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1. Introduction 

General 
The 13th RCM North Atlantic was held at the Instituto do Mar e da Atmosfera (IPMA) in Lisbon 

(Portugal) 12-16 September. Participants included sampling experts and coordinators, National 

Correspondents, DG MARE (Commission) and ICES representatives  

The meeting was chaired by Jon Elson and Estanis Mugerza. There were 4 main subgroups covering 

a) Regional sampling design, b) End user needs, c) Research surveys and cost sharing, and the d) the 

Landing obligation. Matt Lundy, Manuela Azevedo/Jose Rodriguez, Leonie O’Dowd and Jens 

Ulleweit/Helen McCormack led and reported on these subgroups. Some break away groups were 

required to review the Upload logs and RDB data to meet the RCM needs. Some sessional work was 

carried out by the whole group and all subgroup and breakaway work was presented and endorsed 

in plenary. 

RCM NA thanks the Instituto do Mar e da Atmosfera (IPMA) for hosting the meeting, the excellent 

facilities offered were appreciated. RCM NA wishes to thank ICES for hosting and organizing the 

SharePoint in a very efficient way. 

Background 
The EU Data Collection Framework (DCF; EC 2008a, 2008b, 2008c, 2010) establishes a framework for 

the collection of economic, biological and transversal data by Member States (MS). This framework 

provides the basic data needed to evaluate the state of fishery resources and the fisheries sector 

and the impact of the fisheries on the marine ecosystems. 

The Regional Coordination Meeting for the North Atlantic (RCM NA) proceeds from the Data 

Collection Framework (EC Regulation no. 199/2008) establishing a community framework for the 

collection, management and use of data in fisheries sector for scientific advice regarding the CFP. 

According to this regulation and without prejudice to their current data collection obligations under 

EU law, Member States (MS) shall collect primary biological, technical, environmental and socio-

economic data within the framework of a multi-annual national programme drawn up in accordance 

with the EU programme.  

According to EC Regulation 665/2008, laying down detailed rules for the application of Council 

Regulation (EC) 199/2008, and its technical Decision 2010/93/UE specifying practical aspects for data 

collection, actions planned by MS in their national programme shall be presented according to the 

predefined regions. 

The coordination of the data collection are carried out at a regional level and specific Regional 

Coordination Meetings (RCMs) responsible for facilitating this and these meetings aim to identify 

areas for standardisation, collaboration and task sharing between MS. RCMs are held annually and 

involve participants from each MS involved in the DCF. 

At present, five RCMs are operative:  
 the Baltic Sea (ICES areas III b_d), 
 the North Sea (ICES areas IIIa, IV and VIId), the Eastern Arctic (ICES areas I and II), the ICES 

divisions Va, XII & XIV and the NAFO areas. 



 the North Atlantic (ICES areas V-X, excluding Va and VIId), 
 the Mediterranean Sea and Black Sea and Large Pelagic  
 the Long Distance Fisheries: regions where fisheries are operated by Community vessels and 

managed by Regional Fisheries Management Organisation's (RFMO) to which the 
Community is contracting party or observer. 

The regional split over 5 regions allows for coordination while taking into account regional aspects 

and specific problems. Regional Coordinating Meetings (RCMs) are held annually. The key objectives 

of the RCMs are to identify areas for standardisation, collaboration and cooperation between MS. 

RCM NA and RCM NS&EA Agreement  

RCM NA 2014 was informed that ICES was moving from 2015 onwards to align ICES Ecoregions with 

MFSD ecoregions. This supposes VIIe will be part of the North Sea ecoregion instead of the Celtic 

Sea and West of Scotland ecoregion.  

RCM NA 2015 considered, after consulting RCM NS&EA, to align the geographical scope of both 

RCMs in accordance with this change in order to facilitate coordination with end-users needs. 

A Liaison Meeting (LM) between the chairs of the different RCMs is being held annually to analyse 

the RCM reports in order to ensure overall co-ordination between the RCMs. 

Legal requirements 
Within the DCF, the role of the RCMs and their tasks in regional coordination are clearly defined in 

various articles of the Council regulation. 

Council Regulation 199/2008 Article 5: Coordination and cooperation 

1. Member States shall coordinate their national programmes with other Member States in 

the same marine region and make every effort to coordinate their actions with third 

countries having sovereignty or jurisdiction over waters in the same marine region. For this 

purpose the Commission may organise Regional Coordination Meetings in order to assist 

Member States in coordinating their national programmes and the implementation of the 

collection, management and use of the data in same region. 

2. In order to take into account any recommendation made at regional level at the Regional 
Coordination Meetings, Member States shall where appropriate submit amendments to 
their national programmes during the programming period. Those amendments shall be sent 
to the Commission at the latest two months prior to the year of implementation. 

Commission Regulation 665/2008 Article 4: Regional co-ordination 

1. The Regional Coordination Meetings referred to in Article 5(1) of Regulation (EC) No 

199/2008 shall evaluate the regional co-ordination aspects of the national programmes and 

where necessary shall make recommendations for the better integration of national 

programmes and for task sharing among Member States. 

2. The Chair of the meeting shall be designated by the Regional Coordination Meeting in 

agreement with the Commission for a two year period. 



3. The Regional Coordination Meetings may be convened once a year. The terms of 

reference for the meeting shall be proposed by the Commission in agreement with the Chair 

and shall be communicated to the national correspondents referred to in Article 3(1) three 

weeks prior to the meeting. Member States shall submit to the Commission the lists of 

participants two weeks prior to the meeting. 

Commission Decision 2010/93/EU documents the precise requirements for the RCMs and is where 

the regional aspects are addressed. 

A draft of the recast Council regulation XX/2017 is still in circulation but it is expected, once agreed, 
to be published in early 2017. It will provide greater detail on the what is expected of RCGs and their 
scope. 
 

2. Executive Summary 

 

The 13th RCM North Atlantic (RCM NA) was held in Lisbon (Portugal) 12-16 September 2016. The 

main purpose of this RCM is to coordinate the National Work Programmes (NWPs) of the Member 

States (MS) in the North Atlantic region. With the recast of the DCF expected in 2017 and publishing 

of EUMAP decision in 2016 including new templates for recording 2017 to 2019 National Work 

Programmes the main focus this year was on reviewing these templates and the evaluation process 

as well as the evolution towards Regional Coordination Groups (RCG).  Developing regional sampling 

plans; communication, task sharing agreements, rules and procedures and the tools required to 

ultimately satisfy end user needs all formed the core of the discussions relating to the transition to 

RCGs. Some simple analysis of Upload logs and the data uploaded to RDB demonstrated the limits of 

the RDB data but also how it could be used to review achievements, the quality and the impact of 

current sampling levels relative to commercial landings and effort. The impact of the landing 

obligation on scientific sampling schemes was also reviewed. The participation of National 

Correspondents and the European Commission made it possible to consider these aspects at all 

levels however for the first time, for practical reasons, two MS (France and Belgium) were only able 

to attend by correspondence.  

2017 to 2019 National Work Programmes. 

RCM NA concentrated plenary effort on reviewing the guidance, completion and evaluation of the 

NWP templates. RCM NA divided the process into two tasks: Task 1 used MS recent experiences to 

identify issues with the tables, ambiguity in the instructions and provide solutions where possible; 

Task 2 asked how these tables might be used to evaluate NWPs. The first task identified marked 

differences in how some MS had interpreted the guidelines and the regulation. The process did bring 

consensus and resolved some of the issues but that resolution depends on whether the evaluators 

interpret the guidelines in the same way. The second task provided some guidance for the 

evaluators but also provided advice that the process in November could provide examples of best 

practice without penalising MS for misinterpreting the guidelines. 

Regional Coordination Groups (RCG): developing regional sampling plans; communication; end 

user needs; task sharing agreements; rules and procedures. 



The terms of reference were the same across all RCMs so rather than work independently in 2016, 

RCMs actively shared their ideas in relation to the pan regional issues and the RCM NA, where 

possible, tried to complement the work already carried out in the preceding RCMs. For example, the 

RCM Baltic (RCM BALTIC) penned draft Rules and Procedures for RCGs. RCM NSEA endorsed the 

drafting of these rules and proposed a small supra-regional team to continue drafting these 

intersession-ally with 2 participants from each RCM contributing. RCM NA reviewed this draft and 

contributed two members, Leonie O’Dowd and Maria Moset Martinez to contribute to the group. A 

Research Survey Group discussed how the regional coordination of research surveys fits in with the 

current international coordination of surveys and continued the review of proposed cost sharing 

models. Despite thresholds provided within EUMAP this group considered the obligation and legal 

basis for these agreements These cost sharing models could be considered alongside other task 

sharing or means of reallocating sampling effort which may be required based on design and analysis 

of regional commercial catch sampling plans. Considering the results of the MARE fishPi project a 

Regional Sampling sub group proposed a 3 stage process of 1) identifying candidate fisheries or 

stocks that could be sampled regionally; 2) consultation with MS and sampling design and 3) 

implementation and maintenance. The first stage endorses the need for an RDB analysis sub-group 

with the first stage being a clear term of reference. The RDB continues to be the key tool for any 

progress in implementing and monitoring any regional sampling plans and the WebGR is another 

tool which has improved regional cooperation and data quality. Both these tools are currently being 

maintained with voluntary contributions from individual MS and are in vital need of further 

investment to even maintain them. 

The Data needs sub group considered the role of RCGs and the communications with the multiple 

end-users as defined in the re-cast of DCF 199. It looked at new data needs and proposed a more 

formal process putting the onus on the end-user to, in reference to other data needs and priorities, 

scope out requirements, resolution and using criteria defined by STECF (EWG 13-02), justify any 

needs. 

Throughout 2016 RCM Chairs kept up a dialogue through Web meetings and e-mails improving 

consistency and communication between regions. Intersessional work is required to progress 

Regional coordination but with limited resources it makes sense that common issues are addressed 

in pan-regional intersessional sub-groups. As well as endorsing the Rules and Procedures sub-group 

RCMNA recommends the continued maintenance of sub-groups addressing Cost sharing; Data 

needs; landing obligation; upload logs and to adopt further intersessional sub-groups on Regional 

Sampling and RDB Data analysis.  

Landing obligation, Data calls, Upload logs and data analysis and intersessional work. 
There was very little time to spend on each of these ToRs. RCMNA continued with the landing 

obligation work proposed at RCMNA last year reviewing any changes in sampling procedures and 

landing practices. A joint data call was launched by the chairs of the RCM NA, RCM Baltic and RCM 

NS&EA. MS were requested to upload data for 2015 in the regional database (RDB Fishframe) hosted 

by ICES. For the first time, all MS complied with this request for the landings and effort data. For the 

sample data all MS except France uploaded data for 2015. A review of the Upload logs revealed that 

not all data collected is uploaded for technical reasons but the evaluation of the data on the RDB 

revealed consistency for most MS in their annual number of species in landings; species in sample 

data and metiers in catch and effort data. There was also consistency for nearly all MS in terms of 



the number of records in the catch data but it was apparent from the report that unbeknownst to 

the UK, their data was incomplete. If these QC reports were available at the time of upload, then this 

could have been rectified and the data reloaded. 

Other items on the agenda were the consideration of the follow up of relevant recommendations 

made last years by Liaison Meeting and presentations and relevant development from ICES, EC and 

SC-RDB. 

New co-chair and next meeting. 

RCM NA decided to run in 2014 to a co-chairs system taking into account that it is expected that in 

the near future intersessional activities will increase. After a two years term, Estanis Mugerza is 

resigning as chair of the RCM NA and Leonie O´Dowd was appointed as new co-chair and therefore 

will join Jon Elson for 2017. 

The 2017 meeting will be held in Galway, Ireland. 

 

3. Main points of the meeting 

 

The 13th RCM North Atlantic (RCM NA) was held in Lisbon (Portugal) 12-16 September 2016. 26 

participants from 9 member states contributed to the meeting and these included representatives 

from marine institutes, national correspondents, DGMARE and ICES. The meeting was chaired by 

Estanis Mugerza and Jon Elson and the list of participants and realised agenda are available in Annex 

1. 

Progress since 2015 was reviewed in plenary in relation to the recommendations of the 12th Liason 

Meeting of October 2015 (Annex 2). 

Presentations were made in plenary from expert groups and workshops pertinent to the regional 

coordination. These included PGDATA, WGCATCH, WKCOSTBEN, RDB SC and WKRDB, WKRFS, 

WGBIOP. Executive summaries and relevant points have been reproduced in Annex 3.  

The terms of reference were the same across all RCMs so rather than work independently in 2016, 

RCMs actively shared their ideas in relation to the pan regional issues and the RCM NA, where 

possible, tried to complement the work already carried out in the preceding RCMs. A brief summary 

of the work carried out at the preceding RCM NSEA (September 2016) was presented to the group 

by the co chair RCMNSEA Alastair Pout. 

EUMAP status 
Venetia Kostopoulou from the commission provided a summary in plenary, of the status of the data 

regulations, timetable and an overview of the national programme templates. The tight deadlines 

for completion, submissions and evaluation was a cause for concern as was determining the 

thresholds when the source for those thresholds is unclear. In terms of any evaluation it was iterated 

that 2017 would likely be a transition year as national sampling plans were developing at different 

rates.  It was also made clear that Regional agreements or bilateral agreements would need to be 



redrafted if they continue to make a meaningful contribution to meeting regional sampling 

objectives. 

National work plans 

RCM NA concentrated significant plenary effort to reviewing the guidance, completion and 

evaluation of the NWP templates. RCM NA divided the process into two tasks: Task 1 used MS recent 

experiences to identify issues with the tables, ambiguity in the instructions and provide solutions 

where possible; Task 2 asked how these tables might be used to evaluate NWPs. The first task 

identified marked differences in how some MS had interpreted the guidelines and the regulation. 

The process did bring consensus and resolved some of the issues but in some instances that 

resolution would depend on whether the evaluators interpret the guidelines in the same way. The 

second task provided some guidance for the evaluators but also provided advice that the process in 

November could provide examples of best practice without penalising MS for misinterpreting the 

guidelines. 

Automating the completion of Table 1A 

Table 1A of the work plans was designed to provide an overview of the stocks that require sampling 

at a national level based on relative landings and TAC share. It makes sense that all MS within a 

region refer to the same data source so that landings and TAC shares are not over or under 

represented when these data are combined at a regional level. RCMNA supports the initiative 

developed by France for completing these tables automatically for all MS. R code has been written 

that uses the EUROSTAT database for deriving the share of the landings and the MARE FIDES file 

(https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fides/index.cfm) for deriving the TAC share at EU level. Using current 

rules, the threshold fields can also be completed.  

There is still work to do linking the stocks identified in Comm. Dec 1251/2016 Table 1A to EUROSTAT 

and MARE FIDES stock identification keys. In addition, for some stocks and areas the Eurostat data 

may not be up to date. Work has started intersessionally with the intention of completing this 

before end of September but it is a big ask and is dependent on MS providing additional staff to 

complete this. Complications arise marrying stock areas to TAC areas and Eurostat groupings and 

stocks disaggregated into species. Simple rules will need to be defined to get consistency on how to 

deal with the different extremes. Examples of these issues can be seen with sprats and herring, 

anglerfish species and Nephrops. The example for horse mackerel (  

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fides/index.cfm


Annex 4) illustrates one of the issues. 

It is unlikely that this will be resolved and the R code signed off by the RCGs in time for this year’s 

evaluation but the RCMNA recommends that this code be used. MS should check the output and any 

corrections to the output should be commented and the solution explained in the comments for that 

record. 

Overview of tables 

RCMNA used a team based brainstorming technique to ensure all participants could relay their 

experiences and concerns and to give proper consideration to how the existing guidance and 

contents of the new WP template might be interpreted and evaluated. 

Two tasks were considered in turn. 

Task 1 How to complete the templates.  
With reference to the guidance and up-to-date experience the RCMNA would consider, 

concerns and issues and offer potential solutions. 

Task 2 How might Work Programmes be evaluated using these tables.  
RCMNA would consider, using Task 1 experience, how these tables might be used to evaluate 

compliance and science; what criteria might be used; and even what concessions might be 

considered at the November 2016 STECF evaluation meeting. 

Task 1 How to complete the templates.  

The brainstorming process is described and the results collated in Annex 5. The intention was to 

review Sections 1 2, 4 and 5 of the AWP template but because of the time it took there was only 

sufficient time to review sections 1 and 4.   

One of the take home messages from this exercise was that there were marked differences in how 

some MS had interpreted the guidelines and the regulation. The process did bring consensus and 

resolved some of the issues but that will also depend on whether the evaluators interpret the 

guidelines in the same way. 

Another key point, in reference to Section 4 was that clearer examples about how you might 

describe the target population for different types of sampling scheme (stock based, metier based or 

statistically sound sampling) would be useful. RCMNA did not have the time to provide something in 

this instance but the evaluation process in November might provide good examples of each. 

Task 2 How might Work Programmes be evaluated using these tables 

A similar brainstorming process was used to get the most from the RCM participants and this is 

described with the results in Annex 5. 

Some of the key issues related to the recreational fisheries, anadromous and catadromous species 

and incidental by catch tables. 

Table 1D for recreational species:  

Some MS do not have a sampling strategy for collecting data from recreational fisheries. Several 

reasons were presented, but they mainly related to the limited access to basic information about the 

fisheries and species caught. MS were referred to the need to programme new pilot studies to 



comply with EU MAP requirements which then raised the issue of timing and delivery for these 

studies. 

Table 1E for anadromous and catadromous species in fresh water: 

MS institutes engaged in delivering DCF data that do not have access to freshwater areas/rivers will 

need to engage and involve other institutes or government departments, previously not involved in 

the DCF and funding, to request access to or provide data. This cannot be completed before the 

NWPs are to be submitted 31 October. In relation to “water bodies”, some MS require clarification 

on whether all river basins are to be listed when a MS has a large number of rivers and only some 

are sampled, or how MS account for not knowing what rivers are to be sampled in advance as the 

programme may change according to species conservation limits. 

  



Table 1F for incidental by-catch: 

MS cannot provide in advance the number of “expected occurrence of recordings” for a vulnerable 

species or group of species as they may be rare or infrequent. MS should mark with an X those 

stratum where, if a species occurs whilst sampling, information will be recorded. 

Evolution to RCGs  
To focus further on the evolution to Regional Coordination Groups the RCM broke up into three 

subgroups - Developing regional sampling plans; Research surveys, coordination and task sharing; 

and Data needs of multiple end-users. The main points from these are presented below and the 

supporting work is documented in Annex 7. 

The evolution from RCMs to RCGs under the new EU MAP is a relevant structural change. A draft of 

the recast Council regulation XX/2017 is still in circulation but it is expected, once agreed, to be 

published in early 2017. It will provide greater detail on what is expected of RCGs and their scope. 

Once it is published and the role of the RCGs is clarified, the structure (RCGs subgroups), the 

governance and the way of working (intersessional work, teleconference etc.) should be well defined 

by the different RCGs. 

Timetable 

RCGs need to move from the annual meetings of RCMs to a process involving multiple meetings 

including intersessional sub-groups and informal teleconference or WebEx/Skype contacts etc. An 

annual cycle was envisaged, requiring at least two substantive meetings envisaged towards the start 

and the end of the year, comprising a technical meeting followed by one looking at more 

administrative and policy matters such as concluding bilateral agreements and involving National 

Correspondents.  

An initial suggestion for June and September for the main meetings was suggested.  However the 

timing of meetings needed to be dictated by specific needs and would require clear terms of 

reference.  One of these would arise from the requirement to input to national and regional work 

plans for the following year. It was considered that a meeting earlier than June in 2017 would be 

warranted to earlier than June meeting to direct intersessional work proposed at the 2016 RCMs. 

RCMs meetings have been traditionally sequenced to run with northern groups being before those 

for the south.  It was thought that later groups benefited from the work done by the others.  There 

was an open question as to whether the work of the earlier groups was hampered by this approach, 

having had less input.  It was thought that sequencing might naturally evolve with the advent of 

RCGs and the introduction of pan-regional sub-groups.  There might be scope for the introduction of 

pan-regional meetings depending on ToRs.  A default option might be to alternate the NS and NA 

meetings for some years with a forum (possibly SharePoint) to share ideas, tools and examples of 

best practice. 

Rules and procedures 

The meeting briefly reviewed the terms of reference for RCGs (Annex 8) drafted by RCM Baltic and 

confirmed that they were happy with the approach to development of rules and procedures was 

proposed.  This approach involved the establishment of a small sub-group which would 

communicate results quickly to interested parties for ratification.  At the RCM NSEA it was agreed 

that Baltic representatives would be supplemented by representatives from both the North Atlantic 



and North Sea regions.  It was imperative that the group did not grow too large and unwieldy which 

might risk it being unable to work to deliver what was needed within the required time frame. RCM 

Mediterranean would also be informed and invited to participate/input as they felt appropriate.  

RCM NA proposed two representatives for the region, Leonie O’Dowd (Ireland) and Maria Moset 

Martinez (Spain). 

It was highlighted that ToRs would necessarily change, as rules and procedures took shape.  The 

meeting highlighted the work from earlier RCM meetings which had also looked at rules and 

procedures, notably RCM NA in 2013 and RCM NSEA in 2014 and advised that the reports for these 

meetings should be revisited in the sub-group work. The meeting also noted the existence of 

horizontal rules1 that the Expert Group on Fisheries Data Collection2, the ‘umbrella’ group for RCGs, 

needed to comply with along with all associated groups. These are referenced in Article 7.3 of the 

Rules of Procedure of the Group on Experts on Fisheries on Data Collection3, which deals with sub-

groups.  

Question/recommendation – The Commission should clarify the applicability of the Commission 

Decision “establishing horizontal rules on the creation and operation of Commission expert groups” 

to regional groups and sub-groups (e.g. with respect to appointing chairs, decision making, etc.).   

fishPI (regional grant MARE/2014) 

The work of the fishPi project was presented to RCMNA. Specific presentations were made for WP1 

which included a review of RCM progress and the results of the consultation of regional member 

states; the work of WP2 with specific presentations on the case studies relating to small pelagics, 

flatfish and hake. A presentation on WP3 covered the work undertaken on by-catch sampling 

schemes, stomach sampling schemes and small scale and recreational fisheries, and WP4 covered 

the work relating to data quality checks for national and regional data. The executive summary and 

the project recommendations are reproduced in Annex 6.  

Sub group: Developing regional sampling plans. 

Considering the results of the MARE fishPi project the sub group proposed a 3 stage process of 1) 

identifying candidate fisheries or stocks that could be sampled regionally; 2) consultation with MS 

and sampling design and 3) implementation and maintenance. The first stage endorses the need for 

an RDB analysis sub-group with the first stage being a clear term of reference (Annex 7) 

Sub group: Research surveys and task sharing. 

Research Survey Group discussed how the regional coordination of research surveys fits in with the 

current international coordination of surveys and continued the review of proposed cost sharing 

                                                           
1
 http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/PDF/C_2016_3301_F1_COMMISSION_DECISION_EN.pdf 

 
2
 The expert group on Fisheries Data Collection provides a single umbrella where all DCF-related meetings will be 

registered. The expert group comprises all Member States and relevant scientific experts and assists COM and Member 
States in implementing measures and specific issues. It will address current and future needs of data collection. It offers an 
opportunity to increase regional cooperation and allow for an overview of pan-European issues. In addition, the group is 
required for consultations involving the preparation of delegated or implementing acts by the Commission. 
 
3
 http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupDetailDoc&id=22455&no=15. 

 

http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/PDF/C_2016_3301_F1_COMMISSION_DECISION_EN.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupDetailDoc&id=22455&no=15


models. Despite thresholds provided within EUMAP this group considered the obligation and legal 

basis for these agreements These cost sharing models could be considered alongside other task 

sharing or means of reallocating sampling effort which may be required based on design and analysis 

of regional commercial catch sampling plans (Annex 7) 

Sub group: Data needs. 

The Data needs sub group considered the role of RCGs and the communications with the multiple 

end-users as defined in the re-cast of DCF 199. It looked at new data needs and proposed a more 

formal process putting the onus on the end-user to, in reference to other data needs and priorities, 

scope out requirements, resolution and using criteria defined by STECF (EWG 13-02), justify any 

needs (Annex 7) 

Data – Data calls, Upload logs, Data quality, Data analysis and Databases 
ICES reported on the data transmission and success of the RCM datacall (Annex 9). For the first time 

all MS uploaded catch and effort data for 2015. The overview provides insight into the consistency of 

the data since 2009 and indicates some technical issues with this years uploads. Upload logs provide 

a summary of MS issues with RDB and the data call and this years Upload logs were reviewed by a 

small subgroup later in the meeting continuing the work of the RCM NSEA (Annex 10).  

Combining this with some simple analysis of the data uploaded to RDB demonstrates the limits of 

the RDB data but also how it could be used to review achievements, the quality and the impact of 

current sampling levels relative to commercial landings and effort. Intersessional work prior to the 

meeting reviewing the hake data uploaded to the RDB was presented to the group (Annex 11) which 

demonstrated the scope for reviewing the results of the combined national sampling programmes at 

a regional level. 

ICES gave an overview of data needs for 2017 and ICES expectations as an ‘End-user’ under the 

recast of DCMAP. Developments in code sharing were also presented. The presentation generated 

some discussions including the: 

Recommendation database: There was some concern that the recommendations coming from the 

RCM will not reach the right WGs and hence issues would not be addressed. There was reassurance 

from ICES that with the use of recommendation database the recommendations could be better 

managed and only closed when complete. RCM NA requested ICES permission, to use the 

recommendation database to better track all recommendations.  

Data calls: The RCM would like to be included in the development of future data calls. The RCM NA 

believes that their knowledge of the data its peculiarities and limitations would contribute to more 

efficient data calls. There were some general comments and complaints about how unrealistic the 

proxy data call is. The main “complaint” was in relation to the vagueness of the period of data being 

requested (for the all-time series) which would be a burden to member countries. Also, there was a 

mention that member countries are only obliged to provide data from 2009 onwards. Nevertheless, 

there was no indication that countries would not provide data prior to that.  

Stock List Database (SLD): It was suggested that the SLD would be a good repository for the data 

needs for each of the stocks. It could be easily updated and downloaded making it easier to use than 



the cumbersome spreadsheets. This was seen as a good way forward to more efficient and 

streamlined data calls.  Web address: https://sld.ices.dk/StockList.aspx 

Database strategy 

The RCM considered three ongoing IT initiatives; the Fisheries Dependent Information (FDI) 

database, the transversal data files (CL and CE files) needed to populate the Regional Database (RDB) 

and the RDB itself.  

JRC (Steven Holmes) presented the proposed changes to STECF data call and a pilot data call for 

2017. This data call (formerly the “effort” data call) is used by the STECF EWG “Fishery Dependent 

Information” FDI. These data calls are for fishing effort, landings, discards and biological data. The 

group did not have time to discuss this data call and the new proposal in depth, but it was clear that 

an overlap between the JRC FDI requirements and RDB database exists. Coordination between JRC 

and RCGs was considered as essential to try and avoid duplication of effort and increases to the 

workload for MS trying to respond to the different data calls. 

ICES presented the status of the RDB which still promises to be the key tool for any progress in 

developing, implementing and monitoring any regional sampling plans. It also spelled out the 

potential if the usability and functionality improved, even progressing to the same status of 

intercatch as a source for the data for most of ICES analytical assessments. The presentation is 

summarised in Annex 11.  WebGR is another tool which has improved regional cooperation and data 

quality. Currently both these tools are being maintained with voluntary contributions from individual 

MS and are in vital need of further investment to even continue to maintain them. 

It was acknowledged that there were longer term goals for development of centralised IT solutions 

as outlined in the proposed Study on availability and dissemination of data collection framework 

(DCF) data4.  The proposal was intended to fulfil the recommendation of an earlier study5.  This 

envisaged the establishment of a fisheries data hub (Figure 1) comprising thematically specialised 

databases (biological data, fleet economic data and fisheries activity data) which would be linked so 

that biological and economic data could be aggregated. However the study work would not report 

until late in 2018 at the very earliest and with development of new IT systems taking far longer.   

                                                           
4
 OPEN CALL FOR TENDERS N° MARE/2015/04 "Study on Availability and Dissemination of DCF Data" 

http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/maritimeaffairs_fisheries/contracts_and_funding/calls_for_tender/2015_04/index_en.htm 
 
5
 MARE/2012/22 Lot 1:  

http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/maritimeaffairs_fisheries/contracts_and_funding/calls_for_tender/2012_22/index_en.htm 
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Figure 1 - Possible set-up for a fisheries data hub. 

 
Whilst the study proposal referenced existing solutions such as the RDB as likely being part of the 

eventual strategic solution, there was a lack of support in the short to medium term which 

jeopardised existing data collection and hampered the development of solutions demanded by the 

EUMAP, for example to support the development of regional sampling programmes. Some elements 

of the strategic solution had been pre-empted by outcomes of the second Transversal Data 

Workshop6.  These included the development of standardised national transversal data files based 

on primary data and the FDI database. It was suggested that if this work was not properly recognised 

in the context of the study proposal it could result in duplication of work by Commission services, 

ICES and other end users and member states.  

As at the RCM Baltic and RCM NSEA meetings, the RCM NA considered that continued support and 

funding for the Regional Database was fundamental to efficiently service DCF requirements.  Earlier 

meetings had suggested that the RDB funding gap might be plugged through individual MSs 

contributing directly from national funds. Whilst some had no objection to this in principle, others 

considered that this was not a sustainable or desirable approach.  A regional approach was therefore 

suggested (e.g. call for tender) where a joint application could be made by concerned MS for 

funding.  This would also serve to emphasise the importance of further RDB develop 

                                                           

6
 https://datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu/documents/10213/978339/2ndWorkshopTransversalVariables.pdf 

 

https://datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu/documents/10213/978339/2ndWorkshopTransversalVariables.pdf


Intersessional work. 
Throughout 2016 RCM Chairs kept up a dialogue through Web meetings and e-mails improving 

consistency and communication between regions. Intersessional work is required to progress 

Regional coordination but with limited resources it makes sense that common issues are addressed 

in pan-regional intersessional sub-groups. As well as endorsing the Rules and Procedures sub-group, 

RCMNA recommends the continued maintenance of sub-groups addressing Cost sharing; Data 

needs; landing obligation; upload logs and to adopt further intersessional sub-groups on Regional 

Sampling and RDB Data analysis.   

Sub group: Landing obligation. 

Prior to the meeting a template was circulated for all MS to complete. Theses templates are 

designed to capture the impacts of the landing obligation on sampling programmes and data and to 

reference to solutions to any perceived issues. At the time of the other subgroup work another 

subgroup focused on the landing obligation and the impact of that on catch estimates and national 

catch sampling programmes. This subgroup focused on those completed templates and the review is 

available in Annex 12.  

New co-chairman and next meeting. 
RCM NA decided to run in 2014 to a co-chairs system taking into account that it is expected that in 

the near future intersessional activities will increase. After a two years term, Estanis Mugerza 

relinquished his role as chair of the RCM NA and Leonie O´Dowd was appointed as new co-chair and 

therefore will join Jon Elson for 2017. 

The 2017 meeting will be held in Galway, Ireland. 

 

4. Recommendations 

General remarks on recommendations: 
Some of these recommendations are resubmissions. With better communications and/or a 

recommendation database these recommendations could be better managed and only closed when 

complete. RCMNA propose, with ICES permission, to use their recommendation database to better 

track all recommendations.  

Are recommendations the best way of communicating work when we have no authority over the 

‘Responsible persons’ and there is no obligation to deliver? This has been raised before at other 

RCMS and a different process may be needed to better communicate and action the work that is 

required.  

Generally, the RCM reports are littered with advice and proposals but these are often impotent 

unless they become a formal recommendation. There are different categories of recommendations 

which often depend on the recipient and they will range from ‘wish lists’ directed outside the RCM, 

to ‘to do’ lists directed at MS participating within the RCM. 

Within the recommendations this year there is continued reference to the intersessional work 

required, pan-regionally, with increasing concern about the resources needed to achieve their aims. 



With the increased work expected of RCGs there will be competition for limited expertise and their 

time. Objectives will not be met without MS volunteering staff with expertise and covering those 

costs. Ideally the work would be scoped out before hand with an estimate of the resources required, 

work could be allocated and finances identified. Currently most of the intersessional work is 

exploratory so the costs are not easily identified. The scale of some of these tasks suggests the tasks 

themselves might be candidate for a cost sharing exercise. However, a clear strategy or model for 

doing this may take time to agree and time is precious. In the interim RCM NA suggests that as a 

minimum each MS that wants to contribute or is needed to contribute to the extra ordinary 

intersessional work should consider budgeting at least 5 staff days to each task?  

The commission has a budget for the direct funding of work to help with the regional coordination of 

data collection. RCGs cannot directly influence what studies the commission put out for tender and 

the process of identifying work that is required, implementing the study, considering and acting on 

the results is too slow for some of the vital work required now. The intersessional work is crucial for 

regional coordination to work more swiftly and this work has currently not been budgeted for by 

MS. A more reactive funding stream to finance some of these relatively small tasks needs to be 

considered and either controlled by the commission or by the RCGs. 

The current agreement is that RCMs should only put forward a maximum of 5 recommendations. 

This is because the Liason meeting does not have sufficient time to properly scrutinise any more 

than that number when combined with those of other RCMs. With the evolution to RCGs and the 

scope of the work expected, that limit is not likely to be sufficient to cover all the recommendations 

from intersessional work, even with pan regional pre-agreement on what might be submitted. In this 

instance, RCM NA chairs will present all these recommendations to the Liaison meeting. It is 

expected that they will need to be filtered to fit fairly within Liason meeting agenda and the RCM NA 

chairs will prioritise.  The fact that the recommendations RCM NA 4-8 could be categorised as ToRs 

for some of the intersessional sub-groups listed in RCM NA recommendation 3 will help 

 

 

RCM NA 1: Annual work plans 

RCM NA 2016   

Recommendation  

The RCM NA strongly recommends that: 

1. The commission and STECF, in their evaluation of MS Annual 
Work Plans submitted in 2016, take into account the concerns, 
the proposed solutions, and suggested evaluation criteria 
detailed in the first draft of RCMNA 2016 report ANNEX XXX 

2. MS should complete these tables fully as best they can and where 
they perceive there is ambiguity in what is required explain their 
choice in the comments or text box for that section. 

 

Justification  It was clear during a detailed review and discussions at RCMNA 2016 

that the completion of the WP template in some instances is open to 

interpretation and further guidance is required. Where there was 

consensus between MS there should be some consistency in their 



completion but where there was not, it may make the job of 

evaluating the returns difficult. For example, completing section 4 

will differ depending on the sampling schemes which could range 

from adhoc random quota based sampling to pure statistically sound 

sampling schemes. Any evaluation of compliance and science this 

year should take this into account.  

This year’s evaluation process is an opportunity to catalogue best 

practice and improve on the guidance for next year’s submission of 

the 2018 Work Programme and the evaluation in 2017. 

Follow-up actions 

needed  

MS to complete templates before the deadline. 

STECF to consider the RCM issues in their evaluation. 

STECF and the commission to provide clearer guidance and better 

examples for 2018 Work Programme and Technical reports 

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 

NC 

Commission 

Time frame (Deadline)  November 2016, WP evaluation 

 

RCM NA 2: Assigning trips to métier 

RCM NA 2016   

Recommendation  

The RCM NA strongly recommends a data compilation workshop to: 

1. Standardise the processes that use trip based transversal data to 
determine the métier.  

2. Consider criteria for aggregating data for different end-users 
(JRC, ICES and other RFMOs). 

3. Investigate a framework for managing métier and fleet 
descriptions when needed.  

 

Justification  All catch, effort and sample data is uploaded to the RDB by métier 

and limited to a reference list of RCM agreed métiers defined by ICES 

area. 

MS submit their data to ICES on Intercatch disaggregated by métier 

and the JRC for FDI datacalls and other RFMOs also request the data 

by métier without reference to the RCM agreed list of métiers. MS 

have independently developed their own code and processes for 

calculating species assemblage and rules for merging métiers. This is 

initially based on the transversal data for a trip which may or may 

not cover more than one métier. These methods are not necessarily 

consistent between countries and even between agencies within 



countries and could be based on, for example, a foreshortened list of 

species assemblages; rules for particular gears; catch by weight and 

or value and relative ratios. The impact of the different methods is 

not known but as data is being compared more readily at a regional 

or international level, so as to improve on confidence in current 

assumptions simple rules and standards need to apply. 

Since 2009 RCMNA has regularly recommended MS provide, 

maintain and update fleet descriptions for all sampled métiers to 

better define and compare similar fleets and the sampling of them 

between nations. This has been only moderately successful with no 

clear repository for them. ICES Expert Working Groups are now also 

requesting fishery and métier descriptions as part of their data calls. 

A repository and better strategy is required for collating and 

maintaining MS descriptions. 

Follow-up actions 

needed  

JRC or ICES to setup a transversal data workshop: 

1. to review current algorithms and processes for allocating a 

trip to a métier based on catch data.  

2. to provide standard guidelines for determining or allocating 

a trip to a métier or multiple métiers and how to aggregate 

the data. 

3. to define a strategy for storing and maintaining national 

fishery descriptions relative to the defined métiers. 

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 

ICES or JRC to set up workshop 

NC and MS to provide contributors and to implement guidelines 

Time frame (Deadline)  3 years 

 

RCM NA 3: Pan-regional intersessional work 

RCM NA 2016   

Recommendation  

The RCM NA strongly recommends the continuation of the pan 
regional intersessional work groups already proposed  

 Cost sharing of funding surveys 
 Impact of landing obligation  
 Reviewing the ICES list of data needs as input for designing 

regional sampling plans. 
 Review and follow-up on upload logs  

and adopt further intersessional work groups 
 Rules and procedures 
 RDB Data analysis subgroup 
 Regional Sampling 

Justification  This intersessional work will facilitate the transition from RCMs to 

RCGs. Setting up these task groups will establish common working 



procedures between multiple RCGs, prepare ground for future 

cooperation on a supra regional level and develop the work that is 

needed to fulfil future coordination tasks in the broad sense. 

These groups will work on analysis and development and allow the 

core of the RCG meetings to review the work, plan and progress any 

regional coordination. 

Follow-up actions 

needed  

All RCM Chairs to consider ToRs, contributors and provide assistance 

where required. (RCM LDF, Baltic, NSEA, NA and MED) 

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 

RCM Chairs - RCM LDF, Baltic, NSEA, NA and MED 

Time frame (Deadline)  December 2016 

 

RCM NA 4: Cost sharing 

RCM NA 2016   

Recommendation  

RCM NA recommends that any future costs and/or task sharing 

agreements across RCGs should be agreed by all MS and have a 

strong legal basis, so that there is no ambiguity for implicated 

member states on whether the agreements are to be implemented. 

The scope for exemptions beyond the thresholds and the opportunity 

for trade-offs needs to be considered in these agreements to help 

manage any increased burden on individual member states. 

Justification  Previous cost sharing agreements at RCM level have not been 

implemented by all member states involved as the legal basis was 

ambiguous. While there are clear legal obligations outlined in the 

DCF recast in relation to task and cost sharing, the agreed methods 

of how these are implemented, now also need to have a legal basis.  

Follow-up actions 

needed  

Commission to consider and provide support for this. 

Intersessional Group to investigate, promote and advise on this. 

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 

Intersessional group, Commission 

Time frame (Deadline)  RCMs 2017 

 

RCM NA 5: Implication of the Landing obligation 

RCM NA 2016   

Recommendation  

RCM NA recommends that MS continue to account for the additional 

catch fractions brought about as a consequence of the landing 

obligation. They need to account for them in their recording of 

transversal variables and biological data and adapt to the annual 



updates of the regional discard plans. MS states should continue to 

review, monitor and advise on the impact of the implementation of 

the landing obligation on sampling catches for biological data, catch 

data and catch estimates. 

Justification  The landing obligation has introduced a new category of catch 

(Below Minimum Size, BMS) and this fraction of the catch will be 

reported, sampled and required in any catch estimation. This 

necessitates that national institutions and ICES through all stages of 

the recording, storage and estimation processes are able to 

accommodate this fraction.  

Apart from in the Baltic there is little data, to date, to be able to 

analyse the impact of the obligation on the quality of catch estimates 

and the scale of the issue in other regions can only be perceived. 

Annual updates of discard plans may change the nature of the 

fisheries currently being sampled and the data collectors and end-

users will need to be live to these changes.  

As the landing obligation beds in, catch data and other metrics will 

become more available to assess the impact of the discard plans on 

catch estimates. 

Follow-up actions 

needed  

1. All MS to complete draft monitoring template Annex 12 

2. RCM Chairs to appoint pan regional contributors for 
intersessional work 

3. RCM Chairs to submit an early data call in 2017 to allow 
intersessional analysis of RDB data. 

4. Pan regional intersessional group to: 
a. review 2016 BMS CS and CL data on the RDB and source 

and review other available metrics (e.g. refusal rates)  
b. contribute to and review ToRs & outcomes of WGCATCH 

2016 
 

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 

RCM Chairs, MS, Intersessional Group 

Time frame (Deadline)  RCMs 2017 

 

RCM NA 6: Upload logs 

RCM NA 2016   

Recommendation  

The RCM NA strongly recommends that: 

1. Upload Logs continue to form part of the data call for the 
RDB and require submission by all MS whether they are able 
to upload data or not.  

2. An Intersessional Group is given sufficient time to review 
Upload Logs to qualify the data, report and distribute actions 



or advice to MS, RCMs and the RDB administrator to ensure 
the quality of data on the RDB is maintained and improved 
and end-users are aware of the limits to the data. 

 

Justification  The development of the RDB is an ongoing process which has to be 

enhanced based on user’s feedback. There are still inconsistencies 

and errors in the data on the RDB that have been caused by the IT 

system design itself, by non-restrictive reference lists or due to 

insufficient data checks by MS. Data gaps and limit the potential for 

data analysis and delays RDB use in the regional coordination 

process. 

The completion of an Upload log was included in the data calls for 

the RCM 2015 and 2016 and was to be completed so that users can 

assess the limitations of the data and therefore what interpretations 

or analysis can be done with it. The RDB will be developed to record 

the status of the data within it, but until this feature is available a 

standard log submitted at the time of each data call can provide 

RCGs and data users with a simple reference to what data is not on 

the system as well as what is. 

Intersessional work is required to review the issues listed in the 

upload logs, qualify them and identify actions and the responsibly 

body (RCM, RDB administrator and SC-RDB, or MS) that can deal with 

them.   

This intersessional work is pan regional. 

Follow-up actions 

needed  

1. RCM Chairs to appoint pan regional contributors for 
intersessional work. 

2. Intersessional group to report on 2016 upload logs 
a. Identify a clear communications strategy 
b. Identify actions and responsible bodies 
c. Communicate these actions 
d. Collate responses 

3. RCM chairs to include an updated upload log in data call 2017 
and, when relevant ask MS to consider reload their data. 

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 

RCM Chairs, Intersessional group, MS, RDB administrator 

Time frame (Deadline)  RCMs 2017 

 

RCM NA 7: Regional sampling 

RCM NA 2016   

Recommendation  

RCM NA recommends that a stepwise approach to regional sampling 

is implemented at the earliest opportunity, starting with a scoping 



study to identify candidate sub populations for regionally 

coordinated sampling.  

Justification  Experience from the fishPi project demonstrated that the 

coordination of regional sampling involves stages and processes that 

have still to be fully developed.    

Follow-up actions 

needed  

1. RCG chairs to identify a team of experts for input into a scoping 

exercise 

2. Team to identify the candidate fleets and/or fisheries that 

should be considered to meet the objectives for regionally 

coordinated sampling. 

3. Team to consult MS and describe the current national sampling 

plans, including their sampling targets, implementation levels, 

gaps and failures, and constraints. 

Responsible persons for 

follow-up actions 

1. RCG chairs;  

2. MS 

3. Individuals involved in regional sampling as appropriate 

Time frame (Deadline)  2016-onwards 

 

RCM NA 8: Data analysis subgroup 

RCM NA 2016   

Recommendation  

RCM NA recommends that a data analysis subgroup is established to 

facilitate intersessional work of the RCMs 

Justification  Increasingly the work of the RCM RCG can be and needs to be 

supported by work that utilises regional data. This can often be 

achieved very efficiently using open source software such as R, 

operating on common data formats as has been demonstrated in 

the COST project and the fishPi project.  

Follow-up actions 

needed  

RCG Chairs to identify a task leader. Task leader to establish mailing 

list of any and all interested individuals.   

RCG chairs to consider role, operation, remit, time commitments, if 

necessary funding, of the work of such a group, and to begin a 

dialogue with interested parties.  

Responsible persons for 

follow-up actions  

RCG Chairs, Task leader 



Time frame (Deadline)  Intersessionally 2016-2017 

 
 

RCM NA 9: RCG status 

RCM NA 2016   

Recommendation  

The RCM NA recommends the commission to clarify the status of the 

RCGs (and their subgroups), their obligation, decision making rules 

and procedures under the DCF recast. 

Justification  The DCF recast will refer to RCGs role and function if not directly. The 

pan-regional or supra-regional intersessional groups will not be 

mentioned per se but the RCGs may need to devolve some of the 

decision making to them. The responsibility might remain with the 

RCGs but the status and responsibility of the appointed 

Intersessional Groups will need clarification. There is a particular 

need to clarify the applicability of the Commission Decision 

“establishing horizontal rules on the creation and operation of 

Commission expert groups” to regional groups and sub-groups (e.g. 

with respect to appointing chairs, decision making, etc.).   

Follow-up actions 

needed  

Commission to provide clarification 

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions  

Commission 

Time frame (Deadline)  RCMs 2017 

 

RCM NA 10: Foreign Landings 

RCM NA 2016   

Recommendation  

RCM NA recommends that: 

1. MS upload their samples of non-flag vessels (foreign landings) to 

the RDB. 

2. The WKCATCH investigate suitable methods for estimating non 

Flag landing fractions. 



Justification  27% of landed tonnages are by foreign vessels landing into 

countries other than their own flag country.   

Follow up work from previous recommendations on foreign 

landings have demonstrated that the RDB has the facility to hold 

non flag vessel sampling data. MS should therefore upload any and 

all foreign landings they collect.  

Follow-up actions 

needed  

1. RCG Chairs to put out a data call. 

2. MS to upload their samples of non-flag vessels (foreign 

landings) to the RDB. 

3. WKCATCH investigate suitable methods for estimating non Flag 

landing fractions. 

Responsible persons for 

follow-up actions 

RCG Chairs, MS and WGCATCH 

Time frame (Deadline)  2017  

 

RCM NA 11: Maintenance of existing bilateral agreements 

RCM NA 2016   

Recommendation  

RCM NA recommends that, where required, formal bilateral 

agreements set up for the period from 2014-2016 are carried forward 

until regional sampling plans are agreed.  

Justification  The investigation and implementation of new regional sampling 

plans may change what is expected of MS in terms of delivery to a 

regional programme. Costs sharing, the exchange of expertise and 

the sampling of foreign landings will all feed into the success of these 

plans and multi-lateral agreements will be needed. Current 

agreements meet the requirements of current national sampling 

schemes. To reduce the administrative burden on member states of 

setting up new bilateral agreements for 2017+ it is recommended 

that current bilateral agreements are maintained until new regional 

sampling plans are finalised and agreed. 

 

Follow-up actions 

needed  

Commission to agree 

MS to maintain current contributions to these agreements 

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 

1. Commission 

2. MS 

Time frame (Deadline)  2017 on 

 



RCM NA 12: EUMAP Table 10 survey list revisions 

RCM NA 2016   

Recommendation  

RCM NA recommends that the list of mandatory surveys on table 10 

of EUMAP Decision 2016/1251 are reviewed at a dedicated STECF 

EWG based on updated and predefined criteria. This should also 

include a review of the target stock/species listed in table 10. 

Justification  The list of mandatory survey included in Table 10 of Implementing 

Decision 2016/1251 is based on the old DCF regulation. A review 

needs to take place prior to the application of cost sharing models to 

ensure that the list of mandatory surveys is current and includes the 

appropriate target stocks/species.   

Follow-up actions 

needed  

Commission to setup a dedicated EWG to respond before the 

resubmission of National Work Programmes for 2018 

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 

Commission, STECF 

Time frame (Deadline)  September 2017 

 

  



5. Annexes 

 

Annex 1 – Participants and realised agenda 
 

Table 1. RCM NA 2016 list of participants. 

Name Country email Participation 2016 

Jens Ulleweit Germany jens.ulleweit@ti.bund.de  full 

Helen McCorminck Ireland helen.mccormick@marine.ie  full 

Leonie O´Dowd Ireland NC leonie.odowd@marine.ie  full 

Sieto Verver Netherlands sieto.verver@wur.nl full 

Dália Reis Azores (Portugal) dalia.cc.reis@uac.pt full 

Manuela Azevedo Portugal mazevedo@ipma.pt full 

Ana Cláudia Fernandes Portugal acfernandes@ipma.pt full 

Melinda Oroszlanyova Portugal melinda.oroszlanyova@ipma.pt full 

Susana Godinho Portugal sgodinho@dgrm.mam.gov.pt full 

Emilia Baptista Portugal NC ebatista@dgrm.mam.gov.pt full 

Jose Rodríguez Spain jose.rodriguez@st.ieo.es  full 

Isabel Bruno Spain isabel.bruno@vi.ieo.es  full 

Maria Moset Martinez Spain NC smosetma@magrama.es full 

Lucia Zarauz Spain lzarauz@azti.es full 

Estanis Mugerza Spain emugerza@azti.es full 

Jon Elson UK (England) jon.elson@cefas.co.uk full 

Ian Holmes UK (England) ian.holmes@cefas.co.uk full 

Mat Lundy UK (Northern Ireland) Mathieu.Lundy@afbini.gov.uk full 

Margaret Bell UK (Scotland) m.bell@marlab.ac.uk full 

Alastair Pout UK (Scotland) a.pout@marlab.ac.uk full 

Matt Elliott UK NC matt.elliott@marinemanagement.org.uk full 

Rui Catarino ICES rui.catarino@ices.dk partial 

Henrick Kjems-Nielsen ICES henrikkn@ices.dk partial 

Rodrigo Ataide-Dias Commission Rodrigo.ATAIDE-DIAS@ec.europa.eu partial 

Venetia Kostopoulou Commission Venetia.KOSTOPOULOU@ec.europa.eu partial 

Els Torreele Belgium els.torreele@ilvo.vlaanderen.be By correspondence 
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Realised agenda: 

 

Agenda  
RCM NA 2016 Lisboa   

 
12-16 September 2016 

Venue: IPMA, Av. Brasília, 1449-006 Lisboa,  
Portugal 

 
 
Monday      14:00 – 18:00 
Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday   09:00 – 18:00 
Fri       09:00 – 13:00  
 
Lunch   13:00-14:00 
Coffee   10:30-11:00, 15:30-1600 
 

Monday 12th September         

14:00-18:00 

Adoption of Agenda and Report format      1400 - 1430 

 Welcome and logistics       Estanis 

 Introduction of participants        

 TOR’s and Agenda       Jon  

Allocation to subgroups - time will be provided later in the week to consolidate data, ideas, 
summarise progress and suggest future development for discussion in plenary. 

       Task leaders 
08. Data needs and End users needs   ICES/Manica/Jose 
11. Research Surveys     Leonie/Ian  
10. Cost sharing models    Sieto/Matt 
14. RDB Data analysis and potential case studies Alastair/Lucia/Mat  
09. Upload logs      Ricardo/Lucia 
07. Landing obligation     Helen/Jens 

 

 Format of the report; a more reader-friendly summary report with related Annexes 

 Procedure for the selection of new RCM chair 

 Notification of AOB issues      

1. Review progress since 2015 RCM’s and 2015 Liaison meeting (12th report). 1430 - 1530 

Review agreements and recommendations from: 

 RCMS and Liason meeting 2015      Estanis/Jon 

 RCM Baltic and RCM NSEA 2016     Alastair 



Coffee break         1530 - 1600 

2. Review of pertinent points related to regional cooperation from expert groups. 1600 - 1730 

…any important issues related to RCM RCG work by PGDATA, WGCATCH RDB SC and WKRDB, STECF, 

WGBIOP,  WCOSTBEN, WGRFS etc.      

PGDATA        Sieto  
WGCATCH        Jose 
WKCOSTBEN        Lucia 
RDB SC and WKRDB       Alastair/Henrik 
WGRFS         Estanis/ICES 
STECF          
ICES:          ICES 
New references and future end users and influences 

WGCHAIRS 
WGBYC  
WGEEL/WGNAS/BAST 
WGBIOP 
PGECON/WK TRANS VARIABLES      

 

12. Data calls          1730 - 1800 

 RDB data transmission 2015      Henrik 

(9. Upload logs - if already reviewed - otherwise Thursday)  

Discussion, notification of, and RCM data failures 

Discussion of data calls in general. Notification, Evaluation and Failures. How can we 

improve on the process? Who, How, When, Where? 

 Revised FDI datacall (STECF 2016-07 pages 104-108)   Venetia 

13. Data Bases           

 Recent changes, Future needs, suitability, and requirements if not in place  

        Henrik/Alastair/Jose 

 Future plans, Workshops, State of play - MARE/2015/04 – “Study on availability and 

dissemination of DCF data”       Venetia  

   

Tuesday 13th September         

9:00 -13:00           

3. Review progress of DC MAP and related regulations.     0900 - 0930 

 Commission to present state of play, to inform RCM participants of the present state, and 

progress of the regulations. 

Commisions expectations in terms of further development   Venetia 



5. Review findings of regional grants MARE/2014/19 (fishPi and Med and Black Sea reports) 
          0930 – 1300 
 

Summaries and discussion of findings of the fishPi project Work plans, regional and national 

sampling designs, small scale stomach and pets sampling, quality checks, regional consultations. 

         Alastair 

WP1 Regional Coordination      Sieto/Jose 

WP2 Regional Sampling plans + Case studies   Alastair 

WP3 EUMAP and new variables (PETS, Stomachs, Small scale) Estanis 

WP4 Quality       Alastair 

Review recommendations and conclusions from RCM NSEA and their application in the NA 

region. 

 The way forward 

 Points from the consultation  

 Stages in move toward regional designs   

 Identification of shared regional 

 Future work 

 Incorporation of quality checking 

 Data collection and provisioning timetable     
      

Lunch           1300 - 1400 

6. Evolution of RCMs toward RCGs including new groups and needs.   1400 - 1700 

 General overview about the COM point of view of this evolution and what they expect from 
this group under the new process.    Venetia  1400 – 1420 
 

 RCG rules and procedures     Jon 
 Presentation… 

For discussion in Plenary  
 Cost sharing 

 Presentation NS+Baltic  Sieto 
EMFF rules  Matt 

 
Adapt based on presentations       1420 - 1730 

 identification of task groups needed 
o Research surveys     Leonie 

 Cost sharing 
 Regional coordination 

 Role and Evaluation 
 (EFARO ICES study proposal) 

o Regional sampling     Mat 
o Data needs and end user comms   Manica 

 
Tasks 

 How do we progress? 

 Road maps/Timelines 



 Costs and funding 

 Intersessional work 
o Clear ToRs 
o Gant Charts 
o Expertise 
o Geographical coverage (EWG 14-18 Pan Regional subgroups and task groups) 

          

Wednesday 14th September:         

9:00-18:00        

4. National Work Plans for 2016        

Incorporation of new requirements, new template formats, evaluation process, timetable.   

- Commissions overview     Venetia 

Prep for brainstorm 
Who has some experience? 
Check teams based on experience 
Introduce tasks 

 

Task 1 - Review workplan templates and guidance for potential inconsistencies and solutions 

 With reference to the guidance/rules  

What are the Issues, concerns, solutions  

 

Task 2 – Evaluation  

What tables are linked, how might these tables be used to evaluate….  

a) Compliance 

b) Science 

What evaluation criteria could be used… 

 
3 teams 20-30 minutes team sessions 

 Nominate a team rapporteur 

 Notes on paper 

 

Plenary 5 minute presentations by each team 

 

Session rapporteur to take collate and report on the session 

 
Presentation 

Table 1A: List of required stocks (Joels R code)  demo…..   Matt Lundy 
 
  



Sessions 
Rapporteurs 

Section 1: Biological Data        

Table 1A: List of required stocks      Ian 
Table 1B: Planning of sampling for biological variables 
Table 1C: Sampling intensity for biological variables 

 
Section 4: Sampling Strategy for Biological Data from commercial fisheries  

Table 4A: Sampling plan description for biological data   Lucia 
Table 4B: Sampling frame description for biological data 
Table 4C: Data on the fisheries by Member State 
Table 4D: Landing locations 

 

Table 1D: Recreational fisheries     Ana Claudia 
Table 1E: Anadromous and catadromous species data collection in fresh water 
Table 1F: Incidental by-catch of birds, mammals, reptiles and fish 

 

Table 1G: List of research surveys at sea    Maggie 
Table 1H: Research survey data collection and dissemination     

 

Section 2: Fishing Activity Data      Matt 
Table 2A: Fishing activity variables data collection strategy  

 
Section 5: Data Quality         

Table 5A: Quality assurance framework for biological data  Jens 
Table 5B: Quality assurance framework for socio-economic data 

 

Section 6: Data Availability 
Table 6A: Data availability 

Section 7: Coordination 
Table 7A: Planned regional and international coordination 
Table 7B: Follow-up of recommendations and agreements 
Table 7C: Bi- and multi-lateral agreements 

 

Draft a road map for the process of evaluating national work plans and the role of RCGs in that 

process, detailing quality indicators, evaluation criteria and expertise and expert groups and end user 

input required. 

Summary and recommendations      1730 - 1800 

 

Thursday 15th September:         

9:00-18:00           

Task 2 Evaluation of the programme using the templates   0900 - 1030 



Coffee 

Task 2 plenary        Maggie 

Sub group AOB           

Sub group work - prep for presentation in plenary for discussion. This assumes there was insufficient 

time in previous sections to complete them + break away groups 

Break away groups 

7. Landing obligation 
Experiences to date and future plans 
14. Data analysis and case study analysis  
Any that has been done  

9. Up load  
To include summary of RDB data transmission of 2015 data 

     
Lunch           1300 - 1400 

Election of new half chair 
 
RCGs – timetable, rules and procedures     Matt  1400 - 1430
  
Sub group work          1430 - 1600 
 
Plenary – presentations of sub group work + recommendations + drafting  1630 – 1830 
 

Friday 16th September:           

Steve Holmes – FDI data call       9030 - 1000 

Final drafting/ recommendations / actions and advice       

Next venue and chairs            

AOB           



Annex 2 – Review progress since 2015 RCM’s and 2015 Liaison meeting 

(12th report). 
 

LM 13.  Landings abroad and the RDB 

RCM NS&EA 2015  

Recommendation 3    & 

RCM NA 2015  

Recommendation 11 

RCM NS&EA and RCM NA recommend that the present situation in the 

sampling and estimation of landings abroad is reviewed and that the ICES 

data centre ensures that the RDB can hold accurate data that on the landings 

abroad fraction of the catch. 

Justification Landings abroad constitute a substantial fraction of the landed catch, a 

fraction which needs to be sampled adequately and for which estimates are 

required. The number of records within the RDB would suggest either that 

foreign landings cannot be uploaded and stored adequately, or that there is 

very little sampling of foreign vessels occurring. 

Follow-up actions needed ICES data centre to ensure that sampling data derived from landings abroad 

can be uploaded, and that this data can be stored correctly within the RDB.  

WGCATCH to review the present situation in the sampling of foreign vessels, 

and the methodology employed to estimate landings abroad. 

SC-RDB to analyse data policy implications. 

Responsible persons for follow-

up actions 
ICES Data Centre, WGCATCH, SC-RDB 

Time frame (Deadline) To report back to the RCMs in 2016. 

LM comment LM endorses this recommendation. 

RCM NA 2016 Comments Intersessional work is still required.   

ICES Data Centre: Work on the RDB is ongoing with some resolution but 

funds to progress the development and maintenance of the RDB are still 

needed. 

WGCATCH: Reviewing and analysis of estimation procedures are in the the 

ToRs for WGCATCH 2016 but nothing specifically referencing the use of 

bilateral data. 

SC-RDB: still to identify data policy issues and access rights? 

 

 

 



LM 14.  Upload logs 

RCM NS&EA 2015  

Recommendation 4 

RCM NA 2015 Recommendation 

3 

 

RCM NS&EA recommends that the upload logs messages from the 2015 

upload exercise be taken into account when agreeing on regional reference 

lists for the RDB. 

The RCM NA strongly recommends that: 

1. those upload logs not depending on RCM decisions are to be taken into 

account by the SC-RDB and RDB support; 

2. each MS appoints a person to work on intersessionally sub-group to deal 

with those upload logs pending from RCM decisions; 

3. If relevant, MS to consider reload all their data and update the upload 

log on next RCM data call 

Justification There are a variety of errors reported by the upload logs that need to be 

sorted, like the different length codes used, the need to define codes of 

procedure for e.g. KW days and how to deal with missing or incomplete 

information. 

Though the database support has improved substantially, its development is 

a continuous process which has to be enhanced based on user’s feedback. 

There are still inconsistencies and errors in the data on the RDB that have 

been caused by the IT system design itself, by non-restrictive reference lists 

or due to insufficient data checks by MS. Data gaps limit the potential for 

data analysis and delays RDB use on the regional coordination process. 

The data call for the RCM 2015 was forwarded together with an upload log 

from de RCM NA report to be completed so that users can assess the 

limitations of the data and therefore what interpretations or analysis can be 

done with it. The RDB will be developed to record the status of the data 

within it, but until this feature is available a standard log submitted at the 

time of each data call can provide RCGs and data users with a reference to 

what data is not on the system as well as what is. 

Given the amount of issues listed pending from RCM decisions and the 

workload behind its scrutiny, intersessional work is required. Once analyzed 

and an action is set, the upload issues are to be addressed to the SC-RDB. 

If there are actions not pending from The RCM decision, the upload issues 

must straight assigned to the relevant responsible. 

Follow-up actions needed  Taking into account upload logs for reference lists. 

 Upload log to be addressed to SC-RDB; 

 Upload log issues pending from RCM decision to be analyzed 

intersessionally by persons appointed by MS; 

 RCM chairs to include an updated upload log in data call 2016 and, 

when relevant ask MS to consider reload their data. 



Responsible persons for follow-

up actions 
RDB-SC, RCM chairs and intersessional group for the upload log 

Time frame (Deadline) Upload log 2015: before SC-RDB 2015 

Upload log 2016: to include in data call 2016 (mid-2016) 

Reloading of data and submitting of upload log to RCM chairs: by deadline 

specified in data call 2016 

LM comment LM endorses this recommendation. 

RCM NA 2016 Comments All MS uploaded CL/CE data. Upload logs in data call 2016 returned and some 

analysis carried out at RCMNSEA and NA. 

Upload logs still required whilst RDB under continued development.  

Communications between data providers  

 

LM 15.  Implications of the landing obligation -  Scientific data storage, IT systems and estimation 

RCM NS&EA 2015  

Recommendation 5 

& 

RCM NA 2015 Recommendation 

9 

RCM NS&EA repeats the recommendation from last year that scientific 

institutions and ICES need to ensure that data recording systems, IT systems 

and estimation routines are able to appropriately deal with the new BMS 

(fish landed below MCRS) fraction of the catch that origins from the landing 

obligation. National and international databases (including InterCatch and 

FishFrame) need to accommodate this new fraction in order to make catch 

estimates transparent. 

RCM NA recommends that scientific institutions and ICES ensure that data 

recording systems, IT systems and estimation routines are able to 

appropriately deal with the retained discard fraction (Landings BMS) and 

official discards. RCMs to review, monitor and advise on the impact of the 

implementation. Also, authorities should adjust logbooks and IT systems to 

accommodate the accurate recordings of all catch components, including the 

part that can be released under the de minimis exemptions. 

Authorities should adjust logbooks and IT systems to accommodate the 

accurate recordings of all catch components, including BMS and fish that are 

discarded, for example under the de minimis exemptions. 

Justification The landing obligation will introduce a new category of landed fish below 

minimum conservation reference size (BMS) and this fraction of the catch will 

require to be estimated. This necessitates that within national institutions 

and ICES all stages of the recording, storage and estimation processes are 

able to accommodate this fraction.  

Many national IT systems may have data models based on a distinction 



between landed and discarded data that will require modification to 

accommodate the BMS fraction. Routines to estimate national catch 

compositions for length and age for assessed stocks will need to be adjusted. 

The ICES InterCatch system and the regional data base may be similarly 

affected.  

Follow-up actions needed Scientific institutions and ICES data centre to consider if present systems are 

appropriate and if not make the required modifications. 

RCMs to review the impact of the implementation on data collection and 

consider the use of the draft template or similar on an annual basis (see RCM 

NA 2015 report).  

MS and EU authorities to, where feasible, improve control data capture 

methods to assure the quality of the data used for scientific advice. 

Authorities should consider: 

1. BMS fraction in the logbooks not just on the landing declaration. Assure 

and maintain accurate species composition data. 

2. Sales notes or equivalent to need to account for the non-sold BMS 

fraction. 

3. Validation of the control data for the BMS fraction. 

4. Assured solutions for the under 10 meter vessels presently only 

reporting catch on sale notes. 

5. Haul by haul information recorded in the logbook 

6. Gear selectivity measures to be recorded in the logbook 

Responsible persons for follow-

up actions 

Scientific institutions within MS & ICES 

National and EU authorities  

Time frame (Deadline) As soon as possible as the landing obligation already is in place in some areas 

and for some species.  

For InterCatch/RDB prior to data calls for 2015 data.    

LM comment LM endorses this recommendation. 

RCM NA 2016 Comments BMS fractions have been included and uploaded to RDB 2016. Reviews of LO 

monitoring template returns collated at RCMNA suggest that most national 

Scientific databases and Control databases account for new fraction.  

 

 

 

 



 

 

LM 16.  Age determination in stocks were age is not used in assessments 

RCM NS&EA 2015  

Recommendation 6 

RCM NA 2015 Recommendation 

12 

RCM NS&EA recommends that the Liaison Meeting (LM) discusses and 

suggest a decision making process on how to deal with requirements on age 

determination for stocks were age is not used in the assessment due to poor 

agreement between age readers. 

RCM NA recommends a full evaluation of the state-of-the-art regarding 

relations between age reading of species and assessment. This evaluation 

could be done by WGBIOP in contact with stock coordinators. This 

recommendation should be valid until an agreed standardized age reading 

method is developed. 

Justification Many Member States undertake the task of determining the age of fish 

stocks e.g anglerfish (Lophius sp) for which the age determinations is not 

used in the assessment due to poor agreement between readers. In the 

present situation all MS make, in lack of guidance, their own judgement if 

age determination should be kept or not. There need to be some kind of 

guidance to MS on how to act in those situations and the responsible body to 

give this guidance need to be identified. 

The collection of material (e.g otoliths) should of course continue as long as it 

is a requirement in DCF. 

RCM NA received a petition to consider the case of Lophius spp. Strong 

discrepancies between ilicia and otolith reading are found. This made not 

possible to use the age estimates of both calcified structures together, ilicia 

and otoliths, for stock assessment purposes. 

There is a need for an agreement between WGBIOP and Lophius stock 

coordinators to agree in the usefulness of following collecting and reading 

these structures for assessment purposes. 

Follow-up actions needed LM members to discuss and reach an agreement. 

Agreement between WGBIOP and Lophius stock coordinators. 

Responsible persons for follow-

up actions 

Liaison Meeting 2015 

WGBIOP and Lophius stock coordinators 

Time frame (Deadline) 2015 

Next WGBIOP meeting (2016). 



LM comment LM considers that guidance in improving age determination is a task of 

WGBIOP. WGBIOP 2015 strongly encourages that the data end-users (i.e. 

assessment WGs and Benchmark WKs) stay in dialogue with WGBIOP and the 

RCMs in order to provide feedback on the usability and feasibility of 

(deriving) age reading data for these difficult species. 

RCM NA 2016 Comments WGBIOP should set criteria for ‘poor agreement’ in age reading but need the 

tools to evaluate this. WGBIOP and end-users should decide whether the 

data is useable and if not should provide some advice on a ‘minimum’ 

programme if resources can be better used elsewhere. 

WGBIOP 2016 too soon after this RCM to influence ToRs. RCGs need some 

guidance on who makes the decision on whether the data is required or not. 

 

LM 17.  ICES planning of working groups 

RCM NA 2015  

Recommendation 1 

RCM NA recommends ICES to review the ability of MS to provide data for 

working groups occurring in the first two months of the year in terms of the 

impact on quality and completeness of the data supplied.  RCM NA share the 

opinion that this possible impacts would be avoided by moving the groups to 

April or later. It is strongly recommended to allow MS to have enough time to 

prepare and review the data. 

Justification Laboratories have problems to provide complete quality assured data to 

working groups occurring during the first two months and the effect of this 

on the quality of the assessments needs to be evaluated. That has been 

specifically the case of WGDEEP in 2014 (25th February). 

Follow-up actions needed ICES to ensure that this recommendation is considered yearly before 

establishing the annual calendar. 

Responsible persons for follow-

up actions 
 ICES 

Time frame (Deadline)  2016 

LM comment LM endorses this recommendation. For 2016, some assessment WGs have 

been shifted to a later date (HAWG, WGDEEP). 

RCM NA 2016 Comments No issues 2016. Changes made and actions completed. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

LM 18.  Improving species selection protocols 

RCM NA 2015  

Recommendation 2 

The RCM NA recommends simulation and practical implementation studies 

on onshore sampling methodologies with the objective of improving species 

selection protocols. 

Justification WKISCON2 reported that both MS (questionnaires sent by national 

correspondents) and ICES end-users see numerous uses and benefits on the 

data collection of more species that now allow improved analyses of the 

impacts of fisheries in the marine ecosystem. However, it is also clear that 

under the DCF not all countries have obtained data using the same sampling 

strategies and that sampling methodologies other than full-species 

concurrent sampling may be available that may also provide quality data on 

more species albeit with different levels of cost/efficiency, aggregation, 

precision and bias.  

Requirement to explore and analyse other sound statistical methods for 

species selection which are efficient in fulfilling end-users needs and consider 

logistic and operational problems that may arise with the implementation of 

concurrent sampling, particularly onshore. 

Follow-up actions needed This study could be achieved as one task of an extension of the current 

project FishPi, particularly taking the advantage of data made available for 

the project as well as expertise and project products.  

European Commission to provide continuing funding of project FishPi 

Responsible persons for follow-

up actions 
European Commission 

Time frame (Deadline) April 2016 

LM comment LM endorses this recommendation. 

RCM NA 2016 Comments WGCATCH 2015 presented simulations and reviewed options. More work 

required.  

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

LM 19.  Setup interregional task groups between RCM NA and RCM NS&EA 

RCM NA 2015  

Recommendation 4 

RCM NA recommends to establish 4 task groups working intersessionally on 

supra regional subjects: 

 Cost sharing of funding surveys 

 Impact of landing obligation  

 Reviewing the ICES list of data needs as input for designing regional 

sampling plans. 

 Review and follow-up on upload logs 

Justification Setting up these task groups will establish common working procedures 

between both RCMs and prepare ground for future cooperation on a supra 

regional level as is needed to fulfil future coordination tasks in the broad 

sense. 

Follow-up actions needed LM for approval, RCM NA and RCM NS&EA to allocate tasks. 

Responsible persons for follow-

up actions 
Chairs of RCM NA and RCM NS&EA, end-users (ICES), EFARO 

Time frame (Deadline) 1 February 2016 

LM comment LM endorses this recommendation and considers that data end-users are 

actively involved in these task groups. In order to enable actual work under 

these task groups, LM suggests that EFARO institute directors provide the 

necessary national financial and staff support. 

RCM NA 2016 Comments Some intersessional work started in 2016 with regular web meetings 

between RCM chairs. 

 

LM 20.  Data compliance versus data quality 

RCM NA 2015  

Recommendation 5 

RCM NA recommends that checks for data transmission failures are 

decoupled from general data quality issues raised by end users. The dialogue 

between end users and the RCM/RCG needs to improve to establish: 

a) whether data collected under the DCF is fit for purpose  

b) how data collection can be improved when quality issues are raised.  

Separately, data transmission checks should focus on whether member 



states comply with the requirements of data provision according to specific 

data calls and DCF legislation.  

Justification National administrations raised concerns on the burden to respond to data 

transmission failures which are not related to compliance but to data quality 

issues raised by the end users. The RCM NA highlights the statement by 

STECF (EWG 15-10) that many issues highlighted as data transmission failures 

were idealised scenarios from the assessment working groups, and not data 

transmission failures. 

Follow-up actions needed LM to approve recommendation and COM to follow-up. 

Responsible persons for follow-

up actions 
European Commission 

Time frame (Deadline) Before review of MS data transmission failures 2015. 

LM comment LM endorses this recommendation. 

RCM NA 2016 Comments ICES and JRC platform has improved. Data calls from other end users (eg. 

other RFMOS) have not been so straight forward. 

 

LM 21.  Review of surveys to be included in EU MAP 

RCM NA 2015  

Recommendation 6 

RCM NA recommends an STECF EWG meeting to review the list of surveys to 

be included under the new EU MAP. This should include a review of the 

spatial and temporal coordination on a regional scale with the aim to 

optimise sampling effort. It is proposed to use the same evaluation approach 

as SGRN 10-03, however different weighting of criteria could apply in order 

to address newly emerging needs for ecosystem monitoring. 

Justification The last survey review was carried in 2010 (SGRN 10-03). An update is 

required, to: 

a) identify any redundancies 

b) establish newly emerging data needs for fisheries advice 

c) improve harmonisation with monitoring needs under MSFD.  

Follow-up actions needed LM to approve recommendation and COM to follow-up. 

Responsible persons for follow-

up actions 
European Commission 

Time frame (Deadline) Early in 2016, prior to finalising EU MAP. 



LM comment LM endorses this recommendation. 

RCM NA 2016 Comments Nothing has been done and this recommendation still stands. 

 

LM 22.  MS contributions to RDB Fishframe 

RCM NA 2015  

Recommendation 7 

RCM NA recommends that each MS in the North Atlantic area contributes to 

the development and maintenance of the Regional Database and the 

supporting tools by contributing 5000 € yearly in 2016 and 2017. 

Justification The Commission indicated that a call for a 2nd study on data transmission 

and storage will be launched by the end of this year. Pending the outcomes 

of this study, no direct funds will be made available from the Commission for 

the development and maintenance of the Regional Databases and the 

supporting tools. As development of the RDB is crucial for future work of the 

RCGs, funds are needed for the development. These funds can be made 

available from the national EMFF budget. 

Still the optimal setup would be through a project funded by the EMFF direct 

management as it would be a benefit for the RCM Baltic, RCM NS&EA, RCM 

NA and probably also for the RCM MED&BS.  

Follow-up actions needed Approval by NCs, RDB-SC 

Responsible persons for follow-

up actions 
European Commission 

Time frame (Deadline) 1
st

 of January 2016 

LM comment LM endorses this recommendation. 

RCM NA 2016 Comments No progress. Need some feedback on the Commissions Regional Data 

Management strategy as crowd sourcing may work in the short term but 

might lead to disharmony and resentment in the long term if some MS are 

unable to contribute. 

 

LM 23.  Descriptions of metiers 

RCM NA 2015  

Recommendation 8 

RCM NA recommends MS to provide a description of the métiers that are 

sampled in the RDB. RCM NA opinion is that this could be answered during 

next data call. At the same time it would be recommended to set up space in 

the RDB to keep these descriptions (link it in a repository with version 



control). 

Justification A short description of the metiers provides a useful method to understand 

the fishing units RCM NA works with. As long as the RDB is using these units, 

it should contain its description. 

Follow-up actions needed 1. RCM NA MS to provide this template before RCM NA 2016. 

2. RCMs chairs to include this request in next Data Call as an optional 

request recommended. 

3. RDB Managers to set up a space in the RDB to maintain these 

descriptions 

Responsible persons for follow-

up actions 
MS of the RCM NA, RCM chairs, RDB Manager 

Time frame (Deadline) 2016 Data Call 

LM comment LM endorses this recommendation. 

RCM NA 2016 Comments Only one country (Spain) provided updated descriptions as requested (Error! 

Reference source not found.). The lack of response by most of the 

participants is an indication that this is not considered a high priority. The 

RCM templates developed in 2009 have not been reviewed by most of the 

countries since then. This was the second time RCM NA has asked for their 

completion or review with no success.  

Metier data is being supplied to expert groups and used for advice with little 

reference to how Metiers at the trip level have been determined. MS use 

algorithms for allocating CL/CE data to a Metier code and they need to be 

reviewed and standardised. RCMNA suggest a data analysis workshop to 

review these and what fleet descriptions might be required 

(Recommendation 2, RCM NA 2016). What are the algorithms and how do 

they compare across MS, and how well do these algorithms describe the 

actual fisheries? 

 

LM 24.  EU TAC shares in the light of cost-sharing 

RCM NA 2015  

Recommendation 10 

The current DCF recast refers to ‘exploitation of stocks’ rather than EU TAC or 

landings. RCM NA recommends to change the reference from ‘exploitation of 

stocks’ to ’ EU TAC shares or exploitation of stocks’. 

Justification EU TAC shares form a relative stable basis for cost sharing. In specific cases, 

by approval of the RCM, other indicators might be considered appropriate for 

certain surveys. Specifying EU TAC shares circumvents problems with stocks 

having a large share by third countries, thus excluding EU MS from their 



obligation to participate in a survey. 

Follow-up actions needed COM to implement in recast DCF 

Responsible persons for follow-

up actions 
European Commission 

Time frame (Deadline) Prior to finalizing DCF recast 

LM comment LM endorses this recommendation. 

RCM NA 2016 Comments Done! 

 

Annex 3 – Review of pertinent points from expert groups related to 

regional coordination 
 

The main points relating to regional cooperation from expert groups were presented to plenary, the 

executive summaries and or key points are reproduced below:  

PGDATA 

Executive summary  

The Planning Group on Data Needs for Assessments and Advice (PGDATA), meeting was hosted in 

San Sebastian Spain from the 29th of February to the 4th of March 2016 and had 14 participants from 

10 countries and was chaired by Mike Armstrong, UK, and Marie Storr-Paulsen, Denmark 

The main output of the meeting was to start a process establishing a cost-benefit framework 

operating alongside a quality assurance framework (with which it is closely linked). A cost-benefit 

framework should be implemented as a component of all data collection programmes to ensure that 

data collection programmes are closely aligned with end-user needs, deliver data of sufficient quality 

to meet these needs, and make most efficient use of available human resources and funding. A 

framework is needed to ensure that the decision processes are fully transparent and objective, and 

follow clearly established procedures and guidelines and not taken as ad – hoc decisions for example 

in response to budget cuts. This is especially important in a time where institutes are facing budget 

cutbacks, new end-users demands and therfore prioritisation between different data collection 

programs may be needed. It is therefore important to consider how to identify the contribution of 

different data sets to the uncertainty in assessments, and hence identify areas of data collection that 

could best be targeted for improvements in cost-efficiency. For example, there may be many 

different data sets used in an assessment. An important question is if the quality of the assessments 

and advice could be improved and carried out more cost efficiently by (for example) improving the 

quality of catch at age data, or the quality of survey data, or addition of new surveys. It should also 

be evaluated if the same quality could be maintained at lower cost by optimising the design. The 

costs of scientific monitoring and the fishery regulatory system also have to be considered in relation 



to the value of the fishery and the short and long-term risks to the stocks. There will be pressures to 

make these activities as cost efficient as possible. PGDATA in 2015 established a Workshop on Cost 

Benefit of Data Collection in Support of Stock Assessment and Fishery Management (WKCOSTBEN) 

to be held in July 2016. PGDATA 2016 spent time planning this workshop and developing supporting 

information to help define and implement a cost-benefit framework and proposing case studies to 

demonstrate the process. PGDATA also carried out planning for the related 2016 ICES Annual 

Science Conference theme session O entitled “When is enough, enough: Methods for optimising, 

evaluating, and prioritising of marine data collection “  

PGDATA discussed at this year’s meeting its future role within the ICES Steering Group on Integrated 

Ecosystem Observation and Monitoring (SSGIEOM). In recent years, SSGIEOM has included 21 

working groups comprising many that are responsible for coordination and design of fishery-

independent surveys, and smaller numbers of groups dealing with fishery-dependent data, biological 

parameters and fishing technology. The SSGIEOM has made some important advances in relation to 

surveys, particularly the documentation of survey protocols and data products, but it has become 

clear that the scope of the SSGIEOM expert groups has increased to a point where a different, 

strategic approach is needed to ensure ICES has high-quality data to support delivery of its science 

and advisory plans and its commitments to clients. It is proposed that PGDATA is reformed as a team 

of experts drawn from the SSGIEOM data groups to achieve the most appropriate balance of 

statistical and other key skills across the different areas of data collection that in combination 

support ICES’ science and advisory work. The revised PGDATA would interact closely with the ICES 

Data Expert Groups (WGCATCH, WGRFS, WGBIOP ect.), the other Steering Groups and ICES expert 

groups which are end users of data for stock assessments, multispecies or mixed fishery modelling, 

and regional ecosystem assessments, to develop and implement strategies for improving the data 

needed for these purposes. In this proposed new structure, chairs of the existing Working Group on 

Improving Use of Survey data in Assessments and Advice (WGISDAA), and the chairs from Working 

Group on Integrating Surveys for the Ecosystem Approach (WGISUR) would be represented in 

PGDATA and would also coordinate the activities of the many fishery independent survey EGs taking 

over this role from the present SSGIEOM chair. 

 

WGCATCH  

Executive Summary  

The Working Group on Commercial Catches (WGCATCH), chaired by Hans Gerritsen (Ireland) and 

Nuno Prista (Sweden), met in Lisbon, Portugal, 9–13 November 2015. WGCATCH is responsible for 

documenting national fishery sampling schemes, establishing best practice and guidelines on 

sampling and estimation procedures, and providing advice on other uses of fishery data. The 

meeting was attended by 30 participants from 15 countries. 

The group addressed a large number of terms of reference and the meeting was conducted through 

presentations, discussions and analysis of questionnaires. The main terms of reference were 

addressed in subgroups. The report is structured directly along the terms of reference and the main 

outcomes are listed below. 

Data collection schemes for small-scale fisheries 



WGCATCH provided descriptions of national small-scale fisheries through questionnaires. An 

overview was obtained on the current data collection methods. Two major approaches were 

identified - census (e.g., sales, logbooks) and sampling methods (e.g., catch surveys) - and their main 

pros and cons were discussed. In most cases, specific sampling approaches are needed for these 

fisheries. The group developed a work plan to establish good-practice guidelines. 

Analysis of case studies of commercial fishery sampling designs and estimation 

Case studies of sampling designs and estimation involving megrim in divisions 7-8 were presented. A 

common theme is that issues with practical implementation of probability-based sampling remain. 

WGCATCH summarised the main issues and provided a set of possible solutions. The group also 

provided guidance on dealing with previous data collected under métier-based sampling designs. 

Simulation models to investigate survey designs 

Several simulation studies were presented, most of them outlining the work of fishPi project (funded 

under MARE/2014/19) in evaluating regional sampling designs. A critical review was carried out and 

WGCATCH produced general considerations and guidelines. WGCATCH recommends that these are 

taken into account when analyzing the results of simulations of regional sampling design at RCM 

level. 

The impact of the landing obligation on catch sampling opportunities 

The impacts on sampling and data quality of the current implementation of the landing obligation in 

the Baltic were reviewed. The group found that refusal rates for observer trips have increased to 

nearly 100% in at least one country, while in many other countries on-board observer programmes 

did not suffer noticeable changes. WGCATCH established that the catches below the minimum size 

cannot be accurately estimated by sampling the landings below the minimum size because an 

unknown proportion of the catches may be discarded. The group also reiterated that it is important 

that the logbooks distinguish landings below and above the minimum size. 

Links with PGDATA 

The remit of WGCATCH is closely linked to that of PGDATA. One of the relevant outcomes from 

PGDATA is the proposed workshop on cost benefit analysis of data collection in support of stock 

assessment and fishery management (WKCOSTBEN). WGCATCH endorses the need for such a 

workshop. WGCATCH also supports the PGDATA recommendation that funding be made available 

for further development of the RDB including estimation and diagnostic routines. 

Publication on statistically sound sampling schemes 

WGCATCH drafted detailed plans to produce a peer-reviewed paper in 2016. The paper will provide 

a synthesis of the evolution of sampling design towards best practice, illustrated with a number of 

concise case studies. 

Estimation procedures in the Regional DataBase (RDB) 

The work of WKRDB 2015 presented alongside existing and planned estimation procedures in the 

RDB. Current work by Norway on a software package that will allow design-based estimation and 



optimization for stock assessment purposes was also presented. The advantages of ensuring 

compatibility of this new software with the developments currently planned for RDB-FishFrame are 

underscored. 

 
Repository of resources relevant to catch sampling 

WGCATCH initiated a repository with key resources; putting them into context with brief 

descriptions or review of each report, paper, book, website, software package etc. The intention is 

for this repository to be made available online by ICES. 

Sampling of incidental bycatches 

WGCATCH agreed to start routine documentation of sampling practices for bycatches of protected, 

endangered and threatened species (PETS) and rare fish species as well as routine evaluation of the 

limitations of current methods for collection and analysis. 

Training course on Design and Analysis of Statistical Sound catch sampling programmes  

WGCATCH considered continuous training and expertise on sampling design, estimation and 

simulation to be the basis for successful implementation of statistical sound catch sampling 

programs. A new ICES Training Course in Design and Analysis of Statistical Sound will take place at 

ICES HQ in Copenhagen, from 12 to 16 September 2016. WGCATCH recommends that RCMs 

promote the attendance of these meetings among all MS involved. 

 

COSTBEN  

The Workshop on cost benefit analysis of data collection in support of stock assessment and fishery 

management (WKCOSTBEN), chaired by Mike Armstrong, UK and Jon Helge Vølstad, Norway, met at 

ICES Headquarters, Copenhagen from 28 June – 1 July 2016 2016 to:  

a) Propose options and analytical methods for an objective framework to evaluate the benefits vs 

costs of data sets used to support stock assessment and fishery management advice, where the 

benefits are in terms of accuracy (bias and precision) of assessment results and derived 

management variables, and risks to stocks associated with management under uncertainty. This 

framework should be able to evaluate existing data sets, new data requests from end users, and 

options for focusing elements of funding, survey design, spatial and temporal coverage, and 

sampling effort towards components of data collection that have greatest influence on quality of 

assessments and management decisions for particular stocks or groups of stocks.  

b) Identify a range of stocks for detailed case studies, including those with full analytical age-based 

assessments and data-limited assessments, and contrasting stock status and biology. Describe the 

data used in the assessments, the design of fishery-dependent and fishery-independent sampling 

surveys providing the data, including hierarchical cluster sampling designs and analytical methods 

for quantifying precision reliably. Evaluate sampling rates and allocation for given survey designs 

that are required to derive estimates with adequate precision. Specify how simulations of the 

sampling schemes could be used to relate precision to sampling intensity and costs.  



c) Develop a proposal for a longer-term (3-year) project to develop a general methodological 

framework and open-source software to carry out cost-benefit analysis and provide proof of concept 

using the case study stocks. Identify potential sources of funding.  

d) Identify the need for follow-up workshops in 2017 onwards in the event of no funding for a 

dedicated project.  

ToR (c) was considered by PGDATA (ICES, 2016) to be not an appropriate approach at this stage, and 

they recommended a 3-year WKCOSTBEN workshop series to develop the cost benefit framework 

and supporting case studies.  

The work plan was based on the following tasks: 

1. Establish what is meant by “cost-benefit framework for data collection”, and who it is 

designed for 

2. Identify scope of decisions about data collection and how they could be supported by 

objective and transparent methods appropriate to the scale of the issue 

3. Develop some illustrative case studies around examples of regional data collection 

programmes (fisheries; surveys) 

4. Map out a longer term programme for development and implementation of the framework 

The workshop evaluated several completed and ongoing studies to assess the impact of age-

sampling strategies (e.g., nos. otoliths collected per length-bin) on uncertainties in estimates of 

catch-at-age and abundance indices at age (inputs to stock assessments). The planned study to 

optimize the sampling for age in fisheries-dependent surveys of Norwegian Spring Spawning Herring 

was presented. The workshop identified approaches for simulation modelling to examine the effects 

of sampling strategies for length-age sampling in surveys on stock assessments that can be 

implemented for a wide range of stocks. Several case studies were initiated. 

The workshop considered that optimising sampling for length and age in surveys, and in fishery 

sampling, was a good “low hanging fruit” for promoting the power of cost-efficiency analysis in the 

ICES community. Some case studies were proposed for developing within the WKCOSTBEN 

framework. These included simulation of sampling for length & age of Kattegat cod and the impact 

on stock assessment; making best use of data through combination of length compositions from 

separate at-sea and shore based sampling for hake; sampling for length / age in the Belgian beam 

trawl fishery; use of fishermen’s research survey data (Sweden & Denmark).  For analysis of survey 

data to look at optimising age collections in surveys, simple analysis in R was developed using the 

DATRAS format, making the code applicable for many other surveys (also in GitHub 

https://github.com/ICES-dk).  

The WKCOSTBEN report is currently under development, and awaiting results and text for case 

studies. 

The continuation of WKCOSTBEN as a series of three meetings is yet to be agreed by ICES, and input 

from data end users and RCGs on specific topics that should be explored in future would be 

welcome. 

 

https://github.com/ICES-dk


WKRDB & SCRDB 

The main outcomes of the Workshop and Steering Committee meetings were presented in plenary 

WKRDB draft Executive Summary  

Workshop to develop the RDB data format for design based sampling and estimation with particular 

emphasis on population data (WKRDB2015-1)  

A Workshop to develop the RDB data format for design based sampling and estima-tion with 

particular emphasis on population data [WKRDB 2015–01] took place in Sète, France, 26–30 October 

2015 (Chairs: Kirsten Birch Håkansson, Denmark, and Liz Clarke, Scotland).  

The main outcomes of the workshop were the following:  

 The changes to the CL and CE data formats suggested by WKRDB III and previous RCMs were 

reviewed, and it was proposed to incorporate those which did not require trip-level data 

into the current RDB CL and CE for-mats. Changes which required trip-level data were 

considered separately as described below.  

 A trip-level data (CT) format for use in the statistical environment R code-sharing and work 

within countries was proposed. This format is based on a data-sharing format used in the 

EU-funded project fishPi (MARE/2014/19). Scripts can easily be written to streamline several 

tasks for logbook and sales slip data at a National level, for example: to convert data in this 

format into the CL and CE formats required for submission to the RDB; to aid popula-tion of 

the proposed design-based CS format (which is still in development); to aid quality checking 

of sampling data; to standardize the calculation of effort. The workshop reviewed the 

current requirements for CL and CE data and confirmed that all fields to provide these data 

were available in the pro-posed trip-level data. The workshop also reviewed trip-level data 

changes suggested by WKRDB III and confirmed these were incorporated in the pro-posed 

CT data format.  

 The design-based CS format proposed by WKRDB 2014–01 (and slightly modified 

intersessional) was reviewed in detail, in particular the new SE table and revisions to the HH 

table, and the format was accepted in princi-ple. The current proposed format was 

considered suitable for concurrent sampling and species-focused sampling, but some 

modifications might be required for non-concurrent multispecies sampling. Some minor 

modifica-tions were proposed for consideration by the current CS format develop-ment 

team in the fishPi project. A preliminary draft of a design table, to incorporate information 

about the sampling design, and which reduces repetition in the CS format, was proposed.  

 A preliminary version of proposed CT data format has been populated by 15 institutes as 

part of the fishPi project mentioned above, and the CS data format has been populated by 

Scotland Originally it had been intended that participants at this workshop would populate 

the CS format with real data so that estimation scripts could be tested. However, the length 

of time re-quired for the above tasks precluded this, and it was concluded that a trial 

implementation workshop focusing almost exclusively on populating the CT and CS data 

formats and running test scripts for data checking, visuali-zation exploration and checking 

should be held in 2016. 

SCRDB meeting Dec 2015 



a) Respond to recommendations put forward to the SC-RDB by the Liaison Meeting and ICES 

expert groups.  

b) Summarize how the RDB has been used in the regional coordination meetings;  

c) Conclude on the data policy document, dealing with access rights, data confidentiality and 

data ownership issues, following the consultation process, amend if necessary and adopt the 

final document.  

d) Summarize input from WKRDB 2014-01, WKRDB 2015-01 and Liaison Meeting on a new 

exchange format and suggest a route forward.  

e) Continue to develop a strategy under the revised DCF and new EMFF regulation, on 

development of RDB-FishFrame, taking requirements from a design based approach to 

sampling and raising and the landing obligation into account. Report on progress for the 

short, medium and long term plans developed so far. 

fishPi and the RDB 

 Based on the preliminary work on the FishPi project the level of details of sampling and 

catch data stored in the RDB were not sufficient. 

 The level of details of the sampling data can most likely be provided. 

 The level of details of catch data might be an issue due to confidentiality reasons.  

TRANSVERSAL DATA 

Challenge – the use of transversal data 

 For stock assement of fish and shell fish (InterCatch) 

 Regional Data Base – RDB FishFRame 

 Effort data call (which includes a lot more than effort) 

 Fleet economics data call 

 VMS data call 

 And a lot more ……… 

Proposal 

 Development of a common format for primary tranversal data to be used nationally. 

 Development of common methods for calculating variables like; days at sea, fishing days, 

days absent from port. 

 Derived data – development of standard methods and scripts. 

 Only one data call for tranversal data to be used by both economist and biologist. 

 

WGRFS 

Five key outcomes from WGRFS 2016.  

 Each year, the WGRFS compiles the latest catch and economic data collected for the DCF 

from recreational fishing surveys across Europe and will be available as within the 

appendices of the report. 

 The WGRFS Quality Assessment tool is used to assess the quality of a few of the national 

surveys each year. This year the quality of the UK and Polish surveys of recreational sea 



fishing were assessed. The UK survey design was deemed to be acceptable and data quality 

would be assessed once analyses were complete. The Polish survey was only of charter 

boats, so may have significant bias due to the non-random nature of the selection of boats 

and is likely represent an underestimate of the total catch. A regional assessment of 

Western Baltic cod surveys was also done, as it is an important recreational species with 

significant issues for management. The survey leads form Germany, Denmark, and Sweden 

worked together to assess how to develop a programme that was compatible across the 

countries for Western Baltic cod. Assessments of other national surveys can be found in 

earlier WGRFS reports. 

 The text on recreational fishing proposed for the EU-MAP was reviewed and comments 

provided on the text and species lists. This was provided to Evangelia Georgitsi from the EC 

who attended the WGRFS and included in the process of developing the EU-MAP 

requirements for recreational sea fishing. The lists of species were fine for the all regions 

apart from the Mediterranean and Black seas. For the Mediterranean, the following species 

to be included: Groupers, Seabass, Diplodus sargus, Dentex dentex and Sparus aurata, and 

albacore should also be included if it is not covered by highly migratory. The WGRFS did not 

have the experts to judge the species list for the Black Sea. 

 The concept of a threshold for recreational species below which no data should be collected 

was not thought to be reasonable as there was no precedent for catches of other metiers, 

only for the biological sampling. Many countries already collect recreational fishing data for 

all species caught, but only provide the species identified by the DCF to Europe. It was felt 

that an exercise to compile all recreational data across all species to assess both impacts and 

data gaps was needed before any meaningful threshold could be set. This could be done as 

an EU lot funded project or a separate ICES workshop.  

 The concept of collecting data where an existing end user driven by need and decided by the 

RCG was positively received. However, there needs to be input into the RCG from expert 

groups like the WGRFS to ensure robustness and transparency, so the WGRFS would be very 

happy to provide support to the RCG. The WGRFS also highlighted that there are issues with 

focussing on particular species due to the need for time series of recreational catches for 

assessments and the fact that new species may need to be assessed. It was felt that there 

was little additional effort in conducting multispecies surveys, so this should be done where 

possible to negate these issues.  

 Post-release mortality is an important component of recreational catches and may lead to 

significant underestimates in recreational fishing mortality if not accounted for in the stock 

assessments. More data are required especially for seabass, where no studies exist, and read 

across from other species is difficult due to the importance of fishing methods in the 

likelihood of survival. Proposals have been put in for EU lot funding through ICES, but have 

not been successful due to the need to complete WKMEDS first. However, the WGRFS 

believe that this issue needs to be addressed for recreational fishing very soon due to the 

large release rates for some species. 

Provided by Kieran Hyder (WGRFS co chair) 

 



WGBIOP 

Executive summary 

This was the first interim year for the multi-annual Terms of References (ToRs) for the Working 

Group on Biological Parameters (WGBIOP). ToR a was the consolidation of the WGBIOP itself, ToRs 

b, c and e were dealing with the development of a quality assured assessment of new and existing 

biological parameters for both single-and integrated stock assessment. ToRs d, f and g were the 

generic ToRs for the group handling the reviewing of calibration exercises on biological parameters, 

their outcomes and recommendations for such actions, including a continuous development of tools 

for facilitating such calibrations. 

WGBIOP addressed ToR a) both as a general plan for the group but also by agreeing on specific plans 

for each ToR. In terms of the remits of the WGBIOP, it was concluded that the group will not only 

focus on existing biological parameters but also on accuracy in derived life-history parameters 

estimation which may support stock assessment; both single-stock and integrated ecosystem 

assessments. Given this rather ambitious remit, the group decided to focus the first 3-year period on 

defining new (for assessments) and existing biological parameters (ToR b), their quality in terms of 

sampling and estimation (ToR c) and how these may be integrated in the general bench-mark 

process in ICES (ToR e). Concerning the generic ToRs (d, f and g), it was decided to follow the 

outlined procedure in the ToRs (i.e. continue the work on quality assurance of biological parameters 

through workshops and calibrations as previously done in PGCCDBS), and in addition have a 

developmental side to them. WGBIOP decided to expand the workshop/exchange review to include 

under the WGBIOP remits also the work performed on ichthyology, fish egg production and 

ichthyoplankton related issues. 

Discussions related to ToR b led to a specification of the broad groups of new and existing biological 

parameters that are emerging as critical components of state-of-the-art assessment. A descriptive 

database was initiated including details of the necessary data providing information on the particular 

parameter, the types of species/ecosystems for which they are most useful, the type of 

stock/ecosystem models that they are typically used in, and examples of where they have been used 

before. The discussions on this ToR led to a draft of a “roadmap” that can guide end-users on the 

data collection, potential usefulness, and typical approaches employed when incorporating this new 

biological information into assessment. 

WGBIOP addressed ToRs c and e in combination and ended up merging these into one single ToR: 

“Evaluation of quality of biological parameters: issues, quality indicators and guidelines”. The 

discussions under this new ToR were very fruitful and led to a thorough review of the issues 

regarding biological parameters. Issues put forward by the assessment WGs for benchmark stocks 

were evaluated (‘top–down’ approach) and, as an example, the WGNSSK 2015 report was screened 

for issues (‘bottom–up’ approach). This evaluation focused on existing biological parameters already 

included in assessments (e.g. age, maturity, natural mortality). New biological parameters from this 

review were discussed under ToR b. The development of Quality Indicators was initiated for existing 

biological parameters. 

  



Annex 4 – North Atlantic Horse Mackerel fishery – stock definitions 

Stocks of the Atlantic horse mackerel (Trachurus trachurus) 

The International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES) considers the horse mackerel 

(Trachurus trachurus) in the North East Atlantic as separated into three stocks: the North Sea, the 

Southern and the Western stocks. (ICES 1990/Assess: 24, ICES 1991/Assess: 22). 

The distribution areas by stock that are applying on the evaluation of the Atlantic horse 

mackerel (WGWIDE and WGHANSA) since 2004 are: 

 North Sea stock: in the Eastern English Channel and North Sea, Divisions IIIa, IVa, IVbc and 

VIId. 

 Western stock: on the Northeast continental shelf of Europe, stretching from Northern 

Spain to Norway, Divisions IIa, IIIa, IVa, Vb, VIa, VIIa-c,e-k, VIIIa-e (including VIIIc). 

 Southern stock: is found the Atlantic Waters of the Iberian Peninsula, Division IXa (excluding 

VIIIc). 

These current boundaries are based on the results of the biological studies on the horse mackerel 

stocks identification, made in the EU funded project HOMSIR, QLK5-Ct1999-01 438 (it can see also 

Abaunza et al. 2008 for a comprehensive discussion of the results from the HOMSIR project).  

As a consequence, the ICES decided to adapt the new boundaries, considering Division VIIIc as a part 

of the distribution area of the Western, and not of the Southern horse mackerel stocks (ICES 

2004/ACFM:08).  

Unfortunately, these distribution areas do not correspond to the showed in the Annex 1 of the 

Commission Implementing Decision (EU) 1251/2016 EU MAP (Table 1A) for the horse mackerel from 

the North East Atlantic and Western Channel (p. 22). 

 

Therefore, the estimation of sampling levels does not fit to the horse mackerel stocks defined for the 

analytical evaluation of the resource. 

Summarizing: 

It is considered necessary that such allocations to area/stock should be reviewed and adapted to the 

current definition as ICES stocks. 

 

 

Western  stock

Southern stock

ICES
WGWIDE

WGHANSA



Annex 5 – National Work Plans – Templates and evaluation 

Task 1 How to complete the templates. 

The task was to consider the completion of the tables - Are they straightforward? Are the guidelines 

and rules sufficient? Is there any ambiguity or inconsistencies? If there are any issues are there any 

solutions? 

The Members of the RCM Group were allocated randomly to 3 teams of 7 individuals. National 

Coordinators were allocated evenly between teams. 

The task was divided into 6 x 20 to 30 minute sessions and in each session each Team reviewed the 

same group of Tables from the National Work Plan template - see text table below. At the end of 

each session, in plenary, each Team presented their discussions and summarised their issues and 

potential solutions.  

Session Rapporteur 

  1:    1A, 1B, 1C Ian 

  2:     4A, 4B, 4C, 4D Lucia 

  3:     1D, 1E, 1F Ana Cláudia 

  4:     1G, 1H Maggie 

  5:     2A Matt 

  6:     5A, 5B Jens 

A rapporteur for each session collated the teams summaries and these are presented in the table 

below. 

The discussions around the issues and determining potential solutions extended the sessions so that, 

within the limited timetable, the group were unable to review tables 2A, 5A and B of the templates. 

  

Team Lithodes Team Corystes Team Necora 

Alastair Pout Leonie O´Dowd Helen McCorminck 

Lucia Zarauz Jens Ulleweit Dália Reis 

Estanis Mugerza Manuela Azevedo Susana Godinho 

Mat Lundy Jose Rodríguez Ian Holmes 

Maria Moset Martinez Matt Elliott Melinda Oroszlanyova 

Sieto Verver Emilia Baptista Margaret Bell 

Isabel Bruno Ana Cláudia Fernandes Jon Elson 



Table Variable Issue Proposed solution 

1A General  Would the TAC share be used for the Cost sharing of surveys? 

Code provided by Joel Vigneau references common sources of data 

FIDES and EUROSTAT and offers a first draft of the completed tables 

for all MS. This is a better reference than MS trying to complete these 

tables independently. There are difficulties with stock definitions etc. 

 

1A Guidelines Not clear whether sampled species are part of biological sampling - 

Interpretation is that we sample all species selected for length and 

continue to collect biological data as we used to do unless RCG/End 

user specification tells otherwise.  

Clarification required from Commission. 

1A Species Stock definitions in Table 1 of the decision have some mistakes and 

mismatches. E.g. hake and ‘all sharks’ while regulations states 

specific shark species. 

Duplication of stock areas e.g. herring in VIa and also herring in VIa 

and VIb. 

Consistency between stocks Table 1 of the decision and units in 

Eurostat make using a common source of data difficult. 

 

Clarification required from Commission 

1A Region There are some discrepancies between TACs and stock/assessment 

units. E.g. nephrops. When nestled move up a level, but what should 

be done when there is a spatial discrepancy?  

Consensus or guidance required on the process required to 

account for these discrepancies and deal with the thresholds 

provided. 

1A Selected for 

sampling 

Stock based sampling schemes can only fill this in with confidence. 

Any vessel based sampling scheme cannot as you do not know what 

will be sampled until the vessel lands. 

Use comment field to specify when this is the case 

1A Average 

landings for 

reference years 

FIDES is expected to contain more reliable data than EUROSTAT as 

this is the most up to date data and is mandatory. 

Need to refer to the most reliable data source. Quota sharing 

is supposed to be done in FIDES, for each MS so may be 

more reliable. 

1A Average 

landings for 

Eurostat data is aggregated data – ICES area. There are Need to refer to the most reliable data source. 



Table Variable Issue Proposed solution 

reference years discrepancies of catches between Eurostat and eg ICES EWG catches.  

1A Average 

landings for 

reference years 

Mixed TACs for witch, brill and turbot in the NS, Anglerfish (two 

species), Flounder and Dab in the NS and landings reported within 

group.  

Use landings as available. Split by species, but report the 

same and make a comment that landings are combined.  

1A Threshold Ambiguity between sampling plans and thresholds selected for 

sampling. Dependent on a pre required list.  

 

1B Guidelines  Example table, length is not ticked, when that parameter should be 

minimum requirement.  

Can this table be used to highlight additional biological sampling 

only? MS can’t put an exhaustive list of species as depending on 

sampling scheme we will not know which species we will be sampling 

for length.  

Does 1B relate to surveys as well?  

Cosmetic 

 

 

 

 

1B Guidelines Frequency of data collection might differ by variable.  

 

Instead of X and put ‘other’ in frequency and explain further 

in comments field.  

 

1B Species how do you deal with stocks /species that you want to sample but are 

not listed in Table 1A of the decision eg. Trisopteris spp VIId  

 

Include them but comment that this is MS choice. 

1B Age Some species are biologically sampled for age – but currently age 

information is not subsequently provided due to difficulties with the 

species. 

Will this be a problem? 

1C Region Drop down menu has inconsistent regions – there is some confusion 

about the regions and their utility: Table 1C refers to Table 5C EU 

MAP, but this is not the same as the regions in table 1A of EUMAP 

e.g. Northeast Atlantic and western channel (1A) vs North western 

Who is the target group for these tables? If it is the RCMs 

then it should be the RCM group titles – e.g. North east 

Atlantic. 



Table Variable Issue Proposed solution 

waters (5C).  

1C Sampling 

Intensity 

We have long argued that the number of individual fish sampled is 

not informative. The precision is driven by the number of primary 

sampling units (see e.g. WGPRECISE 2009; WGMERGE 2010; 

WGPICS 2011, 2012, 2013; WGCATCH 2014, 2015. Therefore “table 

1C – Sampling intensity”, is not useful. It is a lot of work to fill out 

and will probably be used to evaluate our sampling achievements, 

which is inappropriate 

Leave field empty. 

1C Area/Stock & 

Planned 

minimum no of 

individuals to 

be measured at 

the regional 

level 

For SS sampling schemes, you cannot plan for a number of samples 

to be collected but you can for metier of fleet based sampling 

schemes.  

 

Add a comment about that ‘field’ to explain the lack of 

targeted numbers. Is this acceptable? 

1C Sampling year Can this be multiple years? Clarification required from Commission 

1D General The Data collection EUMAP chapter V.4 requires catch estimates 

within two years, does that mean also species of table 3 can be 

sampled within two years or do they need to be sampled from 2017 

onwards?  The legislation is ambiguous. 

Sampling can be initiated within two years, especially if not 

having an existing data collection in place already. 

1D Species If historical derogations granted for species, are these derogations 

still valid or it will be required new pilot studies? 

Not filling in until the number of future studies is determined. 

MS are allowed 2 years from implementation, so outputs will 

not be available until early 2019. 

1D -Estimate catch 

(Y/N) 

-Collection of 

catch 

composition 

(Y/N) 

What type of biological data is needed by the end user? 

Inconsistency in EU MAP requirements and these columns – weights 

of individuals caught or catch weight? 

Clarifications are needed 



Table Variable Issue Proposed solution 

1D Annual 

percentage of 

released catch? 

(Y/N) 

When it’s known a priori that some recreational fisheries have no 

released catch (and they are not sampled) 

This can be clarified in the comments 

PILOT 

STUDY 1 

Text box MS plan to conduct a pilot study., but section 3 (methodology and 

expected outcomes) is to be developed after the WP submission 

MS put in a place holder for pilot study in the text  to notify 

that they are conducting a case study in 2018, ie within two 

years. 

1E General Some MS do not have access to freshwater areas/rivers and so would 

need to engage in discussions with other organizations to request 

access or provide data. 

This can’t be completed before the WPs are submitted on 

31.Oct.2016 

1E Water bodies Do all the water bodies have to be listed, even when they are not 

sampled? 

If so, the list will be very long 

Clarification is needed 

If they need to be listed, not sampled water bodies could be 

aggregated in a single line (ie. 20 rivers not sampled) 

1E Water bodies 

(eg. for 

salmon) 

Rivers to be sampled may change per year depending on number of 

salmon in relation to conservation limits. What rivers to put into the 

table when rivers are not known in advance? 

List rivers sampled in past eg 3 years with a broad estimate - 

eg approx. 5 rivers per year out of the following list. 

1E Salmon & Eel Regulation says that sampling requirements should be previously 

defined at regional level. For these species, those requirements are 

not defined yet.   

Clarification is needed. 

1E  Salmon & Eel Life cycle sampling (smolts, parrs, etc) – does this need to be carried 

out if there is only recreational fishery in freshwater? 

Clarification is needed. 

TEXT 

BOX 1E 

“(max 250 

words per 

Area)” 

Sampling per area – does this refer to NEA, or what does area refer 

to? 

Clarification is needed 

1F Group of 

vulnerable 

species 

Most of us will sample any species which is caught. We are not 

sampling just a group of species 

In that case, the four species groups (mammals, birds, 

reptiles and fish at risk: Table 1D) can be listed in the same 

cell 

1F Expected 

occurence of 

recordings 

Most of us cannot say a number here Put an “X” to show that the data will be collected and 

reported 



Table Variable Issue Proposed solution 

PILOT 

STUDY 2 

Text box Pilot study on effect of fishing on the ecosystem covered in other 

EMFF schemes 

List in the text box and clarify that funding is provided from 

an alternative EMFF scheme 

1G, 1H General It was recognised by all participants at the meeting that there is an 

urgent need for the list of mandatory surveys in Table 10 to be 

revised and the criteria that will be used to evaluate the surveys 

must be provided to all MS. This list should be relevant for both 

current and new surveys. Table 10 has not been revised since 2010. 

The original official naming and acronyms have to be used in Tables 

1G and 1H but It should be noted that some of the definitions (eg 

coverage) are now not correct for some surveys where the area may 

have changed after advice from the survey planning group or WG. 

These changes and reasons should be listed in the Comments in 

Table 1G. 

[A mechanism was suggested at EWG1601 (STECF) that the RCMs 

2016 would be asked to review the survey list. This process did not 

take place.] 

 

1G General NOTE:, in cases where a Member State is continuing a survey, that 

continuation must be clearly stated in the comments column of the 

tables. (eg still participating in IBTS survey) 

 

 

1G General There was a discussion about MS listing EMFF funded surveys in table 

1G that were not included under the DCF funding. The data collected 

on these surveys is in most instances used for the basis of advice, 

but the point was raised as to whether the funding of surveys was 

limiting the flexibility of the MS at national or regional level to 

participate in other data collection schemes.  

All surveys should be listed if funding is used. 

1G Days at sea 

planned 

In Table 1G the total number of days allocated to a survey has been 

removed from the new WP tables. Contributions by MS to a shared 

survey in relation to the totality of the survey would have been easier 

to evaluate if the total number of days was available. 

MS should enter the number of days relative to the number 

of days required to complete the international survey eg 12 / 

45. 

The same format could be applied in to the Planned target. 



Table Variable Issue Proposed solution 

 

1H General The data in table 1H should be linked to the data in table 1C where 

the collection protocols by species will be listed.  

 

1H Type of data. Need clarification of the details of the type of data – eg list by species 

or list by stock groups (“demersal fish”, “pelagic fish” etc)? 

Previously the total no of days per survey was in the table. Should 

this be included? 

Clarity required. 

Type of data to subjective need a limited list  

4A,4B, 

4C, 4D 

General The order of the tables do not follow a logical sequence  The group consider that it will make more sense to present 

first the population in terms of fleets and ports (tables 4C & 

4D), and then describe the sampling (tables 4A & 4B) 

4A General There are doubts about whether this table is intended to include the 

sampling schemes used to collect:  

i) volume and length composition of all catch fractions   

ii) volume and length composition of all catch fractions, and also 

weight, age, sex-ratio, maturity and fecundity 

  

Our interpretation is that all fishery-dependent sampling 

schemes should be included in this table (ii).  

The rationale behind is that tables 1A, B and C shall include 

all sampling activities. Then, fishery-dependent sampling 

schemes are detailed in tables 4A and 4B; and fishery-

independent sampling schemes are detailed in tables 1G and 

1H. 

The Commission needs to clarify this issue 

4A Stratum ID 

code 

The guidelines say: Strata with no coverage (i.e. no planned number 

of PSUs) shall also be detailed, in order to provide measurement on 

coverage of the sampling plan.  

Does this mean that any part of the population which is not covered 

by the sampling frame (ie a fleet segment, a port, days of the week) 

should be included as a separate stratum? 

Some members of the subgroup think that this will add a lot of 

complexity to the table and that information about the coverage 

could be explained in the text. Some other, however, think that the 

information is useful in the table.  

 

 

Clarification is needed. It is expected that MS will have 

different interpretations in relation to this issue.  

 

The group recommends that MS uses the comments column 

for explanations if needed 

4A Region, 

RFMO/RFO/IO, 

There are inconsistencies between the guidelines and the examples The examples should be consistent with the guidelines 



Table Variable Issue Proposed solution 

Subarea/Fishing 

ground 

Standardized acronyms are needed for the variable Region 

4A species covered 

for estimation 

of volume and 

length of catch 

fractions 

The name of the variable is misleading. It could be interpreted that 

only schemes sampling catch and length should be included.  

The name of the variable can be changed to “species 

covered” 

4A species covered 

for estimation 

of volume and 

length of catch 

fractions 

The guidelines say: Insert 'all species and stocks', 'only stocks in 

Table 1A, 1B and 1C', 'selected species/stocks' and specify further in 

'Comments' 

Our understanding was that tables 1A, B and C should include all 

species selected for sampling. Then, what is the difference between 

the three options? 

Clarification is needed on the meaning of this variable and 

the options given. 

4A Reference years The guidelines states that: Member State shall use the 3 most recent 

years (e.g. '2014-2016'). This is too prescriptive  

MS should have the option to choose the reference years 

they consider more representative 

4A Catch 

composition 

It would be useful and informative to include the possibility of 

sampling by-catch in this table 

Too late now but this idea can be kept for the next revision 

of the templates 

4A, 4B Scheme Inconsistency in the columns: column F in table 4A (“Scheme”) does 

not match up with a similar column in 4B. 

Include the variable “Scheme” in table 4B 

4B Sampling frame 

description 

Sampling frame description is not clear because the sampling frame 

should contain the strata and not the other way around 

Change the order of the columns? 

4B Sampling frame 

description 

The guidelines on how to describe the sampling frame are not clear 

 

Clarification is needed 

4C Region, 

RFMO/RFO/IO, 

Subarea/Fishing 

ground 

There are inconsistencies between the guidelines and the examples 

 

The examples should be consistent with the guidelines 

Standardized acronyms are needed for the variable Region 

4C & 4D General There is a concern that how can these table be used for regional 

coordination if each MS is choosing different areas, fleet segments, 

Clarification is needed on how these tables are going to be 

used 



Table Variable Issue Proposed solution 

etc. and therefore the data will not be comparable. 

4C & 4D General The initial idea was to link table 4C and 4D with the onboard and 

onshore sampling schemes, respectively (table 4A).  

However, this is not possible for many MS, as a sampling scheme 

may be defined by more parameters than a fleet segment, or group 

of landing locations.  

Clarification is needed on how these tables are going to be 

used 

4C Metier/Fleet 

segment 

MS can choose to fill in this table by métier or fleet segment. 

The rationale behind this table is to describe the population targeted. 

In that sense, the sum of all vessels should give the total number of 

vessel of the MS. However, this condition is not clear in the 

guidelines, and if the table is filled in by métier, the number of 

vessels will be higher that the vessel population for a MS. This is 

because a vessel can operate with different métiers 

The group thinks that this could be an open field, where the 

MS can choose the best way to describe their fleet.  

The key point for the group is that the sum of all vessels 

gives the total number of vessel of the MS.  

However, this is not stated in the guidelines. If a MS 

completes these tables by métier and this condition is not 

fulfilled, he should explain it in the comments field 

 

4D Landing 

location (s) 

It is unclear how the different groupings of landing location should be 

defined 

 

It is up to the MS to decide which groupings to use.  

The rationale behind this table is to show the total number of 

landing locations of the Country, with their associated 

landings. Therefore, the key condition is that the sum of all 

locations gives the total number of landing locations in the 

MS 

It is proposed as an easy way, to group all the landing 

locations in a single line.  



Task 2 Evaluation of the work programmes. 

The task was to review how the templates could be used to review the National Work 

Programmes. The task was to consider how these tables might be used to evaluate the 

compliance and science? What evaluation criteria could be used and what concessions could 

be considered this time round? 

Three teams of 6 were created randomly from the RCM members but ensuring a spread of 

National Correspondents.  

 

An hour session was provided for each team to work on the same task after which each team 

summarised their discussions in plenary. All the points were collated and rationalised and are 

summarised below. Only sections 1 and 4 were considered. 

Notes from teams on the evaluation process of the new Work Plan Tables 

Table 1A 

Master TAC table will not be ready for November STECF evaluation meeting - based on initial 
work by Joel and presented by Mathieu. General agreement that Joel Vigneau, IFREMER could 
provide the partially completed table for all MS to check and complete source for landings 
data is Eurostat and TAC share is FIDE. Spain recommended using FIDE for the landings as well? 

RCM recommends: 

1. If the MS changes the figures provided by Joel’s code then that record should be 
commented detailing the source of the data  

2. Any MS solution to the region, area, species, stock definition mismatches (between 
Eurostat, FIDE, and Comm Decision) should be noted in the comments column. 

3. 2017 RCM/RCG participants could provide consensus on the landings and TACs used 
for this table. 

4. Any Bilateral agreements in place and or, in the future, regional sampling plans should 
be noted in this table.  

 

Table 1B 

RCM recommends: 

1. Must comply and be consistent with 1A stock definitions. 
2. Should have a row for each stock in table 1A which is ‘selected for sampling’ or ‘meets 

the threshold’. 

Team Gadhus Team Clupea Team Pleuronectes 

Alastair Pout Lucia Zarauz Jens Ulleweit 

Helen McCorminck Leonie O´Dowd Dália Reis 

Sieto Verver Emilia Baptista Melinda Oroszlanyova 

Isabel Bruno Jose Rodríguez Mat Lundy 

Ian Holmes Ana Cláudia Fernandes Manuela Azevedo 

Matt Elliott  Margaret Bell 



3. Should include species where only length are available as well. 
4. Biological parameters are required “based on enduser needs and coordinated at 

marine region”. For evaluation, a list of requirements needs to be developed by the 
endusers and endorsed by RCG. It is unlikely that this will be available for the 2016 
evaluation meeting.  

5. For each parameter, MS sampling by targeted metier the ‘frequency’ could be A 
(annual), Q (quarterly) or M (monthly). For probability based sampling these are not 
appropriate and 'O' should be used. 

 

Table 1C 

RCM recommends: 

1. Must comply and be consistent with 1A and 1B 
2. Depending on the sampling design of MS the criteria and ‘units’ will be different 

depending on MS.  
3. For MS using probability based sampling, columns J and K cannot be filled as targeted 

sampling is not the basis of the scheme. Evaluation for probability based schemes 
should be based on the recorded protocols, either in the numbers column or in the 
comments . 'Numbers' are a legacy of the metier based system. 

4. STECF needs to evaluate the appropriate year(s) - evaluating a 3 year plan might be 
duplicating work if plans change from year to year. 

5. The 'minimum number of individuals measured, national and regional, should NOT be 
used as evaluation criteria.  

 

Table 1D 

RCM recommends: 

1. Commission needs to clarify whether all mandatory species from Table 3 of the 
implementing decision are to be included in Table 1D to account for non-sampling. 

2. If a listed species is not selected for sampling, an explanation needs to be given, i.e. 
fishing bans, previous pilot studies, derogations etc.  
The evaluator needs to know if there is a management or recovery plan in place, e.g. 
large pelagics, and in terms of salmon and eel whether the recreational fisheries 
covered in freshwater and marine regulations? 

3. If a country has already been granted a derogation based on previous pilot studies, it 
needs to check if the derogation is still valid under chapter V of EUMAP. Commission 
considers that another pilot study would need to be carried out. 

 

RCM notes: 

1. If pilot studies are proposed the results will not be available until 2018. For evaluation 
of the annual reports, species included in a pilot study will not be reported until 2019. 

 

  



Table 1E 

RCM recommends: 

1. Some MS will need to develop or negotiate access to freshwater organisations/river 
systems to request permission to set up data collection, in which case, this table will 
not be completed accurately until 2017 at the earliest. 

2. For evaluation it must be recognised that delays are likely until inter 
departmental/organisational relationships are established. 

 

Table 1F 

RCM recommends: 

1. There should be a row for each of these strata in Table 4A 
2. Categories should be bony fish, sharks, birds, reptiles, mammals, mollusc etc as set out 

for the region 
 

Table 1G 

RCM recommends: 

1. All mandatory surveys in Table 10 must be listed in 1G. Evaluators need to recognise 
that Table 10 is out of date and needs reviewing, some survey descriptions are 
incorrect. 

2. All surveys claimed for should be listed. 
 

Table 1H 

RCM recommends:  

1. It may be more appropriate for the evaluation of this table to take place by the 
relevant ICES EG or PG e.g. IBTSWG. 

 

Table 4A 

RCM recommends: 

1. Column B (MS participating in sampling) is unlikely to be completed until RGCs reach 
an agreement (possibly 2017) on Regional sampling schemes. 

2. This table will be linked to the sampling frames and sampling described in tables 1A, 
1B and 1C 

 

Table 4B 

RCM recommends: 

1. All sampling frames must be described in reference to the stratifications in 1A 1B and 
1C there must be sufficient information to describe the scheme? 

 



Table 4D 

RCM recommends: 

1. Some MS have issues trying to identify the landings into ports, especially where there 
is no access to foreign landings. When sampling design relates to port of sale rather 
than landing locations this table does not directly link to the stratum described in 1B 
and 1C. 

2. For some MS there is difficulty identifying the unsamplable portion. 
3. These issues might need to be explained by the MS in the text table for 4A if the fleet 

and or port locations in 4C and 4D which describe the population to be sampled are 
not easily linked to 4A and 4B. 

  

 

Annex 6 – fishPi – executive summary and recommendations 
The work of the fishPi project was presented to the Commission at the final project meeting on 

12th July 2016. Following acceptance of the report, the project findings were made available 

on the RCM share point and presented to the NA. Specific presentations were made for WP 1 

concerning a review of RCM progress and the results of the consultation of regional member 

states; the work of WP2 on the case studies relating to Small pelagics, flatfish and Hake. A 

presentation on WP3 covered the work undertaken on by-catch sampling schemes, stomach 

sampling schemes and small scale and recreational fisheries, and WP4 relating to and specific 

case studies in plenary. Reproduced here is the executive summary and the project 

recommendations.   

fishPi Executive Summary 

fishPi was a research project with the aim of “Strengthening regional cooperation in the area 

of fisheries data collection”. The project brought together over 40 experts from 13 scientific 

institutes in 12 countries (10 member states (MS)) and two internationally recognised survey 

design experts. It was funded by EU MARE grant MARE/2014/19, with a 14 month timeline 

commencing in April 2015.  

This project has trialled the way sampling designs would be developed in a regional setting and 

showed that collaboration and consultation is required at face to face meetings through 

regional groups that focus on a particular group of fisheries.  The project was the first step in 

this process and one of the main outcomes is the framework to take the process forward; 

developing data formats, data sharing agreements and easily accessible software for data 

sharing, checking and analysis, and for the simulation testing of sampling designs. These 

designs are predicated on common data collection protocols and the use of the appropriate 

statistical estimators; the implementation of such designs would thus require the adoption of 

the standard survey sampling techniques and the use of common sampling and estimation 

routines by the sampling institutions. 

The main findings of four commercial fishery case studies were that considerable 

improvements can be made by adopting regional designs, by which we mean the adoption of a 

common metric used for stratification (such as port size or fleet segments etc), though with 

the nation being retained as a level of stratification within the overall design. Such designs 



would potentially provide unbiased and more precise estimates than the coordinated national 

data collection schemes operating at present. The main issues found in the operation of 

national sampling designs at present is the incomplete sampling coverage of the regional 

population, and that the allocation of sampling effort unilaterally at national level does not 

represent the best use of the available resource.   

Further work needs to be carried out in identifying appropriate fisheries for regional sampling, 

testing the assumptions of biological data collection, species selection protocols and sampling 

effort in relation to the data needs of end users.  

Small scale and recreational fisheries, by-catch and stomach content sampling programmes do 

not have established regional sampling schemes, and data collection is not routinely carried 

out by MS to the same extent as the existing commercial fisheries sampling. Through end-user 

consultations and case studies, this project has shown that these data have particular 

requirements. There are other end-users usually distinct from those of the main end users of 

commercial fisheries data to be considered. As a consequence, data needs and the potential 

for regional cooperation should be carefully explored with end-users as a prerequisite to the 

design stage of any regional scheme. There could be considerable resource implications, both 

technical and economic, for implementation. 

A major remit of the project was to develop guidelines to evaluate the quality of data at 

national and regional levels using shared tools. To that end an R library has been developed 

and made available on a public access website (https://github.com/ldbk/fishPifct).  The data 

structure upon which the work was developed was an upgrade of the data exchange format 

for the current regional database. The suite of quality checks functions have been designed to 

provide considerable flexibility in their use as it is recognized that the formats and reference 

lists will evolve over time, under the RCG umbrella. The ideal time frame for these checks 

would be quarterly checks at a national level for submission to a regional data base at the end 

of February. Regional quality checks can then be carried out in March. This time frame might 

need discussion and adaptation before being adopted at a regional level. The functions 

developed during the project are to be seen as a first version aimed at continuous 

improvement for the benefits of all the Member States. Details of a short term development 

plan and resources needed are proposed for a gradual implementation. 

A review of the historical operation of RCM has highlighted improvements in regional 

coordination between MS. The establishment of the fishery activity matrix and the regional 

data base are considered to be the main elements that has led to a common understanding of 

regional fisheries and resulted in harmonised codes for métiers, species, harbours and areas. It 

has emphasised the building of links, trust, skills and understanding of experts across MS and 

the important contribution specific projects (COST and WebGR) have made to that process. 

However in order to gain the full potential benefits from regional cooperation there is a clear 

need to develop regional work over longer time frames than hitherto, and with appropriate 

funding mechanisms and organisational infrastructures.  

The major findings of fishPi formed the basis of a written consultation addressed to all 

National Correspondents, the Heads of Institutes from Member States attending the RCM 

NS&EA, RCM NA and RCM Baltic, and ICES and EU, who are considered the main end-users of 



the data. Responses were received from 15 out of 17 Member States. The conclusions from 

the consultation included strong support for the overall concept of regional sampling designs 

using probability-based selection methods and associated regional estimation methods, and 

strong support for the use of the regional database and the operation of data quality 

indicators. Respondents also commented that national sampling requirements need to be 

taken into consideration and that additional resources may be required. 

The added value brought by the fishPi project has been substantial. Most noticeably this can 

be seen in the establishment of co-operative working relationships between experts in the 

scientific institutes involved and the extent to which all participants have broadened their skills 

base and understanding of the statistical principles of design based sampling and probability 

based selection.  

fishPi Recommendations 

Regional sampling designs have the potential to improve the statistical validity, data quality 

and cost-effectiveness of data collection and are directly related to the end-user needs. This 

applies equally to large scale commercial, small scale, and recreational fisheries, bycatch 

sampling and ecosystem based data collection. Therefore steps should be taken to develop 

and implement regional sampling designs, taking into account that the primary need is to 

identify the fisheries most suitable for such regional designs. It is the opinion of the fishPi 

participants that all the case study fisheries have the potential to be viable regional data 

collection schemes.  

Specific regional sampling groups should be established for these key fisheries to oversee the 

development of regional sampling schemes. These groups should be inclusive; with data 

collectors, lead scientists in the countries involved, and experts in sampling, all in attendance. 

They should work in consultation with the main end-users. These groups should operate along 

the lines of ICES expert groups under the umbrella of the Regional Coordination Groups 

(RCGs).   

A mechanism needs to be found to respect the autonomy of action of Member States and 

scientific institutions, in the collecting of data for national use, and reconcile this with 

requirements to collect data for regional data needs, in accordance with sampling protocols 

and data quality criteria set at the regional level.  

Data flows, data exchange formats, data quality checking and a regional data base linked to 

national data sources are an integral part of regional sampling coordination and the 

production of regional estimates and reporting. Standardized data quality checks should be 

implemented on national and regional data, following an agreed timetable. A regional data 

database, WebGR and the development of software tools in R, need to have secure long term 

funding to meet developing needs for improvement.  

The RCG needs to be empowered with suitable autonomy of action and funding mechanisms 

to be able to facilitate the appropriate use of expertise, and staff time, needed for the 

development and implementation of regional sampling plans.  

 



Annex 7 – Evolution to RCGs: subgroup work 

Sub group: Developing regional sampling plans. 

A road map to regional sampling work plan in the North Atlantic region. 

The RCM discussed the transition to a regional sampling work plan in the North Atlantic. This 

was discussed with respect to the current work plans of member states, end user data 

requirements and with respect of the reported summary outcomes of the fishPi . A synthesis 

of this discussion was a proposed workflow key stages with core considerations/ 

recommendations. Throughout the process it will be necessary to collaborate with national 

data collection coordinators, data end users and those with appropriate skill sets to ensure 

sufficient levels of data quality assurance can be met.  

 

Figure 2 - A proposed work flow and process overview toward regionally coordinated 
sampling 

Overview of proposed work flow toward regionally coordinated sampling. 

Stage 1. A scoping exercise - Identify a proposed fishery or stock  

Propose areas of data that would benefit from a regionally coordinated approach. In some 

cases not all stocks will require to be regionally coordinated. How do you identify which ones 

would benefit – a data analysis of stocks exploited by multiple nations?  A need to define 

strata / domains clearly. Also input from data end users with regard to what data is needed.  

Scoping should identify priority species requiring regional coordination, but must ensure that 

schemes do not become overly targeted to single species to the detriment of others.  Some 



sort of cluster analysis for the objective selection of fisheries and stocks that are suitable for 

the regional sampling approach.   

Member state commitment A feasibility commitment – Must be led by national data collection 

‘experts’  - what is feasible. Setting out the common design principles, selection protocols, data 

flow and storage, estimation method.  That would need to be signed up to. The “success” 

criteria needed to be demonstrated by the simulation/case study should be set out. MS 

identify flexibility in what they are prepared to do, changing strata, effort, etc and “buy in” to 

the process. There would need to be transparency of the data collection process and some 

form of agreed shared ownership model for the data. 

Stage 2. Simulations / Case study / Pilot studies 

Simulation studies will require to be clearly defined. What is being tested. Is the data available, 

can individual sample programmes be combined? Do simulations of one parameter such as 

landings scale to others e.g. catch or biological parameters? The target of the simulation 

should be clearly defined – cannot always to landings e.g. for stock where discard portion is 

large. Scenarios must be relevant and robust. 

Member state commitment step  

Critical evaluation of the simulations \studies Do they provide the evidence that the regional 

scheme will deliver? Have the criteria that the simulations studies need to have demonstrated 

to provide the advantages of the regional approach been reached.  If so the process of 

agreement\compulsion goes forward.  

Stage 3. Implementation   

Development of regional work plans that are achievable with the resource capacity of current 

data collection plans. Some flexibility may be required. The aim to improve data collection and 

re-distribution of sampling effort may be needed. It is unlikely that MSs will be able to increase 

sampling effort. Derived in discussion with national data collection coordinators, proposed 

modifications would need sensitivity testing. This dictates that the simulation method needs to 

be sufficiently robust to allow rapid reassessment. Plans would be proposed over an extended 

period and changes would require cooperation and approval.  

Stage 4. Review – redesign – give up go home… 

Do we need the equivalent of the expert review groups as used in ICES for surveys. Requires 

national operation – and assurance that methods are transparent and follow best practice 

guidelines for probability based sampling. Following review suggested modification would 

require to be approved / committed to by MS. Even in the case of positive outcome the 

process would need to initiated to review needs.  

Recommendations  

1. Identify a team of experts for input into stage 1. 

2. Identify the candidate fleets and/or fisheries that should be considered to meet the 

objectives for regionally coordinated sampling 

3. Consult MS and describe the current national sampling plans, including their sampling 

targets, implementation levels, gaps and failures, and constrains 



Sub group: Research surveys and task sharing. 

Cost sharing agreements for 2016 & 2017  

Currently, two surveys are subject to cost sharing; the International Ecosystem Survey in the 

Nordic and the Blue Whiting Acoustic survey. At the 2016 RCM NS&EA basic agreement was 

reached to proceed with already established procedures in 2017 and to finalize the cost-

sharing models in 2017 to be implemented in 2018. Continuation of current procedures also 

implies the continuation of the current well-established cost-sharing agreements for the above 

mentioned surveys.  

The following agreement was set up at the RCM NS&EA and followed-up at the RCM NA 

Agreement 

Cost-sharing agreement for the conducting of the International Ecosystem Survey in the Nordic Seas (ASH) and 
the Blue Whiting Survey in 2016 and 2017 

RCM NS & EA 2016 
Agreement  
UPDATED AT RCM NA 
2016.  

RCM NS&EA 2016 agreed  on continuation of the cost sharing model for 2 surveys: 

i) the International Ecosystem Survey in the Nordic (Atlanto-Scandian 
herring),  

ii) The Blue Whiting Survey (blue whiting).  
This model applies to those MS having a EU-TAC share >= 5% for the species 
subject to this surveys.  
This model will be used for the International Ecosystem Survey in the Nordic Seas 

(IESNS) carried out by the Danish R/V Dana and the Blue Whiting Survey carried 

out by the Irish R/V Celtic Explorer and the Dutch R/V Tridens for years 2016 and 

2017.  

Justification There is an end-user need for fishery independent survey data for carrying out 

stock assessment of the Atlanto-Scandian herring stock and of the blue whiting 

stock. In addition, there is an agreement between EU and Norway that the EU 

Member States participate in surveying the Atlanto-Scandian herring stock.  

  

Follow-up actions needed Approval by National Correspondents from Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, 

Sweden and the UK.  

Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands and Sweden and the UK agreed at the 2016 

RCM NS&EA.  

 

The NC’s from Ireland, France and Spain should be consulted at the RCM NA 2016 

regarding the Blue Whiting survey.  Ireland should also be consulted regarding the 

International Ecosystem Survey in the Nordic.   

 

Ireland agreed to contribute to both surveys at the 2016 RCM NA.  

Responsible persons for 

follow-up actions 

The RCM NS&EA and the RCM NA.  

Time frame (Deadline) Invoices should be sent to the MS concerned before November 1. 

Follow up in 2016 The NC’s concerned from the RCM NA to be consulted. 

 



Unfortunately, no representation from France attended the RCM NA. Moreover, despite 
several requests, no response by correspondence was received to express the French opinion 
on this. Spain didn’t express its opinion on this matter either.  

Future cost sharing model:  

RCM NA agrees with RCM NS&EA to set up an intersessional group to develop a practical and 

simple model which will form the basis of future cost sharing agreements in the RCG NA. RCG 

NA proposes Maria Moset Martinez and Leonie O’Dowd to participate in the cost sharing task 

group. The RCM also considers it beneficial to carry out some cost sharing scenarios to explore 

implications prior to the first meeting and proposes to explore two survey scenarios:  

 The international Mackerel and Horse Mackerel Egg Survey (scenario led by Ireland) 

 A virtual multi species demersal trawl survey (based on a draft working document 

presented  to the 2016 RCMs by the Netherlands. The Working Document is 

reproduced in full at the end of this annex).  

RCM NA recommends that any future costs and/or task sharing models developed and agreed 

in RCGs have a strong legal basis, so that there is no ambiguity for implicated member states 

on whether the agreements are to be implemented.  It was also discussed that any future 

model should also take into consideration a range of options, besides the cost of the survey.  

RCM NA agrees with RCM NS&EA on the requirement of an independent review of the 

mandatory surveys in table 10 of EUMAP Decision 2016/1251. RCM NA recommends that this 

list of mandatory surveys is reviewed at a dedicated STECF EWG based on predefined criteria. 

This should include a review of the target stock/species listed in table 10 so that they can be 

used as a basis for cost sharing. 

International coordination of surveys and the role of the RCGs: 

RCMs are transitioning to RCGs and a clear definition of their new role as well as their rules 

and procedures are still being developed (see Annex 8). Their role in survey coordination is 

also evolving and will be subject to the overall framework, in which the new RCGs will operate.  

Survey planning groups are responsible for the scientific coordination and management of 

survey programmes. Member states manage the resources of EMFF funded DCMAP surveys 

and there is a role within the RCGs to regionally coordinate resource related survey issues 

including task and/or cost sharing. This also means that a change in resource and/or effort 

allocation might have to be considered and co-ordinated within the RCG framework, e.g. in 

cases where there are changes in enduser requirements or where the delivery of survey 

programmes are threatened by the withdrawal of effort from external partners. Close 

collaboration with relevant planning groups and endusers will be essential to ensure that any 

resource changes will not jeopardise the scientific integrity of survey programmes.  

EFARO initiative 

RCM NA considers that the EFARO proposal on Cooperation in Surveys and Data Collection 

addresses important issues that are very relevant to RCGs, in particular:  

 Evolving fisheries surveys towards meeting the data needs of integrated ecosystem 

assessments 



 Maximising cost efficiencies and optimising the collection of fisheries independent 

information 

 Meeting different enduser needs  

However, RCM NA considers that the continuous collaboration between RCGs and existing 

initiatives such as WGISUR, WGISDA and WK COSTBEN are more beneficial than one off desk 

studies. In the light of other funding requirements that RCMs rely on for future coordination 

such as the funding of the RDBs and WebGr, RCM NA would not prioritise the funding of the 

EFARO over other projects to enhance the regional coordination of data collection. In addition, 

the proposed cost efficiency of €650,000 for such a desk study should be reviewed as it seems 

high in comparison to larger scale projects such as Fish Pi which covered a wide range of 

aspects relating to the regional coordination of data collection. 

  



Working Document - Proposal for a simple, transparent and straightforward model 

for cost sharing of (multispecies) surveys under EU Implementing Decision 

2016/1251. 

 

DRAFT 

August 2016, Sieto Verver, X,X 

Introduction: 

As a basic principle, all current surveys as listed in Table 10 of EU Implementing Decision 

2016/1251 shall be carried out. This principle ensures continuation of current, well established 

time-series. Unless under the thresholds as defined in Chapter V.7 of the Annex to this 

Decision, all Member States having a share, either in TAC or landings, in the target species 

defined for a survey, need to contribute to that specific survey (resulting from revised 

199/2008 article 5.1 and 5.5). This contribution can be either physical (e.g. ship time) or 

financial. This proposal focusses on cost sharing through financial contributions by all MS 

having a share in the target species of a specific survey. In case a MS decides to contribute 

physically, the cost sharing model itself doesn’t change, just the partners involved in the actual 

work. Costs still need to be shared among all MS then.  

The aim of this proposal is twofold, first to propose a simple and straightforward model for 

cost sharing of the current surveys and second, to highlight discussion points and potential 

problems for the 2016 RCM’s.  

Cost sharing model 

The basis for cost sharing is that all MS having a benefit from a certain stock, contribute to 

research required for managing this stock appropriately. Already, some surveys are subject to 

cost sharing based on daily vessel costs and this set up needs to be continued for these surveys 

in the future. On the other hand, the relevant RCM and all MS involved in a survey can agree to 

exclude surveys listed in Table 10 on the basis of high administrative burden.  

A simple model requires a pragmatic approach to list costs, relate costs to MS and especially to 

determine each share for other MS based on TAC shares. TAC shares form the basic  starting 

point for cost sharing as these are referred to in COM DEC (EU) 2016/1251. Though TACs are 

used as a basis here, the same model can be applied with landings (or catches) as a basis for 

non TAC species, as long as all MS involved agree on the reference period, species and area 

covered.  

At several occasions (e.g. RCM NA 2013), some MS expressed their concerns regarding cost 

sharing as these MS are either afraid of inflating the costs of surveys, or other MS raising the 

vessel costs drastically to cover their own costs. The setup of the following model aims to 

cover those concerns, in particular the last concern.  

Basic principles: 

- Daily vessel costs are mainly determined by ‘technical costs’ for the vessel during a 

survey, regardless of the target species or survey technique. All target species are 

therefore treated as equally important to a survey and the cost sharing is based on 

TACs directly without any conversion (e.g. conversion to cod-equivalents). These daily 



vessel costs * number of days are the main drivers for the survey costs. Number of 

samples/stations fished/hauls are more variable as these are heavily depended on 

survey design, area and survey technique. In addition, many surveys do not have hauls 

as principal sampling units as the primary data collected is based on tracks covered (eg 

acoustic and UWTV surveys) with hauls used for groundtruthing.  Hauls or samples are 

therefore not appropriate as indicators for a general cost sharing model.  

- Any TAC share represents an opportunity and a responsibility for a MS, whether the 

MS fishes, trades or leaves  its share or not. 

- Vessel costs are based on average daily costs as used for the EMFF declaration, 

implying that these costs are only based on actual costs. These costs shall be auditable 

and traceable and cover vessel costs only (incl crew costs), not the costs for 

depreciation, researchers, materials, sample processing etc.  Also, the number of 

survey days shall be auditable and traceable.  

- The operating MS (oMS, the MS deploying the vessel, regardless whether the vessel is 

hired from another MS) covers the initial 30% of the daily costs. The remaining 70% 

are covered by all MS (including the oMS) having an interest in the target species of 

the survey. The costs are distributed over all participating MS (pMS) following a key 

based on TAC shares. This principle, combined with the above mentioned 

accountability, prevents MS to inflate vessel costs.  

- The current target species are defined by Table 10 of the Implementing Decision or, in 

case the target species are not defined, by the relevant RCM in cooperation with the 

coordination group for the respective survey.  

- Ecosystem parameters or other variables collected during a survey are not separately 

accounted for. In case the collection of these parameters  (in accordance with the 

survey manual, or based on requirements set elsewhere) has an impact on the survey 

duration, the costs for collecting this data is accounted for through the number of 

survey days.  

- End user needs have to be reflected in table 10, after thorough evaluation by STECF as 

agreed earlier this year.  

Based on these principles, the following steps construct a straightforward cost sharing model7: 

- Determine TAC shares by species8 by pMS (Table 2) 

- Determine relative TAC shares by species by pMS (Table 3) 

- All relative shares <3% by species by pMS are set to 0 (Table 4) 

- Determine the average share by pMS, normalised to 100% (Table 4) 

- Apply this cost share to 70% of the vessel costs by oMS (including the oMS’s share) 

(Table 5, Table 6 presents the overall outcome and the impact on the survey costs by 

pMS) 

                                                           
7
 Figures used are for demonstrating of the model only and do not represent actual budgets or cost shares.  

8
 ‘Species’ as based on Decision 2016/1521, up for discussion whether this should be stocks or species in a certain area covered by the 

survey 



The resulting table (Table 5 in this exercise) provides an overview of the costs to be shared 

amongst all pMS and can be used as the basis for mutual invoicing.  

Prerequisites for successful cost sharing of survey costs 

To avoid a massive administrative burden, cost sharing keys shall preferably be settled through 

multi-annual agreements on a survey by survey basis. Ideally, the agreement is based on stable 

vessel costs over the years, in case vessel costs vary extensively over years, the key itself need 

to be settled, leaving the vessel costs fluctuating from year to year. In the latter case, surveys 

can only be invoiced once the calendar year is over and the total costs for the vessel are 

known.  

Whether TAC shares, landing shares or other shares are used as a basis for the cost sharing 

key, reference years need to be set to avoid using different reference periods, unless fixed 

keys are used for TAC distributions. Especially in the case of non-TAC shares these reference 

periods might be influenced by shifts in fishing patterns and subsequent catch compositions, 

hence the reference periods need to be aligned for all surveys and settled for all regions.  

oMS need to be transparent and accountable for vessel costs and survey duration.  

Questions for further discussion 

- Third countries 

In some cases, surveys are executed in cooperation with non-EU countries and as these 

countries are not subject to the EU DCF, cost sharing is not mandatory for these countries. 

Currently, only a few surveys are subject to this situation, however, when UK leaves the EU, 

many surveys will be impacted by this leave as UK is having a (huge) share in many stocks 

covered by DCF surveys.  

- Target species 

All surveys subject to the DCF regulation need a clear definition of the target species for each 

respective survey. These target species can be defined by the survey coordination group or the 

responsible RCM e.g. through top 5 species abundancy in a survey over a given period of time.  

- Stocks vs species and area 

Currently, Decision 2016/1251 refers to TAC shares on a species basis, while most of the 

surveys are targeting stocks, or species in a certain area. On top of defining target species for a 

specific survey, the area of interest by species need to be specified as well, preferably in line 

with the TAC regulation to facilitate easy determination of TAC shares by MS for a specific 

species in an area.  

- RCM governance 

Each survey in Table 10 shall be allocated to a specific RCM to avoid duplication of work and to 

set the governing body for all budgetary issues regarding that survey.  

  



 

Table 2: TAC shares by species by pMS 

TAC 
shares 
by MS 
(tonnes) EU TAC BE DK DE EE IE ES FR LV NL PL FI SE UK 

Cod 167618 1165 27109 22754 1458 1344 18024 11899 5120 2866 18711 1040 15478 28541 

Haddock 54892 387 3750 1501   3311   8256   191     1120 36376 

Saithe 47337 89 2711 9528   1880   22165   128     1253 9583 

Herring 817611 9140 125331 64526 36271 19433 15 36747 25404 83841 43852 165843 114385 88036 

Sprat 478990 2532 243417 15926 24465     2867 29548 2867 62706 11029 50496 10973 

Whiting 35541 452 2138 316   5154 1270 14322   788     291 10810 

Mackerel 521689 658 39230 27452 223 89220 39702 20182 164 41121 1885   6191 247396 

Plaice 143188 8313 36548 7242   1353 66 4429   47584 511   866 36210 

Sole 22723 2592 625 803   318 412 5999   9281     6 2018 

 

Table 3: Relative TAC shares by species by pMS (highlighted cells indicate share <3%) 

 
BE DK DE EE IE ES FR LV NL PL FI SE UK 

Cod 0.7% 16.2% 13.6% 0.9% 0.8% 10.8% 7.1% 3.1% 1.7% 11.2% 0.6% 9.2% 17.0% 

Haddock 0.7% 6.8% 2.7% 0.0% 6.0% 0.0% 15.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 66.3% 

Saithe 0.2% 5.7% 20.1% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 46.8% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 2.6% 20.2% 

Herring 1.1% 15.3% 7.9% 4.4% 2.4% 0.0% 4.5% 3.1% 10.3% 5.4% 20.3% 14.0% 10.8% 

Sprat 0.5% 50.8% 3.3% 5.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 6.2% 0.6% 13.1% 2.3% 10.5% 2.3% 

Whiting 1.3% 6.0% 0.9% 0.0% 14.5% 3.6% 40.3% 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 30.4% 

Mackerel 0.1% 7.5% 5.3% 0.0% 17.1% 7.6% 3.9% 0.0% 7.9% 0.4% 0.0% 1.2% 47.4% 

Plaice 5.8% 25.5% 5.1% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 3.1% 0.0% 33.2% 0.4% 0.0% 0.6% 25.3% 

Sole 11.4% 2.8% 3.5% 0.0% 1.4% 1.8% 26.4% 0.0% 40.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.9% 

direct relative 
contribution 2.4% 15.2% 6.9% 1.2% 5.2% 2.6% 16.4% 1.4% 10.8% 3.4% 2.6% 4.6% 25.4% 

 

  



Table 4:  Relative TAC shares by species by pMS , shares <3% by species by pMS are set to 0 

 
BE DK DE EE IE ES FR LV NL PL FI SE UK 

Cod 0.0% 16.2% 13.6% 0.0% 0.0% 10.8% 7.1% 3.1% 0.0% 11.2% 0.0% 9.2% 17.0% 

Haddock 0.0% 6.8% 0.0% 0.0% 6.0% 0.0% 15.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.3% 

Saithe 0.0% 5.7% 20.1% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 46.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.2% 

Herring 0.0% 15.3% 7.9% 4.4% 0.0% 0.0% 4.5% 3.1% 10.3% 5.4% 20.3% 14.0% 10.8% 

Sprat 0.0% 50.8% 3.3% 5.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.2% 0.0% 13.1% 0.0% 10.5% 0.0% 

Whiting 0.0% 6.0% 0.0% 0.0% 14.5% 3.6% 40.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 30.4% 

Mackerel 0.0% 7.5% 5.3% 0.0% 17.1% 7.6% 3.9% 0.0% 7.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 47.4% 

Plaice 5.8% 25.5% 5.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.1% 0.0% 33.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.3% 

Sole 11.4% 0.0% 3.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 26.4% 0.0% 40.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.9% 

relative 
contribution (total 

93.85%) 1.9% 14.9% 6.5% 1.1% 4.6% 2.4% 16.3% 1.4% 10.2% 3.3% 2.3% 3.8% 25.1% 

normalized 
contribution 

(100%), 
pMS TAC share 2.04% 15.86% 6.96% 1.13% 4.93% 2.60% 17.42% 1.46% 10.92% 3.51% 2.40% 4.00% 26.79% 

 

 

Table 5: Setting pMS cost shares (oMS by column, pMS by row, e.g. BE contributes 5366 € to DK)  

  

pMS 
TAC 
share 

70% pMS 
share (€) BE DK DE EE IE ES FR LV NL PL FI SE UK 

BE 2.04% 35559 0 5366 5264 0 0 0 7863 0 5677 0 0 5084 6305 

DK 15.86% 276702 0 41758 40959 0 0 0 61184 0 44178 0 0 39561 49062 

DE 6.96% 121419 0 18324 17973 0 0 0 26848 0 19386 0 0 17359 21529 

EE 1.13% 19716 0 2975 2919 0 0 0 4360 0 3148 0 0 2819 3496 

IE 4.93% 85955 0 12972 12724 0 0 0 19006 0 13724 0 0 12289 15241 

ES 2.60% 45322 0 6840 6709 0 0 0 10022 0 7236 0 0 6480 8036 

FR 17.42% 303926 0 45867 44989 0 0 0 67203 0 48525 0 0 43453 53889 

LV 1.46% 25473 0 3844 3771 0 0 0 5633 0 4067 0 0 3642 4517 

NL 10.92% 190500 0 28749 28199 0 0 0 42123 0 30415 0 0 27236 33778 

PL 3.51% 61186 0 9234 9057 0 0 0 13529 0 9769 0 0 8748 10849 

FI 2.40% 41904 0 6324 6203 0 0 0 9266 0 6690 0 0 5991 7430 

SE 4.00% 69757 0 10527 10326 0 0 0 15425 0 11137 0 0 9973 12369 

UK 26.79% 467538 0 70558 69208 0 0 0 103381 0 74647 0 0 66845 82900 

 

  



 

Table 6: Resulting impact on the costs by pMS (€) 

  BE DK DE EE IE ES FR LV NL PL FI SE UK 

Original survey costs 0 376200 369000 0 0 0 551200 0 398000 0 0 356400 442000 

30% oMS share 0 112860 110700 0 0 0 165360 0 119400 0 0 106920 132600 

70% pMS share 0 263340 258300 0 0 0 385840 0 278600 0 0 249480 309400 

oMS share costs 
(30%share +  
X% of pMS share) 0 154618 128673 0 0 0 232563 0 149815 0 0 116893 215500 

Contribution by 
other pMS 0 221582 240327 0 0 0 318637 0 248185 0 0 239507 226500 

Costs to other pMS 35559 234944 103446 19716 85955 45322 236723 25473 160085 61186 41904 59784 384639 

Total survey costs 35559 389562 232119 19716 85955 45322 469286 309900 61186 41904 176677 600138  

Difference 35559 13362 -136881 19716 85955 45322 -81914 25473 -88100 61186 41904 -179723 158138 

 

  



Sub group: Data needs. 
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RCM NA discussed the process that should be established to address in RCGs, data needs in an 

efficient an effective way. Such a process should allow RCGs to prioritize data requests and be 

operational.  

To arrive at this, issues that need to be addressed include - clearly defining end-users and the 

type of data that can be requested and establishing guidelines to assess the feasibility of the 

request. This process is largely affected by the expertise and composition of the RCGs, which is 

also discussed. 

Definition of end-users 

Article 2 (i) of the COUNCIL REGULATION (EC) No 199/2008 of 25 February 2008 concerning 

the establishment of a Community framework for the collection, management and use of data 

in the fisheries sector and support for scientific advice regarding the Common Fisheries 

Policy, defines end-users as follows: “...‘end-users’ means bodies with a research or 

management interest in the scientific analysis of data in the fisheries sector”.  

Article 4 (32) of the REGULATION (EU) No 1380/2013 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF 

THE COUNCIL of 11 December 2013 on the Common Fisheries Policy, amending Council 

Regulations (EC) No 1954/2003 and (EC) No 1224/2009 and repealing Council Regulations (EC) 

No 2371/2002 and (EC) No 639/2004 and Council Decision 2004/585/EC, uses the same 

definition for end-users as above.  



The SWD(2015) 118 final: COMMISSION STAFF WORKING DOCUMENT Towards a new Union 

Framework for collection, management and use of data in the fisheries sector and support for 

scientific advice regarding the Common Fisheries Policy Accompanying the document Proposal 

for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council concerning the establishment 

of a Union framework for the collection, management and the use of data in the fisheries 

sector and support for the scientific advice regarding the Common Fisheries Policy (recast) 

{COM(2015) 294 final} adapts the definitions above, stating that: “Users of DCF data are 

defined in the DCF Regulation (as 'End-users') as follows: bodies with a research or 

management interest in the scientific analysis of data in the fisheries sector. This includes, for 

examples, RFMOs such as the GFCM or international scientific bodies such as ICES.” (pg.12) 

It also mentions that: “The current DCF defines end-users as bodies with a research or 

management interest in the scientific analysis of data in the fisheries sector (Article 2).  

The current DCF considers end-users of DCF data only in the context of providing them with 

data: on the one hand concerning Member States' obligations to make data available to end-

users (Articles 18-21) and on the other hand, concerning end-users' obligations regarding what 

they can and cannot do with these data, and relating to providing feedback on data 

transmission failures by Member States (Article 22).” (pg.26) 

The document further states that: “The definition of "end-users" in the current DCF Regulation 

is meant to have the same meaning as "end-users of scientific data" in Regulation (EU) No 

1380/2013, and does not need to be modified. It is meant to include also scientific bodies with 

an interest in the environmental aspects of fisheries management. Other interested parties are 

to be understood as Advisory Councils established under Article 43 of Regulation (EC) No 

1380/2013, or members of the scientific community or members of the public who are 

interested by data in the interest of scientific publication, public debate and stakeholder 

participation in policy development.” (pg.29) 

It is important to note that SWD(2015) 118 final refers to e.g., GFCM, ICCAT, ICES and STECF as 

key end-users of DCF data (pg. 34; pg. 72). However, the list of relevant end-users includes also 

other RFMOs (NAFO and IOTC) and OSPAR, NASCO and HELCOM as well as National 

Administrations.  

The relevant end-users should be identified by Marine Region. 

Type of data 

According to COM Implementing Decision (EU) 2016/1251, the type of data (Chapter III, Data 

requirements, Point 1) are: 

a) Biological data, by catch fraction, on stocks caught by Union commercial fisheries in 

Union and outside Union waters and by recreational fisheries in Union waters; 

b) Data to assess the impact of Union fisheries on the marine ecosystem in Union waters 

and outside Union waters; 

c) Detailed data on the activity of Union fishing vessels in Union waters and outside Union 

waters as reported under Regulation (EC) No 1224/2009; 

d) Social and economic data on fisheries. 



which are key-data to enable fisheries management and it´s socio-economic performance 

(Article 25 of Reg (EU) 1380/2013):  

1. Member States shall, in accordance with the rules adopted in the area of data collection, 

collect biological, environmental, technical, and socio-economic data necessary for fisheries 

management, manage those data and make them available to end–users, including bodies 

designated by the Commission. The acquisition and management of such data shall be 

eligible for funding through the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund in accordance with 

a future Union legal act establishing the conditions for the financial support for maritime 

and fisheries policy for the period 2014–2020. Those data shall, in particular, enable the 

assessment of:  

a) the state of exploited marine biological resources;  

b) the level of fishing and the impact that fishing activities have on the marine 

biological resources and on the marine ecosystems; and  

c) the socio-economic performance of the fisheries, aquaculture and processing 

sectors within and outside Union waters. 

Roles and the composition of Regional Coordination Groups (RGC) 

Role of the end-users in the RCGs 

The link between end-users and data collected is incorporated in the recast (Council regulation 

XX/2017) reflecting the necessity of end-users involvement “... in the design and 

implementation of the DCF to ensure closer alignment between data needed and data 

collected.” but also reflecting the role of end-users as members of RCM to make inputs on 

changes in the current data collection. 

For the current data collection, RCGs should aim to improve or to make the data collection 

more cost-effective. In case end-users request for new data or new type of data ( e.g. new data 

sets from data types/variables already covered, such as otoliths of a new species, or new data 

types/variables not currently covered at all, such as genetics or stomach contents) they have 

to provide a report showing that the request fulfils the EUMAP by applying the criteria 

established by STECF (Expert Working Group 13-02 of the Scientific, Technical and Economic 

Committee on Fisheries (STECF, 2013)). 

This should be achieved within a process where end-users should indicate: 

 the type of data; 

 the resolution (spatial and temporal);  

 the justification (what is the development of science, if needed to respond to the EC, 

etc.) according to each one of the seven criteria for evaluation of proposed changes to 

data or for new data (Table 1, Expert Working Group 13-02 of the Scientific, Technical 

and Economic Committee on Fisheries (STECF, 2013); 

 the data priority. 

RCGs would assess the feasability of the request and establish the tasks/steps to be 

undertaken with a view to deliver the data, taking into account the following main aspects: 

 sampling design and scheme;  



 sampling intensity/effort; 

 cooperational work among MS; 

 data quality aspects. 

Moreover, considering the different RCGs in place (Baltic, North Sea, North Atlantic, Long 

distance, Mediterranean and Black Sea, Large Pelagic) it is foreseen that collaborative work 

among RCGs needs to be established to address data collection for widely distributed stocks, 

as an example.  

In order to fulffill the role of RCGs presented above RCM NA considers that inter-sessional 

work within and among RCGs must be established. 

RCGs membership and expertise 

Currently, MS, EC and end-users are part of the RCMs and are mostly designed to answer 

biological aspects and general administrative coordination. There is a need to define member 

composition of the RCGs in a more specific way, e.g. number of members and it´s expertise. 

Concerning the expertise it needs to cover aspects related to data collection (experts on 

sampling design/optimization/data quality), biological variables (experts on biology and stock 

assessment) as well as expertise to address the socio-economic aspects defined in the EUMAP. 

 

Annex 8 – RCM Baltic draft ToRs for RCG Rules and Procedures 
The work from the Baltic RCM on drafting the TOR for a sub group to determine the Rules and 

Procedures for the operation of RCG was presented to plenary. The RCM NA agreed to follow 

this initiative with the addition of the Leonie O’Dowd (Ireland) and Maria Moset Martinez 

(Spain) to the existing sub group members to the existing sub group members (Heikki Lehtinen 

(chair), Jorgen Dalskov, Christoph Stransky, Inge Janssen and Els Torreele. The TORS for the 

subgroup as drafted in the RCM BALTIC are reproduced below.  

Subgroup : Rules of Procedure for Baltic Sea Regional Co-ordination Group (RCG) 

Document: TERMS of REFERENCE  

Aim for the subgroup: To draw up Rules of Procedure for the Baltic Sea RCG 

Chair: Heikki Lehtinen 

Guidelines for drawing up the Rules of Procedures  

1. The subgroup should agree to give to the RCG a draft recommendation for a Rules of 

Procedures for the RCG e.g.  

2. The general aims of the Rules of Procedures is e.g. to standardize the decision making 

procedure, increase transparency, safeguard the possibilities to participate in to e.g. 

planning work and decision making. 

3. The Rules of Procedures should be simple, easy and understandable language, and cover 

the main foreseeable needs of the RCG to work e.g. efficiently, fit for purpose and in a 

productive manner.   



4. The Rules of Procedure shall contain the necessary decision making procedures, including 

the option to make decisions by correspondence 

5. The Rules of Procedure will contain the necessary structures, including subgroups or other 

groups, for the RCG to be operative. 

6. The Rules of Procedures shall contain the necessary timelines 

7. The Rules of Procedure shall contain the necessary communication practices  

8. The subgroup consists of 3-4 persons including the chair 

9. The subgroup reports (RCM/RCG) on the progress of its work, as appropriate, with the 

view to produce first version of Rules of Procedure before the end of 2016.  

10. The subgroup can choose its own working methods.  

11. In case the subgroup, after serious attempts, can’t give recommendation for a Rules of 

Procedure by consensus, departing views, with proper and comprehensive justifications 

from the majority view, shall be attached to the draft recommendation given to  the 

RCM/RCG  

Any other necessary element deemed relevant by the subgroup, also outside this term of 

reference, can be added to the Recommendation for a Rules of Procedures to be delivered by 

the subgroup. 

 

Annex 9 – RCM data call overview 
ICES and all RCM chairs coordinate the data call. MS were asked to upload data for 2015 to the 

regional database (RDB Fishframe) hosted by ICES. For the first time, all MS complied with this 

request for the landings and effort data. For the sample data all MS except France uploaded 

data for 2015. A review of the Upload logs revealed that not all data collected is uploaded for 

technical reasons but the evaluation of the data on the RDB revealed consistency for most MS 

in their annual number of species in landings; species in sample data and metiers in catch and 

effort data. There was also consistency for nearly all MS in terms of the number of records in 

the catch data but it was apparent from the report that unbeknownst to the UK, their data was 

incomplete. If these QC reports were available at the time of upload, then this could have been 

rectified and the data reloaded. 

  



Number species in Landings data CL 

 

Number records in landings data CL 

 

  



Number of metiers in Effort data CE 

 

Number of species in the species list SL 

 



Number species in length data CA

 

Upload Status 

 All countries have uploaded landings and effort data for 2015 – This is the first year 

ever where all countries have uploaded CL and CE.  

 All countries have uploaded sample data for 2015, except France, Wales and Lithuania. 

 From the number of species uploaded for the years it looks like all data have been 

uploaded for all countries. But for England, Scotland and Wales there was a drop in 

then number of species and records for the landing and effort data. 

 A few countries have updated previous years data 

 

Annex 10 – Review of Upload logs 
Upload logs were adopted by the RCM NA 2014 as a way to provide RCGs and data users with 

a reference to what data is not on the system, imputation rules which have been applied to 

uploaded data sets, data interpretation issues, incomplete reference tables or needs for 

database development. RCM NA 2015 noted the need for intersessional work to address all 

reported issues and created group of RCM participants to that aim. The main objectives of 

intersessional work on data upload logs are to review the issues listed in the upload logs, 

qualify them and identify actions and the responsibly body (RCM, RDB administrator and SC-

RDB, or MS) that can deal with them; also to collate the responses and provide feedback to MS 

and RDB users. This work is very relevant to RDB developers and MS, as it allows a continuous 

improvement of the RDB and a correct analysis of the data. 

During the intersession 2015 - 2016, relevant issues were flagged, forwarded to the SC-RDB 

and answered by it. However, intersessional work was limited as there was no funding 

available and it depended on the voluntariness of the participants. 

In the 2016 data call, upload logs were submitted by Ireland, North Ireland, Portugal, Latvia, 

Denmark, Spain, Germany, Poland, Belgium, England and (related to the 2015 datacall). 

Greece, Slovenia, Malta and Croatia reported to RCM-NA: No fishing activity to submit 



43 issues related to the North Atlantic regions were combined in a unique table (excel) and 

assigned to one or both categories: “Data interpretation issue” and “Database development 

issue”. The tables are too large to provide a useful example but the live version of the table 

can be found on the RCM NA 2016 SharePoint: 

https://community.ices.dk/ExternalSites/datacollection/rcms2016/rcmna2016/2016%20Meeti

ng%20docs/02.%20Background%20documents/Upload%20logs/Compliation%20upload%20log

s.xlsx. 

Work on the summarising of upload logs commenced in the RCM NSEA and was continued in 

the RCM NA. There were some general procedures, errors and lack of data of Upload logs files 

that generated some difficulties when you try to summarize them: 

 Some issues had been addressed already by the SC-RDB intersessionaly, but answers 

were not accessible to MS, and they resubmitted the same issues. There is a need to 

improve the flow of the information between the MS, SC-RDB and RCM. An extra 

column was included in the upload table to collate the comments made by the SC-RDB, 

when relevant (See SC-RDB summary, Annex 3). 

 There seems to be some confusion between the “Datacall” field and year of the data. 

It may be needed to include a column with the year of the data in the table and not in 

the title 

 Some MS didn´t fill some fields of the table such as “RCM”, “Full uploaded”, 

“Background”, That created difficulties in decided who should be responsible to fix the 

issue. 

 Upload logs need to be detailed enough to support the investigation of errors and the 

proposal of actions to solve the issues (i.e. metiers that were unable to upload have to 

be listed) 

 

 

Annex 11 – Review of RDB data 

Status of the Regional DataBase, RDB 

Species codes 

ICES has changed the species codes to use the WoRMS AphiaIDs (6 digits) instead the scientific 

Latin name. The problem with using the scientific name was that, for some species the 

scientific name was spell/misspelled in two or more variations, which meant the species was 

treated as two separate species. This meant that the catches etc. would not add up to the 

correct catches. The following list of processes was accomplished to complete the task: 

 Changes in the database and the user interfaces 

 Web services to identify correct AphiaIDs 

 Mapping of less obvious species using fuzzy function web service 

 Analyse which countries used which species when and for which data types – to help 

the countries identify the problematic species 

https://community.ices.dk/ExternalSites/datacollection/rcms2016/rcmna2016/2016%20Meeting%20docs/02.%20Background%20documents/Upload%20logs/Compliation%20upload%20logs.xlsx
https://community.ices.dk/ExternalSites/datacollection/rcms2016/rcmna2016/2016%20Meeting%20docs/02.%20Background%20documents/Upload%20logs/Compliation%20upload%20logs.xlsx
https://community.ices.dk/ExternalSites/datacollection/rcms2016/rcmna2016/2016%20Meeting%20docs/02.%20Background%20documents/Upload%20logs/Compliation%20upload%20logs.xlsx


 Contact and dialog with individual countries for problematic species  

 Convert species scientific name to AphiaID 

 Added AphiaID validation web service to check new inserted AphiaIDs 

Harbour codes 

Last year ICES changed the harbour codes to use LOCODE from the EC’s Master Data Register 

from the reference list Code-location-v1.7.xls. However, several hundreds of codes was not 

converted, because it was not obvious which LOCODE to used. Therefore ICES created lists for 

each country where the last problematic harbour codes was listed with code type and year of 

use to ease the process of finding the relevant LOCODE for the countries. The lists was send 

out to the countries and during dialogs the correct LOCODEs was found for several hundreds of 

harbours, which ICES updated. Now there is only 25 harbour codes which is not LOCODES. EC 

updated the LOCODE list first in January 2016 to Code-location-v1.9.xls, the LOCODEs in the 

RDB was also updated to this version. 

Landing obligation 

From the 1st January 2015 new landing obligations was introduced first for the Baltic Sea, 

which meant, that landings below minimum size, BMS, should be brought to the harbour, and 

discard should be registered in the logbook, REGDIS. To accommodate these changes two new 

Catch Categories codes was added to the commercial sample data (CS) exchange format: 

 Below Minimum Size landing, BMS 

 Logbook Registered Discard, REGDIS 

For the commercial landing data (CL) data, there is no Catch Category field, the data is as it 

says landing, therefore it was decided to add the following code to the Landing Category in the 

exchange format for the commercial Landing data (CL): 

 Below Minimum Size landing, BMS 

Data Policy Document 

The only country, which has not given any feedback regarding the RDB Data Policy document is 

France. But since France is willing to submit data under the framework of the new DCF 

legislation and France also has uploaded data into the RDB, it seems, as France no longer have 

problems with RDB Data Policy or upload of data to the RDB.  

Strategy for the RDB 

It is very cost efficient to collect and combine countries commercial fisheries data in the 

Regional DataBase, RDB, which is hosted by ICES. One of the benefits is the harmonisation of 

all the data going into the RDB. All codes are standardised and all uploads of national data are 

logged and automatically combined in the relational database.  

WGCATCH, WKRDB and the fishPi project recommend to update the data exchange input 

format with the necessary information that would enable statistically sound raising. The raising 

should be based on statistical sound methods instead of the existing methods combining age-

length-keys, etc. Statistical methods are available in R, so currently the existing RDB is 

implementing the raising methods ‘behind the scenes’, the new approach should be to call on 

the statistical methods written in R, which have been encapsulated into the RDB using version 



control. The encapsulation of the methods into the RDB is important, because this will ensure 

the methods are approved and it is not possible to modify the encapsulated methods written 

in R inside the RDB. Having the raising methods defined in R would make the raising more 

transparent and easier for the experts to update, if needed. It should be possible to download 

both the data and the methods from the RDB, so the experts easily can mimic the raising in the 

RDB and further develop the methods.  

When a group of experts have developed a new statistical raising method or updated and 

existing method, the group should approach the WGCATCH or a group of statistical raising 

experts, which have the task to test and approve raising methods. When the method have 

been approved, the method will be encapsulated into the RDB, using the RDB’s version control 

of methods. The method can now be used to raise uploaded data, but the method cannot be 

manipulated/edited, and the raised data will be transparent and fully documented, regarding 

data and what method and version that was used.  

It is important that all the people working towards a statistical raising of sampled data 

continue the good work and take an active part in the transition process to ensure the RDB 

fulfils the needs for uploading their design based sampling information and raising data using 

statistical methods.  

To be able to document both the uploaded and the raised data, the RDB logs all processes 

regarding the data. According to the RDB Data Policy the data are restricted, that is taken care 

of by the security in the RDB, where all users have to be known and given access to data and 

methods. 

The figure (Figure 3) below gives an overview of the flow of data in the new RDB from data 

uploads and the interaction with the national experts to the two main end users RCM/RCG and 

ICES, but data could also be downloaded for other relevant end users e.g. STECF. 

 

 

Figure 3 - ICES schematic of the proposed new RDB system structure 



New landing obligations was introduced in 2015, therefore two new catch category (Below 

Minimum Size, BMS, and Logbook Registered Discard, REGDIS) have be added to the existing 

catch categories, which is used for the sampling data. The commercial landing table does not 

have information on catch categories, so to be able to include BMS landings, the BMS have 

been added to the landing category. The catch category field are central in the existing raising 

methods and it is a large task to go through all parts of the existing raising procedures and 

include the new catch categories. Furthermore, since it has been decided by the RCMs and the 

SCRDB to use statistical sound methods, it was decided at the SCRDB 2015 that a new version 

of the RDB should be developed with the new exchange format supporting statistical sound 

sampling and new statistical raising methods. However, the SCRDB also decided to make sure 

the existing version of the RDB would be operational and able to support the RCMs to the 

extent possible. The new RDB should be developed according to the overall description and 

figure above.  

The current RDB web interface is built on outdated software architecture, in moving to a 

statistically sound RDB it would be logical to redevelop the interface at the same time using up 

to date technology. 

The current data flow for the commercial fisheries data, is shown below. Data are imported 

both to the RDB and to InterCatch. InterCatch is fully used for raising and ICES stock 

assessment expert groups use the data from InterCatch. The RDB is primary used for import of 

data for the RCMs. Both systems will be operational until the new RDB can take over. 

 

The future data flow for the commercial fisheries data, when the new RDB using statistical 

raising is fully operational, is shown below, where there will be one system for the countries to 

import data to.  



 

 

When the new RDB is implemented countries should only need to import data into the new 

RDB and make sure data are raised using statistical methods. The new exchange format is 

building on the existing exchange format but an extra data/record type is added and extra 

fields are added. Both the fact that the countries should only import data in one system in one 

format, and the fact that all raising methods should be directly available in the new RDB should 

reduce the burden of countries formatting and raising/estimating data for ICES stock 

assessment expert groups. 

ICES funding of the development of the new RDB 

ICES Council approved late October funding of 135.000 EUR for the development of the new 

RDB. The plan is to develop the new RDB as describe over the next 2 year. 

  



Data analysis 

Summaries of achieved sampling from the RDB data.  

These summaries serve three main aims 

1. They provides the institute uploading the data an overview of what has been successfully 

uploaded.   

2. They provides the potential end user with a summary of what data has been collected, and 

therefore what is potentially available The caveat being that this is raw sampling data, not 

estimates of population parameters, and therefore of limited use.   

3. It provides a concise summary which can form the basis of the proposed annual reports (as 

discussed in the 2016-04 STECF meeting in March 2016) and link with the revised sampling 

tables 4A and 4B (and 4C and 4D). As such these summaries give the appropriate scrutiny 

group a clear quantitate table of the achieved sampling in relation to the proposed national 

programmes. In this way the assessment of the statistical basis of the assessment of the 

sampling schemes would be dramatically improved.  That these tables can be extracted from 

RDB as standard reports would also represent a huge efficiency saving for national labs.  

Sampling on-shore  

This table records the on-shore sampling undertaken (using on samp type =”M”, “D” and “V” in 

the CS data tables). The table records the number of harbours, the number of unique site days 

(by combining data with harbour), the number of unique vessels, voyages and species sampled 

and the number of lengths recorded (from the HL table). The biological data gathered (as 

recorded in the CA table) is likewise quantified as number of unique species and the number of 

ages weight sex measures obtained from individual fish.    

 

At-sea sampling table  

The same code generates a similar summary for the at-sea sampling (sampType=”S”). Here the 

number of harbours is perhaps less relevant and the number of unique vessels sampled more 

so. The vessels days are calculated as the number of unique vessel and days combinations.    

Number of 

unique 

harbours 

visited Site Days

Number of 

unique 

vessels

Number of 

unique 

voyages

Number of 

unique 

species

Number of 

lengths 

recorded

Number of 

species with 

biological 

information

Number of 

ages (with 

lengths)

Number of 

individual 

fish weights

Number of 

determined 

sex

Number 

of 

maturity 

records

BEL 10 NA 20 32 NA NA 7 7791 7969 0 4319

DEU NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

DNK 32 387 284 848 38 81978 36 23315 54550 1999 0

ENG 72 1059 576 1876 56 253814 16 22466 3558 18355 2505

ESP 31 1038 495 1835 169 439773 18 17571 19982 20446 15998

EST 22 124 23 136 3 24495 3 17194 17094 15348 0

FIN 1 96 1 123 27 43235 5 3395 3965 3649 3455

GBR 2 45 1 163 21 16225 NA NA NA NA NA

IRL 1 204 135 505 38 157119 14 24919 27504 9065 0

LTU 1 22 1 29 4 5014 4 3663 3663 2369 2415

LVA 1 NA 1 164 NA NA 5 1258 1283 359 0

NLD 12 515 120 750 44 148014 18 13072 14147 0 0

POL 13 136 42 140 27 18874 12 6931 6931 6825 6781

PRT 14 697 1 1928 140 3490 22 3764 15821 19514 358

SCT 17 426 287 878 37 258987 11 24103 0 3776 2078

SWE 50 406 136 464 14 48788 5 27050 27815 19890 20101



 

Combining summary functions with the sub set functions.  

There are a range of subset functions that can define the data set to be used, for example to 

extract on the data relating to particular species, areas, catch categories etc. These provide a 

powerful tool to explore …. 

Looking at data for Hake  

There are at-sea samples from 12 different countries with biological data collected by 

Denmark England and Portugal.  

 

For the on-shore sampling there are data from 8 countries with biological data from Denmark, 

Spain and Portugal.   

Number of 

unique 

harbours 

visited 

Number 

of unique 

vessels

Number 

of unique 

voyages

Vessel 

days

Number 

of unique 

species

Number 

of lengths 

recorded

Number of 

species with 

biological 

information

Number 

of ages 

(with 

lengths)

Number of 

individual 

fish 

weights

Number of 

fish of 

determined 

sex

Number 

of 

maturity 

records

BEL 10 20 33 233 48 535005 7 6090 0 0 0

DEU 38 70 166 381 137 211920 16 23583 22775 18138 20765

DNK 23 143 418 976 106 264212 51 27065 57928 8781 0

ENG 38 123 194 342 127 272978 10 2102 0 2174 0

ESP 20 47 171 646 159 208140 8 0 13652 13518 0

EST NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

FIN 1 1 179 107 32 12532 5 1624 5462 5017 4293

GBR 4 1 164 162 57 181922 NA NA NA NA NA

IRL 13 25 72 378 119 128918 6 3024 3024 1373 0

LTU 4 2 21 120 15 15286 3 1063 4111 3011 1063

LVA 2 1 133 147 33 62404 5 13704 13704 11100 9514

NLD NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

POL 12 23 91 229 69 72752 16 8867 8867 8747 8357

PRT 12 1 95 85 204 23334 3 0 883 591 0

SCT 21 116 219 785 129 500646 4 8500 0 0 0

SWE 36 65 119 144 139 72602 7 3794 7348 22623 328



 

 

 

 

Measured length frequencies by sampling country for hake.  

 



 

The only age data for hake comes from Denmark.  

 

 



 

Locations of the at-sea sampling locations (from HH table recorded lonIni latIni values), note 

that some longitude positions are incorrect.   

 

Annex 12 – Landing obligation 

Experiences to date and future plans 

It is clear that discards will continue under various forms of exemptions (high survivability, de 

minimis, prohibited species etc). This obliges continued observer programs under the DCF and 

adds to the complexity of interpreting official catch records and observer data collected 

onshore and offshore. The RCMNA proposed an intersessional task group to continue 

monitoring the impact of the landing obligation on data collection and catch estimates.  

RCM Chairs met intersessionally and circulated the opportunity for MS to contribute to an 

intersessional subgroup but beyond some preparatory work before this year RCMs there was 



no intersessional work required. To capture the practical issues and perceived concerns a 

simple draft template to capture MS experiences relating to current and pending discard plans 

was amended to cover the species/fisheries/fleets under the obligation in the North Atlantic 

(Figure 4). This was circulated to all MS before the RCMNA with instructions to complete them 

for review at the RCM and in addition for WGCATCH (7-11/11/16). 

The RCM template tries to keep a running record of the issues encountered by MS and 

perceived issues relating to the anticipated discard action plans for the coming years.  

 



 

Figure 4 - Example of a completed template kept live on the RCM SharePoint.  

Country: England

Past Current Pending

2015 2016 2017

Landing obligation

Species Pelagic and Industrial + haddock, nephrops, hake, sole, whiting + plaice, megrim

Gears Fishery based Fishery based

Comments List of vessels identified by threshold 

criteria. Exemptions and de-minimus

List of vessels identified by threshold 

criteria. Exemptions and de-minimus

1 Has the MS sucessfully adapted or implemented  their 

onshore  sampling programme?

Modifed sample sheets No No

Modified databases Not tested Yes

Sampling procedures No Not tested

If yes - how? If no - why not?  We currently do not sample these 

fisheries. 

Our sampling sheets are generic and will 

record BMS landings as another category of 

landings. We have reviewed our systems 

and will be able to add the category of 

landings to the 'Source' on the database.  

We do not know how these landings will 

be treated at each landing point yet. BMS 

landings are deposited in a communal 

container (a skip). Access is limited and 

unless you see the vessel land you do not 

know who the fish belongs to or whether 

the landings are mixed.

2 Has the MS successfully adapted or  implemented  their 

offshore  sampling programme?

Modifed sample sheets No No

Modified databases No No

Sampling procedures No No

If yes - how? If no - why not?  We currently do not sample these 

fisheries. 

Catch quota vessels (CCTV pilot) have been 

historically sampled as part of the current 

observer programme and the retained 

unwanted component  is given a specific 

category code. The database can handle 

the length data. The generic sample sheets 

do not need changing. The database does 

need to be ammended to accept the age 

data for this category.

3 Has there been issues getting access to vessels and all 

components of the catch and landings (incl. BMS 

landings)?

Onshore No No

If yes - what? Percieved, annecdotal, 

measureable?

BMS landings are deposited in a communal 

container (a skip). Access is limited and 

unless you see the vessel land you do not 

know who the fish belongs to or whether 

the landings are mixed.

Offshore No Not tested

If yes - what? Percieved, annecdotal, 

measureable?

Only percieved - a slight increase in refusal 

rates for other fisheries sampled. Possibly 

an indication of discontent overall rather 

than directly as a consequence of the 

landing obligation.

The fisheries affected by these landing 

obligations will fall within our observer 

programme 2016. It is unknown how the 

enforcement of this obligation has affect 

our access - refusal rates are recorded.

4 Is their any evidence that your control agencies can collect 

data on the new landing fraction and additional data on 

discards?

Yes Yes

If yes - what? Percieved, annecdotal, 

measureable?

From discussions with control agency reps. 

Our National database  has BMS code and 

facility for including this data. Have not 

reviewed what has been recorded for 

these fisheries.

It is unclear how the sales note data 

currently used to monitor the under 10m 

fleet will be able to record the unsold 

component of the BMS landings.

Meetings have been proposed between 

the Control agencies and NCs and Science 

agencies to review how this data might be 

managed or extracted in a useable form. 

Within the UK this has been resolved.

If no - why not?

5 Is there any evidence of an effect on the quality of  data?

Discard estimates No Not tested

If yes - what? Percieved, annecdotal, 

measureable?

Perceived. Complexities of the exemptions 

and confusion within the industry affects 

how observers might record the different 

components of the catch - interpretable 

but no comparison with control data made 

yet. 

Control data - Landings data (logbook, sales notes) No Not tested

If yes - what? Percieved, annecdotal, 

measureable?

6 Is there any evidence of a change in fishing behaviour? 

Technical (fishing gear, sorting processes) and tactical 

(fishing grounds and seasons)?

No No

If yes - what? Percieved, annecdotal, measureable?

If measureable - have you or will you need to 

account for this in your programme?

7 Is the MS doing any analysis for any observer effect No No

If yes - what? 



Apart from the pelagic and industrial fisheries, 2016 was the first year that demersal fisheries 

in the North Atlantic were affected by the landing obligation. In the submitted responses, 

there were very few updates to comment on whether MS have any issues in relation to 

sampling the different catch fractions, currently there is limited data to review the scale of any 

issues as MS are still adapting to the obligation.  

The text table below summarises the key findings to date. 

On shore sampling programme 

 

Some countries have managed to implement an on shore programme 

for sampling BMS (UK-SCO) but most other countries have not made any 

changes yet or have not observed any BMS landings yet.  Some other 

countries (ESP -Azti) have exemption for their fleets for this year but are 

able to handle future collection of data. 

Off shore sampling programme  GER, NLD, IRL, UK, PT, ESP-Azti– have implemented changes to capture 

data. Some countries (ESP-IEO) may not have observed any changes in 

the operations but they are ready to collect data in the required format.  

FRA are implementing a pilot study. 

Issues getting access to vessels and landing components  Most countries have some comments implying that there are issues in 

accessing vessels for off shore sampling. For on shore sampling there are 

issues identifying what vessel, what species and volume of species that 

were landed.  

Collection of data by control agencies Some MS have adapted their logbooks to record the unintended catches 

(BMS landing) but as of yet no analysis has been done. However some 

entries of these fractions can be found in the RDB. 

UK-ENG, IRL, PT,GER have stated that data can be collected by Control 

agencies, Other countries- UK SCO have said that data is not collected 

yet,  Others (UK-NI, NLD, ESP-Azti) have mentioned that they have not 

observed any data collection  

Effect on the quality of data Generally there are perceived effects by countries but no measurable 

analysis done as yet by any country. However, ESP expects that the 

random selection of trips will be affected. 

Change in Fishing Behaviour Generally anecdotal information but no formal analysis done by MS 

Data Analysis  No analysis being done as yet 

 

The RCMs need to continue to monitor the impact of the annual update of complex discard 

action plans on fisher behaviour and national sampling schemes. In 2017 an intersessional 

group will need to review MS template returns and the RDB data once BMS data is available 

and compare the different metrics which could highlight the scale of any uncertainties and 

potential gaps in sampling schemes. See recommendation No RCM NA 5 for details. 

  



Annex 13 – Description of Spanish metiers 
 

Metier Fishing ground ESP 

1.  DRB_MOL_0_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

2.  FPO_CRU_0_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

3.  FPO_FIF_0_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

4.  FPO_MOL_0_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

5.  GNS_DEF_40-59_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

6.  GNS_DEF_60-79_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

7.  GNS_DEF_80-99_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

8.  GNS_DEF_>=100_0_0 Bay of Biscay (ICES Divisions VIIIabde) X 

9.  GNS_DEF_>=100_0_0 Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

10.  GNS_DEF_120-219_0_0  Western Ireland (ICES Divisions VIIbcjk) X 

11.  GTR_DEF_40-59_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

12.  GTR_DEF_60-79_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

13.  HMD_MOL_0_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

14.  LHM_ CEP _0_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

15.  LHM_DEF_0_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

16.  LHM_ DWS _0_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

17.  LHM_SPF_0_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

18.  LLS_DEF_0_0_0  Western Scotland (ICES Subarea VI), Western Ireland 

(ICES Divisions VIIbcjk), Celtic Sea (VIIfgh) and Bay of 

Biscay (ICES Divisions VIIIabde) 

X 

19.  LLS_DEF_0_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

20.  LLS_DWS_0_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

21.  OTB_DEF_>=55_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) and EU Iberian 

waters (Portuguese waters) 

X 

22.  OTB_DEF_>=70_0_0  Bay of Biscay (ICES Divisions VIIIabde) X 

23.  OTB_DEF_70-99_0_0  Western Scotland (ICES Subarea VI), Western Ireland 

(ICES Divisions VIIbcjk) and Celtic Sea (ICES Divisions 

VIIfgh) 

X 

24.  OTB_DEF_100-119_0_0  Western Scotland (ICES Subarea VI) and Western 

Ireland (ICES Divisions VIIbcjk) 

X 

25.  OTB_ MCD_>=55_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

26.  OTB_MCF_>=70_0_0  Bay of Biscay (ICES Divisions VIIIabde) X 

27.  OTB_MPD_>=55_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

28.  OTB_MPD_>= 70_0_0  Bay of Biscay (ICES Divisions VIIIabde)  

29.  OTB_SPF_>=70_0_0  Bay of Biscay (ICES Divisions VIIIabde)  

30.  PS_SPF_0_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) and Bay of 

Biscay (ICES Divisions VIIIabde) 

X 

31.  PTB_ DEF _>=70_0_0  Bay of Biscay (ICES Divisions VIIIabde) X 

32.  PTB_ MPD _>=55_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

33.  SDN_ MCF _<55_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 



34.  TBB_MOL_<55_0_0  Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 

35. GND_SPF_<40_0_0 Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) X 



 DRB_MOL_0_0_0  

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: DRB_MOL_0_0_0  

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

· Galicia (Northwest Iberian waters: ICES VIIIc and IXa-North) 

· Gulf of Cadiz (ICES IXa-South)  

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Depending on biological cycles and closed seasons for target species. 

Also commercial criteria.  

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by LOA 

group:  

North and Northwest Iberian waters  (VIIIc and IXa-North):  

· 2,182 vessels <10 LOA group   

· 12 vessels 10-12 LOA group 

· 1 vessel 12-18 LOA group  

Gulf of Cadiz (IXa-South):  

· 44 vessels <10 LOA group   

· 2 vessels 10-12 LOA group 

· 2 vessel 12-18 LOA group  

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used in 

metier 

Authorized gear: Galician minor-gear fleet (also in Cadiz at a lower 

level). Towed dredges (“rastro”) targeting molluscs (bivalves).  

Management measures:  

Galicia: vessels <10 GT, depths >15 m and daytime working hours (8-

14h) (Decree 15/2011, DOG nº31). Limits on catches and closed seasons 

(Order 31/12/2014, DOG nº 250). 

Main target and by-catch 

species for the metier 

Target species:  

  Northwest Atlantic Iberian waters  (VIIIc and IXa-North): 

· Edible cockle (Cerastoderma edule)  

· Pullet carpet shell (Venerupis pullastra) 

· Japanese carpet shell (Ruditapes phillippinarum) 

· Banded carpet shell (V. rhomboides) 

· Grooved carpet shell (R. decussatus) 

  Gulf of Cadiz (IXa-South):  

· Striped venus (Chamelea gallina)  

· Wedge shell (Donax trunculus)  

By-catch species: other bivalve species 

 

  



FPO_CRU_0_0_0  
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: FPO_CRU_0_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

North and Northwest Iberian waters: ICES VIIIc and IXa-North 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Mainly during the second-semester 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 936 vessels <10 LOA group   

· 59 vessels 10-12 LOA group     

· 35 vessels 12-18 LOA group   

· 1 vessel 18-24 LOA group     

· 1 vessel 24-40 LOA group   

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Minor-gear fleet. Traps (“nasas”) targeting 

velvet swimming crab, common prawn and spiny crab.  

Management measures:  

Galicia: number of traps according to vessel size and number of 

crewmembers (Decree 15/2011, DOG nº 31).  

Also Res. 11/06/2015, DOG nº 126. 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Velvet swimming crab (Necora puber)  

· Common prawn (Palaemon serratus) 

· Spiny crab (Maja squinado) 

By-catch species: other crustaceans, octopus, fish 

 

  



FPO_FIF_0_0_0  
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: FPO_FIF_0_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

North and Northwest Iberian waters: ICES VIIIc and IXa-North 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Annual 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 190 vessels <10 LOA group   

· 32 vessels 10-12 LOA group     

· 24 vessels 12-18 LOA group   

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Minor-gear fleet. Traps (“nasas”) targeting 

conger, pouting and other fish species. A specific trap is used in 

rias and rivers (“butrón” or “voitirón”) targeting sea lamprey 

(Petromyzon marinus) and European eel (Anguilla anguilla).  

Management measures:  

Galicia: daytime working hours (7-17h), maximum 48 traps per 

vessel, depths >30 m (outside Galician Atlantic Islands Maritime-

Terrestrial National Park) (Decree 15/2011, DOG nº31).  

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Conger (Conger conger)  

· Pouting (Trisopterus luscus)  

· European eel (Anguilla spp.)  

By-catch species: Other fish and cephalopods 

 

  



FPO_MOL_0_0_0  
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: FPO_MOL_0_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

· North and Northwest Iberian waters: ICES VIIIc and IXa-North  

· Gulf of Cadiz (ICES IXa-South)  

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Annual, except closed season for target species 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by LOA 

group:  

North and Northwest Atlantic Iberian waters  (VIIIc and IXa-North): 

· 893 vessels <10 LOA group   

· 135 vessels 10-12 LOA group   

· 93 vessels 12-18 LOA group   

· 1 vessel 24-40 LOA group 

Gulf of Cadiz (IXa-South):  

· 171 vessels <10 LOA group   

· 23 vessels 10-12 LOA group    

· 24 vessels 12-18 LOA group    

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used in 

metier 

Authorized gear: Minor-gear fleet. Pots (locally called “nasa” in Galicia 

or “alcatruces” in the Gulf of Cadiz) targeting octopus.  

Management measures:  

Galicia: Authorized number of pots according to vessel type, depths >30 

m (outside Galician Atlantic Islands Maritime-Terrestrial National Park) 

(Decree 15/2011, DOG nº31). Closed season (Resolution 04/05/2015, 

DOG nº 103). 

Gulf of Cadiz: Technical features of minor-gear fleet in the Gulf of Cádiz 

(Spanish Royal Decree RD 1428/1997, BOE nº 235). Plan of management 

of the vessels listed in the Gulf of Cadiz (Order AAA/627/2013, BOE nº 

92). 

Main target and by-catch 

species for the metier 

Target species:  

· Common octopus (Octopus vulgaris) 

· Cuttlefish (Sepia officinalis) 

By-catch species: Fish and crustaceans 



GNS_DEF_50-59_0_0  
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: GNS_DEF_50-59_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Gulf of Cadiz (ICES IXa-South) 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Annual 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 250 vessels <10 LOA group   

· 19 vessels 10-12 LOA group   

· 31 vessels 12-18 LOA group   

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Minor-gear fleet. Set gillnet. 

Minimum authorized mesh: 40 mm, 50 mm and 60 mm 

according to the target species (Spanish Royal Decree RD 

1428/1997, BOE nº 235).  

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Meagre (Argyrosomus regius)  

· Rubberlip grunt (Plectorhinchus mediterraneus)  

· Common pandora (Pagellus erythrinus)  

· Hake (Merluccius merluccius)  

By-catch species: white seabream (Diplodus sargus), bonito 

(Sarda sarda), dentex (Dentex spp.)… 

  



GNS_DEF_60-79_0_0   
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: GNS_DEF_60-79_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

North and Northwest Iberian waters: ICES VIIIc and IXa-North 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Annual 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 437 vessels <10 LOA group   

· 143 vessels 10-12 LOA group   

· 132 vessels 12-18 LOA group   

· 3 vessels 18-24 LOA group   

· 3 vessels 24-40 LOA group   

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Minor-gear fleet. Set gillnet (“beta”).  

· Spanish Royal Decree RD 410/2001, BOE nº96: Minimum 

authorized mesh of 60 mm, extended to 80 mm when targeting 

sole and hake. 

· Order AAA/2534/2015, BOE nº 286: management plan for 

vessels listed in North and Northwest Iberian waters. 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Hake (Merluccius merluccius)  

· Horse mackerel (Trachurus trachurus)  

· Pouting (Trisopterus luscus)  

· Red mullet (Mullus surmuletus)  

By-catch species: other fish  

 

  



GNS_DEF_80-99_0_0  
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: GNS_DEF_80-99_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

North and Northwest Iberian waters: ICES VIIIc and IXa-North 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Annual 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 1 vessel 10-12 LOA group   

· 24 vessels 12-18 LOA group   

· 23 vessels 18-24 LOA group  

· 2 vessels 24-40 LOA group   

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Set gillnet (“volanta”) targeting hake.  

· Spanish Royal Decree RD 410/2001, BOE nº 96: Minimum 

authorized mesh of 90 mm.  

· Order AAA/2534/2015, BOE nº 286: management plan for 

vessels listed in North and Northwest Iberian waters: mesh size 

and allocation of fishing opportunities. 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Hake (Merluccius merluccius)  

By-catch species: pouting (Trisopterus luscus), horse mackerel 

(Trachurus trachurus)… 

 

  



GNS_DEF_>=100_0_0  
 

*Operating in Bay of Biscay and Iberian fishing grounds (two different metier description templates provided) 

 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Bay of Biscay (ICES Divisions VIIIabde)  

Name of metier: GNS_DEF_>=100_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Atlantic French waters (ICES VIIIabde) 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Annual 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 2 vessels 18-24 LOA group   

· 6 vessels 24-40 LOA group   

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Set gillnet targeting hake in VIIIabde.  

Management measures: Minimum mesh size 100 mm (EC Reg. 

Nº 1162/2001). 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Hake (Merluccius merluccius)  

By-catch species: no 

 

  



GNS_DEF_>=100_0_0  
 

*Operating in Iberian and Bay of Biscay fishing grounds (two different metier description templates provided) 

 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: GNS_DEF_>=100_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

North Iberian waters: ICES VIIIc 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

NO 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 4 vessels 10-12 LOA group   

· 19 vessels 12-18 LOA group   

· 17 vessels 18-24 LOA group 

· 3 vessels 24-40 LOA group   

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Set gillnet (“rasco”) targeting anglerfish  

· Spanish Royal Decree RD 410/2001, BOE nº 96: Minimum mesh 

size of 90 mm. 

· Order AAA/2534/2015, BOE nº 286: management plan for 

vessels listed in North and Northwest Iberian waters: mesh size 

and allocation of fishing opportunities. 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· anglerfish (Lophiidae) 

By-catch species: no  

 

  



GNS_DEF_120-219_0_0   
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Celtic Sea and Southwest of Ireland - East and West (Subarea VII) 

Name of metier: GNS_DEF_120-219_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Irish and English waters (ICES Subarea VII) 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

NO 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  
· 2 vessels 24-40 LOA group 

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Set gillnet targeting hake 

Minimum authorized mesh: 120 mm (EC Reg. Nº 1162/2001) 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Hake (Merluccius merluccius)  

By-catch species: No 

 

  



 

GTR_DEF_40-59_0_0  
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: GTR_DEF_40-59_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Gulf of Cadiz (ICES IXa-South) 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Annual 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 218 vessels <10 LOA group   

· 18 vessels 10-12 LOA group   

· 34 vessels 12-18 LOA group   

· 3 vessels 18-24 LOA group   

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Minor-gear fleet. Trammel net (“trasmallo”) 

with three walls of netting.  

Minimum authorized mesh: inner net of 40 mm, 50 mm, 60 mm 

or 80 mm, according to the target species (Spanish Royal Decree 

RD 1428/1997, BOE nº 235).  

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Cuttlefish (Sepia officinalis) 

· Wedge sole (Dicologlossa cuneata) 

· Caramote prawn (Melicertus kerathurus) 

· Purple dye murex (Bolinus brandaris) 

By-catch species: other crustaceans and fish 

 

  



GTR_DEF_60-79_0_0  
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: GTR_DEF_60-79_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

North and Northwest Iberian waters (ICES VIIIc and IXa-North), 

Spanish waters of Division VIIIb and occasionally Division IXb 

(Galician Bank)  

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Annual 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 999 vessels <10 LOA group   

· 204 vessels 10-12 LOA group   

· 180 vessels 12-18 LOA group   

· 3 vessel 18-24 LOA group  

· 3 vessel 24-40 LOA group 

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Minor-gear fleet. Trammel net (“Trasmallo”, 

“Miño”) with three walls of netting.  

Management measures:  

· “Trasmallo”: minimum mesh size of inner net of 60 mm (Spanish 

Royal Decree RD 410/2001, BOE nº 96). 

· “Miño”: minimum mesh size of inner net of 90 mm (Spanish 

Royal Decree RD 410/2001, BOE nº 96).  

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Anglerfish (Lophius spp.) 

· Cuttlefish (Sepia officinalis) 

· Spiny crab (Maja squinado) 

· Rays (Raja spp.) 

By-catch species: Ballan wrasse (Labrus bergylta), hake 

(Merluccius merluccius), sole (Solea solea), pouting (Trisopterus 

luscus), gurnards (Triglidae)… 



 

HMD_MOL_0_0_0  

 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: HMD_MOL_0_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Gulf of Cadiz (ICES IXa-South) 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

According to closed season 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 1 vessels <10 LOA group   

· 11 vessels 10-12 LOA group   

· 84 vessels 12-18 LOA group 

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Mechanized (hydraulic) dredge targeting 

striped venus clam.  

Management measures:  

· Order 23/01/2007, BOJA nº 22: Maximum daily catch. 

· Order 24/06/2011, BOJA nº 128: Authorized vessels list and 

maximum fishing effort allowed. 

· Order 13/06/2012, BOJA nº 118: Closed season from 01/05 to 

19/06. 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Striped venus clam (Chamelea gallina) 

By-catch species: No 

 

  



LHM_CEP_0_0_0   
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: LHM_CEP_0_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

North Iberian waters: ICES Division VIIIc 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Second-semester 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 36 vessels <10 LOA group   

· 19 vessels 10-12 LOA group   

· 15 vessels 12-18 LOA group  

· 1 vessels 18-24 LOA group   

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Hand line targeting squids 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Squids (Loligo spp.) 

By-catch species: No 

 

  



LHM_ DEF _0_0_0   
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: LHM_ DEF _0_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

North and Northwest Iberian waters (ICES VIIIc and IXa-North) 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Spring 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 12 vessels 10-12 LOA group   

· 5 vessels 12-18 LOA group  

· 1 vessel 18-24 LOA group   

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Hand line targeting hake 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Hake (Merluccius merluccius) 

By-catch species:  horse mackerel (Trachurus trachurus), Conger 

(Conger conger), mackerel (Scomber scombrus)… 

 

  



 

LHM_ DWS _0_0_0  
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: LHM_ DWS _0_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Gulf of Cadiz (ICES IXa-South), specifically Strait of Gibraltar 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Annual 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 32 vessels <10 LOA group   

· 18 vessels 10-12 LOA group  

· 22 vessels 12-18 LOA group   

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Longline (“voracera”) targeting blackspot 

seabream  

Management measures: Order AAA/1589/2012: Seasonal fishery 

closure between February 1st and March 31st; restricted fishing 

areas (from Punta Camarinal to Punta Europa); authorized 

“voracera” fleet fishing gear technical characteristics (maximum 

1,000 hooks per crewmember, maximum 30 lines and 3 

automatic machines per vessel). 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Blackspot seabream (Pagellus bogaraveo) 

By-catch species:  horse mackerel (Trachurus trachurus), silver 

scabbardfish (Lepidopus caudatus) and other fishes 

  



LHM_ SPF _0_0_0   
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: LHM_ SPF _0_0_0  

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Bay of Biscay (ICES VIIIabde) and North Iberian waters (ICES VIIIc) 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

February – May (according to mackerel migration) 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 92 vessels <10 LOA group   

· 121 vessels 10-12 LOA group  

· 142 vessels 12-18 LOA group 

· 27 vessels 18-24 LOA group  

· 12 vessels 24-40 LOA group     

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Hand line targeting mackerel 

Management measures:  

· Resolution 11/02/2015, BOE nº38: opening of the mackerel 

fishery in 2015, for other vessels than trawls and seiners in North 

Iberian waters. 

· Order AAA/2534/2015, BOE nº286: Management Plan for the 

list of fishing boats operating in North Iberian waters: mesh size 

and allocation of fishing opportunities. 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Mackerel (Scomber scombrus) 

By-catch species:  Atlantic chub mackerel (Scomber colias) 

 

  



 

LLS_DEF_0_0_0   
 

*Operating in Western Scotland, Western Ireland, Celtic Sea and Bay of Biscay fishing grounds; and in Iberian 

fishing ground (two different metier description templates provided) 

 

 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground ICES areas VI and VII and ICES Divisions VIIIabde 

Name of metier: LLS_DEF_0_0_0  

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

ICES areas VI and VII and ICES Divisions VIIIabde 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

NO 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 5 vessels 18-24 LOA group   

· 51 vessels 24-40 LOA group    

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Bottom longline targeting demersal fishes  

Management measures: regulated under Accession Treaty  

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Hake (Merluccius merluccius)  

· Ling (Molva molva) 

· Greater forkbeard (Phycis blennoides) 

· Blackbelly rosefish (Helicolenus dactylopterus) 

· Conger (Conger conger) 

By-catch species:  other fish 

 

  



LLS_DEF_0_0_0   
*Operating in Iberian fishing ground; and Western Scotland, Western Ireland, Celtic Sea and Bay of Biscay 

fishing grounds (two different metier description templates provided) 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: LLS_DEF_0_0_0  

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Two areas:  

· North and Northwest Iberian (ICES VIIIc and IXa-North) 

· Gulf of Cadiz (ICES IXa-South) 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity 
NO 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by LOA 

group:  

North and Northwest Iberian (ICES VIIIc and IXa-North):   

· 743 vessels <10 LOA group  

· 155 vessels 10-12 LOA group   

· 147 vessels 12-18 LOA group   

· 23 vessels 18-24 LOA group 

· 1 vessels 24-40 LOA group   

Gulf of Cadiz (IXa-South):  

· 60 vessels <10 LOA group  

· 4 vessels 10-12 LOA group   

· 8 vessel 12-18 LOA group    

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used in 

metier 

Authorized gear: Bottom longline targeting demersal fishes.  

Management measures:  

· Galician and Cantabrian waters: maximum 4,000 authorized hooks 

and 15 km line length (Spanish Royal Decree RD 410/2001, BOE nº96). 

· Gulf of Cadiz: maximum 2,000 authorized hooks and 4 km line length 

(Spanish Royal Decree RD 284/2006, BOE nº74). 

Main target and by-catch 

species for the metier 

Target species:  

· Galician and Cantabrian waters: Hake (Merluccius merluccius), Conger 

(Conger conger), seabass (Dicentrachus labrax), Blackbelly rosefish 

(Helicolenus dactylopterus), Greater forkbeard (Phycis blennoides), 

Atlantic pomfret (Brama brama) 

· Gulf of Cadiz: meager (Argyrosomus regius), Conger (C. conger) 

By-catch species:  blackspot seabream (Pagellus bogaraveo), white 

seabream (Diplodus sargus), alfonsino (Beryx decadactylus), wreckfish 

(Polyprion americanus)… 



 

 

LLS_ DWS _0_0_0   
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: LLS_ DWS _0_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Gulf of Cadiz (ICES IXa-South) and territorial waters of Morocco 

in the Strait of Gibraltar 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Annual 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 3 vessel <10 LOA group  

· 9 vessels 10-12 LOA group   

· 15 vessels 12-18 LOA group 

· 1 vessel 18-24 LOA group       

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Bottom longline targeting silver scabbardfish 

Management measures: 12 authorized vessels at one time. 

Maximum 2,700 authorized hooks (Order APA/50/2005, BOE 

nº19). Main landing ports: Barbate and Conil de la Frontera. 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Silver scabbardfish (Lepidopus caudatus)  

By-catch species:  Largehead hairtail (Trichiurus lepturus) 

 



OTB_DEF_>=55_0_0   

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) and EU Iberian waters (Portuguese 

waters) 

Name of metier: OTB_DEF_>=55_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

North and Northwest Iberian waters (ICES VIIIc and IXa-North) and 

Portuguese waters to the north of Peniche (ICES IXa-Central) 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity 
NO 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by LOA 

group:  

North and Northwest Iberian waters (VIIIc and IXa-North):   

· 2 vessels 18-24 LOA group 

· 55 vessels 24-40 LOA group   

Portuguese waters (IXa-Central):  

· 4 vessels 18-24 LOA group    

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used in 

metier 

Authorized gear: Bottom otter trawl targeting demersal fishes. 

Management measures:  

· Spanish Royal Decree RD 1441/1999: minimum mesh size 70 mm. Fishing 

activity at depths >100 m. 

· EC Reg. nº 2166/2005: plan of measures for the recovery of the Southern 

hake and Norway lobster stocks in the Cantabrian Sea and Western Iberian 

peninsula. 

· Order AAA/1505/2014, BOE nº 194: regulation of trawl fishery in 

Portuguese waters. 

· Order AAA/2534/2015, BOE nº286: management plan for vessels listed in 

North and Northwest Iberian waters. 

Main target and by-catch 

species for the metier 

Target species:  

· Blue whiting (Micromesistius poutassou) 

· Horse mackerels (Trachurus spp.) 

· Hake (Merluccius merluccius)  

· Megrims (Lepidorhombus spp.)  

· Anglerfish (Lophiidae) 

By-catch species:  bogue (Boops boops), Ommastrephidae squids, rays 

(Raja spp.), curled octopus (Eledone cirrhosa), … 

 

 



OTB_DEF_>=70_0_0  

 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Bay of Biscay (ICES DivisionsVIIIabde) 

Name of metier: OTB_DEF_>=70_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Atlantic French waters (ICES Divisions VIIIabde) 

Seasonal pattern of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

NO 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 10 vessels 24-40 LOA group 

· 2 vessels >40 LOA group   

Detailed gear types 

and selectivity devices 

used in metier 

Authorized gear: Bottom otter trawl targeting demersal fishes. 

Management measures: minimum mesh size 100 mm (EC Reg. Nº 

1162/2001). Net mesh size can be minimized to 70 mm by the use of 

escape devices (EC Reg. Nº 51/2006). 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Anglerfish (Lophiidae)  

· Megrims (Lepidorhombus spp.)  

· Hake (Merluccius merluccius) 

By-catch species:  small-spotted catshark (Scyliorhinus canicula), 

Pouting (Trisopterus luscus), … 

 

  



OTB_DEF_70-99_0_0   
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Western Scotland (ICES Subarea VI), Western Ireland (ICES Divisions 

VIIbcjk) and Celtic Sea (ICES Divisions VIIfgh) 

Name of metier: OTB_DEF_70-99_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Mainly Great Sole (VIIj) and Porcupine Bank (ICES VIIc) 

Seasonal pattern of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

NO 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  
· 15 vessels 24-40 LOA group 

Detailed gear types 

and selectivity 

devices used in 

metier 

Authorized gear: Bottom otter trawl targeting megrims and 

anglerfish. 

Management measures: minimum mesh size 80 mm, except in the 

Irish Box to protect juvenile hake where net mesh size shall be >100 

mm (EC Reg. Nº 1162/2001). 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Megrims (Lepidorhombus spp.)  

· Anglerfish (Lophius spp.)  

By-catch species: Ommastrephidae squid, hake (Merluccius 

merluccius), rays (Rajidae) and whitch  (Glyptocephalus cynoglossus) 

  



OTB_DEF_100-119_0_0   
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Western Scotland (ICES Subarea VI) and Western Ireland (ICES 

Divisions VIIbcjk) 

Name of metier: OTB_DEF_100-119_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Mainly between Great Sole (ICES VIIj) and Porcupine Bank (ICES VIIc) 

slopes 

Seasonal pattern of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Annual 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  
· 6 vessels 24-40 LOA group 

Detailed gear types 

and selectivity devices 

used in metier 

Authorized gear: Bottom otter trawl targeting hake 

Management measures: minimum mesh size 100 mm because of 

targeting hake, regardless of the waters in which they are operating 

(EC Reg. Nº 1162/2001). 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Hake (Merluccius merluccius) 

By-catch species:  other demersal fish species (anglerfish, 

megrims…) and Norway lobster (Nephrops norvegicus) 

  



OTB_MCD_>=55_0_0  
 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa)  

Name of metier: OTB_MCD_>=55_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of the 

fishing activity 
Gulf of Cadiz and South Portuguese waters (ICES IXa-South) 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity 
NO 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by LOA 

group:  

Gulf of Cadiz (IXa-South):   

· 55 vessels 12-18 LOA group 

· 72 vessels 18-24 LOA group  

· 4 vessels 24-40 LOA group   

Portuguese waters  (IXa-South):  

· 1 vessel 12-18 LOA group 

· 6 vessels 18-24 LOA group  

· 1 vessel 24-40 LOA group   

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used in 

metier 

Authorized gear: Bottom otter trawl targeting both crustaceans and 

demersal fishes. 

Management measures:  

· Order ARM/2515/2009: minimum mesh size 55 mm, annual fishing effort 

<200 days per vessel. 

· Order AAA/627/2013, BOE nº 92: closed seasons (24/09 to 07/11). 

· Order AAA/1505/2014, BOE nº 194: regulation of trawl fishery in 

Portuguese waters. 

Main target and by-catch 

species for the metier 

Target species:  

· Blue whiting (Micromesistius poutassou) 

· Spottail mantis squillid (Squilla mantis) 

· Cuttlefish (Sepia officinalis) 

· Hake (Merluccius merluccius) 

· Common octopus (Octopus vulgaris) 

· Horned and musky octopuses (Eledone spp.) 

· Deepwater rose shrimp (Parapenaeus longirostris) 

· Norway lobster (Nephrops norvegicus) 

By-catch species:  other fish, molluscs and crustaceans   

 



OTB_MCF_>=70_0_0  

 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Bay of Biscay (ICES Divisions VIIIabde)  

Name of metier: OTB_MCF_>=70_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Atlantic French waters (ICES VIIIabde) 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Annual 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 6 vessels 24-40 LOA group   

· 2 vessels >40 LOA group 

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Bottom otter trawl targeting both cephalopods 

and demersal fishes. 

Management measures: minimum mesh size 100 mm (EC Reg. 

Nº 1162/2001). Net mesh size can be minimized to 70 mm by the 

use of escape devices (EC Reg. Nº 51/2006). 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Squids (Loligo spp.) 

· Pouting (Trisopterus luscus) 

· Cuttlefish (Sepia officinalis) 

· Red mullet (Mullus surmuletus) 

By-catch species:  catsharks (Scyliorhinus spp.), hake (Merluccius 

merluccius), anglerfish (Lophius spp.) 

  

  



OTB_MPD_>=55_0_0  
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: OTB_MPD_>=55_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

North and Northwest Iberian waters: ICES VIIIc and IXa-North 

Seasonal pattern of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Most captures of mackerel from February to March (according to the 

mackerel migration). 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 2 vessel 18-24 LOA group   

· 51 vessels 24-40 LOA group 

Detailed gear types 

and selectivity devices 

used in metier 

Authorized gear: bottom otter trawl (“jurelera”) targeting pelagic 

fishes. 

Management measures:  

· Order APA/16/2002: minimum mesh size 55 mm for trawling  

pelagic fishes. 

· Order AAA/2534/2015, BOE nº 286: management plan for vessels 

listed in North and Northwest Iberian waters. 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Atlantic mackerel (Scomber scombrus.) 

· Horse mackerel (Trachurus trachurus) 

By-catch species:  secondary, demersal fish species (hake Merluccius 

merluccius, blue whiting Micromesistius poutassou)   

 

  



 

OTB_MPD_>=70_0_0   
 

*There is no activity for this metier in 2015 

 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Bay of Biscay  (ICES Divisions VIIIabde) 

Name of metier: OTB_MPD_>=70_0_0  

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

 Atlantic French waters (ICES Divisions VIIIabde) 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  
 

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: bottom otter trawl targeting both pelagic and 

demersal fishes. 

Management measures: minimum mesh size 100 mm (EC Reg. 

Nº 1162/2001). Net mesh size can be minimized to 70 mm by the 

use of escape devices (EC Reg. Nº 51/2006). 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

By-catch species:   

  



OTB_SPF_>=70_0_0   
 

*There is no activity for this metier in 2015 

 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Bay of Biscay (ICES Divisions VIIIabde) 

Name of metier: OTB_SPF_>=70_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Atlantic French waters (ICES Divisions VIIIabde) 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  
 

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: bottom otter trawl targeting small pelagic 

fishes. 

Management measures: minimum mesh size 100 mm (EC Reg. 

Nº 1162/2001). Net mesh size can be minimized to 70 mm by the 

use of escape devices (EC Reg. Nº 51/2006). 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

By-catch species:   

 

  



PS_SPF_0_0_0  
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa), Bay of Biscay (ICES Divisions 

VIIIabde)  

Name of metier: PS_SPF_0_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

· Northwest and North Iberian waters (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa-

North), with access to Atlantic French waters (ICES Divisions VIIIabde) 

and Portuguese waters (ICES Division IXa) 

· Gulf of Cadiz (ICES IXa-South) 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Depends on biological cycle of target species (mackerels in winter, 

anchovy in spring)  

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

North and Northwest Iberian 

waters (VIIIc IXa-North):   

· 44 vessels <10 LOA group   

· 33 vessels 10-12 LOA group   

· 89 vessels 12-18 LOA group 

· 75 vessels 18-24 LOA group 

· 93 vessels 24-40 LOA group    

Gulf of Cadiz  (IXa-South):  

· 1 vessel <10 LOA group   

· 6 vessels 10-12 LOA group   

· 58 vessels 12-18 LOA group   

· 37 vessels 18-24 LOA group 

· 4 vessels 24-40 LOA group   

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: purse seine targeting small pelagic fishes. 

Management measures:  

· Order APA/676/2004 and Order APA/679/2004, BOE nº65: minimum 

mesh size 14 mm. 

North and Northwest Iberian waters:  

· Spanish Royal Decree RD 429/2004, BOE nº65: purse seine vessels of 

more than 18 m in overall length.  

· Order AAA/1512/2014, BOE nº197: Management plan of sardine in 

Iberian waters (VIIIc and IXa). 

· Order AAA/2534/2015, BOE nº 286: management plan for vessels 

listed in North and Northwest Iberian waters. 

Gulf of Cadiz:  

· Spanish Royal Decree RD 2176/2004, BOE nº274: purse seine vessels of 

more than 11 m in overall length  

· Order AAA/627/2013 (BOE nº92): management plan for vessels listed 

in Gulf of Cadiz  



Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Atlantic chub mackerel (Scomber colias) 

· Anchovy (Engraulis encrasicolus) 

· Sardine (Sardina pilchardus) 

· Horse mackerel (Trachurus trachurus) 

· Atlantic mackerel (Scomber scombrus) 

· Bogue (Boops boops) 

By-catch species:  other pelagic fish (white seabream Diplodus sargus, 

seabass Dicentrarchus labrax, garfish Belone belone…) 

 

 

 

  



PTB_DEF_>=70_0_0 

 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Bay of Biscay (ICES Divisions VIIIabde) 

Name of metier: PTB_DEF_>=70_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

 Atlantic French waters (ICES VIIIabde) 

Seasonal pattern of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Annual 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  
· 4 vessels 24-40 LOA group   

Detailed gear types 

and selectivity devices 

used in metier 

Authorized gear: Bottom pair trawl targeting demersal fishes. 

Management measures: minimum mesh size 100 mm (EC Reg. Nº 

1162/2001). Net mesh size can be minimized to 70 mm by the use of 

escape devices (EC Reg. Nº 51/2006). 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Hake (Merluccius merluccius) 

By-catch species (very secondary): gurnards (Triglidae), John dory 

(Zeus faber) … 

 

  



PTB_MPD_>=55_0_0   
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: PTB_MPD_>=55_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Northwest and North Iberian (ICES VIIIc and IXa-North)  

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Catches of mackerel mostly in spring (according to the 

reproductive mackerel migration along the Cantabrian Sea). 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 1 vessel 18-24 LOA group  

· 37 vessels 24-40 LOA group   

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Bottom pair trawl targeting both pelagic and 

demersal fishes. 

Management measures:  

· Order APA/16/2002: minimum mesh size 55 mm which shall be 

maximized to 70 mm when targeting hake (Spanish Royal Decree 

RD 1441/1999, BOE nº 251). 

· Order AAA/2534/2015, BOE nº 286: management plan for vessels listed 

in North and Northwest Iberian waters. 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Blue whiting (Micromesistius poutassou) 

· Hake (Merluccius merluccius) 

· Atlantic Mackerel (Scomber scombrus) 

By-catch species: horse mackerel (Trachurus spp.)… 

 

  



SDN_MCF_=<55_0_0   
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: SDN_MCF_=<55_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Galicia (mostly Northwest Iberian waters: ICES IXa-North) 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Annual 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 134 vessels <10 LOA group  

· 15 vessels 10-12 LOA group  

· 9 vessel 12-18 LOA group   

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: Danish seine targeting cuttlefish. 

Management measures: minimum size 8 cm (for cuttlefish) 

(Order 29/10/2007, DOG nº 215).  

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Cuttlefish (Sepia officinalis) 

By-catch species: squid (Loligo vulgaris), octopus (Octopus 

vulgaris) 

 

  



TBB_MOL_=<55_0_0  
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: TBB_MOL_=<55_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Galicia (mostly Northwest Iberian waters: ICES IXa-North) 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Order 23/12/2008, DOG nº31: closed season from April to 

October 

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 87 vessels <10 LOA group  

· 24 vessels 10-12 LOA group   

· 17 vessels 12-18 LOA group 

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: beam trawler (“bou de vara”) targeting scallops. 

Management measures:  

· Decree 15/2011, DOG nº31: Regulation of gear, equipment and 

allowed techniques for extraction of marine resources in Galician 

waters. 

· Order 23/12/2011, DOG nº 1: Quota of queen scallop 150 Kg per 

vessel and day. 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Great scallop (Pecten maximus) 

· Queen scallop (Aequipecten opercularis)  

By-catch species: cuttlefish (Sepia officinalis), variegated scallop 

(Chlamys varia), pouting (Trisopterus luscus)… 

 

  



GND_SPF_<40_0_0  
 

 

RCM RCM NA (NORTH ATLANTIC) 

Fishing ground Iberian (ICES Divisions VIIIc and IXa) 

Name of metier: GND_SPF_<40_0_0 

Flag country: SPA 

Date of update: 010116 

Description of the metier 

Spatial distribution of 

the fishing activity of 

the metier 

Galicia (mostly Northwest Iberian waters: ICES IXa-North) 

Seasonal pattern of the 

fishing activity of the 

metier 

Depending of closed season of sardina  

Number of vessels 

involved in metier by 

LOA group:  

· 155 vessels <10 LOA group  

· 5 vessels 10-12 LOA group   

· 2 vessels 12-18 LOA group 

Detailed gear types and 

selectivity devices used 

in metier 

Authorized gear: drifnet (“xeito”) targeting sardine. 

Management measures:  

· Decree 15/2011, DOG nº31: mesh size between 23 and <40 mm, 

maximum height of 16 m, maximum length of 1000 m per vessel 

and day.  

· Res. 09/01/2015, BOE nº 9: Reserve of 200 tonnes of the TAC for 

gear “xeito”. 

· Res. 18/06/2015, DOG nº 124: Management plan of sardine for 

gear “xeito”. 

Main target and by-

catch species for the 

metier 

Target species:  

· Sardine (Sardina pilchardus) 

By-catch species: other fish  

 

 

 


