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I GENERAL FRAMEWORK 
The German National Programme (NP) 2011-2013 for fisheries data collection 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 2010/93/EU. The Annual Report (AR) 2011 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 2010/93/EU. 
The report year is 2012. If the reference year differs from the report year, it is accordingly stated in the 
sections for Modules IV and V.  

Standard tables: This AR is based on the "Guidelines for the submission of Annual Report on the 
National Data Collection Programmes (...), Version 2013", which is related to the layout and contents 
of the NP 2011-2013. 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 [TI] 
Federal Research Institute for Rural Areas, Forestry and Fisheries 
Thuenen-Institute of Sea Fisheries (SF) 
Palmaille 9 
22767 Hamburg, Germany 
Tel. +49 40 38905-228 
Fax: +49 40 38905-263 
E-mail: christoph.stransky@ti.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 (TI) 
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@ti.bund.de 
Website: http://www.ti.bund.de 
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Within these institutions, the following four institutes and units are responsible for data collection and 
reporting: 
 
TI 
Thuenen-Institute of Sea Fisheries (SF) 
Palmaille 9 
22767 Hamburg, Germany 
Tel. +49 40 38905-0 
Fax: +49 40 38905-263 
E-mail: sf@ti.bund.de 
Website: http://www.ti.bund.de/en/institutes/sf/ 
 
TI 
Thuenen-Insitute of Baltic Sea Fisheries (OF) 
Alter Hafen Süd 2 
18069 Rostock, Germany 
Tel. +49 381 8116-102 
Fax: +49 381  8116-199 
E-mail: osf@ti.bund.de 
Website: http://www.ti.bund.de/en/institutes/of/ 
 
TI 
Thuenen-Institute of Fishery Ecology (FI) 
Palmaille 9 
22767 Hamburg, Germany 
Tel. +49 40 38905-0 
Fax: +49 40 38905-261 
E-mail: foe@ti.bund.de 
Website: http://www.ti.bund.de/en/institutes/fi/ 
 
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; since 1 Jan 2012: Unit 614) 
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 (now Unit 614) is responsible for the central database of all national 
fisheries-related data and central IT services. 
 
The TI 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 
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aquaculture. The TI-OF is responsible for the Baltic Sea and recreational fisheries sampling, while the 
TI-SF is responsible for the North Sea & Eastern Arctic, Northeast Atlantic and the other areas, as 
well as fisheries economics (fleet, aquaculture and processing industry). The TI-FI 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 TI-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 
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The following table summarises the derogations applied for by Germany since 2009: 
 

 
Short title of 
derogation 

NP 
section Type of data Region 

Approved
/ rejected/ 
pending 

Year Reason/ Justification 

Request for 
derogation for 

excluding 
dredgers from the 

fishing fleet 

III.B  Effort data all pending 2011 

Vessel type operates 
exclusively in the field 
of aquaculture and is 

represented in the 
aquaculture section 

Request for 
derogation on 
metier-related 

variables 

III.C  

Sampling data for 
MIS_CAT_all_0_0 

and LLD_ANA_0_0_0  
(Eel and long line 

salmonids) 

Bal approved 2012 Fisheries are negligible 

Request for 
derogation on 
metier-related 

variables 

III.C  

Sampling data for 
OTB_DEF_<16_0_0 and 

PTM_DEF_<16_0_0  
(Sand eel fishery) 

NS&EA approved 2009 

The share in fishing 
effort for Germany is 

negligible and sampling 
is conducted by 

Denmark (regional 
agreement) 

Request for 
derogation on 
metier-related 

variables 

III.C 

Sampling data for 
FPO_CRU_all_0_0 

(Fishery directed on deep 
water crustaceans) 

NA approved 2009 

Regional agreement: 
“Onboard monitoring 
unnecessary owing to 

1. the small by-catch of 
finfish, and 

2. the return of 
undersized crustaceans 

alive.” 

Request for 
derogation on 
metier-related 

variables 

III.C 
Sampling data for 

GNS_DEF_>=220_0_0 
(Fishery on anglerfish) 

NA pending 
2009/
2010/
2011 

Very limited number of 
Spanish-owned vessels 
(4 cutters), landings in 

weight are <200t, 
landings into foreign 

harbours 

Request for 
derogation on 
metier-related 

variables 

III.C  

Multilateral agreement on 
sampling data for 

OTM_SPF_32-69_0_0 
(Fisheries in CECAF 

waters) 

Other approved 2012 Cost efficiency 

Request for 
derogation on 
metier-related 

variables 

III.C  

Sampling data for  
GNS_FWS_0_0_0 

(Fishery directed on 
freshwater species) 

Baltic approved 2012 

>80% from fisheries 
inside the base line of 

German coastal waters. 
Hence, the landings 
from outer coastal 

waters were well below 
the 200t exemption rule 

limit 

Request for 
derogation for the 

recreational 
fishery 

III.D Sampling data for salmon Baltic approved 2011 

Salmon catches from 
German anglers were 
estimated at 2 ‰ of the 
international salmon 
catches in the coastal 
and offshore areas of 
the Baltic Sea in 2002. 
General observations 
will be carried out as 
part of the current 
sampling of the 
recreational fishery in 
the Baltic Sea. 

Request for 
derogation for the 

recreational 
fishery 

III.D Sampling data for sharks Baltic, 
NS&EA approved 2012 No recreational fishery 

existing on sharks 

Request for 
derogation for the III.D Sampling data for cod NS&EA pending 2011 There is no sampling of 

the recreational fishers 
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recreational 
fishery 

of Niedersachsen and 
Bremen, as no licensing 

system exists for 
recreational fishers in 

the North Sea. A 
survey would cause 

very high costs. 
Therefore and in 

consideration of the 
estimate of the 

recreational cod catches 
in 2005 (very low, 

without importance for 
the cod stock), it is not 
necessary to extend the 

survey to 
Niedersachsen and 

Bremen. 

Request for 
derogation for the 

recreational 
fishery 

III.D Sampling data for eel NS&EA pending 2011 

There is no sampling of 
the recreational fishers 
of Niedersachsen and 

Bremen, as no licensing 
system exists for 

recreational fishers in 
the North Sea.  A 

necessary extension of 
the survey to 

Niedersachsen and 
Bremen will be 

evaluated according to 
results from the Pilot 

Study. 

Request on the 
sampling of fish 

stocks  
III.E 

Sampling data for Spattus 
sprattus (Baltic), Clupea 

harengus (ICES I, II); 
Melanogrammus 

aeglefinus, Pleuronectes 
platessa, Solea solea (IV), 

Micromesistius 
poutassou, Scomber 
scombrus, Trachurus 

trachurus (NA) 

Baltic, 
NS&EA, 

NA 
approved 2009/

2011 

Data are necessary for 
assessment purposes 
despite no sampling 

obligation exits 

Request on joint 
sampling of 

Pollachius virens 
from the 

Skaggerak and the 
North Sea 

III.E Sampling data for 
Pollachius virens NS&EA pending 2011 

Catches in the 
Skagerrak are 

belonging to the same 
saithe stock as in the 
northern North Sea 

targeted by the same 
fishing metier. Fishing 

activities in the 
Skagerrak occur only 
irregularly; therefore, 

the stock will be 
sampled mainly in the 

North Sea. 

Request on 
sampling in the 

CECAF area  
III E Sampling data on 

Sardinella Other approved 2011 

Sampling of Sardinella 
is carried out by The 

Netherlands 
(multilateral agreement 

Request on 
sampling in the 
SPFRMO area 

III E Sampling data on small 
pelagics Other approved 2012 

No sampling planned 
due to negligible 
catches of small 

pelagics by Germany in 
the SPRFMO area in 
2011 (total 470 tons), 

with no significant 
increase expected for 

2012-2013. 
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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 the RDB training workshops NA and 
NS&EA (but participated by correspondence), WKMSTB, WGISDAA, WGNEW and SGRF, but 
could not do so due to conflicting dates with regard to other commitments. 

II B2 FOLLOW-UP OF REGIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
 Source Message Follow-up RCM NS&EA 2012 Recommendation In respect of the development of the RDB and the protection of the data and the ownership of the data, a draft Data Policy Document has been established. The data policy document is based on the current situation but need to reviewed in all its aspects in order to be satisfactory for all MS. The data policy document is a “flexible” document and must be updated as the needs and the development of the RDB are changing. For example, a  new data policy document will be prepared if there are changes to the exchange format (update is needed).  The National Correspondents (NC) from all MS are requested to read through the document, and sent all remarks and/or suggestions for improvements to the chair of the relevant RCM and to the RDB Steering Group (RDB-SG). Even if the NC has no specific remarks or suggestions, it is recommended to send a notification that the document has been read. Based on the input from the NCs, an updated version will be presented at the next NC Coordination meeting organized by the EC. 

Germany did not have any specific comments to the Data Policy Document and notified this to the RDB-SG. 

 
 
Germany participates in the Regional Co-ordination Meetings (RCMs) for the Baltic, North Sea & 
Eastern Arctic, North Atlantic and Long Distance Fisheries. 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 Annex 4. 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. In addition, Germany is part of a multilateral agreement on sampling in the CECAF 
area since 2012, see Annex 4. 
For follow-up of STECF recommendations, see section VII. 
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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 2012. 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 CECAF area (Mauritanian EEZ) until April only.  
 III B ECONOMIC VARIABLES 
BALTIC SEA, NORTH SEA AND EASTERN ARCTIC, AND NORTH ATLANTIC 

III B 1 ACHIEVEMENTS: RESULTS AND DEVIATION FROM NP PROPOSAL 
The numbers of vessels per fleet segment have been updated throughout. If segments had no more 
vessels left, they were still kept in the table for consistency with the NP. 
 
On the “Imputed value of unpaid labour”: The basis number for an average annual salary has been 
adjusted to 32600 €, which in the meantime had been published by the Federal Statistical Office as 
update. 
 
On “Energy costs”: A distinction between types of fuel has been applied. Based on experts’ 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 (estimation of capital value and capital costs): The basis for the 
calculation of physical capital has been the price per GT unit. The price per GT unit has been 
determined as gross value from net prices of newly built vessels during the last 10 years. In the NP, it 
was stated the price per GT will be distinguished by fleet segment. Due to the low number of actual 
building prices, this concept could not be applied. Instead the same price per GT unit has been applied 
to all fleet segments. Based on the price index for 2010 (producer price for commercial products, 
investment goods) a gross price of € 9608 per GT was applied. The transformation to 2011 is being 
done using the 2011 price index as part of the PIM procedue. The determination of price per capacity 
unit is clearly described in the NP. 
Several experts have been interviewed to receive specific life time and share information, but it 
transpired that there is no uniform pattern. Therefore the figures as used in the “Study on Capital 
Value” (FISH/2005/03) have been applied: Shares per cent of total investment were 60-20-10-10, and 
life times were 25-10-5-7 years (hull-engine-electronics-other). Depreciation rates are directly linked 
to the life times. 
According to recent recommendations (PGECON 2012), the depreciation scheme has been changed 
from linear to degressive. Therefore, the depreciation rates had to be changed to 0.07 (hull), 0.25 
(engine), 0.5 (electronics) and 0.35 (other equipment), again following the study “FISH/2005/03”. 
Moreover, the current value (formely known as replacement value) has been used as basis for 
depreciation, following the advice issued by the workshop on the PIM method in Naples (2011). 
 
Clustering of the pelagic vessels is irrelevant in practice, as the data cannot be published for 
confidentiality reasons. 
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In the Commission Decision 2010/93/EU, 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 <10m LOA in the North Sea & Eastern Arctic and North Atlantic, <8m LOA in 
the Baltic Sea), there is no exhaustive information on fishing days. However, information on landings 
is exhaustively available. Germany resolved that vessels <8/10m are regarded as inactive if no 
landings have been reported.  
In table III.B.1, numbers and rates refer to unit response rates, as described in the guidelines. 
 

III B 2 DATA QUALITY: RESULTS AND DEVIATION FROM NP PROPOSAL 
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, such as 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 Table III.B.3 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. In other cases, no straightforward assumption of that 
kind was made, following a conservative approach. Then a non-filled item was regarded as non-
response. This might in several cases lead to virtually low response rates, e.g. for “other income”. 
 
The data collection scheme “C” (non-probability sampling) as indicated in the NP has been changed to 
“B” (probability sampling) in 2011, 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. This has already been endorsed for the NP2012 by STECF 11-19.  
 
In several cases, the coefficient of variation (CV) could not be calculated as the population and/or the 
number of responses was very small. In the frequent case of small population numbers of unclustered 
segments, no CV could be provided, and the related cell is marked “NA”. 
 
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. 
 
As there is no common approach to “evaluate the representativeness of the data collected on the 
respondents”, Germany has applied the same approach as comprehensively described in the NP. This 
is based upon a comparison of fractions of different transversal variables, which are associated with 
the vessel for which responses had been received. E.g. if the relative number of vessels for which 
answers have been received is similar to the relative number of days at sea or income from landings, 
then there is good evidence that the sample is representative. It has to be stated repetitively that the 
concept of “representativeness” is not scientifically or statistically defined. In particular, there is no 
quantitative indicator of “representativeness”.  
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As a “qualitative description regarding the assessment of quality of data collected”, it can be 
stated that the quality of data could be kept at high level, in particular due to sufficient coverage and 
response numbers. Germany has managed to achieve very high sample rates for all segments which 
are of major importance with respect to total landings or employment. Low rates or non-responses 
almost exclusively occurred for segments with few vessels and also for segments with few and small 
vessels. Visually, these small segments of minor importance cannot be distinguished from the 
important ones in the report table. However, a closer look at the size of both the segments and the 
vessels associated with it highlights the comprehensiveness of the data collected for the German fleet. 
 
As Germany applies no non-probablity sampling, the column “Other variability indicators (d)” in 
Table III.B.3 has been left blank. 
 
Information about calculation procedures of derived indicators (e.g. FTE) is provided 
comprehensively in the German NP. In almost all cases, they are derived using transversal data 
which are available exhaustively. Therefore, they can be regarded as highly accurate. 

III B 3 FOLLOW-UP OF REGIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
No recommendations. 

III B 4 ACTIONS TO AVOID SHORTFALLS 
No shortfalls. 

OTHER REGIONS 
Only one vessel is assigned to “Other Regions”, and all data for that vessel have been received. Where 
appropriate, any specification provided for the aforementioned supraregion applies to “Other Regions” 
as well.  
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III C METIER-RELATED VARIABLES 
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. 

III C BALTIC SEA 
III C 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal 
 
Legend: 
At sea:  Number of trips sampled by an observer on board fishing vessel (concurrent) at sea 
Other:  Number of trips sampled 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:  0 / 2 = 0%,  Other:   12/10=120%,  Total: 12 / 12 = 100%.  
 
Since the bycatch of this metier is negligible (virtually 100% herring), the at-sea sampling effort was 
stopped in 2012. Instead, the two trips planned for at-sea sampling were sampled on shore. 
 
2224 PTB_SPF_16-31_0_0 
Sampled metiers: PTB_SPF_16-31_0_0 
At sea:  1 / 0  = NP+1,  Other:   2 / 2 = 100% , Total: 3 / 2 = 150%  
 
Accounting for the poor information available from this fishery (e.g. size composition, mixing of sprat 
and herring, bycatch of other species), one trip was sampled at sea that was not planned. 
 
2224 GNS_SPF_32-109_0_0 
Sampled metiers: GNS_SPF_32-109_0_0, FYK_SPF_>0_0_0 , FPN_SPF_>0_0_0  
At sea:   0 / 0 = NP, Other: 24/ 16 = 150%, Total:   24 / 16 = 150% 
 
The higher number of samples accounted for the increased herring quota in 2012. 
 
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:  17 / 10 = 170%, Other:  26 / 20 = 130%, Total:  43 / 30 = 143% 
 
2224 GNS_DEF_110-156_0_0 
Sampled metiers: GNS_DEF_110-156_0_0 , GTR_DEF_110-156_0_0    
At sea:  24 / 6 = 400%,   Other:   12 / 2 = 600%, Total: 36 / 8 = 450% 
 
2224 GNS_FWS_>0_0_0 
Derogation in place since 2012.   
 
2532 PTM_SPF_32-104_0_0 
Sampled metiers: PTB_SPF_32-104_0_0, PTM_SPF_32-104_0_0 
At sea:  0 / 0 = NP, Other:  0 / 1 = 0%,  Total:  0 / 1= 0%  
 
This metier was not sampled during the randomized activities in 2012. However, our improved 
sampling covered the commercial fishing activities on the target species (sprat)  – see ‘2532 
PTM_SPF_16_31_0_0’ below 
 
2532 OTB_DEF_>=105_1_120 
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Sampled metiers: OTB_DEF_>=105_1_120, OTM_DEF_>=105_1_120, OTB_DEF_>=105_1_110  
At sea:  3 / 4 = 75%,  Other:  7 / 6 = 117%,  Total: 10 / 10 = 100%  
 
2532 PTM_SPF_16-31_0_0 
Sampled metiers: OTB_SPF_16-31_0_0, PTM_SPF_16-31_0_0 
At sea:  1 / 0 = NP+1, Other:  23 / 1 = 2300%,  Total:  24 / 1= 2400%  
 

A self-sampling cooperation was initiated with the main trawler targeting sprat in 2012. The trip on 
the 2nd most important trawler resulted in additional biological samples, thus exceeding both the 
planned number of at-sea and onshore samples. 

The overall number of commercial samples in the Baltic in 2012 was higher than in previous years for 
two reasons: 1) improved vessel selection and contact procedure, resulting in more at-sea-sampling 
and self-sampling opportunities (however, without causing additional costs); 2) improved work 
organization in the lab, where more samples were worked up. 
 
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. 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 R routines (see Annex 3) using the COST/FishFrame 
data structure as basis.  

III C 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations 
Source Message Follow-up 

RCM Baltic 2011  To ensure possibilities for adequate sampling 
of biological and métier related data including 
landings in foreign MS, national institutes 
need to have online access to national logbook 
data and national VMS data. 

The scientific institutes (vTI) currently 
do not have direct online access to 
logbook and VMS data, but receive 
annual data sets from the control and 
enforcement authorities. Improvements 
of this situation are being discussed 
between involved institutions. 

RCM Baltic 2011  MS should upload all landing data into 
FishFrame allowing the RCM to analyse the 
possible needs for bilateral agreements. 
MS should set up agreements, fixing the 
details of sampling, compilation and 
submission of data in each case it is concluded 
by the RCM that a bilateral agreement is 
needed. 

All landings data are uploaded into 
FishFrame by Germany. 
 
 
In bilateral agreements, Germany 
includes details of sampling, 
compilation and data submission. 
 

RCM Baltic 2011  MS to look into discard sampling program 
according to WKACCU 2008 guidelines (12 
aspects). 

Germany has improved the catch 
sampling scheme by implementing 
many of the 12 aspects 

RCM Baltic 2012 To  ensure  possibilities  for  adequate  
sampling  of  biological  and  métier  related  
data  including landings in foreign MS, it is 
recommended that the national authorities 
ensure  that  national  institutes  have  online  
access  to  national  logbook  data  and  
national VMS data as this is needed for 
carrying out cost efficient DCF obligations. 

Germany already has access to 
commercial-fleet data on the 
disaggregated logbook-level. 
Additionally, landings per vessel, day 
and species are provided. The institute 
is in consultation with national 
authorities to improve access to VMS-
data 

RCM Baltic 2012 1.    MS should upload all landing data into 
the Regional Data Base allowing the RCM to 
analyse the possible needs for bilateral 
agreements.  
2.    The RCMs should each year perform an 
analysis on landings in foreign countries and 
conclude were bilateral agreements needed to 

1. all national landings data are 
uploaded each year, together with 
sampling data, following DCF-
regulations 
 
2. follow-up to be fullfilled by RCM 
Baltic 2013 
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be made. MS should set up agreements, fixing 
the details of sampling, compilation and 
submission of data in each case when it is 
indicated by the RCM that a bilateral 
agreement is needed. To include the agreed 
analysis in FishFrame would be very 
convenient and time saving.  
3.    MS should set up agreements, fixing the 
details of sampling, compilation and 
submission of data in each case it is concluded 
by the RCM that a bilateral agreement is 
needed. 

 
3. Updated bilateral agreements are in 
place with Denmark and Sweden.  

 

III C 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls 

In accordance with the recommendations from WKACCU 2008, WKPRECISE 2009, WKMERGE 
2010, SGPIDS 2011, and WKPICS1 2011, the TI-OF started in 2011 to improve the catch sampling 
program of the German commercial fishing fleet in the Baltic Sea. Hence, 2012 was the first year in 
which a randomized sampling scheme was implemented on a test stage. This involved a randomized 
vessel selection procedure. For the years 2008, 2009 and 2010, all vessels were stratified by target 
species, subdivision, vessel length class, gear type and month. The vessels in each stratum were 
ranked by their relative share to the stratum landing and those within the 90% threshold of cumulative 
landing were listed. From these lists, vessel owners are contacted randomly and the phone calls are 
documented. In addition, a number of quality indicators are recorded in accordance with SGPIDS 
2012 and WKPICS2 2012.  

It is important to note that once a randomized sampling is working, the primary sampling unit is no 
longer a métier but a vessel or a trip that has been randomly selected (WKPICS2 2012). The 
randomization process will result in métier coverage proportional to their use by the fisheries so that 
the completion of a planned number of samples by métier can no longer be the aim of a sampling 
programm.  

Through various trust-building programms such as ecolabelling initiatives and round tables with the 
fisheries associations, the TI-OF continuously works on mainting good relationships to the fishing 
industry and attempts to further improve the cooperation with fishers. 
 
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 conservatively for 2012. 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 in term of trips are usually not too high and 
excess sampling is not a financial problem.  
 

III C NORTH SEA AND EASTERN ARCTIC 
 
III C 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal 
 
Sampling of fishing trips 
According to the NP 2011-2013 (updated in October 2011), 14 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. 
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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: Two observer trips were planned and carried 
out.  
 
OTM_SPF_32-69_0_0  
Target species: Atlanto-Scandian herring. Peak season: August to November. Area: Norwegian Sea. 
Duration of trips: 3 to 4 weeks. Sampling effort: One observer trip was planned and carried out.  
 
Fishing ground: North Sea and Skagerrak (ICES Sub-area IV and Divisions IIIa and VIId) 
 
PTM_SPF_32-69_0_0 
Target species: Herring. Peak season: September to November. Area: Skagerrak. Duration of trips: 1 
week. Sampling effort: Sampled by Denmark and/or Sweden (Regional agreement). 
 
GNS_DEF_100-119_0_0 
Target species: Dab, sole and plaice. Peak season: April - June, September - October. Area: Skagerrak 
and Kattegat. Duration of trips: 1 to 3 days. Sampling effort: Sampled by Denmark and/or Sweden 
(Regional agreement). 
 
OTB_CRU_90-119_0_0 
Target species: Norway lobster. Peak season: June to December. Area: Skagerrak and Kattegat. 
Duration of trips: 1 to 3 days. Sampling effort: Sampled by Denmark and/or Sweden (Regional 
agreement). 
 
GNS_DEF_90-99_0_0 
Target species: Dab, sole and plaice. Peak season: July - October. Area: Skagerrak and Kattegat. 
Duration of trips: 1 to 3 days. Sampling effort: Sampled by Denmark and/or Sweden (Regional 
agreement). 
 
OTB_DEF_>=120_0_0 (merged with PTB_DEF_>= 120_0_0, OTB_DEF_90-119_0_0, 
OTB_DEF_100-119 _0_  and  SSC_DEF_>= 120_0_0) 
Target species: Saithe, cod, haddock. Peak season: All year round. Area: Northern North Sea and 
Skagerrak. Duration of trips: 1 to 2 weeks. Sampling effort: 6 observer trips were planned, 7 trips were 
carried out.  
(Rationale behind the merging: All involved vessel are operating similarly. This fishery is carried out 
by app. 10 vessels targeting demersal fish in the northern North Sea. Due to economic considerations 
some boats may switch between target species (saithe, cod and haddock) and fishing methods (OTB, 
PTB, SSC). The fishing area belongs to EU waters as well as to Norwegian waters. In both waters, 
different mesh size regulations apply. In Norwegian waters, a mesh size larger than 120mm is 
compulsory, while in European waters, smaller mesh sizes are allowed. Furthermore, the same fishery 
crosses sometimes the border to ICES Division IIa and is taking place in a few rectangles in that area 
just across that border.) 
 
TBB_CRU_16-31_0_0  
Target species: Brown shrimp. Peak season: March to October with peaks in the 2nd and 3rd quarter. 
Area: German North Sea coastal waters. Duration of trips: 1 to 3 days. Sampling effort: 8 observer 
trips were planned, 8 trips were carried out. 
 
OTM_SPF_32-69_0_0 
Target species: Herring, mackerel. Peak season: Restricted fishing season for mackerel in the North 
Sea – January/February and 4th quarter; Herring – 3rd quarter/December. Area: North Sea and English 
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Channel. Duration of trips: 3 to 4 weeks. Sampling effort: 2 observer trips were planned, but could not 
be carried out due to logistic problems indicated by the ships owners. Five trips were sampled by self-
sampling. 
 
PTM_DEF_<16_0_0 
Target species: Sandeel. Restricted fishing season. Area: Northern North Sea. Duration of trips: 6 to 
10 days. Sampling effort: This metier changed and is recently carried out by single boats only 
(OTB_DEF_<16_0_0 and OTM_DEF_<16_0_0). However, the German share of the EC TAC was 
0.13% (Commission Regulation 44/2012) and thus negligible. At the RCM NS&EA, the sampling 
coverage by Denmark (83.7% of TAC) and Sweden (3.1% of TAC) was regarded as sufficient. 
 
TBB_DEF_70-99_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 observer trips were planned, 6 trips were carried out. The 
additional trips were carried out in order to include the newly introduced pulse beam trawl fishery and 
the fishery with sumwings. 
 
OTB_DEF_70-99_0_0 
Target species: Flatfish. Peak season: All year round. Area: Central and Southern North Sea. Duration 
of trips: 5 to 8 days. Sampling effort: 2 observer trips were planned and carried out, but the fishery 
switched to the bigger mesh size range of 100-119mm. 
 
OTB_MCD_70-99_0_0  
Target species: Mixed crustaceans (Nephrops) and demersal fish. Peak season: June to October. Area: 
Southern North Sea. Duration of trips: 4 to 6 days. Sampling effort: sampling done by Denmark 
according to regional (RCM NS&EA) agreement. 
 
Length 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 institute in terms of additional staff time for sampling processing.   
 
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. 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 R routines (see Annex 3) using the COST/FishFrame 
data structure as basis.  

III C 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations 
Source Message Follow-up 

RCM NS&EA 2011 
Recommendation 

RCM NS&EA recommends that each MS should 
send a representative to WKPICS to discuss data 
collection and the methods used to raise this data for 
assessment use and that WKPICS adds this to its 
ToR. 

Germany participated in 
WKPICS 2011. 

RCM NS&EA 2011 
Recommendation 

MS should make sure that their landings abroad are 
included in their FishFrame upload allowing the 
RCM to analyse the possible needs for bilateral 
agreements. 

Germany ensures that landings 
abroad are included in the 
Regional Database upload. 
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MS should set up agreements, fixing the details of 
sampling, compilation and submission of data in each 
case it is concluded by the RCM that a bilateral 
agreement is needed. 

In bilateral agreements, 
Germany includes details of 
sampling, compilation and 
data submission. 

RCM NS&EA 2011 
Recommendation 

MS to fill update metier descriptions already 
compiled by RCM NS&EA 2010 and using the 
standard template complete descriptions for any new 
metiers identified. Updated and new files to be 
uploaded by Fishing Ground co-ordinators. 

Germany will update metier 
descriptions before the RCM 
NS&EA 2012. 

 

III C 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls 
Based on the list of fishing vessels supplied by the Federal Agency for Agriculture and Food (BLE), 
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 fully 
implemented. This leads also to a 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 AND NAFO 
 
III C 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal 
 
Sampling of fishing trips: 
After metier merging, six 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 
2010/93/EU. 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 main 
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 tripa were planned and 
carried out.  
 
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 been 
reopened in 2011 after its closure in 2008. Since it was planned to sample this fishery if it would start 
again, one trip was sampled by Germany. 
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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 and carried 
out.  
 
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 two trips were conducted. Due to logistic 
problems indicated by the ship owners, it was not possible to place an observer onboard of an 
additional third trip. However, one additional trip on a German flagged vessel was sampled by a Dutch 
colleague.  
 
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. Fishing by 
landings and value is negligible. 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.The RCM NA regarded the “onboard monitoring unnecessary owing to 1) the 
small by-catch of finfish, and 2) the return of undersized crustaceans alive.”. The target species 
Chaecon affinis, however, is not listed in Appendix VII of COM Decision 2010/93/EU. 
 
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. 
Landings are <200t (2012). 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. Germany will re-evaluate the current international fishing situation in order to 
reach a sampling agreement with relevant MS at the RCM NA 2013. 
 
 
Length measurements: 

For most of the fish stocks, 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: Due to logistical reasons, no directed blue whiting 
fishing trip was observed. Therefore, length measurements and age samples could only be derived 
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from by-catches in other fisheries. However, due to a bilateral agreement on short notice, it was 
arranged that a German blue whiting trip was observed by the Netherlands. 

Gadus morhua in NAFO SA1-2: Due to time restrictions during the fish processing it was only 
possible for the observer to measure a limited number of cod. In accordance with the international 
agreement between Greenland and the EU, additional samples (20 cod per fishing day) were taken by 
the German observer for the Greenland Institute of Natural Resources. 

 
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. 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 R routines (see Annex 3) using the COST/FishFrame 
data structure as basis.  

III C 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations 
Source Message Follow-up 

RCM NA 2011 
Recommendation 

MS to fill in template on concurrent sampling and 
provide it to the chair of RCM NA for compilation and 
sending to the chair of STECF EWG 11-19 in advance of 
the December meeting. 

Germany provided this 
information during the 
RCM NA 2011. 

RCM NA 2011 
Recommendation 

RCM NA recommends RCM participants to contact 
relevant staff within their institute to attend the ICES 
WKPICS1 meeting on practical implementation of 
statistical sound catch sampling programmes 

Germany participated in 
WKPICS1. 

RCM NA 2011 
Recommendation 

MS should make sure that their landings abroad are 
included in the Regional Database upload allowing the 
RCM to analyse the possible needs for bilateral 
agreements. 
MS should set up agreements, fixing the details of 
sampling, compilation and submission of data in each 
case when it is indicated by the RCM that a bilateral 
agreement is needed. 

Germany ensures that 
landings abroad are 
included in the Regional 
Database upload. 
In bilateral agreements, 
Germany includes details 
of sampling, compilation 
and data submission. 

RCM NA 2011 
Recommendation 

RCM NA recommends that all MS investigate data 
loaded to RDB under metier 'No_logbook' and replace 
with the agreed code given in section 3.1 and request the 
RDB steering group to endorse these as the only 
permitted entries within the fields defined. 

Germany will use this 
coding convention (if 
relevant) when uploading 
the 2011 data to the RDB 
before the RCM NA 2012. 

RCM NA 2011 
Recommendation 

RCM NA recommended the use of the standard code 
MIS_MIS_0_0_0 to replace 'No_Matrix' for fisheries not 
specified in Annex IV of the Commission Decision. 

Germany will use this 
coding convention (if 
relevant) when uploading 
the 2011 data to the RDB 
before the RCM NA 2012. RCM NA 2012 Recommendation RCM NA 2012 recommends that the metier descriptions 

for fishing grounds under the remit of the RCM be 
updated by each MS in as much detail as possible. These 
descriptions to be used as a tool, in conjunction with 
outputs from the RDB, to identify metiers that could be 
combined for regionally coordinated sampling plans. 

Germany has checked the metier descriptions that were provided to the RCM NA 2010 and updated them accordingly when there were changes necessary. 
 

III C 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls 
Based on the list of fishing vessels supplied by the Federal Agency for Agriculture and Food (BLE), 
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 
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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 fully 
implemented. This leads also to an 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. A multilateral sampling agreement was reached in 2011 (see Annex 4) 
and a sampling plan implemented from 2012 onwards. However, the fishery closed end of April 2012.  
 
OTM_SPF_32-69_0_0 
Target species: Jack Mackerel. Peak season: -. Area: South Pacific. Duration of trips: 4 weeks to three 
months. Due to changing fishing behaviour, no fishing trip was carried out in the South Pacific area in 
2012. However, Germany has received a derogation to sample this fishery (ref. Ares(2010)512785 of 
16/08/2010). 
 

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 2011 
recommendation 

To implement a joint observer program in the 
fishery of small pelagic in the CECAF area during 
the years 2012 and 2013. 

This agreement, with Germany as 
participant, was concluded in 2011. 

 
 
III C 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls 
No actions necessary. 
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III D RECREATIONAL FISHERIES 
III D BALTIC SEA 
 
III D 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal 

Cod 

The German marine recreational data collection program follows a multiannual multistage survey 
design (for further information, see Strehlow et al., 2012). An off-site survey (mail-diary) is used to 
estimate effort. On-site, a stratified random sample of access points and days is used to estimate catch 
rates (CPUE). The sampling protocol covers the entire year. Length distributions of recreational 
catches are collected by onboard measurements of charter vessels trips. Other data sources were self-
reported length samples from fishing events. Commercial/survey length-weight relationships and age-
length keys were used for conversion of recreational catch numbers to biomass and length at age. 

The planned and achieved sampling is summarized in the following tables. 
 
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 angling and wading 

No. of 
samples 
planned 

No. of 
samples 
achieved 

Deviation 
to 

planned 
sampling 

Reason(s) for shortfalls 
No. of 
anglers 

interviewed

60 58 -2 2 samples could not be realized due to 
death of a survey agent 138 

Boat-, charter boat angling, trolling 

240 258 +18 
The oversampling is a result of on-board 
sampling of charter boats to obtain length 

distributions 
1820 

 
The table below provides the numbers of samples and length measurements of cod from recreational 
angling events (charter vessels trips & shore angling), boat and trolling self-measurements, as well 
as charter vessel sampling. 
 

Sample Type Samples Harvest n Release n 

Boat, charter boat angling, trolling 32 1549 530 
Shore angling - - - 
Total 32 1549 530 

 
A nationwide telephone screening survey (60.000 households) was planned, which will be followed by 
a 1-year telephone-diary recall survey. This survey will estimate catch and effort, as well as provide 
biological length data for the entire German marine recreational fishery in the Baltic Sea and start in 
2013. Survey results will allow crosschecking the results of the multiannual intercept survey 
concerning data quality and precision. It will further deliver new effort estimates for a number of 
target species and fishing modes as well as capture the socioeconomic importance of the marine 
recreational sector. 
 
Marine Recreational fisheries surveys conducted by MS revealed that the recreational fishery removes 
considerable amounts of biomass from the western Baltic cod stock (ICES, 2010; ICES, 2011; 
Sparrevohn & Storr-Paulsen, 2012; Strehlow et al., 2012). Recreational harvest of western Baltic cod 
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in 2010 accounted for 25% of the total landings (commercial landings + recreational harvest). During 
the Benchmark Assessment (WKBALT 2012), the recreational cod removals from the western Baltic 
cod stock were presented and a decision was taken to include recreational catch data from Germany, 
Denmark and Sweden in the western Baltic cod stock assessment. The available German marine 
recreational fisheries data time-series from 2005 until 2012 was used to extrapolate the years 1991 to 
2004. 

A pilot study to estimate the mortality of caught and released cod in the western Baltic recreational 
fisheries was carried out in 2012 (Weltersbach and Strehlow, in press). The goals of this pilot study 
were (i) to estimate the immediate and delayed post-release mortality rate of undersized cod, (ii) to 
examine factors affecting survival and (iii) to investigate the effects of catch-and-release (physical 
condition and behaviour in the cages) on cod. 

During four experimental trials, western Baltic Sea cod were angled by voluntary anglers from a 
charter vessel between April and July 2012. In addition, fish pots were used to catch control groups of 
cod which were – apart from the hooking and handling process – treated in the same way in order to 
quantify the actual effect of the angling process on cod. The adjusted mortality rates for angled cod 
ranged from 0.0 to 27.3% (overall mean 11.2% ±22.0%). Our findings suggest that a substantial 
amount of recreationally released cod survive and thus cannot be classified as removals from the 
western Baltic cod stock. Overall, this study is an important step to increase the precision of the 
recreational cod biomass removals and to improve the future stock management of the Western Baltic 
cod. 

Finally, the list of access points was revised and updated. Fishing modes were consolidated into three 
categories (boat/beach/charter boat) to reduce variance and improve accuracy. Avidity, expenditure 
and demographic data were included. 
 

Salmon 

The development of the trolling fishery for salmon around the Island of Rügen was observed. In recent 
years, this trolling fishery has rapidly expanded attracting mainly non-resident anglers. Although the 
main season covers only two months, estimates range from 6-8000 individuals removed by the 
recreational fishery.  
A pilot study will start data collection from the German Baltic recreational fishery on salmon and sea 
trout in 2013 to estimate recreational removals. Furthermore, various biological data (e.g. length, 
weight, age) will be collected and genetic (stock structure analyses) investigations are planned.  
Additionally, the economic importance of the recreational fishery along the German Baltic coast will 
be evaluated using the salmon and sea trout fishery as a case example. 
 

Eels 

A pilot study was carried out to estimate eel harvests of the recreational passive gear fishery. The 1-
year telephone-diary-recall survey was implemented in August 2011 and ended in July 2012. The 
panel consisted of 180 recreational passive gear fishermen of which 120 were recruited from the Baltic 
Sea across 7 strata. Participants were recalled every 4 months to remind them to fill in the provided 
diary.  
 

Sharks 

Derogation requested, as there is no recreational fishery for sharks in German waters or from German 
vessels. 
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III D 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal 

An analysis of the estimated annual recreational cod harvest data by means of bootstrapping analysis 
(95% confidence interval, α = 0.025) estimated a relative deviation between 14.9% as minimum and 
17.3% as maximum for the harvest in numbers from 2005-2010. 

Year 
Minimum estimates 

(α = 0.025) 
Maximum estimates

(α = 0.025) 

2005 -13.3 12.6 

2006 -11.8 12.1 

2007 -10.7 12.5 

2008 -14.9 17.3 

2009 -12.2 13.2 

2010 -11.7 12.9 

 

No bootstrap was calculated for the 2012 estimates, but it would be expected to fall into the same 
boundaries as in the previous years (see table above). For an overview of statistical estimators from 
effort and CPUE data, see Strehlow et al. 2012. 

During WGRFS 2012, a scorecard system was developed – building on experiences from WKACCU, 
WKPICS, etc. – to evaluate the quality of recreational catch estimates, covering all stages from the 
design and implementation of national surveys through to the quality of the international combined 
estimates. The scorecard will be used to check the recreational fishery estimates for western Baltic cod 
prior to the stock assessment 2013. 

At the end of 2012, all regional survey agents were visited and an on-site quality control of their work 
performed. 
 

III D 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations 
 

RCM Baltic 2011 Recommendations 
As the catches taken in the recreational fishery 
compared to the total catches for some stocks are very 
limited the RCM Baltic recommends that if the level of 
the recreational fishery by nations is below 10% of the 
total catch for that stock, a recreational survey on this 
stock can be conducted every 5 years instead of on an 
annually basis. 

Germany has provided comments to this 
indiscriminate recommendation. Unfortunately, 
RCM Baltic rejected any draft text provided. 
If recreational removals are of significant 
impact for a stock, they should be collected and 
used in the relevant stock assessment. Although 
the overall recreational removals may be low 
and below the recommended threshold, the 
spatial effects may have significant impact on a 
stock leading to local stock depletion or 
preventing stock recovery in a certain region. 
During the WGRFS 2012 meeting, the practical 
issue of regional coordination was addressed as 
follows: 
WGRFS emphasizes that there should not be a 
single precision target set for all countries 
individually but rather a single precision target 
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for the overall catch, harvest or release of each 
stock. The required precision of national 
sampling schemes for shared stocks should be 
agreed on a regional level, with the overall aim 
to deliver a combined estimate to a sufficient 
level of quality. This could mean that countries 
with a very low share of the recreational 
catches of target stocks in a region could have 
correspondingly lower survey effort and 
precision requirements for delivery of required 
data. This is analogous to treating each 
national survey as a separate stratum within an 
international survey, and optimizing the survey 
effort between strata (countries) to achieve 
desired precision at regional level and efficient 
use of resources. Additional survey effort to 
meet specific national requirements should be 
included in the new DCMAP. (ICES, 2012) 

 

III D 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls 
 
see section III.D.1 Baltic Sea 
 

III D NORTH SEA AND EASTERN ARCTIC 
 
III D 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal 

Cod 

According to a pilot study from 2004-2006, German recreational fishery cod catches in the North Sea 
have no impact on the stock. Annual cod catches from charter vessels amount to approximately 30 t. 
Other fishing techniques (e.g. boat angling, shore angling) as well as the recreational passive gear 
fishery have no further relevance concerning cod catches. A second pilot study was carried out in 
August 2011 to verify these findings. Preliminary results show that there has been no change and that 
catches have even declined. 

 

Eels 

A pilot study was carried out to estimate eel harvests of the recreational passive gear fishery. The 1-
year telephone-diary-recall survey was implemented in August 2011 and ended in July 2012. The 
panel consisted of 180 recreational passive gear fishermen of which 60 were recruited from the North 
Sea across two strata. Participants were recalled every 4 months to remind them to fill in the provided 
diary.  
 

Sharks 

A pilot study was carried out in August 2011 to estimate recreational shark catches in the German 
North Sea. Preliminary findings show that recreational shark catches are marginal and have no impact 
on the stocks. 
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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. 
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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 2010/93/EU as by-catch in 
fisheries directed towards other species can only be recorded on board. 

• 65%, 71%, 61% and 62% of the landings in 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012 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).  
The status of a scientific observer on board of a German fishing vessel still 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. 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 2012. 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. 
 
The indications of the planned minimum numbers of individuals to be measured for the different 
variables are based on experiences with the German sampling scheme and survey catches until 2008. 
Even with the possibilities to adjust the numbers within the updates for the programm it is not always 
possible to predict accurately if these planned numbers are reachable and realistic. In the following the 
most common reasons for over- and undersampling are listed:  
 
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. The sometimes 
very high numbers for weight@length (=individual weights) are taken on observer trips without 
additional costs in order to get reliable weight-length relationsships. 
 

Reasons for undersampling: 
In several cases, the planned sample sizes have not been achieved. In some cases, e.g. Clupea 
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harengus in ICES I/II, this is due to the general rule for observers to collect stock-based variables of 
12 fish per length class and area. If only very few length classes occur during a fishing trip, this rule 
can lead to undersampling in terms of the planned numbers. However, 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 
oversampling are explained above under “General remarks”. Oversampling did not cause significant 
additional eligible costs.  

Germany is obliged to sample seven stocks in the Baltic Sea.  
 
See Annex 2 for a description of the European eel (Anguilla anguilla) data collection in German 
freshwaters.  
 
Clupea harengus SD22-24 IIIa: This species was sampled according to the plan.  
 
Gadus morhua SD22-24, SD25-32: Baltic cod was sampled slightly in excess due to conservative 
planning and partly due to recovering cod stock in SD25 (samples size in BITS and hydro-acoustics 
survey increased).  
 
Limanda limanda SD22-32: Achieved dab sampling exceeded the plan. The planned number of 200 
individuals was set precautionarily low due to limitations in age reading capacity. However, the age 
reading capacity in the institute increased recently, allowing an increase in sampling intensity. 
Increased stock size led to increased sample sizes in BITS surveys (cf. ICES WGBFAS 2012). 
 
Platichthys flesus SD22-32: Flounder was sampled in excess due to conservative planning. The 
increased age reading capacity of staff allowed for increased sampling intensity. The by-catch 
sampling in the cod fishery contributed largely to the high number of fish sampled.  
 
Sprattus sprattus SD22-32: Baltic sprat was sampled slightly in excess due to conservative planning.  
 
Sander lucioperca IIId:  No Pikeperch were sampled during 2012, as no FWS metiers were sampled. 
A derogation for Germany to sample freshwater species metiers is in force since 2012.  
 
 
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 cod fishery and from 
survey samples. Biological parameters 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 and 
ICES initiatives on stock assessment strategies for Baltic flatfish (WKFLABA 2010, WKFLABA 
2012, WGBFAS 2013). Germany samples plaice, given its status as a G1 species with landings not 
reflecting the catch because quota restrictions force the German fishers to significant discarding. 
Germany received a derogation to sample freshwater species from 2012 onwards. 
 
III E 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. To our knowledge, no new routines facilitating the implementation of COST for the 
fulfilment of the DCF requirements were released since April 2010. 
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Therefore, the precision were calulated by R routines (see Annex 3) using the COST/FishFrame data 
structure as basis. CV calculations were only done for the commercial sampling data. Due to some 
compatibility problems with the COST format, not all precision estimates could be calculated. 

III E 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations 
Source Message Follow-up 

RCM Baltic 2011  For institutes collecting small volumes of age samples 
for certain species and when new species are to be 
sampled, task sharing of age reading is necessary in 
order to optimise the use of age reading expertise. The 
RCM Baltic recommends the following MS to 
investigate their capability to read relevant age samples 
of interested MS: 
(1) Germany: plaice 
(2) Denmark: plaice, dab and sole 
(3) Poland: flounder and turbot 
(4) Sweden: eel and salmon 
(5) Finland: salmon 
The suggested coordination should be discussed, 
agreed and decided by the National Correspondents so 
the first agreements could be established before 
December 2011. 

Denmark and Germany are in 
contact with regard to task-
sharing of plaice age readings. 

RCM Baltic 2012 
 
(revised from RCM 
Baltic 2010) 

Current sampling level of cod in the Baltics 
recommended to be analysed. Therefore,  it  is  agreed  
that   the  data  must  be  available  in  the  RDB-  
FishFrame  at  latest  1st  October 2012. 

Data for cod (sample data 
2009 to 2012) will be 
completely uploaded prior to 
the deadline (July 2013) and 
available for RCM Baltic 
2013. 

 
 
III E 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls 
Achieved sampling intensities higher than the planned values are explained above.  
 
For statistical reasons, the achieved sampling intensities cannot be considered too high. The 
occurrence of oversampling rather reflects conservative planning.  
 
For 2014, the proposed sampling intensities will be reviewed and updated until October 2013, using 
the experience from 2010, 2011 and 2012.  
 

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 planned and achieved numbers of fish for age, weight, sex and 
maturity. Reasons for oversampling and undersampling are explained in the beginning of this 
chapter under “General remarks”. Germany was obliged to sample 14 stocks in this region, after 
applying the exemption rules for stock-related variables (Commission Decision 2010/93/EU, chapter 
III.B.B2.5).  
See Annex 2 for a description of the European eel (Anguilla anguilla) data collection in German 
freshwaters.  
 
Skagerrak and Kattegat (ICES Division IIIa):  
Pollachius virens: According to Commission Decision 2010/93/EU, saithe 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 
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irregularly, the stock was sampled mainly in the North Sea. Therefore, sampling numbers are merged 
for IIIa, IVabc and VIId. 
 
North Sea and Eastern Channel (ICES Sub-area IV and Division VIId):  
The planned numbers for Pollachius virens for weight@length, weight@age, maturity@length, 
maturity@age, sex-ratio@length and sex-ratio@age were too large and could not be fulfilled. 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. 
 
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 Sub-areas I and II; 
Melanogrammus aeglefinus, Pleuronectes platessa and Solea solea in the North Sea and Eastern 
Channel.  

The planned sample size for Clupea harengus in ICES I/II has not been reached. This is due to the 
general rule for observers to collect stock-based variables of 12 fish per length class and area. If only 
very few length classes occur during a fishing trip, this rule can lead to undersampling in terms of the 
planned numbers. Note that Germany has provided sufficient length measurements and age samples to 
the relevant ICES working groups for assessment purposes.  
 

III E 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. 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 precision were calulated by R routines (see Annex 3) using the COST/FishFrame data 
structure as basis. CV calculations were only done for the commercial sampling data. Due to some 
compatibility problems with the COST format  not all precision estimates could be calculated. 

III E 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations 
Source Message Follow-up 

RCM NS&EA 2011 
Recommendation 

The RCM NS&EA recommends that the task sharing 
species are investigating by MS participating in current 
age reading programs and decide whether task sharing 
is desirable or possible for the future. 

Germany communicated the 
offer to conduct age readings 
on dab (Limanda limanda) 
otoliths to the relevant MS. 

RCM NS&EA 2012 
Recommendation 

Where it was identified that bilateral agreement is 
required, according to the rules agreed upon at the 
RCM NS&EA 2011 and endorsed by the LM8 and 
STECF 11-19, MS are requested to establish or update 
a bilateral agreement on sampling of landings abroad. 
MS to evaluate the need for such an agreement based 
on the overview provided by the RCM NS&EA. 

Germany regularly monitors 
the need for bilateral 
agreements and acts 
accordingly. 
Bilateral agreements with 
DK, NL and UK are in place. 

 

III E 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls 
See at the beginning of this chapter under “General remarks” and paragraph III C4 for the North Sea 
area.  
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III E NORTH ATLANTIC AND NAFO SA1-2 
 
III E 1 Achievements: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal 
Table III.E.3 provides an overview on planned and achieved numbers of fish for age, weight, sex and 
maturity. Reasons for oversampling and undersampling are explained in the beginning of this 
chapter under “General remarks”.  
 
Stocks in the North Atlantic: 
Reinhardtius hippoglossoides. The under-sampling for age of Reinhardtius hippoglossoides was due to 
the fact that the observer was not allowed to take otoliths 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 
are sold separately to Asian markets. As there is still no agreement on the methods of age reading for 
the use of age reading in the assessment, Germany did not insist to take otoliths. 
 Sebastes spp.: The fishery directed on redfish was re-opened in 2011 and therefore sampled by 
Germany. 
 
Stocks in the NAFO areas: 
Reinhardtius hippoglossoides. The under-sampling for age of Reinhardtius hippoglossoides was due to 
the fact that the observer was not allowed to take otoliths 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 
are sold separately to Asian markets. As there is still no agreement on the methods of age reading for 
the use of age reading in the assessment, Germany did not insist to take otoliths. 

Gadus morhua. Due to time restrictions during the fish processing it was only possible for the 
observer to measure a limited number of cod. However, 92% of the planned number was reached. In 
accordance with the international agreement between Greenland and the EU additional samples (20 
cod per fishing day) were taken by the German observer for the Greenland Institute of Natural 
Resources. 
 
Additional sampling:  
Three 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 logistical reasons, neither a fishing trip directed on blue whiting nor horse mackerel 
could be observed. Therefore, length measurements and age samples could only be derived from by-
catches in other fisheries and the planned numbers of measurements were not reached. 
 
III E 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. 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 precision were calulated by R routines (see Annex 3) using the COST/FishFrame data 
structure as basis. CV calculations were only done for the commercial sampling data. Due to some 
compatibility problems with the COST format  not all precision estimates could be calculated. 

III E 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations 
Source Message Follow-up 

RCM NA 2011 
Recommendation 

RCM NA recommends all MS to have a careful 
look at the tables in annex VII, in order to 
identify stocks for which a bilateral agreement 
would improve the sampling scheme. 

Germany will re-evaluate the need 
for bilateral agreements in the NA 
region before the RCM NA 2012. 

RCM NA 2012 RCM NA recommends MS put in place bilateral Germany regularly monitors the 
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Recommendation agreements for sampling of landings abroad 
where applicable. 

need for bilateral agreements and 
acts accordingly. 
A bilateral agreement with NL is in 
place. 

 

III E 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls 
See at the beginning of this chapter under “General remarks” and paragraph III C4 for the North 
Atlantic area.  
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 two stocks after applying the exemption rules for 
stock-related variables (Commission Decision 2010/93/EU, chapter III.B.B2.5) for other regions, 
namely: Sardinella aurita and Trachurus spp. 
Germany had received a derogation to sample these stocks (ref. Ares(2010)512785 of 16/08/2010). A 
multilateral sampling agreement for the CECAF area was reached in 2011 (see Annex 4) and a 
sampling plan implemented from 2012 onwards. The long distance fishery in the CECAF area, 
however, stopped in April 2012, and no fishery at all took place in the South Pacific during 2012.  
 
III E 2 Data quality: Results and Deviation from NP Proposal 
not relevant 

III E 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations 
not relevant 

III E 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls 
not relevant 
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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 
No recommendations. 
 
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/10m 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/10m have been collected via random sampling survey. For these data, 
statistical characteristics have been calculated and provided in Table III.F.1.  
 
III F 2 3 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations 
No recommendations. 
 
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 
No recommendations. 
 
III F 3 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls No shortfalls. 
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III G RESEARCH SURVEYS AT SEA III G 1 ACHIEVEMENTS: RESULTS AND DEVIATION FROM NP PROPOSAL 
In 2012, Germany conducted 11 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 2012, 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 2012 vessel schedule during late 2011 and early 
2012. 

 

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

The survey parts were conducted from 06/02/12 to 24/02/12 and from 24/10/12 to 09/11/12 on FRV 
“Solea”. Refer to Fig. III.G.1 a and b for the station grid of both parts. 
 

 
Fig. III.G.1a: Baltic International Trawl Survey – Station grid (BITS, 1st quarter 2012). 
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Fig. III.G.1b: Baltic International Trawl Survey – Station grid (BITS, 4th quarter 2012).  
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2 Baltic International Acoustic Survey 

The survey took place from 02/10/12 to 21/10/12 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. The 
sampling program could be fully realized. 

 
 

Fig. III.G.2: Cruise track (lines) and trawl positions (red dots) of RV „SOLEA“ cruise 662 in October 
2012 
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3 Baltic Sprat Acoustic Survey  

The survey took place from 02/05/12 to 22/05/12 with FRV “Walther Herwig III”. Refer to Fig. 
III.G.3 for the cruise track and trawl stations. Due to good weather conditions and an optimal course of 
the cruise left time for additional investigations to the herring concentrations around Rügen, what 
explained the slight oversampling of Echo Nm (114%). 
 

 
 
Fig. III G.3: Hydroacoustic tracks (green: day, black: night) and trawl stations (red: PSN205, green: 
bottom trawl) on Cruise No. 354 of RV “W. Herwig III” in May 2012. 
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4 (Rügen) Herring Larvae Survey 

The Rügen Herring Larvae Survey in the western Baltic (ICES area IIId/ 24) took place during 16 
weeks in March-June in 2012 on FRC and FFS “Clupea”respectively. Additionally the last week of 
February was included in the survey since the retreating ice cover allowed for it.  Figure III.G.4 shows 
the survey area and station grid. On April 26th the new vessel FFS Clupea started operation. 100% of 
the planned sampling program could be realized. 
 

  
Fig. III G.4: 2012 Rügen Herring Larvae Survey. stations for ichthyoplankton hauls and CTD casts.  
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NORTH SEA AND EASTERN ARCTIC: 
 
5 International Bottom Trawl Survey (IBTS) in Quarter 1 

In 2012, the survey in quarter 1 was conducted from 23/01/12 to 24/02/12 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%. 
 

 
 
Fig. III G.5: International Bottom Trawl Survey (IBTS) 1st quarter. GOV-hauls, CTDs und MIK-
stations within the 351st “Walther Herwig III” cruise. 
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6 International Bottom Trawl Survey (IBTS) in Quarter 3 

The IBTS survey in Quarter 3 was conducted in conjunction with a national survey between 19/07/12 
and 16/08/12 on FRV “Walther Herwig III”. Only 10 days within this period are devoted to IBTS. The 
originally planned 8 days were not effectual to cover the steaming times between the IBTS hauls. The 
other days are covering a programme on national expense (German Small Scale Bottom Trawl Survey, 
GSBTS). Please refer to Fig. . III.G.6 for the cruise track of the German part of the International 
Bottom Trawl Survey in Quarter 3. 
 
 

 
 

Fig. III.G.6: International Bottom Trawl Survey (IBTS) 3rd quarter: Cruise track of WH 356, GSBTS 
and IBTS, 07/19-08/16/2012. Hatched area: ICES rectangles sampled within the IBTS, letters: areas of 
investigation (Boxes) within the GSBTS. 
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7 North Sea Beam Trawl Survey (BTS) 
 

In 2012, the survey took place from 17/08/12 to 26/08/12 on FRV “Solea”. Fig. III.G.7 shows the 
trawl positions of the German part of the North Sea Beam Trawl Survey in 2012. Shortfalls and 
deviations: As in the year before, 11 additional hauls (= 4 additional statistical rectangles) were carried 
out due to changed requirements of WGBEAM leading to an oversampling (120%). 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. 

 

 
 

Fig. III.G.7: North Sea Beam Trawl Survey (BTS). Trawl positions 2012. 
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8 Demersal Young Fish Survey (DYFS) 

The German part of the survey, which is conducted by DK, GER and NL, consisted of five 
components (short trips on chartered small fishing cutters) which took place in five different areas 
(Fig. III.G.8) in Sep/Oct 2012. According to former ICES WGBEAM and WGCRAN 
recommendations (e.g. WGBEAM Report 2007, Rec. Nos. 4, 11 and 12 for 2008) comparative auls 
between German and Dutch surveys and better regional coverage were planned. Since the new 
German research vessel FRV CLUPEA came in operation in 2012 in was finally possible to improve 
the regional coverage and sampling intensity along the German coast line. CLUPEA fished for 13 days 
in that area to improve data for the combined surveys which resulted in a considerable increase of 
achieved days at sea as well as hauls achieved. 
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Fig. III.G.8: Stations sampled in the German DYFS 2012. Black circles: chartered vessels, red circles: 
RV Clupea 

 



43 

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 24/04/12 to 23/05/12. 
 
 
10 International Redfish Survey (Norwegian Sea) 

Based on the decision of ICES WGRS, this survey was not conducted in 2012. 
 
 

11 Herring Larvae Survey (North Sea) 

The herring larvae surveys took place in the Channel area of the North Sea from 06/01/12-12/01/12 
and in the Orkney/Shetland area from 15/09/12-23/09/12 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. This is in contrast to the 
120 station given as planned target. The sampling in September was impacted by unfavourable 
weather conditions. As a consequence, only the 93 stations in the Orkney/Shetland area could be 
sampled. Shortfalls in days at sea were due to technical problems with the research vessel.  

  
Figure III. G 11a: Cruise track WH 350 (January 2012) 
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b   
Figure III. G 11b: Cruise track WH 358 (September 2012). 
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12 North Sea Herring Acoustic Survey 

The survey took place from 03/07/12 to 18/07/12 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 shortfalls in 
days at sea and survey coverage (echo Nm) originated in a delayed start of the survey due to technical 
problems and severe weather conditions. 
 

 
 

Fig. III.G.12: North Sea Herring Acoustic Survey 2012. Cruise tracks and trawl stations of "Solea" 
cruise 658. 
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NORTH ATLANTIC: 
 

13 Greenland groundfish survey 

The Greenland groundfish survey was carried out from 03/10/12-12/11/12 on FRV “Walther Herwig 
III”. Fig III.G.14 shows the positions of the fishing hauls and CTD stations. Due to very favourable 
weather conditions it was possible to fulfil the survey plan quicker than anticipated leading to a slight 
shortfall in days at sea. 
 
 

 
 
Fig. III.G.14: Greenland groundfish survey 2012. Positions of fishing hauls and CTD stations.  
 
14 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 22/03/12 to 11/04/12. 
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 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. 
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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 As Germany had a moratorium to apply the Aquaculture Statistics Regulation 762/2008 until 2012, no data were officially reported on the number of enterprises in the aquaculture sector until end of July 2012. Furthermore, no information on their production volume or value was officially known. To specify the population, a thorough investigation was necessary in 2008 and 2009 in order to obtain results.  In the NP 2011-2013, Germany planned to sample the four eel aquaculture plants. 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 in 2012. Due to confidentiality reasons, a publication would not have been possible. 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 the blue mussel business, 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 sent 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 stable number of answered questionnaires is likely a result of Germany’s strategy to visit trade fairs, to take part in activities of the farmers during the mussel season and to undertake 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, including the variability indicators. As the answer 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. Employment data have been taken from the National Agency for Employment and from questionnaires. Indicators on employment presented here are related to the questionnaire.  
IV A 3 FOLLOW-UP OF REGIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
No relevant recommendations available  

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 stated in its AR 2011 that it assumes these actions to be sufficient also in the following years. This means that questionnaires to the oystercompany and phone calls to the eel producers have been done, but no further actions are undertaken if ‘no response’ is the result in this segment. This has been accepted. For the blue mussel segment, data seem to be sufficient and no further actions will be undertaken as long as the results remain the same. One pike perch and one African catfish farm started their business in 2010 and 2011. Even if not mandatory, Germany tries to collect data on profitability as well. 
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But as long as the number of enterprises in these segments is too small, data will not be reported due to confidentiality reasons. 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 provided in the NP 2011-2013) and since 2012 for employment also from the Federal Agency for Employment. Results are presented in Tables IV.B.1 and IV.B.2 with the information collected during the sampling year 2012.   Since enterprises with 20 and more employees are responsible for more than 90% of sector's sales and 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%.   Data for debt are calculated from the interest payment of the enterprises, taking market interest rates for enterprises. Then it is compared with the data of the enterprises that have provided  data, if the amount is in an appropriate range. In Table IV.B.2, the response to the questionnaire is reported.  Even if not mandatory, Germany asked for the volume of fish raw material, the species, the region where it came from (Germany/EU/rest of the world) 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.B.2 with the values of accuracy and other indicators. As indicated in the guidelines, Germany does not provide CV for data from Structural Business Statistics. As the volume of fish raw material is not mandatory to be collected, CV has not been calculated. For the remaining variables, CV is presented in Table IV.B.2.  For debt, volume of fish raw material and total value of assets, coverage rate is reported under ‘other variability indicators’.  This procedure is equivalent to the accepted procedure of the former reporting years..  
IV B 3 FOLLOW-UP OF REGIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS No relevant recommendations available  
IV B 4 ACTIONS TO AVOID SHORTFALLS 
not relevant 
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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 2012. 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 2011-13. 
 
Several data calls (Annual Economic Report, effort, fish processing  industry, aquaculture, RCMs) had 
to be answered in 2012, 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  
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VII FOLLOW-UP OF 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 
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 implementation 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 and 
will participate in the RCM 
LDF 2012. 

SGRN 10-01 
(Evaluation of NP 
proposals 2011-
2013) 

SGRN recommends MS to refer to ICES 
WKMERGE (ICES, 2010) for guidelines how to 
use sampling frame. 
SGRN notes that many National Programme 
proposals would have benefited from more 
thoroughly descriptions of the sampling designs, 
and recommends MS to make this description 
effort when revising their programmes 2012-
2013. 
Table III.C.2 – SGRN considers that merging 
across regions & fishing grounds is not 
appropriate, and recommends MS sampling 
frame reflects the broader geographical area of 
the métier. 

When preparing the NP 
proposals, Germany 
followed these 
recommendations. 

SGRN 10-01 
(Evaluation of NP 
proposals 2011-
2013) 

General comments regarding the fish processing 
industry: 1. SGRN recommends MSs to consult 
with the national statistical offices in order to 
improve efficiency and guarantee consistency in 
the data collection process. Efficiency can be 
improved because national statistical offices 
could already have information required to be 
collected under the DCF. Data consistency will 
be met if the same definitions are applied. 

Germany does consult with 
the national statistical 
offices in order to improve 
efficiency and guarantee 
consistency in the data 
collection process. 

STECF EWG 11-08 
(Evaluation of AR 
2010) 

EWG 11-08 recommends that information and 
descriptions of the method/software used for 
calculation of CV’s should be included (or 
referred to) in the AR if not provided in NP. 

We included the 
methodology of CV 
calculations in this report 
(see setion III.C.2 and 
Annex 3). 

STECF EWG 11-08 
(Evaluation of AR 

EWG 11-08 recommends for the AR tables, 
Table II.B.1 (list of eligible meetings) that is 

Done. 
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2010) provided by the Commission should be used and 
all meetings and not only the meetings attended 
should be provided. 

STECF EWG 11-08 
(Evaluation of AR 
2010) 

EWG 11-08 recommends that Table III.C.1, 
III.C.2 and  III E 1 should not to be deleted from 
the AR. Maintaining the tables is what is 
expected. This should be included in the revision 
of the AR guidelines. 

Done. 

STECF EWG 11-08 
(Evaluation of AR 
2010) 

EWG 11-08 recommends that for the calculation 
of Capital value, all MS shall use PIM 
(Perpetual Inventory Method) in the future. A 
Workshop has already explained the method 
(DCF Workshop on Capital Valuation, Naples 
June 2011). MS should use this report in next 
AR . Also explore the need for a Training 
Workshop. This Report should be made 
available on the on DCF WEB site. 

We used the PIM 
methodology for capital 
value calculations, see 
section III.B.1. 

STECF EWG 11-08 
(Evaluation of AR 
2010) 

EWG 11-08 recommends that files with filters, 
hidden cells, track changes, coloured cells etc 
should not be submitted in AR 

Done. 

STECF EWG 11-08 
(Evaluation of AR 
2010) 

EWG 11-08 recommends that non conformities 
in the tables of the AR needs to be explained in 
the text. 

Done. 

STECF PLEN 12-01 
(based on STECF 
EWG 12-01 on the 
Review of proposed 
DCF 2014-2020 part 
1) 

STECF recommends that the roles of the 
institutions involved in the collection and 
analysis of transversal data should be discussed 
and clearly defined in a dialogue between all 
relevant parties, i.e. research institutes, control 
& enforcement agencies and fishing industry 
representatives. 

Germany stays in regular 
contact and exchange of 
information between 
research institutes, the 
control and enforcement 
agency and the fishing 
industry with regard to the 
collection and analysis of 
transversal data. 
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VIII LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
Acronym/ 

Abbreviation Explanation 
aeglef. aeglefinus 
AFWG ICES Arctic Fisheries Working Group 
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  
FI TI 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 
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NR Not relevant 
NWWG ICES North-Western Working Group 
OF TI 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 

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

TTB Twin trawl (Special gear which is used by the demersal fishery) 
UK United Kingdom 
WG Working Group 
WGBEAM ICES Working Group on Beam Trawl Surveys 
WGBIFS ICES Baltic International Fish Survey Working Group 
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 
WGNAPES ICES Working Group on Northeast Atlantic Pelagic Ecosystem Surveys 
WGNSSK ICES Working Group on the Assessment of Demersal Stocks in the North Sea and Skagerak 
WGRS ICES Working Group on Redfish Surveys 
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)  
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IX COMMENTS, SUGGESTIONS AND REFLECTIONS 
Non relevant 

 

 X REFERENCES 
Buck, B. H., Ebeling, M., Michler-Cieluch, T. 2010. Mussel Cultivation as a Co-Use in Offshore 
Wind Farms: Potentials and Economic Feasibility. Aquaculture Economics and Management 14(4): 
255-281. 

ICES 2010. Report of the Planning Group on Recreational Fisheries (PGRFS) , 7-11 June 2010, 
Bergen, Norway. ICES CM 2010/ACOM:34. 168 pp. 

ICES 2011. Report of the Planning Group on Recreational Fisheries Surveys (PGRFS) , 2-6 May 
2011, Esporles, Spain. ICES CM 2011/ACOM:23. 111 pp. 

ICES 2012. Report of the Working Group on Recreational Fisheries Surveys (WGRFS). 7-11 May 
2012, Esporles, Spain. ICES CM 2012 / ACOM:23. 55pp. 

Sparrevohn, C.R. & Storr-Paulsen, M. 2012. Using interview-based recall surveys to estimate cod 
Gadus morhua and eel Anguilla anguilla harvest in Danish recreational fishing. ICES Journal of 
Marine Science: Journal du Conseil, 69, 323-330. 

Strehlow, H.V., Schultz, N., Zimmermann, C. & Hammer, C. 2012. Cod catches taken by the German 
recreational fishery in the western Baltic Sea, 2005 - ì2010: implications for stock assessment and 
management. ICES Journal of Marine Science: Journal du Conseil, 69, 1769-1780. 
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Atlantic cod in the recreational fishery. ICES Journal of Marine Science: Journal du Conseil. 
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XII ANNEXES ANNEX 1: MINUTES OF NATIONAL CO-ORDINATION MEETING 2012 [IN GERMAN] 
 

Datenerhebungsprogramm (DCF): Nationales Koordinierungstreffen 2012 
vTI-SF, Hamburg, 27.11.2012 

Teilnehmer/innen: vTI-OSF, Rostock: Cornelia Albrecht, Steffen Hagemann, Dr. Uwe Krumme 
(Protokoll), Sven Peters, Sven Stötera, Dr. Harry Strehlow, Dr. Andrés Velasco, Dr. Christopher 
Zimmermann 
vTI-SF, Hamburg: Dr. Jörg Berkenhagen, Michael Ebeling, Olga Goni, Eckhard Leu, Timo Meißner 
(bis 11:00), Kay Panten (Protokoll), Dr. Christoph Stransky (Sitzungsleitung), Thilo Weddehage, 
Julia Wolske (bis 11:00) 
vTI-FOE: Dr. Reinhold Hanel (Hamburg), Jan-Dag Pohlmann (Ahrensburg) 
vTI-MA, Braunschweig: Solveig Helmert, Braunschweig 
BLE Ref. 522, Hamburg: Wolfgang Wern 
BLE Ref. 614, Bonn: Anna Diamant, Vilma Plum 
 
Verhindert: vTI-OSF: Andreas Gebel; vTI-SF: Sakis Kroupis, Christian Schulte, Jens Ulleweit; vTI-
FOE: Marko Freese; BLE Ref. 522: Steffen Holz, Imanuel Jeske 
 
Beginn: 10:15 Uhr 
 
Tagesordnung: 

1. Kurze Vorstellung der Teilnehmer 
Kurze Begrüßung und Vorstellung der Tagesordnung durch den Nationalen Korrespondenten 
(Stransky), Vorstellung der Teilnehmer (alle) 

2. Datenerhebung 2012: Erfolge & Probleme 
a. Beprobungen auf See, Kommunikation mit der Fischerei 

OSF (Krumme): Komfortable Beprobungslage (42 demersale Proben, 28 Sprott- und 31 
Heringsproben; 40 Beproberreisen mit 70 Seetagen); insbesondere, weil die Dorschquote 
dieses Jahr nicht ausgeschöpft wird (schlechter Preis, hohe Treibstoffpreise, schlechter 
Zustand der Dorsche des Ostbestandes); Einführung einer zufallsbasierten Beprobung führte 
zu verbesserter Abdeckung der Flottenaktivitäten in Zeit und Raum; Kommunikation mit der 
Fischerei war recht zufriedenstellend.  
Die im letzten Jahr mit der BLE und den Fischereigenossenschaften ausgehandelten festen 
Preise je Fischart für die Selbstbeprobung durch Fischer haben sich als brauchbar erwiesen. 
Im Sommer nahmen Mitarbeiter des OSF in Rostock an einem Seesicherheitstraining teil. 
Anmerkung: Es wurden zusätzliche Überlebensanzüge angeschafft bzw. alte gewartet, so dass 
das OSF jetzt über 5 Überlebensanzüge verfügt. 2 OSF-Beprober werden nächste Woche an 
einem von DK organisierten Beprober-Workshop in Hirtshals teilnehmen. Die Teilnahme 
erfolgte auf Einladung von DK und könnte ein erster Schritt sein, um im Rahmen von DCF 
neben Alters- und Reifeworkshops auch die Aktivitäten der Beprober zu harmonisieren. 
Problem mit Sassnitzer Wasserschutzpolizei (Stötera, Zimmermann): Im Frühjahr wurde ein 
vom OSF beprobter Kutter von der MV-Wasserschutzpolizei in Sassnitz mit einem Bußgeld 
belegt, weil die vTI-Angehörigen an Bord nicht ordnungsgemäß als Besatzungsmitglieder 
gemustert waren. Nach Auffassung des vTI befanden sich die Beprober als Gäste an Bord, im 
Seemannsgesetz fehlt die Kategorie "Wissenschaftler" oder „wissenschaftlicher Mitarbeiter" 
derzeit. In den folgenden Wochen gab es eine längere Kommunikation mit diversen 
Behörden, die jedoch nicht maßgeblich zur Klärung beitragen konnten. Ein Mitarbeiter der 
Wasserschutzpolizei wurde dabei einem unserer Wissenschaftler gegenüber sogar ausfallend.  
In der Novelle des Seemannsgesetzes (die offenbar im nächsten Jahr verabschiedet werden 
und dann Seearbeitsgesetz heißen soll) ist die Kategorie "Wissenschaftler" nun vorgesehen, 
aber nur an Bord von Forschungsschiffen. Zimmermann lässt beim BMELV prüfen, ob eine 
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Anpassung im Sinne von "wissenschaftliches Personal" möglich ist. Unbegründete 
Ausfälligkeiten gegenüber vTI-Mitarbeitern sollen in Zukunft sofort an die Institutsleitung 
gemeldet werden, damit zeitnah über eventuelle Schritte nachgedacht werden kann. 
Leu: Seefahrtsbuch sollte auch für die Ostseebeprober angeschafft werden. Das 
Seesicherheitstraining als Paket ist für Beprober offenbar nicht ausreichend.  
Stransky: Die erforderlichen Nachweise für die Tätigkeiten von Beprobern auf See soll 
überprüft werden. Daraus soll eine Dokumentation resultieren, die in Form eines kleinen 
Kompendiums alle wichtigen Regelungen für Beprober enthält und auf See mitgeführt 
werden kann. Anmerkung: Diese Dokumente sollen auch auf der dcf-germany.de-Seite 
verfügbar gemacht werden. 
SF (Panten): Bisher 30 Reisen beprobt. Die Beprobung und Zusammenarbeit mit der Fischerei 
lief im Großen und Ganzen zufriedenstellend. Beprobung ist noch nicht zufallsbasiert, kann 
auch im Falle der Hochseefischerei nicht durchgeführt werden, da die Grundgesamtheit der 
Schiffe zu gering ist. Über eine zufallsbasierte Beprobung z.B. der Krabbenfischerei wird 
nachgedacht. Ebenfalls Seesicherheitstraining mit Dauer von 2 Tagen durchgeführt, Training 
ist für Forschungsschiffe ausreichend, Personal für Beprobung der kommerziellen Fischerei 
sollte das Basisprogramm für Seeleute absolvieren (5 Tage inkl. medizinischem Basiswissen). 
Stransky: SF wird in Kürze für 3 Jahre einen Statistiker einstellen, der die Bereiche 
zufallsbasierte Beprobung der kommerziellen Fischerei und Surveydesign unterstützen soll. 
Auf diese Person sollen nach Möglichkeit auch  OSF und FOE zurückgreifen können. 
 

b. Beprobung der Freizeitfischerei 
Strehlow: Die Arbeit der externen Beprober läuft gut; deren Beschäftigungsstatus befindet 
sich jedoch weiterhin in einer Grauzone (Werksverträge), wird aber so fortgeführt; russische 
Praktikantin hat zusammen mit Norbert Schulz und den externen Beprobern im Frühjahr 
erstmals die Heringsangelei in MV und SH beprobt – Ergebnis: ca. 1000 t Hering wurden 2012 
durch Angler entnommen; Aalpilotstudie (Reusen, Langleine – nur Hobbyfischer); Angelköder 
mit Thünen-Logo zur Verteilung durch Interviewer sind eingetroffen; Beprobungsbroschüre 
für Angelbeprober soll erstellt werden, diese enthält z.B. Informationen zum 
Alterslängenschlüssel oder zur Quotenentwicklung für Angler – zu verteilen durch die 
Beprober; erste Studie zur Mortalität rückgeworfener Angeldorsche beendet (Masterarbeit) – 
Ergebnis: ca. 16% der rückgeworfenen Angeldorsche sterben; Angeldaten des Westdorsches 
sollen ins Assessment mit aufgenommen werden (Daten ab 2005) inklusive Rückwurfdaten 
und Überlebensraten; neue Doktorandenstelle Simon Weltersbach; Einstellung von Tom 
Jankiewicz ab 01.12.2012 als Beprober; Lachsangelei soll in Zukunft beprobt werden, 
Artbestimmung Lachs/Meerforelle ist zu klären 
Stransky: Aus DCF können gerne auch „Geschenke/Andenken“ für die kooperationsbereiten 
Fischer angeschafft werden (z.B. Bestimmungsbücher, Kalender etc.). 
Hagemann: Ggf. Alterslängenschlüssel in Kutterreiseberichte mitaufnehmen  

c. Beprobung der kommerziellen Fischerei auf Aal in Binnengewässern 
Pohlmann/Hanel: Aufgrund fehlenden Hochwassers gab es Probleme, Blankaale zu 
bekommen; Beprobung erfolgt nicht zufallsbasiert bzw. ein klares Beprobungsschema fehlt, 
so dass z. Zt. versucht wird, die Probenzahl gering zu halten (Erfüllung der DCF-
Anforderungen), jedoch die erzeugte Menge an Daten und Publikationen aus den wenigen 
beprobten Aalen zu optimieren (s.u.). Probenbeschaffung aus der Oder ist problematisch, da 
die Aalfischerei aufgrund von Diebstahl von Reusen stark rückläufig ist; zukünftige Vorgaben 
für Aalbeprobung sind noch unklar, ggf. wird es kostenintensiv, da Bestandabschätzungen für 
Flüsse erforderlich ist; weiteres Problem: Bundesländer, die auch Daten zum Aal erheben 
(sollten) sind nicht kooperationswillig; Fischereireferenten blockieren, Probleme mit föderaler 
Struktur, evtl. über Herrn Conrad (BMELV) mit den Ländern kommunizieren 

d. Datenerhebung im Bereich Ökonomie 
i. Flottenökonomie 

Berkenhagen: Fragebogen wurden rausgeschickt; recht gute Abdeckung der einzelnen 
Flottensegmente wurde erzielt; Probleme mit Stellnetzkuttern: hoher Aufwand, aber 
sozioökonomisch unbedeutend (teilweise nur 5000 Euro Jahresumsatz); Probleme, an 
Daten der DFFU zu kommen 
Krumme: gerne Rücksprache zur Unterteilung der Stellnetzkutter in 2 Kategorien 
(wichtige, unwichtige), Auswahl wichtiger Stellenetzkutterbesitzer (teilweise >100000 
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Euro Jahresumsatz einzelner Kapitäne); Möglichkeit der Weitergabe von Fragebögen über 
Beprober in der Ostsee sollte geprüft werden  

ii. Fischverarbeitung 
Ebeling: Beprobung der Betriebe erfolgt alle 2 Jahre zu deren Entlastung; 
Informationsanfragen zur Quelle und Menge des verarbeitenden Materials ergaben nur 
50% Rücklauf 

iii. Aquakultur 
Daten werden nur zu marinen Arten erhoben ( in Deutschland sind das Miesmuscheln in 
Niedersachsen und Schleswig Holstein plus die Austernzucht vor Sylt,, für den 
Süßwasserbereich werden die wesentlichen Daten und Aussagen aus dem  „Jahresbericht 
zur Binnenfischerei“ des Instituts für Binnenfischerei Potsdam-Sacrow, erstellt im Auftrag 
des BMELV, zusammen mit den Daten des StatBA und anderen Quellen, genutzt 
und ins Englische übertragen, um dann im jährlichen EU-Bericht zur Aquakultur 
aufgeführt zu werden. Interessanterweise weist das Statistische Bundeamt nur etwa 
halb so viel Aquakulturproduktion für das Jahr 2011 auf, wie die Jahresberichte zur 
Binnenfischerei im Durchschnitt der letzten Jahre sind. Die Ursache ist noch unklar. Es ist 
noch nicht entschieden, ob im DC-MAP 2014-2020 auch eigene Daten zur 
Süßwasseraquakultur erhoben werden müssen. 

e. Logbuch- und Anlandedaten 
Wern: Eingabe der Papier- und elektronischen Logbuchdaten laufen; neue Codierungen 
sorgen für Probleme bei der Umsetzung, z.B. alte und neue Gebietskürzel (zuerst der FAO-
Code, dann ICES-Gebietscode, max. 5 Stellen), Liste der Verwendungsarten mit neuem EU-
Code (von 21 auf 7 Kategorien gestutzt, Fischmehl und menschlicher Verzehr bleibt 
bestehen); leider keine Kategorie für wissenschaftliche Proben vorgesehen, so dass die 
Überprüfung der DCF-Regelung „je Kutter max. 2% der Quote als Probenmaterial“ nicht 
möglich ist; z. Zt. müssen noch alle E-Log-Einträge aus dem Feld „Anmerkungen“ per Hand 
übertragen werden (in dem Feld tragen die Fischer i.d.R. die Selbstbeprobung ein); 
Anmerkung: Deshalb ist z.Zt. auch noch kein automatischer Vermerk zu den beprobten Reisen 
in den Logbuchdaten machbar. 
Krumme: Die Einträge OTB_SPF und PTB_SPF in der Ostsee müssten ggf. in OTM_SPF und 
PTM_SPF geändert werden, da es sich bei der Fischerei auf pelagische Fische (Hering, Sprotte) 
nicht um Bodenschleppnetze im klassischen Sinne handelt, sondern um Millionaire-Trawls 
(Heringsschleppnetze). Für die Fischer bedeutet der Eintrag „PTB“ häufig einfach nur „tucken“ 
und die Einträge erfolgen ohne intensive Auseinandersetzung mit dem genauen 
Fanggerätetyp und ohne Reflexion über eventuelle Konsequenzen. Dieser Punkt ist 
insbesondere vor dem Hintergrund des Regierungswechsels in SH („Verbot der 
Schleppnetzfischerei“) und den Bestrebungen zur MSC-Zertifizierung von Nordsee-Hering von 
Bedeutung; Herr Jeske (BLE) wurde von Tomas Gröhsler (OSF) bereits informiert, Herr Wern 
will dem auch nachgehen und dieses Thema insbesondere bei anstehenden Treffen mit der 
Fischerei auf den Tisch bringen. 
Plum: Frage nach dem Endzustand des Dokuments "Anforderungen für Datenbankexport 
Fischereidaten (Version 1.7)". Stransky: Diese Version wurde vom vTI (Anm.: im Okt. 2012) 
angenommen. 

f. Zugang zu VMS-Daten 
Wern: Eine kleinere Portionierung der Daten wurde erreicht, so dass VMS-Daten jetzt zeitnah 
auf Extra-Server der BLE in HH auflaufen; für die Nutzung durch SF und OSF wäre ein 
offizielles Schreiben erforderlich, in dem auch die Übermittlungsfrequenz bzw. das Zeitfenster 
(z.B. 1x wöchentlich) angegeben sein soll; am besten strebt man ein Anforderungsdokument 
an, das dem bereits bestehenden Anforderungsdokument für die Übermittlung der 
Logbuchdaten ähnelt;  

3. Datenverarbeitung und Datenbanken: Stand & Zukunft 
a. Nationale Datenbank(en), Logbuch-/Anlandedaten: strukturelle Änderungen 

Stransky: FishFrame (Regional Database, RDB) als zentrale Datenbank für Beprobungsdaten, 
wurde in diesem Jahr von DTU Aqua zum ICES umgelagert 

b. Regionale Datenbanken (RDB, FishFrame): Einpflegen der deutschen Daten erfolgt 
4. Datennutzung 

a. Daten-Abruf durch die EU 
i. Ökonomie: Flottenökonomie (Feb. 2012); Aquakultur (Mai-Juni 2012) 
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ii. Fischereiaufwand (März-Mai 2012) 
iii. ICES-/NAFO-Datenabruf, Kontakt mit ICES-EGs ohne dt. Teilnahme 

b. Datenübermittlung (Brief der EU-KOM zu Missständen) 
Stransky: Alle Daten wurden vollständig und fristgerecht geliefert. Dennoch folgte ein 
Schreiben der EU-KOM mit finanziellen Sanktionen. Deutschland hat einen jährlichen DCF-
Finanzrahmen von 5-6 Mio., wovon 50% ko-finanziert sind. In diesem Jahr kam es zu 
ungerechtfertigten Verzögerungen in den Zahlungen; Antwort auf einen Brief an die EU-KOM 
steht noch aus. 

5. Regionale Koordinierung: Ergebnisse der RCMs, Bilaterale/Regionale Abkommen 
a. RCM Long-Distance Fisheries (Madrid, 9.-13.7.2012) 
b. RCM North Sea & Eastern Arctic (Ostende, 3.-7.9.2012) 
c. RCM Baltic (Gdynia, 10.-14.9.2012) 

Stransky/Krumme/Strehlow: DK hat trotz längerer Gespräche Textbausteine zur 
Freizeitfischerei in den Endbericht aufgenommen, die von uns scharf kritisiert bzw. in Frage 
gestellt werden; Oostende Declaration aus RCM North Sea & Eastern Arctic: enthält Pläne für 
die Zukunft von DCMAP, z.B. Entwicklung in Richtung zufallsbasierter Beprobung, RCM soll zu 
einem kontinuierlichen Treffen werden (Regional Coordination Groups); was die Finanzierung 
von Seiten der EU betrifft, soll eine Regionalkomponente beantragbar sein, um Kooperation 
zwischen Ländern einer Region zu initiieren, z.B. Möglichkeiten für die Angelfischerei;  
Beprobung von Anlandungen ausländischer Schiffe in Deutschland bzw. von Anlandungen 
deutscher Schiffe im Ausland durch unsere ausländischen Partner: Da die Beprobungen 
zwischen den Nationen nicht harmonisiert sind (z.B. Hafenbeprobung), können einige Länder 
die von anderen Mitgliedstaaten genommenen Proben nicht verwenden – bevor dies nicht 
geklärt ist, wird die Beprobung von Anlandungen ausländischer Schiffe in Deutschland bis auf 
Weiteres ausgesetzt 

d. RCM North Atlantic (Galway, 10.-14.9.2012) 
e. Liaison Meeting (Brüssel, 24.-26.9.2012) 

Stransky: Die Empfehlungen aus dem Liaison-Meeting sind wichtig und müssen bei der 
Erstellung unseres DCF-Jahresberichts berücksichtigt werden. 

f. Bilaterales Treffen mit den Niederlanden (Hamburg, 29.11.2011) 
Stransky: Deutsche und niederländische Fischerei sind eng verknüpft; nächstes Treffen im 
Februar 2013 

6. Ergebnisse relevanter Arbeitsgruppen, Workshops und Konferenzen 
a. STECF-Expertenarbeitsgruppen (EWGs), PGECON 

Stransky: Diese Gruppen sind eher relevant für Wirtschaftsdaten. 
Ebeling: Vortrag zum neuen DCMAP (STECF EWG 12-15); zu viele Parameter zu 
sozioökonomischen Daten sind geplant. Dies ist vermutlich insbesondere auf Druck einzelner 
Vertreter der EU-Kommission zurückzuführen.  
Strehlow/Zimmermann/Krumme: Zur Überraschung des OSF enthält der im Vortrag von 
Ebeling präsentierte Vorschlag den Originalwortlaut des im RCM Baltic scharf kritisierten 
Beitrags DKs zur Beprobung von Freizeit/Angelfischereien (s.o.); Es könnte sich hierbei um 
einen von nationalen, dänischen Interessen getriebenen Versuch handeln, möglichst wenig 
bzw. keine Daten zur Freizeitfischerei erheben und liefern zu müssen; auch der Hinweis, dass 
Assessment-Gruppen jederzeit Daten einfordern können, ist nicht zielführend, da 
Assessment-Arbeitsgruppen keine Daten einfordern, die es nicht gibt bzw. keine Zeitreihen 
umfassen; die vorgeschlagenen %-Grenzwerte sind ebenfalls der Sache nicht angemessen, da 
die Angelfischereien bisher z.B. von SWE und DK nur punktuell und einzelne potentiell 
bedeutsame Angelsegmente dabei gar nicht beprobt wurden,  – hier soll auf jeden Fall 
geprüft werden, ob Stransky – in enger Rücksprache mit Strehlow und Zimmermann - an dem 
Berichtsentwurf der EWG 12-15 im Rahmen von STECF noch Änderungen vorschlagen kann. 
Außerdem sei deutlich zu kritisieren, dass die Vorschläge der WGRFS für das neue DCMAP 
nicht an den Vorsitz der STECF EWG 12-01 und 12-15, die sich mit dem neuen DCMAP befasst 
haben, übermittelt wurde. Hier bedarf es eines besseren Kommunikationsmanagements auf 
Seiten der EU-KOM. 
Krumme: Datenschutz und Verwendung von DCF-Daten über FishFrame? 
Zimmermann/Stransky: Da FishFrame zu ICES gehört, treten die ICES-Standards in Kraft; nach 
3 Jahren sind die Daten öffentlich; es kann aber auch sein, dass Interessierte (z.B. 
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Wissenschaftler an Universitäten) für die Nutzung bzw. den Zugang zu DCF-Daten erst das 
Einverständnis von allen EU-Ländern einholen müssen 

b. ICES-Expertengruppen (PGCCDBS, SGPIDS, WKPICS, WKESDCF, RDB-Workshops) 
Krumme: Vortrag zu Ergebnissen von WKPICS1+2, SGPIDS2 und zum Aufbau und ersten 
Erfahrungen mit einer zufallsbasierter Beprobung am OSF seit 2012; Erstellung von 
Schiffslisten, zufallsbasierte Kontaktaufnahme und Dokumentation der Telefonate und ihrer 
Ergebnisse; Beispiele für die Erfassung von Qualitätsindikatoren wie non-response und refusal 
rates aus SGPIDS2; der Scorecard-Ansatz aus WKACCU ist nur als Checkliste der nationalen 
Aktivitäten zu verwenden – hilfreich für die Bewertung der Datenqualität für das Assessment 
sind eher quantitative Indikatoren (Tabelle WKPICS2); der Metieransatz dient in Zukunft wohl 
nur der Beschreibung des Fischereigeräts (Jagd nach Mindestanzahlen pro Metier hört auf); 
angesichts der geringen Anzahl sammelbarer Proben (im Vergleich zu den Fangaktivitäten der 
Fischerei) gewährleistet nur eine zufallsbasierte Beprobung die Sammlung von Daten, die zu 
einer robusten Hochrechnung der Fangzusammensetzung der Gesamtanlandungen nutzbar 
sind (Beispiel: Zufallsbasierte US-Wahlumfragen konnten trotz 90% nicht beantworteter 
Telefonanfragen den Sieg Obamas genau vorhersagen).  

c. Aal (Hamburg, 15.-16.10.2012) 
Pohlmann: gesammelte Aal-Proben werden vielfach ausgewertet (z.B. Schadstoffanalytik, 
Histologie); z. Zt. Kooperationen mit 4 Instituten, die Proben von Aalen bekommen: 
HZGeesthacht, HZLeipzig, EWTH Aachen, FOE/Cuxhaven 

d. vTI-BLE (Hamburg, 18.9.2012) 
Stransky: Sehr positives Treffen zum Datenaustausch zwischen SF, OSF und BLE; die Daten der 
Quartale 1-3/2012 wurden bereits geliefert und es wurden nur minimale Probleme entdeckt, 
die sich durch Rücksprache zwischen Stötera und Diamant bzw. Panten und Diamant lösen 
ließen 

7. Besetzung von DCF-relevanten Gremien und Workshops 
a. ICES-Expertengruppen (PGCCDBS, Workshops, Survey-Planungsgruppen) 
b. RCMs 
c. STECF-Expertengruppentreffen (Evaluierung Jahresberichte 2012; Ökonomie) 

Stransky: Hier werden auch in Zukunft die "üblichen Verdächtigen" geschickt werden. Alle 
potentiellen Teilnehmer werden gebeten, die Termine der Arbeitsgruppen unter dcf-
germany.de zu überprüfen.  

8. Datenqualität: Beprobungsanleitung, Datenvalidierung 
Krumme: Krumme und Stötera haben zusammen mit Ulrich Berth mit der Dokumentation der 
Datenerfassung und -verarbeitung am OSF begonnen; dies beinhaltet auch alle damit verbundenen 
Komponenten der biologischen Beprobung. Es dient der Dokumentation des Status quo und soll 
regelmäßig erweitert und aktualisiert werden.  

9. Pilotprojekte (Studien): s.u. 
10. Vollständig dokumentierte Fischerei (Kamera-Projekte): Ergebnisse 2012, Ausblick 

Zimmermann: Vorstellung der ersten Ergebnisse der Kamera-Projekte am OSF; Zusammenarbeit mit 
Seelachs-Schleppern in der Nordsee läuft gut, da sie mit zusätzlicher Quote wirtschaftlich interessiert 
sind; Kapitäne der Dorsch-Schlepper in der Ostsee zeigen geringes Interesse, da ihnen der 
wirtschaftliche Anreiz fehlt; Zusammenarbeit mit 3 Freester Stellnetzkuttern, die mit Kameras 
ausgestattet wurden, verläuft durchwachsen (Anreiz: MSC Zertifizierung der Heringsfischerei); erste 
Ergebnisse zeigen erstmals in Form eines Zensus eine stark linksschiefe Verteilung von Vogelbeifängen, 
d.h. die meisten Reisen haben Null Beifänge und bei sehr, sehr wenigen Reisen werden überhaupt 
Vögel beigefangen, so dass eine quantitative Erfassung durch Beprober eine nahezu 100% Abdeckung 
der Reisen und damit einen unvertretbar hohen Kontrollaufwand bedeuten würde; Schweinswale 
wurden nicht beigefangen – der weitere Fortgang der Zusammenarbeit mit den Freester 
Kameraschiffen hängt von den Verhandlungen mit Norwegen zur Heringsfischerei in IIIa ab. 

11. Internetportal dcf-germany.de 
Stransky: wird regelmäßig aktualisiert und enthält wichtige Informationen 

12. Neue Veröffentlichungen: 
a. Probst et al. 2011 (Acta Ichthyologica et Piscatoria 41: 315–325) 
b. Strehlow et al. 2012 (ICES Journal of Marine Science 69: 1769–1780) 
c. Velasco und Oeberst 2012 (Inf. Fischereiforsch. 59: 19–23) 

Stransky: sind als Link auf dcf-germany.de abgelegt; eventuell sollten hier auch die Publikationen zum 
Aal vom FOE mit aufgeführt werden 
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13. Verwaltung (Zeiterfassung, Reisekostenabrechnungen) 
Stransky: Zeiterfassung soll so angepasst werden (Nicole Hielscher), dass die DCF Stundenzettel erfasst 
werden können; Reisekostenabrechnungen werden bis auf Weiteres wie gehabt erfasst, jedoch nicht 
an den Finanzbericht angehängt, aber man muss auf eventuelle Stichproben durch EU-Prüfer 
vorbereitet sein 

14. Planung für 2013: 
a. Sonderfangerlaubnisse 2013 

Krumme: Antrag wurde gestellt und Genehmigung der ca. 130 Schiffe steht noch aus; Frau 
Raue (BLE) hatte dieses Mal Bedenken, Schlepper >20 m als Selbstbeprober mitaufzunehmen; 
eine Erläuterung von Seiten des OSF, warum Schlepper >20 m wie in der Vergangenheit auch 
eine Selbstbeprobungserlaubnis erhalten müssen, wurden versendet; OSF muss seit diesem 
Jahr für jede anvisierte Selbstbeprobung durch Fischer eine Absichts-Mail an Frau Raue 
senden, damit die BLE auf Nachfragen von Fischmeistern etc. beim Anlanden vorbereitet ist 
Panten: Sonderfangerlaubnis für untermaßige Fische und Säuger ist gestellt. 
Stransky: SF verhält sich noch abwartend (Vorgaben DC-MAP 2014-2020) was die Umstellung 
auf eine zufallsbasierte Beprobung angeht.  

b. Bedarf an Koordinierungstreffen, bilateralen Treffen etc. 
Krumme: Da bilaterale Abkommen mit SWE und DK zum Austausch biologischer Proben 
weiterhin in Kraft sind, besteht zum jetzigen Zeitpunkt kein Bedarf. Für andere 
Angelegenheiten wie etwa Angelfischerei oder Alterslesung beim Dorsch könnte es vielleicht 
Bedarf geben.  

c. Jahres- und Finanzbericht 2012: Einreichfrist 31.5.2013! 
15. Sonstiges: keine Anmerkungen 

 
Ende: 16:30 Uhr 
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ANNEX 2: EEL SAMPLING 
 

European eel (Anguilla anguilla) data collection in the EU Data Collection Framework 
in German freshwater habitats 
 
Sampling in Germany has started in spring 2009 and the first DCF reports for European eel 
were completed in 2010 and 2011. Due to little experience with DCF sampling in freshwaters, 
sampling until the end of 2013 is considered an extension of the previously mentioned ‘pilot’ 
phase (see Annual Reports 2009-2010). Data collection was co-ordinated and performed by 
the Institute of Fisheries Ecology of the Johann Heinrich von Thünen Institute. 
  
In this ‘pilot’ phase, sampling focused on gathering biological parameters of eel in 
commercial catches of inland fisheries. During the ongoing sampling from 2011 to 2013, the 
proposal for the German national program intends the sampling of 600 eels for the Baltic Sea 
and 300 eels for the North Sea, including the respective discharging river basin districts 
(RBD; according to WFD, see Figure 1). Contrary to this, recent (and future) sampling aimed 
at 600 eels from North Sea and 300 eels from the Baltic Sea. If possible, 100 silver and 100 
yellow eels per RBD were sampled, according to Commission Decision 2010/93/EU. 
Especially the collection of silver eels was difficult due to low catches in autumn of 2012, 
thus sample sizes were not fully achieved in some RBD’s. Exemptions were made for the 
RBD Meuse, where no commercial fishery exists in its German part and the RBD Danube, 
which is not considered a natural habitat of the European eel in the sense of Council 
Regulation 1100/2007. Consequently, sampling was not required according to DCF standards. 
Furthermore in the RBD Oder, no samples were available due to low eel catches by 
commercial fishermen. In 2013, derogation for sampling the Oder RBD is requested. A 
bilateral agreement between Poland and Germany was concluded, with Poland being 
responsible for reporting DCF data for the Oder RBD to the EU, allowing Germany access to 
the respective data. 
In total, 858 eels were sampled in 2012 (see Table 1). Yellow eels were collected in 
spring/summer and silver eels were collected in autumn 2012 (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 the DCF, some additional 
parameters such as infestation with the swim-bladder nematode Anguillicoloides crassus, fat 
content of eel muscle tissue and contamination with several pollutants (e.g. PAH’s) have been 
analyzed as well.  
 
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. If necessary, 
exemptions from this general approach were made. At present, no data on the fishery itself 
were gathered in the frame of the DCF. Fishery catch data collection has to be performed as 
part of the Eel Management Plans under the administrative constraints of Council Regulation 
1100/2007 by German regional authorities. 
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Figure 1: River Basin Districts (RBD) in 
the Federal Republic of Germany 
Eider, Schlei/Trave, Elbe, Warnow/Peene, Oder, 
Weser, Ems, Rhine, Meuse and Danube. According 
to the submitted Eel Management Plans of Germany 
in December 2008 (EU Council Regulation 
1100/2007), we adopted the 9 RBD’s (Report on the 
eel stock and fishery in Germany 2008) for the DCF 
(Figure 1).  
 

 
Figure 2: Overview of the spatial 
resolution for concurrent sampling of 
eels in German River Basin Districts 
(RBD) 
Black dots: Places of commercial eel catches, where 
eel samples were collected. For the Warnow/Peene 
RBD eel were collected from several small fisheries, 
which are not shown in this map. 
 
Eider: 1 
Elbe: 2 
Ems: 3 
Rhine: 4 
Schlei/Trave: 5-6 
Warnow/Peene: 7 (not displayed) 
Weser: 8 
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Table 1: Characteristics of eel samples according to each location in RBD’s in 2012. 

No. RBD Time of 
Sampling 

Sample Size / Stage* (n) Fishing 
Gear Y S Total 1 Eider August 2012 71 9 80 fyke net 1 Eider October 2012 1 1 2 fyke net 1 Eider November 2012 0 17 17 fyke net 2 Elbe June 2012 101 1 102 fyke net 3 Ems May2012 103 6 109 fyke net 3 Ems October 2012 12 81 93 fyke net 4 Rhein July 2012 72 4 76 fyke net 4 Rhein September 2012 23 69 92 stow net 5 Schlei/Trave Aug./Sept. 2012 41 28 69 fyke net 6 Schlei/Trave October 2012 11 2 13 fyke net 6 Schlei/Trave November 2012 3 2 5 fyke net 7 Warnow/Peene August 2012 43 7 50 - 7 Warnow/Peene October 2012 2 7 9 - 7 Warnow/Peene September 2012 27 16 43 - 8 Weser July 2012 96 2 98 fyke net 

 

*:S=Silver Eel; Y=Yellow Eel 
 
List of biological variables with European eel (Anguilla anguilla) sampling specification 
length a, weight b, sex c, maturity d, age e 

 
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 et al. 1986 

 
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 et 
al. 1986 

 
c:  sex determination via macroscopic assessment of gonadal development 
 
d:  determination of silvering index according to Durif et al. 2005 
 
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 
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available. To date, additional silver eel samples are still required for the rivers Trave and 
Oder. Age reading of otoliths was performed using a “cutting and burning” protocol 
(WKAREA 2009). 

  



66 

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                              } 
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# 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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ANNEX 4: BI- AND MULTILALTERAL AGREEMENTS  
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Bilateral Agreement between The Netherlands (Centre for Fisheries 
Research, CVO) and Germany (Johann Heinrich von Thünen Institute, 
vTI) for the collection of length and age samples in accordance with EC 
Regulation 665/2008, laying down detailed rules for the application of 

Council Regulation (EC) 199/2008, and its Commission Decision 
2010/93/EU 

Agreement: 

Pelagic freezer trawlers fishing on herring, blue whiting, mackerel and horse mackerel, and 
beam trawlers fishing on plaice and sole under the German register, which land for first sale 
into The Netherlands, will be sampled as part of the German National Programme under the 
requirements of the EC Data Collection Framework (199/2008). The eventual additional 
sampling costs will be covered within the German National Sampling Programme 2011-2013. 

Description of sampling: 
The sampling will be for length and age of discards and landings, sampling will be carried out 
in accordance with the German National Sampling Programme. 

Sampling intensity: 
Levels and coverage of sampling will be as agreed at the annual meeting of RCM North Sea 
& Eastern Arctic. 

Data responsibility: 
Germany is responsible for submitting the data to the relevant ICES Expert Groups, and to the 
EC under the requirements of its Data Collection Framework. Germany will provide the 
required data for the species that are requested by the relevant ICES Expert Groups, and the 
data for the additional species to The Netherlands as and when requested. 

Contact persons:  

In The Netherlands (CVO):  Sieto Verver: sieto.verver@wur.nl 
In Germany (vTI-SF):  Jens Ulleweit: jens.ulleweit@vti.bund.de 
 
Signatures:  

For The Netherlands (CVO)     For Germany (vTI) 

 
 

      
 

Sieto Verver      Dr. Christoph Stransky 
Dpt. Head Centre for Fisheries Research  German National Correspondent 
  
Date: 24 March 2010  
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