  det ail s  
required in Table A . Hence , the quality and representativeness of the derived disc ard estimat es  
presented  by fleet in Table A of the FDI database cannot be assured  for all aggregat ion levels 
because the fleet descriptors in Table A have a higher resolution than the level of resolution used 
to collect the biological samples (e.g.,  vessel le ngth  is us ed as a fleet descriptor but  is not  t aken 

into account in most countries biological sampling  protocols. T he po tentially  large variation in 
discarding practice between  fleets may also be hidden ,  since the same disc ard proport ion will 
have been applied to se veral different cells in Table A .   It is therefore of high importance to 
communicate the limitations of the data to the end user.  

Nevertheless, partitioning of discard estimates can be carried out by slightly different approaches, 
and consequently with s ome differences in the outcome.  

Formally,  

, (1)  

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

effort of the target species in domain, etc.) in the line  from the doma in  in the table A,  is 

a corresponding discard value, and  is the partitioning ratio. Note that , 

, and .  

Equation (1) constitutes a unifying framework for all partitioning app roaches. Nevertheless, t hey 

differ in the choice of the variable , and, consequently, in how the ratio  is constructed . T able 

3.1.1  reflects, in particular, the differences in selection of the variable  (c olumn 3 ï ge neral 
case, column 4 ï special case).  

The different practices currently used by MS  are summarized in Table 3.1 .1 .1 .   

 

Table 3.1 .1 .1 . Summary table of methods currently used by MS  to provide discard estimates .  

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/fisheries/data/database
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Country  Raising 
variable in 

discard 
estimation  

Methods for 
partitioning 

discards  

Methods for 
partitioning 

discards 
without 
landings  

Variables defining domain  

Belgium  Landings of the 
same species.  

Proportionally to 
the landings of t he 
same species.  

Discards 
without 
landings are 

not included.  

Year/quart er, metier and sub -
region.  

Bulgaria  NA Only zeros 
provided (Both 
offic ial and 
scientific discards)  

NA NA 

Croatia  NA Only offic ial 
discards were 
provided in Table 
A.  

NA NA 

Cyprus  Landings of the 
same species  

Proportionally to 
the landings of t he 

same spe cies (but 
usually no need for 
partitioning)  

NA Year/quarter, métier (only 
one region).  

Denmark  Landings of all 
species for 
most. Number of 
trips for a few. 
Landing of same 

species for 
Nephrops.  

Proportionally to 
the total landings 
of all  species  

Proportio nally 
to the total 
landings of 
all species  

Quarter, fishery (group of   
métiers) and sub - region.  

Estonia  NA Only offic ial 
discards were 
provided in Table A 
(only zeros 
provided).  

NA NA 

Finland  NA  Proportionally to 
the landings of t he 

same species by 
gear .  

NA, t he 
fishing  gear 

is known 
from the 
logbook even 
if there are 
no landings.  

Year/quarter/metier/rectangle  

 

France  Landings of the 
same species  

Proportionally to 
the landings of t he 

same species by 
ñyear*quarter*sub-
region and gear 
typeò 

NA Domain are provided in line, 
as far as possible, with the 

strata retained by expert to 
do stock assessment analysis 
(e.g.,  ICES stratum) . 

 

Germany  Landings of the Proportionally to Proportionally Year/quarter, subarea for 
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Country  Raising 
variable in 

discard 
estimation  

Methods for 
partitioning 

discards  

Methods for 
partitioning 

discards 
without 
landings  

Variables defining domain  

same species. 

For species 
without 
landings, 
landings of all 
species.  

the landings of t he 

same species.  

to landings of 

all species.  

North Sea, subregion for 

Baltic Sea, gear, mesh size.  

Greece  Landings of the 
same species.  

Proportionally to 
the landings of t he 

same species.  

Discards 
without 

landings  are 
not included.  

Year/quarter, sub - region, 
métier, vessels length 

category.  

Ireland  Effort  Proportionally to 
the landings of t he 
same species.  

Proportionally 
to the effort 
(days at 
sea).  

 

Italy  Landings of the 
same species  

Proportionally to 
the landing s of t he 
same species.  

NA  Year/quarter, subregion, 
métier lvl 6.  

Latvia  Landings of the 
same species  

Proportionally to 
the landings of t he 

same species.  

Discards 
without 

landings are 
not included.  

Year/quarter, subregion, 
metier  

Lithuania  Number of trip s Proportionally to 
the landings of t he 
same species.  

Proportionally 
to the 
number of 
trips  

Year/quarter, sub - region, 
métier.  

Malta   No methodologies 
were provided  

  

Poland  Landings of the 
same species  

Proportionally to 
the landings of t he 
same species.  

Discards 
without 
landings are 

not included.  

Year/quarter, subregion, 
group of métiers.  

Portugal   Fishing effort 
(fishing 
duration/number 
of trips)  

Proportionally to 
the landings of t he 
same species.  

Discards 
without 
landings are 
not included.  

Year/Metier lvl5  

Romania   No methodologies 
were provided  

  

Slovenia  Landings of the 
same species  

Landings of the 
same species  

NA Year/quarter, subregion, 
metier  

The 
Netherlands  

Effort (kWd) or 
landings per 

Proportionally to 
the variable used 

Included but 
not 

Year/quarter, 
division/subarea and métier.  
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Country  Raising 
variable in 

discard 
estimation  

Methods for 
partitioning 

discards  

Methods for 
partitioning 

discards 
without 
landings  

Variables defining domain  

species.  for the raisin g.  partitioned. 

Total 
discards wit h 
no landings 
are assigned 
to one row 

(per domain 
and species).  

UK -  
Scotland  

 No methodologies 
were provided.  

  

UK ï 
England 
and Wales  

Landings of the 
same sp ecies or 
effort ( days at 
sea)  

Proportionally to 
the landings of t he 
same species.  

Proportionally 
to the effort 
(days at 
sea).  

For demersal trawls and 
beam trawls: Quarter, sub -
region , metier lv4, mesh size .  

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

 

Spain  Effort (number 
of trips)  

Proportionally to 
the landings of t he 
same species.  

Included but 
not 
partitioned. 
Total 
discards wit h 

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

Year/quarter, area according 
to sampling un it, métier  

Sweden   Effort or 
landings of 

target species.  

Proportionally to 
the variable used 

for the raising.  

Proportionally 
to effort or 

landings of 
target 
species.  

Year/quarter, group of 
métiers  and sub - region.  

 

The EWG notes that most MS partition tot al discard estimates for a species proportionally t o t he 

landings of the same species within the 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 tion discard estimates for species without landings: effort or landings of  all spec ies. Some 
countries do not include estimates for such  species in Table A. The latter approach means  t hat  
discard estimates for non - commercial species are 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 part it ioning: 
effort, landings of the same species or landings of th e target species (corresponding wit h t he 

variable used for raising the discard estimates). For 3 MS no partitioning is done bec ause only 
offic ial discards or zeros are provided.  
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The EWG notes that most MS use the same variable for raising disc ards and c ons equently for 
partitioning discard estimates in Table A.  

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

The EWG suggests the following practices for partitionin g of discard estimates in Table A:  

- Total discards should be estimated in accordance with the design of the sampling program, 

to ensure that the total discards of a ñdomainò is statistically sound. That means that the 

ñdomain discardsò usually would equate to  the strata in the sampling and estimation.  

- The partitioning of the discards into Table A is suggested to be carried out by use of the 

same variable that was used for the raising of the total discards.  

- It is recommended that MS also ensures partitioning of discards with zero landings in Tabe 

A (e.g. proportion of effort can be used in case discards with zero landings are observed in 

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, I), 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 used to supplement  T able 3.1.2 .1  in 
combination with e - mail communication. T he responses from Greece and Finland were obt ained 
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 entire long - distance fishing fleets. In most cases, confidential data w ere indic ated 
for long - distance fisheries. 9 Member States do not declare any of their data as confidential.  T he 
importance of a com mon criteri on for confidentiality was raised by  previous FDI EWGs meet ings 
and it now appears that the criteria used to declare data as confidential have been 
harmonised to the extent  possible.  

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

1. No data transmitted in response to the FDI data call are declared as c onf idential (9 Member 
States)  

2. Less than 3 vesselsô rule is applied and rows concerned are marked as confidential (12 Member 
States)  

3. All rows regarding long - distance fishing fleets are marked as confidential (2 Member States)  

Data w ere  marked as confidential by member states in Tables A (catch summary) and H (landings 

by rectangle) either for  the weight variables (landings and discards) (W opt ion), for t he value 

variable (V option), for the two (A option) or finally for none of them (N option). Data c ould also 

be marked as confidential  in the tables G (effort summary) and I (effort by rectangl e) for f ishing 

effort variables (Y = confidential  and N = not confidential  options).  

 

Table 3.1.2 .1 . Criteria applied to confidentiality by MS  

Country  Confidentiality definition  

Confidentiality application  

Belgium  If the data relate s to less than 3 vessels  then the weight and value fields 
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Country  Confidentiality definition  

are considered confidential  

Denmark  Table A, H if less than 3 vessels in aggregation level then A  

Table G, I if less than 3 vessels in aggregation level then Y  

Finland  If less than 3 vessels then A else N  

France  Very fe w data highlighted as confidential until now, concerned only long -

distance  fisheries and Mediterranean Bluefin tuna fisheries as t here are 

very specific and relate to very few vessels. For the other fisheries, 

further check s will be needed  to identify the rows holding information  for 

less than 3 vessels (especially the lines for the spatial information which 

are highly disaggregated)  and decide  if they have to be marked as 

confident ial  or not .  Such checks  will be  planned for t he next  year dat a 

call .  

Irelan d If an aggregated unit had less than 3 distinct vessels 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 per aggregation)  

The Netherlands  Table A, H, G, I if less than 3 vessels in domain aggregation then A else 

N  

Poland  3- 5 vessel outside of the Baltic Sea marked 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 in aggregation level then A else N  

Table G, I if less than 3 vessels in aggregation level then Y else N  

No confidentiality application  

Bulgaria  No con fidential cells  

Croatia  No confidential cells  

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

segment (1 vessel, no economic data provided)  

Estonia  No confidential cells  
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Country  Confidentiality definition  

Germany  Long - distance fisher ies  in e.g., CECAF or Sou th Pac itf ic  are t reat ed as 

confidential because very few vessels 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 l 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 in domain aggregation  

Italy  No confidential cells  

Slovenia  No confidential cells  

Swe den  No confidential cells  

United Kingdom  No confidential cells  

Unknown on confidentiality application  

Malta  No criteria were provided  

Romania  No criteria were provided  

 

In Table 3.1. 2.2  below, the amount of both confidential and non - confidential data  is presented for 

some key variables based on the data submitted by each MS in response t o t he 2 021 FDI dat a 

call.  

The table shows that the percentage of data considered by MS as c onf idential is more or less 

st able  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 percentage of confidential data, whereas the 

Gt*Hours at sea the highest, reaching more than 20%. Most of the Member states used the 

criteria of less tha n three vessels in the aggregation level for mark as confidential data, otherwise 

the confidential field 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.
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Table 3.1. 2.2 :  Showing the amount of confidential and non - confidential data in key variables for FDI 2021 data call in A and G tables  
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Table 3.1 .2.3  below shows the total number of records marked as confidential by c ountries and 

confidentiality options in Table A for period 2016 to 2020 inclusive.  

 

Table 3. 1. 2.3 : Total number of records marked with the confidentiality options for period 2016 -

2020  

 

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

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

Compar ing  the areas where data of confidential coverage with over 50  percent ,  provided in tables 

3.1.2.4 and of  similar data tables  from previous  years ,  published in STECF 19 - 11  report , show 

only few areas (e.g  27.12, 41.2, etc.) were the high percentages (>50%) matched .  No continued 

patterns were observed over the period  2015 - 2018 and  compared to 2020.  

  

Table 3.1.2.4 :  Areas where confidential data exceed 50 percent of total by weight  and  value  

of landings  in 2020.  
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Figures 3.1. 2. 1 and 3.1.2 .2  below show the percentage of the data submit t ed in t ables I and H 

that ha ve been marked as confidential by region, gear type and year.  

 



 

 
38 

  

  

Figure 3.1. 2. 1 : Percentage of effort (fishing days) from table I (effort by rectangle) marked as 

confidential (red bars) and not confidential (green bars) by region, gear t ype and year for  t he 

period 2014 - 2020  
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Figure 3.1. 2. 2 : Percentage of landings weight from table H (landings by rec t angle) marked as 

confidential (red bars) and not confidential (green bars) by region, gear t ype and year for t he 

period 2014 - 2020  
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5.1.3  Metier definitions u sed by MS  

 

The métier code is requested in the FDI data call tables A, G, H and I. For table A, 454 dif ferent  
métier codes were uploaded for the 2019 data in response to the 2020 FDI data call. In appendix 
7 of the FDI data call, the métier is defined and the structure of the code is specified. 

Furthermore, a list of currently accepted codes (approved by the RCGs)  is provided on t he dat a 
submission website. However, while the métier  codes are uniquely specified according to c rit eria 
such a mesh - size and spe cies combinations, the choice of métier  by Member Stat es may not  be 
consistent. Consequently, there is a need to standardize and harmonize the way Member St at es 
provide métier codes to result in a more standardized dataset . Furthermore, it  should be not ed 

that the mesh size ranges requested in the 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 to the request prior to the E WG 21 - 10 FDI meeting, MS prepared a description of the 

criteria used to 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 . Additional in formation provided to the EWG by Member States  on data sources 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 ) and 2) by small - sc ale 

fish ing fleet s ( vessels <10 m or  <8 m in the Baltic) where the EU Control Regulation does not 

require logbooks ,  are compiled in Table  3.1.3  below  together with  the metric used when assigning 

the target species assemblage group in the métier code (e.g. DEF ï Demersal fish, CRU ï 

Crustaceans, SPF ï Small pelagic fish) .  Finally, further information regarding the methodology in 

place in Member States to calculate métier reported during  the EWG 21 - 10 meeting  are given in 

Table 3.1. 3.1 .  

 

For the large - scale fish ing fl eet s , métier codes are mostly assigned using logbook 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 ing fleets , there is 

variatio n in the data sources used and, in some cases,  strong assumptions are applied due to t he 

lack of relevant data (e.g. small scale fishing fleets  where only sales not e are available) . T he 

most common data sources available are small scale fleets -specific dec larat ions  (e.g. monthly 

fishing forms, coastal logbooks é) collected in a census approach when some Member States use 

similar data as large scale fleets  (esp. logbooks)  and others have only access to the sales not es, 

or sampling data. Furthermore, some Member States combine different dat aset s  (sales not es, 

fleet register, expertô knowledge, complementary surveys é) in order t o improve t heir mét ier 

estimation and/or confirm or enhance the assumptions applied. In cases when small sc ale f leet s  

operate in widel y spread regions, the sources and data collection methodology used by Member 

States  varies. The most common metrics in assigning the target species assemblage  group are 

weight or value of landings and in a few cases, these are recorded d irectly in logbooks .  

  

Table 3.1. 3.1 : Data sources used for assigning métiers for large -  and small - scale  fisheries, and 

metrics used for assigning target species assemblage group .   

Country  Data source large -
scale fleets  

 

Data source small -
scale f leet s 

Metrics (weight or va lue) for 
assigning target species 

assemblage code  

Belgium  Logbooks  NA (no vessels < 10 m)  Métier codes applied directly from th e 
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Country  Data source large -
scale fleets  

 

Data source small -
scale f leet s 

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

 logbooks. If exceptional l y  the ta rget  

species has to be determined then this 
is done by weight.  

Bulgaria  Logbooks  Logbooks  Weight  

Croatia  Logbooks  daily records in f i shing  
reports  

NA ï métier codes mapped to national  
fishing gear codes  

Cyprus  Logbooks  Sales notes  Weight  

Denmark  Logbooks, sales notes  Sales notes, fleet 
register. Some cases o f  

MIS_MIS  

Value  

Estonia  Logbooks  Logbooks  Weight  

Finland  Logbooks  Monthly  coastal fi sh in g 
journal (for non quota 
species) and landing  

declarations of co astal  
vessels under 10 m (for 
quota species)  

Weight  

France  Declarative forms 
(logbooks) combined 
with sales note via the 
cross - validat ion tools 
óSACROISô. 

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 fi shing  
activity calendars of  th e 
vessels.  

Depending of the fishing 
fleets segment.  

1) for NAO and MEDSô 

SSF, same algorithm 
than LSF applied on the 
basis of the SSF 
monthly declarative 
forms (no logbooks 
available) .  

2) for Other Regionsô 
SSF, information on 
métier are directly 
derived/estimated from 

the app lied on - site 
sampling survey (catch 
assessment survey).  

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 
applying in Ot her regions for SSF.  

Germany  Logbooks  Trip register, fleet 
register, sales/landin gs 
notes on a monthly 
basis  

Weight, except in the case of Nephrops 
where the target species is determined 
by value.  

Greece  Logbooks  Sampling data  Weight and Value  

Ire land  Logbooks  

 

Sales notes, MIS_MIS 
very common  

Weight  

Ita ly  Logbooks integrated with  
sampling data when 
needed  

Sampling data  Weight  

Latvia  Logbooks  Coastal logbooks 
(monthly reports)  

Metier codes appl ied b ased o n g ear 
code and mesh size provided in 
logbooks.  Weight.  

Lith uania  Logbooks  2019 < monthly Weight  
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Country  Data source large -
scale fleets  

 

Data source small -
scale f leet s 

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

declarative form  

2019 >= Logbooks  

Malta  NA NA NA 

Poland  Logbooks  Monthly declarative 
form  

Weight  

Romania  NA NA NA 

Slovenia  Logbooks  Logbooks  Weight  

Spain  Logbooks and sales notes  Sales notes  Weight  

Portugal  Logbooks  Sales Notes, Fishing 
Permissions, 
questionnaires  

Vessels without logbooks: weigh t  an d 
value  

Vessels with logbooks: weight  

The 
Netherlands  

Logbooks  Logbooks  Weight  

United 
Kingdom  

Logbooks and sales notes  Sales notes and 
declarative form i n 
Scotland.  

Weight and Value. Value was used f or 
high value, lower volume 
species, Ѓprincipally ce phalopod s an d 
other molluscs and crustaceans.   

 

Historical evolution of m é tier definitions  

STECF-17-12 noted ñThere is considerable utility of holding data by métier level 6 c omponents. 
However, it is clear that there needs to be a consiste ncy in the description of métiers .ò and t hat  

ñvery few métiers used consistently across Member Statesò. A purpose of the m®tier codes is to 
make codes describing the fisheries used across MS  comparable . 

In 2018, the ñDCF M®tier Workshopò looked deeply at the methods used to assign métier codes to 

transversal data, and a detailed description of methods applied by MS can be found in t he 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 

Metier Issues in 2019 - 2021 with following outcomes:  

- Suggestion on new standardized and harmonized list of métier codes , which was approved by 

RCGôs in 2020 and in the September 2020 Liaison meeting, it was agreed by the NCs that the 

new codes for métiers and reference lists can be used and implemented by the MS. Work has 

been done to include relevant selective devices in the codes.  A table links between new and 

old codes  (in cases that a mesh size range has been split up, a choice has been taken to link 

to one of them).  

- Reference lists:  

o Reference species list on how to group species   

o Reference area list  

o Reference gear list  

- 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 ñrareò m®tiers firstly assigned by the general algorithm focusing 

on the year*vessel main métiers in order to limit the multiplication of métiers calculated   

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
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- Manual  explaining the background, script, input format and reference lists  

- GitHub repository ( RCGs/Metiers at master · ices -eg/RCGs (github.com) ) where all the 

material are available (reports, métier list, 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 requested for the 2021 RDBES  (Regional Dat a  Base and 
Estimation System)  test data call for the fishing activity data compiled in the t ables CE (f ishing 
effort) and CL (landings by species) for all fisher ies. This ensures that MS answering t he 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 WGBYC).  

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 Balt ic  Sea, Nort h Sea 
and Eastern Arctic. Codes for the Mediterranean and Black Sea have been inserted int o t he list ,  
but collaboration with the RCG MED&BS is encouraged. Métier codes for t he MED&BS has been 
developed by RCG MED&BS, and might be update d; this could be done in collaborat ion wit h t he 
RCG ISSG on Métier Issues. This can be discussed in the RCG MED&BS 2 nd  week of September.  

There are several advantages  for changing to the new codes:  

- Harmonized codes between regions . An example is that in ta ble A in 2019 different 

codes are requested for different regions for the DRB_MOL métier: DRB_MOL_>0_0_0, 

DRB_MOL_0_0_0. In the new codes this is harmonized to: DRB_MOL_>0_0_0.  

- Not overlapping mesh size ranges . An example is that in 27.3.D.25 both the code s 

OTM_SPF_16 -104_0_0 and OTM_SPF_16 -31_0_0 have been uploaded to the FDI table 

A for 2019.  

- Common reference tables to e.g. group species codes in to species groups based on 

the FAO ASFIS code list.  

- The métier codes will hopefully be harmonized with other d ata calls (ICES RDBES, 

VMS/Logbooks, WGBYC data calls).  

- It increases transparency and assist in the transition to RDBES in the future  

 

The disadvantages  of changing to the new codes include a workload for the MS:  

- MS need to implement and apply the new code  lists for their data, also back in time. If 

they answer the RDBES test data call, they will also need to implement it for that.  

- The data series would need to be resubmitted  

- As some métier codes have been split up in to smaller mesh size ranges on level 6 , 

there might be further partitioning of the discards in the table A  

National implications in relation to the biological data depends on how the MS is using mét iers in 
their raising procedures. Following EWG 21 - 10 and p rior to EWG 21 - 12 and MS we re request ed  
to consider the implication for their country of changing to the new métier codes and 
report back during EWG 21 - 12  at the FDI meeting in September. At the same time, 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 métier list proposed by t he RCG ISSG 

on Metier issues should be used for the FDI data call in 2022. The time of the meeting was before 

the deadline of the ICES RDBES test data call for 2018 - 2020 d ata for all fisheries, so t he use of  

the new métier  codes  had not been evaluated yet. Therefore , the EWG  considers that for t he FDI 

data call in 2022, it should be made possible to upload new métier codes as proposed by the RCG 

ISSG on Métier issues, but a lso still 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
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5.1.4  Allocation of landings to c -squares using VMS/logbook data  

 

According to the FDI data call format, information on spatial landings and spatial effort (t ables H 
and I) should be provided using either c - square notation at 0.5*0.5 degrees resolution or 
coordinates of the centre of a rectangle together with a rectangle type (ó05*05ô, ó05*1ô, ó1*1ô, 
ó5*5ô). After reviewing countriesô methodologies used to prepare FDI data, it turned out  t hat t he 
majority of Member States provide data using coordinates of the centre of a rec tangle t ogether 

with a rectangle type. Only a few countries provide data using c - square notation which is 
prepared using VMS data. The most common approach is to use the information on a re c t angle 
(e.g.,  ICES, GFCM) which is registered in logbooks or which can be determined from coordinates 
registered in logbooks. There are cases in the Mediterranean region where VMS dat a is used t o 
assign a rectangle for a part of the fleet which is 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 States are summarised in Table 3.1. 4.1 .  

Table 3.1. 4.1  Methodologies used to p rovide spatial data in the FDI data call submissions.  

Country 

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

Spatial data 
notation used in 
FDI data: 
rectangle / c-

square / 
rectangle and c-
square 

Source of spatial 
information for 
the large-scale 
fleet: logbooks / 

VMS / 
logbooks+VMS 

Is the small 
scale fleet 
data 
included?: 

yes / no / not 
applicable 

Source of spatial 
information for the 
small-scale fleet: 
official declarative 
forms / 

approximation / off. 
decl. forms or 
approx. 

Method used 
for the 
approximation 
of fishing 

location of the 
small-scale 
fleet 

Comments 

Belgium rectangle logbooks 
not 
applicable 

 

  

The Belgian fleet has no 
registered fishing vessels 
of < 10m LOA 

Bulgaria rectangle logbooks+VMS yes 

official declarative 
forms   

Only in case the 
rectangle was not filled 

by the owner of the 
small-scale fleet vessel, 
the catch was allocated 
based on the landing 
port 

Croatia rectangle logbooks+VMS yes 
official declarative 
forms   

In case coordinates are 
not available, GFCM 
statistical rectangles are 
translated from Croatian 

fishing subzones on the 
basis of percentage of 
catch in each Croatian 
fishing subzone. 

Cyprus rectangle logbooks yes approximation 

Based on the 
port of landings   

Denmark rectangle logbooks yes approximation 

Main rectangle 
by harbour, 
gear type and 
vessel length 
group. If this 
ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŜȄƛǎǘ 

then rectangle 
closest to 
harbour. 

For the 2021 data call, 
ICES rectangles from 

Danish vessels not 
reporting logbooks have 
been estimated.  

Estonia rectangle logbooks yes 
official declarative 
forms     

Finland  rectangle    yes 
  official declarative 
forms 

  Fishing 
location is 
registered in 

the landing 

  The catch and effort of 
small-scale fleet is 
reported by official 

coastal fishing journal or 
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Country 

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

Spatial data 
notation used in 
FDI data: 
rectangle / c-

square / 
rectangle and c-
square 

Source of spatial 
information for 
the large-scale 

fleet: logbooks / 
VMS / 
logbooks+VMS 

Is the small 
scale fleet 
data 

included?: 
yes / no / not 
applicable 

Source of spatial 
information for the 
small-scale fleet: 
official declarative 

forms / 
approximation / off. 
decl. forms or 
approx. 

Method used 
for the 
approximation 
of fishing 

location of the 
small-scale 
fleet 

Comments 

declaration. landing declaration. 

 

France 
rectangle and c-
square logbooks+VMS yes 

off. decl. forms or 
approx. + on-site 
sampling   

Spatial information is 
completed by the on-
site sampling for fishing 

fleets not covered by the 
declarative data 
(logbooks, monthly 
declarative forms)  

Germany rectangle logbooks yes 
official declarative 
forms     

Greece rectangle logbooks+VMS no 

 

  

Spatial effort data 
concerning SSF will be 

uploaded in 2021. 
Spatial landings 
allocation method is 
under evaluation. 

Ireland rectangle logbooks yes approximation 

Based on the 
port of landings 

Where VMS is not 
available, centre of 
declared ICES division is 
provided. Usually close 
of port of landings 

Italy rectangle logbooks+VMS no 

 

  

For the 2021 data call, 
spatial landings 
allocation method for 
SSF  is under evaluation. 

Latvia rectangle logbooks yes 
official declarative 
forms     

Lithuania rectangle logbooks yes 

official declarative 
forms     

Malta           No information available 

The 
Netherlands rectangle logbooks yes 

official declarative 
forms   

In 2019 data part of the 
SSF was not covered 

Poland rectangle logbooks+VMS yes 
official declarative 
forms     

Portugal c-square logbooks yes approximation 
Based on the 
port of landings   

Slovenia rectangle logbooks yes 

official declarative 
forms     

Spain rectangle logbooks+VMS yes 
official declarative 
forms or approx. 

Based on the 
port of landings 

When there is no 
congruent statement in 
the logbook, VMS is 
used to check this (in 

cases where vessels 
have VMS). 

Sweden rectangle logbooks yes 

official declarative 
forms     

United 
Kingdom rectangle logbooks+VMS yes 

official declarative 
forms + 

approximation  

Estimates of 
associated 
fishing effort 
entered 

alongside sales 

VMS information is only 
used for the large-
scale fleet when ICES 
rectangle information 

is unavailable such as for 
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Country 

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

Spatial data 
notation used in 
FDI data: 
rectangle / c-

square / 
rectangle and c-
square 

Source of spatial 
information for 
the large-scale 

fleet: logbooks / 
VMS / 
logbooks+VMS 

Is the small 
scale fleet 
data 

included?: 
yes / no / not 
applicable 

Source of spatial 
information for the 
small-scale fleet: 
official declarative 

forms / 
approximation / off. 
decl. forms or 
approx. 

Method used 
for the 
approximation 
of fishing 

location of the 
small-scale 
fleet 

Comments 

note or 
declarative 
forms used for 

Scottish 
vessels.  

the UK distant waters 
fleet. 

 

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 shown in Table 3.1. 4.1 , t he majorit y of  c ount ries 
include small scale fleet data in their spatial data submissions. The fishing location requested in 
FDI spatial tables is primarily obtained from offic ial de clarative forms which are mandatory in 

many Member States. In other countries where declarative forms do not include informat ion 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 spatial data for end - 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 dat a in t he 

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

 

5.1.5  Coverage and methods used to estimate landings and effort data for vessels <10m  

 

Several meetings, research projects and workshops have dealt with the small sc ale f leet  (SSF)  
data collection issue during the last 15 years, among them it could be mentioned: Workshop on 
Small -Scale Fisheries, Kavala (Greece), 2005, Small -Scale Coastal Fisheries in Europe, research 
project (No FISH/2005/10), 2007, DCF Workshop on Common understandi ng and statistical 
methodologies to estimate/re -evaluate transversal data in small - scale fisheries, Nantes (France), 

2013, ICES Working group on commercial catches (WGCATCH),annual working group since 2015, 
2nd  DCF Workshop on Transversal Variables, Nicosi a (Cyprus), 2016, fishPi and f ishPi² research 
projects, 2016 and 2019, PGECON subgroup DCF workshop on small scale fisher ies, T he Hague 
(Netherlands), 2017, CABFishMAN EU Interreg Atlantic Area project since 2019.  

All these works concluded that the small - scale  fleet is an important component of EU fish ing fleet  
and that as a minimum, it is essential to estimate the fishing activities of SSF in terms of  f ishing 
effort, weight  and value of catches . Also, enduser needs on the spatial distribution of SSF 

activi ties are increasing, e.g.,  for Marine Spatial Planning purposes. The importance of SSF, how 
much they can contribute to landings and effort in some areas and how t hey c an be of  major 
concern in some cases/areas for stock assessment, fishery spatial managem ent ,  and/or soc io -
economic studies has been documented in these outputs . Unfortunately, all these groups not ed 
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 

important in nearly all countries (no particular north/south distinction) but seemed to be trapped 
in a vicious cycle where due to incompleteness and lower quality of existing data on this 
component, systematic lower imp ortance was assigned to it relative to larger scale fleets' .  
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As an illustration, the following graphics 3.1.5.1 & 3.1.5.2 represent by country and supra region 
NAO (North Atlantic Ocean) and MBS (Mediterranean and Black Sea) 3 the number of SSFô active 

vess els by vessel length ranges reported in the FDI data call on the basis of the data available 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 total fleet) . Belgium is the onl y country with no SSF vessels (no 
vessels under 10 meters length)  recorded in its national fishing fleet register .  

                                              

3 For the other regions, France is the only member states with SSF vessels (French overseas territoriesô vessels, outermost 

regions). 
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Figure 3.1.5.1 Number of active vessels reported in FDI data call by country and vessel length ranges for 2019 
and the supra-region NAO - FDI table J. 

  

 

Figure 3.1.5.2 Number of active vessels reported in FDI data call by country and vessel length ranges for 2019 
and the supra-region MBS - FDI table J. 

  

 

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 ïspecific presentations were given by EWG partic ipants. Presentations were 
completed and information was shared by experts from 20 Membersô States  and result ed in an 
overview by country of 1) the source(s) of data crossed to provide SSF (less than 10m vessels,  

i.e. no logbooks vessels) fishing activity data estimates (landings by spec ies and f ishing ef fort  
data by vessels, quarter, gear/métier and  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. 
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 considered as a future t ask for t he group).



 

 
49 

Table 3.1.5 .1.  Source of data and methodologies applied by Member states in order to  estimate SSFô (less than 10m, no logbooks vessels) 
fishing activity data (landings by species and fishing effort data by vessel, quarter, gear/metier and area)  are presented in the table below. Also 

the different assumptions and methodologies applied to a nswer FDI data call and first comments on data quality/coverage are presented.  

Biological data (discards and catches length/age estimates)  are not considered in this table.  

Country  Source of data Data 

collection 
type 

ópaperô or e-
declaration 

Mandatory 
requirement 

Level of 

data 
available 

Data reported in answer FDI datacall 

(eventual issues/approximation highlighted in bold) 

Data 

quality/coverageô 

information/com
ments 

Comments 

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

Bulgaria Logbooks + 

sales notes, 

landing 

declarations and 
VMS data 

Census ópaperô According to the 

Bulgarian legislation, 

all vessels are obliged 

to fulfil logbooks, sales 

notes and landing 
declarations 

Fishng trip 
declaration 

Cross-checking/validation of the declarative data with 

sales notes/landings declaration. VMS data are used to 
define the GFCM squares. 

Data available for <10mô vessels are similar with data 

available for >10mô vessels (logbooks information + 
sales notes and landing declarations).  

All t he necessary information (landings by species and 

fishing effort by vessel, fishing trip, gear, area é) to 
answer FDI datacall are obtained/derived from these 
sources of information. 

  

Croatia Logbooks (for 

all vessels under 

management 

plans, 99% of 

the landings) or 

(for the other 

vessels) SSF 

specific 
declarative 

forms (fishing 
reports) 

+ VMS data 

+ Sales notes 

Census ópaperô 

e-declaration 

(mobile catch 

report and e-

logbooks) 

introduced in 
2019 

Catch reporting in 

Croatia is mandatory for 

all commercial fishing 

vessels (they could not 

access to the market 
without catch reports). 

VMS devices on all 
authorized vessels. 

Fishing trip 

declaration 

(logbooks) 
or 

Daily 

declaration 

(fishing 
reports) 

Landings by species and fishing effort data directly 

available by vessel, fishing trip/day, gear and area in the 
declarative forms. 

VMS data are used to improve the spatialization of the 

fishing activity data (by specific Croatian fishing 
subzones converted into GFCM statistical rectangles). 

Sales notes are used to estimate average prices and value 
of landings. 

  

Cyprus Sales notes 

Landings 

Census ópaperô Mandatory requirement 

to provide sales note or 

landings declaration 

Sales event 

declaration 
(sales note) 

Two categories of licences for the small-scale vessels: 1) 

full or part t ime vessels with licenses A&B, 
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Country  Source of data Data 

collection 
type 

ópaperô or e-
declaration 

Mandatory 
requirement 

Level of 

data 
available 

Data reported in answer FDI datacall 

(eventual issues/approximation highlighted in bold) 

Data 

quality/coverageô 

information/com
ments 

Comments 

declarations (depending of the 
licenseô vessel) 

Yearly 

declaration 

(landings 
declaration) 

2) limited fishing effort vessels with license C. 

1) Licenses A&Bô vessels: Sales notes are the basis to 

answer the FDI data call. Landings data are derived from 
the sales notes. Following proxy is used for fishing 

effort: 1 sales note = 1 fishing day = 1 day at sea. 

Metier/gear are derived from landings declaration 

and observersô survey. Landings and effort data are 
proportionnaly assigned. 

2) License Cô vessels: Same approach but only 

landings declaration are available. 

Spatial information are not provided for these vessels, 
only provided for logbooks vessels. 

Denmark Sales notes 

+ Fishing fleet 
register 

+ AIS data 

Census ópaperô 

Electronic 

logbooks have 

been made 

mandatory for 

vessels larger 

than 12 m. ï 

ópaperô 

logbooks 
remain for 

smaller 
vessels. 

Mandatory requirement 

to provide sales note 

Sales event 

declaration 

Sales notes are the unique source of information 

available. 

Metier/gear/mesh size are estimated on  th e bas is  o f  

ñsales notes landings species compositionò and ñfleet 
register gearò. 

For fishing effort calculation, the fol lowing 

assumptions applied: one sales note = one fishing day  
= one day at sea. 

The fishing area is available in the sales notes data 
received from the Danish Fisheries Agency. 

 For recent years, 

AIS data have 

become available 

for SSF from some 

vessels using it 

voluntarily. This 

can be used to get 

more precise spatial 

information on geo-
localization. 

Estonia SSF specific 

declarative 

forms (Coastal 
logbooks) 

Census ópaperô Coastal logbooks are 

mandatory. 

 

Fishing 

trip/dayly 

declaration 

(coastal 

logbooks) 

reported 
monthly 

Landings by species and fishing effort data are directly 

derived from ñcoastalò logbooks provided by vessel, 

fishing trip/day, area (ICES rectangles), gear and 
/species/. 

For fishing effort , it  is assumed that one fis hing  day  = 
one day at sea. 

 Information on 

landings and effort 

for small boats is 

obtained directly 

from database of the 

Governmental 

authorit ies (Ministry 
of Rural Affairs). 

Finland SSF specific 

declarative 

Census ópaperô Catch data are based on 

census reporting to 

Fishing 

trip/Monthl

Landings by species and fishing effort data directly 

available by vessel, fishing trip/month, gear and area in 
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Country  Source of data Data 

collection 
type 

ópaperô or e-
declaration 

Mandatory 
requirement 

Level of 

data 
available 

Data reported in answer FDI datacall 

(eventual issues/approximation highlighted in bold) 

Data 

quality/coverageô 

information/com
ments 

Comments 

forms (monthly 

coastal fishing 

journal (for non 

quota species) 

and landing 

declarations of 

coastal vessels 

under 10 m (for 
quota species). 

control agency covering 

all commercial 
fisheries. 

y 
declaration 

the declarative forms. 

France ï 

Atlantic 
area 

SSF specific 

declarative 

forms (monthly 

declarative 
forms) 

+ Sales notes 

+Geolocalisation 
data 

+ Annual fishing 

activity calendar  
survey 

Census ópaperô 

Ongoing 

project to 

move towards 
e-declaration 

Mandatory requirement 

for SSF to provide 

monthly declarative 
forms. 

Annual fishing activity 

calendar survey part of 

the French DCF 
WorkPlan 

Daily 

declaration 

(monthly 

declarative 

forms) 

reported 
monthly 

The definit ion of all the fishing trips of this fleet with 

their associated features (dates, fishing area, métier, gea r 

and mesh size, total weight and value of landings by 

species) is based on a cross-validation tool SACROIS of 

the different available data aiming to provide the best 
possible fishing statist ics data. 

SACROIS tool present different functionalit ies 

implemented each of them through a specific algorithm in 

order to: 1) consolidate the fishing effort or the fishing 

area of the trip considered, 2) estimate the value of 

landings or 3) allocate a single métier to each fishing 

sequence (more information here: 

https://sih.ifremer.fr/Debarquements-effort-de-
peche/Sacrois 

Completeness and 

reliability of the 

declarative data 

calculated via the 

SACROIS tool 

are qualified as 

good quality and 

sufficient to 

produce the 

reference fishing 

activityô estimates 

for the SSF 
French fleet 

belonging to the 

North Sea and 

North Atlantic 
regions. 

SACROIS produce 

the official 

reference 

framework of 

fishing activity data 

for regulatory 

monitoring, data 

calls, expertôs 

advices and 
academic research. 

SACROIS tools fit  

with the needs 

identified: 1) to 

have available a 

single unique 

fishing activity data 

flow validated and 

qualified to answer 

all the end-userôs 

requirement (in line 
with compulsory 
EU regulations). 

France -

Mediterrea
n area 

SSF specific 

declarative 

forms (monthly 

declarative 
forms) 

Combined ópaperô 

Ongoing 

project to 

move towards 
e-declaration 

Mandatory requirement 

for SSF to provide 

monthly declarative 
forms. 

Annual fishing activity 

Daily 

declaration 

(monthly 

declarative 

forms) 

reported 

Id. Atlantic area (see above). All the fishing trips of this 

fleet with their associated features is based on a cross-

validation tool SACROIS of the different available data 
aiming to provide the best possible fishing statist ic data. 

Nevertheless, for the SSF French fleet belonging to the 

Completeness and 

reliability of the 

re-evaluated 

declarative data 
are qualified as 

good quality and 
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Country  Source of data Data 

collection 
type 

ópaperô or e-
declaration 

Mandatory 
requirement 

Level of 

data 
available 

Data reported in answer FDI datacall 

(eventual issues/approximation highlighted in bold) 

Data 

quality/coverageô 

information/com
ments 

Comments 

+ Sales notes 

+Geolocalisation 
data 

+ Annual fishing 

activity calendar  
survey 

calendar survey part of 

the French DCF 
WorkPlan 

monthly Mediterranean, the coverage and precision of their 

available declarative data (basically SACROIS data) is 

evaluated as insufficient/incomplete to meet the end-

userôs data needs but are judged sufficient/reliable to 
estimate the fishing activity data. 

Consequently, a re-evaluation methodology (on the 

basis on the annual fishing activity calendars survey) is 

applied to calculate the reference fishing activityô 

estimates for this fleet (see details in 2018 IFOMC 
proceedings). 

sufficient to 

answer the end-

users needs but 

remain less 

precise than 

ócompleteô 

declarative data 

(some assumtions 

applied during the 

implementation of 

the re-evaluation 
methodology). 

France ï 

Other 
regions 

On-site 

samplings data 

of fishing trips 

(catch 

assessment 
surveys). 

+ Annual fishing 

activity calendar  
survey 

Sampling ópaperô 

(survey 

completed on-

site by fishing 

observers 

which entered 

in labs the 

data into the 

data base 
through a 

dedicated 
application) 

Catch assessment 

survey and Annual 

fishing activity calendar  

survey part of the 
French DCF WorkPlan 

Fishing trip 

declarations 
sampled 

For the SSF French fleet belonging to the other regions, 

the coverage and precision of their available declarative 

data (basically SACROIS data) is evaluated as 

insufficient/incomplete to meet the end-userôs data needs 

and are judged insufficient and unreliable to estimate the 

fishing activity data.  

Consequently, complementary on-site sampling data are 

collected (catch assessment survey) and- calculation of 

the reference fishing activityô data is estimated on this 

basis (see details in 2013 IFOMC proceedings). 

 

Completeness and 

reliability of the 

estimated fishing 
activity data are 

qualified as good 

quality and 

sufficient to 

answer the end-

users needs but 
remain less 

precise than 

ócompleteô 

declarative data 

(sampling theory 

assumptions 

applied during the 

calculation of the 
estimates). 

The sampling 

scheme based on 

the frame activity 

survey to optimise 

the spatio-temporal 

on-site sampling 
plan. 

Fishing trips 

features, effort and 

catches are sampled 

directly on-site, on 

the fishersôcome 
back to the harbour. 

Raising method 

based on a post-

stratification of the 

fishing trips. 

Percentile bootstrap 

methodology 

applied to calculate 

the precisionô 
estimate 

Germany SSF specific 

declarative 

Census e-declaration Mandatory requirement 
in place. 

Monthly & 

Fishing trip 

Applied to <10m in North Sea and <8m in Balt ic Sea. 

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

  



 

 
53 

Country  Source of data Data 

collection 
type 

ópaperô or e-
declaration 

Mandatory 
requirement 

Level of 

data 
available 

Data reported in answer FDI datacall 

(eventual issues/approximation highlighted in bold) 

Data 

quality/coverageô 

information/com
ments 

Comments 

forms (Landing 

declarations and 

Fishing trips 
register) 

 

declaration rectangle) and species are directly derived from landings 
declaration. 

Fishing effort data are derived from fishing trips register. 

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 to 
estimate fishing time and fishing day. 

Greece Effort-Landingôs 

assessment 
survey. 

Sampling Survey 

conducted 

through 

structured 

questionnaires 

with the 

fishers on 
fishing ports. 

Sampling plan detailed 

in the DCF WorkPlan 
(Table 2A). 

Fishing trip 

sample 

through a 

representati

ve number 

of vessels 

up to vessel 

length 

category 

and activity 

level, 

randomly 

sampled 

through 
gears. 

Effort-Landingôs assessment survey, based on a 

temporally, spatially and technically stratified random 
sampling scheme.  

Data collected: (i) Effort: Days at sea per month and 

fishing gear, (ii) Landings: Weight per species per month  
and fishing gear. 

Sampling theory applied to estimate the fishing activity 

data estimates (with their precision associated, relative 
sampling error) required to answer the FDI datacall. 

Data quality is 

assessed 

following 

statist ical 

procedures (more 

details in Bazigos 

& Kavadas, 
2007). 

 

Ireland Sales notes 

+ Expertô 
knowledge 

Census Only sales 
note 

Mandatory 
resquirement in place. 

Sales event 
declaration. 

Sales notes are the unique source of information 

available. In some cases, expertô knowledge are taken 
into account to improve the estimates. 

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

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

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

Spatial information are not provided for these vessels, 
only provided for logbooks vessels. 
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Country  Source of data Data 

collection 
type 

ópaperô or e-
declaration 

Mandatory 
requirement 

Level of 

data 
available 

Data reported in answer FDI datacall 

(eventual issues/approximation highlighted in bold) 

Data 

quality/coverageô 

information/com
ments 

Comments 

Italy Vessel sampling 

survey 

+ Sales notes 

Sampling Data are 
collected 
using a web 

based 
questionnair

e developed 
to carry out 
the survey. 

Sampling plan detailed 

in the DCF WorkPlan 
(Table 2A). 

Not obligation to 

provide logbooks for 
this fleet segment. 

Fishing trip 

sample ï 

vessel 
surveyed 
weekly. 

Vessel sampling survey is the prevalent source of 

information taking into account to answer FDI datacall, 
sales note data are also used to cross-checks sample data. 

Sampling theory applied to estimate the fishing activity 

data estimates (with their precision associated, relative 

sampling error) required to answer the FDI datacall. 
Around 1000 vessels are surveyed. 

Spatial information (by GFCM rectangle) are not 
estimated until  now to answer FDI datacall. 

Full coverage of 

SSF 

Data quality is 

assessed 

following 

statist ical 
procedures.  

Three indicators 

are available: 1) 

the achieved 

sampling rate, 2) 

the percentage 

response rate and 

3) the coefficient 
of variation. 

 

Latvia SSF specific 

declarative 

forms (Coastal 

logbooks 

reported 
monthly). 

Census ópaperô 

Since 2021 all 

commercial 

vessels are 

obliged to 

report e-
declaration 

According to Latvian 

legislation all vessels 

involved in coastal 

fisheries are obliged to 
fill in coastal logbooks. 

Daily 
declaration 

Total amount of landings and fishing effort reported by 
vessel, day, gear /and species/. 

For fishing effort, fol lowing assumption i s  appl ied:  
one fishing day = one day at sea. 

Fishing area (ICES rectangle) estimated on the bas is  

of the municipality of landings. One municipa lit y i s  
assigned to one ICES rectangle. 

  

Lithuania <2019 SSF 

specific 

declarative 

forms (Monthly 

declarative 
forms) 

>=2019 National 
logbooks 

+ Sales note 

Census ópaperô 

e-declaration 

(mobile app) 

in process on 

a voluntary 
basis 

<10mô vessels are 

obliged to fulfill 

logbooks (declarative 
forms <2019) 

<2019 

Monthly 
declaration 

>=2019 

Fishing trip 
declaration 

Cross-checking/validation of the declarative data with 

sales notes. 

<2019 ï Landings reported by vessel, month , gear, area 

(ICES rectangle) and species. Fishing effort reported by 

vessel, month and gear. 

>=2019 detailed information of landings and fishing 

effort available on fishing trip level by vessel, gear, area 
(ICES rectangle) /and species/. 

Data quality 
checks: the 

declarative data 

with sales notes; 

observation on 

unexpected gear 

type, mesh size 
range. 

Coverageô 
information:  
100%. 
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Country  Source of data Data 

collection 
type 

ópaperô or e-
declaration 

Mandatory 
requirement 

Level of 

data 
available 

Data reported in answer FDI datacall 

(eventual issues/approximation highlighted in bold) 

Data 

quality/coverageô 

information/com
ments 

Comments 

Malta NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Poland SSF specific 

declarative 

forms (Monthly 
catch reports) 

Census ópaperô Mandatory to report 

landings and fishing 

effort in monthly catch 

reports for <10mô 
vessels. 

Daily 
declaration 

Total amount of landings and fishing effort reported by 
vessel, day, gear, area (ICES rectangle) /and species/. 

Daily catches and fishing effort. Each fi s h ing  day  i s 

considered as one fishing trip lasting approx. 8 hou rs 
at sea. 

  

Portugal 

mainland 
fleet 

Sales notes Census ópaperô In Portugal all vessels 

are obliged to sell fresh 

fish at the auction 

market and the weight 

and value of landings 

are recorded in sales 
notes. 

Sales event 
declaration 

Sales notes are the unique source of information 
available. 

Metier /gear/mesh size are estimated on  th e bas is  o f  

ñsales notes landings species compositionò and ñfleet 
register gearò. 

For fishing effort calculation, a common approach  is  

used to estimate the fishing days from the sales notes,  

assuming that 1 sale note corresponds to 1 fishing day 
and 1 day at sea. 

Fishing area estimated on the basis of the port of 
landings. 

  

Portugal 

Azores & 

Madeira 
Islands 

Surveys Sampling ópaperò Sampling plan detailed 

in the DCF WorkPlan 
(Table 2A). 

Fishing trip 
sample. 

In Madeira Outermost Region, surveys are taken with 

this purpose to 20% of the vessels under 10m. The 

extrapolation is made according the trip metier as the 

duration of trips by landing volume is similar for vessels 

with the same metier. 

In the Azores Autonomous Region, surveys are also 

taken to a 5-10% of the vessels under 10m, taking 

account the fishing technique and LOA of the vessel for 
sampling. The metier is assigned for all trips according 

the catch composit ion and the extrapolation is made 
considering the trip metier. 

  

Romania NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Slovenia Logbooks Census ôpaperô <10mô vessels are Fishing trip Data available for <10mô vessels are similar with data   
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Country  Source of data Data 

collection 
type 

ópaperô or e-
declaration 

Mandatory 
requirement 

Level of 

data 
available 

Data reported in answer FDI datacall 

(eventual issues/approximation highlighted in bold) 

Data 

quality/coverageô 

information/com
ments 

Comments 

obliged to fulfill 
logbooks 

declaration available for >10mô vessels (logbooks information). 

All the necessary information (landings by species and 

fishing effort by vessel, fishing trip, gear, area é) to 
answer FDI datacall are obtained/derived from this 
source of information. 

Spain Sales notes Census ópaperô Data of vessels less than 

10 metres are obtained 

from sales notes with 

exceptions with 

loogbook obligation due 
to specific regulations. 

Sales event 
declaration. 

In general sales notes are the unique source of 

information  available (some exceptions due to specific 
regulation). 

Metier/gear/mesh size are estimated on the basis of 

sales notes landings species composit ion and declared 
gear or fleet register gear. 

Fishing effort is calculated according to 
WKTRANSVERSAL 2. 

Fishing area (ICES rectangle) estimated on the basis o f  

the location of landings. Every landing port is assigned to 
one ICES rectangle. 

  

Sweden SSF specific 

declarative 

forms (Monthly 
fishing journal) 

Census ópaperô 

journals or e-

declaration 

(electronic 
reporting). 

Mandatory to report 

landings and fishing 

effort in monthly 

fishing journal for 
<10mô vessels. 

Monthly 
declaration 

Total amount of landings reported by vessel, month , 
gear, area (ICES rectangle) and species. 

Metier calculated at monthô level. 

Total amount of days at sea reported by  m on th  and 

distributed equally / proportio nally per vessel by 
métier/gear/area. 

  

The 

Netherland
s 

Logbooks Census <2018 ópaperô 

>2018 óe-
declarationô 

Mandatory requirement. 

The official records 

(logbooks) are used for 
vessels <10m. 

Fishing trip 

declaration. 

Official data  available for <10mô vessels are similar with 

data available for >10mô vessels (logbooks information).  

They are used for landings and effort data for vessels 
<10m to answer FDI datacall. 

  

United 

Kingdom 

SSF specific 

declarative 

forms 

(Scotland), sales 

Census ópaperô  

E-declaration 
on   

UK Electronic 

Mandatory in UK for 

sales notes to be 

reported to fisheries 
authorit ies.  

Sales event 

declaration(

sales note)  
Weekly 

declaration 

Sales note data is collected for all UK vessels. When a 

sales note related to the activity of a 10 metre and under  

vessel is entered onto data capture systems, estimates of 
the associated fishing effort are entered at the same time.  

The requirement 

in the UK is for 

sales notes for all 

landings by these 

smaller vessels to 

The use of the data 

reported on sales 

notes replaced the 

historic system of 

using knowledge of 
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Country  Source of data Data 

collection 
type 

ópaperô or e-
declaration 

Mandatory 
requirement 

Level of 

data 
available 

Data reported in answer FDI datacall 

(eventual issues/approximation highlighted in bold) 

Data 

quality/coverageô 

information/com
ments 

Comments 

notes (England)  Reporting 

System (ERS) 

is used to 

submit sales 

note for larger  
businesses 

Mandatory declarative 

form for Scott ish 
vessels   

forms for 

Scott ish ves

sels  
Voluntary s

ubmission 

of paper log

books/landi

ng 

declarations  

Scott ish 10 metre and under vessels must submit a 
weekly declarative form of all landings of all species.  

In addit ion to sales notes, many 10 metre and under 
vessels also voluntarily provide logbooks and landings 
declarations covering their activity.    

Addit ionally, those involved in shellfish fishing were 

required to report in the form of monthly diaries of 
activity and landings.    

 

be reported to 

fisheries 

authorit ies, and as 

such the results 

are regarded as 

providing a 

complete and 

exhaustive source 
of information.  

Declarative forms 

are also 

mandatory for the 

Scott ish small-
scale fleet. 

local data collectors 

on the activity of 

their local small 

fleetsô usual 

patterns of effort 

and evidence of the 

observed fish 

landings seen at 
local fish markets.   

Recently, electronic 

catch recording has 

been introduced for 

all English and 

Welsh 10 metre and 

under flag vessels 

that fish in UK 

waters. This data 

was not used in this 

data call as the data 
is currently being 
monitored 
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The c ensus approach (exhaustive collection of fishing activity data through declarative forms)  is 
the most common approach used by countries to collect data on SSF (17 c ount ries) . Only four 
countries (France, Greece ,  Italy and Portugal; some of them for p art of their SSF fleet)  are using 
other approaches (sampling approach or combined) to provide SSF fishing activity data as 

declarative data in these countries are not available (because there is no obligation in the cont rol 
regulation 4)  or  coverage and pre cision of th is data  are insuffic ient and incomplete and are judged 
insuffic ient and unreliable to meet the end -userôs data needs (e.g., DCF requirements) .  

Countr ies  using declarative forms to assess SSF fishing activity data  may adopt differening 
approache s. In some countries the same approach (logbooks) for fishing activity data c ollection 
as for LSF is used. In other countries, specific declarative forms (monthly fishing forms, c oastal 
logbooks, fishing reports é) adapted to the special features of t he na t ional SSF f leet  but  less 
precise (daily or monthly declaration)  are applied. Finally, some count ries have access only t o 

SSF sales note s. The less  detailed information on the SSF fishing trips are available,  t he more 
assumptions needed to be applied by Member States to estimate/calculate t he f ishing ac tiv it y 
data. I n some cases, when limited information exists to estimate the ñm®tier/gear/mesh sizeò of 
the small - scale vessels ,  data are assigned to the ñMIS_MISò m®tier. And t o estimate small sc ale 
fleets  fishing effort a lot of countries applied the following assumption: ñ(1 sales note) = 1 fishing 

day = 1 days at seaò. The same issue  applie s to spatial information availabilit y for small sc ale 
fleet on the basis of these non - detailed data sources. As a resul t,  some countries do not  provide 
any data with precise spatial information for SSF in the spatial tables H (landings by rectangle)  & 
I (effort by rectangle);  see also ToR 1.4 (section 3.1.4) . 

The analysis conducted during the meeting shows that most of the  countries have a mandat ory 
requirement for SSF to report fishing activity data. Official declarative data usually report ed t o 
the FDI data call are mainly collected under this mandatory requirement. This does not guarantee 
full coverage of the SSF in the database unless this mandatory requirement  is fully monit ored 

(i.e. without full monitoring some SSF vessels may  not follow the mandatory requirement and do 
not provide any official declarative data while they are active) . Most countries indicate t hat dat a  
which are  not covered, is considered only a minor proportion of the fleet landings, c ompared t o 
the national landings and fishing effort. Furthermore, the official declarative data quality has to be 
assessed as well. Some first expertôs information/comments about this data quality/coverage are 
given in the table above .  

As an illustration, the following graphics 3.1.5.3 & 3.1.5.4 represent by supra region (NAO (Nort h 
Atlantic Ocean) and MBS (Mediterranean and Black Sea)  5) the number of SSFô active and inactive 

vessels reported in the FDI data call on the basis of the data available in t he FDI t able J .  Suc h 
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: Article 65, Exemptions from sales notes requirements: the Commission, in accordance with the procedure 
referred to in Article 119, may grant an exemption from the obligation to submit the sales note to the competent authorities 

or other authorised bodies of the Member State for fisheries products landed from certain categories of Community fishing 
vessels of less than10 metresô length overall or for quantities landed of fisheries products not exceeding 50 kg of live 
weight equivalent by species. Such exemptions may be granted only in cases where the Member State in  quest ion has 

installed an acceptable sampling system, in accordance with Articles 16 and 25. 
5 For the other regions, France is the only member states with SSF vessels (French overseas territoriesô vessels, outermost 

regions). 
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Figure 3.1.5.3 Number of inactive/active SSF vessels (<10m) reported in FDI data call by country for 2019 and the supra-region NAO - FDI table J* . 

  

* Some Member States do not report inactive vessels during the FDI data call 

 

Figure 3.1.5.4 Number of inactive/active SSF vessels (<12m) reported in FDI data call by country for 2019 and the supra-region MBS - FDI table J. 

  

* Some Member States do not report inactive vessels during the FDI data call
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Following this exercise, the group propos ed to add in the future national chapter supporting 
the dissemination of the FDI data (develop ed in Septemberô meeting) a specific section 
about the SSF data available in response to the FDI data call. It will  be the place to highlight 
some issues about da ta quality/coverage related to this specif ic f leet segment  and/or t o 
indicate any improvement done in order to monitor these vessels. Reference to the previous  

table 3.1.5.1 will be allowed if the situation has no changed since.  

 

5.1.6  Covid - 19 impacts  on the qu ality of data provided . 

 

In 2020, the Covid - 19 pandemic has impact ed on data collection by  MS. T o have a good 

picture of such i mpacts in each MS  the EWG decided to add a separate sub c hapter in t he 
national methodological chapters.  A detailed description o f the Covid - 19 impac t for eac h 
Member States can be found in of the national chapters ( Annex 1). The EWG provided also 
an overview categorising the impact on their discard sampling and discard estimation in 
2020 by quarter in Table 3.1. 6.1 below. The possi ble gradings are ñNoò, ñLowò, ñMediumò 
and ñHighò. Specific comments were made by some Member States. The EWG notes that 

around 58 % estimated the Covid -19 impact ñNoò or ñLowò for sampling and the estimation 
of the discards. The effect on the sampling was estimated to be medium and high by 9% 
and 3 3% respectively. The effect on the discard estimation were marked medium and high 
for 2 4% and 1 8% respectively.  
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Table 3 .1. 6.1  -  Overview table by quarter on the Impact of Covid - 19 on discard -  sampling and estima tion for 2020.  

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  
Q1 Low  No 

There was no sampling onboard trawlers. Arrangements were made with the owners of trawlers and the crew in order to 
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.  

  Q3 Medium  Medium  

As a response to the covid -  19 a nd alternative sampling strategy was develop without a random selection of vessels and 

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 arrangement for 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  
Q1 Medium  Medium  

Sampling program was cancelled in the time period 15th March to 15th May. Consequently, there was some difficulties to 
calculate biological data estimates for 2020. See more information in the National methodological chapter.  

  Q2 High      

  Q3 No     

  Q4 No     

 Germany  Q1 No No   

  Q2 Medium  Medium  

Sampling on smaller vessels was reduced (brown shrimp, demersal and flatfish fishery), sampling in pelagic fishery could 

be carried out  

  Q3 Medium  Medium  

Sampling on smaller  vessels was reduced (brown shrimp, demersal and flatfish fishery), sampling in pelagic fishery could 

be carried out  

  Q4 High  Medium  

No onboard sampling, Self -sampling was used to get samples where no observer could be taken onboard because of 

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 

still  possible in most areas, except the Irish Seas where sampling levels for both port -based and at -sea sampling has 

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 

levels of sampling have been exasperated by COVID -19.  

  Q2 High  Medium  

  Q3 High  Medium  

  Q4 Medium  Medium  

 Italy  

Q1 Low  Low  

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 
possibilities to using laboratories.  

  Q2 High  Medium    

  Q3 High  Medium    

  Q4 Medium  Medium    

 Latvia  Q1 No No   

  Q2 No No   

  Q3 No No   



 

64 

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 

No information 
provi ded  

  

  Q2   

  Q3   

  Q4   

 Poland  Q1 No No   

  Q2 High  High  

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 

subdivision 24).  

  Q3 High  High  

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 

subdivision 24).  

  Q4 High  High  

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.  

 Portugal  Q1 High  Medium  

Estimates obtained from the reference period 2017 -2019.  

Discard raising procedures used are briefly described in the PRT Methodology Section.  

 Mainland  Q2 High  Medium  

  Q3 High  Medium  

  Q4 High  Medium  

 Portugal  Q1 High  High  No Sampling.  

 Azores OMR  Q2 High  High  No Sampling.  

  Q3 High  High  No Sampling.  

  

Q4 

High  High  

Sampling occurred, but coverage was very low (26% of total trips planned) due to Covid -19 restrictions and adverse 
weather conditions.  

Consequently, number of trips sampled per stratum i n the sampling year is not representative.  

 Romania  Q1 

No information 

provided  

  

  Q2   

  Q3   

  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 No No recorded  because of Covid -19.  

  Q3 No No 

  Q4 No No 

 Spain  Q1 High  High  Covid -19 impact and administrative problems  

  Q2 High  High  Covid -19 impact and administrative problems  

  Q3 Medium  Medium  Covid -19 impact and administrative problems. A pa rt of the observer program was re -established  

  Q4 Medium  Medium  Covid -19 impact and administrative problems. A part of the observer program was re -established  

 Sweden  Q1 No No 

Almost no on -board sampling in Q2 -Q4. Self -sampling programs already in place  were still running in all quarters.  
  Q2 High  High  

  Q3 High  High  

  Q4 High  High  

 The 

Netherlands  Q1 No No 
Demersal and Pelagic discard on board sampling schemes were impacted at different rates (averaged here), the self -

sampling scheme went on as planned.  
  Q2 Low  Low  

  Q3 Low  Low  

  Q4 Low  Low  

UK England  Q1 No Low  

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 was re - instated with strong limitations.  

  Q2 High  High  

  Q3 High  High  

  Q4 High  Medium  

UK Northern 

Ireland  Q1 
No information 

provided  
    Q2 

  Q3 

  Q4 

UK Scotland  Q1 Low  Low  
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.  

  Q2 High  High  

  Q3 High  Medium  

  Q4 High  Medium  
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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 access suitability of proposal to d isseminate detaile d Table 
A 

 

5.2.1  Review methodology proposed to derive detailed Table A and its suitability  

 
This section summari ses the results of the work completed during  the ad hoc  contract (Ref  
STECF 2116 ï Ad- hoc contract in support of STECF EWG 21 - 10: F isheries Dependent 

Information) awarded to develop and propose methodology to assemble  a detailed Table A , 
which would combine  catch data from Table A , with biological data in Tables C, D, E, F .  It  
was  found that it was not  possible to merge all informatio n from  the catch summary (t able 
A) to the biological tables ( C, D, E, F ). A number of issues were encountered during the 
merging process, which resulted in only a part  of the biological t ables being suc cessfully 
merged with the catch summary  tab le. `1Sz Db    

 
The main issue centred around the misspecification of the ódomainsô by Member States, 
which resulted in a mismatch between those used in catch summary and the biological 
tables.  In order to be able to merge the catch summary (table A) with the data re port ed in 
the tables (C, D, E and F) the Member States should strictly follow the guidelines of the FDI 

data call when reporting domains.   

 

Methods:  

To merge Table A with the biological tables ( C, D, E, F ), a unique landings/disc ard ID was 
created for each  row in all the tables (A, C - F):  

- ID_Landings -  COUNTRY_CODE, YEAR, DOMAIN_LANDINGS, SPECIES;  

- ID_Di scards -  COUNTRY_CODE, YEAR, DOMAIN_DISCARDS, SPECIES.  

Data provided for Mediterranean and Black Sea were excluded from this analysis. The c ode 
used to produ ce a detailed  table  A, and to conduct the analysis of the data provided c an 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 
consequences and proposed solutions are detailed below.  

- Partitioning:  Partitioning is the process by which Member States apply the sampling 

detailed in the biological tables to the catch summary in Table A.  The FDI dat a c all 

re quired that the total weight of landings  (TOTWGHTLANDG)  and discard  

(DISCARDS)  provided in table A, must match that of the total value report ed in  t he 

biological tables (C- F). If TOTWGHTLANDG in table A is provided by quarter ,  but 

biological information in  tables C - F is provided at an annual level ,  it is not possible to 

directly merge this information into one table. Therefore, to successfully merge t he 

tables ,  biological data were  partitioned between all rows related to the given domain. 

This process requi red some assumptions to be made. To merge the tables,  it is 

necessary to calculate the proportion of individuals at each length, for each domain 

in Table A, for which the following formula was used:    
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The rows with specific length  classes where the number of fishes was less t han one 
individual after partitioning were removed. Further analysis of the results revealed  a 
number of discrepancies. For example, in some instances a high number of fish 
within length classes  were recorded despite the correspo nding discard weight being 

less than 1 kilo.  

Member State specific differences in the TOTWGHTLANDG per domain result ed in a 

mismatch between table A and the biological tables, which meant that t he mult iple 

rows in the tables couldn't be merged, this misma tch accounted for approximat ely 

14 000  out of 36  million  tons. Further investigation showed very low perc entage of  

difference in comparison to TOTWGHTLNDG for selected area and year (dif ference 

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 

States did not follow the definition of ódomainô, which resulted in a mismatch 

between those used in catch summary and the biological tables.  In orde r to be able 

to merge the catch summary (table A) with the data reported in the t ables (C, D, E 

and F) the Member States should strictly follow the guidelines of  t he FDI dat a c all 

when reporting domains. Within the data call the domain is defined as:   

ñThe  group of vessels used to calculate estimates (disc ards, 
numbers at age, number at length). A domain may or may not  
be equivalent to a métier. The purpose of the domain is t o link 

tables C, D, E and F with table A, so domain labels used in 
Tables C, D, E a nd F need to be present also in Table A. ò  

 

- Units of weight -  According to the guidelines of FDI data call biological informat ion 

can be provided in ócmô or ómmô and in ógô or ôkgô. To facilitate the merging of the 

tables, data provided in tables 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_LENGT H (t he 

number in thousands at the specified length) were filte red out as potential mist akes 

provided by Member States and included into overall list. Therefore, 26,061  of 

332.355  rows ( 7.8 % ) were excluded from the merging process due to errors in t he 

Table D (Table 3.2. 1.1 ).  

Table 3.2. 1. 1.  Number of rows excluded  in  table D due to errors or missing data  provided 
by Member State  
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Count

ry  

All 

biological 

informati

on 

provided 

as NK 

For 

submitted 

number 

of 

samples 

length 

provided 

as NK 

Length 

units as 

NK 

The 

number 

in 

thousand

s at the 

specified 

length 

provided 

as ze ro  

Total  
Total 

submitted  

%  rows 

excluded  

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, 1 0 .7 %  or 81825  rows were 
filtered out from total of 7 64060  rows as errors ( Table 3.2.1 .2).  
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Table 3.2.1. 2. Errors identified in Table F per Member State .  

Count

ry  

All 

biological 

informati

on 

provided 

as NK 

For 

submitted 

number 

of 

samples 

length 

provided 

as NK 

Length 

units as 

NK 

The 

number 

in 

thousand

s at the 

specified 

length 

provided  

as zero  

Total  
Total 

submitted  
%  

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 -  To check the consistency of data provided by Member States 

in tables A, D and F ,  the comparative analysis of provided weight in fields Landings 

and Dis cards in all tables was performed. The results of analysis (Table 3.2.1. 3 -  

3.2.1. 4) show again that there are discrepancies between tables in t he informat ion 

provided by Member States. For example, differences in weight of Landings or 

Discards were due to  Rounding errors .  

- Nephrops functional unit -  Due to the absence of NEP_SUBREGION in the domain 

name it was not possible  to fully merge Nephrops biological dat a wit h T able A. As 

some functional units traverse number of ICES divisions ( i.e FU 2021 stretches 

across  ICES divi sions 27.7f and 27.7g) , a mismatch could occur with NEP being 

assigned to one ICES divi sion in the biological tables and an other in t he catch record 

of Table A.  Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis all rows relat ed t o Norway 

Lobste r (NEP) were removed from the merging process and consequent analysis. T o 

resolve this inconsistency,  it is recommended that NEP_SUBREGION should be added 

to the 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 biological t ables (C - F).  T his 
mismatch is mainly being driven by Member States misusing the ódomainô when answering 
the data call. Summary tables have been provided ( Tables 3.2.1. 3 -  3.2.1. 4 ) t o  sh ow t he 

percentage of domains in tables D and F, which match to domains in table A and as a result  
how many of them could be merged .  

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

Coun try  FALSE*  TRUE(M)**  TRUE***  Total  
Not 

merged  
Merged  

Merged 

(%)  

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  2595  22  4839  2222  2617  54.1  

LTU  33  11  44    44  100.0  

LVA   59  59    59  100.0  

NIR  563  294  857    857  100.0  

NLD  540  255  795    795  100.0  

POL  157  34  191    191  100.0  

PRT  32   32    32  10 0.0  

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 ï the difference in provided value of Landings or Discards is bigger than one tonne; **TRUE(M)  ï un ique 
domains are the same between tab les, but biological information should be partit i oned b etwe en m ul t ip le ro ws  
provided in table A;  

***TRUE ï biological information could be easily merge to table A as there is only one observation of each u niqu e 
domain ;  
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**** -  Based on the latest available  data there is no linkage between table D and table A by unique d omain s f or 
France.  

 

Table 3.2.1. 4. Number of landings domains from table F which is possible to assemble with 
similar domains in table A.  

Country  
MISMATCH 

*  

FALSE  

**  

TRUE(M)  

***  

TRUE  

****  
Tot al  

Not 

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 0.0*****  

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 ******  

POL   234  842  1076  0 1076  100.0  

PRT   11  420  43 1 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 ï biological information can't be merged to table A due to differences in provided fish species codes;  

**FALSE ï the di fference in provided value of Landings or Discards is bigger than one ton;  

***TRUE(M) ï unique domains are the same between tables, but biological informat ion s hou ld  be p art i t i oned 

between multiple rows provided in table A;  

****TRUE ï biological informat ion could be easily merge to table A as there is only one observation of each unique 
domain  
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***** -  Based on the latest available data there is no linkage between table F and table A by unique domains f o r 

France  

****** -  Differences in landing weight  for t he Netherlands between table F and table A result from the ra i sing o f 

the samples  to the preliminary estimates of weight  WMR receives from RVO, whereas  the o ff i cia l l o gbooks a re 

submitted to the FDI datacall. Furthermore, in some 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 ad hoc  contract (Ref STECF 2116 ï 
Ad- hoc contract in support of STECF EWG 21 - 10: Fisheries Dependent Information) 
awarded to  develop  and propose methodology to assemble ñdetailed Table A ò from T able A 
and biological data in Tables C, D, E, F provided by Member States.   

The methodology used was found appropriate. However ,  some modifications to the original 
used criteria needed to be implemented after discussions during t he meet ing. One of  t he 
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 , 
which preclud ed to link the different tables.   

Therefore, the EWG recommended a modification and clarification of the Domain def init ion 
in the data call to assist the Member countries on defining the domains (See Section 4).  

The EWG also recommends that the ñdetailed T able A ò should not be disseminat ed  on t he 

STECF website , but Table A and Tables C, D, E and F to be disseminat ed in t he form t hat  
they  are submitted .  The R code s produced during  the ad-hoc  contract s this year and 
previous years  should be made available on the STECF data dissemination website once 
adapted to fit the format and structure of the data published in the  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 for discards data).  

 

The EWG reviewed the methodology and outputs of the ad hoc  contract (Ref STECF 2116 ï 

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 
assessment as well as proposal to change the data call are presented in the text below and 
Section 4.    

There is a grow ing need to supply measures of confidence for the discard estimates 
available through the FDI database. These measures will provide a tool for FDI expert s t o 
interrogate and evaluate the quality of discard data submitted. The measures will also 

provide inf ormation on the limitations of the dataset for end users such as the Commission , 
and will reduce the chance of misinterpretation  by other end - user s after dissemination .  

There are a number of methods available for the measurement of disc ard robust ness and 

coverage which account for statistically sound sampling theory and sampling design. T he 
suggested methods for application are gathered from previous studies c onducted by ICES 
( ICES 2003, 2008 , 2010 ).  

Coverage rate and sampling rate  

Coverage rate describes the proportion of the population which is sampled, and sampling 

rate describes the size of the sample achieved. These are broad metrics ,  relatively easy t o 
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 on the coverage rate of discard estimates. This information could be obt ained 
with the addition of one column to TABLE C, D, and K .  

Specification of the additional inform ation is given in Section 4 ï data  call improvements.  
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Robustness  

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

Precision  is the estimate of random error is a bro ad metric, relatively simple to c alc ulate, 
and useful in the identification of poor sampling. Precision can be estimated using the 
estimateô relative standard deviation or coefficient of variation (CV); i.e.,  the estimateô 
standard deviation divided by the  absolute value 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 additional columns to TABLE C, D, and K.  

Specification of the additional information is given in Section 4 ï data call improvements.  

The EWG ackno wledge  that these 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  for any end user of the data set.  

Accuracy  is the estimation of systematic bias. This is a very informative met ric  but  it  is a 
lot more complex to estimate and disseminate. A possible method of evaluation would be t o 
adapt a score card system previously developed by the ICES workshop on methods to 

evaluate and estim ate the accuracy of fisheries data used for assessment (WKACCU, ICES 
2008). The workshop identified several indicators to detect bias in fisheries dat a. A t raf f ic 
light scoreȤcard (see Table 3.2 .2.1 ) was then developed which rated each indicator as either 
green (minimal or no risk of bias), yellow (some risk of bias), or red (established sources of  

bias). The score -card can be used to evaluate the quality of  dat a sourc es. T he WKACCU 
partic ipants chose the following list of key parameters that should be sc or ed t o evaluate 
potential bias in data used for stock assessment: species identif ication, landings weight,  
discard weight, effort, length structure, age structure, mean weight, sex Ȥratio and mat urit y 
stages. For the purposes of FDI we need to only consider the score -card on disc ard weight  

(Table A). This card should be adapted to the needs of this EWG . 

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 that is 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 other data sources. This will help t o st reamline 
any future data requests from FDI,  
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Table 3.2. 2 .1 : Score -cards developed by WKACCU (ICES 2008) to assess bias in disc ard 
weights.  

 

 

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  sampling schemes. The group concluded that this informat ion should be 
disseminated to the public, as it contains valuable information about the current data 
collection processes. It was also suggested that perhaps for the 2022 data call (whic h c alls 
for 2021 data) we should allow the inclusion of self - sampling schemes on f ish ing vessels.   
But concerns were raised about how meaningful the addition of self - sampling is in relat ion 

to the rest of the data set as it may not be comparable to other refusal rates.  
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Reference:  

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

ICES. 2008. Report of the Workshop on Methods  to Evaluate and Estimate the Accuracy of  
Fisheries Data used for Assessment (WKACCU), 27 ï30 October 2008, Bergen, Norway.  

ICES. 2010. Report of the Workshop on methods to evaluate and estimate the preci - sion of 
fisheries data used for assessment (WKPRECI SE), 8 - 11 September 2009, Co - penhagen, 
Denmark. ICES CM 2009/ACOM:40. 43 pp.  

 

5.2.3  Discuss a possibility to transfer the biological data  from Medit erranean and Blac k 
Sea data call into the FDI format/database  

Mediterranean and Black Sea Member States are requested to send fishing activity and 

biological data to DGMARE through 2 different data calls (FDI and MED&BS). Over t he last  
years, th e 2 data calls have been harmonized in terms of content so that Med&BS MSs are 
not requested to send the same information twice in the same period of the year with 
different formats  (see Table 3.2.3.1)  

 

Table 3.2.3 .1  -  Current provisions of fisheries data to DGMARE  

Variables  

 

FDI  Med&BS  

Effort by fleet segment and by métier  Table G  no  

Capacity by fleet segment and by gear type  Table J  no  

Effort by GFCM grid  Table H  no  

Landings by GFCM grid  Table I  no  

Landings (weight and value) by fleet segment 
and by métier  

Table A  no  

Discards by métier/species, by length and by 
age  

no  Table A, C  

Landings by métier/species, by length and by 
age  

no  Table A, B  

 

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 
transition to area -based multi - annual plans (as reported in the offic ial data call let t er f rom 

DGMARE to MS). The process is towards the establishment  of  a pan - European database 
including data for all t he fisheries regions, while at the moment biological data from the 
Mediterranean and the Black Sea are the only ones not present in the FDI database.  

Within this context, the EWG is requested to discuss a possibility to transpose the biologic al 
data stored  in the Mediterranean and Black Sea database into the FDI format/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 into the relevant formats for the data transmission (project deliverable 3.2).  In 
particular, three sets of scripts have been developed in R language aimed at producing 
some of the tables needed for the main Data Calls: DG MARE Med&BS, GFCM/DCRF and DG 
MARE FDI, starting from the RCG and SDEF format. Figure 3.2.3 .1  schemat izes how t he 4 
developed auxiliary scripts work, into 4 steps.  

 

Figure 3.2.3 .1  ï Schematic  representation of the different steps for c onverting t he RCG 
Med&BS format in the other foreseen  formats (from STREAM deliverable 3.2).  

 

Regarding step 4 (from MED&BS data call to FDI data call), the c onversion rout ines t ake 

into account the format required by the FDI Data Call of 2019. Specifically, the R tools 
developed within this task allows crea ting the following FDI tables:  

¶ Table C. Discard biological data (age based)  

¶ Table D. Discard biological data (length based)  

¶ Table E. Landings biological data (age based)  

¶ Table F. Landings biological data (length based)  

The details of the routines and the steps in the conversion proc ess are desc ribed in t he 
STREAM deliverable 3.2. It has to be considered that only tables C, D, E and F of  t he FDI 
could be produced starting from the Med&BS data call format (where data are report ed by 
métier and not by fleet s egment, therefore table A/FDI cannot be derived).  

EWG considers that these tools are an important 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.  

 

Inconsistencies/issue in Data Call definition/time series  

EWG compared formats of Tables C, D, E and F included in the FDI data call, and T ables A, 
B and C included in the Med&BS data call and discussed inconsistencies in desc ript ions of  

the fields included in both data calls (presented in Table 3.2.3. 2).  

 

                                              

6 Project results are available at: https://datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu/mare-2016-22-strengthening-regional-
cooperation 



 

77 

Table 3.2.3. 2.  -  Inconsistencies in field descripters between the FDI and 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 correspond to 

DOMAIN_LANDINGS in order to link 

biological data from the Med&BS to data 

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 vessel length 

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 does not include BFTE 

and INACTIVE codes 

which are present in 
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. 

Inconsistent codification. Discrepancy 
between descriptions for DEF code. 

Species 

List of species not specified 

in the FDI (Appendix 12 

refers to most recent FAO 
list + OTH code). 

Species specified in Appendix 1.7 of 

Med&BS data call (only ñimportantò 

species ï in total 64 species requested 
in 2021).  

Missing information on certain species 

which are not requested in Med&BS data 
call, most importantly large pelagic species 

(assessed under ICCAT, therefore not 
requested in Med&BS data call)  

Quality 

indicators 

Number of samples, 

Number of measurements 

(for length, age), 

Age measurement 

proportion 

Number of samples discards, 

Number of measurements (for length, 

age, discard) 

It should be explored which quality 

indicators are relevant and useful. 

It  is not clear whether same information is 

required on number of samples related to 

discards. In Med&BS addit ional 

information can be provided in columns 

SPECON and COMMENTS. 

Biological 
data 

Provided by domain.  
Min, max, mean 

Length, No Length 

Age, No Age 

Provided by fishery or metier.  

Min, max, mean 

Presented in age and length classes 

It is not clear whether biological data 

provided by metiers in Med&BS can be 

linked to FDI domains. Biological data in 

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

 

EWG investigat ed the alignment of codes used to define fisheries in the two data calls 
according to data call specifications in 2021 and compared results to coding lists in previous 

data calls (based on the output of STREAM regional project ("communication table bet ween  
code foreseen in the specifications of the two different data calls") as shown in Table 
3.2.3. 3.  

It may be relevant to investigate whether the changes in coding lists had an ef fec t on t he 
aggregation of data. If this is not the case, the codes can be easi ly mapped to current 
codes. EWG considered as well that the relevant RCGs should analyse how Member St at es 
assign target assemblages to different fisheries. Different classification of target 
assemblages performed by Member States may have an effect on the  comparisons of  dat a 

at regional level.  
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Table 3.2.3. 3.  Communication table between fishery and target assemblage (TA) codes 
used in Med&BS and FDI  

Med&BS 

FISHERY   

codes in 

previous data 

calls 

FDI TA codes in 

2021 

Med&BS 

FISHERY   

codes in 2021 

TA in dr aft 

EUMAP 2022> 

(version Apri l 

2021) 

Notes 

ANA ANA ANA 
Anadromous 

species (ANA) 
No issues. 

BFTE / BFTE   

BFTE missing in FDI and not included in new 

draft EUMAP. However, this is not considered 

to be an issue, because LPF can be properly 

used for bluefin tuna 

CAT CAT CAT 
Catadromous 
species (CAT) 

No issues. 

CEP CEP CEP 
Cephalopods 

(CEP) 
No issues. 

CRU CRU CRU 
Crustaceans 

(CRU) 
No issues. 

DEF DEF DEF 
Demersal species 

(DEF) 

Since DES is not included in Med&BS 2021 

data call, some MS will report previous 

DEMSP under DEF in Med&BS in 2021, and 

keep the DES code in the FDI data call which 

leads to misalignment of dana reported under 

the two data calls. 

DEMSP DES / 
Benthic species 

(DES) 

In previous data calls DEMSP was used which 

is in correlation to the DES code in the FDI in 

2021. DES is included in new draft EUMAP 

but description is changed to "benthic species". 

DWS DWS DWS 
Deep-water 

species (DWS) 
No issues. 

FIF FIF FIF Finfish (FIF) No issues. 

FWS FWS FWS 
Freshwater 

species (FWS) 
No issues. 

GLE GLE GLE / GLE is not included in draft EUMAP. 

INACTIVE  only for table J INACTIVE  / 
INACTIVE code is not relevant in both data 

calls 

LPF LPF LPF 
Large pelagic 

fish (LPF) 
No issues. 

MCD MCD MCD 

Mixed 

crustaceans and 

demersal (MCD) 

No issues. 

MCF MCF MCF 

Mixed 

cephalopod and 

demersal (MCF) 

No issues. 

MDD MDD MDD 

Mixed deep-

water species and 

demersal (MDD) 

No issues. 

/ MIS MIS 
Miscellaneous 

(MIS) 
No issues. 

MOL MOL MOL Molluscs (MOL) No issues. 

MPD MPD MPD 

Mixed pelagic 

and demersal 
(MPD) 

No issues. 

SLP SLP SLP / 
SLP (Small and large pelagic fish) is not 

included in new draft EUMAP. 

SPF SPF SPF 
Small pelagic 

fish (SPF) 
No issues. 

-1 NK NA / Small inconsistency. 

OATF / / / 

OATF (Other activity than fishing) excluded 

from 2021 data calls, and not included in 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 

columns in FDI Table A (this information could potentially serve as a link between biologic al 
data and data provided in table A).  

In case eventually Med&BS biological data will be linked with FDI dat a, t here are several 

preconditions that s hould be solved before the launch of DG MARE data calls. Following 
procedures are s uggested before DG MARE data calls launch:   

- Create one code list for both data calls (according to new EUMAP). For example, 
fishery codes and their descriptions in Med&BS a nd target assemblage codes in FDI 
should be the same and in line with what is requested in the EUMAP.  

- In the framework of relevant RCGs Member States should analyse how target 
assemblages are assigned to different fisheries in each Member State and, based on 
agreed criteria, harmonize how the target assemblage should be associated with the 

metier and target assemblage codes and presented in Annual Work Plans and 
Med&BS and FDI data calls.  

- Perform a test in transposing historic data provided in the Med&BS da ta call to the 
FDI data call format and eventually make any necessary changes in FDI data call 
formats.  

- Data used for stock assessment models needs to be taken into account, and any 
suggested changes in data call formats should not have an influence on da ta used in 
Med&BS stock assessment models.  

 

Coverage of MED&BS data call and FDI da call  

The EWG investigated the differences in the species lists in FDI and Med&BS dat a c all.  For 
more precise analysis two exercises were done -  1 for the Mediterranean Sea and 1 for t he 
Black Sea.  

According to the official 2019 data provided under the FDI data call 2020, t he weight  and 
value of 616 species was reported by the Mediterranean countries. In Annex 1 -  Dat a c all 

specifications of the Med&BS data call 51 species w ere listed. These 51 species represented 
73% in terms of weight and 68% of the value of all species provided under the FDI Data call 
by the Mediterranean countries.  

The same comparison was done for the Black Sea and the results are that the list of species  
from Annex 1 -  Data call specifications of the Med&BS data call c over  95% of  t he weight  
and 82% of the value reported by the Black Seaôs countries in the FDI Data call. 

Another comparison was done between the EU MAP Table 1A species and the list of spec ie s 
from the Med&BS Data call, which showed that for the Black Sea  all the species f rom t able 
1A are listed in the data call specifications except HOM -  Trachurus trachurus , but  it  is not  
an issue, because neither Romania nor Bulgaria had landings of HOM.  

For the Med 5 species listed in EU MAP Table 1A are not listed in the Med&BS Annex 1/dat a 
call specifications/ -  4 of them (AVX, BIL, CLV, FIM) have landings provided under t he FDI 
data call and 1 species (CFW) was not reported from any of the Medit erranean countries. 

The landings of the 4 species represent 0.02% of all landings and 0.15% of the value 
reported under the FDI data call 2020.     

In addition, if the biological information is imported from Mediterranean and Black Sea dat a 

call into the FDI format /database it is necessary to consider that the biological informat ion 
of large pelagics ( Thunnus thynnus , T. alalunga , Xiphias gladius , etc) is not included in t he 
Med data call. Highly migratory species are assessed by the International Commission for 
the  Conservation of Atlantic Tuna (ICCAT) and MS are requested to send biologic al dat a t o 
ICCAT every year through ad hoc protocols.  
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Quality checks  

Data sent in the MED&BS data calls are first validated by MS. The STREAM project provided 
criteria and R scri pts to perform quality checks at the national level (project deliverable 
6.1). Then, the EWGs on stock assessment perform very deep and detailed c hecks for t he 

stocks to be assessed (in 2021 an additional EWG (21 - 02) checked and assembled Lengt h 
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 refer to c overage 
issues and comparisons with table A. If MED&BS database will be trans posed in the FDI, the 
biological data from the Med&Bs will be subject to these additional quality checks even if ,  in 
case some errors are detected, they cannot be corrected by the MS bec ause t he Med&BS 
data is already closed at the time of the FDI meeting.  This issue is relevant in case FDI dat a 

(including the biological tables) will be published though the JRC data dissemination tool.  

 

Final remarks  

The EWG considered that the transfer of the biological data f rom t he Medit erranean and 
Black Sea data call i nto the FDI format/database is technical feasible and some t ools have 
been already developed by the STREAM project. The coverage of the MED&BS dat a c all in 
terms of stocks is also very high, apart from the fact that biological data of  large pelagic s 
are no t requested in the Med&BS data call and therefore they should be derived from ot her 

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 s in  t he format  of  t he 2 dat a 

calls that should be evaluated and solved. In this regard, EWG 21 - 10 suggested to perform 
a trial on data transfer procedures to be presented at the next FDI meeting 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 offic ial data call letters.  
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5.3  Test the comparability  between the data col lected in the FDI database and 
data provided for the fleet socio - economic data call  

 

The EWG analysed the consistency of the activity data between the two sources ï AER and 
FDI data set. For this task, AER data sets published on the STECF website 
(https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports ) were compared with data submitted (2017 and 2018) 
to FDI database during 2020 data call. The data analysis showed an improvement  in dat a 
codification between both dat a calls and consistency between dif ferent data sets wit h t he 

same information, however some discrepancies between the data sets remain. Most  of  t he 
data inconsistencies identified are due to: timing in data export s t o answer t he dat a c all,  
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.  

https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports
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Two  EWGs have already done a first a ttempts : the STECF 20 - 11 on Balance Capacity and t he 
STECF 21 - 02 on Methods fo r Supporting S tocks Assesments in the Medit erranean. For t he 

first one  (STECF 20 - 11) , the analysis was a preliminary one with an 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 landingsô value) are reported by clustered fleet segments only. 
Some of the data could also be slightly different because of the early ec onomic  dat a c all in 
February. Some of the data submitted in Febr uary are provisional and Member States correct 
them.  

In the second one (STECF 21 - 02), an analysis compared landings values  for Medit erranean 
countries  submitted under 3 separate data calls : AER, FDI and Med and Black Sea. Landings 
reported for Several GSA s and species are not consistent . However, the graphs presented in 

the  STECF 21 - 02  report could help the MS to correct the differences. The EWG compared t he 
data calls by countries and GSA.  

 

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

 

The total number of vessels and fleet segments on country level was compared between FDI 
and AER data sets for the period 2017 - 2018.  

Fleet segments in the capacity file  

When analysing the number of fleet segments reported in both data calls , t he dif ference in 
number of fleet segments is relatively small and can be explained e.g. by reporting inac t ive 
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 inactive vessels to the FDI ). Clustering of fleet segments for AER data calls 
could also explain some differences , e.g. for Denmark.  

The number of fleets found i n the capacity templates of FDI and AER dat a c alls in 2017 -
2018 , without Inactive fleet segments  are provided in Figure 3.3.1. 2.  
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Figure 3.3.1. 2 .  Number of fleets found in the capacity templates of FDI and AER data calls 

in 2017 - 2018 , without Inactive fl eet segments .  

 

When comparing the fleet segments defined in the two data calls there are certain 
inconsistencies in the 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 difference in f leet  segment s 
names used when providing data to different data calls. In some cases geo indicator c odes 
were not consistent between data calls, e.g. in case of Spain most  of  inc onsistencies are 
driven by difference in reporting geo indicator s codes.  
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Figure 3.3.1. 3 . Number of fleet segments  identified in the  capacity templat es, whic h are 
not matched  in one of the data  calls  (i nactive fleet segments  are excluded).  

 

Number of vessels in the capacity files  

The total number of vessels on country  level was compared between AER and FDI data set s 
for the period 2017 - 20 18. 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  for 2018 . One of the  reasons for inconsistency of data is t he absence 
of data on inactive vessels in the FDI data sets.  
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Figure 3.3.1. 4  Differences  in total number of vessels between FDI and AER data sets  

 

For Portugal the difference in the number of vessels is due to the  inactive vessels. Portugal 

has a large number of inactive vessels (around 54% of the fleet) which are not report ed in 

the FDI data call.  

In Spanish case, FDI 2017 and 2018 has been updated to the EU - MAP format ,  so "ef fort -
gear" and "effort -FAO" tables are   not available. Spanish comment: ''We consider this issue 

is not going to affect to the effort comparison, as effort can be added , but we have 
considered it is important to point out. Regarding the discrepancy observed, missing dat a 
has been detected for  2017 FDI, this problem affects the capacity, effort and landing 
variables in 2017 FDI. It is expected to be corrected this year in the new FDI submission''.  

Table 3.3.1.1 summarises  the differ ences or  the match by countries in bot h dat a 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.  Port ugal,  
Greece, Italy, Finland and Spain stand out the most in terms of vessel numbers and Spain  

and Portugal by segments in the both 2017 and 2018. Some of the discrepancies occurred 
due to inconsistencies in Geo indicator reporting in FDI and AER dat a submissions. Ot her 
inconsistencies relate to the absence of data on inactive vessels in t he FDI da t a set s.  In 
most cases different institutions or personnel are  involved in generating FDI and AER dat a 
sets within each Member State.  

    

Table 3.3.1.1.  Differences in total numbers of vessels, segments and numbers of  ac t ive 

vessels reported by Member Sta te in the FDI and AER data submissions.  

Country 
2017 2018 
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Discrepancy 
in segments 

number 

Discrepancy 
in vessels 
numbers 

MS provided 
INACTIVE 

segments in 
FDI (y/n) 

Discrepancy 
in segments 

number 

Discrepancy in 
vessels 

numbers 

MS provided 
INACTIVE 

segments in 
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 

Spain 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 discrepancies had been highlighted by experts during the meeting and appear due t o 

different definitions of the fleet population (whether a snap shot  of  ac tive vessels f rom a 

single date is used or whether the activity of any vessel active at any point  in t he year is 

used).  

The group ag gre ed that the FDI data call guidance  is not clear enough .  That  causes 

misunderstanding when apply ing economic fleet segment definitions during  the FDI data call 

and some inconsistencies . The EWG suggested  chan ges to the future data call  to make sure 

consistant definitions and guidance are used during  both data calls.    

The EWG stresse s the need for Me mber States to ad dress and resolve the issues found 

during  the meeting . The issues that stood out the most have been report ed in t he online 

DTMT ( https://datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu/dtmt ).  

 

Fleet segments defined in  landings  data sets  

In the next step ,  the number s of f leet segments defined in  landings report s was analyzed 
for  the years  2017 and 2018. Figure 3.3.1.5  shows that the vast majority of fleet segment s 
are present in both data sets.  However, a small proportion of fleet segments is not reported 
in both  data sets. The discrepancy is due to  the clustering of segment s .  I n t he AER dat a ,  
value and weight of landings might be clustered due to confidentialit y reasons , t herefore 

https://datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu/dtmt
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there can be more fleet segments reported in FDI data call that requires to report  all dat a 
unclustered . Figure 3.3.1.6  presents the fleet segments at MS level with report ed landings 

in the two data calls. The differences are mainly due  to  clustering of the segment s in  AER. 
Gre ece was excluded for 2017 comparison due to the missing landings data in FDI data call.  

  

 

 

Figure 3.3.1. 5 .  Number  of fleets identified in landings data sets of FDI and AER data call in 
2017 - 2018.  
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Figure 3.3.1. 6 . Mapping  presence of fleet se gments in FDI & AER data calls landings 
templates for 2017 - 2018   

 

3.3.2.  Compare sums of effort (days at sea) and landings (tonnes and values) between FDI 
and the dataset from the Fleet socio -economic data c all.  

 
a. Country  level comparison  

Effort  

Effort data for th e fleet economic data call are provided in 3 different  ef fort  t emplat es at  
different levels of aggregation. For the comparison between data calls,  f ishing days were 
used from the óeffort gearô template and days at sea were taken from the óeffort FAOô 
templ ate. For the purpose of this analysis a percentage difference was calculated as 
((dataFDI ï dataAER)/data(AER)*100). Therefore, results below 0 show c ases when t he 

sum of data provided for the new - FDI data set was lower than the sum of data provided for 
th e AER data set.  

The results for 2017 show that, in general, consistency between different data sets with t he 
same information, however some discrepancies between the data sets remain . The 
difference greater than + - 5% between data sets from the two calls wa s for 14 MS in t he 
case of fishing days and  for  8 MS in the case of sea days (Figure 3.3.2.1 ). Within AER dat a 
sets 5 MS did not provide data on number of seadays, while there were 2 such countries in 
terms of fishing days.  
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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 between different data set s with t he 
same information  exist , however ,  some discrepancies between the dat a sets remain . T he 
difference greater than + - 5% between data sets from the two calls is shown  for 11 MS in 

the case of fishing days and for 8 MS in the case of sea days (Figure 3.3.2.2 ). Wit hin AER 
data sets 2 MS did not provide data on seadays and fishdays.  

In case of Poland t he difference in fishing days and days at sea in 2018 bet ween FDI and 
AER datasets is related to the changes in the national fisheries 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 8m in length do not report their catches. This part of t he f leet 
has a relatively high effort in fishing days and days at sea, while catches are very low 
compared to the rest of the fleet. For the AER data call it was possible to estimate the effort 

of <8m vessels. However, the effort of <8m vessels could not be calculated at the 
resolution requested by the FDI data call. As mentioned , the  legislation is no longer in force, 
the difference in fishing days and days at sea between FDI and AER dat asets should not  
arise in other years.  

 

 

Landings  data comparison  

The analysis also compared data on value and weight of landings of nat ional fishing fleet s.  

For landings at the  country level in 2017, the difference between two data sets greater than 
+- 5% was for 8 MS in case of value of landings and for 6 MS in case of weight of landings, 
(Figure 3.3.2.3 ). A similar  situation can be obse rved in 2018 with 9 MS in case of  value of  
landings and 6 MS in case of weight of landings.  

The difference in Weight and Values of landings for  some EU Member St at es (e.g. Lat via ,  
Estonia, Germany )  is related to not providing information about distant fish ing fleet in 
Annual Economic report due to confidentiality reasons.  
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Figure 3.3.2.3.  Comparison in value and weight of landings between FDI and AER 
data sets , 2017 - 2018  

 
b.  Fleet  level comparison  

To ch eck the consistency of indicators provided at fleet segment level, the EWG made effort  
and value and weight of landings  comaprisons by fleet segment s  

Effort : days at sea  

The overall days at sea provided by fleet segments were sompared between two datat calls .  

Results of the comparison is presented in the F igure 3.3.2.4.  
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Figure 3.3.2.4  -  Comparison by fleet segment for days at sea in 2017 and 2018  

 

For most of the European fleets, the correspondence between FDI and AER dat a c alls had 
improved (2017 to 2018). In 2018, days at sea for 9 fleets out of  14, m atched (more t han 

50% of the fleet considered) (figure 3.3.2.4.). However, discrepancies were always not iced 
especially for TBB and DFN fleet segments. The case of PGO is special with 50% of the 
segment which had difference less than 5% and around 50% of t he f leet  whic h had more 
than 5% difference.  

Moreover, the majority of the segments (12 o f  15) had a share  of ñdays at seaò only in FDI 
data call. The main explanation is that all data in FDI provided unclustered, while providing 
effort to AER data call som e MS might be using clustering.  

 

Effort:  Fishing days  

The differences between AER and FDI data calls for fishing days variable were quit e similar 
in 2017 and 2018 (figure 3.3.2.5.) . For 12 o f  15 fleet segments, ñfishing daysò were 

provided  only in FDI  data  call and not in AER data call  due to the same reason as for days at 
sea .  
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Figure 3.3.2.5.  -   Comparison by fleet segment for fishing days in 2017 and 2018  

 

Weight of landings  

The figure 3.3.2.6.  show s consistency of the data provided per f leet  segment  by MS for 
2018  data . For the weight of landings there are 6 MS with small discrepancies, of less t han 
5% between the two data sets. The same is true with regard to the value of landings (same 
6 MS).  
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Figure 3.3.2.6 . Comparability  of landings data at fl eets segment level between FDI and 
AER data calls, 2018 -2019.  

 

c) Comparison at the level of gear type within the fleet segment  

One of the tasks was also to compare sums of effort (days -at - sea) and landings (tonnes and 

values) between FDI and the dataset f rom the Fleet socio -economic data call by Gear t ype 

within fleet segment. In this case, it should be noted  that t he gear t ype dat a in t he AER 

data set is based on a voluntary basis. This is the main reason for the lac k of  t his dat a in 

the economic dataset,  which makes such an analysis 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  

national coordination during preparation of  data for the FDI and AER data calls , especially in 

the field of definitions o f  inactive vessels, clustering procedures, allocation of vessels  t o t he 

fleet segments and when providing landing and effort data by  fleet segments and metiers.  

Since more than 10 MS had issues on comparability of FDI and AER data, a coordinated 

approach at EU level may also be important , as it  proved successful at resolv ing issues on 

transversal data in the past.  

In coordination with the JRC, in 2015 and 2016 PGECON organized tw o 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 on transversal data and is referenced as relevan t met hodology 

in the FDI data call specifications.  

Taking into account the above, the EWG suggests that RCGs consider such a focused 

approach and  organize s in coordination with the JRC , and in line with the work carried out in 

ISSG on Metier Issues,  a work shop aimed 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 States in response to the 2021 FDI data call and 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 DTMT.  

The EW G also extracted from the online DTMT, those issues raised in response to t he 2020 
FDI data call that had been marked for follow - up. The aim of doing so was t o invest igate 
whether such issues had been satisfactorily resolved. However,  it  bec ame c lear t hat t he 
EWG was unable to definitively determine whether the issues had been resolved in all 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 - up and the explanation as to how they 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 
assessment of follow - up actions can  be incorporated within the DTMT tool.  

Spatial data  

The enormous number of spatial data records submitted in response t o t he FDI dat a c all 
almost inevitably results in a variety of data errors being detected. Such errors primarily 

concern misspecification  of geocoordinates and their impacts on the overall utility of the FDI 
database in most cases are minor. Nevertheless, Member States will wish t o be aware of  
such errors which are listed in one  excel workbook attached to this report as annex  ( Annex 
3:  Cata logue of errors in spatial data records for landings (Table H) and effort (Table I) 
submitted by Member States in response to the 2021 FDI data call ). To ensure that Member 

States are aware of any spatial data errors, a single record has been inserted in t he DT MT  
for each relevant Member States so that they can correct such errors and t ake st eps t o 
ensure they do not occur in future.  

 

5.4.2  Review outputs of ad hoc contract that 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 each discard plan for 202 2 

  

The EWG reviewed the outputs of the ad hoc contract ( # 2145) awarded to provide catches, 
landings and discards (catch fractions), at a level of aggregation corre sponding to the fleet, 

area and gear type as specified in each anticipated exemption of each discard plan for 2022.  

Additionally, the EWG is asked to assess and if possible ,  provide perc entages of  disc ards 
estimates below and above MCRS at a level of aggre gation corresponding to the fleet,  area 

and gear type as specified in each exemption of each of the discard plans for 2022.  

The EWG observes that t he methodology used is appropriate although in a number of cases, 
the estimates from exemptions were based o n a small number of discard samples only or in 

the absence of any appropriate samples, the estimates were derived using ext rapolat ion 
(so -called ófill-insô).  

Therefore ,  EWG reiterates also the observation by EWG 20 - 10 and EWG 19 - 11 that the 
discards are e stimated from sampling plans that are not designed to answer these specif ic 
exemption questions and to provide estimates at such a detailed level. Discards est imat es 
partitioned provided in table A are of major importance for the EWG to calculate exemption s 
but the EWG also reiterate s the conclusion of earlier EWGs  which emphasize the limited 

meaningfulness behind any partitioned estimates (óestimates will likely not be statistically 
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sound and may be biased because for example of the need to assume equal di sc ard rat es 
among the disaggregated levels contained within the retained strataô). Furthermore, in 

order to ófill-inô estimates for fleets that are not sampled for discards, the available sample 
data are aggregated across strata. As a result, in doing so, many unt est ed assumpt ions 
have to be made, such as Member State - specific variation in species naming ( i.e.,  
HOM/JAX), and spatial aggregations (i.e. Nephrops  Functional Unit s).  Consequently ,  t he 
estimated discards cannot be considered robust . 

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 

catch fraction s for exemptions containing operation -specific conditions such as engine power 
(kW), tow duration (Ò90 mins) and proximity to the shore (within 12 nautical miles), as 
such information is not available in the FDI database.  

Member State -specific catch fract ions were provided for the majorit y of  ant ic ipated 202 2  
exemptions. Two sets of estimates were computed; i) estimat es for exempt ed f leet s for 
which discard sample data were provided and ii) estimates for exempted fleets for which no 
sample data were availa ble, so -called ófill-insô. A rudimentary, but much- needed measure of  

quality and sampling coverage was computed for the discard estimates (ó% of total 
landingsô). The value for ó% of total landingsô represents the weight of landings from which 
the discard samples were taken, divided by the total landings 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  estimat es  may at  
best be imprecise or may not be representative of the true level of  disc ards of  t he f leets 
fishing under each particular exemption.  

 

5.4.3  Review  data quality checks and produce National methodological chapters  

 

While the EWG recognises that it  is the responsibility of Member States to provide c heck ed 
and validated data, issues are inevitabl e e.g.,  misinterpretation of the data call , coding 
misspecification between different databases in Member States and simple human error.  T o 

counter these iss ues the JRC have implemented a number of automatic checks.  which were 
made  available to experts two weeks after legal deadline (14 of July) . T he c ombinat ion of  
this tool and extended period allowed for corrected data uploads ( 30 th  of August , operational 
deadline) , reduced time required to correct data during the STECF EWG 21 - 12 meeting .  

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  are time consuming and have compromise d the ability  of the EWG to address 

other essential TORôs. Ideally ,  the  EWG should have  a dedicated meeting, restricted  to 
checking the integrity of the database ,  that  should not include any requests for ad vice .  

The EWG recommends  that a methodology  meeting be held every second year .  The se 

methodology  meeting s form an essential pillar to  the functioning of this EWG as they  
facilitate the development of methods used to answer the data call and check quality of  t he 
data.  These key methodology  meetings have vastly improve d the  quality of  t he dat a  (and 
subsequent advice),  and significantly  reduce d the time requi red  for data  checking during the 
advice meeting . Despite these vast improvements there remains  much wo rk t o be done t o 

develop these methods and guarantee  the continued quality of  t he FDI dat abase. T hese 
methodology  meetings also provide a space in which historical dat a c an be explored and 
interrogated  for stability and consistency  across years. This fe atu re 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 other comments related to data submitt ed to FDI data call are listed in Annex 1.  



 

95 

 

 

5.5  Provide landings and discards data for exemptions in discard plans  based 
upon the previous work and method established in STECF EWG 20 - 10:  

 

5.5.1  STECF is asked to provide figures for landings and discards in 20 20 , 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 202 2.  Where there is insuffic ient discard 
data for the 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 ï (General ï Methodology ï Shortcomings ï 

Extraction procedure)  

General Conclusions  

While t he EWG attempted to provide  discard estimates for each anticipated exempt ion  for 
202 2 discard plans ,  it was not feasible to produce such estimates for exemptions that 
requires  information that does not currently exist in the FDI database  e.g.,  detailed trip and 

vessel level information ( i.e.,  distance fis hed from shore and vessels engine power) which 
do not currently exist in the FDI database. Therefore, exemptions were characterised in four  
groups; yes, yes /partial , partial or no, based on the feasibility  of  t he EWG t o e xt rac t t he 
relevant data . All the d ata extracted is presented in the Tables 1 - 12 of the Annex 4.  In t he 
case of yes/partial data extraction  did not fully take into account the MCRS , however  
available  MCRS data is extracted in separate Table 13 that is part of the  Annex  4.  In case of  

partial  data extraction ,  the part of  exemptions which could not be extracted f rom t he dat a 
set  are highlighted in bold red in the summ ary table below. All results under this T oR must  
be interpreted with caution, taking into account the shortcomings listed below.  

 

Methodology and Shortcomings  

The EWG based the calculation of the discards by exemption on estimates available in Table 
A. These estimates are the result of the partitioning (done by M ember State , following t he 
conclusion of the STECF E WG 17 -12)  of disca rd estimates available in Tables C&D int o t he 

detailed disaggregated levels specified in the T able A  of the FDI dat a c all  ( see also T able 
3.1.1  for Member States specific data sources used during the 20 21  FDI data call ) .    

The variable ñDomain discards ò is used to link the discard estimates in tables C&D t o 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  
stresses that  the partitioned  estimates may not be reliable estimates of the t rue discards ,  
since  differences  in discard rates may occur within a 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  202 2,  
based on data provided for 20 20 .  The following shortcomings have to be taken into account 

to avoid misinterpretation of results:  

1.  The EWG notes that the data call asked for scientific estimates of discar ds (see also Table 
3.1 .3  for Member  States specific data sources used during the 20 21  FDI dat a c all) .   T he 

estimated values based on scientific sampling programs are uncertain (and potentially 
biased) and do not constitute an offic ial estimate like landing s reported in logbooks.  
Therefore, any estimate provided under T oR5 for discards  of species under the landing 
obligation cannot be interpreted as discards for control purposes of de -minimis exemptions.  

2.  The EWG further notes that providing reliable and  robust estimates of catches, i.e.,  
landings and discards for fleets that are granted exemptions from the landing obligat ion is 
problematic. For many of these fleets, estimates are unavailable, because Member St ates  
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are not obliged to sample these metiers  according to  the  national DCF sampling plans. For 
those fleets where discards have been sampled, the achieved sampling c overage is of t en 

much lower than required to provide a robust estimate of the true discard f ractions at  t he 
level of disaggregation requ ested by FDI.   In general, the sampling programs under the DCF 
are designed to inform assessments of stocks and not provide disc ard informat ion in t he 
highly disaggregated format request ed in the FDI data call. Alternatively, of f ic ial logbook 
information c ould be used. However, for most Member States  and fisheries, the rec ords of  

unwanted catch fractions (discards + BMS landings) in logbooks are believed to be an 
unreliable source of information.  To improve the situation, Member States may have to find 
way s to improve compliance and may have to adapt their national sampling programs 
especially incase s where  they have  a larger amount of landings under  a certain exempt ion, 
but no discard information .   

To provide estimated catch fractions for fleets that have  not been sampled requires 
extrapolation of discard rates (also called fill - ins)  from other fleets which may not be 
representative of the catch composition of the  unsampled  fleets, because of  dif ferences in 

fishing patterns (where, when and how the fleets fish),  t arget species, c atch quot a and 
differences in species and size selectivity etc.  The fill - in procedure can res ult in hi gh ly  
unrealistic  discard estimates ,  especially  when discard rates from fleets with very low 
landings  of bycatch species  are used t o fill - in discard rates for fleets where the same species 
is targeted and  landed in larger amounts.  The issu e becomes  especially  relevant when t he 

sampled catch fractions of a particular fleet or fleets relate to only a small proportion of  t he 
total catch of the same species by all fleets involved in a fishery.  A specific problem arises if  
landings are zero. In such cases  standard  raising routines applied by member st at es may 
not deliver reliable discard estimates  ( see also  Table 3.1.1  for Member States spe cif ic data 
sources used during the 2021 FDI data call ) .   In principle, there is scope for the EWG to use 

its expert judgement to determine whether the catch fraction estimates from sampled fleets 
are likely to be representative of the catches for other fle ets. However, in practice, such an 
assumption may be erroneous because, influence of factors, such as dif ferences bet ween 
the fleets in fishing pattern, timing of fishing and quota availability are not always known by 
the EWG. Hence the EWG considers that extrapolating catch fraction estimates for one fleet  
or fleets to other fleets simply to generate fleet -specific est imat es needs t o be c arefully 

considere d.  

Therefore,  the EWG has adopted the following selection criteria:  

 

 

For all areas apart from the Me diterranean Sea (outside area 37)  

year, quarter, species, sub_region, gear_type, mesh_size_range, target_assemblage, 
specon_tech  

For the 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  = national fishery with a discard  
estimate  from 0 to X, unf  = non - sampled fishery without  discard information .  

The available landings and discards  are aggregated (sum med) over fisheries  

- for all areas apart from the Mediterranean Sea, by year, quarter, species, sub_region, 
gear_type, mesh_size_range, target_assemblage, specon_tech  

- for the Mediterranean Sea, by year, quarter, species, sub_region, metier, specon_tech  

and  mean  discard  rates  DRare calculated:  

      if    Ó  0    and with    +  > 0  



 

97 

Fisheries specific discard  amounts are then calculated if no discard  information is available 
by  

  where   is null (empty)  

Fisheries without any quantitative discard informatio n, i.e.,  no average DR could be 
estimated, remain without any discard estimation.  

UK data w ere  excluded from the calculations for the exemptions in the 2022 disc ard plans , 

as well as the fill - in procedure. For 20 20 , the data submitted in response t o t he da ta c all ,  
excluding UK  data , amounted to 3,974 ,393  tonnes of landings , whereof  21 % ( 827 ,214  
tonnes) had associated discard estimates.  366 ,00 7 tonnes ( 9%) had a discard est imat e  of  
zero . Total landings, including the UK,  amounted to 4, 602 ,47 3 tonnes of landi ngs , 19 % of  
which ( 893 ,348  tonnes)  were reported with associated discard estimates. 432 ,1 14  t onnes  

(9% of the total reported landings  including UK )  had discard estimates of zero .  Despit e  t he 
substantial issues mentioned above  and the relatively low proport ion of landings with 
associated discard estimates , the EWG took the decision to provide the discard informat ion 
for each  exemption in 2 separate formats :  with and without fill - ins. In most cases, t he f ill -
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 
designed to specifically sample  fisheries under exemption or are ant ic ipated t o avail of  a 
proposed exemption.  To provide information about the accuracy of the discardôs estimat es 
reported and fill - ins, the coverage as pe rcentage of landings with discards is provided in the 

data Tables (Annex 4).     

3.  The EWG notes that given the aggregation level of the data in the FDI dat abase, it  was 

not possible  to filter the database to the exact fishing tactic specified for  all the  exemptions. 
For example, the mesh size categories specified in the FDI database do not  always  mat ch 
those defined in certain exemption s.  Also,  area definitions in exemptions were somet imes 
too detailed (e.g., areas up to a certain longitude or latitude) t o match with the 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 in the FDI data call ,  or very generic codes ,  are 
open for interpretati on.  Exemptions not mentioning  specific gear code s are also  problematic  

in this respect. The EWG further  notes that the legal text def ining t he exempt ions in t he 
discard plans was  difficult to interpret for some exemptions. It was  not always c lear if ,  for 
example, specified time periods refer to limits of the exemption itself or is simply describing 
when specific gears are allowed  (e.g.,  new text for  2020/2014 Artic le 6.1 c ii ) .  

5.  The EWG further notes that all shortcomings in data quality and coverage ide ntified 
under  other  ToRs, including issues related to the covid -19 pandemic,  also apply to 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 -  3.5.2.5 for the list of FDI codes associated with exemptions);  

2.  Exceptions and their parts which contained information that could not be found in the 
FDI data call (i.e distance fished from shore, vessel engine power ) are highlight  in 
bold red in the summary tables (Tables 3.5.2.1 -  3.5.2.5). Th ose marked in bold red 
were either not estimated or estimated using partial data while ignoring missing 
information.  

3.  The data for each exemption w ere  extracted from bot h t he FDI dat abase and t he 
database with fill - ins using codes described in the Tables 3. 5.2.1 -3.5.2.5;  

4.  The information was summarised in two main formats:  
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a. Tables with landings and discards reported by MS and estimated for the fleet s 
under exemptions ( Annex 4, Tab les 1 - 8)  

b.  Tables with FDI data reported and filled in aggregated by species and 
subregions ( Annex 4, Tables 9 - 13 )  

In both sets of tables there are following columns:  

¶ óTotal weight of landings, tonnes ó ï total landings recorded in FDI database for 
particula r excemption and  species ;   

¶ Discards (with or without fill - inns) ï weight of discards reported to FDI and 
estimated using fill - ins ;  

¶ Landings with discards reported/estimated ï weight of landings associated with 

discards provided/estimated;  

¶ óCoverage % of total landings reportedô -  percentage of total weight of  landings for 

which associated discard estimates data were  reported under the FDI dat a  c all  and 
estimated using fill - ins .  

¶ Discard rate, % -  calculated as discards divided by catch as %.   

In all Annex 4  Tables  the following abbreviations are used :  

¶ c ï 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 
considered not to be confidential after aggregation ,  as there would be no possibilit y 
to attribute the aggregate catches to identify individual vessels ;  

¶ n.a. ï not available .  
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5.5.2  Discard estimates by exemption  

The es timated discards for fleets likely to make use of anticipated exemptions to the landing obligati on in 20 22, the details of  t he ant icipated 
exemptions and associated data availble are given  for each region in sections 3. 5.2.1 to 3. 5.2. 5 and in Anne x 4 Tables 1 - 13.  

5.5.2.1 Baltic Sea region  

Table 3. 5 .2.1 :  The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202 2 in the Baltic Sea region and the related FDI codes.  

Exzmption Articla Area Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code FDI gear code Mesh size Mesh size FDI Vessel lenght SPECON Target AssemblageSpecies Species codes Procent/MCRS

2018/211,Art3.1

Baltic (IIIb-d) Yes

trap nets-creels/pots-

fyske nets-pound 

nets

FPO-FYK-FPN All All All Salmon SAL -

2018/306

Baltic (IIIb-d) Yes

trap nets-creels/pots-

fyske nets-pound 

nets

FPO-FYK-FPN All All All Plaice PLE -

Baltic (IIIb-d), 27.3.d.25-

27.3.d.30 and 27.3.d.32
Partly All All All All Salmon SAL 60cm

Baltic (IIIb-d), 27.3.d.31 Partly All All All All Salmon SAL 50 cm

2018/306
Baltic (IIIb-d) Partly All All All All Cod COD 35 cm

2018/306 Baltic (IIIb-d) Partly All All All All Plaice PLE 25 cm

* MCRS are partly because the extraction is not split up by lenght.

2022

2018/211,Art3(2)

Survivability

MCRS*
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5.5.2.2 North Sea region 

Table 3. 5 .2.2 :  The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202 2 in the North Sea region and the related FDI codes.  

Excemption Article Area Description Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code Below MCRS or not FDI gear code Mesh size Mesh size FDI Vessel lenght SPECON Target Assemblage Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

DR-2020/2014   

Art.11.1
IIa-IIIa-IV

De minimis exemption for fishing vessels 

using  trammel nets and gill nets (GN-

GNS-GND-GNC-GTN-GTR-GEN-GNF) in 

2a, 3a and 4 

Partly/Yes Trammel nets and gill nets

GN-GNS-GND-

GNC-GTN-GTR-

GEN-GNF

GND-GNS-GNC-GTR-GTN All All All All Sole Sol 3%

DR-2020/2014   

Art.11.2
IV

De minimis exemption for fishing vessels 

using TBB gear 80-119 mm with Flemish 

panel in the Union waters of ICES 

subarea 4

Partly/Yes Beam trawls TBB Yes Sole: 24 cm TBB 80-119
80D100-100D110-

110D120
All TBBFP All Sole SOL 5%

DR-2020/2014   

Art.11.3

IIIa

Fish bycatch caught in Noway lobster 

fishery with bottom trawls 70 mm or 

greater, sorting grid with max 35 mm in 

Union waters of ICES division 3a

Partly/Yes Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-TBN

Yes sole: 24cm - 

haddock: 27cm - 

whiting: 23cm - cod: 

30cm - saithe: 30cm - 

hake: 30cm 

OTB-OTT-PTB 70S90, 80D100 70S90 All GRID35 CRU
Sole-haddock-whiting-cod-

saithe and hake 
SOL-HAD-WHG-COD-POK-HKE

4 % of the total annual catches 

of Nephrops-common sole-

haddock-whiting-Northern 

prawn-cod-saithe and hake

DR-2020/2014   

Art.11.4

IIIa

Fish bycatch caught in Northern prawn 

trawl fishery with sorting grid-with 

unblocked fish outlet in Union waters of 

ICES division 3a

Partly/Yes Bottom trawls OTB-OTT

Yes sole: 24cm - 

haddock: 27cm - 

whiting: 23cm - cod: 

30cm - plaice: 27cm - 

saithe: 30cm - herring: 

18cm

OTB-OTT >35 32D80 All GRID19 CRU

sole-haddock-whiting-cod-

saithe-plaice-herring-Norway 

pout-greater silver smelt-

blue whiting

SOL-HAD-WHG-COD-POK-PLE-HER-NOP-ARG-ARU-

ARY-WHB

5 % of the total annual catches 

of Norway lobster-common 

sole-haddock-whiting-cod-

saithe-plaice-Northern prawn-

hake-Norway pout-Argentina 

spp.-herring and blue whiting

90-119
80D100-100D110-

110D120
All SELTRA

>=120 120DXX All

DR-2020/2014   

Art.11.6

IV

Plaice by-catches in the Nephrops trawl 

fishery in combination with a technical 

measure (use of SepNep) in the Union 

waters of ICES subarea 4

Yes Bottom trawls Yes plaice: 27 cm OTB-OTT-PTB 80-99 80D100 All SEPNEP CRU Plaice PLE

3 % of the total annual catches 

of saithe-plaice-haddock-

whiting-cod-Northern prawn-

sole and Nephrops

DR-2020/2014   

Art.11.7

IVb-IVc

By-catches in the brown shrimp fishery 

with beam trawls in the Union Waters of 

ICES divisions 4b and 4c

Yes Beam trawls TBB No TBB 16D32 All CRU
All species subject to catch 

limits

USK-HER-COD-LEZ-MON-ANF-MNZ-ANK-HAD-WHG-

HKE-WHB-WIT-LEM-BLI-LIN-PLE-POL-POK-TUR-BLL-

GHL-MAC-SOL-SPR-HOM-JAX-NOP-ARG-ARU-NEP-

PRA-JAD-JDP-RJA-RJB-RJC-RJE-RJF-RJG-RJH-RJI-RJM-

RJN-RJO-RJR-RJU-RJY-SKA-TTO-TTR-SRX-RAJ-RJK

6 % of the total catch for all 

species subject to catch limits 

in those fisheries

DR-2020/2014   

Art.11.8

IV

Ling (Molva molva) for vessels using 

bottom trawls (OTB,OTT,PTB) with mesh 

size greater than 120 mm in the Union 

Waters of ICES subarea 4

Partly/Yes Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTB Yes ling: 63 cm OTB-OTT-PTB >=120 120DXX All All Ling LIN
3 % of the total annual catches 

of ling 

DR-2020/2014   

Art.11.9

IVc

Whiting and cod for the vessels using 

bottom trawls or seines (OTB-OTT-SDN-

SSC) of mesh size 70-99mm (TR2) in  the 

Union Waters of ICES division 4c

Partly/Yes
Bottom trawls-demersal 

seines
OTB-OTT-SDN-SSC

Yes whiting: 27 cm - 

cod: 35 cm
OTB-OTT-SDN-SSC 70-99 70S90-80D100 All All Whiting-cod WHG-COD

5%-maximum of 2% can be 

used for cod 

DR-2020/2014   

Art.11.10

IVa-IVb

Whiting and cod for the vessels using 

bottom trawls or seines (OTB-OTT-SDN-

SSC) of mesh size 70-99mm (TR2) in  the 

Union Waters of ICES division 4a and 4b

Partly/Yes Bottom trawls or seines OTB-OTT-SDN-SSCYes whiting: 27 cm OTB-OTT-SDN-SSC 70-99 70S90-80D100 All All Whiting WHG 4%

Deminimis

2022 - Part 1

DR-2020/2014   

Art.11.5

IIIa

Whiting caught in bottom trawls 90-119 

mm with SELTRA panels and bottom 

trawls with a mesh size of 120 mm and 

above in Union waters of ICES division 

3a

Partly/Yes Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-TBN-PTB OTB-OTT-PTB All Whiting WHG

2% of the total annual catches 

of Nephrops-cod-haddock-

whiting-saithe-common sole-

plaice and hake

Yes whiting: 23cm
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Table 3. 5 .2.2 (continued) :  The anticipated exemptions for di scard plans for 202 2 in the North Sea region and the related FDI codes.  
 

Excemption Article Area Description Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code Below MCRS or not FDI gear code Mesh size Mesh size FDI Vessel lenght SPECON Target Assemblage Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

DR-2020/2014   

Art.11.11 IV

Whiting caught by beam trawls 80-119 

mm in the Union Waters of ICES subarea 

4

Partly/Yes Beam trawls TBB Yes whiting: 27 cm TBB 80-119
80D100-100D110-

110D120
All All Whiting WHG

2% of catches of plaice and 

sole

DR-2020/2014   

Art.11.12 IVb-IVc (only 

south of 

54°N)

De minimis exemption for fishing vessels 

using  pelagic trawlers up to 25 m and 

mid-water trawls (OTM-PTM) in 4b and 

4c south of 54 degrees north

Partly
Pelagic trawls, midwater 

trawls (up to 25m)
OTM-PTM No OTM-PTM All All

VL0010-

VL1012-

VL1218-

VL1824

All All
Herring-horse mackerel-

mackerel-whiting

HER-HMM-JAX-HOM-HMC-HMZ-HMG-TUZ-MAC-

WHG

1% of the total catches of 

herring-horse mackerel-

mackerel-whiting

OTB-OTT-PTB-SDN-SSC-

OTM-PTM-SPR
>80

80D100-100D110-

110D120-120DXX
All All

OTB-OTT >35 32D80 All No SPECOM*CRU

DR-2020/2014   

Art.11.14

IV
Ling (Molva molva) for vessels using 

longlines (LLS) in ICES subarea 4
Partly/Yes Longlines LLS Yes ling: 63 cm LLS All Ling LIN

3 % of the total annual catches 

of ling 

DR-2020/2014   

Art.11.15

IVb-IVc

Horse mackerel in demersal mixed 

fishery using bottom trawls (OTB-OTT-

PTB) with a mesh size 80-99mm (TR2) in 

ICES divisions 4b and 4c

Yes Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTB No OTB-OTT-PTB 80-99 80D100 All Horse mackerel HOM-JAX-HMG
6% of the total annual catches 

of horse mackerel 

DR-2020/2014   

Art.11.16

IVb-IVc

Mackerel in demersal fishery with 

bottom trawls (OTB-OTT-PTB) of mesh 

size 80-99mm (TR2) in ICES divisions 4b 

and 4c

Yes Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTB No OTB-OTT-PTB 80-99 80D100 All Mackerel MAC
6% of the total annual catches 

of mackerel 

DR-2020/2014   

Art.11.17

IV
Blue whiting in industrial pelagic 

trawler fishery in ICES subarea 4
Partly Pelagic trawl No OTM-PTM All All SPF-SLP Blue whiting WHB

5 % of the total annual catches 

of blue whiting

Deminimis

Sprat-sandeel-Norway pout-

blue whiting
SPR-SAN-NOP-WHB

1 % of the total annual catches 

made in mixed demersal 

fishery and fishery for 

Northern prawn

OTB-OTM-OTT-

PTB-PTM-SDN-SPR-

SSC-TB-TBN

No

* 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 absent/inactive, while the combination of sorting grid-fish retention device does currently not have a SPECON. (The Northern prawn fishery with "GRID19" is included in Art.11.4 for some 

of the species included in this exemption).

DR-2020/2014   

Art.11.13

IIIa-IV

Fish bycatch caugt in demersal mixed 

fishery with trawl (OTB-OTM-OTT-PTB-

PTM-SDN-SPR-SSC-TB-TBN) with mesh 

obove 80 mm and caught in Northern 

prawn trawl fishery with sorting grid 

(19mm) or device above 35 mm in ICES 

division 3a and ICES subarea 4

Yes Trawls

2022 - Part 2
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Table 3. 5 .2.2 (continued) :  The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202 2 in the North Sea region and the related FDI codes.  

 
Excemption Article Area Description Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code Below MCRS or not FDI gear code Mesh size Mesh size FDI Vessel lenght SPECON Target Assemblage Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

DR-2020/2014   

Art.3.1.a
IIa-IIIa-IV Nephrops caught using pots Yes Pots FPO No FPO NA NA All Norway lobster NEP -

>80
80D100-100D110-

110D120-120DXX
All All -

>70 70S90 All GRID35

DR-2020/2014   

Art.4.1&2

IVc

Survival exemption for ΨundersizedΩ 

common sole (sole less than MCRS of 

24cm) caught by 80-99mm otter trawl 

gears in ICES division 4c within 6 

nautical miles of coasts-albeit outside 

identified nursery areas; vessellengt 

max 10 m and max engine power of 221 

kw, depth less 30 m and tow duration 

less then 1:30 hours

Partly Otter trawls OTB Yes Sole: 24 cm OTB 80-99 80D100 VL0010 All Sole SOL -

Area IV: USK-HER-COD-LEZ-MON-ANF-MNZ-ANK-

HAD-WHG-HKE-WHB-WIT-LEM-BLI-LIN-PLE-POL-

POK-TUR-BLL-GHL-MAC-SOL-SPR-HOM-JAX-NOP-

ARG-ARU-NEP-PRA-JAD-JDP-RJA-RJB-RJC-RJE-RJF-

RJG-RJH-RJI-RJM-RJN-RJO-RJR-RJU-RJY-SKA-TTO-

TTR-SRX-RAJ-RJK

Area IIIa: USK-HER-COD-HAD-WHG-HKE-WHB-BLI-

LIN-PLE-POL-POK-MAC-SOL-SPR-NOP-ARG-ARU-

NEP-PRA-RJK-RAJ-SRX-SKA-JAD-JDP-RJA-RJB-RJC-

RJE-RJF-RJG-RJH-RJI-RJM-RJN-RJO-RJR-RJU-RJY-TTO-

TTR

DR-2020/2014   

Art.6.1.a
Catch and by-catch of plaice by vessels 

using nets (GNS-GTR-GTN-GEN) in Union 

waters of ICES devision 3a and subarea 4

Yes Nets
GNS-GTR-GTN-

GEN
No GNS-GTR-GTN All All All Plaice PLE -

DR-2020/2014   

Art.6.1.b Catch and by-catch of plaice by vessels 

using Danish seines in Union waters of 

ICES devision 3a and subarea 4

Yes Danish seine SDN No SDN All All Plaice PLE -

DR-2020/2014   

Art.6.1.c.i Catch and by-catch of plaice by vessels 

using bottom trawls (OTB-PTB) of mesh 

sizes җ 120 mm in Union waters of ICES 

devision 3a and subarea 4

Yes Bottom trawls OTB-PTB No OTB-OTT-PTB >=120 120DXX All All Plaice PLE -

DR-2020/2014   

Art.6.1.c.ii

IIIa

Catch and by-catch of plaice with 

bottom trawls (OTB-PTB) with mesh size 

90-119 mm with Seltra panel or in sub-

division Kattegat (1 Oct-31 Dec), 

targetting flatfish or roundfish  in Union 

waters of ICES division 3a

Partly Trawls OTB-PTB No OTB-OTT-PTB 90-119
80D100-100D110-

110D120
All

SELTRA in 

3.a.20, SELTRA 

and No specon 

in 3.a.21

All Plaice PLE -

DR-2020/2014   

Art.6.1.c.iii

IV

Catch and by-catch of plaice with 

bottom trawls (OTB-PTB) with mesh size 

80-119 mm targetting flatfish or 

roundfish in the Union waters of ICES 

subareas 4

Yes Trawls OTB-PTB No OTB-OTT-PTB 80-119
80D100-100D110-

110D120
All All Plaice PLE -

All

DR-2020/2014   

Art.5

IIIa-IV

Survivability of fish by-catches in pots 

and fyke nets in the Union waters of 

ICES division 3a and ICES subarea 4

Survivability

Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-TBN

IIIa-IV

Nephrops caught by bottom trawls with 

a cod end larger than 80mm or 70mm 

with selective grid 35mm

Yes

Yes Pots and fyke nets

No

No

OTB-OTT-PTB All Norway lobster NEP

All TAC-species -FPO-FYK NA NA All All

DR-2020/2014   

Art.3.1.b.i & ii

IIa-IIIa-IV

FPO-FYK

2022 - Part 3
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Table 3. 5 .2.2 (continued) :  The anticipate d exemptions for discard plans for 202 2 in the North Sea region and the related FDI codes.  

 
Excemption Article Area Description Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code Below MCRS or not FDI gear code Mesh size Mesh size FDI Vessel lenght SPECON Target Assemblage Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

DR-2020/2014   

Art.7.1.a

IIa-IV

Survival exemption for plaice below 

MCRS caught by 80-119mm beamtrawl 

gears (BT2) in ICES devision 2a and Ices 

subarea 4 with flip-up rope or Benthos 

release panel (BRP) - engine >221 kW

Partly Beam trawls TBB YesPlaice: 27 cm TBB 80-119
80D100-100D110-

110D120
All All Plaice PLE -

DR-2020/2014   

Art.7.1.b

IIa-IV

Survival exemption for plaice below 

MCRS caught by 80-119mm beamtrawl 

gears (BT2) in ICES division 2a and ICES 

subarea 4 implementing the roadmap 

for the Fully Documented Fisheries

No ( included in DR-

2020/2014.Art.7.1.a)
Beam trawls TBB YesPlaice: 27 cm TBB 80-119

80D100-100D110-

110D120
All All Plaice PLE -

DR-2020/2014   

Art.7.2

IIa-IV

Survival exemption for plaice below 

MCRS caught by 80-119mm beamtrawl 

gears (BT2) in ICES division 2a and Ices 

subarea 4 with engine <221 kW or less 

then 24m in twelve miles zone and tow 

duration less than ninety min.

No Beam trawls TBB YesPlaice: 27 cm TBB 80-119
80D100-100D110-

110D120
All All Plaice PLE -

DR-2020/2014   

Art.8
IV

Survival exemption  for turbot caught by  

beam trawls with a cod end larger than 

80mm in Union waters of ICES subarea 4

Yes Beam trawls TBB No TBB >80
80D100-100D110-

110D120-120DXX
All All Turbot TUR -

DR-2020/2014   

Art.9
IIa-IIIa-IV

skates and rays caught by all fishing 

gears in the Union waters of the North 

Sea (ICES divisions 2a,3a and subarea 4)

Yes All All No All All All All All Skates and rays
JAD-JDP-RJA-RJB-RJC-RJE-RJF-RJG-RJH-RJI-RJM-RJN-

RJO-RJR-RJU-RJY-SKA-TTO-TTR-SRX-RAJ-RJK
-

DR-2020/2014   

Art.10

IIa-IIIa-IV

Survival exemption for mackerel and 

herring in purse seine fisheries in  the 

Union waters of the North Sea (ICES 

divisions 2a,3a and subarea 4) with 

several operational measures

Partly Purse seine No SDN-SPR-SSC-SV-PS All All All All Mackerel-herring MAC-HER -

Survivability

2022 - Part 4
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5.5.2.3 North Western Waters 

 

Table 3. 5 .2.3 :  The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202 2 in the North Western Waters region and the related FDI codes.  

Exemption Article Area Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code Below MCRS or not FDI gear code Legislation mesh size Mesh size regulation Vessel lenght SPECON Target Assemblage Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

yes Bottom trawls , Seines
OTB-OTT-OT-PTB-PT-SSC-SDN-SPR-

SX-SV-TBN-TBS-TB-TX
No

OTB-OTT-PTB-SDN-SPR-SSC-

SV-SB
>80

80D100-100D110-

110D120 -120DXX
All All All Whiting WHG 5

yes Pelagic trawls OTM-PTM No OTM-PTM All All All All All Whiting WHG 5

yes Beam trawl BT2 No TBB 80-119
80D100-100D110-

110D120
All All All Whiting WHG 5

2020/2015 Article 13.1.b
VIId-g yes Trammel and gill nets

GN-GNS-GND-GNC-GTN-GTR-GEN-

GNF
No GND-GNS-GNC-GTR-GTN All All All All All Sole SOL 3

2020/2015 Article 13.1.c
VIId-h yes Beam trawl TBB No TBB 80-119

80D100-100D110-

110D120
All TBBFP All Sole SOL 3

2020/2015 Article 13.1.d.i
Partly

Bottom trawls , Seines, 

less then 30% Nephrops

OTB-OTT-OT-PTB-PT-SSC-SDN-SPR-

SX-SV-TBN-TBS-TB-TX
No

OTB-OTT-PTB-SDN-SPR-SSC-

SV-SB
>100

100D110-110D120 -

120DXX
All All All Haddock HAD 5

2020/2015 Article 13.1.d.ii

Partly
Bottom trawls , Seines, 

more then 30% Nephrops 
No

OTB-OTT-PTB-SDN-SPR-SSC-

SV-SB
>80

80D100-100D110-

110D120 -120DXX
All All All Haddock HAD 5

2020/2015 Article 13.1.d.iii
yes

Beam trawl with Flemish 

panel
TBB No TBB >80

80D100-100D110-

110D120 -120DXX
All TBBFP All Haddock HAD 5

Plaice PLE 0.85

Whiting WHG 0.15

2020/2015 Article 13.1.f

VIIb-c and VIIf-k yes Bottom trawls OTT-OTB-TBS-TBN-TB-PTB No OTB-OTT-PTB All All All All All Boarfish

BOR-BOC-ZAC-ZAI-EVI-

PZH-RIG-SWH-ENV-

EMV-ZAL

0.5

2020/2015 Article 13.1.g

VII Partly/yes Beam trawl BT2 Yes Megrim: 20 cm TBB 80-119
80D100-100D110-

110D120
All All All Megrim MEG-LDB-LEZ 4

2020/2015 Article 13.1.g.i

VIIf-g, specific parts of 7h Partly

Bottom trawls, more 55% 

whiting or 55% anglerfish, 

hake or megrim combined

OTT-OTB-TBS-TBN-TB-PTB-OT-PT-

TX
Yes Megrim: 20 cm OTB-OTT-PTB 70-99 80D100-70D80 All All All Megrim MEG-LDB-LEZ 4

2020/2015 Article 13.1.g.ii

VIIa-e, other specific parts 

of 7h, VIIk
Partly

Bottom trawls and 

outside areas as above

OTT-OTB-TBS-TBN-TB-PTB-OT-PT-

TX
Yes Megrim: 20 cm OTB-OTT-PTB 70-99 80D100-70D80 All All All Megrim MEG-LDB-LEZ 4

Yes plaice: 27 cm - 

whiting: 27 cm

Deminimis

2020/2015 Article 13.1.e

VIIa Partly/Yes

Beam trawl, targetting 

brown shrimp with mesh 

size equal to or greater 

than 31 mm

TBB TBB >31

32D80-70D80-80D100-

100D110-110D120 - 

120DXX

All All CRU

VIIb-c and VIIe-k

2022 - part 1

2020/2015 Article 13.1.a

VIIb-k
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Tab le 3. 5 .2.3 (continued) :  The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202 2 in the North Western Waters region and t he relat ed FDI 
codes.  

Exemption Article Area Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code Below MCRS or not FDI gear code Legislation mesh size Mesh size regulation Vessel lenght SPECON Target Assemblage Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

2020/2015 Article 13.1.h

VIIa yes
Beam trawl with Flemish 

panel
BT2 No TBB 80-119

80D100-100D110-

110D120
All TBBFP All Sole SOL 3

2020/2015 Article 13.1.i

Vb-VI

Partly (0.6% of 

catches from all 

gears)

Bottom trawls
OTT-OTB-TBS-TBN-TB-PTB-OT-PT-

TX
No OTB-OTT-PTB >100

100D110, 110D120, 

120DXX
All All All

Great silver 

smelt
ARG-ARU-ARY 0.6

2020/2015 Article 13.1.j

yes
Bottom trawls , Seines, 

beam trawls

OTB-OTT-OT-PTB-PT-SSC-SDN-SPR-

SX-SV-TBB-TBN-TBS-TB-TX
No

OTB-OTT-PTB-SDN-SPR-SSC-

SV-SB-TBB
All All All All All Horse Mackerel

HMM-JAX-HOM-HMC-

HMZ-HMG-TUZ
3

2020/2015 Article 13.1.k

yes
Bottom trawls , Seines, 

beam trawls

OTB-OTT-OT-PTB-PT-SSC-SDN-SPR-

SX-SV-TBB-TBN-TBS-TB-TX
No

OTB-OTT-PTB-SDN-SPR-SSC-

SV-SB-TBB
All All All All All Makerel MAC 3

2020/2015 Article 13.1.l

VIa Partly

Bottom trawls, with one 

of the following selective 

gears: square mesh panel 

300 mm; 200 mm and 

vessel > 12 m; Seltra 

panel; Sorting grid 35 mm; 

CEFAS-netgrid;Flip-flap 

trawl

OTT-OTB-TBS-TBN-TB Yes Haddock: 30 cm OTB-OTT-PTB <119

32D70 - 70D80 - 

80D100-100D110-

110D120

All

GRID35-

TBBFP-

SELTRA-

NETGRID-

SEPNEP

All Haddock HAD 3

2020/2015 Article 13.1.m
Vb-VI-VII yes Industrial pelagic trawls No OTM-PTM All All All All All Blue whiting WHB

2020/2015 Article 13.1.n
VII yes midwater pair trawl PTM No PTM All All All All All Albacore tuna ALB

yes All Mackerel MAC

yes All Horse Mackerel
HMM-JAX-HOM-HMC-

HMZ-HMG-TUZ

yes All Herring HER

yes All Whiting WHG

Deminimis

No

VI and VIIb-k

2022 - part 2

5

2020/2015 Article 13.1.o

VIId
Pelagic trawls, midwater 

trawls (up to 25m)
OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All

VL0010-VL1012-

VL1218-VL1824
All 1
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Table 3. 5 .2.3 (continued) :  The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202 2 in the North Western Waters reg ion and t he relat ed FDI 
codes.  
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Exemption Article Area Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code Below MCRS or not FDI gear code Legislation mesh size Mesh size regulation Vessel lenght SPECON Target Assemblage Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

2020/2015 Article 3.1.a
VI-VII Yes Pots,traps,creel FPO-FIX-FYK No FPO-FPN-FYK All All All All All Norway Lobster NEP -

2020/2015 Article 3.1.b

VII Yes Bottom trawls
OTT-OTB-TBS-TBN-TB-PTB-OT-PT-

TX
No OTB-OTT-PTB >100

100D110, 110D120, 

120DXX
All All All Norway Lobster NEP -

2020/2015 Article 3.1.c

VII Partly

Bottom trawls, with one 

of the following selective 

gears: square mesh panel 

300 mm; 200 mm and 

vessel > 12 m; Seltra 

panel; Sorting grid 35 mm; 

100 mm cod-end, dual 

cod-end < 90 mm/300 

mm

OTT-OTB-TBS-TBN-TB-PTB-OT-PT-

TX
No OTB-OTT-PTB 70-99 70D80-80D100 All

GRID35-

TBBFP-

SELTRA-

NETGRID-

SEPNEP-T90

All Norway Lobster NEP -

2020/2015 Article 3.1.d
VIa - within 12 NM No Otter trawls

OTT-OTB-TBS-TBN-TB-PTB-OT-PT-

TX
No OTT-OTB-OTM 80-110 80D100,100D110 All All All Norway Lobster NEP -

2020/2015 Article 3.2

Celtic protection zone 

(BSA)
Partly

Bottom trawls, with one 

of the following selective 

gears: square mesh panel 

300 mm; 200 mm and 

vessel > 12 m; Seltra 

panel; Sorting grid 35 mm; 

100 mm cod-end, dual 

cod-end < 90 mm/300 

mm

GRID35-

SELTRA-

NETGRID-

SEPNEP-T90

All -

2020/2015 Article 3.3

VIIa Partly

Bottom trawls, with one 

of the following selective 

gears: square mesh panel 

300 mm; 200 mm and 

vessel > 12 m; Seltra 

panel; Sorting grid 35 mm; 

CEFAS-netgrid;Flip-flap 

trawl

GRID35-

TBBFP-

SELTRA-

NETGRID-

SEPNEP

All

2020/2015 Article 4.1.a,b

VIId No

Otter trawls, within 6 

nautical miles, max 

power 221kW, max 10 m, 

depth 30m, duration 1:30 

h

OTT-OTB-TBS-TBN-TB-PTB-OT-PT-

TX
Yes: sole 24 cm OTT-OTB-OTM 80-99 80D100 VL0010 All All Sole SOL -

2020/2015 Article 5

VI-VII Yes All All No All All All All All All Skates & rays

SRX-JAD-JDP-RJA-RJB-

RJC-RJE-RJF-RJG-RJH-

RJI-RJM-RJN-RJO-RJR-

RJU-RJY-SKA-TTO-TTR

-

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

Yes Otter trawls OTT,OTB,TBS,TBN,TB,PTB,OT,PT,TX No OTT-OTB-OTM All All All All All Plaice PLE -

2020/2015 Article 6.1.c

VIIa-VIIg Partly

Beam trawl, max power 

221 kW, flip-up or bentic 

panel

TBB No TBB All All All
SELTRA-

GRID35
All Plaice PLE -

2020/2015 Article 6.1.d

VIIa-VIIg Partly

Beam trawl, max power 

221 kW, or max 24m, 

within 12 nm, duration 

1:30 h

TBB No TBB All All All All All Plaice PLE -

2020/2015 Article 6.1.e

VIId Yes Danish seines SDN No SDN All All All All All Plaice PLE -

DA 2021/xxx Article 6.1.f

VIIb-k Yes Seines SSC No SSC All All All All All Plaice PLE -

2020/2015 Article 7
V (excl Va)-Vb-VI-VII Yes Pots,traps,creel FPO-FIX-FYK No FPO-FPN-FYK All All All All All All All -

2020/2015 Article 8
VI Yes

Purse seine  with several 

operational measures
No SDN-SPR-SSC-SV All All All All All

Mackerel-

herring
MAC-HER -

All Norway Lobster NEP

Survivability

OTT-OTB-TBS-TBN-TB-PTB-OT-PT-

TX
OTB-OTT-PTB 70-99 70D80-80D100

VIId-VIIg 

No

2022 - part 3

 

5.5.2.4 South Western Waters 
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Table 3. 5 .2.4 :  The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202 2 in the South Western Waters region and the related FDI codes.  

Excemption Article Area Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code FDI gear code Mesh size Mesh size FDI Vessel lenghtSPECONTarget Assemblage Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

2020/2015 Article 14.1.a

VIII-IX yes Trawls and seines

OTM-PTM-OTT-OTB-

PTB-OT-PT-TBN-TBS-

TX-SSC-SPR-TB-SDN-

SX-SV

OTT-OTB-PTB-OTM-

PTM-SDN-SPR-SSC-

SV-SB

All All All All All Hake HKE 5

2020/2015 Article 14.1.b

yes
Pelagic trawls, beam and 

bottom trawls

OTM-PTM-TBB-OTB-

OTT-PTB-TBN-TBS-

TBB-OT-PT-TX

OTM-PTM-TBB-OTB-

OTT-PTB
All All All All All 5

2020/2015 Article 14.1.c

yes Trammel and gill nets
GNS-GN-GND-GNC-

GTN-GTR-GEN

GNS-GND-GNC-GTN-

GTR
All All All All All 3

2020/2015 Article 14.1.d
X yes Hooks and lines LHM-LHP-LLD-LLSLHM-LHP-LLD-LLS All All All All All Alfonsinos ALF-BRX 5

2020/2015 Article 14.1.e

VIII-IX yes
Beam trawls, bottom 

trawls and seines

OTB-OTT-PTB-TBN-

TBS-TBB-OT-PT-TX-

SSC-SPR-SDN-SX-SV

TBB-OTT-OTB-PTB-

SDN-SPR-SSC-SV-SB
All All All All All 5

2020/2015 Article 14.1.f

VIII-IX-X-CECAF 34.1.1-34.1.2-34.2.0 yes Gillnets
GNS-GND-GNC-GTN-

GTR

GNS-GND-GNC-GTN-

GTR
All All All All All 3

2020/2015 Article 14.1.g

VIII-IX yes
Beam trawls, bottom 

trawls and seines

OTB-OTT-PTB-TBN-

TBS-TBB-OT-PT-TX-

SSC-SPR-SDN-SX-SV

TBB-OTT-OTB-PTB-

OTM-PTM-SDN-SPR-

SSC-SV-SB

All All All All All Mackerel MAC 5

2020/2015 Article 14.1.h
VIII-IX-CECAF 34.1.1-34.1.2-34.2.0 yes Gillnets

GNS-GND-GNC-GTN-

GTR

GNS-GND-GNC-GTN-

GTR
All All All All All Mackerel MAC 3

2020/2015 Article 14.1.i

yes
Beam trawls, bottom 

trawls and seines

OTB-OTT-PTB-TBN-

TBS-TBB-OT-PT-TX-

SSC-SPR-SDN-SX-SV-

SB

TBB-OTT-OTB-PTB-

OTM-SDN-SPR-SSC-

SV

All All All All All 5

2020/2015 Article 14.1.j
yes Gillnets

GNS-GND-GNC-GTN-

GTR

GNS-GND-GNC-GTN-

GTR
All All All All All 4

2020/2015 Article 14.1.K

yes
Pelagic trawls, beam, 

bottom trawls and seines

OTM-PTM-TBB-OTB-

OTT-PTB-TBN-TBS-

TBB-OT-PT-TX-SSC-

SPR-SDN-SX-SV

OTM-PTM-TBB-OTB-

OTT-PTB-SDN-SPR-

SSC-SV-SB

All All All All All 5

2020/2015 Article 14.1.L
yes Gillnets

GNS-GND-GNC-GTN-

GTR

GNS-GND-GNC-GTN-

GTR
All All All All All 4

VIII-IX

Megrim MEG-LDB-LEZ

Deminimis

Anglerfish

2022 part 1

VIIIa-VIIIb Sole SOL

Horse Mackerel
HMM-JAX-HOM-HMC-

HMZ-HMG-TUZ

MON-ANK-ANG-MVA-

MVO-MVJ-MVN-MNZ-

LHS-LHU-KZZ-IDZ-IVV-

ANF
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Table 3. 5 .2.4 (continued) :  The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202 2 in the South Western Waters region and t he relat ed FDI 
codes.  

Excemption Article Area Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code FDI gear code Mesh size Mesh size FDI Vessel lenghtSPECONTarget Assemblage Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

2020/2015 Article 14.1.m

yes
Pelagic trawls, beam, 

bottom trawls and seines

OTM-PTM-TBB-OTB-

OTT-PTB-TBN-TBS-

TBB-OT-PT-TX-TM-

SSC-SPR-SDN-SX-SV

OTM-PTM-TBB-OTB-

OTT-PTB-SDN-SPR-

SSC-SV-SB

All All All All All 5

2020/2015 Article 14.1.n

yes Gillnets
GNS-GND-GNC-GTN-

GTR

GNS-GND-GNC-GTN-

GTR
All All All All All 4

2020/2015 Article 14.1.o

VIII-IX yes
Beam trawls, bottom 

trawls and seines

OTB-OTT-PTB-TBN-

TBS-TBB-OT-PT-TX-

SSC-SPR-SDN-SX-SV

TBB-OTT-OTB-PTB-

OTM-PTM-SDN-SPR-

SSC-SV-SB

All All All All All Anchovy ANE 5

2020/2015 Article 14.1.p

IXa in Gulf of Cadiz No
Beam trawls, bottom 

trawls and seines

OTB-OTT-PTB-TBN-

TBS-TBB-OT-PT-TX-

TB-SSC-SPR-SDN-SX-

SV

TBB-OTT-OTB-PTB-

OTM-PTM-SDN-SPR-

SSC-SV-SB

All All All All All Red seabream SBR 5

2020/2015 Article 14.1.q

IXa in Gulf of Cadiz No
Beam trawls, bottom 

trawls and seines

OTB-OTT-PTB-TBN-

TBS-TBB-OT-PT-TX-

TB-SSC-SPR-SDN-SX-

SV

TBB-OTT-OTB-PTB-

OTM-PTM-SDN-SPR-

SSC-SV-SB

All All All All All Sole SOL 1

2020/2015 Article 14.1.r

Partly(Surimi 

base)

Industrial pelagic trawl 

fishery using midwater 

trawls and midwater pair 

trawls

OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All All All SPF-SLP Blue whiting WHB 5

2020/2015 Article 14.1.s
yes

Midwater trawls and 

midwater pair trawls
OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All All All All Albacore tuna ALB 5

2020/2015 Article 14.1.t
All All All All All Anchovy ANE

2020/2015 Article 14.1.t
All All All All All Mackerel MAC

2020/2015 Article 14.1.t
All All All All All Horse Mackerel

HMM-JAX-HOM-HMC-

HMZ-HMG-TUZ

2020/2015 Article 14.1.u
yes PS PS All All All All All Anchovy ANE 1

2020/2015 Article 14.1.u
yes PS PS All All All All All Mackerel MAC

2020/2015 Article 14.1.u
yes PS PS All All All All All Horse mackerel

HMM-JAX-HOM-HMC-

HMZ-HMG-TUZ

VIII

2022 part 2

VIII-IX-X-CECAF 34.1.1-34.1.2-34.2.0

Deminimis

Purse seines

4

VIII

yes Pelagic trawls OTM-PTM OTM-PTM 4

Whiting WHG
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Table 3. 5 .2.4 (continued) :  The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202 2 in the South Western Waters region and t he relat ed FDI 
codes.  

Excemption Article Area Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code FDI gear code Mesh size Mesh size FDI Vessel lenghtSPECONTarget Assemblage Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

2018/188 Article 2 no - SB All All All All All Anchovy ANE -

2018/188 Article 2
no - SB All All All All All Horse Mackerel

HMM-JAX-HOM-HMC-

HMZ-HMG-TUZ
-

2018/188 Article 2 no - SB All All All All All Jack Mackerel JAA -

2018/188 Article 2 no - SB All All All All All Mackerel MAC -

2020/2015 Article 9

VIII-IX yes Bottom trawls
OTB-OTT-PTB-TBN-

TBS-TBB-OT-PT-TX

OTB-OTT-PTB-OTM-

PTM-TBB
All All All All All Norway Lobster NEP -

2020/2015 Article 10.1

VIII-IX yes All - All All All All All All Skates & rays

SRX-JAD-JDP-RJA-RJB-

RJC-RJE-RJF-RJG-RJH-

RJI-RJM-RJO-RJR-RJU-

RJY-SKA-TTO-TTR

-

2020/2015 Article 10.4.a
VIII-IX yes Trammel nets -

GNS-GND-GNC-GTN-

GTR
All All All All All Cukoo ray RJN -

2020/2015 Article 10.4.b
VIII yes Bottom trawls

OTB-OTT-PTB-OTM-

PTM-TBB
All All All All All Cukoo ray RJN -

IXa No Artisanal gear voracera - SB All All All All All Red seabream SBR -

VIII-IXa-X yes Hooks and lines LHM-LHP-LLD-LLS
LHM-LHP-LLD-LLS-

LTL
All All All All All Red seabream SBR -

2020/2015 Article 12

VIII-IX-X-CECAF 34.1.1-34.1.2-34.2.0 No
Purse seine with net not 

fully taken on board
PS SDN-SPR-SSC-SV All All All All All

Anchovy- horse 

mackerel - 

mackerel

ANE-HMM-JAX-HOM-

HMC-HMZ-HMG-TUZ-

MAC

-

Survivability

VIII-IX-X-CECAF 34.1.1-34.1.2-34.2.0 Artisanal purse seine

2020/2015 Article 11

2022 part 3
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5.5.2.5 Mediterranean Sea 

Table 3. 5 .2. 5 :  The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202 2 in the Mediterranian 

Sea region and the related FDI codes.  
 

Exemption Article Area Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code FDI gear code Mesh size Vessel lenght Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

yes All All Hake HKE

yes All All Mullets MUT-MUX-MUM

yes All All Hake HKE

yes All All Mullets MUT-MUX-MUM

yes All All Hake HKE

yes All All Red mullet MUT-MUX-MUM

DA 2021/xxx, Adriatic and south-

eastern Med - Article 3 (a) iv
yes All All 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

yes All All Groupers

GPW-EPA-EFB-EFY-

GPS-EFN-EPR-EFW-

EFK-EFE-EFJ-EFH-

EPF-ENI-EPK-EPY-

ESE-ELD-EED-EEF-

EEA-EEV-EEL-EEG-

EEU-EEI--EEE-EEX-

EET-EEB-EEN-EES-

EEM-EEC-EEJ-MAR-

GPD-EER-GPR-EEP-

EEY-ELG-EFV-EEK-

EEQ-EFQ-EPV-EIF-

EFX-GPX-EIT-EPZ-

GPN-EPT-EIR-EIU

5

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 shrimp DPS 5

1

DA 2021/xxx, Adriatic and south-

eastern Med - Article 3 (a) iii
1TBB TBB

bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTB

2022 - Part 1

DA 2021/xxx, Adriatic and south-

eastern Med -  Article 3 (a) ii

DA 2021/xxx, Adriatic and south-

eastern Med - Article 3 (a) i
5

DA 2021/xxx, Adriatic and south-

eastern Med - Article 3 (a) v

Adriatic Sea (GSA17-

GSA18)

Deminimis

bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTB

Gill nets and and 

trammel nets

GNS-GN-GND-GNC-GTN-

GTR-GEN

GND-GNS-GNC-GTR-

GTN

Rapido
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Table 3. 5 .2.5 (continued) :  The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202 2 in the 

Mediterranian Sea region and the related FDI co des.  
 

Exemption Article Area Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code FDI gear code Mesh size Vessel lenght Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

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 seabream CTB 3

yes All All Groupers

GPW-EPA-EFB-EFY-

GPS-EFN-EPR-EFW-

EFK-EFE-EFJ-EFH-

EPF-ENI-EPK-EPY-

ESE-ELD-EED-EEF-

EEA-EEV-EEL-EEG-

EEU-EEI--EEE-EEX-

EET-EEB-EEN-EES-

EEM-EEC-EEJ-MAR-

GPD-EER-GPR-EEP-

EEY-ELG-EFV-EEK-

EEQ-EFQ-EPV-EIF-

EFX-GPX-EIT-EPZ-

GPN-EPT-EIR-EIU

3

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 All Common seabream RPG 3

yes All All Wreckfish WRF 3

yes All All Sole SOL 3

yes All All Gilthead seabream SBG 3

2022 - Part 2

Deminimis

DA 2021/xxx, Adriatic and south-

eastern Med - Article 3 (a) vi

Adriatic Sea (GSA17-

GSA18)

Gill nets and and 

trammel nets

GNS-GN-GND-GNC-GTN-

GTR-GEN

GND-GNS-GNC-GTR-

GTN
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Table 3.5.2.5 (continued):  The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 2022 in the 

Mediterranian Sea region and the related FDI codes.  
 

Exemption Article Area Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code FDI gear code Mesh size Vessel lenght Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

yes All All European seabass BSS 1

yes All All Annular seabream ANN 1

yes All All Sharpsnout seabream SHR 1

yes All All White seabream SWA 1

yes All All Two-banded seabream CTB 1

yes All All Groupers

GPW-EPA-EFB-EFY-

GPS-EFN-EPR-EFW-

EFK-EFE-EFJ-EFH-

EPF-ENI-EPK-EPY-

ESE-ELD-EED-EEF-

EEA-EEV-EEL-EEG-

EEU-EEI--EEE-EEX-

EET-EEB-EEN-EES-

EEM-EEC-EEJ-MAR-

GPD-EER-GPR-EEP-

EEY-ELG-EFV-EEK-

EEQ-EFQ-EPV-EIF-

EFX-GPX-EIT-EPZ-

GPN-EPT-EIR-EIU

1

yes All All Striped seabream SSB 1

yes All All 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 SOL 1

yes All All Gilthead seabream SBG 1

yes All All Anchovy ANE 5

yes All All Sardine PIL 5

yes All All Mackerel MAC 5

yes All All Horse Mackerel

HMM-JAX-HOM-

HMC-HMZ-HMG-

TUZ

5

2022 - Part 3

DA 2021/xxx, Adriatic and south-

eastern Med - Article 3 (a) vii

Adriatic Sea (GSA17-

GSA18)

Deminimis

DA 2021/xxx, Adriatic and south-

eastern Med - Article 3 (a) viii
bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTB

Hooks and lines LHP-LHM-LLS-LLD-LL-LTL-LXLHM-LHP-LLD-LLS

 



 

115 

 
Table 3.5.2.5 (continued):  The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 2022 in the 

Mediterranian  Sea region and the related FDI codes.  
 

Exemption Article Area Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code FDI gear code Mesh size Vessel lenght Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

yes All All Hake HKE

yes All All Mullets MUT-MUX-MUM

yes All All Hake HKE

yes All All Mullest MUT-MUX-MUM

DA 2021/xxx, Adriatic and south-

eastern Med - Article 3 (b) iii
yes All All Deep-water rose shrimp 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 seabream CTB 5

yes All All Groupers

GPW-EPA-EFB-EFY-

GPS-EFN-EPR-EFW-

EFK-EFE-EFJ-EFH-

EPF-ENI-EPK-EPY-

ESE-ELD-EED-EEF-

EEA-EEV-EEL-EEG-

EEU-EEI--EEE-EEX-

EET-EEB-EEN-EES-

EEM-EEC-EEJ-MAR-

GPD-EER-GPR-EEP-

EEY-ELG-EFV-EEK-

EEQ-EFQ-EPV-EIF-

EFX-GPX-EIT-EPZ-

GPN-EPT-EIR-EIU

5

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 Norway lobster NEP 5

yes All All Sole SOL 5

2022 - Part 4

DA 2021/xxx, Adriatic and south-

eastern Med - Article 3 (b) i
5

1
DA 2021/xxx, Adriatic and south-

eastern Med - Article 3 (b) ii

DA 2021/xxx, Adriatic and south-

eastern Med - Article 3 (b) iv

OTB-OTT-PTB

Deminimis

South-eastern 

Mediterranean Sea 

(GSA14-GSA15-GSA16-

GSA19-GSA20-GSA21-

GSA22-GSA23-GSA24-

GSA25-GSA26-GSA27)

bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTB

Gill nets and and 

trammel nets

GNS-GN-GND-GNC-GTN-

GTR-GEN

GND-GNS-GNC-GTR-

GTN

bottom trawls

 



 

116 

 
Table 3. 5 .2.5 (continued) :  The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202 2 in the 

Mediterranian Sea region and the related FDI codes.  
 

Exemption Article Area Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code FDI gear code Mesh size Vessel lenght Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

yes All All European seabass BSS

3 (if species less 

than 25% of 

total landings = 

5)

yes All All Annular seabream ANN

3 (if species less 

than 25% of 

total landings = 

5)

yes All All Sharpsnout seabream SHR

3 (if species less 

than 25% of 

total landings = 

5)

yes All All White seabream SWA

3 (if species less 

than 25% of 

total landings = 

5)

yes All All Two-banded seabream CTB

3 (if species less 

than 25% of 

total landings = 

5)

yes All All Groupers

GPW-EPA-EFB-EFY-

GPS-EFN-EPR-EFW-

EFK-EFE-EFJ-EFH-

EPF-ENI-EPK-EPY-

ESE-ELD-EED-EEF-

EEA-EEV-EEL-EEG-

EEU-EEI--EEE-EEX-

EET-EEB-EEN-EES-

EEM-EEC-EEJ-MAR-

GPD-EER-GPR-EEP-

EEY-ELG-EFV-EEK-

EEQ-EFQ-EPV-EIF-

EFX-GPX-EIT-EPZ-

GPN-EPT-EIR-EIU

3 (if species less 

than 25% of 

total landings = 

5)

yes All All Striped seabream SSB

3 (if species less 

than 25% of 

total landings = 

5)

yes All All Spanish seabream SBA

3 (if species less 

than 25% of 

total landings = 

5)

yes All All Red seabream SBR

3 (if species less 

than 25% of 

total landings = 

5)

yes All All Common pandora PAC

3 (if species less 

than 25% of 

total landings = 

5)

yes All All Common seabream RPG

3 (if species less 

than 25% of 

total landings = 

5)

yes All All Wreckfish WRF

3 (if species less 

than 25% of 

total landings = 

5)

yes All All Gilthead seabream SBG

3 (if species less 

than 25% of 

total landings = 

5)

yes All All Sole SOL

3 (if species less 

than 25% of 

total landings = 

5)

yes All All Lobster LBE

3 (if species less 

than 25% of 

total landings = 

5)

yes All All Crawfish VLO-PCC-RCW

3 (if species less 

than 25% of 

total landings = 

5)

2022 - Part 5

South-eastern 

Mediterranean Sea 

(GSA14-GSA15-GSA16-

GSA19-GSA20-GSA21-

GSA22-GSA23-GSA24-

GSA25-GSA26-GSA27)

DA 2021/xxx, Adriatic and south-

eastern Med - Article 3 (b) v

Deminimis

Gill nets and and 

trammel nets

GNS-GN-GND-GNC-GTN-

GTR-GEN

GND-GNS-GNC-GTR-

GTN

 



 

117 

 
Table 3. 5 .2.5 (continued) :  The anticipated exemptions for discard p lans for 202 2 in the 

Mediterranian Sea region and the related FDI codes.  
 

Exemption Article Area Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code FDI gear code Mesh size Vessel lenght Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

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 seabream CTB 3

yes All All Groupers

GPW-EPA-EFB-EFY-

GPS-EFN-EPR-EFW-

EFK-EFE-EFJ-EFH-

EPF-ENI-EPK-EPY-

ESE-ELD-EED-EEF-

EEA-EEV-EEL-EEG-

EEU-EEI--EEE-EEX-

EET-EEB-EEN-EES-

EEM-EEC-EEJ-MAR-

GPD-EER-GPR-EEP-

EEY-ELG-EFV-EEK-

EEQ-EFQ-EPV-EIF-

EFX-GPX-EIT-EPZ-

GPN-EPT-EIR-EIU

3

yes All All Striped seabream SSB 3

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

yes All All Mackerel MAC 5

yes All All Horse Mackerel

HMM-JAX-HOM-

HMC-HMZ-HMG-

TUZ

5

Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTB
DA 2021/xxx, Adriatic and south-

eastern Med - Article 3 (b) vii

Deminimis

South-eastern 

Mediterranean Sea 

(GSA14-GSA15-GSA16-

GSA19-GSA20-GSA21-

GSA22-GSA23-GSA24-

GSA25-GSA26-GSA27)

2022 - Part 6

DA 2021/xxx, Adriatic and south-

eastern Med - Article 3 (b) vi
Hooks and lines LHP-LHM-LLS-LLD-LL-LTL-LXLHM-LHP-LLD-LLS
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Table 3. 5 .2.5 (continued) :  The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202 2 in the 

Mediterranian Sea region and the related FDI codes.  
 

Exemption Article Area Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code FDI gear code Mesh size Vessel lenght Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All Anchovy ANE

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All Sardine PIL

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All Mackerel MAC

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All Horse Mackerel

HMM-JAX-HOM-

HMC-HMZ-HMG-

TUZ

yes pelagic purse seines PS PS All All Anchovy ANE

yes pelagic purse seines PS PS All All Sardine PIL

yes pelagic purse seines PS PS All All Mackerel MAC

yes pelagic purse seines PS PS All All Horse Mackerel

HMM-JAX-HOM-

HMC-HMZ-HMG-

TUZ

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All Anchovy ANE

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All Sardine PIL

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All Mackerel MAC

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All Horse Mackerel

HMM-JAX-HOM-

HMC-HMZ-HMG-

TUZ

yes pelagic purse seines PS PS All All Anchovy ANE

yes pelagic purse seines PS PS All All Sardine PIL

yes pelagic purse seines PS PS All All Mackerel MAC

yes pelagic purse seines PS PS All All Horse Mackerel

HMM-JAX-HOM-

HMC-HMZ-HMG-

TUZ

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All Anchovy ANE

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All Sardine PIL

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All Mackerel MAC

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
OTM-PTM OTM-PTM All All Horse Mackerel

HMM-JAX-HOM-

HMC-HMZ-HMG-

TUZ

yes pelagic purse seines PS PS All All Anchovy ANE

yes pelagic purse seines PS PS All All Sardine PIL

yes pelagic purse seines PS PS All All Mackerel MAC

yes pelagic purse seines PS PS All All Horse Mackerel

HMM-JAX-HOM-

HMC-HMZ-HMG-

TUZ

2022 - Part 7

5

161/2018 Article 3(1) Annex III (1) with 

ammended 2012/2020

Adriatic Sea (GSA17-

GSA18)

5

161/2018 Article 3(1) Annex III (2) with 

ammended 2012/2020
Adriatic Sea (GSA17)

Deminimis

5

161/2018 Article 3(1) Annex I (2) with 

ammended 2012/2020

161/2018 Article 3(1) Annex II (1) with 

ammended 2012/2020

South Eastern 

Mediterranean Sea 

GSA15 GSA16 GSA19 

GSA20 GSA22 GSA23, 

GSA25

5

161/2018 Article 3(1) Annex I (1) with 

ammended 2012/2020

Western Mediterranean 

Sea (GSA1-GSA2-GSA5-

GSA6-GSA7-GSA8-GSA9-

GSA10-GSA11.1-

GSA11.2-GSA12)

161/2018 Article 3(1) Annex II (2) with 

ammended 2012/2020

South Eastern 

Mediterranean Sea GSA 

25
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Table 3. 5 .2.5 (continued) :  The an ticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202 2 in the 

Mediterranian Sea region and the related FDI codes.  
 

Exemption Article Area Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code FDI gear code Mesh size Vessel lenght Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
PS PS All All Anchovy ANE

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
PS PS All All Sardine PIL

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
PS PS All All Mackerel MAC

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
PS PS All All Horse Mackerel

HMM-JAX-HOM-

HMC-HMZ-HMG-

TUZ

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
PS PS All All Anchovy ANE

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
PS PS All All Sardine PIL

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
PS PS All All Mackerel MAC

yes
pelagic midwater 

trawls
PS PS All All Horse Mackerel

HMM-JAX-HOM-

HMC-HMZ-HMG-

TUZ

yes pelagic purse seines PS PS All All Anchovy ANE

yes pelagic purse seines PS PS All All Sardine PIL

yes pelagic purse seines PS PS All All Mackerel MAC

yes pelagic purse seines PS PS All All Horse Mackerel

HMM-JAX-HOM-

HMC-HMZ-HMG-

TUZ

yes All All Hake HKE

yes All All Mullets MUT-MUX-MUM

yes All All Hake HKE

yes All All Mullest MUT-MUX-MUM

yes All All European seabass BSS

yes All All Annular seabream ANN

yes All All Sharpsnout seabream SHR

yes All All White seabream SWA

yes All All Two-banded seabream CTB

yes All All Groupers

GPW-EPA-EFB-EFY-

GPS-EFN-EPR-EFW-

EFK-EFE-EFJ-EFH-

EPF-ENI-EPK-EPY-

ESE-ELD-EED-EEF-

EEA-EEV-EEL-EEG-

EEU-EEI--EEE-EEX-

EET-EEB-EEN-EES-

EEM-EEC-EEJ-MAR-

GPD-EER-GPR-EEP-

EEY-ELG-EFV-EEK-

EEQ-EFQ-EPV-EIF-

EFX-GPX-EIT-EPZ-

GPN-EPT-EIR-EIU

yes All All Striped seabream SSB

yes All All Spanish seabream SBA

yes All All Red seabream SBR

yes All All Common pandora PAC

yes All All Common seabream RPG

yes All All Wreckfish WRF

yes All All Sole SOL

yes All All Gilthead seabream SBG

yes All All Deepwater rose shrimp DPS

161/2018 Article 3(2) Annex V with 

ammended 2012/2020

Southern Agean Sea and 

Crete Island (GSA22-

GSA23)

Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTB

2022 - Part 8

161/2018 Article 3(2) Annex IV with 

ammended 2012/2020

Malta Island and South 

of Sicily (GSA15-GSA16)
3

161/2018 Article 3 (2) Annex VI with 

ammended 2012/2020

Southern Adriatic Sea 

and Ionian Sea (GSA18-

GSA19-GSA20)

3

DA 2021/xxx, western Med - Article 4 

(a)

DA 2021/xxx, western Med - Article 4 

(b)

Bottom trawls OTB-OTT-PTB 5

Gill nets and and 

trammel nets

GND-GNS-GNC-GTR-

GTN
1

5

Western Mediterranian 

Sea (GSA1-GSA2-GSA5-

GSA6-GSA7-GSA8-GSA9-

GSA10-GSA11.1-

GSA11.2-GSA12)DA 2021/xxx, western Med - Article 4 (c)

Deminimis

3
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Table 3. 5 .2.5 (continued) :  The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202 2 in the 

Mediterranian Sea region and the related FDI codes.   
 

Exemption Article Area Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code FDI gear code Mesh size Vessel lenght Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

yes All All European seabass BSS

yes All All Annular seabream ANN

yes All All Sharpsnout seabream SHR

yes All All White seabream SWA

yes All All Two-banded seabream CTB

yes All All Groupers

GPW-EPA-EFB-EFY-

GPS-EFN-EPR-EFW-

EFK-EFE-EFJ-EFH-

EPF-ENI-EPK-EPY-

ESE-ELD-EED-EEF-

EEA-EEV-EEL-EEG-

EEU-EEI--EEE-EEX-

EET-EEB-EEN-EES-

EEM-EEC-EEJ-MAR-

GPD-EER-GPR-EEP-

EEY-ELG-EFV-EEK-

EEQ-EFQ-EPV-EIF-

EFX-GPX-EIT-EPZ-

GPN-EPT-EIR-EIU

yes All All Striped seabream SSB

yes All All Spanish seabream SBA

yes All All Red seabream SBR

yes All All Common pandora PAC

yes All All Common seabream RPG

yes All All Wreckfish WRF

yes All All Sole SOL

yes All All Gilthead seabream SBG

yes All All European seabass BSS

yes All All Annular seabream ANN

yes All All Sharpsnout seabream SHR

yes All All White seabream SWA

yes All All Two-banded seabream CTB

yes All All Groupers

GPW-EPA-EFB-EFY-

GPS-EFN-EPR-EFW-

EFK-EFE-EFJ-EFH-

EPF-ENI-EPK-EPY-

ESE-ELD-EED-EEF-

EEA-EEV-EEL-EEG-

EEU-EEI--EEE-EEX-

EET-EEB-EEN-EES-

EEM-EEC-EEJ-MAR-

GPD-EER-GPR-EEP-

EEY-ELG-EFV-EEK-

EEQ-EFQ-EPV-EIF-

EFX-GPX-EIT-EPZ-

GPN-EPT-EIR-EIU

yes All All Striped seabream SSB

yes All All Spanish seabream SBA

yes All All Common pandora PAC

yes All All Common seabream RPG

yes All All Wreckfish WRF

yes All All Sole SOL

yes All All Gilthead seabream SBG

1DA 2021/xxx, western Med - Article 4 (e)

Western Mediterranian 

Sea (GSA1-GSA2-GSA5-

GSA6-GSA7-GSA8-GSA9-

GSA10-GSA11.1-

GSA11.2-GSA12)

Hooks and lines LHM-LHP-LLD-LLS

Deminimis

2022 - Part 9

3DA 2021/xxx, western Med - Article 4 (d)
Gill nets and and 

trammel nets

GND-GNS-GNC-GTR-

GTN
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Table 3. 5 .2.5 (continued) :  The anticipated exemptions for discard plans for 202 2 in the 

Mediterranian Sea region and the related FDI codes.  
 

Exemption Article Area Possible or not Fishing Techniques Gear code FDI gear code Mesh size Vessel lenght Species Species codes Procent/MCRS

DA 2021/xxx, western Med - Article 3 

(a)
Yes Mechanised dredges HMD HMD All All Scallop SJA -

DA 2021/xxx, western Med - Article 3 

(b)
Yes Mechanised dredges HMD HMD All All Carpet clam VEN -

DA 2021/xxx, western Med - Article 3 

(c)
Yes Mechanised dredges HMD HMD All All Venus shells CLV -

DA 2021/xxx, western Med - Article 3 

(d)
Partly

bottom trawls (from 

January-June and 

September-

December)

OTB, OTT, PTB, TBN, TBS, 

TB, OT, PT, TX
OTB-OTT-PTB All All Norway Lobster NEP -

DA 2021/xxx, western Med - Article 3 

(e)
Yes pots and traps FPO, FIX FPO-FPN-FYK All All Norway Lobster NEP -

DA 2021/xxx, western Med - Article 3 

(f)
Yes hooks, lines

LHP, LHM, LLS, LLD, LL, LTL, 

LX
LHM-LHP-LLD-LLS All All Red Seabream SBR -

DA 2021/xxx, western Med - Article 3 

(g)
nets,pots and traps

GNS, GN, GND, GNC, GTN, 

GTR, GEN, FPO, FIX

GND-GNS-GNC-GTR-

GTN-FPO-FPN-FYK
All All Lobster LBE -

DA 2021/xxx, western Med - Article 3 

(h)
Yes nets,pots and traps

GNS, GN, GND, GNC, GTN, 

GTR, GEN, FPO, FIX

GND-GNS-GNC-GTR-

GTN-FPO-FPN-FYK
All All Crawfish VLO-PCC-RCW -

Survivability

Western Mediterranean 

Sea (GSA1-GSA2-GSA5-

GSA6-GSA7-GSA8-GSA9-

GSA10-GSA11.1-

GSA11.2-GSA12)

2022 - Part 10
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5.5.3  STECF is asked to assess and if possible, provide percentages of discards estimates 
below and above MCRS at a level of aggregation corresponding t o t he f leet,  area 
and gear type as specified in each exemption of each of the discard plans for 202 2 

Estimation of the percentage of fish above and below MCRS  

Estimaton method and assumptions  

As for the previous report s, e stimation of the proportion of fish above and below t he 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 a métier 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 

been sampled, a domain_discards is associated and the lengt h st ructure of  t he disc ards 

displayed in table D.  

Discard and Landings length structure are then provided by domain and the 

spatial/temporal resolution of these domains are country/fishery dependent and relat es t o 

the national sampling programs. Domains were created to reflect the sampling programs of  

the countries and to provide th e best scientific information about the length structure of the 

landings/discards. In most of the case s a domain will then aggregate mét ier and/or areas 

and/or quarter and/or mesh sizes from tables A. Values in column totwghtlandg  and 

discards  of table A a re then expected to be lower than totwghtlandg  and discards in t able D 

and totwghtlandg  in table F as they can encompass several lines in table A.  

The main and strong assumption made in the following calculations is that the length 

structure of landings an d discards for each métier in table A will be the length st ruc ture of  

the landings of the associated domain in table F and the length structure of the disc ards of  

the associated domain in table D.  

However, the landings and discards tonnages reported in ta ble A are the referenc e f igures 

from which the percentage above and below MCRS shoud be computed.  

  

The computation of the numbers above and below MCRS by Country, Year, Area, and métier 

can be divided in the following steps:  

1.  compute the proportion of fis h [in number and weight] at length for a standardized 

unit of landings in table F and a unit of discard in table D by Country, Year, Domain, 

nep_sub_region and species  

2.  Merge the table A and D and F based on Country, Year, Domain, nep_sub_region and 

species  

3.  Compute weights at length discarded/landed: multiply the totwghtlandg  by these 

proportions at length of landings for each corresponding strata in table A [and 

respectively discards  by the proportions at length of discards]  

4.  Define if the length is under or  above the MCRS using the reference tables [by 

species/area]  

5.  sum the weight/numbers of fishes under and above MCRS and the fraction for which 

no length structure is available over "country_code", 

"year","Area","metier","species", "testMCRS"  

As not all méti ers in Table A are associated to a domain, the total lengt h st ructure of  t he 

catches cannot be computed and conclusions depend upon the number of domains provided 

and the number of samples in each domain and their representativeness. A ñqualityò 
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column is added to the export files computing the percentage of landings and disc ards in 

table A covered by landings length samples in table D and discards length samples in t able 

F. In fact,  the merge of Country, Year, Area, and métier might cover several lines in table A 

for which some might have domains [landings and discards] associated and other might not  

have domains associated. A full sampling landing coverage [100%] will then mean t hat  all 

lines in table A for a given Country, Year, Area, and métier strata ha d domain associated in 

table F [ i.e.,  table D for discards]. Conversely, a value under 100% in landing [ i.e.,  disc ard 

coverage] means that some lines aggregated had no domain associated in table F [ i.e.,  

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  

 

Table F:  

 

 

 

Table D:  

 

 

 

Step 2: Compute weights at length discarded/landed  

Merge Table A and D by Country, year and domain_discard [table AD]:  

*  

*  

 

Merge Table A and F by Country, year and domain landings [table AF]:  

*  
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*  

Step 3: Define if the length is under or above the MCRS  

Merge tables AD and AF and MCRS reference table and define if lengths are under or above 
MCRS
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Step 4: Compute the proportion above and under MCRS  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

met: metier in table A  

domain: either domain_discards  when computing discards numbers at length or domain_la ndings when computing landings numbers at length.  



 

126 

l: length
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Example:  

Figures 3.5.3.1 illustrate  the distribution of the catches in table A by category 

(Landings/Discards Above/Under MCRS or without length samplings) for the Belgian f leet s 

fishing in the No rth Sea with Beam Trawl using a mesh size between 70 and 99 mm 

between 2014 and 2020.  

 

Figure 3.5.3.1  -  Repartition of the catch [from table A] for the Belgian f leet  using mesh 

size between 70 and 99 mm.  

 

Estimation of the percentage of fish above and bel ow MCRS by exemption  

This year, the calculation of the percentage of fish caught above or below t he 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 created as a result of the ad hoc contract developed 

and presented in the chapter 3.2  by exemption.  

The analysis showed that the second option , due to very strict quality checks ,  reduces t he 
number of estimates  that might be analysed for relevant exemptions. Furt hermore,  t here 
were some issues related to units of measurment in the data submitted by MS. T herefore ,  
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 to inconsistency of some data sampled for discards ( Table D )  and  landings  ( T able F )  

(e.g. within the same record in Table A discards were sampled, while landings were not ) ,  
biological data for landings were not used in calculations . That ensure d the same  c overage 
of landings and discards per record .   

In line with the Annex 4  Tables 1 - 12  and extract of data for exemptions, MCRS data is 
presented in Table 13 of Annex 4 by exe mptions, species and countiries, showing t he t ime 
series of data for 2017 - 2020 where possible.   

The discards < MCRS %  per exemption  were calculated as sum of estimated discards < 
MCRS within the exemption divided by sum of corresponding catch  per exemption  and Table 
A records.   

 

Results  

It was only possible to extract data for the exemptions with the  avai lable  biologic al dat a .  
Corresponding  total discads and % of discards below MCRS per exemp t ion  and c ount ry  in 

2017 - 2020 are  provided in 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 to the total c atch of  
all species concerned in the exemption.  

As in previous years, the results  of calculations for landings and discards < and > MCRS per 

Member States and metier are presented in Annex 5 of this report.  

 

 

5.6  Produce dissemination tables and maps of spatial effort and landings by  c -
squares  

5.6.1  Discuss results of TOR 2.1 and 2.2 of the EWG 21 - 10 and agree the format  of  t he 
table A and biological data (FDI Tables C, D, E and F) to be publicly disseminated in 
the future .  

Biological data (Table s  C,  D,  E,  F)  

This EWG recommend s that the biological tables are disseminated in the form that they a re 

submitted . Next year  an R script  can be  prepared  and made available on t he ST ECF dat a 
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 Discards in Table A. The EWG note s that biological est imat es for dat a poor 
species, where sampling levels are low, must be interpreted with caution. T he addition of  

metrics around coverage and robustness which may be available next  year will help wit h 
this process. Before disseminating the biological data (C,  D,  E and F) any rec ord wit hout a 
corresponding length or age measurement should be deleted ( i.e.,  NO_LENGT H = 0 or NK 
should be removed).  

Prior to dissemination of the biological da ta with the script, the final outputs should be 

shared with the national correspondents seeking for their approval to publish the data for 

the first time. Afterwards publication of the data should be mentioned as part of the data 

call informing MS about in tended use of the data .   

  

Refusal rates (Table B)  

The EWG recommends to disseminate Table B as submitted by Member States . This 

table contains refusal rates estimated by Member States from statistically sound sampling 
frames. This table mainly relates to the at - sea sampling programmes . This should be 
disseminated with some guidance on what the table contains, i.e references and links to the 
definitions in the data call, and the methodologies used to derive data which can be found in 
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the national chapters i n the report.  It is important that we highlight the qualitative nature 

of this data.  

From the 21 countries that submitted Table B ï Refusal rates, 16 had provided refusal rates 

for all or partial years of the data call (2014 - 2020). Only Germany (DEU), De nmark (DNK) 

and Latvia (LVA) provided data for the whole times series.  Estonia (EST), Lit huania (LT U) 

and Slovenia (SVN) have provided some information, such as sample frames, number of 

vessels, number of trips and coverage, but no refusal rates. While It aly (ITA )  and Romaina 

(ROU) although submitted the table, no information was provided.  Most coutries showed a 

wide range of refusal rates between the different sampling frames , varying between 0 and 1 

for some countries (e.g Germany, Malta, Portugal). On t he other hand, Bulgaria, Finland 

and Latvia have registered zero or ve ry low refusal rates for their national sample f rames.  

Table 3.6.1.1  ï Summary of the data provided in Table B ï Refusal rat es, between 2014 

and 2020. Range of refusal rates showed as mi nimum and maximum refusal rates bet ween 

sampling frames within year. Only countries that have submitted refusal rat es at  least in 

one year are included in the table. Where no data is presented, means t hat no dat a was 

provided or provided as ñNKò. 

Table 3.6 .1.1  ï Overview by Member State of the number of sampling frames, number of  

records with refusal rates and the range of refusal rates for the period 2014 - 2020  

Country  2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

BEL Number of sampling frames  -- 2 2 2 -- -- -- 

 Number of records with Refusal 

rates 

-- 1 1 1 -- -- -- 

 Range Refusal rates -- 0.35 -0.35 0.29-0.29 0.23-0.23 -- -- -- 

BGR Number of sampling frames  -- -- -- -- 4 4 4 

 Number of records with Refusal 
rates 

-- -- -- -- 1 1 1 

 Range Refusal rates -- -- -- -- 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 

CYP Number of sampling frames  -- 2 2 2 2 1 1 

 Number of records with Refusal 
rates 

-- 1 1 1 1 1 1 

 Range Refusal rates -- 0.43-0.43 0.43-0.43 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 

DEU Number of sampling frames  9 9 9 9 9 9 9 

 Number of records with Refusal 
rates 

7 7 6 7 7 5 7 

 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 Refusal 
rates 

6 7 5 6 5 6 -- 

 Range Refusal rates 0 - 0.34 0.04 - 0.05 - 0.03 - 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 Refusal 
rates 

-- -- -- 11 11 9 -- 

 Range Refusal rates -- -- -- 0.22 - 

0.66 
0.13 - 

0.52 
0.11 - 

0.36 
-- 

ESP Number of sampling frames  -- -- 5 5 5 5 5 

 Number of records with Refusal 
rates 

-- -- 2 5 4 4 4 

 Range Refusal rates -- -- 0.23 - 
0.33 

0.21 - 
0.45 

0.19 - 
0.31 

0.11 - 
0.38 

0.06 - 
0.5 

FIN Number of sampling frames  -- -- -- -- 1 14 17 

 Number of records with Refusal 
rates 

-- -- -- -- 1 1 2 

 Range Refusal rates -- -- -- -- 0 - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0.05 

FRA Number of sampling frames  -- -- -- -- -- -- 20 

 Number of records with Refusal 
rates 

-- -- -- -- -- -- 12 

 Range Refusal rates -- -- -- -- -- -- 0 - 0 .25 

IRL Number of sampling frames  -- -- -- -- 3 4 3 

 Number of records with Refusal 
rates 

-- -- -- -- 3 4 3 

 Range Refusal rates -- -- -- -- 0.26 - 
0.55 

0.28 - 
0.39 

0.45 - 
0.67 

LVA Number of sampling frames  4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

 Number of records with Refusal 

rates 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

 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 Refusal 
rates 

-- -- 5 3 3 3 2 

 Range Refusal rates -- -- 0 - 0.9  0.2 - 0.7 0 - 0.5 0 - 0.67 0 - 0.5 

POL Number of sampling frames  -- -- -- 15 15 15 6 
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Country  2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

 Number of records with Refusal 
rates 

-- -- -- 5 9 9 6 

 Range Refusal rates -- -- -- 0 - 1 0 - 1 0 - 1 0 - 0.77 

PRT Number of sampling frames  -- -- -- 6 6 6 -- 

 Number of records with Refusal 

rates 
-- -- -- 5 6 6 -- 

 Range Refusal rates -- -- -- 0.03 - 
1.00 

0.04 - 
1.00 

0.13 - 
1.00 

-- 

SCO Number of sampling frames  -- -- 5 5 5 8 7 

 Number of records with Refusal 
rates 

-- -- 5 5 3 7 5 

 Range Refusal rates -- -- 0.04 - 
0.22 

0 - 0.27 0.04 - 
0.19 

0 - 0.24 0 - 0.33 

SWE Number of sampling frames  -- -- 43 42 48 51 47 

 Number of records with Refusal 

rates 
-- -- 13 3 4 2 1 

 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 EWG 21-10 Tor 1.2) 

 

The cri teria to define confidential cells, used by Member States, are addressed in sec tion 

3.1.2. The coverage of confidential data are presented i n Table 3.1.2.2  (see section 3.1.2)  

for some key variables based on the data submitted by each MS in response t o t he  2021 

FDI data call. 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 Figures 3.1.2.1 and 3.1.2.2  show the percentage of the data submitted in tables I 

and H that have been marked as confidential by region, gear type and year  for t he period 

2014 - 2020 .  

 

The EWG considers that the dissemination of EWG outputs in form of data sets of capacit y,  

catches and effort tables should stay as stated in recommendation of the FDI EWG in 2019  

(STECF 19 - 11):  

ñ¶Data that are aggregated across Member States can be published without 

removing the data marked as confidential as it will be impossible to isolate the conf idential 
data.  

¶ When publishing data at Member State level, data marked as c onfidential by t he 
Member State in question should be redacted. ñ 
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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 (to be inserted in the EWG report) for the following regions (as defined 

in COM - 2016 -134 for areas other than ódistant watersô) and major gear types (as 
defined in  appendix 4 of  the data call) :  

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

Black Sea; Distant waters 7    

b)  Trawls (except beam trawls) with mesh < 100mm; trawls (except  beam t rawls) wit h 
mesh Ó 100mm; beam trawls with mesh < 120mm; beam trawls with mesh Ó120mm; 

seine nets; gillnets and entangling nets; dredges; hooks and lines; surrounding net s; 
pots and traps .  

 

Data and methods  

The first step of the spatial data analysi s was to ensure that data are in the correct format 
and information provided is consistent across variables.   
According to the FDI data call specification, spatial data on landings and effort ( Tables H 
and I) must be submitted using one of the following n otations:  

  
¶ C- square code at 0.5x0.5 degree resolution, or:  
¶ Latitude and longitude of the center of the rectangle together and its dimensions in 

decimal degrees:  
¶ 0.5*0.5, corresponding to a c -square,  

¶ 0.5*1, corresponding to an ICES rectangle,  
¶ 1*1 for ICCA T squares,  
¶ 5*5 for IOTC squares.  

 
For future FDI data calls  and to ensure consistency of sparial data provision by Member 
States, the variables rectangle_lon  and  rectangle_lat  should be renamed respectively to  

lon  and  lat  and should be reported using two d ecimal figures.  
 
In order to acco unt  for the different geographical formats allowed, the geographical data 
validation process adopted last year was implemented and documented in a series of scripts 
made available to the experts during and after the working  group.  The geographical data 

validation process includes three basic checks :  
 

a. Some countries provided records containing both the c- square code and 
coordinates , the validation routine checked the compliance of c -squares 
notation with the geographical coo rdinates submitted.   

b.  Other countries reported only c - square notation ; these records were 
verified against a list of all valid 0.5x0.5 c - square codes.  

c. A third type of check was applied on records that contained only 
coordinates and the type of rectangle.  The validation routine for these 
records calculated the remainder of the division and verified that the 

coordinates indicated were the geographical center of the 
rectangle/square indicated in the rectangle type field.  

The expert working group recommends inc luding the above -mentioned  data validation 
checks in the FDI data call uploading tool. Additional checks identified erroneous records 
that were misspecified (not global coordinates) or  were land - based coordinates . To perform 
the point in polygon operation needed to identify points on land ,  a new c - square data set 

                                              

7 Defined here as waters not covered by the areas previously listed.  
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indicatin g the type of c -square (sea, land, and coast) was created and made available 

during the working group. The expert working group recommends incorporating the 
enriched c -square dataset in th e FDI database and advise that all the datasets and scripts 
used in the checks are published on the data collection website and/or in the Geodata 
section of the EU Master data Register for fisheries.  

After the preliminary spatial checks,  the subgroup ident ified the need to visualise the spatial 
effort and landings data during the EWG. Visual inspection through mapping will facilitate 
EWG experts in identifying less evident spatial issues like swapped coordinates, sub regions 

and supra_region mismatch.  

Consi dering the volume and confidentiality of the data coupled with different level of 
aggregations needed for visual inspection, the expert working group recommends a server -

based architecture hosted on the JRCôs secure network be created. Access to the server  and 
publishing rights  (to deploy own data analysis to the server)  should be restricted to the 
invited experts to the EWG and relevant Commission staff ( e.g.,  JRC personnel) and should 
be limited to the duration of the working group.  

The geographical data validation process highlighted an overall improved quality of the 
spatial data submitted with only  0.71% of invalid records for Table I and 0.61 % invalid 
records for Table H. After the invalid records  were omitted ,  the spatial data sets were 
created by agg regating the individual records of Table I and Table H at the following level:  

 
Country, Year, Quarter, Macro - gear, Confidentiality, Specon, Sub region, Fishing 

zone, ICES Rectangle, value (effort/landings) and c - square code  
 
The aggregated spatial landing s and spatial effort data sets were cleaned of all records 
where there was no indication of the Sub - region and where the  unit of measurement for 
landings  was incorrect .  
 

  
The EWG notes that w hen viewing the results of spatial analysis, it is important to note that 
data submissions for the Mediterranean and Black Sea was mandatory for the years 2017 -
2019 but voluntary for 2015 and 2016.  
 

A comprehensive catalogue of maps depicting fishery -dependent spatial data is given in 
Annex 6.  
 
A selection of maps de picting effort by main Fishing Region are given in Figures 3. 6. 3. 3. and 
by macro - gear type are given in Figures 3. 6. 3. 4.  

 
A selection of maps landing by main Fishing Region are given in Figures 3.6.3.5. and by 
macro - gear type are given in Figures 3.6.3.6.  
 
 

Additional spatial dara checks  
 
During the work of the EWG in 2021, a new type of spatial data check was introduced, 
which was initially intended to indicate problems with an incorrect unit of measurement of 
landings. The idea was to merge spatial landi ngs and spatial effort tables (tables H and I) 

and calculate a catch per unit of effort as a total landings weight divided by total number of 
fishing days. The first issue was noticed while summarizing effort data and was related to 
duplicated records. The re were 4391 duplicated rows, which is ca. 0.5% of the total number 
of rows in table I. Landings of all species from table H were summarized and then merged 
with effort data. The key used to merge the data consisted of all available variables. As a 
result ,  almost 90% of records were successfully merged. Based on the combined dataset, a 

series of plots showing CPUE were prepared. The plots allowed to identify outliers in cpue, 
which might be related to the problem with units used for landings weights. Howeve r, 
having analysed the data connected with outliers, other data issues have been identified, 
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which are mainly related to effort values. In some cases ,  effort was very low, e.g.,  0.00001 

fishing day. The other case is when effort provided in table I was equ al to zero, which might 
result from rounding of values done by data submitters. Other outliers of cpue might come 
from differences in methodologies used by counties to allocate landings and effort to 
rectangles. For effort and landings data ,  which could no t be merged, another type of 
analysis was performed in order to find an explanation. It turned out, that in many cases 

effort and landings could not be merged because of discrepancies of codes used in columns: 
SPECON_TECH, DEEP, MESH_SIZE and METIER betwee n the two tables. When excluding 
these columns from the merging key, the number of merged data improves. Therefore, it 
should be mentioned that for unmerged data, effort corresponding to landings is not 
missing, but there is a mismatch in the above -mention ed columns. Figures 3. 6.3 .1 and 

3. 6. 3.2 show example  plots of calculated cpue from the entire dataset covering years 2014 -
2020. In order to make the plot more readable, countries with the highest outliers were 
excluded. Plots showing cpue by vessel length categories and countries are available in 
Annex 7.  

 
Figure 3.6.3.1: CPUE by country  
 
 



 

135 

 
Figure 3.6.3.2: CPUE by country for vessel length category VL0010  
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Figure 3. 6. 3. 3 :  Spatial effort maps by main fishing zones  

 

a) Baltic Sea  
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b) North Sea  
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c) North Western Waters  
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d) South Western Waters  

 

 

e) Mediterranean and Black Sea   
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f) Distant Waters  
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Figure 3. 6. 3. 4 : Spatial effort maps by main gear types  

 

a) Dredges  

 

 

b) Hooks  
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c) Nets  
 

 

d) Seines  
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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 120mm mesh size  
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h) Beam trawlers with unknown mesh size  

 

 










































































































































































