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SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC COMMITTEE FOR
FISHERIES (STECF)

STECF COMMENTS ON THE REPORT OF THE SGRN-08-02
WORKING GROUP EVALUATION OF THE 2007'S TECHNICAL
REPORTS (DCR)

30 June -5 July, 2008 Ispra, Italy

STECF UNDERTOOK THE REVIEW DURING THE PLENARY MEETING

HELD IN BRUSSELS 3-7 NOVEMBER 2008

STECEF is requested to review the report of the SGRN-08-02 of June 30 — July 5, 2008 (Ispra) meeting,
evaluate the findings and make any appropriate comments and recommendations.

Terms of reference

1. Evaluation of 2007 TR's

The advice should consider at least the measures taken by each MS, the appropriateness of the methods
used and the results achieved as regards data collection and data uses. The aim is to deliver a critique
scientific review of the situation by evaluating what MSs had proposed in their National Programmes for
2007 and what they have finally achieved. Evaluation of the achievements should consider the
international obligations of the EU in regards to the Regional Fisheries Organizations, the transmission
and the uses of the data and the quality aspects. ICES will provide tables on data flow to illustrate the

2. Pilot studies: State of play and missing reports;

3. BluefinTuna and Swordfish Tagging 2005-2007: Summary of actions undertaken by Member states and

evaluation;

4. Evaluation of the situation regarding the response by MS to the call for economic data launched to
produce the draft report on the "Economic Performance of EU Fishing Fleet: Annual Report 2008"

5. SGRN 08-01: Presentation of the main outputs of the meeting and establishment of sound scientific
criteria for the evaluation of NP and TR (as recommended by SGRN 08-01).

STECF comments



The STECF comments below equally apply to the evaluation of the delayed UK Technical Report (TR)
2007, see Annex B of the SGRN-08-02 report..

STECF endorses the SGRN-08-02 report and supports the initiative regarding the implementation of a
regional perspective for the evaluation of the Technical Reports. STECF agrees with the methodology
used by SGRN, in particular the use of ICES data tables to complement the evaluation. STECF
encourages the constitution of integrated regional databases gathering data from all DCR modules and not
only statistics and biological information. As a first step, STECF recommends that the definition of the
data exchange format is included as an agenda item for the next STECF plenary and that the format is in
line with the specifications of the new DCR. Experts from the data user side should be invited for that
agenda item. STECF supports the request of SGRN for the workshop on the quality of economic data
(now postponed to the first quarter of 2009) to address the question of the representativeness of sampling
for economic data.

STECF notes that not all Member States have fulfilled their obligations under the provisions of Council
Regulation 1543/2000 (DCR) and its subsequent amendments and that in some cases the shortfalls in data
provision are compromising the ability of the STECF to give appropriate management advice. STECF
understands that some Member States are not allocating the necessary funds to carry out the sampling
called for under the DCR until the matched financial contribution from the Commission has been
received. STECF therefore urges the Commission to remind Member States of their obligations under the
DCR to ensure that the required data are collected in a timely fashion irrespective of the timing of funding
from the EU.

Concerning the specific issue related to the tagging programme on large pelagic species, which was
extensively analysed for the period 2005-2007, STECFE shares the SGRN-08-02 conclusion that the
tageing activities for bluefin tuna and swordfish carried out within the DCR framework in these years had
only partly achieved the targets.

Besides the tagging achievements, it was important to understand how and if the data were used in stock
assessments and SGRN-08-02 noted that no comprehensive summary of the results from the tagging
programme was included in the reports of the Planning Group on Tuna Tagging (PGTT) in 2007.
Concerning the ICCAT use of tagging data, there is an ongoing effort to include these data into the
bluefin tuna stock assessment, particularly in the two-box VPA approach, which runs a tuned VPA for
each stock area including exchange rate parameters, to account for migratory and mixing effects. The last
PGTT report (20-22 October 2008) was received by STECF during the plenary in draft format. This
report includes more information, maps and analysis than any other previous report. Previous STECF
remarks on tuna tagging programmes have been addressed in the 2008 PGTT report. .

STECF notes that tagging activities are excluded from the DCR from 2009 onwards. In principle,
according to the 2008 PGTT report, the results from tagging programmes have the potential to provide
valuable information for stock assessment and could be eligible for inclusion in the DCR programme.
However, STECF is of the opinion that their value for stock assessment purposes should be clearly
supported by results as a prerequisite to such programmes being considered for inclusion in the DCR,
otherwise STECF considers that such studies should be funded by other means.

STECEF, sharing the opinion of SGRN-08-02, recommends that Member States and the Commission pay
particular attention to all issues related to large pelagic species because of large discrepancies in data
reported to Regional Fisheries Management Organisations (RFMOs) and in the DCR National



Programme (NP) proposals, and particularly for the fishing activities carried out in distant waters. Granted
derogations should be properly documented.

STECEF is very much concerned with the need to maintain the quality of the evaluation process for future
NP proposals and TRs in the light of the increasing number of Member States, the introduction of new
modules in the DCR and the need to support a more integrated approach to fisheries management
(biological, economic and ecosystem) at the regional level.

STECF recommends improving the timing of the evaluation process and supports the move towards a
regional perspective. For the NP evaluation, it suggests that prior to NP submission, Regional Co-
ordination Meetings (RCMs) should agree coordinated data collection methodologies at regional level
where appropriate. The NP evaluation should then refer to the RCM reports and recommendations. The
TR evaluation should be preceded by an analysis of the data collected at regional level, based on regional
integrated databases. This preliminary task should be conducted in close collaboration between JRC and
SGRN.
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1.2

TERMS OF REFERENCE

The Sub-Group on Research Needs (STECF-SGRN) met in Ispra, from June 30th till July 5th, 2008, with
the following Terms of Reference:

1.

Evaluation of 2007 TR's. The advice should consider at least the measures taken by each MS, the

appropriateness of the methods used and the results achieved as regards data collection and data
uses. The aim is to deliver a critique scientific review of the situation by evaluating what MSs had
proposed in their National Programmes for 2007 and what they have finally achieved. Evaluation
of the achievements should consider the international obligations of the EU in regards to the
Regional Fisheries Organizations, the transmission and the uses of the data and the quality aspects.
ICES will provide tables on data flow to illustrate the discussion.

Pilot studies: State of play and missing reports;

BluefinTuna and Swordfish Tagging 2005-2007: Summary of actions undertaken by Member states
and evaluation;

Evaluation of the situation regarding the response by MS to the call for economic data launched to
produce the draft report on the "Economic Performance of EU Fishing Fleet: Annual Report
2008"

SGRN 08-01: Presentation of the main outputs of the meeting and establishment of sound
scientific criteria for the evaluation of NP and TR (as recommended by SGRN 08-01)



2 THE EVALUATION PROCESS

2.1 ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS

The Technical Reports submitted to SGRN were examined in five sub-groups: one sub-group was
composed of economists who analysed the section on economic data of the fleet (Module J) and the
section on the processing industry (Module K), while the remaining sections (Modules C-I, Databases,
National and international co-ordination) were analysed by four biologists sub-groups.

A new procedure was tested to evaluate the Technical Reports with a regional perspective. The MS were
allocated to the region where the majority of its fishing vessels operate and all MS from one region were
analysed in one sub-group. In addition, specific actions of every MS in a given region were included for
evaluation in all relevant sub-groups. In summary, each sub-group was analysing fully the TR from MS
operating in mainly in the given region, plus all actions from the other MS in that given region. In the
process, it was ensured that experts would not be asked to analyse the Technical Report from their own
country. All sub-groups had common guidelines on which aspects of the Technical Reports they had to
address in particular. The findings of the different sub-groups were then discussed in plenary.

The Technical Reports were to be written and summaries of collected data were to be provided following
Guidelines put together by SGRN and available on the JRC website. The evaluation process and the
comments by MS (section 4) strictly followed the structure of the Guidelines to facilitate the
comprehension of SGRN comments and analysis.

To keep the evaluation process consistent, SGRN has elaborated and extended its comments based on
former general SGRN recommendations, on the comparison with the 2007 National Programme
proposals, and on all the relevant RCM recommendations. The feedback process with the end-users is an
ongoing process (see section 4) and information was available from ICES assessment working groups on
the quality and/or deficiencies of data received. For the first year, SGRN used this data in the evaluation
(see section 3.5).

As in the previous years, SGRN particularly focused on the extent to which MS had met, or had tried to
meet, the DCR requirements. For those parts of the DCR where the DCR requirements can be translated
in terms of actual numbers (e.g. number of stations or vessels to be sampled, number of fish to be
measured for length and age, etc.), MS were considered to have complied with the DCR if they had
achieved more than 90 % of its requirements. However, the fact that SGRN has introduced this 90 %
threshold to evaluate the levels of achievement does not mean that MS should only try to achieve 90 % of
the DCR requirements. Ultimately, MS should keep trying to achieve the full 100 % of the
requirements.

For several Modules of the DCR, MS have proposed to do (considerably) more than what is required by
the DCR, in order to maintain or increase the quality of the data series concerned. This particularly applies
to sampling for length and age of stocks that are under an EC recovery plan or whose data series are used
for tuning purposes or when a precision level is targeted. Quite often, MS also applied for — and have
been granted — additional funding to perform such sampling in excess of the DCR requirements. In
SGRN's opinion, the submission of such proposals and their subsequent acceptance by the EC implies
that there is a moral obligation for the MS to at least try to achieve the proposed level of sampling, even
though there is no formal obligation to do so. In line with the amendment of the DCR (EU Regulation
1581/2004), which promotes sampling towards precision level objectives, SGRN considered the proposed
and agreed sampling levels in the National Programme proposals as the targets to be achieved by the MS.

Generally speaking, when a MS failed to meet its data collection requirements, this may be due to two
major reasons: (i) anything that could be classified as "force majenre” (e.g. bad weather conditions or damage
to sampling gear during a survey, fishers refusing to have their landings sampled or to take sea-going
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observers, temporal closures of fishing areas, etc.), and (ii) anything that could be classified as "lack of
initiative" or "poor organisation". In SGRN's opinion, "force majeure” is an acceptable reason for non-
compliance with the DCR requirements, while lack of initiative and poor organisation are not.

The compliance with the Guidelines has lead to better clarity and homogeneous structure of reports, and
enabled SGRN to evaluate more effectively the actions undertaken.

2.2 SGRN APPRECIATION AND COMMENTS

In its evaluation of the Technical Reports, SGRN has addressed several issues, related to (i) the reports in
general, and more particularly their structure and presentation, and (i) each Module section of the DCR
separately. For each MS, SGRN's assessment of the achievements is summarised in two tables: firstly, a
table with overall "ratings" and comments on the Technical Repott as a whole, and secondly, an extensive
table with Module-specific "ratings" and comments. The achievements under the Minimum Programme
(MP) and under the Extended Programme (EP) are given side by side to provide a comprehensive
overview of the MS's actions. The terminology used by SGRN in answering the questions and its meaning
is given below:

Specific for the Extended Programme column
/ MS has not set up a programme for this module

Generic for all the questions

Yes If the answer to the question does not suffer exceptions, or ambiguity.

Mostly If the answer to the question is Yes but not in totality or with exceptions.

Partly If only a part (generally less than half) of the planned actions was undertaken., or not all the
relevant information was available.

No If none or only a marginal part of the planned actions was undertaken, or no information at
all was given.

NMS No Major Shortfalls, and hence no need for an explanation.

? If SGRN was incapable of drawing a final conclusion.

NA If MS did not apply for any actions for the specific section.

Derog. If MS obtained derogation for the specific section
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3 EVALUATION OF THE 2007 TECHNICAL REPORTS
GENERAL COMMENTS

31 MAJOR DRAWBACKS

By the time of the start of the meeting, two MS - Greece and the UK - had not provided a TR. In the case
of Greece, the MS had carried out very few actions under the provisions of the DCR, not even the
scientific surveys, because of unresolved financial issues. SGRN has commented on this issue in the
section on the execution of NP regardless of financial delays.

In the case of the UK, the actions planned in the NP 2007 have apparently been carried out. However, the
TR was missing at the beginning of the meeting and only tables provided by the scientists were available.
SGRN made a decision not to undertake an evaluation in the absence of a complete and official TR
document at the beginning of the meeting. SGRIN once again insists that MS scrupulously respect the
deadline for the submission of reports, in order that the Commission can ensure that all TRs are available
at least two weeks before the SGRN meeting,.

3.2 TRANSLATION PROBLEMS

SGRN notes that two reports (France and Spain) were submitted in languages other than English. Since
there was insufficient time to translate these reports prior to the meeting of SGRN, the reports were read
and evaluated in their original version by those experts capable of reading these languages. This year,
there were no economists able to read Spanish, so the report had to be translated by software with all
the restrictions concerning the poor quality of such a procedure. In general, a report written in a national
language, other than English, implies that this report cannot be fully evaluated by all experts present at the
meeting.

SGRN still noted some problems in the naming, as the DCR rules were not always respected and some of
the species are not recorded by their scientific name in the TR tables, as previously recommended.

3.3 ON THE QUALITY OF THE TECHNICAL REPORTS

In general, SGRN was pleased with the quality of the Technical Reports. An overview of the overall
quality has been summarised in the text table below. The major difference with last year is in the
compliance with the Guidelines, where last yeat’s figures were 8 Yes and 11 Mostly. .

NA Yes  Mostly Partly  No

Compliance with the Guidelines 11 6 1
All necessary tables present in the report 17 1
All necessary information present in the report 4 12 2
Individualisation of RCM regions 6 11 1

There are still countries having major shortfalls in the production of the Technical Reports, and an effort
needs to be made to provide a better explanation of the actions undertaken and the remedies proposed to
avoid the shortfalls in the future. SGRN re-iterates its standpoint that the Technical Reports should be as
concise as possible, while at the same time providing all the information that is necessary for the
evaluation of the MS's achievements.
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3.4 ON THE EXECUTION OF NP REGARDLESS OF FINANCIAL DELAYS

SGRN reminds the MS that the proper execution of the NP proposal is an obligation, regardless of the
level of financing by the Commission. Thus, any delays in the approval of the budget by the Commission
cannot be used as an excuse for not starting the sampling programme on January 1st. SGRN observes that
the situation on this issue is deteriorating and that in 2007 one MS has not carried out any of the NP
claiming administrative problems, and a second MS started their data collection very late in the year. This
jeopardizes the consistency and the quality of the data collected, especially where scientific surveys at sea
are concerned; other MS have claimed the same excuse for deficiencies in minor parts of their NP.

SGRN understands that the DCR budget agenda results in difficulties within MS and that the
Commission is working on improving the situation. SGRN insists that all actions planned for the new
DCR, regardless of any funding agenda issue, actually starts on the 1st of January 2009.

3.5 ON THE USE OF ICES DATA TABLES

3.5.1 ICES perspective

The Assessment Working Groups (AWGs) are the ICES structure that analyse the available data and
make the decisions on the data used for stock assessment. AWGs also provide comments on the data
deficiency and other problems that comprise the assessment. Usually this information is available in the
WG reportts but not in a complete manner. Due to the workload related with the implementation of the
new structure on ICES advice, this year it was not possible to improve the practicalities on the feedback
from the Assessment Working Groups (AWGs) to the data collectors on data deficiency and data
problems. However, ICES provide data tables on a stock basis with information on catches (landings and
discards), length composition (landings and discards), ALKs, weight at age, maturity data and tuning
series. Except for the stocks that are assessed in WGWIDE, all the data provided to SGRN were based on
2008 assessments (with 2007 data).

ICES secretariat will improve the feedback from the Assessment Working Groups (AWGs) on data
deficiency and data problems that compromise the quality on the assessment.

ICES have asked SGRN on what kind of information is more suitable for the evaluations of the TR.

3.5.2 The evaluators perspective

The ICES Secretariat, with the help of ICES stock coordinators, provided SGRN with an overview of the
data available/provided by ICES countries for all stocks for which ICES provides advice. In the
evaluation carried out this meeting, SGRN was able to compare the stock tables with the information
provided in the Technical Reports, but only on a random basis.

Although this was very helpful and that improved the evaluation from previous years, there were
contradictions between the information contained in the TR and the information contained in the data
tables and SGRIN was not in a position to assess which was the reality. To improve this situation, ICES
should continue to provide information on the data received and used by the different assessment
working groups concerning the whole range of variables. This information should be on a database format
rather than in a quantity of excel spreadsheets. In addition, a document containing comments on the data
issues, i.e. missing information and reasons for not using the information received, should be also

provided to SGRN.

SGRN sees as essential the role of the feedback from the end-user to the data collectors as one of the
steps toward better quality of the stock assessments. This role was expressed in PGCCDBS 2007, and
taken forward by SGRN July 2007 report and the Liaison Meeting in 2008. The DCR central data
catalogue website, envisaged to support the whole process by automating the upload of the NP proposal
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and TR Excel tables and making this information downloadable to any end-user was seen complex to
implement and of double use with other initiatives. The alternative resides for the future in the creation of
regional databases and the extension of ICES Intercatch features and use, with the shortcoming that such
initiatives will cover only the statistics and biological information. Other REMOs should also develop a
feedback process with the data collectors. For the Mediterranean, it was experienced this year an extensive
call for data within STECF/SGMED subgroup in preparation of the forthcoming GFCM stock
assessment. The feedback from SGMED was also used in this evaluation.

In the short term, SGRN has produced database-like Excel tables as part of the guidelines in support of
the NP proposal 2009-2010 (SGRN-08-01) and will provide the same system for the TR. It is anticipated
that this formatting of tables will allow (i) automatic filling of the data and (ii) possibilities to retrieve the
information by the end-users for their own reporting.

3.6 ON FISHING OUTSIDE COMMUNITY WATERS

EU Reg. 199/2008 Article 3, referring to the United Nations Food and Agticulture Organisation’s Code
of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries and the Agreement relating to the Conservation and Management of
Straddling Fish Stocks, which both emphasise the need to develop research and data collection with a
view to improving scientific knowledge of the sector, clearly stipulates that MS must set up a «A multi-
annual Community programme for collection, management and use of biological, technical,
environmental, and socio-economic data concerning (a) commercial fisheries carried out by Community
fishing vessels (ii) outside Community waters; »

The FAO code of conduct is very clear on the responsibility of MS regarding the vessels flying its flag.
Moreover, in order to combat IUU fishing, all EU vessels must be authorised to fish and thus be included
in the Community Fishing Fleet Register. In the DCR, although the population of vessels is defined as all
vessels in the Community Fishing Fleet Register, there is little indication on the actions to undertake when
landings of EU vessels occur in non-EU countries.

In summary, MS are responsible for collecting the data on landings and discards for all the vessels flying
their flag, wherever they fish, and provide data to the organisation tresponsible for advice and/or
management. To SGRN opinion, all necessary information should be included in MS National
Programme and gathered following the provisions of the DCR and the relevant RFMO (when the
provisions of the RFMO is more specific or more precise than the provisions of the DCR).

When landings occur in a EU country, the Member State on whose territory the first sale take place, shall
be responsible for ensuring that biological sampling occurs according to the standards defined in this
Community Programme (section B1-3.1 (a)).

When landings occur in a non-EU country, MS shall make as much effort as possible to organise sampling
by its own staff or make arrangements with the local state to ensure that the data is provided to the
relevant RFMO. The information on landings, effort and sampling intensity, the description of
methodology used and data transmission should be included in MS DCR National Programme.

3.7 ON PRECISION LEVELS

Since the beginning of the DCR, SGRN has commented every year on precision level issues. The
difficulty encountered by MS (SGRN, June 2005, Evaluation 2004 TR), the need for a common tool to
harmonise the calculation at the European level (SGRN, July 2007, Evaluation of 2006 TR), the use of
precision levels as DCR target (SGRN, July 2006, Evaluation 2005 TR) and general comments on
precision levels in general. SGRN reiterates the comment made in July 2007 (SGRN, Evaluation of 2006
TR) :

“SGRN bhas repeatedly recommended every MS to estimate the precision of the data obtained by sampling in order to assess
the quality of the associated estimates. In SGRIN opinion, the best way to explore data is to evaluate the precision with the
aim of optimising the sampling design (see Section 7.2 in SGRIN-06-03 report, Anon. 2006). More than the exact
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guantification of the level of uncertainty, the objective of calcnlating precision levels should be to improve the quality of the data
that is collected. In parallel, SGRIN bas supported the idea of developing a commuon tool for assessing the accuracy and
precision of the biological parameters estimated through sampling programmes. Such a tool has been granted financial support
by the Commuission throngh the Call for Service Contracts FISH/2006/15. [...] SGRN will continue to request all M.S
to assess the quality of the estimates even if the different methodologies used prevent the direct comparisons of the results
between MS.”

The common tool to evaluate the precision of the biological parameters (COST project), will be available
to the public early in 2009. This tool will authorise all MS to evaluate the bias and calculate the precision
of the biological parameters, provided that they export their data following the agreed Data Exchange
Format. All MS are then invited to become acquainted with this format and to anticipate the
exportation of their data, since the Data Exchange Format is now fully operational and available on the
project website (http://wwz.ifremer.fr/cost).

3.8 ON THE FUTURE OF MONITORING RECREATIONAL FISHERIES

In accordance with the provision of the DCR, MS are obliged to sample recreational fisheries of cod,
salmon and bluefin tuna in EU waters. STECF (STECF November 2007) has already stated that the
developing and agreement of a standard methodology for sampling recreational fisheries is a crucial issue
that should be tackled in the near future and the process should also involve ICES through ad hoc
workshops. It is clear that all MS should evaluate the recreational fisheries as required in the current and
future DCR. However, it is also fundamental to develop a “follow up strategy” after robust estimates of
recreational catches become available. Beside international obligations (e.g. reporting recreational
catches of bluefin tuna in ICCAT), SGRN suggests that:

v When catches of aggregated recreational fisheries (all MSs catches combined) are less than 5% of
the total catches of the stock, only update estimates should be mandatory once every five years,
for example, within DCR.

v When catches of aggregated recreational fisheries (all MSs catches combined) are between 5-10%
of the total catches of the stock, MSs should coordinate and develop (through Regional
Coordination Meetings) sampling of recreational fisheries catches in order to estimate total
quantity landed but would be exempted from sampling for length.

v When catches of aggregated recreational fisheries are more than 10% of the total catches of the
stock, MS should coordinate and develop (through Regional Coordination Meetings) a
monitoring and sampling scheme of their recreational fisheries catches in order to estimate both
total quantity landed and length structures.

3.9 ON OTOLITH READING

All MS are requested to collect calcified structures for stocks listed in Appendix XV whether they have the
facilities to read them or not. The non-reading possibilities could result in accumulation of large quantities
of un-aged calcified structures residing in institutes.

It is strongly recommended that, in cases like this MS should continue the collection and

e scck agreement, in the relevant RCM, with another MS who has the expertise and willingness to
accept to age them or

e consider having a staff member trained in assessing the otoliths.

The fact that age reading is not currently used in analytical stock assessment, should not be an excuse for
not collecting the calcified structures. The modifications of the DCR requirements can only be done
following STECF approval.
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3.10 ON CYCLES FOR MODULE I SAMPLING.

SGRN notes that there is confusion on the interpretation of the requirement to triennially update the
estimates of "Other biological parameters". In SGRN's opinion there are several ways of organising data
collection on these parameters in compliance with the requirements of the DCR (SGRN July 2006 report):

@) Data are collected annually but reported every three years.

(i) Data are collected and reported once every three years, with fixed years for the collection of all
data types, for all species (e.g. 2002, 2005, 2008 etc.).

(i) Data are collected and reported once every three years, with an alternating system for the
different parameters or for different stocks, e.g. 2002, 2005, etc. for growth for all species; 2003, 20006,
etc. for sexual maturity for all species; and 2004, 2007, etc. for fecundity for all species, or 2002, 2005,
etc. for all parameters for one third of the species; 2003, 2006, etc. for all parameters for another third
of the species; and 2004, 2007, etc. for all parameters for the remaining third of the species.

SGRN does not understand that, in the alternatives listed above, the possibility is offered to sum up 3
years of data in order to derive one set of parameters. This strategy which is currently used by some MS
should be evaluated by ICES PGCCDBS and PGMED.

Regardless of which system is chosen, it is necessary for a MS to report on sampling achieved and
associated precision levels in the TR, at least once within the three year cycle. Many Member States stated
that they did not carry out any sampling for other biological parameters for Module I in 2007. However
as 2007 was the final year of the 3-year cycle, and as no precision levels had been reported on biological
sampling from 2005 — 2007 by some MS, it is impossible for SGRN to evaluate the effectiveness of these
programmes and whether or not DCR targets have been met for this 3 year period.

SGRN reminds MS that achieved precision levels in Table 11.2 and 11.3 only needs to be filled in each
time an actual update of a biological parameter is made.

The new three year cycle began in 2008 and will run to 2010 (2008 — 2010) as specified in the Guidelines
for the new DCR.

3.11 ON PARAMETER DEFINITION FOR MODULE ]

SGRN requests MS to clearly define the economic parameters collected under Module | of the DCR, with
patticular reference to fixed/capital costs.

SGRN urges MS to follow the definitions given on the JRC data collection website, which closely reflect
the definitions to be used in the new DCR. Here “fixed costs” are defined as operational costs not related
to fishing effort, and not the costs of capital (in contrast to the definition in the current DCR). “Capital
costs” are defined as the sum of depreciation and the opportunity cost of capital (i.e., the estimated capital
value multiplied by an appropriate interest rate). Note that on the JRC data collection website capital value
is called INVESTMENT as in the current DCR.

3.12 ON REPRESENTATIVENESS OF ECONOMIC SAMPLES

SGRN states that information on data quality and representativeness is still poor in several cases. Yet no
procedures have been established which can be applied as standard by all MS. SGRN had stressed this
point repeatedly, in particular since the concept of precision level as used for biological variables is not
applicable for economic variables. SGRN suggests having these issues addressed in the workshop on
quality of economic data, which has been announced for the 4th quarter of 2008.
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4 EVALUATION OF THE 2007 TECHNICAL REPORTS

COMMENTS BY MS

41 COUNTRY: BELGIUM

a. General comments
Did Technical Repott comply with DG MARE/ STECF-SGRN Guidelines? Yes
Did Technical Report have all the necessaty standard tables? Yes
Did Technical Report have all the necessatry information to allow DG MARE / Mostlv
STECF-SGRN to evaluate the achievements of the MS 2007 National Program? oSty
Are actions by RCM regions sufficiently well individualised ? NA

General SGRN comments on MS's technical report: Belgium stopped estimating the precision levels in
2007 for all biological variables.

b. Comments by section of the Technical report

SGRN E
Section 3 : Precision level 8 E
appreciation g
S
3.1 Are precision levels provided for all parameters ? No
3.2 | Are methods sufficiently well explained or referenced? Yes 1
3.3 Other relevant issues raised by MS
SGRN <
Section 4 : Data transmission 8 g
appreciation » g
S
4.1 | Were all data transmitted to international expert groups ? Yes 2
4.2 Are reasons for non transmitting the data acceptable ? NMS
43 | Other relevant issues raised by MS

1 See general comment On precision levels.

2 MS to clarify the lack of information for Nephrops data in FU 5.
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SGRN

=
Section 5 : Module C - Fishing capacities appreciation 3 g
%
MP EP S
51,53 | Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? NA /
52,54 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
5.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
SGRN .
Section 6 : Module D - Fishing effort appreciation (28 é
MP EP S
6.1,6.3 Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Yes
(i) for fuel consumption ? Yes 3
(ii) for fishing effort by type of technique ? Yes /
(iii) for specific fishing effort ? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? NA /
6.2,64 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
6.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
SGRN .
Section 7 : Module E - Catches and landings appreciation 3 é
%)
MP EP S
Landings
71,73 Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? NA / 4
72,74 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? No /
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
Discards
7.5 Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Yes / 5
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? NA /
7.6 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS

See also module J.

SGRN was informed that Nephrops landings in FU 5 has continuously decreased during the past
years and fallen below 100 tonnes since 2006, thus allowing MS to stop sampling activities for this
stock. Sampling of Nephrops landings was included in the NP but it is not mentioned in the TR.

In December 2005, SGRN suggested that "all MS concerned (Belginn, Denmark, Netherlands and UK)
enter into multilateral negotiations to ensure a minimum level of sampling on the Nephrops fisheries in the sonthern
North Sea in 2006 and beyond, through task sharing". To SGRN understanding, Belgium should be

included

in this agreement but not be the leader.
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Recreational and game fisheries
7.7,7.9 Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Yes / 6
7.8,7.10 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
SGRN .
Section 8 : Module F — Catches per Unit Effort appreciation (23 Qé
MP EP S
8.1,8.3 | Were DCR targets met? Yes / 7
8.2,8.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
8.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
SGRN
Section 9 : Module G — Scientific evaluation surveys appreciation

See
comment

Priority 1 | Priority 2

9.1,9.3 Were Data Collection Requirements met ?
Demersal Young Fish Survey Yes /
North Sea Beam Trawl Survey Yes /
9.2,9.4 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
9.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
SGRN .
Section 10 : Module H — Length and Age sampling appreciation (23 g
MP EP S
Landings 8
10.1,10.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Mostly / 9
10.2,10.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? Yes / 10
10.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? Mostly 11
Discards
10.1,10.3 | Were DCR targets met? Yes /
10.2,10.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
10.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS 12

6  Inline with SGRN December 2006 recommendation not to present any inland survey for eel in the
current DCR, the proposed pilot study on eel in Inland waters has not been executed.

7 See general comment on CPUE.
8 See comment 3.

9  Rajidae is undersampled. All stocks under recovery plans or where data is needed for tuning series are
sampled according to what was planned, except Solea solea V11lfg for age which is under-sampled.

10 Number planned in the NP proposal are slightly different from what is reported in the TR. To be
clarified by MS.

11 Thete is no explanation for under-sampling Rajidae. Information to be provided by MS.
12 See comment 1. No exploratory analysis of the precision level of the discard has been conducted. ??
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SGRN .
Section 11 : Module I — Other biological sampling appreciation 5 g
A
MP EP S
Growth
11.1,11.3 Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Yes /
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
Sex ratios
11.1,11.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Yes /
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
Sexual maturity
11.1,11.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Yes /
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
Fecundity
11.1,11.3 Were Data Collection Requirements met ? NA /
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
SGRN o
Section 12 : Module ] — Economic data by group of vessels appreciation 5 é
%)
MP EP S
12.1,12.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Mostly /
12.2,12.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? No / 13
12.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? No

13 'The data in Table 12.1 refer to 2005 and not 2006 as stated in the text. To be clatified by MS.
The meaning of “pseudo-random” is unclear. How is a precision level of “1” derived in this case?

The definition and derivation of employment parameters is not sufficiently well explained. SGRN
insists that clear description is provided in NP proposal 2009-2010 / 2008 TR.

A precision level of “1” is not appropriate for exhaustive sampling.

Fleet parameters are missing from Table 12.2. Missing information to be provided by MS.
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SGRN

=
Section 13 : Module K — Processing industry appreciation 3 Qg
19}
MP EP S
13.1,13.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met ? No /
13.2,13.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? No / 4
13.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? No
SGRN g
Section 14 : Databases 8 g
appreciation g
S
14.1 | Are databases sufficiently well described? Yes
14.2 | Other relevant issues raised by MS
SGRN g
Section 15 : National and International co-ordination g g
appreciation v g
S
15.1 | Is there sufficient information on national co-ordination? Yes
Is the participation ensured to the important international
15.2 i Yes
meetings and workshops?
15.3 | Are the RCM recommendations well followed through? No 15
15.4 | Are the SGRN recommendations well followed through? No
SGRN g
Section 17 : Comments, Suggestions and Reflections 8 &
appreciation v g
S
| Is there any comments, suggestions and/or reflections ? None

14

15

There is no improvement on Module K coverage since last year. The total population is not clearly
specified, smaller companies are excluded, the sampling strategy is unclear. Also, the planned sample
appears to exceed the total population. SGRN insists that MS follows the provisions of the DCR and
takes SGRN recommendations into account in the NP proposal 2009-2010 / 2008 TR.

MS stated that RCM/SGRN trecommendations that were made in 2006 and 2007 did not impact the
2007 work plan, but did not list all relevant recommendations with appropriate comments.

Information to be provided by MS.
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4.2 COUNTRY: CYPRUS

a. General comments

Did Technical Report comply with DG MARE / STECF-SGRN Guidelines? Yes
Did Technical Report have all the necessary standard tables? Yes
Did Technical Report have all the necessaty information to auow DG MARE / Mostly
STECF-SGRN to evaluate the achievements of the MS 2007 National Program?

Are actions by RCM regions sufficiently well individualised ? NA

General SGRN comments on MS's technical report: The Cypriot TR is well presented and contained most
of the information required. However more details about the calculation of precision levels and the

sampling programme for the <10m vessels is required.

In some cases the MS provided more data than was required by the DCR (discard sampling and tuna
sampling) SGRN appreciates this additional work and considers this not to be against the spirit of the
Regulation.

b. Comments by section of the Technical report

SGRN g
Section 3 : Precision level 8 g
appreciation v g
S
3.1 Are precision levels provided for all parameters ? Partly 1
3.2 | Are methods sufficiently well explained or referenced? No 2
3.3 Other relevant issues raised by MS 3
SGRN g
Section 4 : Data transmission g €
appreciation v g
S
4.1 | Were all data transmitted to international expert groups ? Yes
4.2 | Are reasons for non transmitting the data acceptable ? NA
43 | Other relevant issues raised by MS

1 Precision levels provided for Modules C, Part of Module D, Part of Module E, Patt of ] and

Module K. See also general comment On precision levels.

2 No information on methodologies provided. MS should provide this information in future TR.

3 The MS experienced difficulties with the subcontractor hired to calculate the precision level analysis

and as a result could not complete this analysis in 2007.
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SGRN

=
Section 5 : Module C - Fishing capacities appreciation 3 g
195}
MP EDP S
5.1,5.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Yes /
52,54 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
5.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
SGRN .
Section 6 : Module D - Fishing effort Appreciation 8 é
1%}
MP EDP S
6.1,6.3 Were Data Collection Requirements met ?
(i) for fuel consumption ? Mostly 4
(ii) for fishing effort by type of technique ? Mostly / 5
(ifi) for specific fishing effort ? Yes / 6
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Yes /
6.2,6.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
6.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
SGRN .
Section 7 : Module E - Catches and landings appreciation 8 é
195}
MP EP g
Landings
71,73 Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Yes /
72,74 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? Yes /
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
Discards
7.5 Were Data Collection Requirements met ? NA / 7
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? NA /
7.6 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA

See module J.

For vessels <10m (<12m stated in the TR) the MS conducted sampling of 15% of the population
based on declarative forms (production reports) but since no precision levels were provided we are
unable to evaluate whether this level of sampling was sufficient.

Hake was also planned in the NP but not reported in the 2007 TR. SGRN was informed that
information from logbook is available.

10 trips were observed on board in the mixed bottom trawl fishery for other purpose than discards,
but discards information has been collected.
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Recreational and game fisheries
7.7,7.9 Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Yes / 8
7.8,7.10 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
SGRN .
Section 8 : Module F — Catches per Unit Effort Appreciation (23 g
MP ED S
8.1,8.3 Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Yes /
8.2,8.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS /
8.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
SGRN
Section 9 : Module G — Scientific evaluation surveys appreciation

See
comment

Priority 1 | Priority 2

9.1,9.3 Were Data Collection Requirements met ?
MEDITS Yes /
Tuna Tagging Yes / 9
9.2,9.4 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
9.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
SGRN =
Section 10 : Module H — Length and Age sampling appreciation (28 g
MP ED S
Landings
10.1,10.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Yes / 10
10.2,10.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
10.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
Discards
10.1,10.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met ? NA /
10.2,10.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
10.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA

MS refers to a derogation approved in SEC(2005)255 STECF — SGRN report for recreational
fisheries.

See section 6.

Only 1 tonne of Bluefin Tuna was landed in 2007, so the 10 tuna sampled represent 100% of the
landings
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SGRN

=
Section 11 : Module I — Other biological sampling Appreciation 3 g
%)
MP EP S
Growth
11.1,11.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Yes /
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
Sex ratios
11.1,11.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Yes /
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
Sexual maturity
11.1,11.3 | Wete Data Collection Requirements met ? Yes /
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
Fecundity
11.1,11.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met ? NA /
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
SGRN .
Section 12 : Module ] — Economic data by group of vessels Appreciation (28 é
MP EP S
121,123 | Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Mostly / 11
12.2,12.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? No /
12.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? No
SGRN =
Section 13 : Module K — Processing industry Appreciation 5 g
%)
MP EP S
13.1,13.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met ? Yes / 12
13.2,13.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? Yes /
13.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? Yes

11

12

The reference year is specified as 2007, which appears to be an error. There are more vessels in the

fleet register than are indicated in Table 12.1. To be clarified by MS.

The segmentation in Table 12.1 should conform to Appendix III of the DCR.

It is not clear how investment has been measured.

The definition of “fixed costs” is unclear. To be clarified by MS.
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SGRN g
Section 14 : Databases o 8 g
Appreciation v g
S
14.1 | Are databases sufficiently well described ? Yes
14.2 | Other relevant issues raised by MS
SGRN g
Section 15 : National and International co-ordination g g
Appreciation 2 g
8]
15.1 | Is there sufficient information on national co-ordination? No 13
Is the participation ensured to the important international
15.2 ] Yes
meetings and workshops ?
15.3 | Are the RCM recommendations well followed through ? Yes
15.4 | Are the SGRN recommendations well followed through ? Yes
SGRN g
Section 17 : Comments, Suggestions and Reflections 8 g
Appreciation » g
S
| Is there any comments, suggestions and/or reflections ? None

13 No formal National coordination meeting together with the representative of the Commission was
held in Cyprus in 2007.
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4.3 COUNTRY: DENMARK

a. General comments

Did Technical Report comply with DG MARE / STECF-SGRN Guidelines? Yes
Did Technical Report have all the necessary standard tables? Yes
Did Technical Repotrt have all the necessaty information to allow DG MARE / Yes
STECF-SGRN to evaluate the achievements of the MS 2007 National Program?
Are actions by RCM regions sufficiently well individualised ? Yes
General SGRN comments on MS's technical report: None.
b. Comments by section of the Technical report
SGRN g
Section 3 : Precision level 8 €
appreciation v g
S
3.1 Are precision levels provided for all parameters ? Mostly 1
3.2 | Are methods sufficiently well explained or referenced? Yes
3.3 Other relevant issues raised by MS
SGRN g
Section 4 : Data transmission 8 E
appreciation » g
S
4.1 | Were all data transmitted to international expert groups ? Yes
4.2 | Are reasons for non transmitting the data acceptable ? NA
43 | Other relevant issues raised by MS
SGRN =
Section 5 : Module C - Fishing capacities appreciation 3 g
A
MP EP 8
5.1,5.3 Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Yes /
52,54 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
5.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS

1 No precision levels provided for fuel consumption and most of biological parameters. See

general comment On precision levels.
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SGRN e
Section 6 : Module D - Fishing effort appreciation 3 g
195}
MP EDP S
6.1,6.3 Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes
(i) for fuel consumption ? Mostly 2
(ii) for fishing effort by type of technique ? Yes /
(iii) for specific fishing effort ? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Yes /
6.2,6.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
6.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
SGRN .
Section 7 : Module E - Catches and landings Appreciation (28 é
MP EDP S
Landings
7.1,7.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Yes /
7.2,7.4 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
Discards 3
7.5 Were Data Collection Requirements met? Mostly / 4
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? No / 5
7.6 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? Partly / 6
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? Yes
Recreational and game fisheries
7.7,7.9 Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes / 7
7.8,7.10 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
See Module J.

The atea described in Table 5.3 of the NP proposal does not match those specified in table 7.1 of
the TR.

The number of observed trips has been reduced due to merging Nephrops discard sampling and
demersal trawl discard sampling and due to decrease in the landings. An additional fishery was
sampled for the 1st time (sprat fishery), although not included in the 2007 NP, for evaluating the
amount of discards.

There is no mention of the <10m vessels in the text of the TR. Information to be provided by MS.
See comment 4.

SGRN notes a discrepancy between what was planned in the NP and what was achieved, in terms of
area coverage (Sound was not included in 2007 survey). MS to report to the Commission the results
of the continuation of the pilot study for cod recreational fisheries for evaluation by the next SGRN
meeting. See also section 5.

28



SGRN

=
Section 8 : Module F — Catches per Unit Effort appreciation 3 g
A
MP EP S
8.1,8.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes /
8.2,8.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
8.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
SGRN =
Section 9 : Module G — Scientific evaluation surveys appreciation 3 é
A
Priority 1 Priority 2 S
9.1,9.3 Were Data Collection Requirements met?
IBTS 1st quarter Yes /
IBTS 3td quarter Yes /
BITS 1st quarter Yes /
BITS 4th quarter Yes /
NS hetring acoustic survey Yes /
Atlan/Scand. Hetring survey Yes /
9.2,9.4 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
9.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
SGRN =
Section 10 : Module H — Length and Age sampling appreciation (28 g
MP EP S
Landings 8
10.1,10.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Partly / 9
10.2,10.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? Yes /
10.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? Mostly 10

8

SGRN recommended in its December 2007 report to detail in an annex of the TR the origin of the
derogations obtained. This information is missing and should be provided together with the NP
proposal 2009-2010 as specified in the new guidelines.

The National targets were not met for most of the species (25/46 stocks did not reach the 90%
threshold for length sampling and 26/37 stocks did not reach the 90% threshold for age sampling).
The sampling against the minimum requirement improves the results but still 12/48 stocks did not
reach the 90% threshold for length sampling and 11/44 stocks did not reach the 90% threshold for
age sampling against the minimum requirement. 3 stocks under recovery plan were under sampled.
Justification is given for all deviations.

For sandeel, it appears that much larger samples than reported in table 10.1 has been collected,
analysed and used for assessment in ICES WG. SGRN agrees with the approach taken by MS but
would like to have the correct figures in the table, even though part of the data is collected outside
the DCR framework.

Eel was not sampled at all although it is a species under recovery plan. SGRN was informed that this
is a mistake. Correct information to be provided by MS.
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Discards
10.1,10.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Mostly / 11
10.2,10.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
10.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? Yes
SGRN .
Section 11 : Module I — Other biological sampling appreciation (28 g
MP ED S
Growth
11.1,11.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes / 12
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
Sex ratios
11.1,11.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes /
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
Sexual maturity
11.1,11.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes /
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
Fecundity
11.1,11.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? NA /
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? Yes /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA

10  For eel, justification and action taken are not acceptable. MS should follow the provisions of the
DCR.

11 For some species (Hake, herring and mackerel), age sampling of the discard was not reported. To be
clarified by MS.

12 For Anglerfish, 2007 sampling of sex ratio and maturity is missing. Missing information to be
provided by MS.
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SGRN

c
Section 12 : Module ] — Economic data by group of vessels Appreciation 5] é
A
MP EP 3
121,123 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Mostly / 13
122,124 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? No /
12.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? No
SGRN -
. g
Section 13 : Module K — Processing industry Appreciation 3] g
A
MP EP S
13.1,13.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Mostly / 14
13.2,13.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? Yes /
13.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? Yes
SGRN g
Section 14 : Databases o g
appreciation v g
S
14.1 | Are databases sufficiently well described ? Yes
14.2 | Other relevant issues raised by MS
SGRN g
Section 15 : National and International co-ordination g €
appreciation » g
S
15.1 | Is there sufficient information on national co-ordination? Yes
Is the participation ensured to the important international
15.2 i Yes
meetings and workshops ?
15.3 | Are the RCM recommendations well followed through ? Yes
15.4 | Are the SGRN recommendations well followed through ? NA
SGRN g
Section 17 : Comments, Suggestions and Reflections o g
appreciation v g
S
| Is there any comments, suggestions and/or reflections ? None

13

14

The distinction between vessels and “fishing units” is explained but leads to some confusion. It is
stated that less active vessels are covered by data collection but this is not reflected in the tables : it
appears that inactive vessels have been excluded, despite the description of the survey coverage.
Table 12.2 is missing a number of the parameters required. SGRN insists that all the population of
vessels included in the national fleet register be covered. All necessary information to be provided by

MS.

Some indication of how representative the samples are should be given in the survey description in

the NP proposal 2009-2010 / TR 2008.

The report states that data for smaller enterprises is limited and is therefore imputed. This is not

reflected in the sampling rates given in Tables 13.1 and 13.2. To be clarified by MS.
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44 COUNTRY: ESTONIA

a. General comments

Did Technical Report comply with DG MARE / STECF-SGRN Guidelines? Yes
Did Technical Report have all the necessary standard tables? Yes
Did Technical Report have all t}}e necessary information to gllow DG MARE/ Mostly
STECF-SGRN to evaluate the achievements of the MS 2007 National Program?

Are actions by RCM regions sufficiently well individualised ? Yes

General SGRN comments on MS's technical report: None.

b. Comments by section of the Technical report

SGRN g
Section 3 : Precision level 9 g
appreciation » g
S
3.1 Are precision levels provided for all parameters ? No 1
3.2 | Are methods sufficiently well explained or referenced? No
3.3 | Other relevant issues raised by MS Yes
SGRN s
Section 4 : Data transmission g €
appreciation v g
S
4.1 Were all data transmitted to international expert groups ? Yes
4.2 | Are reasons for non transmitting the data acceptable ? NMS
43 | Other relevant issues raised by MS
SGRN =
Section 5 : Module C - Fishing capacities appreciation 3 é
%7}
MP EP 8
51,53 Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Yes /
52,54 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS /
5.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA

1 No precision estimates were provided due to the absence of a common tool for estimating precision.
See general comment On precision levels.
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SGRN

o
Section 6 : Module D - Fishing effort Appreciation (}8) é
MP EP S
6.1,6.3 Were Data Collection Requirements met?
(i) for fuel consumption ? ? 2
(ii) for fishing effort by type of technique ? Yes / 3
(iii) for specific fishing effort ? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Yes /
6.2,6.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS /
6.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
SGRN .
Section 7 : Module E - Catches and landings appreciation %’ g
MP EP S
Landings
7.1,7.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes Yes
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Yes Yes
7.2,74 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS NMS
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
Discards
7.5 Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes / 4
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? ? / 5
7.6 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS /
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA

See Module J.

The MS is reminded on the SGRN recommendation (December 2005) on upgrading the effort unit
requirements for passive gears from the EP to the MP. SGRN calls the attention on the fact that this

information will become mandatory in the future DCR.

SGRN does not understand the rationale for estimating “potential discards” as this cannot be an
approximation of the real discarding behaviour. MS referred in the past to a 2005 pilot study and has
undertaken a 2007 pilot study on discarding in the skate fishery. MS should take the opportunity to
report these pilot studies, and address all issues related to discards estimates. This pilot studies report

should be made available for the next SGRN meeting. See also section 5.

To be clarified by MS whether vessels <10m are included in the sampled coastal fishery.
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Recreational and game fisheries

7.7,7.9 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes Mostly 6
7.8,7.10 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS NMS
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
SGRN =
Section 8 : Module F — Catches per Unit Effort appreciation (%'j é
MP EP S
8.1,8.3 Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes /
8.2,8.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS /
8.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
SGRN .
Section 9 : Module G — Scientific evaluation surveys appreciation %’ g
Priority 1 | Priority 2 S
9.1,9.3 Were Data Collection Requirements met?
Herring Acoustic Survey 3% quarter Yes /
Herring Acoustic Survey 4t quarter Yes / 7
BITS Yes /
Sprat Acoustic Survey Derog. / 8
9.2,9.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
9.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA

MS states that reporting of recreational catches is mandatory since 2005.

MP: Recreational catches of MP species were available from declarative forms. MS notes that an
internet inquiry study will also be performed in 2008. SGRN calls the attention that there is a
workshop on methodology to use for recreational fisheries in preparation, and that MS methodology

should be provided in such a forum.

EP: Recreational catches of EP species were available from declarative forms. The 2007 planned
questionnaire-based survey on under-ice angling was not performed.

SGRN recalls that a provisional derogation has been granted to MSs on sampling recreational

fisheries, until a standard methodology is developed (see SGRN 2007 July comment).

MS is requested to use the correct name of the survey.

Although the survey is included in Table 9.1, it is not referenced in the text.
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SGRN

=
Section 10 : Module H — Length and Age sampling appreciation ;d) é
MP EP S
Landings
10.1,10.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Mostly Partly 9
10.2,10.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS Yes
10.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? Yes
Discards
10.1,10.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes Yes 10
10.2,10.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA NA
10.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
SGRN =
Section 11 : Module I — Other biological sampling appreciation 3)’) g
MP EP S
Growth
11.1,11.3 | Were Data Collection Requitements met? Yes Yes
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS NA
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
Sex ratios
11.1,11.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes Yes 11
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS NMS
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
Sexual maturity
11.1,11.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes Yes
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS NMS
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
Fecundity
11.1,11.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? NA / 12
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA

9  M.P: Table 10.1 contains some error values. More than 50% of the Baltic stocks were oversampled,
while one stock (eel) was under-sampled. Sebastes in NAFO atea is not under a recovery plan as
stated in the TR. Insufficient length sampling was carried out but more than sufficient age sampling.
SGRN would like to have explanation on the rationale of the approach used. Rays in NAFO are not

sampled at all.

E.P: Table 10.2 contains some error values. 3 out of 5 sampled stocks are under-sampled (as in 2005

and 2006),

10 See comment 4 concerning the measurement of “potential” discards.

while the other 2 are sampled in excess.

11 Table 11.1 is not fully completed concerning the long-term planning of sex ratio.

12 Ttis assumed that fecundity sampling included in Table 11.4 (EP) is a mistake.
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SGRN =
Section 12 : Module J — Economic data by group of vessels appreciation 3 é
A
MP EP S
12.1,12.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? ? / 13
12.2,124 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? No /
12.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? No
SGRN =
Section 13 : Module K — Processing industry appreciation 3 é
A
MP EP S
13.1,13.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? No / 14
13.2,13.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? No /
13.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? no
SGRN g
Section 17 : Comments, Suggestions and Reflections 9 g
appreciation v g
S
Is there any comments, suggestions and/or reflections ? None

13

14

Table 12.2 refers to 2007 data. This may be an error or a misinterpretation of the DCR since the TR
should refer to data collection activities in 2007.

The naming of the segments in Table 12.1 should conform with Appendix III of the DCR.
A definition is missing for several parameters, e.g. FTE, replacement value, and interest rates.
The sampling strategy for vessels other than ‘trawlers’ is not clear for cost parameters.

It is not clear how cost items for ‘trawlers’ are derived from the samples.

A segmentation of vessels by activity level is not provided for in the DCR. Information on what was

actually achieved in 2007 and clarification on sampling strategies and parameters definitions to be
provided by MS.

No or insufficient information is provided on sampling and parameter definition. Insufficient
information is provided to permit a thorough analysis on the compliance of the TR with the DCR
requirements.

No surveys planned have been reported. The information provided on sampling does not refer to
data collection activities in 2007. SGRN insists that MS follows the provisions of the DCR.
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4.5 COUNTRY: FINLAND

a. General comments

Did Technical Report comply with DG MARE / STECF-SGRN Guidelines? Yes
Did Technical Report have all the necessary standard tables? Yes
Did Technical Report have all th_e necessaty information to al_low DG MARE / Yes
STECF-SGRN to evaluate the achievements of the MS 2007 National Program?

Are actions by RCM regions sufficiently well individualised ? NA

General SGRN comments on MS's technical report: The report was well written and structured, providing
all necessary information required.

b. Comments by section of the Technical report

SGRN 5
Section 3 : Precision level 8 g
appreciation » g
S
3.1 | Are precision levels provided for all parameters ? Mostly 1
3.2 | Are methods sufficiently well explained or referenced? Yes
3.3 | Other relevant issues raised by MS
SGRN 5
Section 4 : Data transmission 8 &
appreciation v g
8
4.1 | Were all data transmitted to international expert groups ? Yes
4.2 | Are reasons for non transmitting the data acceptable ? NMS
43 | Other relevant issues raised by MS
SGRN =
Section 5 : Module C - Fishing capacities appreciation 8 é
%
MP EP S
5.1,5.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Yes /
52,54 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS /
5.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS

1 Precision level has not been estimated for all stocks for parameters included in Modules H&I. See
general comment On precision levels.

The achieved level of precision for fishing effort, specific fishing effort, and landings is not specified
as « All» in Table 3.1, although the text mentions an exhaustive collection of information. To be
clarified by MS.
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SGRN

c
Section 6 : Module D - Fishing effort appreciation 3 g
%)
MP EP S
6.1,6.3 Were Data Collection Requirements met?
(i) for fuel consumption ? ? 2
(i) for fishing effort by type of technique ? Yes /
(iti) for specific fishing effort ? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Yes /
6.2,6.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS /
6.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
SGRN .
Section 7 : Module E - Catches and landings appreciation (28 é
MP EP S
Landings
7.1,7.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Yes /
7.2,7.4 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS /
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
Discards
7.5 Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes / 3
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? NA /
7.6 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
Recreational and game fisheries
7.7,7.9 Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes Yes 4
7.8,7.10 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS NMS
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
SGRN .
Section 8 : Module F — Catches per Unit Effort appreciation (23 g
MP EP S
8.1,8.3 Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes /
8.2,8.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS /

Fuel consumption reported to be collected but not provided to the call for data in January 2008. See

section 7.

No discard sampling undertaken following exemption rules and NP Proposal 2007.

MS refers to a pilot study for cod and salmon conducted during 2007 within the NP, for which some
information is given. It is reminded that a provisional derogation has been granted to MS on sampling
recreational fisheries, until a standard methodology is developed (see SGRN 2007 July comment).
Nevertheless, carrying a pilot study should lead to the provision of a report, which was already
required for March 2007. MS is urgently requested to provide the report on their pilot study. See also

section 5
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8.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
SGRN .
Section 9 : Module G — Scientific evaluation surveys appreciation (28 é
Priority 1 Priority 2 8
9.1,9.3 Were Data Collection Requirements met?
BITS (4th quarter) NA / 5
Herring acoustic survey Yes /
Sprat acoustic survey Derog. /
9.2,9.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS /
9.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
SGRN .
Section 10 : Module H — Length and Age sampling appreciation (28 é
MP EP 3
Landings
10.1,10.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Partly | Mostly 6
10.2,10.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? Yes Yes
10.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
Discards
10.1,10.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? NA /
10.2,10.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
10.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
SGRN .
Section 11 : Module I — Other biological sampling Appreciation (23 g
MP EP 3
Growth 7
11.1,11.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes /
112,114 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA

5 SGRN notes that, within the BITS working group, MS has not been asked to provide vessel time in
the BITS survey, and has participated by providing staff.

6 M.P: There was a shortfall in sampling for more than 50% of stocks sampled ; however, achieved
samples were in most cases well in excess than those required by DCR.

E.P. : There was a shortfall in sampling for one of the 3 sampled stocks ; however achieved samples
were well in excess than those required by DCR.

SGRN recommends to use guidance of precision levels to redistribute their sampling intensities and
try to reach their own planned objectives.

7 The inclusion of salmon tiver sampling (both in MP & EP) is not in conformity with the DCR (see
previous SGRN comment on the evaluation of the 2007 NP).
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Sex ratios
11.1,11.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Yes /
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
Sexual maturity
11.1,11.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Mostly / 8
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS / 9
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
Fecundity
11.1,11.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? NA /
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
SGRN .
Section 12 : Module ] — Economic data by group of vessels appreciation 5 g
A
MP EP S
12.1,12.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Mostly / 10
122,124 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? No /
12.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? No
SGRN .
Section 13 : Module K — Processing industry Appreciation 3 g
A
MP EP S
13.1,13.3 | Were Data Collection Requirements met? Mostly / 11
13.2,13.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? No /
13.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? No

10 MS excludes non-active vessels from the sampling. SGRN insists that all the population of vessels

11

Sexual maturity sampling was not performed for salmon and sea trout, although SGRN had
previously insisted that MS catry out such sampling. See SGRN comment on the evaluation of the

2006 TR.

Although sexual maturity of salmon and sea trout are not included in the 2007 NP, it is not explained

why there is a deviation from DCR requirements.

included in the national fleet register be covered.

The methodology for calculation of “employment” (FTE, full-time/part-time) is not explained.

SGRN insists that clear description is provided in NP proposal 2009-2010 / 2008 TR.

More information on the sampling procedure for cost parameters would be helpful.

Parameters are not sufficiently well defined. To be clarified by MS.

It is not clear which method the MS has applied for the calculation of the Investment (asset value) —

historical, replacement or insurance value. To be clarified by MS.
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SGRN g
Section 14 : Databases o 8 g
appreciation v g
S

14.1 | Are databases sufficiently well described ? Yes

14.2 | Other relevant issues raised by MS

SGRN <
Section 15 : National and International co-ordination 8 E
appreciation g
S

15.1 | Is there sufficient information on national co-ordination? Yes
152 I thg participation ensured to the important international Mostly 12

meetings and workshops ?

15.3 | Are the RCM recommendations well followed through ? Yes

15.4 | Are the SGRN recommendations well followed through ? Yes
SGRN g
Section 17 : Comments, Suggestions and Reflections 8 g
appreciation v g
S

Is there any comments, suggestions and/or reflections ? None

12 Although participation was planned for Workshop on Age Reading on Flounder and Workshop on
Discard Raising Procedures, the attendance in these meetings was cancelled with no explanation
given.
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4.6 COUNTRY: FRANCE

a. General comments

Did Technical Report comply with DG MARE / STECF-SGRN Guidelines? Mostly
Did Technical Report have all the necessary standard tables? Partly
Did Technical Report have all the necessaty information to al_low DG MARE / Partly
STECF-SGRN to evaluate the achievements of the MS 2007 National Program?

Are actions by RCM regions sufficiently well individualised ? Yes

General SGRN comments on MS's technical report: The major drawback of the report is that tables
regarding age sampling for discards (10.3) and module I (11.1; 11.2 and 11.3) do not contain the necessary
information. Species names are given in different language through the TR and the NP proposal. SGRN
already recommended using Latin names in all occasions. The report was available to SGRN only in
French before the meeting (see section 3.2).

b. Comments by section of the Technical report

SGRN g

Section 3 : Precision level 8 g

appreciation g

S
3.1 | Are precision levels provided for all parameters ? Partly 1
3.2 | Are methods sufficiently well explained or referenced? Yes 2

3.3 Other relevant issues raised by MS

SGRN g

Section 4 : Data transmission g g

appreciation v g

S
4.1 Were all data transmitted to international expert groups ? Mostly 3
4.2 Are reasons for non transmitting the data acceptable ? Yes 4

1 Although the TR states that "Dans lensemble, les niveau: de précision statistique requis par le réglement sont
atteints. Les tables jointes (fichier Exccel, fenille 3.1) fournissent une information plus précise a ce sujet.", Table 3.1 is
mostly empty. Missing data to be provided by MS. (same comment as 2007 SGRN report). See also
general comment On precision levels.

2 Full details on methods used ate given, both in the main body of the report and in annexes, but there
is no cross-reference to them in Table 3.1. (same comment as 2007 SGRN report)

3 For all species, no quantties of discards have been sent to North Sea WG. The same applies for
SGRST required data. Cod in VIId is not sampled for length because of exemption rules although
this information is required by the WGNSSK. See general comment on ICES tables

provided for 2009.
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43 Other relevant issues raised by MS
SGRN .
Section 5 : Module C - Fishing capacities appreciation (23 Qg
MP EP S
51,53 | Were DCR targets met? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Yes /
52,54 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
5.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
SGRN .
Section 6 : Module D - Fishing effort appreciation 3 é
%)
MP EP S
6.1,6.3 | Were DCR targets met
(i) for fuel consumption ? Mostly 5
(ii) for fishing effort by type of technique ? Yes /
(iii) for specific fishing effort ? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Mostly / 6
6.2,6.4 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? Yes /
6.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? Yes
SGRN .
Section 7 : Module E - Catches and landings appreciation (23 g
MP EP S
Landings
7.1,73 | Were DCR targets met ? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Yes /
7.2,7.4 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
Discards
7.5 Were DCR targets met ? No / 7
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? No /
7.6 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? Yes /
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA 8
See Module J.

Vessels <10m in Mediterranean are only partially sampled (Languedoc and Roussillon).

Almost all discard sampling programmes were far below the targets. MS should provide all
information regarding actions planned to circumvent the recurrent poor sampling of discards in the
future.

SGRN understands that the problem of under-achievement in 2007 is, amongst others, again due to
a lack of co-operation from the fishing sector. However, in view of the large number of vessels from
which candidates can be recruited for sea-going observer trips, the decrease in level of achievement is
unacceptable. (comment from 2007 SGRN July report). See also general comment On the execution
of the DCR requirements.
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Recreational and game fisheries
77,79 | Were DCR targets met ? ? / 9
7.8,7.10 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? Na /
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? Na
SGRN .
Section 8 : Module F — Catches per Unit Effort appreciation (23 Qg
MP EP S
8.1,8.3 | Were DCR targets met? Mostly / 10
8.2,8.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? Yes /
8.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? Na
SGRN .
Section 9 : Module G — Scientific evaluation surveys appreciation ;}d é
Priority 1 | Priority 2 S
9.1,9.3 Were DCR targets met ?
IBTS 1st quarter Yes /
West IBTS 4th quarter, EVHOE Yes /
Sardine, Anchovy, Horse Mackerel Acoustic Survey Yes /
MEDITS Yes /
CGFS Yes /
Blue Whiting Survey Yes /
European Tuna Tagging Programme Yes /
PELMED / Yes
9.2,9.4 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
9.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable?

9

10

There is no reference on the reporting to ICCAT of catches of bluefin tuna by recreational
fishermen in the Mediterranean. Information to be provided by MS. See also general comment On
the following international obligations regarding recreational fisheries.

Two CPUE series concerning hake were dropped (VIII and VIIIa,b). SGRN agreed already last year
on the approach taken by MS, but reference to SGRN comments should be propetly referenced.
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SGRN .
Section 10 : Module H — Length and Age sampling appreciation 3 g
%5
MP EP S
Landings
10.1,10.3 | Were DCR targets met? Mostly Yes 11
Were national targets met ? Mostly /
10.2,10.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? Mostly /
10.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? No
Discards
10.1,10.3 | Were DCR targets met? Partly / 12
10.2,10.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? No /
10.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? No
SGRN .
Section 11 : Module I — Other biological sampling appreciation 3 g
25
MP EP S
Growth
11.1,11.3 | Were DCR targets met? ? / 13
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
Sex ratios
11.1,11.3 | Were DCR targets met? P /
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA

11

12

13

Recovery plan species are well sampled; Lepidorhombus spp are not sampled for age in VII and
VIIIb although they are tuning series (the reference to the section where an explanation is given
should be found in the text, see footnote 4); other species e.g. Coryphenoides rupestris are not
sampled for age but no explanation is given; SGRN considers that no derogation was ever granted
for not sampling bluefin tuna for length in Mediterranean. Eel in all ateas is not sampled.

Discrepancies were found between the NP proposal and the TR in the Mediterranean. To be clarified
by MS.

MS states that discards were sampled for age but no information is provided in table 10.3. SGRN
recommends that these numbers should be provided in the TR.

Inconsistencies between table 11.1 and 11.2. and 11.3. E.g. Merlangus merlangus in IV and VIId
foreseen in 2007 in table 11.1 and not planned in table 11.2 and 11.3; Lophins piscatorius and Lophins
budegassa in North East Atlantic foreseen in 2007 in table 11.1 and not planned in table 11.2 and
11.3; Nephrops as well. SGRN recommends MS to provide new tables

No precision levels were reported. However as 2007 is the final year of the 3 years cycle, and as no
precision levels have been reported on biological sampling from 2005 — 2007 it is impossible for
SGRN to evaluate the effectiveness of this programmes and whether or not DCR targets have been
met for this 3 year period. See also general comment On the cycles for Module I sampling.
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Sexual maturity
11.1,11.3 | Were DCR targets met? ? /
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
Fecundity
11.1,11.3 | Were DCR targets met? P /
11.2,11.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
11.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
SGRN =
Section 12 : Module ] — Economic data by group of vessels appreciation 3}‘3 g
MP EP S
121,123 | Were DCR targets met? Mostly /
122,124 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? No / 14
12.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? No
SGRN =
Section 13 : Module K — Processing industry Appreciation 5}‘3 g
MP EP S
13.1,13.3 | Were DCR targets met? Yes /
13.2,13.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NMS / 15
13.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
SGRN 5
Section 14 : Databases =
appreciation v g
8
14.1 | Are databases sufficiently well described ? Yes
14.2 | Other relevant issues raised by MS

14 The MS excludes the Corse and Overseas vessels (Mattinique, Guadeloupe etc.), which is a
substantial part of the (EU-water- or by bilateral agreements associated Non-EU water-) fleet. SGRN
insists that all the population of vessels included in the national fleet register be covered.

The MS reports “full time employment” without providing a clear calculation method. To be clarified
by MS.

15 Companies not belonging to fish processing should be excluded from the TR.
More information on parameter definition and a clearer presentation would be helpful.

The number of companies stated in the TR is not in accordance with the NP (apparently the NP has
not been updated from the template). To be clarified by MS.
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SGRN g
Section 15 : National and International co-ordination g g
appreciation v g
S
15.1 | Is there sufficient information on national co-ordination? Yes
Is the participation ensured to the important international
15.2 i Yes
meetings and workshops ?
15.3 | Are the RCM recommendations well followed through ? Yes
15.4 | Are the SGRN recommendations well followed through » Yes
SGRN g
Section 17 : Comments, Suggestions and Reflections 8 &
appreciation g
S
Is there any comments, suggestions and/or reflections ? Yes 16
16 See section 9.1.
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4.7 COUNTRY: GERMANY

a. General comments

Did Technical Report comply with DG MARE / STECF-SGRN Guidelines? Mostly
Did Technical Report have all the necessary standard tables? Yes
Did Technical Report have all the necessaty information to al_low DG MARE / Yes
STECF-SGRN to evaluate the achievements of the MS 2007 National Program?

Are actions by RCM regions sufficiently well individualised? Yes

General SGRN comments on MS's technical report: MS should use the naming convention used in the
DCR and in the guidelines. No information is provided concerning fishing in CECAF area. See also
general comment On fishing outside Community waters.

b. Comments by section of the Technical report

SGRN E
Section 3 : Precision level 8 €
appreciation g
S
3.1 Are precision levels provided for all parameters ? Yes 1
3.2 | Are methods sufficiently well explained or referenced? Yes
3.3 Other relevant issues raised by MS
SGRN 5
Section 4 : Data transmission 8 E
appreciation g
S
4.1 Were all data transmitted to international expert groups ? Yes
4.2 | Are reasons for non transmitting the data acceptable ? NA
43 Other relevant issues raised by MS
SGRN .
Section 5 : Module C - Fishing capacities appreciation (28 g
MP EP S
5.1,5.3 Were Data Collection requirements met? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Yes /
52,54 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
5.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS

1 See general comment On precision levels.
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SGRN

=
Section 6 : Module D - Fishing effort appreciation 3 g
%
MP EP S
6.1,6.3 | Were Data Collection requirements met? Yes
(i) for fuel consumption ? Mostly 2
(i) for fishing effort by type of technique ? Yes /
(iti) for specific fishing effort ? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Yes / 3
6.2,6.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
6.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
SGRN .
Section 7 : Module E - Catches and landings appreciation (28 é
MP EP S
Landings
7.1,7.3 | Were Data Collection requirements met? Yes /
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Yes /
7.2,7.4 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
Discards
7.5 Were Data Collection requirements met? Mostly / 4
Did data collection include vessels < 10 m? Yes /
7.6 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? Yes /
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NA
Recreational and game fisheries
7.7,7.9 Were Data Collection requirements met? Yes /
7.8,7.10 Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? Yes /
7.11 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? Yes
SGRN .
Section 8 : Module F — Catches per Unit Effort appreciation (23 g
MP EP S
8.1,8.3 Were Data Collection requirements met? Yes /
8.2,8.4 | Are deviations from aim sufficiently well explained? NA /
8.5 Are suggested actions to remedy shortfalls acceptable? NMS
See Module J.

SGRN understands that vessels not submitted to log-books are implicitly the vessels <10m but this

should be clearly specified in future NP proposals and TR.

Sampling areas in table 7.1. are not consistent with 10.1. Thus, it is difficult to evaluate if MS
achieved what was planned in the NP. Moreover, name of the species should be consistent wi