ANNUAL REPORT

GERMAN NATIONAL FISHERIES DATA COLLECTION

2010
Revised 15/11/2011

Contents

2Contents


4I General framework


4II National Data Collection Organisation


4II A National Correspondent and participating Institutes


6II B Regional and International coordination


6II B1 Attendance of International Meetings


6II B2 Follow-up of regional and international Recommendations


7III Module of the Evaluation of the fishing sector


7III A General description of the fishing sector


7III B Economic variables


7III B 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal


8III B 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal


8III B 3 Follow-up of regional and international Recommendations


8III B 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls


9III C Metier-related variables


9III C Baltic Sea


11III C North Sea and Eastern Arctic


13III C North Atlantic


16III C Long Distance Fisheries


18III D Recreational fisheries


18III D Baltic Sea


25III D North Sea and Eastern Arctic


25III D North Atlantic


25III D Long Distance Fisheries


26III E Biological stock-related variables


27III E Baltic Sea


28III E North Sea and Eastern Arctic


29III E North Atlantic


30III E Long Distance Fisheries


31III F Transversal variables


31III F 1 Capacity


31III F 2 Effort


32III F 3 Landings


32III G Research surveys at sea


32III G 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal


46III G 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal


46III G 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations


47IV Module of the evaluation of the economic situation of the aquaculture and the processing industry


47IV A Collection of economic data for the aquaculture


47IV A 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal


47IV A 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal


47IV A 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations


47IV A 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls


47IV B Collection of data concerning the processing industry


47IV B 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal


48IV B 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal


48IV B 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations


48IV B 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls


48V Module of the evaluation of effects of the fishing sector on the marine ecosystem


48V 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal


48V 2 Actions to avoid shortfalls


48VI Module for management and use of the data


48VI 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal


49VI 2 Actions to avoid shortfalls


50VII Follow-up STECF recommendations


51VIII List of acronyms and abbreviations


52IX Comments, suggestions and reflections


53X References


54XII Annexes


54Annex 1: Minutes of National Co-ordination Meeting 2010 [in German]


60Annex 2: Eel sampling


66Annex 3: R scripts for calculating precision (CVs)





I General framework

The German National Programme (NP) 2009-2010 for sampling of fisheries data refers to the Community and National Programme defined in Articles 3 and 4 of Council Regulation 199/2008, to Article 1 of Commission Regulation 665/2008 and the Annex of Commission Decision 2008/949/EC. The Annual Report (AR) 2010 on the German NP refers to Article 7 of Council Regulation 199/2008, to Article 5 of Commission Regulation 665/2008 and to the Annex of Commission Decision 2008/949/EC.

The report year is 2010. If the reference year differs from the report year, it is accordingly stated in the sections for Modules IV and V. 
IMPORTANT NOTES:

Standard tables: This AR is based on the "Guidelines for the submission of Technical Report on the National Data Collection Programmes, Version 2009", which is related to the layout and contents of the NP 2011-2013. Due to the fact that the outline and tables of the NP 2010 (= part of the NP 2009–2010) were different and not congruent to the NP 2011-2013, not all cells in the standard tables could be filled. 

II National Data Collection Organisation

II A National Correspondent and participating Institutes

The National Correspondent representing Germany is:

Dr. Christoph Stransky

Johann Heinrich von Thünen Institute [vTI]

Federal Research Institute for Rural Areas, Forestry and Fisheries

Institute of Sea Fisheries

Palmaille 9

22767 Hamburg, Germany

Tel. +49 40 38905-228

Fax: +49 40 38905-263

E-mail: christoph.stransky@vti.bund.de

The following two institutions contribute to the National Programme:

Bundesanstalt für Landwirtschaft und Ernährung (BLE) (Federal Agency for Agriculture and Food)

Deichmanns Aue 29

53179 Bonn, Germany

Tel. +49 228 6845-0 

Fax: +49 228 6845-3444

E-mail: info@ble.de

Website: http://www.ble.de

Johann Heinrich von Thünen Institute (vTI)

Federal Research Institute for Rural Areas, Forestry and Fisheries

38116 Braunschweig, Germany

Tel. +49 531 596-0

Fax: +49 531 596-1099

E-mail: info@vti.bund.de

Website: http://www.vti.bund.de

Within these institutions, the following four institutes and units are responsible for data collection and reporting:

vTI

Institute of Sea Fisheries (SF)

Palmaille 9

22767 Hamburg, Germany

Tel. +49 40 38905-0

Fax: +49 40 38905-263

E-mail: sf@vti.bund.de

Website: http://www.vti.bund.de/en/institutes/sf/

vTI

Insitute of Baltic Sea Fisheries (OSF)

Alter Hafen Süd 2

18069 Rostock, Germany

Tel. +49 381 8116-102

Fax: +49 381  8116-199

E-mail: osf@vti.bund.de

Website: http://www.vti.bund.de/en/institutes/osf/

vTI

Institute of Fishery Ecology (FOE)

Palmaille 9

22767 Hamburg, Germany

Tel. +49 40 38905-0

Fax: +49 40 38905-261

E-mail: foe@vti.bund.de

Website: http://www.vti.bund.de/en/institutes/foe/

BLE

Unit 522 (Catch regulation)

Haubachstr. 86

22765 Hamburg, Germany

Tel. +49 40 306860-565

Fax: +49 40 306860-60

E-mail: lutz.wessendorf@ble.de

Website: http:///www.ble.de

BLE

Unit 621 (Concept and development of information services)

Villichgasse 17 

53177 Bonn, Germany

Tel. +49 228 6845-7400 

Fax: +49 228 6845-7111

E-mail: schaaf@zadi.de

Website: http://www.ble.de

The BLE (unit 522) holds the fishing vessel list including capacity data based on EU Regulations 2090/98, 2091/98 and 2092/98 as well as landings and effort data based on EU Regulations 2807/83 and 2897/93. The BLE unit 621 is responsible for the central database of all national fisheries-related data and central IT services.

The vTI collects biological data from surveys-at-sea and from sampling commercial fishing vessels under German flag, as well as economic data from the fishing fleet, processing industry and aquaculture. The vTI-OSF is responsible for the Baltic Sea and recreational fisheries sampling, while the vTI-SF is responsible for the North Sea & Eastern Arctic, Northeast Atlantic and the other areas. The vTI-FOE is responsible for eel sampling.

A part of the economic data of the fish processing industry is collected by the German Federal Statistical Office:

Statistisches Bundesamt (StBA) (Federal Statistical Office Germany)

Gustav-Stresemann Ring 11

65189 Wiesbaden, Germany

Tel. +49 611 75-1

Fax: +49 611 72-4000

E-mail: poststelle@destatis.de

Website: http://www.destatis.de

BLE and vTI are institutions under the auspices of the Bundesministerium für Ernährung, Landwirtschaft und Verbraucherschutz (BMELV) (Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Consumer Protection).

Within the institutions of BMELV, responsible persons are appointed in order to co-operate and implement the NP. The vTI-SF is the national coordinator.

National co-ordination meetings with all persons involved in the German NP are held once a year (see Table II.B.1 and Annex 1). The main aim of these meetings is an exchange of experiences during the recent year of NP implementation and forward-planning of data collection in the upcoming year(s).

A national portal website for dissemination of information has been established in 2009 in accordance with Commission Regulation (EC) 665/2008 Article 8(2):

http://www.dcf-germany.de
II B Regional and International coordination
II B1 Attendance of International Meetings

In Table II.B.1, all meetings and workshops for international co-ordination with German participation are listed. Germany had originally planned to participate in WKMSEL and WGMIXFISH, but could not do so due to conflicting dates with other commitments.
II B2 Follow-up of regional and international Recommendations
Germany participates in the Regional Co-ordination Meetings (RCMs) for the Baltic, North Sea & Eastern Arctic, North Atlantic and Long Distance Fisheries (Other regions). Apart from regional (multilateral) agreements established at the RCMs, Germany currently holds bilateral agreements with Denmark, Sweden, The Netherlands and the UK on sampling foreign-flag vessels, see NP. These agreements are of general nature and are being discussed in detail (sampling levels etc.) at the relevant RCMs. See sections on 'regional coordination' for the various sampling parameters in the individual sections below.
For follow-up of STECF recommendations, see section VII.
III Module of the Evaluation of the fishing sector

III A General description of the fishing sector
Table III.A.1 shows a general overview on the German fisheries activities in 2010. In the Baltic and North Sea & Eastern Arctic regions, demersal, pelagic and a small fraction of industrial fisheries were conducted. In the North Atlantic, pelagic fisheries were dominating over demersal fisheries. With regard to ‘Long Distance Fisheries’, few vessels under German flag were operating in fisheries on small pelagic species in the Southeast Pacific (FAO area 87) and in the CECAF area (Moroccan EEZ). Also, other than stated in the NP, Germany has no deep-sea fisheries in the North Atlantic, as no deep-sea fish stocks as listed in Reg. (EC) 2347/2002 are targeted. 

III B Economic variables

III B 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal
On the “Imputed value of unpaid labour”: The basis number for an average annual salary has been altered from 37.000 €, as provided in the NP, to 30.690 €, which in the meantime had been published by the Federal Statistical Office as a more appropriate number.

On “Energy costs”: A distinction has been introduced between types of fuel. Based on expert interviews and evidence from collected data, three different average fuel prices per liter have been calculated: one for vessels < 30kW (often fuelled with petrol), one for vessels between 30 and 3000 kW (gasoil, tax reduced) and one for larger vessels > 3000 kW (crude oil).

On the Value of physical capital: The basis for the calculation of physical capital has been the price per GT unit. In the NP, it was stated the price per GT will be distinguished by fleet segment. Due to the low number of actual first sale or building prices, this concept could not be applied. Instead, the same price per GT unit has been applied to all fleet segments.

The clustered segment named "Vessels using other active gears 24-40 m*" in the NP has been renamed into "dredgers 24-40 m*" in this AR as the cluster represents dredgers only.

Due to its size, the segment “DFN12-18m” could be published separately and was therefore excluded from the clustering as scheduled in the NP. Accordingly, the name of the clustered segment has been changed from “Drift and/or fixed netters 12-18 m*” into “Drift and/or fixed netters 24-40 m*”.

Clustering of the pelagic vessels is irrelevant in practice, as the data cannot be published for confidentiality reasons anyway.
In the Commission Decision 2008/949/EC, active vessels are defined as having “been engaged in any fishing operation (more than zero days) during a calendar year”. For vessels without logbook obligation (i.e. vessels < 8m LOA), there is no exhaustive information on fishing days. However, information on landings is exhaustively available. Germany resolved that vessels < 8m are regarded as inactive if no landings have been reported. 
As opposed to the footnote a) in Table III.B.1, numbers and rates were not provided as ranges as this would be meaningless, since there are always variables which originate from a census. It would be vain to extend all numbers by the expression “-100”. Most numbers in Table III.B.1 are to be regarded as minima. As a consequence, rates provided in Table III.B.3 are not always identical with the ones indicated in Table III.B.1.
III B 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal
There has been no specific requirement for data quality specifications in the NP proposal, as the guidelines had not been effective at the NP due time. However, the requested indicators have been calculated as far as they are available and meaningful.

Error and accuracy indicators for variables related to employment and capital values or imputed value of unpaid labour: these variables are calculated using different input parameters/variables, e.g. effort data, like days at sea (for FTE), or estimates for prices per capacity units (€/GT) or capacity data. These input data can be regarded as constants, which are implemented in the models as provided by the studies on FTE and capital value estimation. Accuracy and precision of the results are therefore determined by the quality of the stipulated procedures and not so much by the input variables, the quality of which is indicated in the table anyway. Therefore, it is more than doubtful whether the indication of accuracy and sampling strategy are really appropriate or conducive in any respect. The same applies to the debt/asset ratio, of which the capital value is a component.

SGRN 10-02 had asked the European Commission for clarification on this issue, but this has not been provided in due time.

Often a non-reported variable is identical with zero. Rather than providing the value “zero”, the respondents tend to leave the field blank, which is in a first automatic approach interpreted as non-reporting. In the case of obviousness (e.g. missing crew wages for small vessels with a crew number of 1, i.e. the owner alone), a zero has been assumed.

The data collection scheme “C” (non-probability sampling) as indicated in the NP has been changed to “B” (probability sampling), as during the SGECA 10-03 meeting (harmonisation of sampling strategies), it has been decided that the data derived from FADN are to be regarded as random (=probability) sampling.

As requested from DG MARE in the comments on the German AR2009, Table III.B.3 has been extended in a way that accuracy indicators are displayed unambiguously for each segment. For reasons of clarity, also bias and variability are displayed in separate lines – in contrast to the guidelines and the NP.
Considering the same background, inactive vessels have been introduced into Table III.B.1. A sample rate of 100% has been indicated as the requested economic variables have been derived from other variables which have been collected exhaustively.

For very few segments with few vessels and with minor general importance, only some of the economic data could be collected, even though all these segments were sampled exhaustively. Respective owners had been contacted repetitively to push the issue, though without success in some cases. National legislation has no sway to enforce responses, and the segments are negligible compared with others. Therefore, Germany has concluded to derive reasonable estimates as a feasible approach.
III B 3 Follow-up of regional and international Recommendations
No recommendations.
III B 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls
No shortfalls.
III C Metier-related variables
Note that Tables III.C.3 and III.C.4 were filled for all regions with the same data, as the differentiations listed in Table III.C.4 (Sampling frame: Fishing activities, geographical location and seasonality) were not requested in the NP 2009-10, see also comment in section I (General Framework). For information collected during the sampling year regarding the number of sampled trips and numbers of age and length sampling, refer to Tables III.C.3 to III.C.6. Zeros in the discard column in Table III.C.5 are indicating that there were no discards observed on the sampled trips.
III C Baltic Sea

III C 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

Legend:

At sea: 
Samples of the trip drawn by an observer on board fishing vessel (concurrent) at sea

Other: 
Samples of the trip drawn in a harbour or by a fisherman at sea (self sampling)

Total: 
Sum of all trips 

NP: 
No trip planned

2224  PTM_SPF_32-104_0_0

Sampled metiers: PTM_SPF_32-104_0_0, PTB_SPF_32-104_0_0,  PTB_SPF_32-89_0_0, 

At sea:  3 / 4 = 75%,  Other:   10/11=91%,  Total: 13 / 15 = 87% 

Reason for shortfall: Lower quota in herring lead to less trips and hence chance to embark.

2224 PTB_SPF_16-31_0_0

Sampled metiers: PTB_SPF_16-31_0_0

At sea:  0 / 0  = NP,  Other:   0 / 1 = 0% , Total: 0 / 1 = 0% 

2224 GNS_SPF_32-109_0_0
Sampled metiers: GNS_SPF_32-109_0_0, FYK_SPF_>0_0_0  

At sea:   3 / 0 = 300%,  Other: 20 / 21 = 95%,  Total:   23 / 21 = 110%

2224 OTB_DEF_>=105_1_120   

Sampled metiers: OTB_DEF_>=105_1_120, PTB_DEF_>=105_1_120, PTM_DEF_>=105_1_120, OTB_DEF_>=90_0_0, PTB_DEF_>=90_0_0    

At sea:  15 / 9 = 167%,  Other:  17 / 23 = 74%,  Total:  32 / 32 = 100%

2224 GNS_DEF_110-156_0_0
Sampled metiers: GNS_DEF_110-156_0_0 , GTR_DEF_110-156_0_0   

At sea:  9 / 3 = 233%,   Other:   3 / 3 = 100%,  Total: 12 / 6 = 200%

Due to an increase in at-sea sampling staff, the samples needed not to be purchased. 

Reason for exceeding: The planned number of trips was influenced from the experience of difficulties to embark the smaller boats and even to purchase samples from the usually small catch.

2224 GNS_FWS_>0_0_0

Sampled metiers: FPN_FWS_>0_0_0 
At sea:  0 / 0 = NP, Other:   1 / 2 = 50%,  Total: 1 / 2 = 50%

The sampling frame comprises the metiers MIS_FWS_0_0_0, GNS_FWS_>0_0_0 and a few OTB_FWS_>0_0_0. 

Reason for shortfall: One sample ordered was suspect to not reflect the catch (too many small fish).
2532 PTM_SPF_16-31_0_0

Sampled metiers: OTB_SPF_16-31_0_0, PTM_SPF_16-31_0_0, PTM_SPF_16-104_0_0

At sea:  2 / 2 = 100%, Other:  2 / 0 = 200%,  Total:  4 / 2 = 200% 

Reason for exceeding: The target species sprat is now sampled regularly in foreign harbours. The at-sea sampling aimed at observation of the by-catch situation.
2532 OTB_DEF_>=105_1_120
Sampled metiers: OTB_DEF_>=105_1_120, OTM_DEF_>=105_1_120, OTB_DEF_>=105_1_110 

At sea:  6 / 2 = 200%,  Other:  4 / 3 = 133%,  Total: 10 / 5 = 200% 

Reason for exceeding: The planned low numbers based on last years’ experience. Due to an increase in at-sea sampling staff, the number of trips increased as well. 

III C 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

A trial of the COST package within the AR2009 indicated that the analytical calculation of CVs was not feasible. Additionally, the German databases were still not fully compatible with the COST format and the import of the data failed for unknown reasons. To our knowledge, no new routines facilitating the implementation of COST for the fulfilment of the DCF requirements were released since April 2010. Therefore, the number of sampled individuals and the precision were calulated by newly created R routines (see Annex 3) using the COST/FishFrame data structure as basis. The R module on CVs for the volume of discards are currently under development, as the calculations require various raising routines. 
III C 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations
	Source
	Message
	Follow-up

	RCM Baltic 2010 recommendation
	Development of a report in FishFrame which calculates the top 90% ranking of metiers for each MS as well as on regional level. The data should be based on data from the two previous years.
	2010 landing s, effort and value statistics will be uploaded in FishFrame before the RCM Baltic 2011.


	RCM Baltic 2010 recommendation
	For the purposes of regional understanding of sampling activities, National information on sampling should be compiled regionally in advance of the next meeting.
	Will be done before the RCM Baltic 2011.



	RCM Baltic 2010 Recommendation
	To ensure the wide implementation of COST, the RCM Baltic recommends that after the trial period lasting until May 2011 the working experience of member states will be reassessed and a training workshop should be organized in the first half of 2012
	COST tools have been the basis for CV calculations used for the German AR2010, see section III.C.2 Baltic Sea and Annex 3.



III C 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls

The sampling scheme for selecting vessels is still opportunistic, as true random sampling is far from possible. The chance to embark on a vessel depends on the quota, the length of the fishing season and last but not least on the readiness of the fishermen to take an observer on board. The latter is sometimes influenced by current consequences of the fishery policy, which causes single fishermen to decline from assisting the DCF. Thus, the vTI-OSF tries to cover all fleet segments, selecting sampling opportunities to meet the spatial, temporal and technical sampling strata. Furthermore, through various trust-building programms such as ecolabelling initiatives, the vTI-OSF attempts to improve the cooperation of fishermen.

Planning the number of sampled trips must reflect the sampling capacity and the scientific need for sampling. Usually, there is a significant discrepancy between the scientifically required sampling intensity and the sampling capacity in terms of (sea-going) staff. Thus, the number of trips was planned very conservatively for 2010. On the other hand, conservative planning leads to exceeding the sampling plan resulting in so-called ‘oversampling’. However, oversampling may not be the right term, as for statistical purposes, the sampling intensities are usually not too high and excess sampling is not a scientific problem. 

For 2012-2013, the proposed sampling intensities will be reviewed and updated until October 2011, using the experience from 2010-2011.
III C North Sea and Eastern Arctic

III C 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

Sampling of fishing trips

After metier merging, 12 fisheries were selected either by landings, effort or value (see NP 2009-10). As the majority of the German North Sea fleet is landing in foreign countries and thus landings in German harbours are only minor (see section III.E General remarks), the main sampling strategy for all trips is concurrent sampling-at-sea.
In the following, each metier is listed and shortfalls are explained:

Fishing ground: Eastern Arctic (ICES Sub-areas I and II)

OTB_DEF_>=120_0_0
Target species: Saithe and cod. Peak season: 1st and 3rd quarter. Area: Northeast Arctic waters. Duration of trips: 4 weeks to 3 months. Sampling effort: 2 observer trips were planned and carried out.
OTM_SPF_32-69_0_0
Target species: Atlanto-Scandian herring. Peak season: August/September/October. Area: Norwegian Sea. Duration of trips: 3 to 4 weeks. Sampling effort: 1 observer trip was planned and conducted. One additional trip was sampled by self-sampling with no additional costs.
Fishing ground: North Sea and Eastern Channel (ICES Sub-area IV and Division VIId)

TBB_CRU_16-34_0_0
Target species: Brown shrimp. Peak season: All year round with peaks in the 2nd and 3rd quarter. Area: German North Sea coastline. Duration of trips: 1 to 3 days. Sampling effort: 8 observer trips were planned. Only four trips were conducted. Reasons for the shortfalls are: 1) some trips were cancelled on short notice because of unfavourable weather conditions, 2) some vessel owners refused to take an observer because of lack of space onboard (most vessels fishing on brown shrimp are small cutters with lengths between 8-18m) and 3) other logistic reasons indicated by the ship owners.
TBB_DEF_70-89_0_0
Target species: Sole and plaice. Peak season: All year round. Area: Southern North Sea. Duration of trips: 4 to 6 days. Sampling effort: 4 trips were planned, 5 observer trips were conducted. The additional trip was sampled as the opportunity arose. 

OTB_MCD_70-89_0_0 
Target species: Mixed crustaceans (Nephrops) and demersal fish. Peak season: All year round. Area: Southern North Sea. Duration of trips: 4 to 6 days. Sampling effort: 1 observer trip was planned in the NP 2009/2010. This fishery was not sampled, as an RCM (NS&EA) agreement had been established in 2008, with Denmark covering this metier. 
OTB_DEF_>=120_0_0
Target species: Saithe. Peak season: All year round. Area: Northern North Sea. Duration of trips: 1 to 2 weeks. 4 observer trips were planned and conducted. 
OTB_DEF_70-89_0_0
Target species: Flatfish. Peak season: All year round. Area: Central and southern North Sea. Duration of trips: 5 to 8 days. 2 observer trips were planned. Only one trip was conducted. The reason for the shortfall is that trips were cancelled on short notice because of unfavourable weather conditions.
OTB_DEF_<16_0_0
Target species: Sandeel. Restricted fishing season. Area: Northern North Sea. Duration of trips: 6 to 10 days. The German share of the EC TAC was 0.14% (Commission Regulation 219/2010) and thus negligible. At the RCM NS&EA 2009 and 2010, the sampling coverage by Denmark (94% of TAC) and Sweden (3.5% of TAC) was regarded as sufficient.
PTB_DEF_>=120_0_0 and SSC_DEF_>=120_0_0
Target species: Mixed demersal. Peak season: 2nd/3rd quarter. Area: Northern North Sea. Duration of trips: 1 to 2 weeks. In each of these metiers, 2 observer trips were planned.

In 2010, it was not possible to find vessels which were carrying out pair-trawling (PTB_DEF) or Scottish seine (SSC_DEF). As most skippers had switched to single otter trawls (OTB), six fishing trips using this gear were sampled as opportunities arose. 
Germany will propose for 2012-2013 that these metiers (PTB_DEF_>=120_0_0, OTB_DEF_>=120_0_0 and SSC_DEF_>=120_0_0) targeting mixed demersal fish should be merged in future.
OTM_SPF_32-69_0_0
Target species: Herring, Mackerel. Peak season: Restricted fishing season for mackerel in the North Sea – January/February, 4th quarter; Herring – 3rd quarter/December. Area: North Sea and English Channel. Duration of trips: 3 to 4 weeks. Sampling effort: 2 observer trips were planned and conducted. Three additional trips were sampled by self-sampling with no additional costs.

PTM_SPF_32-69_0_0
Target species: Herring. Peak season: 3rd quarter. Area: North Sea. Duration of trips: 1 to 2 weeks. Sampling effort: 1 observer trip was planned but could not be conducted. Only two vessels are conducting this fishery. Due to logistic problems indicated by the ship owners, there was no possibility to place an observer onboard.
Length and age measurements:

For most of the fish stocks and brown shrimp, the number of length and age measurements well exceeded the planned and requested minimum number of measurements. As most of the measurements are taken on observer trips, the reason for over-sampling is often that all fish of a once randomly chosen subsample have to be measured in order to calculate the retained and discarded fraction of the whole catch. Another reason is that once an observer is onboard, the entire trip is being sampled (i.e. sampling does not stop after a few hauls or fishing days, but lasts until the end of that trip). This "oversampling" onboard is done without any additional costs. However, minor additional costs occur in the home laboratory in form of additional staff time for sampling processing.  
In several cases, the planned sample sizes have not been achieved. Note that Germany has provided sufficient length measurements and age samples to the relevant ICES workings groups for assessment purposes. 
Species with shortfalls and their reasons:

Sebastes marinus und S. mentella in I,II (L=Length and A=Age)- No directed fishery took place in 2010. The achieved numbers were derived from by-catch measurements (e.g. in the cod fisheries). 

III C 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

see section III.C.2 Baltic Sea
III C 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations
	Source
	Message
	Follow-up

	RCM NS&EA 2009 Recommendation
	UK and Germany to formalise a bilateral agreement to ensure adequate sampling coverage for the UK landings from the relevant metiers in areas I & II.
	UK and Germany have established a bilateral agreement to ensure the sampling coverage (see German NP 2011-13).

	RCM NS&EA and RCM NA 2010 Recommendation
	MS to start to implement COST
	Germany participated in WKCOST and has implemented the COST tools for precision calculations, see section III.C.2 Baltic Sea.

	RCM NS&EA 2010 Recommendation
	MS to submit case study data to WKEID.
	Germany was among the few countries that submitted data to WKEID.


III C 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls

Based on the list of fishing vessels supplied by the Federal Agency for Agriculture and Food, Germany is always trying to reach a wide participation of vessels in the observer programme and to include vessels which have not been sampled by observers before. Although this is partially successful, there are always vessel owners, of smaller vessels in particular, which are not willing to allow observers onboard. Based on the present situation, random sampling of the fleet is yet not possible. This leads also to a rather opportunistic sampling strategy, taking sampling opportunities when they occur, irrespective if they are planned or not. Other deviations occurred because of short-notice changes in the fishing behaviour. When more or other than the planned trips were carried out, opportunities for samplings were taken which arose due to contacts with the fishing industry.

Although Council Regulation 199/2008 states that vessel owners “shall take observers on board” and the Federal fisheries research institutes hold a co-operation agreement with the German Fisheries Association, this situation remains to be difficult for several metiers.
III C North Atlantic

III C 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

Sampling of fishing trips:
After metier merging, 6 fisheries were selected either by landings, effort or value. Four of these metiers are dealt with by the RCM North Sea and Eastern Arctic since autumn 2009, but belong to the North Atlantic region according to Commission Regulation 665/2008 and Commission Decision 2008/949/EC. As the majority of the German North Atlantic fleet is landing in foreign countries and thus landings in German harbours are only minor (see section III.E General Remarks), the sampling strategy for all trips is concurrent sampling-at-sea. 

In the following, each metier is listed and shortfalls are explained:

Fishing ground: Iceland, Greenland and Irminger Sea (ICES Sub-areas XII and XIV and Division Va)

OTB_DEF_>=120_0_0
Target species: Greenland halibut. Peak season: 2nd/3rd quarter. Area: East Greenland (ICES Div. XIVb). Duration of trips: 4 weeks to 3 months. Sampling effort: 2 observer trips were planned; only one trip was conducted due to logistical problems 

OTM_DEF_>=120_0_0
Target species: Redfish. Peak season: 2nd/3rd quarter. Area: Irminger/Labrador Sea (ICES Sub-areas XII and XIV, NAFO Sub-areas 1-2). Duration of trips: 4 weeks to 3 months. This fishery has not been conducted since 2008 inclusive. Germany will sample this metier if it occurs again.

Fishing ground: NAFO areas

OTB_DEF_>=120_0_0
Target species: Greenland halibut. Peak season: 3rd/4th quarter. Area: West Greenland (NAFO Div. 1D). Duration of trips: 6 weeks to 3 months. Sampling effort: 1 observer trip was planned but could not be conducted, as the obligatory presence of an official observer required by the Greenlandic authorities and the corresponding fully occupied accommodation space onboard prevented placing a biological observer onboard the vessel.
Fishing grounds: Western waters (ICES Sub-areas VI-VIII, mainly West of Scotland and West of Ireland)
OTM_SPF_32-69_0_0
Target species: Mackerel, horse mackerel, blue whiting. Peak season: March to June/October/November. Area: West British waters and Bay of Biscay. Duration of trips: 3 to 4 weeks. Sampling effort: 3 observer trips were planned, only one trip was conducted. Because of lack of space, there was no possibility to place observers onboard. Instead, three trips were self-sampled by the crew without additional costs.
FPO_CRU_all_0_0
Target species: Deep-sea red crab. Peak season: All year round. Area: West of Ireland, West of Scotland. Duration of trips: Long soaking times of the pots simulate high effort - 4 weeks. Germany applied for derogation for this métier because this fishery consists of four Spanish-owned but German-flagged vessels which are exclusively operating from Spanish and Irish ports. Fishing by landings and value is negligible. At the RCM NA 2011, sampling agreements with relevant MS will be concluded if necessary.
GNS_DEF_>=220_0_0
Target species: Anglerfish. Peak season: All year round. Area: North East Atlantic. Duration of trips: 4 weeks. Target species: Deep water crustaceans. Peak season: All year round. Area: West of Ireland, West of Scotland. Duration of trips: Long soaking times of the set nets simulate high effort - 4 weeks. Germany applied for derogation for this métier because this fishery consists of four Spanish-owned but German-flagged vessels which are exclusively operating from Spanish and Irish ports. Fishing by landings and value is negligible. At the RCM NA 2011, sampling agreements with relevant MS will be concluded if necessary.
Length and Age measurements:

For most of the fish stocks and brown shrimp, the number of length and age measurements well exceeded the planned and requested minimum number of measurements. As most of the measurements are taken on observer trips, the reason for over-sampling is often that all fish of a once randomly chosen subsample has to be measured in order to calculate the retained and discarded fraction of the whole catch. Another reason is that once an observer is onboard, the entire trip is being sampled (i.e. sampling does not stop after a few hauls or fishing days, but lasts until the end of that trip). This is often the case on trips with low discard rates like most of the high-seas fishing trips. This "oversampling" onboard is done without any additional costs. However, minor additional costs occur in the home laboratory in form of additional staff time for sampling processing.  

In several cases, the planned sample sizes have not been achieved. Note that Germany has provided sufficient length measurements and age samples to the relevant ICES working groups for assessment purposes. 

Species with shortfalls and their reasons:

Micromesistius poutassou in I-IX, XII, XIV (L,A) – No trip fully directed on blue whiting was carried out by the fishery because of quota limitations. Therefore, length measurements and age samples were derived from by-catches in other fisheries.

Sebastes marinus und S. mentella in ICES Sub areas V, VI, XII, XIV & NAFO SA 2 + (Div. 1F + 3K) (L, A) - No directed fishery took place since 2008 inclusive. Only very few length measurements were derived from by-catch in other fisheries. 

Reinhardtius hippoglossoides in East Greenland (A): Only one of two trips was sampled. Additionally, on the sampled trip, the observer was only allowed to take otoliths from a part of the catch because of the reduction of product value by cutting the fish. Every part of the body of Greenland halibut is commercially utilised. Even the heads were sold separately to Asian markets.

Reinhardtius hippoglossoides in West Greenland (L, A): No observer trip could be carried out, so no sampling was possible.
III C 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

see section III.C.2 Baltic Sea
III C 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations
	Source
	Message
	Follow-up

	RCM NA 2009 Recommendation
	RCM NA recommends that Germany liaise with Spain to formalise a bilateral agreement encompassing the arrangements agreed at RCM NA for the metier GNS_DEF_>=220_0_0 in West of Ireland.
	After the RCM NA 2010, it became clear that Germany had only marginal catches in this metier recently and that sampling arrangements have to be re-discussed at the RCM NA 2011, based on new data.

	RCM NA 2010 Recommendation
	MS use the template provided by RCM NA 2009 to update old métier descriptions (when needed) and describe new ranking métiers identified at this RCM, and strictly respect the agreed naming conventions of fishing ground and metiers as well as the deadline for submission of the information.
	Germany regularly updates these templates and data.

	RCM NA 2010 Recommendation
	RCM 2010 provides a template for summarizing national information on the actions undertaken by MS to include concurrent sampling in their sampling programmes, and recommends that MS use this template to document their activities regarding this topic.
	This template has not been set up yet (to our knowledge).

	RCM NA 2010 Recommendation
	MS to review precisely all statements made by RCM NA in the section describing the fishing and sampling activities per fishing grounds, and propose actions.
	Germany generally responds to RCM recommendations and agreements, as far as they are relevant for German fisheries.

	RCM NA 2010 Recommendation
	Revised National Programmes to include appropriate reference to RCM NA report in relation to sampling agreement at metier level. National Programmes to include in annex formal bilateral agreements, using the template in Annex 9.
	The German NP 2011-13 includes bilateral and regional agreements in the required format.


III C 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls

Based on the list of fishing vessels supplied by the Federal Agency for Agriculture and Food, Germany is always trying to reach a wide participation of vessels in the observer programme and to include vessels which have not been sampled by observers before. Although this is partially successful, there are always vessel owners, of smaller vessels in particular, which are not willing to allow observers onboard. Based on the present situation, random sampling of the fleet is yet not possible. This leads also to a rather opportunistic sampling strategy, taking sampling opportunities when they occur, irrespective if they are planned or not. Other deviations occurred because of short-notice changes in the fishing behaviour. When more or other than the planned trips were carried out, opportunities for samplings were taken which arose due to contacts with the fishing industry.

Although Council Regulation 199/2008 states that vessel owners “shall take observers on board” and the Federal fisheries research institutes hold a co-operation agreement with the German Fisheries Association, this situation remains to be difficult for several metiers.
III C Long Distance Fisheries
III C 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

Two fisheries were selected either by landings, effort or value. These parts of the fleet are entirely landing in foreign countries and were not sampled by Germany. In the following, both metiers are listed and the shortfalls are explained:

OTM_SPF_32-69_0_0
Target species: Sardinella. Peak season: -. Area: Mauritanian/Moroccan waters (CECAF area). Duration of trips: 3 to 4 weeks. In 2010, German-flagged fishery directed on Sardinella took place in Moroccan waters. A multilateral sampling agreement was discussed at the RCM Long-distance Fisheries (RCM LDF) 2011, with the aim of implementation in 2012-2013.
OTM_SPF_32-69_0_0
Target species: Jack Mackerel. Peak season: -. Area: South Pacific. Duration of trips: 4 weeks to three months. The sampling of this fishery will be subject of multilateral agreement in the RCM Long-distance Fisheries, with the aim of implementation in 2012-2013.
III C 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

not relevant
III C 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations
	Source
	Message
	Follow-up

	RCM LDF 2010 Recommendation
	All MS involved in industrial small pelagic fishery in “From Morocco to Guinea Bissau” fishing ground to ensure adequate sampling coverage for the landings and discards.

All MS involved in fishery to draft one agreement to share tasks.
	Germany is actively involved in multilateral sampling agreements, discussed at the RCM LDF 2011.


III C 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls

Sampling in the CECAF and the South Pacific area has to be subject of bi- or multilateral negotiations within the RCM Long-distance Fisheries, which was only established recently (March 2010).
In the past few years, a German-flagged fishery in the CECAF area on small pelagics has only occurred occasionally. The vessels operating in the CECAF area are obliged to take Mauritanian observers onboard, making it difficult to place additional observers. At the RCM 2011 (May 2011), a proposal for multilateral sampling agreements has been discussed and supported by Germany, with the aim of implementation in 2012-2013. 

The German-flagged fisheries on small pelagics in the South Pacific was more substantial, but no concrete sampling requirements for the stocks fished in this metier have been defined in the DCF Commission (Implementation) Decisions. At the RCM LDF 2010, first attempts had been made to identify metiers and possible sampling plans. The RCM 2011 (May 2011) concluded that this multinational fisheries is well covered by Dutch and Polish sampling activities, and agreements with these MS will be sought for 2012-13.
III D Recreational fisheries

III D Baltic Sea

III D 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

Anglers

EFFORT

	planned
	achieved
	Deviation and reason for shortfalls

	a. In 2010, a mail survey will be conducted to obtain the angling effort in the Baltic Sea (two coastal states)
	Only preparatory work realized.

One Federal state (currently not requiring a coastal fishing license for recreational fishers) is considering the introduction of a coastal fishing license.

The second coastal state (with coastal fishing licenses) has now (May 2011) started to collect telephone numbers of license holders in their electronic licensing system for the planned effort survey. 
	In Germany, recreational fishing is regulated by the Federal states. In 2010, the ministries of the two German coastal states bordering the Baltic Sea were contacted to evaluate the potentials for obtaining better list frames. 

One state is considering the implementation of a coastal fishing permit, this however requires the amendment of existing laws and thus will only be achieved in the medium to long-term. The other state has introduced an identification field (telephone number) of the license holder into the electronic licensing system. The realization was however not achieved until May 2011.

An alternative approach is now being tested conducting a mini-census in collaboration with the Federal Statistics Bureau to estimate the effort of anglers in 2011.

To estimate the effort of anglers in 2010, the results from the mail surveys 2004-2006 were used (pilot study) and adjusted with the actual number of sold fishing licenses in Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania (MV) and Schleswig-Holstein (SH).

	b. The number of hours fished per angling day will be recorded during the census of catches of recreational fishermen. 
	330 samples were realized in total, 2,507 anglers were interviewed (see also Catches), and the number of hours fished were recorded.


	No deviation


CATCHES

Cod

Catch per unit effort

The table below shows the planned monthly sampling in 2010.
	Shore fishing and

 angling whilst wading1,
	Boat und vessel angling, trolling1

	Time period
	No. of samples
	Time period
	No. of samples

	Fri., Sat., day before holiday
	5
	Sat., Sun, holidays
	10

	
	
	Mon., Tue., Wed., Thu., Fri.
	10

	1 reduced sampling in winter time possible due to bad weather conditions 


The table below compares the number of samples planned with the number of samples realized and explains the reasons for the shortfalls. In addition, the numbers of interviewed anglers are given.

	Shore fishing and

 angling whilst wading1,

	No. of samples planned
	No. of samples achieved
	Deviation to planned sampling
	Reason(s) for shortfalls
	No. of anglers interview

	60
	591
	-1
	The sampling could not be realized because of bad weather conditions 
	287

	
	
	
	
	

	Boat und vessel angling, trolling1

	240
	271
	+31
	The oversampling is a result of the sampling of catches of anglers during the length composition sampling (see below)
	2220

	1 ... Two of these samples were realized on Thursdays


Length compositions of catches

	Planned
	Achieved
	Deviation and reason for shortfalls

	a. Length compositions of the landings from beach fishing and charter vessel angling will be collected in cooperation with the angling associations and angling clubs. 
	Lengths of 1,212 cod were measured during charter vessels events (10 samples). During 7 beach fishing events, 1,045 cod were measured. 
	No deviation

	b. Additionally, a technician will measure the lengths of caught cod once per month on a vessel.
	Lengths of 4,898 cod were measured during 55 vessel trips.
	No deviation

	c. Ca. 30 boat and/or trolling anglers, distributed across the German Baltic coast, will measure their cod landings themselves. They will be trained and receive measuring boards.
	6 boat and trolling anglers measured their catches. Lengths of 80 cod were measured during 9 trolling trips and 196 cod during 15 boat trips.
	The willingness for self-measurements was lower than expected. This might be due to the perception of anglers that the research results may cause stronger regulations. 

	d. 
	Additionally, 2 anglers measured  53 cod on 6 angling days when they were fishing from the beach
	


At the end of 2010, all regional survey agents were visited and an on-site quality control of their work performed.

Catches in numbers
The method of the estimation is described in the pilot study.

Basis for the estimate of cod catches in numbers:

· Estimate of the mean effort/angler (angling days/year) from the results of the mail surveys in 2004/2006.

· Estimate of the number of anglers, starting their activities from the German Baltic coast, using the actual number of members in the angling associations in MV and SH, the number of fishery licenses sold in MV and SH and the annual numbers of angling licenses sold for the coastal waters of MV. 

· Catch per unit effort from stratified random sampling.

The following table provides the numbers of landed and released cod by anglers calculated by means of recorded effort data:
	Period
	January - June
	July - August
	Year total

	
	Landed cod
	Released cod
	Landed cod
	Released cod
	Landed cod
	Released cod

	Shore angling
	27,771
	26,831
	172,361
	267,649
	200,133
	294,481

	Wading angling
	40,189
	67,686
	4,219
	7,105
	44,407
	74,791

	Boat angling
	468,453
	362,291
	687,977
	235,636
	1,156,430
	597,927

	Vessel angling
	299,951
	106,368
	430,700
	155,573
	730,651
	261,941

	Trolling
	21,430
	6,501
	24,016
	9,261
	45,447
	15,762

	Total
	857,794
	569,677
	1,319,274
	675,224
	2,177,068
	1,244,902


The following table provides the numbers of landed and released cod by anglers calculated by means of estimated effort data:

	Period
	January - June
	July - August
	Year total

	
	Landed cod
	Released cod
	Landed cod
	Released cod
	Landed cod
	Released cod

	Shore angling
	49,541
	70,118
	317,995
	490,987
	367,536
	561,105

	Wading angling
	67,724
	114,062
	47,742
	80,408
	115,466
	194,469

	Boat angling
	1,057,,823
	840,984
	1,190,278
	416,850
	2,248,101
	1,257,834

	Vessel angling
	380,174
	190,850
	510,389
	228,269
	890,562
	419,119

	Trolling
	20,727
	8,984
	34,024
	13,969
	54,751
	22,953

	Total
	1,575,988
	1,224,998
	2,100,428
	1,230,483
	3,676,416
	2,455,481


Note: In contrast to discarded cod in the commercial fishery, the mortality of released cod in the recreational fishery is expected to be lower (see section below).

Catches in weight

The method of the estimation is described in the pilot study.

Basis for the estimate of cod catches in weight:

· Length composition of the catches of anglers using vessels, boats and trolling boats or fishing from the beach

· The mean weight of released and landed cod from vessels, boats and trolling boats were calculated using the length-weight relationship from the sampling of the German commercial fishery in ICES Sub-Div. 22 & 24 during 2010.

The following table presents the amount of landed and released cod (t) by anglers calculated by means of minimal annual landings and released cod in numbers and recorded effort data:

	Period
	January - June
	July - August
	Year total

	
	Landed cod
	Released cod
	Landed cod
	Released cod
	Landed cod
	Released cod

	Shore angling
	16
	7
	98
	108
	114
	116

	Wading angling
	23
	18
	2
	3
	25
	21

	Boat angling
	466
	99
	684
	95
	1149
	194

	Vessel angling
	298
	29
	428
	63
	726
	92

	Trolling
	21
	2
	24
	4
	45
	6

	Total
	823
	155
	1,236
	273
	2,059
	428


The following table presents the amount of landed and released cod (t) by anglers calculated by means of maximum annual catches in numbers and estimated effort data:
	Period
	January - June
	July - August
	Year total

	
	Landed cod
	Released cod
	Landed cod
	Released cod
	Landed cod
	Released cod

	Shore angling
	28
	19
	325
	199
	353
	218

	Wading angling
	38
	31
	49
	33
	87
	64

	Boat angling
	1,051
	229
	1,629
	169
	2,680
	398

	Vessel angling
	378
	52
	699
	92
	1076
	144

	Trolling
	21
	2
	47
	6
	67
	8

	Total
	1,516
	334
	2,748
	498
	4,264
	831


Compared to the landings of the German commercial fishery from ICES Sub-Div. 22 & 24 in 2010 (4,250 t), the anglers landed 49% and 101 %, respectively, of this quantity.

The numbers of released cod declined in 2010 compared to 2009. In 2010, less cod were released in number and weight than landed. In 2009, the situation was vice versa in numbers. However, we refrained from estimating annual/bi-annual total catches, as released cod do not equate with discards from the commercial fishery, since the mortality rate of released cod – caught in the recreational fishery – is considered relatively low. A pilot study to estimate the mortality of caught and released cod in the Western Baltic recreational fisheries is in preparation for 2012.
Commission Decision 2008/949/EC, Chapter III, B1, 3, 3, a) states: “For the recreational fisheries targeting the species listed in Appendix IV (1 to 5), Member States shall evaluate the quarterly weight of the catches.”

It is not always possible to estimate quarterly catches. Reasons for the deviation from this are:

The effort data from the mail surveys 2004/2006 cannot be divided quarterly, so these data will only be available after a new effort survey has been conducted in 2011 and 2012. Consequently, this may increase costs to ensure the statistical quality of quarterly CPUE data. The challenge remains how to deal with possibly low sample sizes, for example in the first quarter of the year due to bad weather conditions.
Salmon, Eel

A pilot study for recreational eel catches in the Baltic Sea has been prepared in 2010. This will be a telephone-diary survey. List frames have been acquired for recreational fishermen fishing with commercial fishing gear (gill nets, eel pots). Random samples have been selected and will be contacted via phone in May/June 2011.  Catch diaries will be distributed to a panel of recreational fishermen and recollected every 3 months. Selected fishermen will be asked to provide length measurements of the caught eel. Results of this study will be available in August 2012. 
III D 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

As planned in the NP and required by Decision 2008/949/EC, data related to annual estimates must achieve precision level 1 (95 % confidence interval inside a deviation of plus/minus 40 %).

An analysis of the calculated landing data by means of bootstrapping yielded a relative deviation between 12 % as minimum and 21 % as maximum for the different estimated numbers of landings (see table below).

	
	
	Confidence intervals (α = 0,025)

	
	Landings (numbers)
	2,5 % Percentile
	97,5 % Percentile

	Recorded effort data, Jan - Jun
	857,794
	732,247
	984,439

	Recorded effort data, Jul - Dec
	1,319,274
	1,159,482
	1,563,939

	Estimated effort data, Jan - Jun
	1,575,988
	1,289,891
	1,911,855

	Estimated effort data, Jul - Dec
	2,100,428
	1,780,323
	2,489,126


III D 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations

During the ICES PGRFS (Planning Group on Recreational Fisheries Surveys) meeting in spring 2011, several issues were discussed and recommendations formulated.

	ICES PGRFS 2011 Recommendations
	

	Licensing/Registry
	1. Introducing mandatory fishing license

2. Setting up national registry of leisure vessels


	1. Most MS have no mandatory fishing licensing system in place. A mandatory fishing licensing system should include identification of license holders. When appropriate this should be the postal mailing address, mobile telephone number and/or social security number. Possibly fishing licenses could be separated into modalities, e.g. angling, passive gear, spear fishing. MS to provide concrete information on the existing national licensing system prior to next years meeting.

2. Knowledge on the number of leisure boats is lacking in most MS.

	International Coordination

General

Common Methods
	1. Tourist fishermen

2. Provide annual estimates

3. Panel surveys (Method Group)
	1. Organize a workshop on tourist fishermen activities.

a. Evaluate the potential of MS sampling frames

b. Develop common sampling frames

c. Define tourist fishing variables/modalities

2. Recreational fishing estimates should be provided annually. This is in conflict with the current DCF that requires quarterly estimates. Finer temporal stratification adapted to MS circumstances (e.g. quarterly or by season) can improve precision of annual estimates when appropriate.

	Confidentiality/Privacy


	1. Granting access to individual data
	1. Provide legal expertise to solve national and regional confidentiality issues. 
Action: Invite expert to next PGRFS meeting.

	Uncertainty/Data Quality
	1. Quantifying uncertainty (bias and precision)

2. Catch versus Landings
	1. Develop score card with bias indicator for recreational catch estimates. Reference: WKACCU (Workshop on Methods to Evaluate and Estimate the Accuracy of Fisheries Data used for Assessment ). 
Action: Organize break-out group at next year’s meeting to develop score card (2 days).

2. Agree on a common definition of terminology in recreational fishing.
Agreed Definition: Total catch in numbers = numbers of fish kept (harvest) + number of fish released (dead or alive).

	Mortality
	1. Catch & Release, Mortality
	3. Emphasis on quantification of release and release mortality (survival rate).
Action: Pilot study on release mortality

	Stock Assessment
	1. Taking recreational fisheries into account for stock management
	1. Include recreational data in fish stock assessments, management plan evaluations, LTMP or equivalent.
Action: Join next year’s Baltic cod stock assessment WGBFAS).
Participate at WGEEL; MS contact national correspondents.

	Species
	1. New species: Sea trout, European lobster,
	1. Some species (not covered by the DCF) have considerable recreational fisheries catches (or red list species) and should be sampled in the future.
Action: Contact national correspondent to evaluate communication channels to EU Commission.

	RCM Baltic 2010 Recommendation
	1. Investigate the potential to coordinate recreational fisheries cod catches in SD 22-24 between Denmark, Germany and Sweden

3. Compile 1-page status report of ongoing recreational fisheries surveys


	1.In September 2010, representatives from Denmark, Sweden and Germany met in Charlottenlund, Denmark to discus the potential for regional coordination of recreational fisheries surveys. A summary of this meeting and recommendations of this PGRFS sub-group can be found in PGRFS-Baltic 2010 Recommendations 

3.The recreational fisheries table developed during WKSMRF (March 2009) was uploaded to the RCM sharepoint. MS were asked to check and revise their information. The list will be forwarded to PGRFS, which will use it as a basis and update it accordingly to be included in the 2011 PGRFS final report.


III D 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls

New effort data by quarter

A phone-diary survey to estimate the effort per quarter is planned for 2011 coupled with a mini-census. Results will be available 2012.

Fishing mortality

A pilot study to estimate fishing mortality of released cod caught during recreational charter vessels trips in the western Baltic is in preparation for 2012.

III D North Sea and Eastern Arctic

III D 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

Cod, Eel

Recreational cod catches in the North Sea are negligible (cf. pilot study).

A pilot study for recreational eel catches in the North Sea has been prepared in 2010 for early summer 2011. This will be a telephone-diary survey. List frames have been acquired for recreational fishermen fishing with commercial fishing gear (long lines, eel pots). Random samples have been selected and will be contacted via phone in May/June 2011. Catch diaries will be distributed to a panel of recreational fishermen and recollected every 3 months. Selected fishermen will be asked to provide length measurements of the caught eel. Results of this study will be available in August 2012. 

III D 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

not relevant

III D 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations

See above III D 3 Baltic Sea

III D 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls

not relevant

III D North Atlantic

No recreational fisheries in this region.

III D Long Distance Fisheries

No recreational fisheries in this region.

III E Biological stock-related variables 

General remarks

Several reasons imply that the collection of metier-related variables (section III.C) as well as the collection of stock-related variables (section III.E) should be handled at the same time in the German NP. Sampling-at-sea is an optimal strategy to reach this goal, due to

· the necessity to sample on board of freezer trawlers and trawlers with processing units. This is the case in the fishery for pelagic species, as these are landed in frozen packages. The same is true for landings of demersal species from waters off Norway and Greenland which are landed as partly processed products. 

· monitoring discarding. It would be highly ineffective not to sample the landings and other biological data at the same time.

· providing the possibility to sample at the same time landings, discards and to take otoliths and samples for sex and maturity.

· discards of species listed in Appendix VII of Commission Decision 2008/949/EC as by-catch in fisheries directed towards other species can only be recorded on board.

· 61%, 65% and 71% of the landings in 2008, 2009, 2010, respectively, from stocks that have to be sampled occurred in foreign countries, which confirms the situation in recent years. 

Due to the reasons mentioned above, Germany prefers in most cases to sample catches at sea (especially in the North Sea and North Atlantic). 

In 2005 and 2006, a legal text for ensuring biological sampling on board of German fishing vessels was prepared, but not implemented. The present status of a scientific observer on board of a German fishing vessel is a guest status. Article 11(3) of Council Regulation 199/2008 stipulates that samplers shall be accepted onboard, which did however not improve this situation yet. The possibility for biological sampling depends on the hospitality of ship owners and companies. Based on the present situation, random sampling of the fleet is still difficult and might be not optimal in future (even if a new legal basis for onboard sampling is in place), since there will remain some excuses to refuse an observer.

Data are gathered in connection with sampling of commercial sources (observer trips, harbour and self sampling) and on surveys. Data are sampled on a yearly basis. Table III.E.3 provides an overview over the species by region/fishing ground/area/stock that were sampled during 2010. Note that for some species (e.g. redfish and Greenland halibut), otoliths were only taken but not read due to lacking consensus on age reading methodology and validity.
Reasons for oversampling:

For most of the fish stocks and brown shrimp, the number of length and age measurements well exceeded the planned and requested minimum number of measurements. As most of the measurements are taken on observer trips, the reason for "oversampling" is often that all fish of a once randomly chosen subsample have to be measured in order to calculate the retained and discarded fraction of the whole catch. Another reason is that once an observer is onboard, the entire trip is being sampled (i.e. sampling does not stop after a few hauls or fishing days, but lasts until the end of that trip). This additional sampling onboard is done without any additional costs. However, minor additional costs occur in the home laboratory in form of additional staff time for sampling processing.  
In several cases, the planned sample sizes have not been achieved. Note that Germany has provided sufficient length measurements and age samples to the relevant ICES working groups for assessment purposes. 

III E Baltic Sea
III E 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

The required, planned and achieved sampling is summarized in Table III.E.3. General reasons for exceeding the sampling plan are explained above under “General remarks”. Germany is obliged to sample seven stocks in the Baltic Sea. 

Clupea harengus SD22-24 IIIa: This species was sampled according to the plan. The planned number of weight@length samples could only be fulfilled to 79%. For weight@length, the planned number of samples was initially set too high, because it was erroneously assumed that weight data will be sampled during the BITS surveys, also. 

Gadus morhua SD22-24, SD25-32: Baltic cod was sampled double partly due to conservative planning and partly due to recovering cod stock (samples size in bits and hydro acoustics survey increased). 

Limanda limanda SD22-32: Dab was sampled exceedingly. The planned number of 200 individuals was set precautionarily low due to the lack of age reading capacity. However, the age reading capacity increased during 2009, allowing an increase in sampling intensity.

Perca fluviatilis IIId: Due to lacking experience, perch was sampled according to the DCF minimum requirements resulting in the low number of 187 sampled individuals.

Platichthys flesus SD22-32: This species was sampled exceedingly due to conservative planning and increased age reading capacity of staff. The by-catch sampling in the cod fishery contributed largely to the high number. 

Sprattus sprattus SD22-32: Baltic sprat was sampled exceedingly due to conservative planning. The weight@length sample number was initially set too high for the same reasons as for herring.  

See Annex 2 for a description of the European eel (Anguilla anguilla) data collection in German freshwaters.

Additional sampling:

Flatfish species such as brill, turbot and plaice were sampled without obligation within the German DCF. Specimens of these species are obtained as by-catch from the commercial fishery and from survey samples. Biological parameters obtained from these species are length, weight, age, sex and maturity. The sampling of all flatfish species in the Baltic Sea is justified with respect to the HELCOM/ICES initiative on stock assessment strategies for flatfish (WKFLABA, Nov. 2010).
III E 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

see section III.C.2 Baltic Sea
III E 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations
	Source
	Message
	Follow-up

	RCM Baltic 2009
	Prepare data on planned number to be sampled for age, length, weight, sex and maturity.
	The exchange data tables from the German NP have been provided to the RCM Baltic.

	RCM Baltic 2010 Recommendation
	In order to be able to analyse the current sampling level of sprat in the Baltic and suggest optimal sampling levels for future regional coordinated sampling, the data must be available in an agreed format and checked for errors. Data has to be uploaded in Fishframe.
	German 2009 sprat data are not yet uploaded into Fishframe; will be done before RCM Baltic 2011.


III E 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls

Exceeding sampling intensities occurred for five of the seven stocks. For statistical purposes, the achieved sampling intensities are not too high, but reflect difficulties in planning. For 2012-2013, the proposed sampling intensities will be reviewed and updated until October 2011, using the experience from 2010 and 2011. 

III E North Sea and Eastern Arctic

III E 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

Table III.E.3 provides an overview on required, planned and achieved numbers of fish for age, weight, sex and maturity. Reasons for oversampling are explained in the beginning of this chapter under “General remarks”. Germany was obliged to sample 11 stocks in this region, after applying the exemption rules for stock-related variables (Commission Decision 2008/949/EC, chapter III.B.B2.5). 
See Annex 2 for a description of the European eel (Anguilla anguilla) data collection in German freshwaters. In Germany, eel were collected in 2009 and the data evaluation of this first “pilot“ phase has been finished by the end of 2010 with the first DCF report for European eel (Nagel 2010).
Skagerrak and Kattegat (ICES Division IIIa): 
Pollachius virens: According to Commission Decision 2008/949/EC, saithe (Pollachius virens) in the Skagerrak has to be sampled. Catches in the Skagerrak, however, are belonging to the same saithe stock as in the northern North Sea targeted by the same fishing metier. As fishing activities in the Skagerrak occur only irregularly, the stock was sampled mainly in the North Sea.
North Sea and Eastern Channel (ICES Sub-area IV and Division VIId): 
Clupea harengus, Crangon crangon, Gadus morhua, Limanda limanda, Pollachius virens. For Pollachius virens, the indications for the planned numbers of weight, maturity and sex were too high. Usually, these parameters are collected on surveys and not by commercial sampling. The numbers of samples on surveys are lower than on commercial sampling trips.
Eastern Arctic (ICES Sub-areas I and II): Gadus morhua, Melanogrammus aeglefinus, Pollachius virens, Sebastes marinus, Sebastes mentella. Redfish (Sebastes spp.) could not be sampled, as there was no German fishery in 2010 in ICES I and II.
Additional sampling: 

For the North Sea and Eastern Arctic region, several stocks were sampled by Germany despite there is no obligation by the DCF rules for stock-related variables to do so. However, sampling data are used regularly for assessment purposes in the ICES HAWG, WGWIDE and WGNSSK, respectively. Furthermore, all stocks are targeted by fishing metiers which have to be sampled by Germany. These stocks are highlighted in green colour in Table III.E.3: Clupea harengus in ICES areas I and II; Melanogrammus aeglefinus, Pleuronectes platessa and Solea solea in the North Sea and Eastern Channel. 

III E 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

see section III.C.2 Baltic Sea
III E 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations
	Source
	Message
	Follow-up

	RCM NS&EA 2010 Recommendation
	Check if MS has catches in this RCM area and if MS has no sampling plans for

catches, ensure that its component of the catch is adequately covered elsewhere.

MS to report back to RCM NS&EA 2011.
	Germany has delivered this information in June 2010.


III E 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls

see section III.C.4 North Sea and Eastern Arctic
III E North Atlantic

III E 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

Table III.E.3 provides an overview on required, planned and achieved numbers of fish for age, weight, sex and maturity. Reasons for oversampling are explained in the beginning of this chapter under “General remarks”.
For cod (Gadus morhua) in the North Atlantic and Western Channel, different quotas were assigned for following areas: 1) Vb(EU),VI,XII,XIV, 2) V,XIV(GL waters), NAFO 0&1(GL waters), 3) VIIb-k,VIII,IX,X,CECAF34.1.1(EU), 4) VIIa, 5) Vb(FAR). Germany has a quota share in areas 1), 2) and 5). Only in area 2 (V,XIV GL waters, NAFO 0&1 GL waters), the German share exceeds 10%. This fishery was re-established in 2007 and takes mainly place in ICES Div. XIVb. Therefore, Germany sampled cod in this area.

Iceland, Greenland and Irminger Sea (ICES Sub-areas XII and XIV and Division Va): Gadus morhua, Reinhardtius hippoglossoides, Sebastes spp. The under-sampling for age of Reinhardtius hippoglossoides was due to the fact that only one of two planned trips were sampled and the observer was only allowed to take otoliths from a part of the catch because of the reduction of product value by cutting the fish. Every part of the body of Greenland halibut is commercially utilised. Even the heads were sold separately to Asian markets.

The reason for the under-sampling of redfish was that data were only collected on surveys as no commercial fishery was carried out in 2010.

NAFO areas: Reinhardtius hippoglossoides. The planned observer trip was not carried out, therefore no sampling took place. For reasons, see chapter III.C.
Additional sampling: 

Two stocks were sampled by Germany despite there is no obligation by the DCF rules for stock related variables to do so. However, sampling data are used regularly for assessment purposes at ICES WGWIDE. Furthermore, all stocks are targeted by fishing metiers which must be sampled by Germany. These stocks are highlighted in green colour in Table III.E.1: Micromesistius poutassou, Scomber scombrus, Trachurus trachurus. However, due to quota limitations, no trip fully directed on blue whiting (Micromesistius poutassou) was conducted by the fishery. Therefore, this species was only sampled as bycatch in other fisheries and the planned numbers of measurements were not reached.
III E 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

see section III.C.2 Baltic Sea
III E 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations
	Source
	Message
	Follow-up

	RCM NA 2009 Recommendation
	MS to upload the landings in EUROSTAT by ICES division and by gender and species, and avoid as much as possible the use of the generic code "spp". (...)
RCM NA recommends EUROSTAT to promulgate its transmission procedure for this kind of data, to all MS.
	Germany is prepared to upload data, but no transmission details have been provided by EUROSTAT yet.

	RCM NA 2009 Recommendation
	Collection of turbot and John Dory otoliths during surveys
	Germany does not catch any turbot and John Dory in this region. If occurring as eventual by-catch, the numbers of otoliths will not be sufficient for reliable age estimates.

	RCM NA 2010 Recommendation
	MS to include a detailed methodology on estimating the catches of the 2 Lophius species. This description should be sent to the WGHMM Lophius stock coordinators in 2011 and included in a revised NP proposal.
	Germany does not sample the negligible catches of anglerfish in this region (see section III.C).

	RCM NA 2010 Recommendation
	MS to forward to WGHMM stock coordinators all their available data issued from the DCF, including stock-related variables such as growth, sex-ratio and maturity.
	Germany has no targeted catches of hake and negligible catches on anglerfish that are not sampled (see section III.C).

	RCM NA 2010 Recommendation
	In order to have correct reference list of species and stocks in Appendix VII 2010/93 and to avoid inconsistencies and errors in the tables filled in by MS in their NP proposals, the following is recommended: All MS should look for inconsistencies and errors and suggest on corrections this refers to naming of stock/area, species included and errors in sampling level.
	Germany has provided this information during the RCM NA 2010.


III E 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls

see section III.C.4 North Atlantic
III E Long Distance Fisheries
III E 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

Table III.E.3 provides an overview on required, planned and achieved numbers of fish for age, weight, sex and maturity. Germany was obliged to sample 3 stocks after applying the exemption rules for stock-related variables (Commission Decision 2008/949/EC, chapter III.B.B2.5) for other regions, namely: Sardina pilchardus, Sardinella aurita, Trachurus spp.
See section III.C. Long Distance Fisheries for details on sampling these fisheries/stocks.
III E 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

not relevant

III E 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations
See section III.C.3 Long Distance Fisheries.

III E 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls

See section III.C.4 Long Distance Fisheries

III F Transversal variables

III F 1 Capacity

III F 1 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

All results achieved as planned, no deviation.
III F 1 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

As all capacity data are derived from the fleet register, which by definition represents the population, it is not meaningful to apply any data quality issues in the context of the DCF.

III F 1 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations

	Source
	Message
	Follow-up

	RCM Baltic 2010 Recommendation
	National correspondents of RCM Baltic countries are requested to complete the “common practice for transversal data collection” table with information on the practice of data collection used in the respective country. MS are invited to check the table, and input information consistent with their National Programs. MS are invited to include further comments (using the insert-comment excel function) referring to specific variables.
	Germany completed the “common practice” table.


III F 1 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls

No shortfalls.
III F 2 Effort

III F 2 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal
All results achieved as planned, no deviation.
III F 2 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal
As all effort data for vessels > 8m are derived from the logbooks, which are to be submitted exhaustively by European legislation, it is not meaningful to apply any data quality issues in the context of the DCF.

Effort data for vessels < 8m have been collected via random sampling survey. However, these data are only a rough estimate of the vessel owners, who usually to not keep track of their fishing trips in a way which would allow fulfilling the requirements of the DCF.
It turned out entirely unfeasible to get all requested effort data on the basis of questionnaires, which refers to vessels < 8m LoA. Instead, days at sea have been determined for this group, separated by gear. In combination with the trip data file, which is exhaustively available, fishing days, number of trips and soaking time have been estimated.

In all cases of vessels using passive gear, it is impossible to determine which vessel has been using which set of different gears. Hence, the population of e.g. all vessel using hooks is not known. As a consequence, the coefficient of variability cannot be clearly calculated, as it requires the total and the sample size. Therefore these indicators have not been provided, and the response rates only reflect response rates achieved from the related fleet segment “PG VL0010”.

III F 2 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations

See section III.F.1.3.
III F 2 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls
No shortfalls.
III F 3 Landings

III F 3 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal
All results achieved as planned, no deviation.
III F 3 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal
As all landings data are derived from the sales notes, which are to be submitted exhaustively by European legislation, it is not meaningful to apply any data quality issues in the context of the DCF.

III F 3 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations

See section III.F.1.3.
III F 3 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls
No shortfalls.

III G Research surveys at sea

III G 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

In 2010, Germany conducted 12 surveys supported within the DCF and participated in the Atlanto-Scandian Herring Acoustic Survey conducted by Denmark, as well as the Blue Whiting Survey conducted by The Netherlands and Ireland. There were no changes in strategy or design, except when it was co-ordinated with the relevant ICES planning/working group. Of course, the number of hauls and length of hydroacoustic tracks depended on weather conditions as well as on the performance of the equipment and/or of the vessel, but were for all surveys within the range of records for the former survey years. For the number of hauls and sampling activities, refer to Table III.G.1. The following text provides a short description of all surveys carried out in 2010, with a map of the achieved sampling activities.

Note that possible small deviations from days-at-sea planned to days-at-sea achieved are – if not otherwise stated – due to minor adaptations of the 2010 vessel schedule during late 2009 and early 2010.

Baltic Sea: 

1 Baltic International Trawl Survey (BITS) in the 1st and 4th Quarter

The survey parts were conducted from 09/02/10 to 26/02/10 and from 28/10/10 to 15/11/10 on FRV “Solea”. Refer to Fig. III.G.1 a and b for the station grid of both parts. Severe weather conditions and technical problems in quarter 4 caused an unusual high number of interruptions (A/P 73%).
[image: image1.png]55.5°N

55°N

54.5°N

¢

54°N

10°E 11°E 12°E

RV "Solea" 617th Cruise
2nd - 25th February 2010

14°E

15°E

Ocean Data View

20m

40m

60m




Fig. III.G.1a: Baltic International Trawl Survey – Station grid (BITS, 1st quarter 2010).
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Fig. III.G.1b: Baltic International Trawl Survey – Station grid (BITS, 4th quarter 2010). 

2 Baltic International Acoustic Survey

The survey took place from 04/10/10 to 22/10/10 with R/V “Solea”. Refer to Fig. III.G.2 for the cruise track and fishery stations conducted on the German part of the Baltic Herring Acoustic Survey. Occurring shortfalls were under the margin of 10%.
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Fig. III.G.2: Cruise track (Messkurs) and trawl positions (Hol) of RV „SOLEA“ in October 2010

3 Baltic Sprat Acoustic Survey 

The survey took place from 10/05/10 to 30/05/10 with FRV “Walther Herwig III”. Refer to Fig. III.G.3 for the cruise track and trawl stations conducted on the German part of the Baltic Sprat Acoustic Survey. Germany was asked by WGBIFS to cover additional Echo nm due to the cancellation of another survey participant, leading to a slight oversampling of 109%.
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Fig. III G.3: Hydroacoustic tracks and trawl positions (Cruise No. 333 of FRV “Walther Herwig III” in May 2010).
4 (Rügen) Herring Larvae Survey

The Rügen Herring Larvae Survey in the western Baltic (ICES area IIId/ 24) took place during 15 weeks in March-June in 2010 on FRC “Clupea”. Figure III.G.4 shows the survey area and station grid. Shortfalls and deviations: Due to extended ice cover, the survey started one week late on March 29th. Despite ice cover and some technical failures of the research vessel, 99% of the planned sampling program could be realized.
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Fig. III G.4: 2010 Rügen Herring Larvae Survey. Stations for ichthyoplankton hauls and CTD casts. 

North Sea and Eastern Arctic:

5 International Bottom Trawl Survey (IBTS) in Quarter 1

In 2010, the survey in quarter 1 was conducted from 22/01/10 to 19/02/10 on FRV “Walther Herwig III”. Please refer to Fig III.G.5 for the allocation of the fishing positions. Occurring shortfalls were under the margin of 10%.
[image: image6.emf]
Fig. III G.5: International Bottom Trawl Survey (IBTS) 1st quarter. Cruise track of “Walther Herwig III” with haul positions 2010. Hatched area: ICES rectangles sampled within the IBTS.
6 International Bottom Trawl Survey (IBTS) in Quarter 3

The IBTS survey in Quarter 3 is conducted in conjunction with a national survey from 19/07/10 to 17/08/10 on FRV “Walther Herwig III”. Only 8 days within this period are devoted to IBTS. The other days are covering a programme on national expense (German Small Scale Bottom Trawl Survey, GSBTS). Additional hauls were made as requested by the corresponding ICES working group. Please refer to Fig. III.G.6 for the cruise track of the German part of the International Bottom Trawl Survey in Quarter 3.

[image: image7.emf]
Fig. III.G.6: International Bottom Trawl Survey (IBTS) 3rd quarter. Cruise track of “Walther Herwig III”, GSBTS and IBTS 2010. Hatched area: ICES rectangles sampled within the IBTS

7 North Sea Beam Trawl Survey (BTS)

In 2010, the survey took place from 12/08/10-23/08/10 on FRV “Solea”. Fig. III.G.7 shows the trawl positions of the German part of the North Sea Beam Trawl Survey in 2010. Shortfalls and deviations: 12 additional hauls (= 4 additional statistical rectangles) were carried out due to changed requirements of WGBEAM leading to an oversampling (125%). The deviation between planned and achieved days-at-sea is due to a wrong entry in the NP. 3 days from the survey are dedicated to a monitoring programme on national expenses. They were wrongly included in the planned days-at-sea.
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Fig. III.G.7: North Sea Beam Trawl Survey (BTS). Trawl positions 2010.

8 Demersal Young Fish Survey (DYFS)

The German part of the survey, which is conducted by DK, GER and NL, consists of five components (short trips on chartered small fishing cutters) which took place in five different areas (Fig. III.G.8) in Sep 2010. Shortfalls in fishing days and hauls were due to bad weather conditions.
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Fig. III.G.8: Demersal Young Fish Survey (DYFS). Example of station map of the German part, with catch weights (10 kg per 1000 m2) of brown shrimp in 2010.

9 International Ecosystem Survey in the Nordic Seas

Germany participated in this survey with one scientist. It also took the financial share in order to support Denmark to conduct the survey. The survey took place from 27/04/10 to 25/05/10.

10 International Redfish Survey (Norwegian Sea)

Based on the decision of ICES PGRS, this survey was not conducted in 2010.

11 Herring Larvae Survey (North Sea)

The herring larvae surveys took place in the Channel area of the North Sea from  04/01/10-15/01/10 and in the Orkney/Shetland area from 23/09/10-30/09/10 on FRV “Walther Herwig III”. Fig. III.G.11 a) and b) shows the positions of the plankton hauls.

Shortfalls and deviations: With regard to the Working Group for International Pelagic Surveys (ICES WGIPS), only 75 stations are left to be covered in the first half of January. Thus the focus was set on locations with larger quantities of herring larvae. The available vessel time in September was shortened by an unexpected prolonged stay in the shipyard. In consequence, only the most important parts in the Orkney/Shetland area could be sampled in the remaining time of the survey.
a) [image: image10.emf]
b) [image: image11.emf]
	
	


Fig. III.G.11a-b: Herring Larvae Survey in the North Sea and Eastern Channel. a) Cruise track and positions of plankton hauls in January 2010, b) Cruise track and positions of plankton hauls in the Orkney/Shetland area in September 2010.

12 North Sea Herring Acoustic Survey

The survey took place from 25/06/10 to 13/07/10 on FRV “Solea”. Fig III.G.12 shows the cruise track and trawl positions of the German part of the North Sea Herring Acoustic Survey. The substantial oversampling in terms of fishing hauls was due to the number of shoals found in the investigation area. Compared to the planned number of hauls, which was based on the average number of hauls from the years before, this leads to a doubled number of hauls. An exact planning of these validation hauls is not possible.
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Fig. III.G.12: North Sea Herring Acoustic Survey 2010. Cruise track and trawl stations of "Solea" cruise # 624.
North Atlantic:

13 International Redfish Trawl and Acoustic Survey

According to the schedule of ICES PGRS, the International Redfish Trawl and Acoustic Survey was not conducted in 2010.
14 Greenland groundfish survey

The Greenland groundfish survey was carried out from 07/10/10-21/11/10 on FRV “Walther Herwig III”. Fig III.G.14 shows the positions of the fishing hauls and CTD stations. Shortfalls were due to bad weather.
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Fig. III.G.14: Greenland groundfish survey 2010. Positions of fishing hauls and CTD stations.

15 Blue whiting survey

Germany participated in this survey and provided staff (one scientist) for the Dutch part of the survey and contributed to the financial share in order to support the Netherlands and Ireland to conduct the survey. The different survey parts took place from 19/03/10 to 09/04/10.
16 Mackerel and Horse Mackerel Egg Survey

The German part of the mackerel and horse mackerel egg survey was carried out from 24/03/10-27/04/10 on FRV “Walther Herwig III”.  Fig III.G.15 shows the cruise track and station grid. “Walther Herwig III” was requested by the Scottish survey coordinator to cover an additional transect (13 plankton stations) during the second leg which was supported by good weather conditions. This is the reason for the oversampling.
[image: image14.jpg]



Fig. III.G.16: Mackerel and Horse Mackerel Egg Survey 2010. Cruise track, positions of plankton hauls (Nackthai), fishing hauls (PSN 205) and CTD stations.

III G 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

The reasons for occuring shortfalls are explained in the section above. Changes in survey design were only made within the requirements of the responsible planning/working groups. 

III G 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations

No relevant RCM recommendations. Recommendations and requests from survey planning groups are generally followed up as part of the international collaboration within ICES.
III G 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls
Bad weather conditions: No action is possible.

Technical problems: Vessels and equipment are always kept in good conditions; however, sudden technical problems cannot be prevented.

IV Module of the evaluation of the economic situation of the aquaculture and the processing industry

IV A Collection of economic data for the aquaculture

IV A 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

In the NP 2009-2010, Germany planned to sample the four eel aquaculture plants. Germany has a moratorium to apply the Aquaculture Statistics Regulation 762/2008 until 2012. That means that no data are officially reported on the number of enterprises in the aquaculture sector. Furthermore, no information on their production volume or value is officially known. To specify the population, a thorough investigation was necessary in 2008 and 2009 in order to obtain results.

Unfortunately, as the owners of the plants were not willing to answer very specific questionnaires especially due to confidentiality reasons, Germany has not sampled those four eel plants. Due to confidentiality reasons, a publication would not have been possible as well. This is true for the only oyster farm in Germany as well. Hence, Germany can only provide production value numbers for the oyster farm.

For blue mussel farming, data are more easily available as they are part of the fleet. In addition to the data coming from logbooks and landing statistics, a questionnaire has been send out. The results are given in Tables IV.A.2 and IV.A.3. Additionally, a thorough investigation of the cost structure in the sector has been undertaken (see Buck et al. 2010). The results have been used for cross-checking of the sample data in order to ensure the data to represent the sector appropriately. 

The increased number of questionnaires replied seems to be a success of Germany's strategy to visit trade fairs, to take part in activities of the farmers during the mussel season and to conduct research projects in the mussel sector.

IV A 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

The results are presented in Table IV.A.3 with the values of the accuracy indicators.

As the reply to the questionnaire is not mandatory and given the thorough analysis of the sector by Buck et al. (2010), the achieved sampling rate seems to be sufficient even if the planned rate of 100% was not reached.

IV A 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations

None.
IV A 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls

Eel and oyster farms have been contacted directly by phone call. As the results could not be published due to confidentiality reasons, Germany assumes these actions to be sufficient also in the following years. This means, questionnaire and phone calls will be done, but no further actions are undertaken if no response is the result in this segment. For the blue mussel segment, data seem to be suficient and no further actions will be undertaken as long as the results remain the same. 

IV B Collection of data concerning the processing industry

IV B 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

Data have been collected by the Institute of Sea Fisheries and the Federal Statistical Office (Details are mentioned in the NP 2009-2010). Results are presented in Tables IV.B.1 and IV.B.2 with the information collected during the sampling year 2010. 

Since enterprises with 50 and more employees are responsible for more than 80% of sector's sales and more than 75% of sector's employment, low response rates in the segments with less employees do not affect the results in terms of representation of the sector eminently. The data collected represent between 50% and 80% of the sector's whole sales. The exceptions are data for debt and net value of assets. Here, the willingness to provide data voluntarily differs distinctly. Nonetheless, the coverage rate is still above 30%.
Commission Decision 2008/949/EC requires the census of all enterprises processing fish, even if it is not their main business. Germany planned to use the register of EU veterinary approval numbers for fish processors to identify those enterprises. Unfortunately, a complete version of this register was not available before late 2010. This was due to long bureaucratic processes and the Federal structure of Germany. Now this register is available and a questionnaire to all enterprises that carry out fish processing, but not as a main activity, has been sent out in 2010. This results in a delay, but as the data are available soon, no further actions to avoid shortfalls have to be undertaken.

Even if not mandatory, Germany asked for the volume of fish raw material, the species, the region where it came from and if it was fish from wild catch or from aquaculture.

IV B 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

Results of the data quality evaluation may be found in Table IV.A.3 with the values of the accuracy indicators.

IV B 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations

None.

IV B 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls

not relevant

V Module of the evaluation of effects of the fishing sector on the marine ecosystem

V 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

No deviations occurred in 2010.
V 2 Actions to avoid shortfalls

not relevant
VI Module for management and use of the data

VI 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal

Central database services were provided at the BLE in Bonn as in previous years, without deviations from the aims set out in the NP 2009-10.

Several data calls (Annual Economic Report, effort, fish processing industry) had to be answered in 2010, which was done within the respective deadlines and with complete and quality-checked data.

Data were transmitted to regular data users such as ICES assessment working groups, see Table VI.1. No deviations occurred.

VI 2 Actions to avoid shortfalls

not relevant
VII Follow-up STECF recommendations
The list of STECF recommendations sent by the STECF Secretariat on 12 May 2011 has been considered regarding the recommendations relevant to MS.

	Source
	Recommendation to MS
	MS action

	SGRN 09-01 (Evaluation of NP proposals 2009-10)
	ON DEROGATIONS FOR DISCARDS AND LANDING SAMPLING:

SGRN consider that derogations can only be granted if the level of discard is statistically proven and supported by documentation.
	Requests for derogations by Germany are considering this aspect, but also take into account bilateral and multilateral agreements on a regional level (RCMs).

	SGRN 09-01 (Evaluation of NP proposals 2009-10)
	ON SPECIES DEROGATIONS AND NON CONFORMITIES:

Species derogations can be granted on the basis of less than 200 tons in total landing, if there is not any different provision from relevant RFMO. (...) MS should provide these data so the derogation can be evaluated. SGRN suggests MS to provide a cost/benefit analysis in detail to determine the excessive cost as mentioned in the NP.
	Germany has provided detailed landings data (incl. stocks for which <200t were landed) at the recent RCMs and in the current NP proposal.

	SGRN 09-01 (Evaluation of NP proposals 2009-10)
	ON THE CONSISTENCY OF DIFFERENT ECONOMIC DATA SOURCES:

SGRN asks MS to explain in the national program how the consistency of information derived from different data sources has been checked.
	This has been described in section III.B.1(d) of the NP.

	SGRN 09-01 (Evaluation of NP proposals 2009-10)
	ON SAMPLING IN DISTANT AREAS:

SGRN underlines that all target species concerned and all species for which it is mandatory to collect data according to the provision of the RFMO concerned, must be included in the NP of each MS concerned.
	Sampling of long-distance fisheries has been considered by Germany in sections III.C and III.E.

	STECF PLEN 09-02
	STECF recommends that MS:

• include in their NPs for the period 2011-2013, a methodological report to describe the sampling strategies. STECF also recommends that MS adhere to the guidelines for the preparation of the methodological report given in Table 4.1.1 below (adapted from the report of the STECF-SGECA 09-02).

• include in their annual Technical Reports, the data quality indicators given in Table 4.2.2 below (discussed under TOR 2 of STECF-SGECA 09-02).
	Germany has considered and followed these recommendations in the NP 2010 implemenation and reporting, as well as in the NP 2011-13.

	STECF PLEN 09-03
	STECF recommends that at least Cyprus, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Lithuania, Malta, The Netherlands, Portugal and Spain should participate in the RCM on Long-Distant Fisheries, considering their fisheries in the CECAF area, South Pacific, Indian Ocean and 'other regions where fisheries are operated by EU vessels and managed by RFMOs'.
	Germany has participated in the RCM LDF 2010.


VIII List of acronyms and abbreviations

	Acronym/

Abbreviation
	Explanation

	aeglef.
	aeglefinus

	AFWG
	ICES Arctic Fisheries Working Group

	BAD
	Baltic Acoustic Database (BADI = aggregated data; BADII = raw data)

	BITS
	Baltic International Trawl Survey

	BLE
	Bundesanstalt für Landwirtschaft und Ernährung (Federal Agency for Agriculture and Food)

	BMI
	Bundesministerium für Inneres (Ministry for Internal Affairs)

	BMELV
	Bundesministerium für Ernährung, Landwirtschaft und Verbraucherschutz, (Ministry for Food, Agriculture, and Consumer Protection)

	BRZ
	Bruttoraumzahl (gross tonnage)

	BSRP
	Baltic Sea Research Project

	COST
	Common Open Source Tool (software package for precision calculations)

	CPUE
	Catch per unit effort

	CTD
	Conductivity-Temperature-Depth probe

	DATRAS
	Database for trawl surveys

	DCR
	Data Collection Regulation

	DCF
	Data Collection Framework

	DMV
	Deutsche Meeresangler Vereinigung e.V. (German Marine Anglers Association)

	DYFS
	Demersal Young Fish Survey

	EU
	European Union

	FADN
	Farm Accountancy Data Network system 

	FOE
	Institut für Fischereiökologie (Institute of Fisheries Ecology)

	FTE
	Full time employment

	Funct.
	Functional

	FYK
	Fish traps

	GNS
	Set nets/Gill nets

	gt
	Gross Tonnage

	HAWG
	ICES Herring Assessment Working Group

	HERSUR
	Herring Survey

	JRC
	Joint Research Centre

	IBTS
	International Bottom Trawl Survey

	IBTSWG
	ICES International Bottom Trawl Survey Working Group

	ICES
	International Council for the Exploration of the Sea

	IFREMER
	French Institute for Exploitation of the Sea

	kW
	kilowatt

	LDF
	Long-distance Fisheries

	LOA
	Length overall

	MAGP
	Multi-annual Guidance Programme

	MIX
	Mixed fisheries

	MV
	(Federal Country of) Mecklenburg-Vorpommern

	NACE
	Statistical classification of economic activities in the European Community (Nomenclature statistique des Activites economiques dans la Communaute Europeenne)

	NAFO
	Northwest Atlantic Fishery Organisation

	NASC
	Nautical Area Scattering Coefficient

	No
	Number

	NP
	National Programme

	NR
	Not relevant

	NWWG
	ICES North-Western Working Group

	OSF
	Institut für Ostseefischerei, Rostock (Institute of Baltic Sea Fisheries)

	OTB
	Otter trawl bottom

	OTM
	Otter trawl midwater

	PGCCDBS
	ICES Planning Group on Commercial Catch, Discards and Biological Sampling

	poutas.
	poutassou

	PRODCOM
	The EU-wide harmonised classification of products produced by the industrial sector (PRODuction COMmunautaire)

	PTB
	Two ship trawl bottom

	PTM
	Two ship trawl midwater

	RCM
	Regional Co-ordinating meeting

	Reg.
	Regulation

	SC
	Scientific Council

	SF
	Institut für Seefischerei, Hamburg (Institute of Sea Fisheries)

	SGRN
	STECF Subgroup on research need and data collection

	SGRS
	ICES Study Group on Redfish Surveys

	SH
	(Federal Country of) Schleswig-Holstein

	StBA
	Statistisches Bundesamt (Federal Statistical Office)

	STECF
	Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries

	TAC
	Total allowable catch

	TBB
	Beam trawl

	TTB
	Twin trawl (Special gear which is used by the demersal fishery)

	UK
	United Kingdom

	vTI
	Johann Heinrich von Thünen-Institute, Federal Research Institute for Rural Areas, Forestry and Fisheries

	WG
	Working Group

	WGBEAM
	ICES Working Group on Beam Trawl Surveys

	WGBFAS
	ICES Baltic Fisheries Assessment Working Group

	WGECO
	Working Group on Ecosystem Effects of Fishing Activities

	WGFAST
	ICES Working Group on Fisheries Acoustic Science & Technology

	WGIPS
	ICES Working Group for International Pelagic Surveys

	WGMEGS
	ICES Working Group on Mackerel and Horse Mackerel Egg Survey

	WGNPBW
	ICES Northern Pelagic and Blue Whiting Fisheries Working Group

	WGNSSK
	ICES Working Group on the Assessment of Demersal Stocks in the North Sea and Skagerak

	WGWIDE
	ICES Working Group on the Assessment of Wide Distributed Species

	WKCOST
	Workshop on implementation of the Common Open Source Tool (COST)

	WKFLABA
	ICES/HELCOM Workshop on Flatfish in the Baltic Sea 

	ZUMA
	Zentrum für Umfragen, Methoden und Analysen (Centre for Emperical Social Research and Methodology)


IX Comments, suggestions and reflections

None.
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Annex 1: Minutes of National Co-ordination Meeting 2010 [in German]
Nationales DCF-Koordinierungsreffen 2010

vTI-OSF, Rostock, 23.11.2010

Teilnehmer: BLE: Wolfgang Wern, Steffen Holz, Anna Diamant, Vilma Plum; vTI-OSF: Dr. Nikolaus Probst (Protokoll), Dr. Patrick Polte, Dr. Bente Limmer, Dr. Christian von Dorrien, Titus Rohde, Steffen Hagemann, Sven Peters, Cornelia Albrecht, Norbert Schultz, Dr. Christopher Zimmermann (zeitweise); vTI-SF: Dr. Jörg Berkenhagen, Solveig Helmert, Timo Meißner, Michael Ebeling, Thilo Weddehage, Eckhard Leu, Kay Panten, Jens Ulleweit, Torve Christiansen, Dr. Christoph Stransky (Vorsitz); vTI-FOE: Dr. Florian Nagel

1. Kurze Vorstellung der Teilnehmer

2. Datenerhebung 2010: Erfolge & Probleme

a. Beprobungen auf See, Kommunikation mit der Fischerei: 

Die Beprobung der Ostseefischereien läuft wie immer, eventuell wird Kommunikation durch Ökozertifizierung (Eigeninteresse der Fischerei) besser. Der gesetzliche Rahmen für die Beprobung ist zu vage, dadurch die Mitfahrt weiterhin schwierig.

Die Beprobung größerer Schiffe in Nordsee und Nordatlantik besteht oft aus langen Reisen, die – wenn sie verpasst werden - für lange Beprobungslücken sorgen. SF ist auf Kooperation mit den Reedereien angewiesen. Die Kutterbeprobung läuft unterschiedlich und hängt von dem Wohlwollen der Kapitäne ab. Auch schlechte Wetterbedingungen sorgen für Probleme. Geringe Fangquoten für Beifangarten sorgen für dafür, dass Beprober nicht gern mitgenommen werden (Gefühl der "Kontrolle" durch Beobachtung). Durch Kooperationen zwischen Fischerei und Wissenschaft könnten zukünftig Lösungen für die Discardproblematik erzielt werden. 

Ein generelles Problem für 2011 wird die Regelung für wissenschaftliche Quoten darstellen, da Fischer wissenschaftliches Probenmaterial nicht mehr vermarkten dürfen, ohne es auf ihre Quote anzurechnen. Lehraufträge an Fischereischulen könnten früh ein Bewusstsein für die Bedeutung der Fischereibiologie im Bewusstsein von Nachwuchsfischern schaffen. Die Teilnahme an Fischereitagen der Landesverbände sollte forciert werden.

b. Beprobung der Freizeitfischerei:

Die Beprobung der Angelfischerei auf Dorsch ist entlang der Ostsee in fünf Gebiete aufgeteilt, davon werden vier durchTeilzeitkräfte und das fünfte durch Mitarbeiter des OSF bearbeitet. Die Beprobung findet am Strand, in Häfen und auf Angelkuttern statt. Der Beprobungsstand ist gut, vor allem die Bereitstellung von Längendaten von Dorsch sind 2010 besser als 2009. Dies liegt an vermehrter Präsenz des vTI-OSF auf Angelveranstaltungen und dem starken 2008er-Jahrgang, der für hohe Fänge sorgt. Die Überlebensrate von rückgeworfenen Dorschen ist unklar und sollte in einem Pilotprojekt untersucht werden. Die Fänge der Angelfischerei auf Hering wurden im Strelasund untersucht und scheinen keine gravierenden Auswirkungen auf den Heringsbestand zu haben.

Für 2011 ist ein Telefon-Survey für eine aktualisierte Aufwandserhebung geplant. Für die Zusammenstellung von Stichproben muß die Grundgesamtheit erfasst werden. Der Datenschutz von Angelscheindaten ist immer noch problematisch und verhindert die vollständige Erfassung der Anglergrundgesamtheit. In Mecklenburg-Vorpommern ist ein Küstenfischereischein notwendig, in  Schleswig-Holstein ist keine Küstenangelerlaubnis erforderlich, das vTI-OSF hat diesbezüglich eine Anfrage zur Einführung einer Angelerlaubnis an das zuständige Ministerium gestellt. Eine Pilotstudie zur Aal- und Haifischerei in der Nord- und Ostsee ist für 2011 geplant.

c. Beprobung der kommerziellen Fischerei auf Aal in Binnengewässern

In 2010 und 2009 wurde eine Pilotstudie zur Aalbeprobung in Binnengewässern in neun Flußgebieten durchgeführt, und diverse biologische und histologische Daten wurden erhoben (Schwimmblasenbandwurm, Länge, Gewicht, Reife, Geschlecht, Schadstoffbelastung, Fettgehalt, etc.). 

d. Ökonomische Datenerhebung

i. Flottenökonomie

Die Stellnetzfischerei in der Ostsee ist aufwandsstark mit geringen Anlandungen. Der Rücklauf an Fragebögen für dieses Segment ist sehr dünn. Flottendaten werden u.a. für die Auswertung von Managementplänen verwendet.

ii. Fischverarbeitung

Die Erhebung durch Fragebögen in der fischverarbeitenden Industrie liegt bei 50% Abdeckung. Befragungen werden nur bei Betrieben mit mehr als 20 Mitarbeitern durchgeführt, da diese Betrieb ca. 80% des Umsatzes ausmachen. Der Effekt von Regulierungs- und Managementmaßnahmen auf die Industrie ist schwer abzuschätzen, da z.B. manche wichtigen Parameter wie Rohwarengewicht und Rohwarenherkunft, nicht erhoben werden. 

iii. Aquakultur

Daten über marine Aquakultur, Aal und Lachs münden in der Befragung von Muschel-betrieben und zwei Aalaufzuchtsbetrieben. Die Muschelfischerei ist ein Grenzfall zwischen Aquakultur und Wildfischerei, je nach dem ob Saatmuscheln oder Wildmuscheln "geerntet" werden. 

e. Logbuch- und Anlandedaten

In diesem Jahr ist ein starker Rückgang von Fangreisen (ca. 40.000, sonst 60.000 bis 70.000 Reisen pro Jahr), eventuell bedingt durch kalten Winter 2009/2010.

Elektronische Logbücher sollen für 30 Fahrzeuge (> 24 m L.ü.a.) implementiert werden, vor allem für Fischerei in norwegischen Gewässern, da dort nur noch elektronische Meldungen gültig sind.  VMS und elektronische Logbücher sind nicht verknüpft, d.h. die BLE muß viele verschiedene Datenbanken führen. Die Datenübermittlung der E-Logbücher ist noch nicht geklärt, da die Satellitenverbindung für die Datenmengen sehr teuer ist. Die Meldung sollte einmal täglich und bei Einlaufen erfolgen. Die BLE befürchtet eine Abnahme der Datenqualität, da das E-Logbuch Fischer eventuell überfördern könnte.

3. Datenverarbeitung und Datenbanken: Stand & Zukunft

a. SF-Entwicklungen

SF unterstützt die Entwicklungsarbeit des OSF. 

b. OSF-BLE-Entwicklung

Die zentrale Datenbank, die von der BLE gehostet werden soll, ist weiterhin das Fernziel. Momentan sucht das OSF intern nach einer institutsspezifischen Datenbanklösung (auf MySQL-Basis). Diese Datenbank soll dann die Grundlage für die "Traumschloßdatenbank" werden. Deswegen ist auch bei der MySQL-Datenbank die Koordination mit SF und BLE notwendig. 

c. MicroStrategy

Zugänge zu MicroStrategy wurden verteilt, Nutzungsdetails werden in zukünftigen Sitzungen geplant. Notwendig ist eine Absprache zwischen Datennutzern (vTI) und Datenbankgestaltern (BLE) über Darstellungs- und Auswertungsmethoden. Ein erstes Treffen dazu soll Anfang 2011 stattfinden.

4. Datennutzung

Die Datennutzung durch Untergruppen des STECF u.a. erfolgt regelmäßig. Die Erhebung der Daten wird evaluiert, um die räumliche und zeitliche Abdeckung der Datenerhebung zu verbessern. 

Die Koordination von Datencalls zwischen SF, OSF und BLE sollte verbessert werden. Die Definition und Validierung von Metiers erfordert viel Zeit bei der Erstellung bzw. Aggregation der Daten.

Lobend wird die flexible Arbeitsweise und hohe Bereitstellungsbereitschaft der BLE-Datenbankgruppe erwähnt.

a. Daten-Abruf durch die EU

i. Ökonomischer Jahresbericht, Tiefsee-Aufwand (Jan. 2010)

ii. Fischereiaufwand (April 2010)

iii. Ökonomie Fischverarbeitung (Aug. 2010)

Alle Datencalls wurden vollständig und fristgerecht beantwortet.

b. Datenprobleme in ICES-Arbeitsgruppen

Bei Fehlen bestimmter Daten in den Arbeitsgruppen soll eine standardisierte Rückmeldung (über ICES PGCCDBS) erfolgen, um die Datenerhebung zu verbessern.

5. Regionale Koordinierung: Ergebnisse der RCMs, Bilaterale Übereinkommen

a. Baltic (Vilnius, 10.-14.5.2010)

Ein wichtiger Diskussionspunkt war, wie das "Task-sharing" bei der Alterslesung in der Ostsee vollzogen werden soll. Zentralisierung oder nationale Alterslesung wurden auf dem RCM vorgeschlagen, wobei beide Lösungen Vor- und Nachteile haben. Die zentrale Alterslesung ist evtl. kosteneffizienter, nationale Alterslesung erhält Expertise und die notwendigen Diskussionen zur Interpretation von Wachstumsstrukturen.

Eine Überprüfung der Beprobungszahlen (stock related variables) wäre wünschenswert, um die Auslastung der Kapazitäten in den einzelnen Instituten zu optimieren. Geplant ist eine Analyse der regionalen Sprottdaten, um den Einfluss der Stichprobengröße auf die Präzision zu evaluieren.

Die Koordination der Beprobung der Dorsch-Freizeitfischerei wurde eingeleitet. 

Das Treffen der Ökonomen (für Oostende im April angesetzt) wurde aufgrund der Aschewolke nach Vilnius verlegt. Die Arbeitsthemen sind jedoch von Jahr zu Jahr gleich und es wird bezweifelt, ob eine regelmäßige Teilnahme der Ökonomen an einem RCM sinnvoll ist. 
b. North Sea & Eastern Arctic (Charlottenlund, 17.-21.5.2010)

Eine Beschreibung und Zusammenfassung der Beprobungsintensität der Metiers wurden erstellt.  

Beprobungsschwerpunkte in der Makrelen-, Stöcker- und Blauen Wittling-Fischerei zwischen Nordsee und Nordatlantik müssen noch koordiniert werden.

c. North Atlantic (Oostende, 19.-21.4. / 31.5.-2.6.2010)

Ähnlich wie Nordsee. Abstimmung mit Spanien wegen Stellnetzfischerei auf Seeteufel. 

Kosten und Effizienz bzw. die Erfordernisse der Discardbeprobung müssen genauer definiert werden.

d. Long-Distance Fisheries (Madrid, 3.-5.3.2010)

Durch die pelagische Fischerei im Südpazifik ist DEU verpflichtet, einen Beprobungsplan zu entwickeln. Vor Mauretanien (CECAF) gab es in den letzten Jahren nur sporadische Fangaktivität. 

e. Liaison Meeting (Oostende, 3.-4.6.2010)

Wechsel der RCM Chairs: Jørgen Dalskov für RCM Baltic, Els Torreele für RCM NS&EA. Bericht des LM wurde nicht rechtzeitig fertig und so waren Mitgliedstaaten nicht offiziell verpflichtet, die LM-Empfehlungen umzusetzen.   

6. Ergebnisse relevanter Tagungen
Fully-documented fisheries (Workshop in Lyngby/DK, März) wird in SWE, UK, DK und auch in D vorbereitet bzw. durchgeführt. Die Erfahrungen mit teilnehmenden Fischern sind durchweg positiv. Bis jetzt nehmen nur nordeuropäische Länder teil. Probleme sind der Datenschutz und die technische Umsetzung der Kameras, Sensoren, Datenauswertung, etc.

Es gibt eine ministeriale Arbeitsgruppe (Baltic Fisheries Directors Initiative?), die ein regionales Fischereimanagement und eine Abschaffung von Discards in der Ostsee forciert.

Surveybegutachtung des STECF (SGRN, Brüssel, Okt.) war gering besetzt aber sehr effizient. Fast alle Surveys, die bisher über DCF gefördert wurden, wurden als gut bewertet. Unwahrscheinlich ist die DCF-Bewilligung für die Ei- und Larvensurveys in der Bornholmsee, die durch das IfM-GEOMAR durchgeführt werden.

Wenig besprochen wurden die Surveys in Hinblick auf die Ökosystembewertung (u.a. MSRL). Hier besteht weiterhin Koordinations- und Besprechungsbedarf. Z.B. ist die Erhebung von hydrographischen Daten durch das DCF nicht vorgeschrieben, ist aber für die Erhebung von Ökosystemparametern unerlässlich.

Die Finanzierung von Surveys kann einerseits zur Optimierung dienen, anderseits aber auch dazu führen, dass durch den Ausschluss aus der DCF-Finanzierung wichtige Zeitserien unterbrochen werden. Die Surveyplanung und -Finanzierung des vTI wird als gelungen und effizient bewertet.

Die Bewertung der Surveys wurde an den zusammengefassten Surveys durchgeführt wie z.B. dem BITS, wo die Havfisken und die Solea-Anteile als ein Survey evaluiert wurden.

Methodische ICES-Workshops in 2010 waren WKMERGE, WKCOST und WKEID. In WKMERGE wurde die Aggregation von Metiers besprochen, um die räumliche, zeitliche und technische Stratifizierung der Beprobung zu optimieren.  

Besuch von norwegischer Delegation am SF zum Austausch über Beprobungsverfahren in DEU und NOR. Die Norweger zeigten sich angetan von der Beprobung der deutschen Freizeitfischerei.

7. Besetzung von DCF-relevanten Sitzungen und Workshops

a. ICES-Expertengruppen (PGCCDBS, Workshops, Survey-Planungsgruppen)

b. RCMs

c. STECF-Untergruppentreffen

i. SGRN (Strategisches Treffen, Evaluierungstreffen Jahresbericht 2010)

ii. SGECA (Ökonomie)

Die Besetzungslisten werden Anfang 2011 aktualisiert.

Für die Abrechung der Reisekosten (nur Assessment-AGn) sollten Kopien der Flug-/Bahntickets und Hotelrechnungen abgegeben werden.

Die Bewertungsgruppe (SGRN) für die Technischen Berichte sollte auch durch einen Mitarbeiter des OSF besetzt werden.

8. Datenqualität: Beprobungsanleitung, Datenvalidierung

Die Beprobungsanleitungen sollten auf alle Metiers ausgeweitet werden, wenn nicht schon geschehen.

Zur Verbesserung der Datenqualität ist ein Eingabetool geplant, das eine direkte Hochrechnung anzeigt. 

9. Pilotprojekte (Studies)

WebGR ist ein nützliches Werkzeug für die vergleichende Alterslesung und Reifebestimmung und ist seit Sommer 2010 anwendbar.  Z.B. soll eine geplante Alterslesungslesungsgruppe für Ostseedorsch regelmäßig WebGR-Übungen durchführen. 

Ein ausdrückliches Lob geht an die BLE für die Anwendungserstellung.

Eine Video-Überwachung (Fully Documented Fisheries) in der Ostsee soll testen, ob die Umkehr der Beweislast im Rahmen des Fangquotenmanagements praktikabel  ist. Die Vorreiterrolle in Europa hat Dänemark übernommen, einige andere Länder (Schweden, UK) folgten. In Deutschland nehmen 2011 sechs  große Trawler und drei kleine Stellnetzkutter an einem Pilotprojekt teil. Die teilnehmenden Kutter erhalten einen Quotenaufschlag. 

10. Internetportal dcf-germany.de

Das DCF-Internetportal ist auf Deutsch und Englisch verfügbar und wird regelmäßig aktualisiert. Es gibt einen internen Bereich, in dem Arbeitsdokumente abgelegt werden können. Die Darstellung von aggregierten Beprobungsdaten könnte über MicroStrategy implementiert werden, hängt aber von der verfügbaren Bearbeitungszeit und Rechtslage ab.

Die Linkliste sollte um vTI-Institute, BLE und Fischbestände-Online erweitert werden.

11. Veröffentlichungen (z.B. JAI Sonderband 100 J. SF)

· Sonderband 100 Jahre Seefischereiforschung im J. Appl. Ichthyol.: Artikel zur Discardbeprobung, Ökonomie

· DECODE-Veröffentlichung mit Andres Velasco


· OSF-Veröffentlichung zu Dorsch-Discards in Vorbereitung

12. Verwaltung (Zeiterfassung, Reisekostenabrechnungen)

Zeiterfassung beachten! Stundenzettel werden von Kay Panten gesammelt, der um rechtzeitige Abgabe bittet (Januar - Februar). 

Die Reisekostenabrechung soll beschleunigt werden, um den Deckungszeitrahmen von 4-8 Wochen (bei Einsatz der dienstl. Kreditkarte) zu erfüllen. 

13. Planung für 2011:

a. Sonderfangerlaubnisse 2011

Die Beprobung in der 3 sm-, 12 sm-Zone und AWZ soll gemeinsam beantragt werden, bzw. die BLE soll die Sonderfangerlaubnis mit den Ländern (NS, SH, MV) koordinieren. Die Sonderfangerlaubnis für 2011 soll mit einem entsprechenden Hinweis an die BLE gestellt werden. 

b. Bedarf an Koordinierungstreffen, bilateralen Treffen etc.

Der Termin für das nationale Treffen im Spätherbst hat sich als günstig erwiesen. Zu bestimmten Themen der DCF-Zusammenarbeit sollten sich bei Bedarf Untergruppen treffen. 

c. Jahres- und Finanzbericht 2010: Einreichfrist 31.5.2011!

Alle Rechnungen und Probenkosten sammeln. Bei OSF wird dies über Frau Kliem geregelt. 

d. Nationales Programm 2011-2013: Aktualisierung 2012 (bis 31.10.2011)

14. Sonstiges

Für die Freizeitfischerei sind Abrechnungsoptionen für Tagungen und Koordinierungstreffen interessant. Für die Treffen mit den Angelbeprobern müssen explizit Arbeitszeiten für diese Treffen in den Werksverträgen vorgesehen werden.

Annex 2: Eel sampling
European Eel (Anguilla anguilla) data collection under the EU-Data Collection Regulation (Commission Decision 2008/949/EC) in German freshwater habitats

Introduction

The panmictic stock of European eel (Anguilla anguilla L.) is at a historical minimum and has been indicated outside safe biological limits (EIFAC/ICES WGEEL Report 2009a). Recruitment to the stock is at a historically low level and there is no obvious sign of recovery. Anthropogenic impacts (habitat loss, migration barriers, pollution), but also natural impacts (cormorants, parasites, ocean climate) have been related to the decline (Dekker 2003, ICES 2009b). The EU Commission has included the eel into the Data Collection Framework (DCF) compiling comprehensive data on the stock. The German National Program (NP) 2009-2010 for sampling of eel fisheries data refers to the Community and National Program defined in the Council Regulation 199/2008 and in the Annex of Commission Decision 2008/949/EC. 
Materials and Methods

In Germany, eel sampling has started in spring 2009 and the data evaluation of this first “pilot“ phase has been finished by the end of 2010 with the first DCF report for European eel (Nagel 2010). Sampling focused on gathering biological parameters (see List of biological variables) of eel in commercial catches of inland fisheries. 200 eels (if available, see Table 1) were sampled and investigated from each German river basin district (according to WFD, see Figure 1). An exemption was the RBD Maas (Meuse), where no commercial fishery exists in its German part. Consequently, sampling was not required according to DCF standards. 
Yellow eels were collected in spring and silver eels were collected in autumn 2009 (detailed information in Figure 2 & Table 1). Analyses include length, weight, age, sex and maturity (detailed information in the list of biological variables). Although not mandatory under DCF regulations, some additional parameters such as infestation with the swimbladder nematode Anguillicoloides crassus and fat content of eel muscle tissue have been analyzed as well (see List of biological variables). Due to the limited number of 200 eels to be investigated per RBD as required by DCF, sampling was restricted to only few locations. To optimize comparability, eels were preferably collected downstream in the system (Figure 2), close to the estuaries. However, for practical reasons, some exemptions from this general approach were necessary (e. g., in the river Rhine yellow eels sampling was performed in a more upstream region, as commercial fisheries on yellow eels are rare in the downstream areas of the German Rhine; a yellow eel sample from the river Havel was included for the RBD Elbe, samples from the river Uecker were included for the RBD Oder, because of limited availability of eel samples from the Oder river itself). 

[image: image15.emf]
Figure 1. River Basin Districts (RBDs) in the Federal Republic of Germany. 

Rhine, Ems, Weser, Eider, Schlei/Trave, Elbe, Oder, Warnow/Peene, Meuse and Danube. According to the Eel Management Plans of Germany (EU Council Regulation 1100/2007), we adopted the 9 RBD’s (Report on the eel stock and fishery in Germany 2008) for the EU-DCF (Figure 1). The Danube was excluded since according to a decision of the European Commission the Danube does not constitute a natural distribution area for eel in the sense of the Council Regulation 1100/2007. Furthermore, an exemption is the RBD Maas (Meuse), where no commercial fishery exists in the German part of the RBD. Consequently, sampling was not required by the DCF. 
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Figure 2. Overview of eel sampling in German River Basin Districts (RBDs). Red dots: Locations of commercial eel catches, where eel samples were collected. Rhine 1 & 2; Ems 3 & 4; Weser 5; Eider 6, Schlei 7 & 8; Trave 9; Elbe: 10 & 11; Havel 12; Oder 13; Uecker 14; Peene 15; Warnow 16.
Table 1. Characteristics of eel samples according to each location in German RBDs.                * If available, additional eels were gathered in length to increase total number for length distribution analysis (see results). Incomplete number of eel samples from the river Trave and Oder because of limited availability of eel samples during the whole period 2009 and 2010.

	No.
	RBD
	Sample size [n]
	Yellow/Silver eel
	Time of sampling
	Fishing gear

	1
	Rhine
	99
	Y
	May 2009
	electro fishing

	2
	Rhine
	96
	S
	October 2009
	stow net

	3
	Ems
	115
	Y
	June/Sept. 2009
	electro fishing

	4
	Ems
	101
	S
	October 2009
	stow net

	5
	Weser
	111
	Y
	June 2009
	stow net

	
	Weser
	106 (40)*
	S
	October 2009
	stow net

	6
	Eider
	93
	Y
	July 2009
	fyke net

	
	Eider
	101
	S
	October 2009
	fyke net

	7
	Schlei
	53 
	Y
	May 2009
	fyke net

	8
	Schlei
	47 (66)*
	S
	November 2009
	fyke net

	9
	Trave
	60
	Y
	June 2009
	fyke net

	
	Trave
	-
	S
	-
	-

	10
	Elbe
	53 (25)*
	Y
	June 2009
	fyke net

	11
	Elbe
	104 (144)*
	S
	August 2009
	stow net

	12
	Havel
	99
	Y
	June 2009
	fyke net

	13
	Oder
	51
	Y
	July 2009
	eel pots/fyke net

	
	Oder
	-
	S
	-
	-

	14
	Uecker
	51
	Y
	June 2009
	fyke net

	
	Uecker
	50
	S
	October 2009
	fyke net

	15
	Peene
	50
	Y
	June 2009
	fyke net

	
	Peene
	47
	S
	September 2009
	fyke net

	16
	Warnow
	42
	Y
	June 2009
	stow net

	
	Warnow
	51
	S
	September 2009
	stow net


List of biological variables with European eel sampling specification

length a, weight b, sex c, maturity d, age e, parasites (Anguillicoloides crassus) infection f, condition factor g, fat content h,
a total length was determined either immediately after catch (to the nearest 0.5 cm) or after thawing. In the second case the values were corrected by assuming a reduction of 2.5% according to Wickström (1986). Presentation of eel length distribution was performed using 1 cm length classes (e.g. 50.5-51.49 cm).

b total weight was determined either immediately after catch or after thawing. In the second case the values were corrected by assuming a reduction of 2.8% according to Wickström (1986).

c sex determination via macroscopic assessment of gonadal development.

d determination of silvering index according to Durif et al. (2005). Indices corresponded to a growth phase including both sexes and immature eels (silvering index 1), only yellow females (silvering index 2), a pre-migrating phase of females (silvering index 3), two migrating phases of females (silvering index 4 & 5) and a migrating phase of males (silvering index 6).

e according to EU Council Regulation (1100/2007), 200 eels (100 yellow and 100 silver eels separately) were analyzed for each RBD. However, not for all RBDs 200 eels were available. Silver eel samples were not available for the rivers Trave and Oder. Age reading of otoliths was performed using a “cutting and burning” protocol (WKAREA, ICES 2009c). 

f eels swimbladder infection with the nematode A.crassus was analyzed as total prevalence [%], abundances of nematodes per swimbladder [n] and damage degree of the swimbladder due to nematode infection according to Hartmann (1994).

“Hartmann classes” of swimbladder damage:

1. Swimbladder is normal +/- nematodes

2. Swimbladder with mildly thickened wall  +/- nematodes and larvae

3. Swimbladder with advanced thickened wall  +/- nematodes and larvae

4. Swimbladder with strongly thickened wall and narrowed lumen, filled with red-brown fluid, secondary infections of surrounding tissues are externally visible as swollen and inflamed abdomen, 

5. Degenerated small swimbladder with a strongly thickened wall, reduced lumen, complete devoid of air, contains exudates and dead worms

g condition factor was calculated from total weight and total length of eels by using the formula by Fulton (1904). K = (weight [g] * 100) /  length3 [cm]

h fat content in eel was measured using the DISTELL FATMETER (www.distell.com).

Financing

The average price for European Eel in German freshwaters of 14 € per kilogram caused final costs of approximately 9.000 € for 1.600 eels*. By considering a further decline in eel abundance and therefore eel landings, increasing eel prices for a second DCF period 2011-2013 have to be considered. 

* extrapolated costs (due to outstanding invoices of some fishermen and outstanding silver eel samples from the rivers Trave and Oder)

Proposal for the data collection of European Eel (Anguilla anguilla) under the EU-Data Collection Regulation (2010/93/EU) for the period 2011-2013

The European Commission has adopted a multiannual Community programme for the collection, management and use of data in the fisheries sector for the period 2011-2013 (2010/93/EU).

To further gather biological information on European eel, Germany proposes to continue data collection of its commercial catches. However, to better address the urgent questions for an eel fisheries management, sampling scheme and especially the collected parameters should be adapted as compared to the first sampling phase (2008/949/EU). Besides length, weight, age, sex and maturity of the sampled eels, parasite infestation and especially contamination with harmful substances are important parameters.

Several reviews on parasites and contaminants in eels have emphasized their negative influences on migration and reproduction. Therefore, estimation of an effective spawner biomass requires the quantification of the adverse effects of contaminants, parasites, diseases, and low fat levels on the capacity of eels to migrate and successfully spawn (EIFAC/ICES Working Group on Eels 2009a). 

In line with the report of the EIFAC/ICES Working Group on Eels (2010) and the ICES Advice (2009b) we strongly recommend that eel quality issues like Anguillicoloides crassus infestation as well as pollution with harmful contaminants like PCB’s, DDT, dieldrin and heavy metals especially for silver eels should be taken into account for the new EU-Data Collection programme (2010/93/EU). 

Considering the increasingly limited availability of glass eel for restocking purposes, a comprehensive data collection of these parameters (contaminants, parasites etc.) under the EU-Data Collection Regulation (2010/93/EU) would significantly contribute to the identification of suitable habitats for the production of high quality eel spawners.
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Annex 3: R scripts for calculating precision (CVs)
# Calculate analytical cv-values of length@age by species

# by W.N. Probst, April 2011

len.age<-function(ca.table){

                             if (ca.table[1,1]=="CA") ca.table<-ca.table[,-1]                                           # Remove the CA-column if necessary to make compatible with COST-columns

                             ca.table<-subset(ca.table,is.na(ca.table[,21])==FALSE&is.na(ca.table[,20])==FALSE)         # Remove all empty cases where age and length is not available

                             source("D:/COST_DCF/cv.r")                                                                 # Get the function to calculate CV

                             summaries<-data.frame(0,0,0,0,0,0,0)                                                       # Create the template for the ouput table

                             names(summaries)<-c("species","area","parameter","mean.length","mean.age","mean.cv","n")   # Give names to the columns of the output-table

                             a<-split(ca.table,list(as.character(ca.table[,10])))                                       # Split data by species

                             for (i in 1:length(a)){                                                                    # Start loop to go through calculataions species by species

                                                   # Calculate lengths@age: mean , sd, n and cv and mean cv             #

                                                   l.a<-aggregate(a[[i]][,20],list(a[[i]][,21]),mean)                   # Create table with mean length per age group

                                                   l.a.sd<-aggregate(a[[i]][,20],list(a[[i]][,21]),sd)                  # Table with SD of mean length per age group

                                                   l.a.n<-aggregate(a[[i]][,20],list(a[[i]][,21]),length)               # Table with number of observations per mean per age group

                                                   l.a<-cbind(l.a[,1],l.a[,2],l.a.sd[,2],l.a.n[,2])                     # Put the mean, sd and n together into the first table ("l.a")

                                                   l.a<-as.data.frame(l.a)                                              # Convert from matrix into data frame to be able to set names

                                                   names(l.a)<-c("age","mean.length.at.age","sd","n")                   # Set names

                                                   if (length(l.a$mean.length.at.age)>0)                                # Calculate CV if datais availbale

                                                              l.a$cv<-cv(l.a$mean.length.at.age,l.a$sd,l.a$n) else

                                                              l.a$cv<-numeric(0)

                                                   # Write results from 'l.a' into the summaries-table

                                                   summaries[i,1]<-names(a)[i]                                          # Put species name into summary table

                                                   summaries[i,2]<-a[[i]][i,16]                                         # Put stock names into summary table

                                                   summaries[i,3]<-"length@age"                                         # Put parameter into summary table

                                                   summaries[i,4]<-weighted.mean(l.a$mean.length.at.age,l.a$n)          # Put weighted mean of all mean-lengths@age into summary table

                                                   summaries[i,5]<-round(weighted.mean(l.a$age,l.a$n))                  # Put weighted mean age of all sampled age groups into summary table

                                                   b<-subset(l.a,is.na(l.a$cv)==FALSE)                                  # Create subset 'b' to remove CVs with 'NA'

                                                   summaries[i,6]<-weighted.mean(b$cv,b$n)                              # Put weighted mean CV into summary table

                                                   summaries[i,7]<-sum(b$n)

                                                   }                                                                    # Print out summary table

                             summaries

                             }

# Calculate analytical cv-values of weight@age by species

# by W.N. Probst, April 2011

wgt.age<-function(ca.table){

                             if (ca.table[1,1]=="CA") ca.table<-ca.table[,-1]                                           # Remove the CA-column if necessary to make compatible with COST-columns

                             ca.table<-subset(ca.table,is.na(ca.table[,21])==FALSE&is.na(ca.table[,28])==FALSE)         # Remove all empty cases where age and weight is not available

                             source("D:/COST_DCF/cv.r")                                                                 # Get the function to calculate CV

                             summaries<-data.frame(0,0,0,0,0,0,0)                                                       # Create the template for the ouput table

                             names(summaries)<-c("species","area","parameter","mean.weight","mean.age","mean.cv","n")   # Give names to the columns of the output-table

                             a<-split(ca.table,list(as.character(ca.table[,10])))                                       # Split data by species

                             for (i in 1:length(a)){                                                                    # Start loop to go through calculataions species by species

                                                   # Calculate lengths@age: mean , sd, n and cv and mean cv             #

                                                   l.a<-aggregate(a[[i]][,28],list(a[[i]][,21]),mean)                   # Create table with mean length per age group

                                                   l.a.sd<-aggregate(a[[i]][,28],list(a[[i]][,21]),sd)                  # Table with SD of mean length per age group

                                                   l.a.n<-aggregate(a[[i]][,28],list(a[[i]][,21]),length)               # Table with number of observations per mean per age group

                                                   l.a<-cbind(l.a[,1],l.a[,2],l.a.sd[,2],l.a.n[,2])                     # Put the mean, sd and n together into the first table ("l.a")

                                                   l.a<-as.data.frame(l.a)                                              # Convert from matrix into data frame to be able to set names

                                                   names(l.a)<-c("age","mean.weight.at.age","sd","n")                   # Set names

                                                   if (length(l.a$mean.weight.at.age)>0)                                # Calculate CV if datais availbale

                                                              l.a$cv<-cv(l.a$mean.weight.at.age,l.a$sd,l.a$n) else

                                                              l.a$cv<-numeric(0)

                                                   # Write results from 'l.a' into the summaries-table

                                                   summaries[i,1]<-names(a)[i]                                          # Put species name into summary table

                                                   summaries[i,2]<-a[[i]][1,16]                                         # Put stock names into summary table

                                                   summaries[i,3]<-"weight@age"                                         # Put parameter into summary table

                                                   summaries[i,4]<-weighted.mean(l.a$mean.weight.at.age,l.a$n)          # Put weighted mean of all mean-lengths@age into summary table

                                                   summaries[i,5]<-round(weighted.mean(l.a$age,l.a$n))                  # Put weighted mean age of all sampled age groups into summary table

                                                   b<-subset(l.a,is.na(l.a$cv)==FALSE)                                  # Create subset 'b' to remove CVs with 'NA'

                                                   summaries[i,6]<-weighted.mean(b$cv,b$n)                              # Put weighted mean CV into summary table

                                                   summaries[i,7]<-sum(b$n)

                                                   }                                                                    # Print out summary table

                             summaries

                             }


# Calculate analytical cv-values of maturity@age by species

# by W.N. Probst, April 2011

mat.age<-function(ca.table){

                             if (ca.table[1,1]=="CA") ca.table<-ca.table[,-1]                                           # Remove the CA-column if necessary to make compatible with COST-columns

                             ca.table<-subset(ca.table,is.na(ca.table[,31])==F&ca.table[,31]!="UNDEF")                  # Remove all empty cases wehre age is not available

                             ca.table[,31]<-as.numeric(ca.table[,31])                                                   # Set maturity data to numeric values

                             source("D:/COST_DCF/cv.r")                                                                 # Get the function to calculate CV

                             summaries<-data.frame(0,0,0,0,0)                                                           # Create the template for the ouput table

                             names(summaries)<-c("species","parameter","mean_mat_age","cv","n")                         # Give names to the columns of the output-table

                             a<-split(ca.table,list(as.character(ca.table[,10])))                                       # Split data by species

                             if (length(a)>0){

                             for (i in 1:length(a)){                                                                    # Start loop to go through calculataions species by species

                                                   # Calculate lengths@age: mean , sd, n and cv and mean cv             #

                                                   m.a<-aggregate(a[[i]][,31],list(a[[i]][,21]),mean)                   # Create table with mean length per age group

                                                   m.a.sd<-aggregate(a[[i]][,20],list(a[[i]][,21]),sd)                  # Table with SD of mean length per age group

                                                   m.a.n<-aggregate(a[[i]][,20],list(a[[i]][,21]),length)               # Table with number of observations per mean per age group

                                                   m.a<-cbind(m.a[,1],m.a[,2],m.a.sd[,2],m.a.n[,2])                     # Put the mean, sd and n together into the first table ("l.a")

                                                   m.a<-as.data.frame(m.a)                                              # Convert from matrix into data frame to be able to set names

                                                   names(m.a)<-c("age","mean.mat","sd","n")                             # Set names

                                                   if (length(m.a$mean.mat)>0)                                          # Calculate CV if datais availbale

                                                              m.a$cv<-cv(m.a$mean.mat,m.a$sd,m.a$n) else

                                                              m.a$cv<-numeric(0)

                                                      # Write results from 'l.a' into the summaries-table

                                                      summaries[i,1]<-names(a)[i]                                       # Put species name into summary table

                                                      summaries[i,2]<-"maturity@age"

                                                      summaries[i,3]<-weighted.mean(m.a[,2],m.a[,4])                                                  # Put parameter into summary table

                                                      summaries[i,4]<-mean(na.omit(m.a$cv))                             # Put mean CV into summary table

                                                      if (length(which(m.a$n>1))>0)                                     # Put number of observations (n) into sumamry table if data is avaiable

                                                           summaries[i,5]<-sum(m.a$n[which(m.a$n>1)]) else

                                                           summaries[i,5]<-0

                                                   }

                                                   }                                                                    # Print out summary table

                             summaries

                            }

# Calculate analytical cv-values of mean sex-ratio@age by species

# by W.N. Probst, April 2011

sr.age<-function(ca.table){

                             if (ca.table[1,1]=="CA") ca.table<-ca.table[,-1]                                           # Remove the CA-column if necessary to make compatible with COST-columns

                             ca.table<-subset(ca.table,is.na(ca.table[,21])==FALSE&is.na(ca.table[,11])==FALSE)         # Remove all empty cases where age and sex is not available

                             source("D:/COST_DCF/cv.r")                                                                 # Get the function to calculate CV

                             summaries<-data.frame(0,0,0,0,0,0)                                                         # Create the template for the ouput table

                             names(summaries)<-c("species","stock","parameter","mean.%.F","cv","n")                     # Give names to the columns of the output-table

                             a<-split(ca.table,list(as.character(ca.table[,10])))                                       # Split data by species

                             for (i in 1:length(a)){                                                                    # Start loop by species

                                                    s.r<-aggregate(a[[i]][,11],list(a[[i]][,21]),table)                 # Aggregate number of observations per sex per age-class

                                                    s.r<-cbind(s.r[,1],as.data.frame(s.r[,2][,1:2]))                    # Rearrange 's.r'-table to turn it inot a data-frame

                                                    s.r$sex.ratio<-(s.r[,2]/(s.r[,2]+s.r[,3]))*100                      # Calculate the sex-ratio as percentage of females

                                                    names(s.r)<-c("age","No.F","No.M","sex.ratio")               # Assign names to the 's.r'-table

                                                    summaries[i,1]<-names(a)[i]                                         # Put species name into summary table

                                                    summaries[i,2]<-a[[i]][1,16]                                        # Put stock name into summary table

                                                    summaries[i,3]<-"sexratio@age(%F)"                                  # Put parameter into summary table

                                                    mean.sr<-weighted.mean(s.r$sex.ratio,(s.r$No.F+s.r$No.M))           # Calculate weighted mean (by n) of sex ratio

                                                    sd.sr<-sd(na.omit(s.r$sex.ratio))                                   # Calculate sd of sex-ratios of age-class

                                                    n.sr<-length(s.r$sex.ratio)                                         # Here n is the number of age classes  (not the number of measured individual fish!)

                                                    summaries[i,4]<-mean.sr                                             # Put the weighted mean to the summary table

                                                    summaries[i,5]<-cv(mean.sr,sd.sr,n.sr)                              # Calculate and put the CV of n observed age classes

                                                    summaries[i,6]<-sum(s.r[,2:3])                                      # Here the n refers to the number of sexed individuals (use this for the TR!)

                                                   }

                             summaries                                                                                  # Put the summary table out

                            }
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