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SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC COMMITTEE FOR FISHERIES (STECF)

Preparationsfor future data collection under therevised DCF (STECF-14-24)

THISREPORT WASREVIEWED DURING THE PLENARY MEETING HELD IN
BRUSSELS, BELGIUM, 10-14 NOVEMBER 2014

Background

Data collection currently occurs under the Datalé@tion Framework (DCE)and the multi-annual
Union programme for data collection (EU MAP) esistidd thereundérln line with this EU MAP,
Member States are required to submit National Rrogrnes (NP) (Article 4 of Reg. 199/2008). These
NPs are set for three years (currently 2014-20416) contain the Member States' obligations to colle
and provide data relevant to their region/fishésiestors pursuant to the EU Multiannual Programme.
NPs are analysed by the STECF (independent ex@artsare adopted by the Commission through a
Commission Decision (Article 6). NPs can be modifié requested by a Member State and after
evaluation of the proposed changes by the STECF.

Under the EMFF the Operational programs must b@lsapented by a work plan for data collection
(Article 21). Member States have to submit thesekvpans to the Commission in a specified format
(Article 4(4) of Regulation (EC) No 199/2008) by Bttober of the previous year, unless an existing
plan still applies. The content of those plans nigstonsistent with Article 4(2) of that Regulation
referring to multi-annual sampling plans, and sceefior at sea monitoring, surveys and data use. The
Commission has written to Member States in 20li4ftrm them that they are not required to submit
a national work plan for 2014 or 2015, becauseptiegious detailed national programme still applies
and therefore no additional plans are needed.da adVP is submitted the Commission may approve
it by implementing act (Article 21 EMFF).

Under Article 7 of the DCF Regulation, Member S$atge required to report annually on the
implementation of their National Programme. The @ussion shall assess the implementation of the
national programmes on the basis of an evaluatyahd STECF.

The current Annual Report guidelines and standalotes were prepared in March 2013, on the basis
of recommendations made by the Commission baseedxparience with evaluation of the Annual
Reports 2011 as well as recommendations made b$TRECF expert group EWG12-08 (Hamburg,
25-29 June 2012) and endorsed by STECF throughteenvprocedure in July 2012. These revised
guidelines and standard tables were reviewed betpert group EWG 13-02 (Ispra, 11 - 15 March
2013). Since then, additional recommendations leen made in STECF EWGs regarding how to
further improve and simplify the guidelines andhskard tables. On the basis of an ad hoc contizet, t

'Council Regulation 199/2008 concerning the esthbiant of a Community framework for the collectisnanagement
and use of data in the fisheries sector and sugpostientific advice regarding the Common FiségfPolicy and
Commission Regulation 665/2008 laying down detailgds for the application of Council Regulatiord1Z008.

2 Commission Decision C(2013) 5243 of 13.8.2013 mditey the multiannual Union programme for the axilten,
management and use of data in the fisheries skxttre period 2011-2013 to the period 2014-2016

% C(2013)5568 Commission Implementing Decision aB3P013 extending the national programmes for tikection of
primary biological, technical, environmental anatiseeconomic data in the fisheries sector for teega 2011-
2013 to the period 2014-2016



Commission has prepared a draft update of the hjuedeand standard tables, which incorporates any
recommendations that were straight forward andeate in previous EWGs.

The Terms of Reference for EWG-14-17 were:
1. Revision of the Annual Reports guidelines and saashdhables

The EWG14-17 is invited to review the draft reviskdnual Report guidelines and template and
improve it where necessary. In addition, a lispo$sible additional updates has been compiled,hwhic
the EWG14-17 will be asked to decide upon so thdglines and standard tables can be finalized after
the meeting.
The focus of the exercise should be on simpliforati

2. Preparation of a template for National Work plamsdata collection

The EWG14-17 should help developing a templatetese national work plans in view of a future
Commission Decision. These should contain compléangmformation to that which Member States
will be including in their European Maritime andskeries Fund Operational Programmes4, including:
a) a detailed description of the procedures andhoastto be used in collecting and analysing datia an
in estimating their accuracy and precision.

b) the international cooperation and regional ¢mtation arrangements; including bilateral
agreements concluded to achieve the objectives;

c) how and when data will be made available to esels.

The focus of the exercise should be on simplifarati

Request tothe STECF

STECF is requested to review the report of the SHEGpert Working Group meeting, evaluate the figdin
and make any appropriate comments and recommengatio

Observations of the STECF

STECF observes that, according to the Commissiquirements, the meeting of EWG 14-17 took
place in two parts: in the first part, the EWG vasked to update the template and guidelines for
Annual Reports in terms of 'short-term updatesthinsecond part of the meeting, the EWG was asked
to reflect on a longer-term perspective, dealinthwnore fundamental changes to the Annual Reports
and, in parallel, reflect on what information stibbk included in future National Work Plans.

As far as the proposals for_short-term changesAfonual Report formats and in line with the
simplification request by the Commission, the EWA1T was required to review the work done by
an expert contracted ad-hoc by the Commission poidhe meeting with the aim to compile a list of
main short-term changes to the Annual Report gindsland tables (this list was compiled based on
previous STECF meetings including EWG 14-07). STEsbBerves that the EWG 14-17 was also
requested to revise and propose a solution onubstamding questions on changes addressed by the
ad-hoc expert. Based on this, EWG 14-17 preparede@ guidelines and standard table files with
traceable changes in order to provide the ad-hperéxvith clear information on where the changes

“ See Draft template and guidelines on the contetiteoEMFF operational programme 2014-2020
http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/reform/emff/doc/03Ffesp-template-and-quidance_en.pdf




have been made, as it is up the expert to prodecéral version of the standard tables and guiesli
for MS.

When dealing with longer-term perspectives for diadi Work Plans (NWPs) and Annual Reports,
STECF observes that the EWG 14-17 faced the prolttexh a proposal for a revised DCF and
corresponding Implementing Acts is not yet ava#ablherefore, the discussions and ideas on
National Work Plan elements and on improved Anmegort compilation only provided first hints on
a way forward, aiming at simplification and improvese of the information, compared to the current
DCF system.

As far as the NWP, taking into account that the NVERe designed to be supplementing documents of
the Operational Programmes (to be submitted by M&uthe EMFF system for the period 2014-
2020), EWG 14-17 considered that it would be adlesdhat they would be implemented as multi-
annual Plan to avoid annual evaluations. Howewarséke of flexibility and especially to respond to
possible changes in end-user requirements, it dheahain possible for MS, when drafting the NWP,
to deal with annual changes in data collection suithneeding to update the overall NWPs. To this
aim, EWG 14-17 suggested that the NWPs would corttao different parts: a static part defining
long-term elements such as data collection and gaddity assurance methods, and a flexible part,
reflecting short-term adaptations such as samphitensities and responsive actions from regional
recommendations.

As far as the long-term perspectives for Annual ey since the detailed format and contents of
National Work Plans are not defined yet, STECF onkese it was premature for EWG 14-17 to
appropriately address this part of the ToRs. Néedéess, EWG 14-17 addressed this item and has
found that ideally, most of the information neededfleet activities, conducted sampling etc. needed
for the compilation of Annual Report can be geretdtom existing (or future) databases, regional or
supra-regional.

Indeed, STECF observes that EWG 14-17 has doneod @work on addressing the use of existing
databases (and the proposal of future ones) for dtwage of fisheries information and
intended/conducted sampling for improving the cdatn process of National Work Plans and
Annual Reports by MS. EWG 14-17 has also providegragphical representation of the advisable
information flow, including details on the storaged exchange of information, for the compilation of
NWP and AR.

The EWG 14-17 briefly described existing databdseghe various data types (economic database,
survey database, biological data bases). FurthesniW/G 14-17 has carried out an exercise to show
how some tables of the AR, e.g. the economic datadard tables (I11.B.1 to IIl.B.3), can be easily
derived and compiled by using data provided by Mthiw the Fleet Economics Data Call. In order to
better investigate this possibility, EWG 14-17 segjg to implement some changes in the next Fleet
Economics Data Call (January 2015) and ask MS termdon a voluntary basis to this test. If
adhering, they will be asked to provide one mot#etancluding relevant information of the related
tables of the NP (the suggested table is pracyicddintical to table IIl.B.1 of the NP).

STECF observes that the EWG 14-17 has thoroughkbudsed current data transmission requirements
and timing between MS and end-users under thecddltction system.EWG 14-17 has listed the main



data calls/end-users and provided detailed infdonain the timing (deadlines), if a database fer th
storage of this data exists or not, and the matia siaurces.

STECF observes that there is a strong need forlisicapion in the data transmission flow under the
DCF system between MS and the main end-users yRFMO). Furthermore, the legal basis for the
various data requirements (Control Regulation, REM®.) is in several cases not in line with curren
DCF requirements. Thus, the DCF requirements neée tharmonised with these requirements. With
regard to changing end-user requirements, STECRlesously advised (most recently in STECF-
14-02) that these be discussed and agreed atgiomat level before amending DCF requirements.

Conclusions of the STECF

STECF concludes that EWG 14-17 have adequatelyeadéd the ToRs assigned and listed in the
backgrounds section.

As far as the work on short-term changes made byEMA17, STECIoncludes thatte proposed set
of standard tables have been produced in compliastbethe aim of simplification, as requested by
the Commission, as they contain several suggestionsleletions of redundant information and
clarification on issues that have caused confugsraimcertainty on reporting requirements in the.pas

As far as the long-term perspective, STECF condubat the preliminary work done by EWG 14-17
fully addresses the request of simplification. Btgular, it fully responds to the requirements in
terms of substance (simplifying the substance efstandard tables), standardisation (possibilityse
standards for completion of both NWP and AR) amintt (how some info for future ARs could be
generated automatically).

STECF concludes that the dynamic system foreseeBW @& 14-17 for data exchange and storage
(scenario on NWP and AR information flow) is a sbles system to pursue simplification and
avoiding duplication of data submissions by MS.eled, this system could be able to decrease the
burden on MS in preparing the NWP and at the same ¢xperts involved in the review process as
well as end-users would receive the informatioa more standardized way, which will give a general
overview on sampling activities and simplify theuwork as well. This system will also help in
harmonising the data transmission flow and in sj\problems related to the different timings ofadat
requirements by the main end-users.

STECF endorses the proposed guidelines and standdds prepared by EWG 14-17 and
recommends that the finalisation by the ad-hoc explethe guidelines and the standard tables will
happen as soon as possible (before the end of d01drder to provide Member States with new
reporting formats and guidance to be applied fer fibrthcoming reporting period (Annual Report
2014 to be released for the end of May 2015).

STECF endorses the proposal of EWG 14-17 to testehsibility of using the Fleet Economics Data
Call for filling Annual Report tables and suggetat this test be implemented in the next Fleet
economic Data call to be launched in January 20&king into account that the participation of MS is
proposed to be voluntary, STECF considers thain#eessary information for MS to decide if they
participate in this test or not should be giverthia official letter sent to DCF national correspents
when announcing the data call.



STECF endorses the proposal for a future implentientaf a dynamic and automatic system for data
exchange using the same data format between M®mnon storage of data (at regional level, for a
group of regions, or at European level) as wellcasimon reporting functionalities will allow to
access to the metadata required for the evaluafidthe NWP. Taking into account that this system
strongly relies on the regional databases, thaesointhese databases are already in place butme so
cases they should be still developed, STECF nbtdurther development in these areas is necessary

STECF considers that the reporting requirementsM®& have to comply with for different data calls
(STECF EWG, RFMO, ICES, EUROSTAT, etc....) and iratiein to the Control Regulation should
be harmonised in order to avoid duplication of wiarlprocess data to different formats.



EXPERT WORKING GROUP EWG-14-17 REPORT

REPORT TO THE STECF

EXPERT WORKING GROUP ON
Preparations for future data collection under therevised DCF
(EWG-14-17)

Hambur g, Germany, 20-24 October 2014

This report does not necessarily reflect the viéthe STECF and the European
Commission and in no way anticipates the Commissituture policy in this area
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The STECF EWG 14-17 met at the Thinen Institutdamburg, Germany, from 20-24 October 2014,
addressing 1) short-term revision of the Annuald®&pguidelines and standard tables (based on EWG
14-07 and work prepared by an ad-hoc expert) adng}term preparations for National Work Plans
and Annual Reports. The underlying aim of both TewhReference was simplification compared to
the current DCF guidelines and templates and inggtawse of the information contained in MS Work
Plans and Annual Reports by data end-users.

Regarding proposals fehort-term changes for Annual Report formats, the EWG prepared revised
guidelines and standard table files with changstbha, with the aim of providing Member States with
new reporting formats and guidance agreed by ST#&CEe forthcoming reporting period (Annual
Report 2014) until the end of 2014. The proposé¢dsstandard tables contain several suggestians fo
deletions of redundant information and clarification issues that caused confusion or uncertainty on
reporting requirements in the past. Moreover, thWGEaddressed all outstanding questions on changes
by the ad-hoc expert.

When dealing withonger-term perspectives for National Work Plans and Annual Reports, the
EWG 14-17 faced the problem that a proposal foevased DCF and corresponding Implementing
Acts was not available. Therefore, the discussamtsideas on National Work Plan elements and on
improved Annual Report compilation presented heig provide first hints on a way forward, aiming
at simplification and improved use of the inforneati compared to the current DCF system. The EWG
considers that National Work Plans would contaistadic part defining long-term elements such as
data collection and data quality assurance methadd, a_flexible part that reflects short-term
adaptations such as sampling intensities and resgoactions from regional recommendations.

The use of existing (and futurdatabases for fisheries information and intended/conductachpling

is a strong new element suggested for compilatfoNational Work Plans and Annual Reports. The
EWG briefly described existing databases for theous data types. An example for the immediate
use of data from the Fleet Economics Data Calluiment Annual Report tables is given to illustrate
the use of databases for reporting on fisheriessantpling data.

The EWG further discussed curratdta transmission requirements and timing, suggesting the need

for harmonisation of the various requirements ofiBeal Fisheries (Management) Organisations and
International Organisations (e.g. ICES) with DCguieements.
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2 INTRODUCTION

Data collection currently occurs under the Datal€btibn Framework (DCF) and the multi-annual
Union programme for data collection (EU MAP) esistietd thereunder. In line with this EU MAP,
Member States are required to submit National Rrogres (NP) (Article 4 of Reg. 199/2008). These
NPs are set for three years (currently 2014-20h8)c@ntain the Member States' obligations to cbllec
and provide data relevant to their region/fishésestors pursuant to the EU MAP. NPs are analysed
by the STECF (independent experts) and are addpgethe Commission through a Commission
Decision (Article 6). NPs can be modified if regieesby a Member State and after evaluation of the
proposed changes by the STECF.

Under the EMFF, the Operational Programmes mussumplemented by a National Work Plan
(NWP) for data collection (Article 21). Member Ststhave to submit these work plans to the
Commission in a specified format (Article 4(4) oedrilation (EC) No 199/2008) by 31 October of the
previous year, unless an existing plan still agpliehe content of those plans must be consisteht wi
Article 4(2) of that Regulation, referring to muéthnual sampling plans, and schemes for at-sea
monitoring, surveys and data use. The Commissienwrédten to Member States in 2014 to inform
them that they are not required to submit a natiamak plan for 2014 or 2015, because the previous
detailed National Programme still applies and tfugeeno additional plans are needed. In case a NWP
is submitted, the Commission may approve it by enpnting act (Article 21 EMFF).

Under Article 7 of the DCF Regulation, Member S$atme required to report annually on the
implementation of their National Programme. The @ussion shall assess the implementation of the
National Programmes on the basis of an evaluatyahd STECF.

The current Annual Report guidelines and standalotes were prepared in March 2013, on the basis
of recommendations made by the Commission baseexparience with evaluation of the Annual
Reports 2011 as well as recommendations made b$TECF expert group EWG 12-08 (Hamburg,
25-29 June 2012) and endorsed by STECF throughiteenvprocedure in July 2012. These revised
guidelines and standard tables were reviewed byexpert group EWG 13-02 (Ispra, 11-15 March
2013). Since then, additional recommendations leen made in STECF EWGs regarding how to
further improve and simplify the guidelines andnstard tables (e.g. EWG 14-07, Oostende, 23-27
June 2014). On the basis of an ad-hoc contractCtimamission has prepared a draft update of the
guidelines and standard tables, which incorporatgsrecommendations that were straightforward and
agreed to in previous EWGs.

21 Termsof Referencefor EWG-14-17

1. Revision of the Annual Reports guidelines and standard tables

The EWG14-17 is invited to review the draft revistdnual Report guidelines and template and
improve it where necessary. In addition, a lispo$sible additional updates has been compiled,hwhic

the EWG14-17 will be asked to decide upon so thdglines and standard tables can be finalized after
the meeting.

The focus of the exercise should be on simplifarati

2. Preparation of atemplate for National Work Plansfor data collection

12



The EWG14-17 should help developing a templatdlese National Work Plans in view of a future
Commission Decision. These should contain compléangmformation to that which Member States
will be including in their European Maritime andskeries Fund Operational Programmes, including:

a) a detailed description of the procedures and mettmtle used in collecting and analysing data
and in estimating their accuracy and precision.

b) the international cooperation and regional collakion arrangements; including bilateral
agreements concluded to achieve the objectives;

c) how and when data will be made available to endsuse

The focus of the exercise should be on simplifarati

3 SHORT-TERM CHANGESFOR ANNUAL REPORTS

The Commission representative presented the TefrReference for the meeting and it was clarified

that the meeting would take place in two partsthim first part, the EWG would update the template
and guidelines for Annual Reports in terms of 'stemm updates'. In the second part of the meeting,
the EWG would reflect on longer-term, more fundatabohanges to both the Annual Reports and in
parallel, reflect on what information should belirtted in future National Work Plans.

Regarding the first part of the meeting, the Consiois representative informed participants that the
Commission contracted an expert prior to the mgetinalready compile the recommended 'short-
term' changes to the Annual Report template andetjope documents, stemming from previous
STECF meetings including the STECF EWG 14-07 mgdi®ostende, 23-27 June 2014). The EWG
was requested to first review the changes alreaalyenby the expert, and then to discuss the open
guestions compiled by the expert (on which the SFIEEQVG 14-07 did not reach an agreement). The
EWG would then include the corresponding changaheénnew template and guidelines for Annual
Reports, adding any issues that they felt were ggpate. The line to follow for these short-term
updates was to aim to simplify the Annual Reportexgrcise for Member States, and remove any
redundant fields in the Annual Reports, whilst begrin mind the fact that next year the STECF
would be required to compare the Annual Reporth Wie existing National Programmes. Therefore,
no fundamental changes to the Annual Reports shmildnplemented in the short term if these will
render comparison with the National Programmes ssjte or overly complicated.

The EWG 14-17 reviewed the work prepared througha@oc contract, containing proposals for
short-term changes in the standard tables and lqweddor Annual Reports.

3.1 Standard tablesfor Annual Reports

3.1.1 General changes

1. Added column for comments: footnotes in the taldes replaced by a column where
comments should be listed for the relevant seatdhe end of the table or explained in the AR
texts. The aim of this column is to substitute thetnotes in every cell and make the tables
more workable. The number of characters shouldnigeld (150 maximum).

2. For those Member States already moving towardstati$8cally Sound Sampling Scheme”
and incorporating the principles of randomised dargpthe Guidelines for the AR2014-2016,

13



have been revised as such that the Tables areisdfol as the reporting template. Under the
“roll — over” system of the current DCF, these Ma&ni$tates will not have planned targets
linked to their new sampling frames in the NatioRabgramme, however they can report
achieved number of trips per selected stratum neugpber of port visits etc.

3. Details of achieved stock related sampling couldibleaded to Regional Databases each year,
on foot of data calls for assessment working groapsl sampling data also to be uploaded
centrally in response to RCM data calls on an ahnbasis. It can be an option for a MS to
derive the information for the AR from the RDB.

4. RFMO/RFO/IO: in all tables, the column “RFMO” (Regal Fisheries Management
Organisation) has been replaced by “RFMO/RFO/IO”ateo take into account Regional
Fisheries Organisations (RFO) and Internationala@igations (10) such as ICES.

5. Recommendations and agreements in one table: RCB$RCLM and STECF
recommendations and agreements (agreements aos @piagreed by a RCM) are removed
from the text and are to be filled in Table II.Brizw table).

6. The coding and numbering of the Tables were keporaingly to the previous guidelines.
Where a Table is not relevant anymore, this isrrefeto in the guidelines.

7. The guidelines do not use the word “shortfalls” moye. All has been replaced by
“Deviations”. Where “Shortfalls and Deviation” wasentioned, this should be replaced by
“Deviation”.

3.1.2 Detailed changes

Table Changes

11.B.1 New field “No. of attendance” added.

11.B.2 New table. Follow-up of recommendations and agrexsne

l.B.1 Equations have been filled in. Reference year shdand the same all over.

Footnote includediNote: Please ensure data for active and inactivesegls are
presented separately.

.B.2 Columns with Total number of vessels in the cluster from the trmesent
information and with Number of vessels in the segment from the moshtrece
informationdeleted.

Column withClassification of segments which have been cludiadeed.

11.B.3 Column with fleet segment split into fishing teatumé and length class.
Columns withCV andvariability indicatorsdeleted.

.c.1 To be filled for the AR.

Table compatible with both metier-based samplingr&ious years as reference
period) and statistically sound sampling schemesding year as reference
period). “Selected” metiers replaced by “Identifiedetiers.

14



“Gear LVL4” and “Target Assemblage LVL5” taken oletier LVL6 contains
LVL4 and LVL5 information.

Merging and disaggregation of metiers informatiociuded in this table.

l.C.2 Deleted. Information on merging and disaggregatibmetiers included in table
l.c.1

l.C.4 Table compatible with both metier based samplird)4®.
Placed befordll.C.3. Only refers to the planned sampling strategy, actue
number of trips fields taken out. Achievementsainielll.C.3.

11.C.3 Table compatible with both, metier-based samplimgl atatistically sound
sampling schemes.
Expected number of trips to be sampled taken oamghing intensities
comparable with planned number of trips to be sachgly sampling strata,
which are to be reported in tableC.4 .
“Gear LVL4” and “Target Assemblage LVL5” taken oletier LVL6 contains
LVL4 and LVL5 information.

l.C.5 Deleted. Achieved number of fish measured to pented in tabldll.C.6.

1.C.6 Previous template kept according to the previoudeines.

l.D.1 New table. Recreational fisheries information.

l.E.1 Field “Share in EU TAC” deleted.

l.E.2 Previous template kept according to the previoudaimes.

l.E.3 Fields “Fishing Ground”, “Planned minimum No of imdluals to be measured at
a national level” and “Achieved precision targeVjCdeleted.

l.F.1 Column withCV deleted.

.G.1 New field “Planned target according to NP” added.

IV.A.1 Previous template kept according to the previoudadimes.

IV.A.2 Equations have been filled in. Reference year shbelthe same all over.

IV.A.3 Columns withCV andvariability indicatorsdeleted.

IV.B.1 Equations have been filled in.

IV.B.2 Columns withCV andvariability indicatorsdeleted.
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Regarding the Data Quality sections in the AR,ENéG 14-17 has looked into the quality aspect of
the collected data and agreed that the use of C& @ecision tool is not an appropriate tool fog th
data collection quality assessment. However, a egrapality assurance/quality indicator system
should be developed for the future, and the EWQ@ 1 4upports the work done by the RCM Baltic
2014, RCM NS&EA 2014 and RCM NA 2014. The EWG 14sliggest that similar work is done in
the other RCMs as well, during 2015.

EWG14-17 suggests that the evaluation guidelinédstlaa forms are checked to be in accordance with
the changes on the AR Guidelines, Text and Tables.
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3.2 Guidelinesfor Annual Reports

The EWG 14-17 has proposed amendments to the queddbr submission of Annual Reports, taking
into account the work of the ad-hoc expert and psegd changes in the standard tables (section 3.1).

3.3 Outstanding questions

There were still many questions which remain unamed or “open” at the start of the meeting and for
which the EWG 14-17 made a decision thereby pragidurther clarity to MS and in doing so,
improve the compilation of the DCF Annual Reportd #he quality of the subsequent evaluations.

3.3.1 Biological Modules

1. STECF EWG 14-17 is requested to consider how tortem Pilot studies (Portugal might serve
as a good example for a suggestion: the pilot stegprting format is along the same lines as the
AR reporting format.)

Pilot studies are part of the NP of some MS. Thaugoese AR presents their pilot studies as an
annex to the main report. It is comprised of threen parts, a motivation and description of thetpil
project as per the National Programme outliningdbtails of the study, why the study is necessary,
including listed objectives and the planned wotie presentation of the results in a tabular form
answering the questions outlined in the objectviethe project and finally a description on how the
country will address the shortfalls.

It s is proposed that future pilot studies shooltbfv this structure:
1. Introduction
2. Achievements, Results and Deviations from tlogppsal

Scope Results

3. Actions to avoid shortfalls
Follow up actions by MS that should be identifiadhe next NWP

2. A decision is required on how to evaluate and f@llgp on Module IX: Comments, Suggestions
and Reflections.

In general, the comments, suggestions and reflecti@ary in nature and do not always require a
response. It is proposed that the EWG collate titrmg in a table and address them. A column on
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whether the comment needs any further action eligghe country or by the Commission should be
included.

Comment /Suggestion/ReflectionCountry Follow up action required

3. Module III.D (recreational fisheries): Data qualitgrgets: it is not clear how relevant the current
quality targets are. It is recommended that eittier evaluation questions are modified, or that
sensible data quality targets are being developétho will develop these targets? Is this a more
long term goal?

The questions in the evaluation are: “Were the daiaity targets provided?” and “Were the data
guality targets met?”.

Recreational fisheries are different in all coedgrand different regulations apply. Sampling striate
and methodologies for sampling recreational fisggedre therefore also different. No single standard
sampling approach is possible across all MS. Qutigets should be provided by the MS and the MS
should also indicate how these have been met. Thasebe a need to develop targets (measurable
goals) to a more international standard. Such targeuld be developed and proposed by for instance
ICES WGRFS, using several possible sampling stiedegs examples. The proposals could be
evaluated and adopted by STECF. Another approachdcbe to task an STECF EWG with
developing target proposals.

4. In the AR guidelines, ‘reference year’ is beingduas the reporting year. In the AR tables,
‘reference year(s)’ sometimes seems to relateasédmpling/reporting year (e.g. 111.B.3), and
sometimes to the NP reference years (e.g. Tab(e 8). Define the term “reference year”

This is a matter of terminology. Define the ‘refece year’ and ‘reporting year’ properly.

» Thereferenceyear is the year for which the data are collected.réfarence period is being
referred to, e.g. landings/effort/value data farkiag metiers (Table I1I.C.1), it should be
termed as such.

» Thesampling year is the year during which sampling is conducted @auc collected.

» Thereporting year is the year in which the data are reported.

5. Guidance on how to report aninor issues that do not need immediate follow-up bghie
taken into account by the MS in next year's AR (@ake a comment with suggestion and write ‘No
action needed’, or recommend action for next yegefsort).

In the situation where minor issues are identifib&re is no need to take immediate action. In such
cases, a choice should be made between ‘no actieded’ or ‘recommend action for next year’s
report’.
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6. For the comments of the pre-screeners’, languagedstrds should be introduced. The experts felt
that at times the language used to describe dakaréaissues was too strong or unjustified. Some
experts felt that diplomatic language should bedusteall times. (Recommended by STECF EWG
13-07). Should we introduce standardised respohsasgs for pre — screening in the form of drop
down boxes?

In the process of evaluation of Annual Reports;qu@ening is applied to identify possible problems
of non-compliance or failures and also to speedhgpevaluation process. The language use in pre-
screening is not important as long as it is coasistDrop-down lists could be used to alert the
evaluators of items that might require particuldergion during evaluation. For the evaluationlftse
(at the EWG), standard phases should be usednfidlasisituations, preferably in diplomatic language
These should, however, not be restricted by theotiseop-down lists to allow evaluators to comment
on all possible situations.

3.3.2 Economic Modules

1. Table IV.B.1: The guidelines are not clear and bammisguiding regarding the segmentation of
the companies by the number of employees. The s&gmor mentioned in the guidelines is not
mentioned in the regulation. This needs to beifodal.

2. Module VI.1: modify Table VI.1 in a way that datargled under foreign flag also can be taken
into account. No specific changes proposed, todnsidered by STECF EWG 14-17.

3. lll.B: Separate reporting by each supra-region sldoonly be mandatory when the MS does not
apply the same methodology for all supra-regionsll other cases, there should be one common
text for all supra-regions under a heading thatiesaall the supra-regions. Is this clear to all
economists? Should amend the Guidelines accordingly

4. It should be clear that in Tables III.B.1., lll.B.2nd 111.B.3., the reference year should be the
same, Is this clear to all economists? Should anteedsuidelines accordingly.

5. Data in Table I1ll.B.1 has to be presented sepayatet active and inactive vessels. Does the EWG
agree with this? Should amend the Guidelines atingty.

6. Itis not clear whether the data presented in TdbIB.3. must refer on unclustered as well as
clustered segments. Specifically, guidelines asteading in the following sentence: “Table
[11.B.2 should contain information on clustered sents, while information on clustering and on
unclustered segments is to be provided in Tabldés.1and 111.B.3.”. It should rather read:

“Table 111.B.1 should contain information on segnewhich are not clustered or, in case of
clustering, for clusters. Table I1I.B.2 should caintinformation on the clustering scheme. Table
[11.B.3 should contain information on all segmewishout having them clustered”. EWG14-17 to
consider and advise on whether the DCF AR guidglireed to be updated on this point?

These questions have been dealt with by EWG 14yliewsing standard tables and guidelines for
Annual Reports accordingly (sections 3.1 and 3.2).
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4 L ONG-TERM PERSPECTIVESFOR NATIONAL WORKPLANSAND ANNUAL REPORTS

Regarding the second part of the meeting concerdomger-term changes, the Commission
representative noted that experts should bear mdntwo main aims for National Work Plans and
future Annual Reports: they should serve on the lwawed to identify which of the EU or regional
obligations apply to individual MS (NWPs), and htvey have complied with these (ARs) and on the
other hand, they should provide readily-understaledaformation to end-users about which MS is
collecting which data and how. She informed the EW& the Commission had consulted some end-
users on whether they use NPs or AR. The respoasetivat although potentially end-users would
benefit from the information contained in thosesilthey currently do not use them as the filesate

at all user-friendly, and the information is cumignpresented by MS whereas it would be more
relevant by stock in the case of ICES and GFCM.

The Commission representative also noted that tecEWG has identified which type of information
would be relevant in future for these two purposiesy should also reflect on where this information
would be most appropriate: in the NWP, and/or th ad/or provided to end-users via some other
channel (e.g. alongside data calls).

The Commission representative suggested that fleetien on longer-term changes take place along
three themes:

1) Substance: simplifying substantially the curremindtird tables in the National Programmes,
aiming to have a single table per data set (aqtiaeylbiological data etc.) presenting what a
MS would be collecting (which stocks/parameters) asing which data source, method, etc.
The issue of quality assurance framework and queliecking should be discussed in detail to
determine how best to report on this in the NWRbthe ARS.

2) Standardization: Reflecting on which of the fieldk the future standard tables could be
completed using drop-down menus/standard referéstseand whether such reference lists
already exist.

3) Format: Reflecting on how some of the input infotiora for future ARs could be generated
automatically, e.g. from existing databases orughoinformation already provided via data
calls, and how online reporting could facilitatergaetion of ARs for MS.

4.1 National Workplans

Under the EMFF, Member States must submit an OpeedtProgramme for 2014-2020. The OPs
must be supplemented by a National Work Plan (NYAfB¢le 21 of EMFF) that has to be submitted
every year unless MS informs COM that previous ystli applies. No template for National
Workplans exists yet as the Commission’s propasahfrevised DCF not yet has been put forward.

STECF EWG 14-17 addressed the point on preparatiom template for NWP. According to the
Terms of Reference the focus of the exercise shoelloh simplification.

The EWG discussed possible solutions and has @dwdme ideas for the future preparation of the
NWP and the Annual Reports. A dynamic system fda d&xchange using the same data format
between MS should be implemented. A common stodg#ata (at regional level, for a group of
regions, or at European level) as well as commepnortig functionalities will allow to access to the
metadata required for the evaluation of the NWP.

This system will decrease the burden on MS in piegahe NWP and at the same time experts
involved in the review process as well as end-usersild receive the information in a more
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standardized way, which will give a general ovemwan sampling activities and simplify their work as
well.

The system for data exchange should include resmiisachievements of data collection activities
(useful for the aim of annual reporting) as well ragtadata on sampling plans (biological and
economic ones), as currently expressed in the Natlrogrammes.

The NWP will most likely be implemented as a maltinual Plan to avoid annual evaluations.
However, in order be flexible and to anticipateayanges in end-user requirements, it should remain
possible to deal with annual changes in data dodleevithout needing to update the NWP.

It is envisaged that the NWP will be divided inteotparts, a static and a flexible part. NWP shdadd
housed in a dedicated database with detailed viewgvaluation purposes and highly aggregated
views for regional coordination.

4.1.1 Static part

In the NWP, there are elements that can clearlgdbimed as static. These elements would applylto al
years and may be modified occasionally. Some exasrgflthese elements are:

» Description of methods: A description of the vas@ampling methods the MS will apply in its
data collection. These methods would need to comvjily statistically sound sampling criteria
that have been developed by various working groups.

» Description of data bases: including the measur@sace to back up and protect data

* Quality assurance: Description of actions taketh@tVS level to ensure the quality of the
data. Some RCMs in 2014 (NS&EA, NA and Baltic) haeene with suggestions how to deal
with quality aspects.

» Procedures: description of the procedures the MSapply e.g. with regard to the
transmission of data through data calls

» Surveys: most surveys are carried out in fixeddeggries by MS which have made long-term
commitments to participate in these surveys.

» Derogations: a list of agreed permanent derogafrans obligations

» Agreements: which apply between MS and have a ranhiual character

In principle, the static part would need to be aatéd once. Further evaluation of this part wourly o

be required when there is a significant revisiod anly for the revised sections. The static pathef
NWP should be subject to a version control systerorder to track those changes that have been
made over time and also to keep copies of thergstersions.

4.1.2 Flexible part

This flexible part would house other elements i WP, which are subject to frequent revisions or
annual changes. These revisions would need to dlaated annually only if revisions are made. Some
examples of these elements are:

» Sampling intensities: What is meant here is theeamarof the present Excel tables which define
the variables and quantities to be sampled. Questitay change over years pending the need
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to improve the quality of the variable. It is aiiated that this information would be provided
annually as an upload to a meta-database (to heagmed).

» Description of deviations: These are deviationgftbe procedures and methods described in
the static part of the NWP which can be forese&erd may be situations that sampling
according the agreed methods (described in thie giartt) is not possible. For instance
foreseen uncertainties how to deal with samplindeathe landing obligation or temporally
refusal from vessel to accept observers on board.

* The flexible part would also draw attention to whrecent changes have been made in the
static part of the NWP.

» Derogations: Requests for new derogations woulchaee in the flexible part of the NWP.
Once they have been approved and when they areapent) they would move to the static
part.

* Recommendations: the MS would report responsectunmmenendations which are implemented
in this part of the report.

4.1.3 Database with NWP information

Future submission of the NWP should be facilitdtgduploading intended sampling information to a
database (to be developed). Similar, achieved sagpiformation, presently presented in Excel files
in the Annual Report (AR) should be submitted tis dhatabase either through a regional database or
directly from a national database. Having this infation available for all MS in one database would
allow extractions to be made to:

» view/compare intended and actual sampling (compéao the regulation);
* view/compare intended and realised sampling atedp®nal level (RCG);
* identify potentially available information which Mor has been sampled (end-users).

Future developments of this database would bednotiy and tabulate actual sampling from actual
data submitted to a regional database.

Figure 4.1 depicts the scenario developed by EWGT71degarding the long-term national work plan
and annual report for the information flow. It repents one possible scenario considering the
existence of: an on-line reporting system; certeali databases for biological transversal and
economic data (regional or European databasegndine repository system and a NWP that will be
composed of two parts, a static and a flexible.gdarthis view, the on-line reporting system can be
either an interface for on-line reporting and datahange between MS and data storage systems in
place (databases, repository, etc.), or a repotoog itself where the information uploaded can be
stored.
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Scenario on National Working Plan and Annual Report Information Flow
Friday, October 24, 2014
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Figure 4.1. Scenario on NWP and AR information flow

4.1.4 Regional coordination of NWP development and datlity evaluation

Summarizing the contributions of the RCM Baltic aREM NS&EA in 2014 as well as previous
STECF discussions, the EWG 14-17 considers thardutasks of RCGs include preparing general
guidelines on sampling procedures, allocating temkd harmonising quality standards at regional
level.

In general, the procedure of NWP creation shoulidvioa series of steps, beginning from specifying
objectives of the data collection in terms of esgfuneeds, identifying the most appropriate siedist
design of data collection schemes, evaluating #rapiing effort and its distribution across strata
needed to deliver the required estimates and poecidfter that, MS would implement this scheme in
their NWP.

Implementation of NWP will require quality checksdeevaluation, following points below:

» Firstly, Member States check the quality of thetad with a contribution from the validated
automatic data checks developed by e.g. MS, ICE&ENE JRC or others and by using agreed
tools such as RDBs, COST or others;
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* Tools in the RDBs should be developed to provideckk of data compliance and the reports
can be made available to the RCGs;

» JRC or an ad-hoc experts group conducts an in-ddyatk of data compliance and then
reports on the data quality to the concerned RCG;

* Then Member States’ representatives meet at RCBartoonise their quality standards at
regional level,

* Finally, the quality of the data is checked by esérs. An example of this is that STECF
would check both the compliance of the data with ldgal requirements and the quality level
of the data to produce the required evaluationg. (Bnnual Economic Report). Another
example would be Quality Considerations in the IGiSice.

The EWG 14-17 also supports the creation of sulbqggavorking on data quality intersessionally in
all areas to ensure coverage of all data qualpgéts.

In a recently published Call for Proposals (MAREI2(.9: Strengthening regional cooperation in the
area of fisheries data collection), several ofdbevementioned aspects are being addressed. One of
the elements of the projects to be funded is aks&Procedures to assess the quality of biological
data at regional level”

4.2 Annual Reports

Since the format and contents of National Work Plare not defined yet, it is premature to conclude
on future Annual Report structures. Ideally, mosttlee information needed on fleet activities,

conducted sampling etc. can be generated fromimgxigor future) databases, regional or supra-
regional.

4.2.1 Database requirements

In the longer term, there is a clear need for negjiolatabases. The requirements for such databeses
determined by the types of data collected, but Alsspecific needs within each management area
(e.g., different fisheries and stock charactes3titt will be more efficient and cost effective have
databases designed by data type/regional requitemather than a more complicated all
encompassing “hold all” databds®atabases do not necessarily have to developémdently for
similar types of data, but to realistically havegh in place by 2017, the Commission will haveotmns
make decisions on regional database support. Sértieege databases are already in place or in an
advanced stage of development and are discussed.bel

The management of the DCF could be greatly fatghitahrough these databases. For example, an
universal template for recording MS sampling pleosld be developed and uploaded in the databases

® e.g. SYSTEM DESIGN DOCUMENT, DATA COLLECTION PROGE (FISH-15/SDD DCP). DG FISH Information
System Development. FRAMEWORK CONTRACT (FC) FISHI2a4SD. SPECIFIC AGREEMENT SA15.
VERSION 0.60 EN, 12/09/2003. INTRASOFT. 71 pp.
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for to facilitate review/planning of sampling agrenal level by RCGs. Reporting for Annual Reports
could also be automated through setting up staneaalts.

4.2.1.1 Economic data

JRC is already hosting a database containing ecenaata at European level. Only slight
modification might be required to this databaséutty cover the data storage and reporting neetls se
through the DCF. There would also be an advantagleis database can be further developed to
accommodate the uploading of sampling plans by Mbthe facilitate generating AR.

There is data common with biological databaseautjitdransversal data, but this link has not yehbee
established. Transversal data will be containetiiwithe economic databases at the mandated vessel
level of resolution (fleet segment, metier, regjdmt also within the biological databases groupgd
activity. Duplicate data will thus exist betweere tdifferent databases. There are already efforts
looking at the possibility of linking the two da&s, whilst maintaining confidentiality, with the
ultimate aim to use it e.g. for management plaruaten and impact assessment.

4.2.1.2 Survey data

Trawl surveys

International databases are already in existencesdme areas. The DATRAS database, hosted by
ICES, accommodate all biological data collectedirdutrawl surveys (http://www.ices.dk/marine-
data/data-portals/Pages/DATRAS.aspx).

In the Mediterranean, the MEDITS database is uteling. Following the recommendations of the
RCM of the Mediterranean and Black Sea, progress made towards the implementation and
finalisation of a common database. The key concefptise DB system under testing are: Open source
software, spatial database, reliable R-routine®-based system.

The main characteristics of the MEDITS database are

* asimple database structure that can accommodetieaange of data types, related to
scientific surveys, easily linkable with GIS applions;

» capability to store, retrieve, update, manipulate analyse trawl survey data, including
spatially referenced information;

Survey databases are also in existence for th&kBaa, hosted by JRC, and ICCAT has a database for
large pelagics. The only area that is not coverethbse databases is the NAFO area. These surveys,
however, are reported to NAFO.

Acoustics:

No international database currently exists for atioudata collected within the ICES area. An old
version of the FishFrame database was used toaggregated data at ICES rectangle level, buighis
not in use anymore due to lack of funding to depeflbe database. The development of another
database is currently in progress.
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In the Mediterranean, acoustic data storage willabkieved through the MEDIAS database. The
steering committee group had been working in taenéwork of the ACOUSMED project (Contract
MARE/2009/09 SI2.557652) in the “Standardization afcommon format for an acoustic data
database”. The aim of this task was the proposéetlfs and algorithms for a common database that
will serve the needs of acoustic surveys in orddulfil DCF requirements and standardise the outpu
of survey estimations. For that reason, the MEDBX8up revised the format of existing databases
related to acoustic surveys per study area and MEQlartners.

Eqgg/larval surveys:

A database for egg/larval surveys already exists the ICES areas and is hosted by ICES
(http://www.ices.dk/marine-data/data-portals/Pdgggs-and-larvae.aspx).

4.2.1.3 Biological data

A regional database, RDB FishFrame, is currentharatadvanced stage of development to hold
detailed biological data and transversal data gregated form for the Baltic, North Sea & Eastern
Arctic and North Atlantic regions (http://www.icdk/marine-data/data-portals/Pages/RDB-
FishFrame.aspx). ICES is responsible for hostind e further development of the database. The
database will hold some primary data, but data evily be made available to end-users at aggregated
level. Responsibility to raise data should be at M&el, being linked to the quality assurance
requirement of data being at MS level.

All regions or a group of regions should have aaeg database for biological data comparable to
FishFrame. FishFrame is an adequate solution ferN& Atlantic area, but a regional database
solution still needs to be found that is tailoredite Mediterranean and Black Sea issues.

Some databases already exist for long-distancerfeshand the RCM LDF concluded in 2018ith
regard to data collection on fishery in CECAF andRMFO areas, the RCM LDF does not see the
immediate need for the establishment of the RepiData Base (RDB) dedicated to long distance
fishery. The existing RDB (FishFrame) could sehereeds of coordination of long distance fishery
sampling once it accommodates for the upload ad dpkecific to that fishery (main issues so far seem
to be coding of fishing grounds outside EU wataerd BCES domain).”

4.2.2 Approach for deriving tables III.B.1-I11.B.3 (fleetconomics) of the Annual Report from a
database

Considering the proposed scenario in the long-t@noh given the stabilised situation of the economic
database, the EWG 14-17 suggests that an exercigeaisage of the database to produce outputs to
the Annual Report should already be carried outtiernext reporting period, i.e. the AR 2014. For
that purpose, the EWG has prepared a table congpanfiormation contained in the JRC fleet
economic database with that required in the AnfRegort — standard table 111.B.1 - and suggest the
way forward to put the exercise in place.

The fleet economics data call contains almost alb dhat are required for the related sheets of the
Annual Report (see Table 4.2.1).
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Table 4.2.1: Comparison of variables containedfhTable 111.B.1 and in data call and NP

2014 data call AR Tablelll.B.1 National Program
MS (in table name) MS
SUPRA_REGION Supra region
FISHING_TECH Fishing technique
VESSEL_LENGTH Length class
YEAR Reference year
Segment population (fromTarget population no.
CAPACITY table)
missing Frame population no.
- Planned sample no. Planned sample no.
- Planned sample rate Planned sample rate
SAMPLING_STRATEGY Type of data collectign
scheme

Indirectly contained asAchieved Sample no.
“segment population” !
“Achieved sample rate”

ACHIEVED_SAMPLE_RATE| Achieved Sample rate

(item)
Achieved Sample Achieved Sample no./Planned
no./Planned sample no.| sample no.

missing National name of the

survey

Figures on planned data were to be taken over fl@mmNational Programme (planned sample no. or
planned sample rate). This implies that in casehahges in NP tables regarding sampling intensities
these should be reported in the DCF informativeesys while at the moment only in case of major
changes the NP is updated in the DCF informatistesy.

The “Achieved sample no.” is indirectly containedd“&tame population*”achieved sample rate”. The
only variables which were not contained in the 2@a#a call (reflecting data collection activities i
2013) were “frame population” and “survey name”e$é could be added in future fleet economics
data calls. The “achieved sample no” should alsm&leded in the data call.

The word “achieved” has led to some confusionak to be born in mind that “achieved sample no.”
refers to the size of the executed sample. This le distinguished from the “response no.”.

EWG 14-17 further considered the issue of refereaqdanned figures. It appeared that the “planned
sample number” is of little use if it refers to ptang prior to the reference year. The figure miggwe
changed in the meantime. However, the “planned Eanage” is very informative as it is expected to
be kept rather constant. This information is avddahrough the NP tables.
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All information contained in AR table 111.B.2 careldirectly derived from the table “capacity” as
requested in the fleet economics data call.

All information contained in AR table 111.B.3 carelalerived from the fleet economics data call, ekcep
for “response rate”. This variable could be incldidie future fleet economics data calls.

EWG 14-17 recommends that the concept of replaBRdables by extraction of relevant information
from a database is implemented as test for AR $albil®.1 — 111.B.3. Participation in this test colbe
offered as option to MS. For that purpose the fimenomics data call which is to be expected ityear
2015 should contain the suggested changes. Moreihwedata call should request also a table which
contains relevant parts of the corresponding NRgushe header as indicated in Table 4.2.2. The
header is part of the NP template 111.B.1 and catgd the information required for the generation of
the fleet economics AR tables from the JRC datalldasly MS that want to participate in the test are
expected to provide that table. To ease MS work EWMA& 7 suggests the table design to be kept
identical to the NP so that MS can generate itdadlgi via “copy & paste” from what they already
have on their own NP.

To ensure a smooth implementation of such exerti&must provide their data by strictly adhering
to the rules in place on data formats and clasdibos, namely for the classification and provisadn
data on a cluster level.

EWG 14-17 suggests that MS that provide the afontioreed extra table on the NP do not have to
submit AR tables IIl.B.1 — 11.B.3.

Table 4.2.2. Header for the additional table traitains information from the NP which is required
for the generation of AR tables from the databasengnclature can be simplified)

Fleet Reference Target Frame Planned Planned

Supra region ; .
segment year population no. | population no. [ sample no. sample rate

4.3 Datatransmission to end-users

The timing of data requirements are mostly deteeahiby the demands set by end-users, primarily in
support of the formulation of regulations under @@mmon Fisheries Policy. Some of timings are set
within regulation, but it mostly determined througfemoranda of understanding agreed between the
EU/RFMOs and scientific advisory bodies. Presstioesiake data available as early as possible to
meet these demands and deadlines set by RFMOs dCdmmission carry risks, especially in the
context of the importance put on data quality arelrequirement of MS to provide quality assurance
for data transmitted. There is a clear need tanaliifferent data calls to service these proceseds a
data calls external to these should be limitedonitrolled through guidelines.

The transmission of data collected under the DCé&ffiscted by a number of factors that limits the
flexibility in the timing of data transmission. Senof these factors are inherent in the collectiod a

processing time of data, but there are also extdawors such as dates included in other EU
regulations (e.g. Control Regulation). In some sa#ige only option to improve the timing of some
types of data will be to change regulations. Howgteere is a short-term need to improve data

28



availability that could be achieved through imprdveynchrony of requirements under different
regulation (and different regulations within ditet areas).

The collection and transmission of transversal d&ata good example. Transversal data are mostly
collected through the control regulation and soragspunder the DCF. Some transversal variables
required under the DCF are not mandatory underctimerol regulation, e.g. the number of fishing
hours. Specific sampling programmes need to béledtad to collect this data or changes have to be
made to data collected under the control regulatver which DCF administrators have very little or
no control over. This creates significant problefos.example the STECF effort data call, where data
are supplied under DCF (by scientists) and is fiiitial data under control regulation. The data are
then used for another purpose than what intendetataycall.
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4.3.1 Timing of data transmission and availability to emsers

The proposal is to have agreed deadlines when reliffetypes of data will be available for
transmission. Data will also need to be uploadedbtabases by these set deadlines with the negessar
guality assurance by each MS. Data can then be makable to end-users through these databases,
rather than individual data calls.

The proposal is that data transmission requirem&mbsild be prioritised by end-users prior to these
publication dates of quality assured data. Priofgy data transmission should only be given to
RFMOs before these agreed dates. Such data willever, be provisional with an associated quality
disclaimer. There is also the need to limit theatdalls to priority needs such as stock assegsmen
and negotiate with end-users that any other ddisstaould be postponed to after the agreed pudaish
date of quality assured data.

To better align all data calls, e.g., the requiretedor Eurostat with DCF, a time line of all datls
is provided below:

Table 4.3.1. Current timetable for data provisibpsviember States.

Data Call / Data Submission Deadline for data Database Data Sour ces'
submission in place

STECF - Fleet Economics Mar (Year n+2) X DCF survey & Control
data/National surveys

STECF - Aquaculture Economics Jun (Year n+2) X DCF survey

STECF - Processing Industry Sep (Year n+2) X DCF survey & SBS

STECEF - Fishing Effort Regimes April (Year n+1) X DCF biologic data &
Control data

STECF - Black Sea Sep (Year n+1) X DCF biologic data &
Control data

STECF - Mediterranean (Sea Surveys data) Jan (ehr X DCF biologic data &
Control data

STECF - Mediterranean (Biological data) Jun (Yesl)n X DCF biologic data &
Control data/ National
surveys

EUROSTAT - Aquaculture (Regulation (EC) Dec (Year n+l) X DCF survey

762/2008)

EUROSTAT - Catch in certain areas other than Jul (Year n+1) X Control data/National

those of the North Atlantic (Regulation (EC) No surveys

216/2009)

EUROSTAT - Catch NE Atlantic (Regulation (E May (Year n+1) X Control data/National

No 218/2009) surveys

EUROSTAT - Catch NW Atlantic (Regulation Aug (Year n+l) X Control data/National

(EC) No 217/2009) surveys

EUROSTAT - Landings (Council Regulation (EC Jun (Year n+1) X Control data/National

1921/2006) surveys

Commission for the Conservation of Southern May (Year n+1) X DCF surveys & Control

Bluefin Tuna (CCSBT) data

General Fisheries Commission for the May (Year n+2) X DCF surveys & Control

Mediterranean (GFCM) (Task 1) data /National surveys

Indian Ocean tuna Commission (IOTC) Jun (Year n+1) X DCF surveys & Control
data

Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission May (Year n+2) X DCF surveys & Control

(IATTC) data
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International Commission for the Conservation Jul (Year n+1) X DCF surveys & Control
Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT) data

Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAF Jun (Year n+1) X DCF surveys & Control
data

South Indian Ocean Fisheries Agreement (SIO May (Year n+1) X DCF surveys & Control
data

South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management Sep (Year n+1) X DCF surveys & Control
Organisation (SPRFMO) data

ICES Data Calls (Stock assessment) 1st half of the year (Year X DCF surveys & Control
n+1) data

IDCF surveys: Data collected by the Member Stateshbyapplication of DCF (Council Regulation (CE) 19920and COM
Decision 2010/93/EU

Control data: Data collected by the applicationhaf €ontrol Regulation (Council Regulation (EC) No 12R88) and with specific
rules for appropriation for the purpose of applmabf DCF

National surveys: Data collected by ad-hoc survetscovered under any specific European framework

4.3.2 Short-term changes in data transmission

Data transmission issues dealt with here are blsgdly on the assumption of regional databases
being in place. In the short-term (2015/2016), Mem8tates will have to continue to transmit data
under the current setups. The aim is to move away MS generating their own summary reports
towards this being done automatically through dadabreports. Effort should be made to work
towards the longer-term suggestions in that repgitiom regional databases should be developed and
used wherever possible rather than done indiviguall MS. For example, economic data summaries
for the AR could already be automated from the iR€base for all MS (PGECON, together with
JRC, should investigate this further), see secti@2. Similarly, it might also be possible to puod
summary reports of biological sampling directly froRDB FishFrame from 2016 onwards (this
should be investigated by the RCMs or a specific@WEWG 14-17 also notes that under EU MAP,
the timing of the AR is no longer linked to the &imcial Report. Given the existing time pressures an
the longer-term aim of finalising data at the efdlune, the AR submissions and evaluations could
thus be postponed to after this date. Furthernamreyost of the regular data transmission deadéires

in the first half of the year, any additional adzhiata request from end-users that are exterrthigo
regular process will have to dealt with in loweiopity and most likely not before the end of June.

4.3.3 Harmonisation of data reporting requirements

The EWG 14-17 discussed the partly conflicting répg requirements for RFMOs with those defined
in the DCF and identified a clear need to harmottisse.

The EWG 14-17 requests that the STECF take into account the following suggestion: The
reporting requirements for Regional Fisheries (Management) Organisations, EUROSTAT and
other catch reporting systems should be harmonised with DCF requirements.
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5 CONTACT DETAILSOF STECF MEMBERSAND EWG-14-17 LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

1 - Information on STECF members and invited exgatffiliations is displayed for information onlin some
instances the details given below for STECF membeay differ from that provided in Commission
COMMISSION DECISION of 27 October 2010 on the appoient of members of the STECF (2010/C 292/04)
as some members’ employment details may have ctamglave been subject to organisational changes in
their main place of employment. In any case, adinmat in Article 13 of the Commission Decision
(2005/629/EU and 2010/74/EU) on STECF, Member$iefSTECF, invited experts, and JRC experts shall ac
independently of Member States or stakeholdershéncontext of the STECF work, the committee member
and other experts do not represent the instituttmases they are affiliated to in their daily jodSTECF
members and invited experts make declarations ahnttment (yearly for STECF members) to act
independently in the public interest of the Eurapemion. STECF members and experts also declagacit
meeting of the STECF and of its Expert Working G®@wany specific interest which might be considered
prejudicial to their independence in relation tedfic items on the agenda. These declarationgiaptayed on
the public meeting’s website if experts explicilythorized the JRC to do so in accordance withdgislation
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6 LIST OF ANNEXES
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ANNEXES

ANNEX 1: IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPOSED CHANGES TO DCF ANNUAL REPORT STANDARD TABLES AS
OUTLINED IN STECF EWG 14-07

1) Introduction

EWG 14-07 included in its agenda the following Term of Reference: “Evaluate how the exercise of Annual
Report preparation and evaluation by STECF could be simplified in future, including through electronic filling
in, and pre-screening of the Annual Reports, simplification of the Annual Report formats taking into account

the achievements and conclusions from the STECF EWG 13-07 (report STECF-13-25).”

The ToR was mainly addressed by a small subgroup of experts during the meeting and then further in plenary.
The experts taking part of this subgroup were requested to further elaborate this ToR around two main

scenarios:

Short-term scenario: Addressing what useful changes can immediately and easily be made, to simplify the DCF
Annual Report, within the context of the current Data Collection Framework. The objective is to allow for
more streamlined and efficient reporting, in the short term. The issues addressed below, for the most part,

fall under this “Short — Term Scenario” category.

There also remain several “Open Questions” to which no final answers were agreed at STECF EWG 14-07.
These questions are highlighted under Section 3, and should be addressed at STECF EWG 14-17, as the

answers will provide valuable guidance to Member States in the compilation of the 2014 DCF Annual Reports.

Long-term scenario: This scenario will address changes to the reporting structures necessary to align the
current DCF Annual Reports with the requirements of the new DCF. These questions should be discussed once

the terms and requirements of the new DCF are finalised and adopted.

Short Term Proposals

Module 111.B: Economic variables

EWG-14-07: Synchronise column headers. E.g. in Tables 111.B.1 and 1lI.B.3, the Fleet segment length classes
should be filled in. In Table 1ll.B.1 the column header is ‘Length classes’ and in Table 1Il.B.3 the column

header is ‘Fleet segments vessels length classes’.

» Change incorporated in Tables 111.B.1 and I11.B.3

Module Ill.C: Métier — related variables
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The original recommendation by EWG-14-07 was to investigate the possibility of revising or merging table

I11.C.3 with 1Il.C.4 and also Table I1I.C.5 with [1I.C.6.

EWG-14-07: “Revise/merge tables 11I.C.3/IIl.C.4 and 11I.C.5/111.C.6 and remove redundancy, as it creates

unnecessary work for MS and evaluation”

“Revise table III.C.5 as there are internal inconsistencies and the table is inconsistent with the requirements

from the Decision”

>

Table 111.C.3 is the most detailed and useful table in Module C. Table IIl.C.4 only adds the breakdown
of the numbers of trips achieved by sampling frame. It is very difficult to interrelate tables 11I.C.3 and
I1l.C.4, as a single métier can cross multiple regions, so trips within a métier can be included across
several sampling frames.

If the EWG requires details, not only on the numbers of trips achieved per metier, but also the division
of these trips across the various sampling frames, this can potentially all be reported in Table I1I.C.3
making 111.C.4 redundant. Recommendation: include Sampling Frame details (if required) in Table
lll.C.IIl and Delete Table I1I.C.4

For those Member States already moving towards a “Statistically Sound Sampling Design”
incorporating the principles of randomised sampling, a modified Table IIl.C.3 could also be a useful
reporting template. Under the “roll — over” system of the current DCF, these Member States will not
have planned targets linked to their new sampling frames in the National Programme, however they
can report achieved number of trips per selected stratum, e.g number of port visits etc..

Module 11I.C focuses on reporting sampling data as numbers of trips i.e. planned versus achieved trips
per métier. Logically it follows then, that the no’s of individual fish or shellfish measured per species,
and the species diversity encountered are a by-product of the métier based sampling strategy.

A comprehensive species breakdown is reported in Module Ill.E “Stock related variables”, and as such,
species really do not need to be reported in Module IIl.C. Details of achieved stock related sampling
are also uploaded to FISHFRAME each year, on foot of data calls for assessment working groups, and

sampling data is also uploaded centrally in response to RCM data calls on an annual basis.

Therefore it is recommended to delete Tables 11I.C.5 and IIl.C.6 from the Annual Report, as the sampling

strategy is highlighted in Tables I11.C.3 and I1ll.C.4, and the achieved sampling levels, per species, are reported

in Module III.E.
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Module Ill.D: Recreational Fisheries
STECF EWG 14-07: “Add table to Module I1I.D”

> Table ll.D.1is a new inclusion in the DCF AR. There are still questions regarding how to evaluate the

quality of the recreational fisheries data, perhaps this is an issue for the future DCF.

Module III.E: Stock — related variables
No explicit recommendations were made by STECF EWG’s in relation to Module E, however some changes

are proposed below.

Module IIIl.E focuses on providing detailed achieved sampling levels for stocks. It includes a list of required
stocks to be sampled from Appendix VII: Table IlIl.LE.1, The long term planning in relation to sampling these
stocks: Table Ill.E.2 and finally the planned and achieved sampling levels for stock based variables: Table III.E.3.
All these tables are necessary and should be kept, however there are minor edits which could be made to

improve the tables as follows:

IIl.LE.1 Remove the column “Share in the EU TAC”. The share in EU TAC is often not compatible with the stock
area, e.g. the TAC may cover a larger or smaller area than the stock area. For this reason it makes more sense
to base the sampling levels on the landings and the share in EU Landings, which are already included in the

table.
11.LE.2 No suggested edits.
I1.LE.3 Three points:

> The column ‘fishing ground’ should not be in this table, it is incompatible with the stock area (one
stock can cover more than one fishing ground). The targets are set for species/stock area, not for

species/stock area/fishing grounds so they should not be evaluated by fishing ground

» Some stocks can cover more than one region; e.g. mackerel, horse mackerel and blue whiting, need
explicit guidelines on whether to report samples taken in each region separately or to repeat the rows

for each region (with the total across all regions) or whether to report to the main region.

> Include “Measured Only” variable in Table IIl.LE.3. There is a list of variables in the guidelines (length-
at-age, maturity-at-length etc.) but this does not include a ‘measured only’ category. Therefore you

cannot report length measurements taken for species that are not aged.

Module 1l.G: Surveys
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STECF EWG 14-07: “Module III.G: Change the header of column L (“Planned target”) into “Planned target

according to NP” in order to be more specific and avoid misunderstandings”

Change incorporated in Table 111.G.1

Short Term: Outstanding Questions.

There are still many questions which remain unanswered or “Open”. Decisions by the EWG-14-17 on the

following questions will help to provide further clarity to MS and in doing so; improve the compilation of the

DCF Annual Reports and the quality of the subsequent evaluations.

Biological Modules

®
0'0

®
0'0

®
0'0

0
0'0

STECF EWG 14-17 is requested to consider how to report on Pilot studies (Portugal might serve as
a good example for a suggestion: the pilot study reporting format is along the same lines as the AR
reporting format.)

A decision is required on how to evaluate and follow-up on Module IX : Comments, Suggestions
and Reflections.

Module IIl.D (recreational fisheries): Data quality targets: it is not clear how relevant the current
quality targets are. It is recommended that either the evaluation questions are modified, or that
sensible data quality targets are being developed. Who will develop these targets? Is this a more
long term goal?

In the AR guidelines, ‘reference year’ is being used as the reporting year. In the AR tables,
‘reference year(s)’ sometimes seems to relate to the sampling/reporting year (e.g. 111.B.3), and
sometimes to the NP reference years (e.g. Table III.C.3). Define the term “reference year”
Guidance on how to report on minor issues that do not need immediate follow-up but might be
taken into account by the MS in next year’s AR (e.g. make a comment with suggestion and write
‘No action needed’, or recommend action for next year’s report).

For the comments of the pre-screeners’, language standards should be introduced. The experts
felt that at times the language used to describe data failure issues was too strong or unjustified.
Some experts felt that diplomatic language should be used at all times. (Recommended by STECF
EWG 13-07). Should we introduce standardised response phrases for pre — screening in the form

of drop down boxes?
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Economic Modules

®
0'0

®
0'0

Table IV.B.1: The guidelines are not clear and can be misguiding regarding the segmentation of the
companies by the number of employees. The segmentation mentioned in the guidelines is not
mentioned in the regulation. This needs to be clarified.

Module VI.1: modify Table VI.1 in a way that data sampled under foreign flag also can be taken
into account. No specific changes proposed, to be considered by STECF EWG 14-17.

[1l.B: Separate reporting by each supra-region should only be mandatory when the MS does not
apply the same methodology for all supra-regions. In all other cases, there should be one common
text for all supra-regions under a heading that states all the supra-regions. Is this clear to all
economists? Should amend the Guidelines accordingly.

It should be clear that in Tables IlI.B.1., Ill.B.2. and Ill.B.3., the reference year should be the same,

Is this clear to all economists? Should amend the Guidelines accordingly.

Data in Table 1ll.B.1 has to be presented separately for active and inactive vessels. Does the EWG
agree with this? Should amend the Guidelines accordingly.

It is not clear whether the data presented in Table 1ll.B.3. must refer on unclustered as well as
clustered segments. Specifically, guidelines are misleading in the following sentence: “Table III.B.2
should contain information on clustered segments, while information on clustering and on
unclustered segments is to be provided in Tables 111.B.1 and IIl.B.3.”. It should rather read: “Table
[11.B.1 should contain information on segments which are not clustered or, in case of clustering, for
clusters. Table IIl.B.2 should contain information on the clustering scheme. Table 111.B.3 should
contain information on all segments without having them clustered”. EWG14-17 to consider and

advise on whether the DCF AR guidelines need to be updated on this point?
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ANNEX 2: NOTE TO THE EWG 14-17 FROM THE STEERING COMMITTEE FOR THE REGIONAL DATABASE

The RDB-SC is aware of the STECF EWG 14-17, which has the objective to revise the Annual Report guidelines
and tables as well as preparation of a template for National Work plans for data collection. According to the
Terms of Reference should the focus of the exercise be on simplification.

The RDB-SC would thereby like to draw the attention to the potential of the regional database in this exercise.
We are aware that the Commission not yet has decided on an IT solution for all DCF data but realize that
common storage of data as well as common estimation tools and reporting functionalities will be a pre-
requisite for future regional sampling programmes anyhow.

Almost all MS which have fisheries interest and perform data collection in the Baltic, North Sea and North
Atlantic regions have uploaded biological and métier related data collected 2009 and onwards to the regional
database FishFrame in response to data calls from the chairs of the regional coordination meetings. MS have
further from the same period of time uploaded some transversal data (landings and effort). This means that a
lot of the information presently reported by the MS in the Ill_C (No of sampled trips by métier, No of
measured individuals by stock and métier etc) and Ill_E tables (No of age readings, maturity samples etc) are
available in FishFrame and can be accessed through reports, if such reports are developed. Furthermore, a
similar dynamic of data exchange using the same data format is ongoing between MS having Large Pelagic
Fisheries interests.

This would mean that the burden on MS decreases and that experts involved in the review process as well as
end-users would receive the information in a more standardized way which simplify their work as well. What
presently not are available in the RDB FishFrame are the sampling plans, currently expressed in the National
Programmes, but this could be a part of the development. It might however be necessary to include them in a
future “regional fisheries database and estimation system” (it is actually too simple to refer to FishFrame as
only a database) anyhow when we move towards a more thoroughly regional cooperation.

The RDB-SC would further like to draw the attention to that we during our last meeting decided to aim for a
public available inventory on data available in FishFrame. The main reason for this is to increase the awareness
of the data collected through the DCF and thereby potentially the use of this data. The inventory should only
include meta data such as available number of sampled trips by MS and metier, number of length
measurements by stock, MS and métier, number of age and maturity readings by MS and stock etc. This would
not compromise the MS ownership of the actual data but (end-users would have to ask MS for the actual data
in accordance with the data policy) but hopefully increase the awareness among new and old users. The RDB-
SC suspects that the content of this inventory will be similar to what MS will report on biological and métier
related variables in future Annual Reports, there might be some synergy effects to achieve.

The RDB-SC will have it is next meeting 25-26 November this year. If the EWG, or the Commission, is interested
in how FishFrame can benefit the simplification process for Annual Reports the RDB-SC can put it on their
agenda.
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