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feedba ck on their needs (e.g. data, aggre gati on level, spatial and temporal covera ge ) bas ed on 

some identi fied criteria of relev ance, impa cts, feas ibi li t y, methods and costs .  

In thi s scen ario, the role of the Region al Coordinati on Groups (RCGs) w il l be fundamental . 
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With the incoming of the new EU Regulation the roles a nd the wo rk plans of the future 

regional groups, which shoul d operate also in the Mediter rane an and Black sea contex t, 

shoul d be cle arl y defin ed. The y need to desi gn and implement re gio nal data coll ecti on 

schemes and establi sh well - documented qu ali t y assur ance and control, wh ich can be us ed an d 

compared with agre ed int ernati onal standa rds.  

ⴀ Regional database 

For the improvement an d movi ng toward a regi onal data coll ecti on pro gr amm es a regional 

data base is a fundamen tal tool . Regional database would give th e opp ortuni t y to hav e in 

place sampl ing pro gr ams based on statis ticall y sound designs, data shoul d be of known 

quali t y, and esti mates s hould be produ ced in a transp arent wa y.  In order to fulfil l the 

mentioned objecti ves, an d as alre ad y agr eed at R egion al l evel, it is of par amount importance 

to t he clearl y defined rol e of the GFCM, as possi ble host of the Mediter ra nean and Bla ck Sea 

regional datab ase.   

Certainl y to reach th e ab ove tar gets some risks co uld be identi fied:  

�x it ma y take time to achie ve th

https://datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu/data-calls
https://circabc.europa.eu/faces/jsp/extension/wai/navigation/container.jsp
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This workshop has been organized to discuss with MSs, end-users and stakeholders the outputs of the 
project WPs. An invitation letter has been circulated to the list of National Correspondents and 
stakeholders first setting a doodle and then the final date of the Workshop. The material related to the 
overviews of the different WPs and of the project as well was made available well in advance before the 
workshop. Likewise short power points presentations were shared on the stakeholder platform. All the 
material made available can be consulted on the stakeholder platform 
(http://mare19stakeholder.coispa.eu/). 

During the Workshop the different issues related to a Regional Sampling Program covering the data 
collection on commercial fisheries, the fisheries impacts on the ecosystem and the procedures for the 
quality assessment of the biological data at regional level were discussed with MSs, end-users and 
stakeholders. 

Specifically, the following presentations were discussed: 
 WP1 - An analysis of the main coordination activities and tools developed so far in the region, in the 
context of the existing RCM. 

 SWOT analysis results: P. Carpentieri (Nisea) 
 Available tools: Evelina Sabatella (Nisea) 

 WP2 - A regional sampling program covering commercial fisheries. 
 Methods for collection of transversal data: Evelina Sabatella (NISEA) 
 Sampling and analysing biological traits: Pierluigi Carbonara (COISPA) 
 Guidelines and best practices for sampling, analyzing and managing biological data:  Giuseppe 

Scarcella (ISMAR-CNR) 
 Standardize, exchange, disseminate data: Charis Charilaou (DFMR) and Maria Teresa Facchini 

(COISPA) 
 A methodological framework for sampling optimization:  Giuseppe Scarcella (ISMAR-CNR) 
 Comparing design in term of costs-benefits: George Tserpes (HCMR) 

 WP3 - Regional Sampling program for the collection of data on fisheries impacts on the ecosystem. 
 Define targets: Violin Raykov (IO-BAS) 
 Monitoring incidental by catch and processing collected data: Beatriz Guijarro (IEO) 
 Guidelines for sampling, processing and analyzing the stomach contents: Beatriz Guijarro (IEO) 
 New ecosystem indicators from the DCF data:  Beatriz Guijarro (IEO) 
 Task allocation: Alessandro Ligas (CIBM) 

 WP4 - Procedures to assess the quality of fisheries and biological data at regional level. 
 Guidelines for data quality checks at national and regional levels: George Tserpes (HCMR) 
 Quality assurance and COST tools: George Tserpes (HCMR). 

The participants to the workshop expressed their appreciation for the impressive work carried out. The 
participation was very proactive and several inputs/feedbacks were recorded.  

There was a general agreement, among participants, on the following main outputs of the workshop: 
x) It is extremely important to present the results of the project to the next Med & Black Sea RCM to 

be held in September.  
xi) It is necessary to increase the technical cooperation in the GFCM area in order to avoid 

unnecessary duplication and overlap. 
xii)  On the basis of the current project results, common formats and procedures should be agreed at 

the next RCM.  

http://mare19stakeholder.coispa.eu/
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ANNEXES FROM 9-TO 26 - PROJECT DELIVERABLES 

 
 

ANNEX 9 DELIVERABLE 1.1 - REPORT OF THE SWOT ANALYSIS OF THE CURRENT SITUATION 
RELATED TO THE MAIN COORDINATION ACTIVITIES 
 
 

ANNEX 10 DELIVERABLE 1.2 - ANALYSIS OF THE CURRENT TOOLS/MODELS, EVALUATION OF 
THEIR CHARACTERISTICS, APPLICABILITY AND FUNCTIONALITY IN THE REGION 
 
 

ANNEX 11 DELIVERABLE.2.1 - IDENTIFYING AND AGREEING ON GUIDELINES AND BEST 
PRACTICE METHODOLOGIES FOR SAMPLING, PROCESSING, ANALYSING AND MANAGING 
BIOLOGICAL DATA 
 
 

ANNEX 12 DELIVERABLE.2.2 - IDENTIFY SUITABLE STANDARDS TO FOSTER DATA EXCHANGE 
AND DISSEMINATIONAND  DELIVERABLE.2.7 - REFERENCE LISTS WITH STANDARD CODES 
ESTABLISHING A STANDARDIZED WAY FOR REPORTING DATA AND ENABLING REGIONAL 
ANALYSIS 
 
 

ANNEX 13 DELIVERABLE.2.3 - HANDBOOK OF PROTOCOLS FOR SAMPLING HARD 
STRUCTURES AND MATURITY CONDITION, IMPLEMENTING AGE VALIDATION AND MATURITY 
PARAMETERS FOR THE SELECTED STOCKS 
 
 

ANNEX 14 DELIVERABLE.2.4 REPORT ON METHODOLOGIES USED IN MED &BS MEMBER 
STATES TO COLLECT TRANSVERSAL DATA (ASSESSMENT, COMPARISON, IDENTIFICATION OF 
GAPS)  
 
 

ANNEX 15 DELIVERABLE.2.5 - SCRIPTS WITH A DETAILED DOCUMENT ENSURING THE 
REPRODUCIBILITY OF THE METHODS AND THE ANALYSES REALIZED WITH A SPECIAL FOCUS 
ON THE CASE STUDIES TESTS 
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team, the modelling approach is a promising way for improving the quality of the estimates going into 
stock assessment in the near future. 

Once all the analysis are performed, COST has implemented some exportation methods, in the most used 
formats. It is then time to save and store in a safe place the full script written for the complete analysis, 
with the aim of being able to repeat and/or copy the analysis in the future. 

 

JRC data validation tool 
The Data Validation (DV) tool is a set of macros developed in Visual Basic for Applications (VBA) and 
embedded in specifically designed template Excel Workbooks. Different versions of the DV tool exist 
according to different data calls: effort data call for the Fishing Effort Regimes, the Mediterranean & Black 
Sea data call and the Fleet Economic data call. The main purpose of this tool is to facilitate and support the 
Member States in uploading data which meet the requirements defined by DG Mare in the official DCF 
data calls (Council Regulation 199/2008). The use of these Excel Template files is not mandatory. 
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CALL FOR PROPOSALS MARE/2014/19 


MINUTES OF JOINT KICK OFF MEETING FOR PROJECTS: 


�Strengthening Regional cooperation in the area of Fisheries Data Collection in the North Sea and 


Eastern Arctic (NS/EA) – Coordinator USTAN 


�Strengthening Regional cooperation in the area of Fisheries Data Collection in the Mediterranean 


and Black Sea (MED/BS) – Coordinator COISPA 


20 APRIL 2015   14:30-17:30 


BRUSSELS 


 


1. Welcome and Introductions 


The meeting was attended by the Commission (DG MARE and DG ENV) and the beneficiaries of the 


two grants (see Annex 1 for a list of participants). 


The Commission stressed that regional cooperation has improved over the years, including as a key 


step in the process the "Ostend Declaration", which set out the vision for Regional Coordination 


Meetings (RCMs). The Commission wanted to further support this strengthening of regional 


cooperation through the launching of these two grants, which have been awarded to a consortium 


working in the North Sea & Eastern Arctic  (NS/EA) and in the Mediterranean & Black Sea (MED/BS). 


The objective is to build up experience in new areas of regional cooperation in view of the possible 


evolution from the current RCMs to Regional Coordination Groups (RCGs)  


The Commission stressed the following points. 


The importance of the role of the project coordinators (PC) as well as the need to comply with the 


grant agreement obligations (more specifically deliverables and deadlines), 


• Member States (MS) not included in the two groups should be kept up to date and 


beneficiaries should ensure their involvement, 


• It was recommended that the two groups (NS/EA and MED/BS) share findings and 


communicate on a regular basis, 


• Beneficiaries should ensure that all relevant actors within a MS are involved (i.e. not just the 


fisheries institutes but also the Ministries/ National Correspondants) 


• Interactive and proactive relationship with the Commission is important. PC should inform 


the Commission on project progress, especially before difficulties arise (delays, budget 


transfers etc.) 


 


2. Presentation of NS/EA grant 


The NS/EA beneficiaries presented the work packages of the grant (Annex 2). One of the main 


focuses of the project is to improve the statistical robustness of the sampling, based on simulations 


using data from the case studies (to be provided by the MS involved in the consortium).  


Actual data will be used in the case studies, coming from MS participating in NS/EA grant. A data 


sharing agreement needs to be signed between the MS in the consortium (as, in certain cases, the 


national body in the consortium is not the owner of the data)   – this is essential to the success of the 


project. 
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The NS/EA beneficiaries clarified how they had addressed the weaknesses identified by the 


Commission during the evaluation of their proposal and these explanations were considered 


satisfactory by the Commission. 


3. Presentation of MED/BS grant 


The Med/BS beneficiaries presented the work packages of the grant (Annex 3). The Med/BS 


beneficiaries clarified that although the General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM) 


is not part of the consortium, they are very interested in the project and willing to collaborate. As 


regards the Black Sea, the beneficiaries confirmed that they would include the Black Sea Advisory 


Council (as soon as it will be formally set up) in the stakeholder consultation The Med/BS 


beneficiaries clarified how they had addressed the weaknesses identified by the Commission during 


the evaluation of their proposal and the majority of these were considered satisfactory by the 


Commission. For the following points, however, further discussion took place during the meeting: 


• Considering the number of stocks in the design of the regional sampling program M.T. 


Spedicato confirmed that 4 stocks for the Mediterranean and 2 stocks for the Black Sea were 


planned. These will be selected among anchovy (Engraulis encrasicolus), sardine (Sardina 


pilchardus), European hake (Merluccius merluccius), red mullet (Mullus barbatus) and deep-


water rose shrimp (Parapenaeus longirostris). For the Black Sea, turbot and Sprattus sprattus 


are possible case studies as both are under a TAC and quota regime in the EU waters of the 


Black Sea: The Commission requested that the Med/BS beneficiaries send them within 2 


weeks the proposed list of stocks which regional sampling plans will be developed. The 


beneficiaries should first discuss their choice of stocks with DG MARE unit D2. 


• The Commission also invited the Med/BS beneficiaries to carry out a more thorough risk 


assessment, in line with that prepared for the NS/EA proposal, to anticipate problems early 


on in the project.  


 


4. Discussion – Horizontal issues 


SCIENTIFIC 


• The beneficiaries noted that a few MS, (Finland, Baltic States…), do not participate in either 


the RCM Med&BS or the RCM NS&EA and thereby risk being left out of discussions in RCMs 


on these two projects. The Commission urged both projects, and in particular the NS/EA to 


ensure that all MS are consulted at some stage (ie not just via the RCM NS&EA and RCM 


Med&BS).  


• The Commission reminded beneficiaries that DG MARE has developed code lists (available in 


the DG MARE Master Data Register) and asked beneficiaries not to develop code lists where 


these already exist, unless there is a good reason why a different code list is needed for the 


purposes of the DCF. In such cases, the beneficiaries should contact the Commission to 


discuss this before developing these alternative code lists.  


• Where possible, the two projects should share outcomes along the way and consider the 


approaches used in the other regional project to consider whether a similar approach could 


be used. This is particularly relevant for aspects of the project such as developing data 


exchange formats. To facilitate this, the Commission will distribute the proposals from each 


consortium to the other consortium. 


•  It is important to communicate to MS how the outcomes of these projects will lead to 


simplification/cost reductions for them, e.g. through reducing workload to respond to data 


calls, or to collect and process data. This will increase chances that MS are willing to adopt 


the outputs stemming from these projects.  
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FINANCIAL –ADMINISTRATIVE 


• Beneficiaries were informed that pre-financing payments for both grants are in the pipeline 


• The NS/EA beneficiaries requested an 8 weeks extension of the contract as project ends in 


April 2016, which is an extremely busy period for most participants (ICES work). COM took 


note and will review the situation 3/4 months before the end of the contract to avoid 


multiple amendments. 


• Beneficiaries enquired about the possibilities to transfer budget between partners and cost 


categories. Considering that contract is too vague and without restrictions COM informed the 


applicants that an amendment limiting the transfers to 10% (amount still to be decided) 


might be envisaged in the near future, if necessary. 


• Beneficiaries stressed the administrative burden linked to submission of proposals. They 


requested whether DG MARE can reuse financial information/standard forms from previous 


projects to reduce the burden on applicants.  


• Beneficiaries invited the COM to take into account certain periods of the year (summer 


holidays, Christmas break, etc.) when publishing the next call. They also requested COM to 


avoid publishing the next call during the final period of the current grants. 


• Beneficiaries requested COM to systematically put both the scientific and financial 


coordinators in copy of all letters, emails, etc. sent to them. 


• COM will inform beneficiaries of the DG MARE contact point in Amelie Knapp's absence (July-


November 2014). 


• It was agreed that COM should inform all MS that the contracts have been signed and to 


request their cooperation with the projects. 


 


Contact points for the two grants: 


 


NS/EA Grant (USTAN): 


Liz Clarke (L.Clarke@MARLAB.AC.UK) , Alastair Pout (A.Pout@MARLAB.AC.UK ), Mark James 


(maj8@st-andrews.ac.uk) & Emma Defew ( ecd2@st-andrews.ac.uk)  - financial issues    


MED/BS Grant (COISPA) :  


Maria Teresa Spedicato (spedicato@coispa.it) – scientific issues& Pino Lembo (lembo 


<lembo@coispa.it> ) – financial issues 
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ANNEX 1 


PARTICIPANTS LIST 


 


Commission: 


Isabelle Garzon (DG MARE.C3) 


Amelie Knapp (DG MARE.C3) 


Bas Drukker (DG MARE.C3) 


Rafael Eliseu (DG MAREC3) 


Magdalena Urbanska (DG MARE.C3) 


Venetia Kostopoulou (DG MARE.C3) 


Nikos Mitrakis (DG MARE.D2) 


Anna Cheilari (DG ENV.C2) 


 


NS/EA grant: 


Alistair Pout – MSS, UK 


Katja Ringdahl – SLU, SE 


Joel Vigneau – IFREMER, FR 


Estanis Mugerza – AZTI, ES 


Mark James – MASTS (USTAN), UK 


 


MED/ BS grant:  


              Maria Teresa Spedicato – COISPA, project coordination (MTS), IT 


Paolo Carpentieri - NISEA, coordinator Work Package WP1  IT 


Tristan Rouyer – IFREMER, coordinator WP2 FR 


Pino Lembo – COISPA, coordinator WP5 IT 


 


 


ANNEX 2 


Kick Off Project 
summary.pptx


 


ANNEX 3 


MARE2014_19_kick-
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Strengthening regional cooperation in the area of fisheries data 


collection in the Mediterranean and Black Sea 


MARE/2014/19 


Draft report on Kick-off meeting – 21 April 2015 


(v.1) 


The kick-off meeting of the project “Strengthening regional cooperation in the 


area of fisheries data collection in the Mediterranean and Black Sea”, under 


MARE/2014/19, took place on the 21st of April 2015 at DGMARE premises. 


The meeting was attended by 7 participants, listed in Table 1 below. 


 


Maria Teresa Spedicato, coordinator of the project, opened the meeting and 


welcomed the participants. She informed them that a joined meeting took 


place on the previous day at the same premises, between the Commission and 


the two consortiums that were selected for receiving grant under 


MARE/2014/19 (Mediterranean & Black Sea, North Sea). Considering that the 


project was signed and started officially on the 8th of April 2015, and that the 


kick-off meeting should be held within one month of the signature of the 


contract, the kick-off meeting was organized the day after the joined meeting 


at the same premises, for optimizing time and resources.  


Table 1 – List of participants 


Maria Teresa Spedicato (COISPA) - Working Package (WP) 0 Coordinator 


Giuseppe Lembo (COISPA) –WP5 Coordinator 


Tristan Rouyer (IFREMER) – WP2 Coordinator  


Paolo Carpentieri (NISEA) – WP1 Coordinator 


Charis Charilaou (DFMR) – Task 2.4 leader 


Giuseppe Scarcella (ISMAR-CNR) – Task 2.1 leader 


Violin Raykov (IO-BAS) – Task 3.1 leader 


 


Maria Teresa Spedicato outlined the items of discussion for the kick-off 


meeting, as follows: 


 


- Presentation of the outcomes and feedback from the meeting with the 


Commission and the twin consortium that was held the day before 


- Short review of the work project and expectations of the different Work 


Packages (WPs) 
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- Work plan of each WP, keeping in mind the different milestones and 


deliverables for the next 6 months 


- Selection of an acronym/ shorter name of the project 


Charis Charilaou was appointed rapporteur for the meeting. 


 


 


1. Outcomes and feedback from the joined meeting between the 


Commission and the two consortiums - 20 April 2015 


  


Maria Teresa Spedicato informed the group that the joined meeting was 


opened by Isabelle Garzon, Head of DGMARE Unit C3, who stressed that the 


Commission has big expectations on the two successful projects.  During the 


meeting there was an exchange of ideas, and Maria Teresa Spedicato tried to 


address the remarks of the Commission on the project, and propose how to 


overcome these remarks. The comments of the Commission on the project are 


provided in the summary conclusions of the evaluation of the proposal, sent 


to the Leader Coordinator with reference Ares(2015)1011088 - 06/03/2015.. The 


general comments on the Med&BS project were that a communication has not 


been set with the other project, and that the way of communication with the 


relevant stakeholders is not very precise. In addition, the evaluators have 


commented that the proposal does not take into account the needs and 


specificities of the Black Sea. Another general comment was that case studies 


on the stocks and/or fisheries to be performed under WP2 and WP3 of the 


proposal have not yet been defined.  


 


Concerning the communication with the other project, it was commented that 


in the Mediterranean & Black Sea proposal an exchange of information is 


foreseen with the other project regarding the deliverables, in addition with 


invitation to the other consortium to attend our meetings. Such foreseen 


communication seems lacking from the North Sea proposal.. 


With regards to the definition of case studies, while in WP3 indeed they are 


not defined, because it was foreseen to have a feedback from the stakeholders 


(task 3.1), in WP2 there was a proposed list from which the final target species 


should be selected. During the joined meeting, the Commission 


recommended the inclusion of species/fisheries from Black Sea in the case 


studies to be developed under WP2 and WP3. Though this seems feasible 
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under WP3, concern was expressed for WP2, since it cannot be guaranteed 


that the available data from that area can be used under COST exercises 


foreseen in WP2. The proposal is to include 2 species, i.e. turbot and sprat, 


and in case of difficulties highlight which are the main gaps to overcome. 


 


 


2. Short review of the work project and expectations of the different 


Work Packages (WPs) 


The project coordinator noted that the agenda of the project is tight, with no 


room for extending substantially the project. Concerning the first step of 


organising the project, there have been some difficulties and uncertainty on 


how to manage it, especially since only some colleagues gave feedback on the 


preliminary workplan and how to organise the project; this is understandable 


though, considering the short time and the engagement of the partners in 


many other issues. 


Milestones 


It was clarified that a milestone is an internal way to follow the progress of 


the project, allowing partners to check whether they are in line with the tasks. 


There is not a defined format for milestones by the Commission. A standard 


simple format (such as traffic –light approach) will be prepared and circulated 


by COISPA to the partners for reporting; the purpose is to produce simple 


and short reports, for not overloading people with papers. 


Coordination and Communication  


Pino Lembo presented the general approach that will be followed for 


coordination among partners of the project and communication with end 


users and stakeholders.  


Under WP 0 – Planning activities, general coordination and synthesis of the project 


results, a sharepoint will be set up for facilitating internal communication 


among project partners. Internal communication will also be achieved 


through skype meetings between WP coordinators. The sharepoint will offer 


the possibility of sharing specific information also with the European 


Commission (EC).  
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Under WP5 – Inputs from a regional consultation, a stakeholder web platform 


will be developed, which will serve as an area for questions and feedback 


from end-users and stakeholders on the progress of the project and the 


deliverables.  


Participants were informed that during the yesterday’s meeting with the 


Commission, Ms. Garzon underlined the Commission’s expectation of a high 


level of communication among the project partners and the stakeholders.  


Involvement of external scientists 


It was clarified that only external scientists included in the project proposal, 


such as the scientist from Turkey who will be subcontracted, can participate at 


the project’s meetings with covered expenses. Other external scientists, with 


no foreseen expenses, can be considered as stakeholders.  


 


3. Work plan of each WP, taking in mind the different milestones and 


deliverables for the next 6 months 


WP 1 – Analysis of main coordination activities and tools developed so far 


in the region, in the context of the existing RCM. Coordinator: Paolo 


Carpentieri (NISEA) 


The two tasks under WP1, Task 1.1 – SWOT Analysis of Coordination 


Activities in the Region and Task 1.2 – Analysis of developed tools, were 


reviewed, including the relevant three milestones and two deliverables. 


Considering that the project started officially on the 8th of April 2015, the first 


two milestones of this WP (see Table 3 in page 45 of the project’s proposal) are 


due on the 8th of June 2015 (2nd month of the project), while the third one is 


due on the 8th of July 2015 (3rd month). The two deliverables of the WP (see 


Table 1 in page 38 of the project’s proposal) are due on the 8th of August 2015 


(4th month of project). 


Concerning ways of organising this WP, the Coordinator may invite relevant 


partners to assist on its development and share/allocate tasks (e.g. scrutinise 


documents). As regards the first deliverable, which is the SWOT analysis of 


the current situation related to the main coordination activities, a general 


revision of all regional activities could be made, recording all pros and cons 
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using a specific structure linked to the project objectives and taking in mind 


the focus of the SWOT analysis.  


As a draft rule, it was decided that regional activities will be evaluated based 


on the review of reports from 2011 onwards. In case some issues were 


identified and dealt regionally before 2011, they will also be included in the 


evaluation. 


 


WP2 – A regional sampling program for 2016 covering commercial fisheries. 


Coordinator: Tristan Rouyer (IFREMER) 


This WP proposes to assess the methods and procedures, already in place 


within the different Mediterranean countries, for data collection and data 


management. It also proposes a framework to optimise sampling effort 


through an analysis of trade-offs between effort and precision; this framework 


will be tested on selected stocks and case studies.  


 


The following 5 tasks are included in the WP: 


- Task 2.1 - Identifying and agreeing on guidelines and best practice 


methodologies for sampling, processing, analysing and managing 


biological data.  


- Task 2.2 - Assessing availability and quality of transversal data. 


- Task 2.3 - A methodological framework for sampling optimization, 


accounting for cost and precision trade-offs. 


- Task 2.4 - Agreeing on reference (or code) lists. 


- Task 2.5 - Evaluating the cost implications.  


 


The outcomes of this WP aim at providing guidelines and tools to design a 


harmonised and end-user-oriented regional sampling program covering 


commercial fisheries (RSP-CF). 


 


The objectives, methodology and potential issues of the Tasks were reviewed.  


The workplan for Task 2.1 and 2.2 involves the design of questionnaires for 


MSs and the review of relevant reports. A potential issue was identified 


regarding the receiving on time the answers from the questionnaires for 


analysis. 
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The analysis under Task 2.3 will be based on real data, and the methods will 


be developed in R scripts using COST tools; R scripts will be made available 


as one of the deliverables of WP2. The workplan for Task 2.3 concerns the list 


of necessary data for the case studies that will be used. The template will 


generally be similar to the format elaborated for the PGMed data call. As 


underlined in the project, runs  will be performed on French and Spanish data 


(Hake and Red mullet) in GSA 7, and on anchovy and sardine in GSA 17. 


Besides these two case studies the meeting agreed to consider to extend the 


analysis also to other areas only if data are readily available in the suitable 


format, and if enough time remains in the project. Several potential issues that 


can impair and delay the work have indeed been identified: getting data in 


the right format (WP4, Task 4.3), access to 5 years of data (2010-2014) and 


dealing with uneven sampling (quality and quantity). A way to proceed for 


receiving the data for the case studies, would be the communication with 


contact points from the relevant MS. However, meetings organised with MSs 


would be more efficient for coordination (particularly with WP4, task 4.3) and 


anticipation of unforeseen data-related issues. In order to allow dealing with 


the case studies, at least two meetings could be organised. One in Spain (work 


on GSA 7) and one in Italy/Croatia (work on GSA 17), so that all potential 


issues are identified early enough. A first meeting to be held in Spain (June) is 


currently under discussion, so that first results can be quickly obtained on 


GSA 7. A second meeting would take place after the PGMED (7th-8th of 


September), but the date and place are not already set. 


Five milestones have been defined for WP2 (see M.2.1-M.2.5 at page 45 of 


project proposal), with deadlines from month 4 to month 7 of the project. 


Regarding the Milestone M.2.5 ('Outline of the current rising procedures'), the 


group suggested to rephrase it in a more clear manner, i.e. “Current state of 


the optimisation framework”. 


The different deliverables of this WP (see D.2.1 – D.2. 8 page 38 of project 


proposal) are due between month 6 and month 10. 


The source and format of data to be used for the case studies under Task 2.3 of WP2, 


and the approach to follow for receiving them. Since its format is designed to be 
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compatible with the Standard Data Exchange Format (Jansen et al., 2009)1 that is used 


in the COST tool., it was agreed that a good option would be to use the 2015 RCM 


Med&BS-LP Data Call as a starting point, for which the deadline is in the middle of 


July 2015. The group recalled that in previous projects the Commission had 


requested authorization by the MS for providing data from Data Calls to be used in 


the framework of other projects. Similarly, a specific communication by the 


Commission could be made to the relevant MS of RCM Med&BS-LP, for presenting 


the project and requesting authorization for the use of data from the 2015 RCM 


Med&BS-LP Data Call in the project. Considering that all Mediterranean MS 


(excepted Slovenia) are participating in the project, no particular problem is expected 


for the authorization to be granted.  


 


Regarding WP2 coordination, regular contacts will be made among task 


leaders to ensure the progress of the tasks. Data will be requested as early as 


possible, considering that the delivery of data may be an important source of 


delay that could impair the flow of the project. Partners of this WP should 


benefit from already set-up meetings (RCM Med&BS-LP and PGMed), and 


also from the exchange of information with the North Sea grant consortium  


(Fish-Pi project). 


Concerning the specific comment of the Commission on Task 2.4, that no 


proposal is made on DG MARE’s XML-based format (FLUX) and MDR for 


code lists, the possibility of using / linking the FLUX/MDR format will be 


considered in the project.  


 


WP5 – Inputs from a regional consultation. Coordinator: Giuseppe Lembo 


(COISPA) 


As mentioned previously, under this WP a web platform will be set, for 


online consultation with stakeholders (national correspondents, GFCM and 


other RFMOs, MEDAC, FAO regional projects, STECF).  The platform will be 


placed at COISPA and should be set by 8th of July 2015 (3rd month of project). 


                                    


1  Jansen T. & al. Definition of standard data-exchange format for sampling, landings, 


and effort data from commercial fisheries. Technical report, ICES Cooperative Research, 


Report No. 296. 43pp, 2009. 
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The deliverable, which is the report on the overview from a regional 


consultation, is due at the end of the project (see Annex II).  


 


WP0 – Planning activities, general coordination and synthesis of the project 


results including the Multiannual Regional Work Programme (MRWP). 


Coordinator: Maria Teresa Spedicato (COISPA) 


Under this WP a sharepoint will be set up for facilitating internal 


communication among project partners, in which all documents used and 


produced by the different WPs and Tasks will be uploaded. Internal 


communication will also be achieved through skype meetings between WP 


coordinators, for ensuring compliance with milestones and deliverables. 


The sharepoint will offer the possibility of sharing specific information with 


the European Commission (EC), the partners of the other project, the end-


users and the stakeholders. Personal passwords will be provided, under 


which the sharepoint will be functional at different levels.  


Once deliverables from the different WPs are finalised and checked, they will 


be uploaded at the share point and be accessible to the EC. A stakeholder 


summary will be provided for every deliverable, containing in a concise way 


all the information necessary for stakeholders to take decision. 


Concerning internal communication, the following were decided during the 


meeting: 


- The first skype meeting among the WP coordinators will take place at 


beginning of June, for checking the state of the art of the project. A doodle 


survey will be launched for the first 10 days of June, for choosing the most 


suitable date. 


- The mid-term meeting should be held within 1 month after the 


approval of the Interim Report which is due on the 8th of October (month 6 


of the project). Considering that it might take around 1 month for the 


approval of the interim report, the mid-term meeting could be set during 


the first 8 days of November (with duration of 2 days).  
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WP3 – Regional Sampling program for the collection of data on fisheries 


impacts on the ecosystem. Coordinator: Paolo Sartor (CIBM) 


Maria Teresa reviewed the presentation prepared by Paolo Sartor concerning 


the description of the tasks, the methodology and the work plan of this WP. 


The presentation is provided in Annex III of the report. 


The general objective of the WP is to design a Regional Sampling Programme 


of Data Collection on Fisheries Impacts on the Ecosystem (RSP-DCFIE) for 


2016, aiming at collecting data not included in the current EU Multiannual 


Programme.  


The specific objectives are: 


- To build a sampling program targeted to gather data on stomach 


contents of fish, in order to collect information on diet spectra and 


resource partitioning. 


- To design a sampling program aimed at increasing the collection of 


data on by-catch of non-target species, especially of protected, 


endangered or threatened species. 


- To propose additional ecosystem indicators, which can be useful to 


improve the assessment of the ecosystem impact due to fishing activity. 


This objective was not requested in the proposal, but is considered very 


important.  


TASK 3.1 - Identifying, in consultation with the relevant end users in the 


region, the exact data to be collected. Responsible: Violin Raykov (IO-BAS) 


This task involves the selection of fisheries and stocks to be included in the 


selected RSP-DCFIE for 2016, which will involve at least three Member States 


in the region. It will developed with the involvement of the primary end users 


(STECF, GFCM, MEDAC), both reviewing their recent documents on data 


collection and by means of specific questionnaires.  


 


The new sampling programme will cover: 


1) At least one stock regarding stomach content data. 


2) At least one fishery regarding the by-catch.   


3) A wider range of fisheries as concerns the new ecosystem indicators.  


The three above mentioned cases will be treated as a case study in Task 3.2.  
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As mentioned also before, the Commission has requested the inclusion of at 


least one case from the Black Sea in the sampling programme.  


 


According to the current knowledge, possible candidate stocks regarding 


stomach content data are the European hake in western Mediterranean and 


the stock of turbot in Black Sea. Fisheries that could be suitable candidates for 


the incidental bycatch sampling programme are the small pelagic and 


demersal fishery in Adriatic Sea, or the turbot fishery in Black Sea.   


 


The duration of Task 3.1 is from month 1 to month 4 of the project. 


Specifically, questionnaires should be prepared by month 1, while the 


collection of information from questionnaires should be done by month 3. The 


fisheries and the stocks to be used in the case studies should be selected by 


month 4.  


 


The milestone (M.3.1 – Results from the questionnaires and identification of 


fisheries and stocks suitable for the RSP-DCFIE in 2016) should be delivered 


at month 3 of the project, while the deliverable (D.3.1 – Report on the 


characteristics of the fisheries and stocks selected for the RSP-DCFIE in 2016) 


is due on month 4 of the project. 


 


TASK 3.2 – Developing Methodologies for the collection of the new data. 


Responsible: Beatriz Guijarro (IEO) 


The objective of this Task is to develop appropriate sampling protocols and 


analysis procedures to be applied to the selected stocks and fisheries of Task 


3.1, specifically for: 


- Collection of data on stomach content of fish 


- Collection of data on incidental by-catch 


- Computation of new indicators on the impact on the ecosystem and on 


the fish. 


The duration of Task 3.2 is from month 3 to month 10 of the project, and 


information on the detailed workplan and the methodology to be followed is 


provided in the relevant presentation. 
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The relevant milestone (M.3.2 – Elaboration of sampling protocols, booklets 


and methodological guidelines) is due on month 8. 


The two deliverables (D.3.2, D.3.3) concerning guidelines for monitoring and 


processing incidental bycatch and stomach contents are due by month 9, 


while deliverable D.3.4 – Guidelines for the computation of new ecosystem 


indicators from the DCF data is for month 10.  


 


TASK 3.3 - Allocating tasks to Member States for the collection and analysis of 


the new data. Responsible: Alessandro Mannini (CIBM) 


The results of the Tasks 3.1 and 3.2 will be transferred in the RSP-DCFIE for 


2016. 


The objective of Task 3.3 is to set up the Programme of task allocation among 


Member States. To this purpose, the contents of the RSP-DCFIE for 2016 will 


be presented and discussed with MSs, end-users and stakeholders, during the 


Workshop organised by the WP5 and foreseen at the month 11 of the project. 


This task will be developed from month 7 to month 11, and information on its 


workplan was presented.  The relevant milestone, M.3.3 – Structuring of the 


tasks allocation among MS should be ready by month 10, and the deliverable 


D.3.5 - Programme of Task allocation among MS about RSP-DCFIE is due at 


month 11. 


 


WP4 – Procedures to assess the quality of fisheries and biological data at 


regional level. Coordinator: George Tserpes (HCMR) 


This WP will start at month 4. Feedback on the relevant workplan that will be 


followed is awaited by the coordinator.  


 


4. Administrative issues 


Practical information to partners 


Pino Lembo provided some practical information for the partners. He 


informed the participants that he will send to the partners a copy of the 


original sign of the contract, as well as a proposal on the consortium 
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agreement, in which the specific costs for each partner will be included. He 


also notified the group that the 30% pre-financing payment by the 


Commission is in progress and will be sent to the coordinator, who will 


further transfer it accordingly to the partners; the partners should therefore 


provide their relevant bank accounts. As regards the cost statement, partners 


just need to use the same statement that was used in the proposal. It was 


stressed that the partners should carefully consider the fulfilment of the 


proposal, the milestones and deliverables and their relevant timetable.  


 


5. Selection of an acronym/ shorter name of the project 


Participants were invited to propose an acronym/shorter name for the project. 
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Annex I - Draft agenda 


 


The Kick-off meeting of the project MARE 2014_19 meeting Med&Black sea 


will be held on April 21st among the WP and task coordinators at DGMARE 


premises, "MARE ROOM J99 05/SDR" on the 5th floor. The room has been 


booked from 9am to 4 pm. 


1. Feedback of the meeting held with the Commission and the North Sea 


grant Consortium on April 20; 


2. review the issues raised from the Commission in the evaluation report 


of the proposal and possible way forward; 


3. workplan of the activities for the next 6 months highlighting 


intermediate deadlines and possible difficulties; 


4. administrative issues; 


5. AOB 


 


Annex II Presentation of WP2 


 


Annex III Presentation of WP5  


 


Annex IV Presentations of WP3 
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WP2 - A regional sampling program for 2016



This WP proposes to assess the methods and procedures, already in place within the 
different Mediterranean countries, for data collection and data management.
→ Extensive review of current approaches



The present WP also proposes a framework to optimise the sampling effort through 
an analysis of trade-offs between effort and precision. This framework will be tested 
on selected stocks and case studies.
→ Sampling optimisation



Tasks:
● Task 2.1 - Identifying and agreeing on guidelines and best practice methodologies 



for sampling, processing, analysing and managing biological data.
● Task 2.2 - Assessing availability and quality of transversal data.
● Task 2.3 - A methodological framework for sampling optimization, accounting for 



cost and precision trade-offs.
● Task 2.4 - Agreeing on reference (or code) lists.
● Task 2.5 - Evaluating the cost implications.



The outcomes of this WP aim at providing guidelines and tools to design an 
harmonised and end-user-oriented RSP-CF.











  



Task 2.1 - Identifying and agreeing on guidelines and best practice methodologies for 
sampling, processing, analysing and managing biological data (G. Scarcella ISMAR-CNR)



Objectives
● review NPs for important aspects to the new RSP-CF for a selected number of stocks
● guidelines: sampling, processing, analysing and managing biological data, focus on fish 



aging and maturity staging procedures
● identify suitable standards to foster data exchange and dissemination
● identify potentially useful data to assess survival rates within the landing obligation context



Workplan
● Start building questionnaires for Mss: organization, operability, networks, difficulties, ...
● Review of reports: PGMed, PGCCDBS, WKNARC, MEDITS, MEDIAS, WG Black Sea and 



STECF EWG 14-14 (age reading).
● Review on useful data to assess survival within the landing obligation context



Potential issues
● Receive questionnaires on time for analysis



Task 2.2 – Assess the availability and the quality of transversal data (E. Sabatella NISEA)



Objectives
● review the sources of transversal data (Med & BS)
● assess the availability of: spatial distribution of effort / catches by fishing areas
● suggest best practices in the collection and use of transversal data for scientific purposes



Workplan
● Setting up the questionnaires (link to Task 2.1)
● Review results achieved by each MS with the previous NP (2011-2013)











  



Hake in GSA07



Threshold ?



Task 2.3 - A methodological framework for sampling optimization, accounting for cost and 
precision trade-offs (T. Rouyer, IFREMER)



Objectives
● Investigate precision vs number of samples
● Define and allocate the sampling effort accounting for trade-offs  



Workplan
● List the necessary data: try to include sampling costs (task 2.5) ?
● Tests on French data (Hake and Red Mullet in GSA07)
● Get the remaining data (GSA07 and GSA17)
● Tests on anchovy: get data in COST (WP4 task 4.3)



Intermediate deadline
● PGMED: feedback and interactions with Ncs
● Present french case study ? (Hake)



Potential issues
● Data under the right format (WP4, Task4.3)
● Access to 5 years of data (2010-2014)
● Deal with uneven sampling (quality and quantity)



Example: preliminary run on Hake in GSA 07
● Generate large sampling dataset (several years)
● Bootstrap so that sampling size vary and raise (COST tools)
● Extract the associated coefficient of variation (cv)
● Select criteria for trade-offs











  



Task 2.4 - Agreeing on reference (or code) lists (C. Charilaou, DFMR)



Objective
● establish reference lists for reporting their data.



Workplan
● review available reference (or code) lists (e.g. species, métiers, etc..)
● Investigate the need for codes regarding other relevant variables (e.g. trip code, area, 



harbours, sampling type, stocks, etc...)



Intermediate deadline
● PGMED: feedback and interactions with NCs



Potential issues
● None foreseen so far



Task 2.5 - Evaluate the cost implications (A. Machias, HCMR)



Objectives
● Identify the main components of sampling costs for Nps
● defining the main components and structure of costs within the project
● compare the designed RSP-CF and "business as usual" in terms of costs/benefits.



Workplan
● review available reference (or code) lists (e.g. species, métiers, etc..)
● Investigate the need for codes regarding other relevant variables (e.g. trip code, area, 



harbours, sampling type, stocks, etc...)



Potential issues
● None foreseen so far











  



Workplan for WP2 coordination in the next 6 months



Ensure all task leaders are getting started
→ Regular contacts



Ask for data as early as possible
→ Important source of delays



Benefit from already set-up meetings
→ RCM Med & BS and PGMed 



Specific coordination meetings for WP2:
● Define dates/location/regularity with task leaders 
● First one in October/November: identify problems and solutions
● Adjust with project coordination



Exchange with the Atlantic consortium:
● Methodological aspects: try to benefit from their approaches
● Attend each other's meeting ?
● Define common meetings or workshops on specific aspects ?











  



Specific comments of the commission



Under Task 2.4 of WP 2 on proposing common formats, code lists for exchanging and 
analysing fisheries data, no proposal is made on DG MARE's XML-based format (FLUX) 
and MDR for code lists.



Fisheries Language for Universal eXchange (FLUX):
● developed by DG MARE
● aims at defining a universal and efficient data exchange “language”
● will replace FIDES system
● aims at being the universal data transmission system for any fisheries data for DG MARE.



Master Data Register (MDR):
● Common nomenclature
● Allows to avoid ambiguities for data input, exchange, dissemination (reports, publications)
● Part of the FLUX standard, contains data structures and lists of fisheries codes



Moving on
The importance of sharing and using this MDR has been highlighted, especially to DCF given 
the previous experiences with DCF definition of Master Data. Complying with common master 
data and having a central repository for validation will increase the quality of data checks.



According to the feasibility study Scientific data storage and transmission under the future Data 
Collection Framework, DCF data could be easily transported in the coming FLUX transportation 
layer. It would later require a standardization effort of DCF format and code lists in UN/CEFACT. 








			Slide 1


			Slide 2


			Slide 3


			Slide 4


			Slide 5


			Slide 6










Strengthening regional cooperation in the



area of fisheries data collection in the 



Mediterranean and Black Sea



MARE/2014/19 - (SI2.705484)



Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries



Kick-off meeting 20-21 April 2015



Work Package 5 



Inputs from a regional consultation



Pino Lembo











Setting a web-based SharePoint to facilitate the 



communication among the project partners, the European 



Commission and the other contractors.



Setting a stakeholder web platform to interact with MSs 



representatives, other end-users and stakeholders, such 



as GFCM, Black Sea Advisory Council, STECF, FAO Regional 



Programs and MEDAC will be promoted. The platform will 



be populated with project results and deliverables.



Planning a two days workshop, at month 11, to discuss 



with MSs, end-users and stakeholders the final project 



results.



OBIECTIVES











COORDINATION and COMMUNICATION



The other grant holders' will have access to the project 



deliverables trough the SharePoint.



They will be invited to the mid-term meeting and final 



workshop.



Ad hoc Skype meetings will be organized to assess the 



level of complementarity and applicability of the output in 



the two regions.



On-line questionnaire to be distributed to main actors such as 



RCMs and PG groups chairs, National Focal Points, GFCM 



secretariat and other Regional Fisheries Management 



Organizations (RFMOs), to evaluate the characteristics of the 



main “tools” developed in the region (task 1.2).



On-line questionnaires to be distributed to MS in order to 



receive feedback on difficulties encountered with the previous 



NP (tasks 2.1 and 2.2).











COORDINATION and COMMUNICATION



Milestones have been identified to understanding if the 



project is on track or if some difficulties are rising.



WP leaders will regularly check the progress of the project 



against the agreed plans.



Monthly Skype meetings, among WP leaders, will be 



organized to check if activities are on tracks. 



Management risks and remedial actions will be evaluated 



case by case, in relation to the level of fulfillment of each 



milestone.











COMMUNICATION and  DISSEMINATION



Each participant to the stakeholder web platform will be 



selected/registered.



A FAQ area will be established on the stakeholder web 



platform.



An ALERT SYSTEM will be established to keep updated 



stakeholders with the publication of deliverables and 



stimulate their interaction.



A feedback will be periodically requested from stakeholders along the 



main steps of the project.



A  two days workshop with MSs, end-users, stakeholders, others 



scientists/institutes outside the consortium, will be organized, at month 



11, to discuss the Regional Sampling Programme for 2016 covering: 1) 



Commercial Fisheries (RSP-CF); 2) Data Collection on Fisheries Impacts on 



the Ecosystem (RSP-DCFIE); 3) Procedures to Quality Assessment of 



Biological Data at regional level (PQA-BD).
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WORK PACKAGE 3 
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fisheries impacts on the ecosystem



WP Coordinator: Paolo Sartor - CIBM



Partners involved: CIBM, IEO, IO-BAS, COISPA, CNR ISMAR, IOF
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MAREA  THE CONTEXT



� The current DCF aims to provide data primarily for fisheries management, 



while the new CFP indicates that data collection  fisheries should also be 



used to support several new policy objectives, as the implementation of the 



ecosystem-based fishery management. 



� Consultations with primary end users, e.g. bodies using DCF data to 



produce advice for fisheries management, have identified several categories 



of candidate new "ecosystem" data that are still scarcely collected or not 



covered by the current EU Programmes. 



- Data on predator-prey relationships, which are also useful for multi-



species stock assessments.



- Data on by-catch, especially that of non-target species, especially 



protected, endangered or threatened species.



� It was suggested, in general, to increase, the knowledge useful to assess 



the ecosystem impact due to fishing activity.
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The  Objectives of WP3



� The general objective is to design a Regional Sampling 



Programme of Data Collection on Fisheries Impacts on the 



Ecosystem (RSP-DCFIE) for 2016. It will aim at collecting data not 



included in the current EU Multiannual Programme. 



Specific objectives of WP3 are:



� To build a sampling program targeted to gather data on stomach 



contents of fish, in order to collect information on diet spectra and 
resource partitioning.



� To design a sampling program aimed at increasing the collection 



of data on by-catch of non-target species, especially of protected, 
endangered or threatened species.



� To propose additional ecosystem indicators, which can be useful 



to improve the assessment of the ecosystem impact due to fishing
activity.  
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TASK 3.1 - IDENTIFYING, IN CONSULTATION WITH THE RELEVANT END 



USERS IN THE REGION, THE EXACT DATA TO BE COLLECTED.



(responsible Violin Raykov IO-BAS)



Activities:



Critical revision of the documents produced by the primary end users.



Review of the available understandings on the fishery induced ecosystem 



impacts.



Identification of the fisheries and stocks which will be the object of the RSP-



DCFIE for 2016. The new sampling programme will cover:



1) At least one stock regarding stomach content data.



2) At least one fishery regarding the by-catch.  



3) A wider range of fisheries as concerns the new ecosystem indicators. 



The three above mentioned cases will be treated as a case study in Task 3.2. 



The RSP-DCFIE for 2016 will involve at least three Member States in the region. 
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MAREA  
Task 3.1 



� Duration: from month 1 to month 4



� Milestones: M.3.1, Results from the questionnaires and 
identification of fisheries and stocks suitable for the RSP-DCFIE in 



2016 (month 3).



� Deliverables: D.3.1, Report on the Characteristics of the fisheries 
and stocks selected for the RSP-DCFIE in 2016 (month 4)
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MAREA  



TASK 3.2 - DEVELOPING METHODOLOGIES FOR THE COLLECTION 



OF THE NEW DATA (responsible Beatriz Guijarro, IEO)



The objective is to develop appropriate sampling protocols and analysis procedures 



to be applied to the selected stocks and fisheries of Task 3.1. 



1) Collection of data on stomach content of fish. 



An accurate sampling plan will be implemented, taking into account all the factors 



for the appropriate stratification, as size class, season and area. A battery of  



dietary indices, including the guidelines for their computation will be proposed.



2) Collection of  data on incidental by-catch.



The most appropriate methods of monitoring will be established, according to the 



characteristics of the fishery to be investigated and also with the aim of 



supporting the implementation of mitigation measures. Identification manuals 



(handbooks) and guidelines for sampling will be prepared.



3) Computation of new indicators on the impact on the ecosystem and on the fish



condition.



New indicators, useful to improve the understanding of the ecosystem impact 



related to the fishing activity, will be proposed . They will be based on the basic 



data already collected by the current DCF. 
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Task 3.2 



� Duration: from month 3 to month 10



Milestones:
� M.3.2: Elaboration of sampling protocols, booklets and 



methodological guidelines (month 8).



Deliverables 



� D.3.2: Handbook with guidelines for monitoring incidental by 



catch and processing the collected data (month 9).
� D.3.3: Protocols and guidelines for sampling, processing and 



analysing the stomach contents (month 9).



� D.3.4: Guidelines for the computation of new ecosystem indicators 
from the DCF data (month 10).
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TASK 3.3 - ALLOCATING TASKS TO MEMBER STATES FOR THE COLLECTION AND 



ANALYSIS OF THE NEW DATA



(responsible Alessandro Mannini, CIBM)



The results of the Tasks 3.1 and 3.2 will be transferred in the RSP-DCFIE for 2016.



The objective of Task 3.3 is to set up the Programme of task allocation among 



Member States, taking into account the understandings on each fishery/stock to 



be subjected to the collection of new data.



To this purpose, the contents of the RSP-DCFIE for 2016 will be presented and 



discussed with MSs, end-users and stakeholders, during the Workshop 



organised by the WP5 and foreseen at the month 11 of the project.



This will allow including properly the new samplings in every specific National 



programme, besides that at regional level.
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MAREA  Task 3.3 



� Duration: from month 7 to month 11



Milestones:



� M.3.3. Structuring of the tasks allocation among Member States 



(month 10).



Deliverables 
D.3.5: Programme of Task allocation among MS about Regional 



Sampling Programme of Data Collection on Fisheries Impacts on 



the Ecosystem (RSP-DCFIE) (month 11). 



MARE/2014/19













MAREA  
Strengthening regional cooperation in the 
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MAREA  WORK PACKAGE 3 



Regional Sampling program for the collection of data on 
fisheries impacts on the ecosystem



WP Coordinator: Paolo Sartor - CIBM



Partners involved: CIBM, IEO, IO-BAS, COISPA, CNR ISMAR, IOF



WORKPLAN OF THE ACTIVITIES
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MAREA  



TASK 3.1 - IDENTIFYING, IN CONSULTATION WITH THE RELEVANT END 



USERS IN THE REGION, THE EXACT DATA TO BE COLLECTED.



(responsible Violin Raykov IO-BAS) 



Objective:



Identification of fisheries and stocks object of the RSP-DCFIE for 2016. 



1) At least one stock regarding stomach content data.



2) At least one fishery regarding the by-catch.  



3) A wider range of fisheries as concerns the new ecosystem indicators. 



The three above mentioned cases will be treated as a case study in Task 3.2. 



The RSP-DCFIE for 2016 will involve at least three Member States in the region. 



� Duration: from month 1 to month 4



� Milestones: M.3.1, Results from the questionnaires and identification of 



fisheries and stocks suitable for the RSP-DCFIE in 2016 (month 3).



� Deliverables: D.3.1, Report on the Characteristics of the fisheries and 



stocks selected for the RSP-DCFIE in 2016 (month 4).
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MAREA  
Task 3.1 WORKPLAN



MONTHS 1-3:



� Critical revision of the documents produced by the primary end users referring 



to suggestions for the improvements of the future monitoring programmes. 



� Review of the available understandings on the fishery induced ecosystem 



impacts.



� Preparation and distribution of specific questionnaires to the end users, to  



collect information and suggestions for the selection of fisheries and stocks.



By month 1: preparation of questionnaires.



By month 3: collection of information from questionnaires.



MONTH 4:



� Choice of at least one fishery regarding the data collection of by-catch of 



protected, endangered and threatened species. 



� Choice of at least one stock regarding the stomach content data collection.



� Completion of Deliverable D.3.1 “Report on the Characteristics of the fisheries 



and stocks selected for the RSP-DCFIE in 2016” (month 4).
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Task 3.1 METHODOLOGY



� This task will be developed with the involvement of the primary end users, as STECF and 
GFCM and also the MEDAC, both reviewing their recent documents on data collection  and 
by means of specific questionnaires.



� The selection of fisheries will be done with particular attention to the possible fisheries 
with high presence of incidental by-catch.



� The so called Bycatch Risk Approach will be followed. The potential impact of direct by-
catch mortality rates on species groups will be taken into account, in order to prioritise 
fishing gears to be monitored.



� The most relevant demersal species, in terms of relative abundance and position in the 
trophic chain  will be the candidate for stock selection for stomach content data.



According to the current knowledge, there are several fisheries which could  be suitable 
candidates for the implementation of a sampling programme on the incidental by catch, as 
the small pelagic and demersal  fishery in Adriatic Sea, or the turbot fishery in Black sea.  



At the same time, certain stocks of the European hake in western Mediterranean seem to have 
proper characteristics to be suitable for a data collection through stomach contents, 



as well as the stock of turbot in Black Sea.
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TASK 3.2 - DEVELOPING METHODOLOGIES FOR THE COLLECTION



OF THE NEW DATA (responsible Beatriz Guijarro, IEO)



Objective: to develop appropriate sampling protocols and analysis procedures to be 



applied to the selected stocks and fisheries of Task 3.1. 



�Collection of data on stomach content of fish. 



�Collection of  data on incidental by-catch.



� Computation of new indicators on the impact on the ecosystem and on the fish



Duration: from month 3 to month 10



Milestones:



M.3.2: Elaboration of sampling protocols, booklets and methodological guidelines 



(month 8).



Deliverables 



D.3.2: Handbook with guidelines for monitoring incidental by catch and processing 



the collected data (month 9).



D.3.3: Protocols and guidelines for sampling, processing and analysing the stomach 



contents (month 9).



D.3.4: Guidelines for the computation of new ecosystem indicators from the DCF 



data (month 10).
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Task 3.2 WORKPLAN



Deliverable 3.2 Handbook with guidelines for monitoring incidental by catch and 



processing the collected data 



- Months 3-5: Review of bibliography on the monitoring of incidental catches 



(sampling options and processing of collected data). 



- Months 3-6: Creation of a list of protected, threatened and endangered species 



relevant at regional level. 



- Month 7: Identification of the most adequate sampling techniques for each 



species or group of relevant species to be sampled. 



- Month 8: First Draft of the handbook with guidelines for monitoring incidental 



by catch and processing data (D 3.2).



- Month 9: Final version of the Deliverable 3.2.



D.3.3. Protocols and guidelines for sampling, processing and analysing the 



stomach contents.



- Months 3-6: Review of available protocols and guidelines for sampling, 



processing and analyzing stomach content data. 



- Month 3-6: Review of published information on trophic webs in order to create a 



potential list of species to be selected for the trophic analysis. 



- Month 8: First draft of the protocols and guidelines for sampling, processing  



and analyzing stomach content data (D 3.2).



- Month 9: Final version of the Deliverable 3.2.
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MAREA  Task 3.2 WORKPLAN



Deliverable 3.4 Guidelines for the computation of new ecosystem indicators from 



the DCF data.



- Months 3-5:  Review of available information on ecological indicators on the 



impact on ecosystem and fish condition. 



- Months 6-7: Create a list of indicators that could help to the understanding of 



the ecosystem impact related to the fishing activity. 



- Months 7-8: Select the most adequate indicators that could be computed based 



on the information collected in the DCF. 



- Month 9: First draft of guidelines for the computation of new ecosystem 



indicators (D 3.4).



- Month 10: Final version of the Deliverable 3.4. 
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MAREA  



Task 3.2 Methodology 



Collection of e data on incidental by-catch. 



The choice of the protected, endangered or threatened species for the new data 



collection will be based on the revision of the treaties, legislative instruments, 



conventions and action plans issued at national or international level.



The most suitable method of recording incidental by-catch (e.g. on-board observers 



and/or self-sampling) will be established according to the characteristics of the 



fishery to be investigated. 



Updated lists of protected, threatened and endangered species relevant at regional 



level will be compiled. Identification manuals and guidelines for sampling will be 



prepared.



Data collection will be designed also with the aim of  supporting evaluation of 



possible mitigation measures.



To properly raise the by-catch data from sample to fleet level, it will be important 



that the unit of fishing effort will be the same as provided by other data 



collected. To this purpose, this Task will be developed in strict collaboration 



with the Task 2.1.
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MAREA  
Task 3.2 Methodology 



Collection of data on stomach content of fish.



All the factors for the appropriate stratification, as size class, season and area 



(depth range) will be taken into account for an accurate sampling design. 



At the same time, a protocol for the stomach content removal, and as well as 



for the treatment and identification of their contents will be prepared.



The basic methodology to characterise the food spectrum of a single species 



from stomach data will be based upon classical studies. Anyway, a 



revision of the more recent methodological approaches to investigate 



stomach data will be done, in order to propose integrative and 



comprehensive dietary indices. Consequently guidelines for their



computation will be prepared.



An ad-hoc exchange data format will be designed to store the data from



stomach content analysis.
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Task 3.2 Methodology 



Computation of new indicators on the impact on the ecosystem



A review of the available information will be carried out, to identify new indicators 



which can be useful to improve the understanding of the ecosystem impact of 



fishing activity.



The new indicators will be essentially based on the data already collected under the 



current DCF. 



One promising approach could be the analysis of the overlap between the location of 



fishing grounds (using VMS/AIS or similar data) and the location of marine 



habitats, especially the sensitive/vulnerable ones. 



Another promising approach can be provided by the analysis of data of fish 



condition (e.g. Size/Weight relationship parameters, hepatosomatic index). These 



indicators are based on data partially considered by the current DCF.



The Typical Length, as the geometric mean length of fish weighted by body mass, 



exhibits statistical properties similar to the LFI (Large Fish Indicator), already 



used in DCF, but has the advantage of not requiring determination of a large fish 



threshold. 
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TASK 3.3 - ALLOCATING TASKS TO MEMBER STATES FOR THE COLLECTION 



AND ANALYSIS OF THE NEW DATA



(responsible Alessandro Mannini, CIBM) 



Objective: to set up the Programme of task allocation among Member States, taking 



into account the understandings on each fishery/stock to be subjected to the 



collection of new data.



� Duration: from month 7 to month 11



Milestones:



� M.3.3. Structuring of the tasks allocation among Member States (month 10).



Deliverables 



D.3.5: Programme of Task allocation among MS about Regional Sampling 



Programme of Data Collection on Fisheries Impacts on the Ecosystem (RSP-



DCFIE) (month 11). 
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MAREA  
Task 3.3 WORKPLAN



MONTHS 7-9:



Preparation of the Programme of task allocation among Member States, following 



the results of the Task 3.2. The Programme will be transferred in the RSP-DCFIE 



for 2016.



MONTH 10: 



First Draft of the Programme of Task allocation among MS. 



MONTH 11: final version of the Programme of Task allocation among MS  about 



Regional Sampling Programme of Data Collection on Fisheries Impacts on the 



Ecosystem (RSP-DCFIE) (Deliverable D 3.5).  



MONTH 11: presentation and discussion of the Programme with MSs, end-users 



and stakeholders, during the Workshop organised by the WP5. 
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Abstract


This document reports on the work done during the first meeting of WP 2 task 2.3, which took
place at IEO in Mallorca from the 29th of June to the 2nd of July 2015. The meeting was set-up
to allow directly working with local scientists involved within the DCF, so that sampling and
production data for hake and red mullet could be made available. The document details the codes
and procedures that allowed to include spanish data into procedures of sampling effort allocation
for hake and red mullet in GSA 7.
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Chapter 1


Context


1.1 Context of the project


Through well-chosen case studies, this task aims to investigate how the precision of the raising
procedure evolves with the number of samples to provide tools for optimizing and designing a
sampling scheme. The present task will revolve around the development of R scripts using COST
tools. For a few case studies, historical sampling datasets will be gathered to provide a large
sampling database. Such a database will be large enough to generate large subsample sizes. The
next step will then consist in building R scripts allowing to export sampling data from the different
countries involved in the fisheries within a common format allowing to use COST tools. Using
bootstrap procedures, subsamples increasing in size will then be generated from this dataset. The
bootstrap will be tailored so that it allows for investigating the effect of the proportion of the total
sampling allocated to the different countries involved in the fisheries. For each of the subsample
generated, the raising procedure will then be applied to compute the associated coefficient of
variation (CV). The analysis of the results generated, CV vs Number of samples from different
areas, will form the basis for sampling design proposals. This analysis, based on real data, is
designed to provide:


� a quantification of the sampling effort, and thus costs, required to reach the current DCF
levels


� tools for sampling optimisation through the allocation of effort between countries and stocks
on the basis of the expected precision.


1.2 Objectives


The objectives were to:


� get the spanish sampling and production data for hake and red mullet in GSA 7 for years
2010-2014


� format the data so that it can be used with COST tools for performing analyses


� read and investigate spanish data with the COST tools


� run preliminary bootstraps to visualize the precision achieved versus the number of samples
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Note that the last objective was a bit of an extra as limited time and resources were allocated
to it during the workshop.
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Chapter 2


Integrating spanish data: hake


2.1 Getting the data and reading it in


2.1.1 Production data


The data was collected directly into the COST format. This allowed to save a lot of time by
skipping the reformatting process. Production data, CL files, were first read and compiled.


## list files in directory


path <- '~/Documents/projects/Call_MARE_2014_19/MeetingMallorca/data/hke/total/CL/'


files <- list.files(path)


## make file names


fileNames <- paste(path,files, sep = "")


## loop to read all files


cl <- data.frame()


for (i in 1:length(fileNames)) {
cl <- rbind(cl,read.csv(fileNames[i]))


}
## check years inside it


unique(cl$year)


## [1] 2013 2014


## load within CL format


myCL <- clData(cl = cl[,-1])


## extract the 37.1.2 data (GOL)


myCL <- subset(myCL,area %in% '37.1.2',table='cl')


However, the CL file did not contain information about metier, as it originated from a database
that only included logbooks. We thus used a new CL.


## list files in directory


path <- '~/Documents/projects/Call_MARE_2014_19/MeetingMallorca/data/hke/total/'


file <- paste(path,'newCL.csv', sep = "")


## load within CL format


myCL <- clData(cl = read.csv(file)[,-1])


## we only keep hake:


myCL <- subset(myCL,taxon=='Merluccius merluccius', table='cl')


We will then look at the production per year and quarter:


2.1.2 Sampling data


The tables HH, HL, SL and TR were stored within a relatively simple file architecture. We read
the data year by year, integrate it within a CS data format to check the consistency of the data
and then merge it within a general CS file. For 2010:
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Quarter Year Prod (kg)
1 2010 40988
2 2010 51035
3 2010 55222
4 2010 45310
1 2011 28470
2 2011 34200
3 2011 33520
4 2011 24140
1 2012 27490
2 2012 30770
3 2012 76580
4 2012 41540
1 2013 26940
2 2013 37630
3 2013 80040
4 2013 67960
1 2014 46390
2 2014 56930
3 2014 60520
4 2014 53140


Table 2.1: Production by year and quarter


Year Prod (kg)
2010 192554
2011 120330
2012 176380
2013 212570
2014 216980


Table 2.2: Production by year


path <- '~/Documents/projects/Call_MARE_2014_19/MeetingMallorca/data/hke/total/CS/'


## prepare file names


trf <- paste(path,'TR_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2010.csv',sep='')


hhf <- paste(path,'HH_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2010.csv',sep='')


slf <- paste(path,'SL_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2010.csv',sep='')


hlf <- paste(path,'HL_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2010.csv',sep='')


## read the tables


trt=read.csv(trf)[,-1]


hht=read.csv(hhf)[,-1]


slt=read.csv(slf)[,-1]


hlt=read.csv(hlf)[,-1]


## make the CS


myCS2010 <- csData(tr=trt,hh=hht,sl=slt,hl=hlt)


## it works


## now change trip codes so that they can't be redundant


myCS2010@tr$trpCode <- paste(myCS2010@tr$trpCode,'_2010',sep='')


myCS2010@hh$trpCode <- paste(myCS2010@hh$trpCode,'_2010',sep='')


myCS2010@hl$trpCode <- paste(myCS2010@hl$trpCode,'_2010',sep='')


myCS2010@sl$trpCode <- paste(myCS2010@sl$trpCode,'_2010',sep='')


For 2011:
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path <- '~/Documents/projects/Call_MARE_2014_19/MeetingMallorca/data/hke/total/CS/'


## prepare file names


trf <- paste(path,'TR_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2011.csv',sep='')


hhf <- paste(path,'HH_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2011.csv',sep='')


slf <- paste(path,'SL_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2011.csv',sep='')


hlf <- paste(path,'HL_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2011.csv',sep='')


## read the tables


trt=read.csv(trf)[,-1]


hht=read.csv(hhf)[,-1]


slt=read.csv(slf)[,-1]


hlt=read.csv(hlf)[,-1]


## make the CS


myCS2011 <- csData(tr=trt,hh=hht,sl=slt,hl=hlt)


## it works


## now change trip codes so that they can't be redundant


myCS2011@tr$trpCode <- paste(myCS2011@tr$trpCode,'_2011',sep='')


myCS2011@hh$trpCode <- paste(myCS2011@hh$trpCode,'_2011',sep='')


myCS2011@hl$trpCode <- paste(myCS2011@hl$trpCode,'_2011',sep='')


myCS2011@sl$trpCode <- paste(myCS2011@sl$trpCode,'_2011',sep='')


For 2012:


path <- '~/Documents/projects/Call_MARE_2014_19/MeetingMallorca/data/hke/total/CS/'


## prepare file names


trf <- paste(path,'TR_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2012.csv',sep='')


hhf <- paste(path,'HH_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2012.csv',sep='')


slf <- paste(path,'SL_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2012.csv',sep='')


hlf <- paste(path,'HL_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2012.csv',sep='')


## read the tables


trt=read.csv(trf)[,-1]


hht=read.csv(hhf)[,-1]


slt=read.csv(slf)[,-1]


hlt=read.csv(hlf)[,-1]


## make the CS


myCS2012 <- csData(tr=trt,hh=hht,sl=slt,hl=hlt)


## it works


## now change trip codes so that they can't be redundant


myCS2012@tr$trpCode <- paste(myCS2012@tr$trpCode,'_2012',sep='')


myCS2012@hh$trpCode <- paste(myCS2012@hh$trpCode,'_2012',sep='')


myCS2012@hl$trpCode <- paste(myCS2012@hl$trpCode,'_2012',sep='')


myCS2012@sl$trpCode <- paste(myCS2012@sl$trpCode,'_2012',sep='')


For 2013:


path <- '~/Documents/projects/Call_MARE_2014_19/MeetingMallorca/data/hke/total/CS/'


## prepare file names


trf <- paste(path,'TR_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2013.csv',sep='')


hhf <- paste(path,'HH_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2013.csv',sep='')


slf <- paste(path,'SL_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2013.csv',sep='')


hlf <- paste(path,'HL_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2013.csv',sep='')


## read the tables


trt=read.csv(trf)[,-1]


hht=read.csv(hhf)[,-1]


slt=read.csv(slf)[,-1]


hlt=read.csv(hlf)[,-1]


## make the CS


myCS2013 <- csData(tr=trt,hh=hht,sl=slt,hl=hlt)


## it works


## now change trip codes so that they can't be redundant


myCS2013@tr$trpCode <- paste(myCS2013@tr$trpCode,'_2013',sep='')


myCS2013@hh$trpCode <- paste(myCS2013@hh$trpCode,'_2013',sep='')


myCS2013@hl$trpCode <- paste(myCS2013@hl$trpCode,'_2013',sep='')


myCS2013@sl$trpCode <- paste(myCS2013@sl$trpCode,'_2013',sep='')


For 2014:
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path <- '~/Documents/projects/Call_MARE_2014_19/MeetingMallorca/data/hke/total/CS/'


## prepare file names


trf <- paste(path,'TR_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2014.csv',sep='')


hhf <- paste(path,'HH_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2014.csv',sep='')


slf <- paste(path,'SL_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2014.csv',sep='')


hlf <- paste(path,'HL_HKE_GSA7_SPAIN_2014.csv',sep='')


## read the tables


trt=read.csv(trf)[,-1]


hht=read.csv(hhf)[,-1]


slt=read.csv(slf)[,-1]


hlt=read.csv(hlf)[,-1]


## make the CS


myCS2014 <- csData(tr=trt,hh=hht,sl=slt,hl=hlt)


## Error: Data integrity problem in table "sl". Missing related records in "hh".


There is a problem that we’ll then fix:


## check the unicity of trip codes


length(unique(slt$trpCode))


## [1] 773


length(unique(hlt$trpCode))


## [1] 772


## there's one trip code in sl that doesn't exist in hl


ind <- which(!unique(slt$trpCode) %in% unique(hlt$trpCode))


## look at it


slt[which(slt$trpCode %in% unique(slt$trpCode)[ind]),]


## sampType landCtry vslFlgCtry year proj trpCode staNum


## 601 M ESP ESP 2014 MEDLON 413 1


## spp catchCat landCat commCatScl commCat subSampCat


## 601 Merluccius merluccius LAN HUC NA NA 101


## sex wt subSampWt lenCode


## 601 U 2203 2203 cm


## discard it


slt <- slt[-which(slt$trpCode %in% unique(slt$trpCode)[ind]),]


## try again


myCS2014 <- csData(tr=trt,hh=hht,sl=slt,hl=hlt)


## it works


## now change trip codes so that they can't be redundant


myCS2014@tr$trpCode <- paste(myCS2014@tr$trpCode,'_2014',sep='')


myCS2014@hh$trpCode <- paste(myCS2014@hh$trpCode,'_2014',sep='')


myCS2014@hl$trpCode <- paste(myCS2014@hl$trpCode,'_2014',sep='')


myCS2014@sl$trpCode <- paste(myCS2014@sl$trpCode,'_2014',sep='')


It has to be noted that when problems were not easily solvable, like the missing trip code, data
was just deleted because of time constraints. We now merge all the CS together in one dataset:


myCS2 <- rbind2(myCS2010,myCS2011)


myCS1 <- rbind2(myCS2012,myCS2013)


myCS0 <- rbind2(myCS2,myCS1)


myCS <- rbind2(myCS0,myCS2014)


2.2 Looking at the data structure


2.2.1 Content of sampling


Here, the sampling structure is quickly described.
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## subset on GSA 7


myCS <- subset(myCS, area == 7, table='hh')


We check whether all samples are valid:


01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12
V 85 83 131 102 107 96 113 94 97 110 79 99


Table 2.3: Number of valid samples


Looks good.
The number of samples (S) and the number of measures (N) per quarter, per metier and per


year:


Year Metier SQ1 SQ2 SQ3 SQ4 NQ1 NQ2 NQ3 NQ4
2010 LLS DEF 0 0 0 2 3 32 37
2010 OTB DEF >=40 0 0 5 6 5 1672 1530 2806
2010 OTB DWS >=40 0 0 1 3 3 3 4 8 34 78
2011 LLS DEF 0 0 0 91 89 79 56 3167 2165 1307 1176
2011 OTB DEF >=40 0 0 3 4 6 6 963 2267 2464 2944
2011 OTB DWS >=40 0 0 2 2 3 3 85 26 34 83
2012 LLS DEF 0 0 0 60 68 68 60 1498 1431 1186 1521
2012 OTB DEF >=40 0 0 8 5 3 3 2574 994 7003 3403
2012 OTB DWS >=40 0 0 1 1 1 9 15 2 7 288
2013 LLS DEF 0 0 0 40 45 58 64 2466 1375 2546 2067
2013 OTB DEF >=40 0 0 6 5 2 11 445 120 9 502
2013 OTB DWS >=40 0 0 3 1 2 6 19 1 49 101
2014 LLS DEF 0 0 0 80 71 64 60 4248 3101 1804 1756
2014 OTB DEF >=40 0 0 4 6 4 4 1612 2382 1100 4807
2014 OTB DWS >=40 0 0 3 1 5 4 48 6 67 179


Table 2.4: Number of sample and measures per quarter


The differences observed between 2013 and 2014 is likely due to an increase of sampling effort
for LLS in 2014 and by the relatively low catches of hake in 2013 for OTB. In any case, there
are a lot of samples. However, the sample size seems very high for LLS compared to OTB given
their relative contribution to landings. The sample size of OTBDWS is also quite small; it may
be regrouped with OTBDEF.


2.2.2 Investigating the stratification: size-structure and delta plots


First look


We start to look at the sample weight by trip, metier and quarter. We present the code for plenty
of different graphs, but only the graph for 2014 is presented to keep the report readable. For 2010:


8







sppName <- 'Merluccius merluccius'


myCSsub <- subset(myCS,year==2010,table='hl')


strD <- strIni(timeStrata="quarter",techStrata="foCatEu6")


LDVpd <- landisVol(myCSsub, species=sppName,strDef = strD)


boxplot(LDVpd, cex.lab=0.5, rot=20)


For 2011:


sppName <- 'Merluccius merluccius'


myCSsub <- subset(myCS,year==2011,table='hl')


strD <- strIni(timeStrata="quarter",techStrata="foCatEu6")


LDVpd <- landisVol(myCSsub, species=sppName,strDef = strD)


boxplot(LDVpd, cex.lab=0.5, rot=20)


For 2012:


sppName <- 'Merluccius merluccius'


myCSsub <- subset(myCS,year==2012,table='hl')


strD <- strIni(timeStrata="quarter",techStrata="foCatEu6")


LDVpd <- landisVol(myCSsub, species=sppName,strDef = strD)


boxplot(LDVpd, cex.lab=0.5, rot=20)


For 2013:


sppName <- 'Merluccius merluccius'


myCSsub <- subset(myCS,year==2013,table='hl')


strD <- strIni(timeStrata="quarter",techStrata="foCatEu6")


LDVpd <- landisVol(myCSsub, species=sppName,strDef = strD)


boxplot(LDVpd, cex.lab=0.5, rot=20)


For 2014:


sppName <- 'Merluccius merluccius'


myCSsub <- subset(myCS,year==2014,table='hl')


strD <- strIni(timeStrata="quarter",techStrata="foCatEu6")


LDVpd <- landisVol(myCSsub, species=sppName,strDef = strD)


boxplot(LDVpd, cex.lab=0.5, rot=20)


We now look at the size distribution by metier for each year:


par(mfcol=c(3,5))


for (i in 1:length(y)) {
myCSsub <- subset(myCS,year==y[i],table='hl')


lengthHist(myCSsub,by=c('foCatEu6'),col=2,freq=TRUE,fraction='LAN')


}


We now look at the size distribution by quarter for each year (results not presented):
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Figure 2.1: Samples by metier and quarter for 2014
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Figure 2.2: Size distribution by metier and year
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par(mfcol=c(4,5))


for (i in 1:length(y)) {
myCSsub <- subset(myCS,year==y[i],table='hl')


lengthHist(myCSsub,by=c('quarter'),col=2,freq=TRUE,fraction='LAN')


}


We now look at the size distribution by quarter for each metier (results not presented):


par(mfcol=c(4,3))


m <- as.factor(unique(myCS@hh$foCatEu6))


for (i in 1:length(m)) {
myCSsub <- subset(myCS,foCatEu6==m[i],table='hh')


lengthHist(myCSsub,by=c('quarter'),col=2,freq=TRUE,fraction='LAN')


}


Deltas


We now compare the samples by computing the deltas. And we look at it by year. We see some
high delta values, but it is consistent between years.


sppName <- 'Merluccius merluccius'


strD <- strIni(timeStrata='year')


deltas <- deltCalc(myCS,species=sppName,strDef=strD)


plot(deltas,strat1='timeStrata')
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Figure 2.3: Deltas by year.
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Chapter 3


Integrating spanish data: red mullet


3.1 Getting the data and reading it in


3.1.1 Production data


The data was collected directly into the COST format. This allowed to save a lot of time by
skipping the reformatting process. Production data, CL files, were first read and compiled.


## list files in directory


path <- '~/Documents/projects/Call_MARE_2014_19/MeetingMallorca/data/hke/total/'


file <- paste(path,'newCL.csv', sep = "")


## load within CL format


myCL <- clData(cl = read.csv(file)[,-1])


## we only keep mut:


myCLmut <- subset(myCL,taxon=='MUT', table='cl')


We will then look at the production per year and quarter:


3.1.2 Sampling data


The tables HH, HL, SL and TR were stored within a relatively simple file architecture. We read
the data year by year, integrate it within a CS data format to check the consistency of the data
and then merge it within a general CS file. For 2010:


path <- '~/Documents/projects/Call_MARE_2014_19/MeetingMallorca/data/MUT/total/CS/'


## prepare file names


trf <- paste(path,'TR_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2010.csv',sep='')


hhf <- paste(path,'HH_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2010.csv',sep='')


slf <- paste(path,'SL_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2010.csv',sep='')


hlf <- paste(path,'HL_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2010.csv',sep='')


## read the tables


trt=read.csv(trf)[,-1]


hht=read.csv(hhf)[,-1]


slt=read.csv(slf)[,-1]


hlt=read.csv(hlf)[,-1]


## make the CS


myCS2010 <- csData(tr=trt,hh=hht,sl=slt,hl=hlt)


## it works


## now change trip codes so that they can't be redundant


myCS2010@tr$trpCode <- paste(myCS2010@tr$trpCode,'_2010',sep='')


myCS2010@hh$trpCode <- paste(myCS2010@hh$trpCode,'_2010',sep='')


myCS2010@hl$trpCode <- paste(myCS2010@hl$trpCode,'_2010',sep='')


myCS2010@sl$trpCode <- paste(myCS2010@sl$trpCode,'_2010',sep='')


For 2011:
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Quarter Year Prod (kg)
1 2010 5925
2 2010 8285
3 2010 4209
4 2010 9824
1 2011 7920
2 2011 6480
3 2011 7570
4 2011 6160
1 2012 6090
2 2012 9640
3 2012 6130
4 2012 7310
1 2013 4470
2 2013 9010
3 2013 5880
4 2013 18170
1 2014 9990
2 2014 13760
3 2014 7980
4 2014 9450


Table 3.1: Production by year and quarter


Year Prod (kg)
2010 28242
2011 28130
2012 29170
2013 37530
2014 41180


Table 3.2: Production by year


path <- '~/Documents/projects/Call_MARE_2014_19/MeetingMallorca/data/MUT/total/CS/'


## prepare file names


trf <- paste(path,'TR_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2011.csv',sep='')


hhf <- paste(path,'HH_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2011.csv',sep='')


slf <- paste(path,'SL_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2011.csv',sep='')


hlf <- paste(path,'HL_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2011.csv',sep='')


## read the tables


trt=read.csv(trf)[,-1]


hht=read.csv(hhf)[,-1]


slt=read.csv(slf)[,-1]


hlt=read.csv(hlf)[,-1]


## make the CS


myCS2011 <- csData(tr=trt,hh=hht,sl=slt,hl=hlt)


## it works


## now change trip codes so that they can't be redundant


myCS2011@tr$trpCode <- paste(myCS2011@tr$trpCode,'_2011',sep='')


myCS2011@hh$trpCode <- paste(myCS2011@hh$trpCode,'_2011',sep='')


myCS2011@hl$trpCode <- paste(myCS2011@hl$trpCode,'_2011',sep='')


myCS2011@sl$trpCode <- paste(myCS2011@sl$trpCode,'_2011',sep='')


For 2012:
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path <- '~/Documents/projects/Call_MARE_2014_19/MeetingMallorca/data/MUT/total/CS/'


## prepare file names


trf <- paste(path,'TR_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2012.csv',sep='')


hhf <- paste(path,'HH_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2012.csv',sep='')


slf <- paste(path,'SL_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2012.csv',sep='')


hlf <- paste(path,'HL_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2012.csv',sep='')


## read the tables


trt=read.csv(trf)[,-1]


hht=read.csv(hhf)[,-1]


slt=read.csv(slf)[,-1]


hlt=read.csv(hlf)[,-1]


## make the CS


myCS2012 <- csData(tr=trt,hh=hht,sl=slt,hl=hlt)


## it works


## now change trip codes so that they can't be redundant


myCS2012@tr$trpCode <- paste(myCS2012@tr$trpCode,'_2012',sep='')


myCS2012@hh$trpCode <- paste(myCS2012@hh$trpCode,'_2012',sep='')


myCS2012@hl$trpCode <- paste(myCS2012@hl$trpCode,'_2012',sep='')


myCS2012@sl$trpCode <- paste(myCS2012@sl$trpCode,'_2012',sep='')


For 2013:


path <- '~/Documents/projects/Call_MARE_2014_19/MeetingMallorca/data/MUT/total/CS/'


## prepare file names


trf <- paste(path,'TR_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2013.csv',sep='')


hhf <- paste(path,'HH_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2013.csv',sep='')


slf <- paste(path,'SL_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2013.csv',sep='')


hlf <- paste(path,'HL_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2013.csv',sep='')


## read the tables


trt=read.csv(trf)[,-1]


hht=read.csv(hhf)[,-1]


slt=read.csv(slf)[,-1]


hlt=read.csv(hlf)[,-1]


## make the CS


myCS2013 <- csData(tr=trt,hh=hht,sl=slt,hl=hlt)


## it works


## now change trip codes so that they can't be redundant


myCS2013@tr$trpCode <- paste(myCS2013@tr$trpCode,'_2013',sep='')


myCS2013@hh$trpCode <- paste(myCS2013@hh$trpCode,'_2013',sep='')


myCS2013@hl$trpCode <- paste(myCS2013@hl$trpCode,'_2013',sep='')


myCS2013@sl$trpCode <- paste(myCS2013@sl$trpCode,'_2013',sep='')


For 2014:


path <- '~/Documents/projects/Call_MARE_2014_19/MeetingMallorca/data/MUT/total/CS/'


## prepare file names


trf <- paste(path,'TR_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2014.csv',sep='')


hhf <- paste(path,'HH_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2014.csv',sep='')


slf <- paste(path,'SL_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2014.csv',sep='')


hlf <- paste(path,'HL_MUT_GSA7_SPAIN_2014.csv',sep='')


## read the tables


trt=read.csv(trf)[,-1]


hht=read.csv(hhf)[,-1]


slt=read.csv(slf)[,-1]


hlt=read.csv(hlf)[,-1]


## make the CS


myCS2014 <- csData(tr=trt,hh=hht,sl=slt,hl=hlt)


We now merge all the CS together in one dataset:


myCS2 <- rbind2(myCS2010,myCS2011)


myCS1 <- rbind2(myCS2012,myCS2013)


myCS0 <- rbind2(myCS2,myCS1)


myCS <- rbind2(myCS0,myCS2014)
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3.2 Looking at the data structure


3.2.1 Content of sampling


Here we started to look at the structure.


## subset on GSA 7


myCS <- subset(myCS, area == 7, table='hh')


We check whether all samples are valid:


01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12
V 4 1 4 7 2 3 3 3 4 4 5 4


Table 3.3: Number of valid samples


Looks good, but much less samples than for hake, which is not unexpected.
We then look at the number of samples (S) and measures (N) per quarter:


Year Metier SQ1 SQ2 SQ3 SQ4 NQ1 NQ2 NQ3 NQ4
2010 OTB DEF >=40 0 0 0 3 3 2 0 2122 601 464
2011 OTB DEF >=40 0 0 2 3 3 3 560 1018 1055 829
2012 OTB DEF >=40 0 0 4 1 3 2 709 122 676 773
2013 OTB DEF >=40 0 0 1 2 0 3 172 1885 0 4966
2014 OTB DEF >=40 0 0 3 5 2 6 1443 2032 270 2232


Table 3.4: Number of measures per quarter


3.2.2 Investigating the stratification: size-structure and delta plots


First look


We start to look at the sample weight by trip, metier and quarter. For 2010:


sppName <- 'Merluccius merluccius'


myCSsub <- subset(myCS,year==2010,table='hl')


strD <- strIni(timeStrata="quarter",techStrata="foCatEu6")


LDVpd <- landisVol(myCSsub, species=sppName,strDef = strD)


boxplot(LDVpd, cex.lab=0.5, rot=20)


For 2011:


sppName <- 'Merluccius merluccius'


myCSsub <- subset(myCS,year==2011,table='hl')


strD <- strIni(timeStrata="quarter",techStrata="foCatEu6")


LDVpd <- landisVol(myCSsub, species=sppName,strDef = strD)


boxplot(LDVpd, cex.lab=0.5, rot=20)


For 2012:
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sppName <- 'Merluccius merluccius'


myCSsub <- subset(myCS,year==2012,table='hl')


strD <- strIni(timeStrata="quarter",techStrata="foCatEu6")


LDVpd <- landisVol(myCSsub, species=sppName,strDef = strD)


boxplot(LDVpd, cex.lab=0.5, rot=20)


For 2013:


sppName <- 'Merluccius merluccius'


myCSsub <- subset(myCS,year==2013,table='hl')


strD <- strIni(timeStrata="quarter",techStrata="foCatEu6")


LDVpd <- landisVol(myCSsub, species=sppName,strDef = strD)


boxplot(LDVpd, cex.lab=0.5, rot=20)


For 2014:


sppName <- 'Merluccius merluccius'


myCSsub <- subset(myCS,year==2014,table='hl')


strD <- strIni(timeStrata="quarter",techStrata="foCatEu6")


LDVpd <- landisVol(myCSsub, species=sppName,strDef = strD)


## Error: replacement has 1 row, data has 0


boxplot(LDVpd, cex.lab=0.5, rot=20)


We now look at the size distribution by metier for each year:


par(mfcol=c(3,5))


for (i in 1:length(y)) {
myCSsub <- subset(myCS,year==y[i],table='hl')


lengthHist(myCSsub,by=c('foCatEu6'),col=2,freq=TRUE,fraction='LAN')


}


We now look at the size distribution by quarter for each year:


par(mfcol=c(4,5))


for (i in 1:length(y)) {
myCSsub <- subset(myCS,year==y[i],table='hl')


lengthHist(myCSsub,by=c('quarter'),col=2,freq=TRUE,fraction='LAN')


}


We now look at the size distribution by quarter for each metier:


par(mfcol=c(4,3))


m <- as.factor(unique(myCS@hh$foCatEu6))


for (i in 1:length(m)) {
myCSsub <- subset(myCS,foCatEu6==m[i],table='hh')


lengthHist(myCSsub,by=c('quarter'),col=2,freq=TRUE,fraction='LAN')


}
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Figure 3.1: Samples by metier and quarter for 2014
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Figure 3.2: Samples by quarter and year
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Figure 3.3: Deltas by year.


Deltas


We now compare the samples by computing the deltas. And we look at it by year. We see some
high delta values, but it is consistent between years.


sppName <- 'Mullus barbatus'


strD <- strIni(timeStrata='year')


deltas <- deltCalc(myCS,species=sppName,strDef=strD)


plot(deltas,strat1='timeStrata')
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Chapter 4


Bootstraps


4.1 A simple raise at length


For red mullet, we will take the production for 2014 and raise it with 2014 samples. We start by
selecting and validating the data:


## select 2014 for CS and CL


myCSsub <- subset(myCS,year==2014,table='hh')


myCLsub <- subset(myCL,year==2014 & taxon=='MUT',table='cl')


myCLsub@cl$taxon <- 'Mullus barbatus'


## VALIDATION


## CS


csVal <- csDataVal(myCSsub)


## CL


clVal <- clDataVal(myCLsub)


We then stratify and look at the consistency of the sampling:


## STRATIFICATION


strD <- strIni(timeStrata='quarter',techStrata='foCatEu6')


## Check consistency of sampling/prod


CSrel <- relativeValue(csVal, strD, "nbSamp")


CLrel <- relativeValue(clVal, strD)


plot(CLrel,CSrel)


We then consolidate the object and raise it:


## CONSOLIDATION


csCons <- csDataCons(csVal, strD)


clCons <- clDataCons(clVal, strD)


## DBE Object


Merluza <- dbeObject(desc="Mullus barbatus GSA07",species='Mullus barbatus',catchCat="LAN"


,strataDesc=strD,methodDesc="analytical")


## Raising


Merluza <- RaiseLgth(Merluza,csCons,clCons,spp='Mullus barbatus',strDesc=strD)


## Warning: No data kept from subsetting process in ca table!!


## Warning: No data kept from subsetting process in ca table!!


MerluzaAggreg <- stratAggreg(Merluza, techStrata=TRUE, timeStrata=TRUE, spaceStrata=FALSE)


totL <- MerluzaAggreg@lenStruc$estim


elev <- data.frame(length=as.numeric(totL$length),value=as.numeric(totL$value))


## check that the raised quantity is equal to the production


sum(MerluzaAggreg@totalW$estim$value)/sum(myCLsub@cl$landW)
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Figure 4.1: Sampling consistency for 2014
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## [1] 0.9823


## The CV


MerluzaAggreg@lenNum$DCRcvIndicator


## [1] 0.2363


4.2 Raising for different sampling sizes


Here is an algorithm used to make CV curves. It is designed to sample tripCodes so that each
category quarter and metier is represented. This is an example on the spanish hake data.


## select 2014 for CL


myCLsub <- subset(myCL,year==2014,table='cl')


trpList <- as.character(unique(myCS@tr$trpCode))


## make a table where we can see the number of measures in each quarter*metier category


hsl2 <- merge(myCS@hh, myCS@hl)


quarter <- rep(1:4,each=3)[as.numeric(substring(hsl2$date,6,7))]


tabhsl <- tapply(hsl2$lenNum, list(hsl2$foCatEu6, quarter), sum)


spleSizes <- seq(200,10000,by=1000)


nb <- 10


R <- data.frame()


for (b in 1:length(spleSizes)) {
for (boots in 1:nb) {


size <- spleSizes[b]


## classify each trip code within these categories


met <- unique(myCS@hh$foCatEu6)


quart <- seq(1,4)


var <- data.frame(expand.grid(quart,met),case=seq(1,12))


colnames(var) <- c('quarter','foCatEu6','case')


nMax <- aggregate(hsl2$lenNum, list(hsl2$foCatEu6, quarter,hsl2$trpCode), sum)


colnames(nMax) <- c('foCatEu6','quarter','trpCode','nMax')


class <- merge(nMax,var,all.x=TRUE)


## select at least one trip code within these categories


MinSpleSize <- 10


TS <- data.frame(sple=NULL)


for (i in 1:nrow(var)) {
S <- data.frame(sple=NULL)


indic <- 1


while(indic==1) {
S <- rbind(S,data.frame(sple=sample(class$trpCode[which(class$case==i)],1,replace=FALSE)))


if (sum(class$nMax[which(class$trpCode %in% S$sple)])>MinSpleSize) {
indic=2


}
}
##class[which(class£trpCode %in% S£sple),]


TS <- rbind(TS,S)


}
#class[which(class£trpCode %in% TS£sple),]


## select other trips


while(indic==1) {
if (sum(class$nMax[which(class$trpCode %in% S$sple)])>size) {


indic=2


} else {
TS <- rbind(TS,data.frame(sple=sample(class$trpCode[-which(class$trpCode %in% TS$sple)],1,replace=FALSE)))


}
}
#class[which(class£trpCode %in% TS£sple),]


nMeas <- sum(class$nMax[which(class$trpCode %in% TS$sple)])


##


Q1 <- t(as.matrix(aggregate(class$nMax[which(class$trpCode %in% TS$sple)],by=list(class$case[which(class$trpCode %in% TS$sple)]),sum)))
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##


myCSsub <- subset(myCS,trpCode %in% TS$sple,table='tr')


strD <- strIni(timeStrata='quarter')


deltas <- deltCalc(myCSsub,species=sppName,strDef=strD)


t1 <- deltas@outPut$SampDeltaMat[,1:2]


t2 <- deltas@outPut$DFsamp[,1:2]


colnames(t2)[1]<-'samp'


t <- merge(t1,t2,all=TRUE)


tt <- merge(myCSsub@hh[,c(6,12,26)],t,all=TRUE)


tt <- data.frame(tt,quarter=rep(1:4,each=3)[as.numeric(substring(tt$date,6,7))],year=as.numeric(substring(tt$date,1,4)))


aic1 <- AIC(lm(tt$delta~as.factor(tt$quarter):as.factor(tt$foCatEu6)))


aic2 <- AIC(lm(tt$delta~as.factor(tt$quarter)))


aic3 <- AIC(lm(tt$delta~as.factor(tt$foCatEu6)))


## STRATIFICATION


##if (which.min(c(aic1,aic2,aic3))==1) {
strD <- strIni(timeStrata='quarter',techStrata='foCatEu6')


stra <- 1


lmt <- lm(tt$delta~as.factor(tt$quarter):as.factor(tt$foCatEu6))


r2 <- summary(lmt)$adj.r.squared


##} else {
## if (which.min(c(aic1,aic2,aic3))==2) {
## strD <- strIni(timeStrata='quarter')


## stra <- 2


## lmt <- lm(tt£delta~as.factor(tt£quarter))


## r2 <- summary(lmt)£adj.r.squared


## } else {
## strD <- strIni(techStrata='foCatEu6')


## stra <- 3


## lmt <- lm(tt£delta~as.factor(tt£foCatEu6))


## r2 <- summary(lmt)£adj.r.squared


## }
##}
## VALIDATION


csVal <- csDataVal(myCSsub)


clVal <- clDataVal(myCLsub)


## CONSOLIDATION


csCons <- csDataCons(csVal, strD)


clCons <- clDataCons(clVal, strD)


if (stra %in% c(1,2)) {
csCons@tr$time <- paste('2014',substring(as.character(csCons@tr$time),5,8),sep='')


csCons@hh$time <- paste('2014',substring(as.character(csCons@hh$time),5,8),sep='')


csCons@hl$time <- paste('2014',substring(as.character(csCons@hl$time),5,8),sep='')


csCons@sl$time <- paste('2014',substring(as.character(csCons@sl$time),5,8),sep='')


}
## DBE Object


Merluza <- dbeObject(desc="Merluccius merluccius GSA07",species='Merluccius merluccius',catchCat="LAN"


,strataDesc=strD,methodDesc="analytical")


## Raising


Merluza <- RaiseLgth(Merluza,csCons,clCons,spp='Merluccius merluccius',strDesc=strD)


MerluzaAggreg <- stratAggreg(Merluza, techStrata=TRUE, timeStrata=TRUE, spaceStrata=FALSE)


totL <- MerluzaAggreg@lenStruc$estim


elev <- data.frame(length=as.numeric(totL$length),value=as.numeric(totL$value))


## check that the raised quantity is equal to the production


verif <- sum(MerluzaAggreg@totalW$estim$value)/sum(myCLsub@cl$landW)


## The CV


CV <- MerluzaAggreg@lenNum$DCRcvIndicator


##


R <- rbind(R,data.frame(CV,verif,nMeas,r2,b,boots


,case1=Q1[2,1],case2=Q1[2,2],case3=Q1[2,3],case4=Q1[2,4],case5=Q1[2,5],case6=Q1[2,6]


,case7=Q1[2,7],case8=Q1[2,8],case9=Q1[2,9],case10=Q1[2,10],case11=Q1[2,11],case12=Q1[2,12],stratif=stra))


}
}


load('~/Documents/projects/Call_MARE_2014_19/MeetingMallorca/data/Rout.rdata')


ggplot(R, aes(y=CV, x=nMeas)) + geom_point() + geom_smooth()
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Figure 4.2: CV versus number of fish measured


## geom smooth: method="auto" and size of largest group is <1000, so using loess.


Use ’method = x’ to change the smoothing method.
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Objectives


Getting an optimal sampling


1 Optimizing the total number of fish measurements


2 Optimizing the allocation in strata


temporal : quarters, semesters, ...
technical : metiers, commercial categories
spatial : official areas, ...
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Method


General idea


Develop a set of criteria for determining optimal N


Explore the sensitivity of the cv to each stratum
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Exploratory analyses


Optimal number of measurements based on cv curve


The gain of cv is less and less substantial
→ optimal point
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Exploratory analyses


Sensitivity analysis : identifying a sensitive quarter


●


●


●


●


●


●


●


●


● ●


●


●
●


●


●


●


●


●


●


●


●


●


●


●


●


●


●


●
●


●


●


●


●


●


●


●
●


●


●


●
●


●


●


●
●


●


●


●


●


●
●


●


●
●


●


●


● ●


●


●


French data, 2011


0.2


0.3


0.4


0.5


2500 5000 7500
# fish measurements


co
ef


fic
ie


nt
 o


f v
ar


ia
tio


n


Q


●


●


●


●


Without Q1


Without Q2


Without Q3


Without Q4


●


●


● ●


●


●


●


●


●
●


●


●
●


●
●


●


●


●


●


●


●


●


●


●


●
●


●
●


●
●


●


●


●


●


● ●


●


●
●


●


● ●
●


●
●


●


●


●


●


●


●


●
●


● ●


●
● ●


●
●


French data, 2012


0.1


0.2


0.3


0.4


0.5


2000 4000 6000 8000
# fish measurements


co
ef


fic
ie


nt
 o


f v
ar


ia
tio


n


Q


●


●


●


●


Without Q1


Without Q2


Without Q3


Without Q4


Rouyer - Gontrand 2015-09-08 9 / 15







Exploratory analyses


Sensitivity analysis : identifying a sensitive quarter
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Exploratory analyses


Sensitivity analysis : jackknife


Remove trip codes one by one


Extract


the associated cv
the associated quarter


Compute the difference with the cv of reference (cv with the
whole sampling)
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Exploratory analyses
Sensitivity analysis : jackknife
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Progress


Case study based on median cv
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Progress


Case study based on median cv
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Future directions
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SURVEY "MARE/2014/19 MED&BS - REF. TASKS 2.1 and 2.2" 


 


The project: MARE/2014/19 Med&BS - Strengthening regional cooperation in the area of fisheries data 


collection in the Mediterranean and Black Sea – launched by the European Commission (for details please 


see on the stakeholder web SharePoint) with the aim of laying out a Multiannual Regional Work 


Programme – MRWP – will include: 


1. a Regional Sampling Programme for 2016 covering Commercial Fisheries (RSP-CF); 


2. a Regional Sampling Programme for 2016 covering the Data Collection on Fisheries Impacts on the 


Ecosystem (RSP-DCFIE); 


3. a Procedures to Quality Assessment of Biological Data at regional level (PQA-BD). 


The Work Package 2 of the project is addressing the point 1 above and proposes to assess methods and 


procedures, already in place within the different Mediterranean countries, for data collection (e.g. sampling 


schemes or collection by declarative forms) and data management, in order to design an harmonised end-


users oriented RSP-CF. WP2 also proposes a framework to optimise the sampling effort across stocks and 


countries, through an analysis of trade-offs between effort and precision.  


In particular in the framework of Task 2.1 and Task 2.2: 


• Identifying and agreeing on guidelines and best practice methodologies for sampling, processing, 


analysing and managing biological data;  


• Assessing availability and quality of transversal data. 


A questionnaire in two sessions (Session 1 and Session 2) is foreseen in order to receive feedback on 


relevant issues related to collection of metier/stock related variables and provision of transversal data. 


Such type of information will be useful to better place the new RSP-CF in the context.  


We are thus asking your feedback by answering to the questions in the following questionnaire. We very 


much appreciate your kind collaboration and your valuable contribution of experience. 


Thanking you very much in advance. 


 


Giuseppe Scarcella, Responsible of Task 2.1  


Evelina Sabatella, Responsible of Task 2.2  


Tristan Rouyer, Coordinator of WP2  


 


 


 


  







 


 


Session 1 


Task 2.1 – Questionnaire for the national correspondents (for each question 


comments are welcomed) 


 


1. Specify the sources of specimens collected for the biological - stock-related variables (more than 


one choice is allowed). 


□ Markets.  


□ Scientific surveys. 


□ On-board sampling. 


□ Others. Specify: ___________ 


 


2. Is the sampling methodology of the biological - stock-related variables coordinated with other MS 


of the same region? 


□ Yes 


□ No 


If Yes specify:____________ 


 


3. Is the data processing system (rising procedures , etc.) of the biological - stock-related variables 


coordinated with other MS of the same region and within the MS? 


□ Yes 


□ No 


If Yes specify:____________ 


 


4. List the species for which ageing is carried out using direct methods (e.g. otolith reading). 


 


 


 


 


5. Is the ageing procedure carried by the same institution/s since the begin of the data collection 


programme? 


□ Yes 


□ No 


 


 







 


 


6. Specify for each species the stratification in the ALKs estimation. 


   


Species  Species Species Species Species Species 


□ Sex □ Sex □ Sex □ Sex □ Sex □ Sex 


□ Quarter □ Quarter □ Quarter □ Quarter □ Quarter □ Quarter 


□ Fishing activity □ Fishing activity □ Fishing activity □ Fishing activity □ Fishing activity □ Fishing activity 


□ Other: 


Specify______ 


□ Other: 


Specify______ 


□ Other: 


Specify______ 


□ Other: 


Specify______ 


□ Other: 


Specify______ 


□ Other: 


Specify______ 


 


 


Species  Species Species Species Species Species 


□ Sex □ Sex □ Sex □ Sex □ Sex □ Sex 


□ Quarter □ Quarter □ Quarter □ Quarter □ Quarter □ Quarter 


□ Fishing activity □ Fishing activity □ Fishing activity □ Fishing activity □ Fishing activity □ Fishing activity 


□ Other: 


Specify______ 


□ Other: 


Specify______ 


□ Other: 


Specify______ 


□ Other: 


Specify______ 


□ Other: 


Specify______ 


□ Other: 


Specify______ 


 


 


Species  Species Species Species Species Species 


□ Sex □ Sex □ Sex □ Sex □ Sex □ Sex 


□ Quarter □ Quarter □ Quarter □ Quarter □ Quarter □ Quarter 


□ Fishing activity □ Fishing activity □ Fishing activity □ Fishing activity □ Fishing activity □ Fishing activity 


□ Other: 


Specify______ 


□ Other: 


Specify______ 


□ Other: 


Specify______ 


□ Other: 


Specify______ 


□ Other: 


Specify______ 


□ Other: 


Specify______ 







7. Is a validation method employed for the ageing? 


□ Yes 


□ No 


If Yes specify:____________ 


 


8. Specify the model fitting methodology (Gulland and Holt plot,  least squares method, Marquardt 


algorithm for non-linear, etc.) used in the calculation of the Von Bertalanffy growth parameters. 


 


 


 


9. Are the samples used for the calculation of Von Bertalanffy growth parameters coming only from 


the commercial fishery? 


□ Yes 


□ No 


If No specify the source and the use of such extra samples:____________ 


 


10. Is age slicing used for species that could be aged with calcified structures (otolith, scales, fin spines, 


etc.) ? 


□ Yes 


□ No 


If Yes specify the species and explain such decision:____________ 


 


11. Is the maturity staging carried by the same institution/s since the begin of the data collection 


programme? 


□ Yes 


□ No 


 


12. Specify the methodology employed to convert length to age for species without calcified structures 


that cannot be aged with direct methods  (i.e. crustaceans). 


 


 


 


 


13. Specify the maturity scales (by group of species) employed to determine the maturity stages. 


 


 


 


 







14. Specify the approach used in the calculation of the size/age at first maturity. 


 


 


 


15. Did the personnel involved in the ageing and maturity staging perform a specific training? 


□ Yes 


□ No 


If Yes specify:____________ 


 


16. Did the personnel involved in the ageing and maturity staging participate in specific ICES and/or 


GFCM workshops? 


□ Yes 


□ No 


If Yes specify:____________ 


 


17. Rank from 1 (very difficult) to 5 (very easy) the main difficulties encountered in the data collection 


process of biological - stock-related variables: 


□ Design of the sampling process. 


□ Collection of samples. 


□ Ageing procedures. 


□ Maturity staging procedures. 


□ Laboratory processing. 


□ Raising procedures. 


□ Data input. 


□ Data processing. 


□ Data cross-check. 


□ Other. Specify: _____________ 


 


 


18. Are COST libraries used for data quality for data quality evaluation and/or processing? 


□ Yes 


□ No 


 


17. Is the target number of specimens by stock adequate to meet the standard set by the data 


collection of the biological - stock-related variables? 


□ Yes 


□ No 


 







18. Are the standard quality checks of data for the variables age, sex and maturity adopted at national 


level for the collection of the biological - stock-related variables? 


□ Yes 


□ No 


 


19. Will the Art. 15 of the Common Fisheries Policy 1380/2013 (landing obligations) impact the 


collection of the biological - stock-related variables? 


□ Yes 


□ No 


□ If Yes specify how:____________ 


 


 


  







 


Session 2 


Task 2.2 – Availability and quality of transversal data (for each question 


comments are welcomed) 


 


1. Specify the approach used to provide data on value and volume of catches and landings, 


fishing effort and fleet capacity: 


□ Ad hoc sampling surveys 


□ Administrative data from the Control Regulation 


□ Other declarative forms 


□ Other sources. Specify: ___________ 


 


2. Do available information allow to: 


□ Cover all the fleet (fishing activity of all commercial vessels in fleet register) 


□ Estimate spatial distribution of fishing effort at the level of GSA 


□ Estimate catches by fishing areas (GSA) 


 


 


3. Are transversal data public available? 


□ Yes 


□ No 


□ Yes, only on specific request to the NC 


 


4. If yes: 


□ They are available at the disaggregation level of DCF (month, GSA, metier and fleet 


segment) 


□ Only more aggregated data are available 


□ They are accessible through (specify): _________ 


 


5. Rank from 1 (very high) to 10 (very low) the quality components of transversal data: 


□ Coverage 


□ Completeness 


□ Accuracy 


□ Reliability 


□ Misreporting or inadequate reporting of landings 


 


 







6. In case of low quality, are you undertaking some adjustments in the process of data 


collection of transversal data?: 


□ Yes, by changing the sampling protocol 


□ Yes, by integrating declarative data with scientific estimates 


□ Yes, by improving the IT system (database, cross-checks,etc.) 


□ Yes, other (specify): _______________ 
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Call for Proposals MARE/2014/19  
Minutes of joint Interim Meeting for projects: 


 
Strengthening Regional cooperation in the area of Fisheries Data Collection in the North Sea and 
Eastern Arctic (NS/EA) – Coordinator USTAN 
Strengthening Regional cooperation in the area of Fisheries Data Collection in the Mediterranean 
and Black Sea (MED/BS) – Coordinator COISPA 


 
 


21 October 2015, 10:30 - 17:00 
Brussels 


 
1.       Welcome and Introductions (DG MARE) 
The meeting was attended by the Commission (DG MARE and DG ENV) and the beneficiaries of the 
two grants (see Annex 1 for a list of participants). 
 
2. Presentation of NS grant  
 
2.1. Presentation by grant holders of NS grant 
 
The NS beneficiaries presented the progress achieved on the work packages of the grant.  
The grant holders have organized a considerable number of meetings between sub-groups, 
strengthening in this way cooperation and links between experts on a regional level.  
NS grant holders compiled and signed a Data sharing agreement with MSs, in order to have access to 
data, necessary for WP2 (Regional sampling design for commercial fisheries). Under this agreement, 
MS provided raw data to NS grant. The grant holders pointed out that this is the first time they have 
on their disposal such a detailed data set to work with. This will allow them to evaluate alternative 
sampling scenarios and generate estimates that could be ultimately projected on a regional scale. 
The purpose is to be able to use the final estimates on aggregated data, which is the type of data 
available to end users.  
WP3: the grant holders have expanded this work package - apart from stomach content and by-catch 
- to include sampling strategy of small-scale and recreational fisheries. The main difficulty of this 
work package is that available data is scarce and dispersed. It may be difficult for grant holders to 
provide an in-depth analysis, but they can deliver a set of guidelines for MSs. As for small-scale and 
recreational fisheries, there is urgent need to assess impact on coastal areas. Both fisheries are 
poorly monitored and current data cannot be used for stock assessment. The link of this WP to 
existing EU directives was described.  
WP4: software tools are being developed for checking of data on national and regional levels. These 
tools can be used to automatically generate a wealth of metadata, like summary results, maps, even 
tables that could be used for the Annual Reporting exercise of DCF. 
WP1 is one of the last to be completed, as awaiting output from other WPs. The aim is to identify and 
design the processes that will lead to a regional cooperation plan. There is concern whether the 
outcome of the other WPs (especially WP2) will lead to major changes in task allocation between 
MSs or sampling design on a regional scale. There should be a range of alternative scenarios, to allow 
MSs a smooth transition to a potentially new sampling scheme.  


 
2.2. Addressing reviewers outstanding comments 
 
COM invited grant holders to take into consideration the studies carried out by Eurostat on data 
quality issues. The grant holders have not taken them into account, but will look into it. A justification 
should be provided on choice of methods used in the project. 







Based on the outcomes of WP2, the optimal sampling design should be a compromise between 
resources of MS and scientific objectives.  
Regarding WP3, it was pointed out by grant holders that there is no universally accepted definition of 
small scale fisheries and they have not decided which criteria to use. COM suggested that the 
definition used currently in DGMARE should serve as reference1. The progress of this WP should be 
more clearly described. COM to further discuss the issue with beneficiaries. 
The format of the NS interim report (partly composed of minutes of meetings) was addressed by 
COM, as information on progress was not analytically described. NS beneficiaries were invited to be 
more descriptive in the final report.  
 
3. Presentation of Med&BS grant  
 
3.1. Presentation by grant holders of Med&BS grant 
 
The Med&BS beneficiaries presented the progress achieved on the work packages of the grant.  
WP1: an overview of all tasks and how they are connected with other WP was presented, with a clear 
timeline of deliverables. 
WP2: task 2.1 - the problem of estimating the age of certain Med stocks was pointed out by the grant 
holders. The current situation is that data is collected but cannot be used for ageing. Task 2.2 - the 
grant holders wanted to highlight the difficulties arising from fragmented collection of transversal 
data in Med&BS. For this reason, they included the additional task of assessing the transversal data 
currently collected in Med&BS. Based on the historical overview (deliverable 2.4), it is currently 
difficult to compare transversal data in Med&BS. In addition, small-scale fisheries, being very 
diversified and not closely monitored, need to be taken into account when collecting transversal 
data. The grant holders suggested that guidelines to ensure consistency are needed for 
methodologies to be developed. Task 2.3 – three case studies were presented. Grant holders argued 
that they cannot work on the fourth case study dealing with fisheries in the Black Sea (turbot and 
sprat), because data is too aggregated, not allowing them to run an analysis. The grant holders 
presented a relationship, based on which the optimal number of samples can be calculated to reach 
a certain coefficient of variation. This analysis will prove useful in sampling design. 
WP3: grant holders presented activities carried out in the first six months. Main stakeholders were 
contacted through questionnaires, in order to choose from a selection, the stocks to be used for the 
regional sampling program. Based on the overview (deliverable 3.1), the chosen stocks/fisheries 
were presented for analysis of stomach content and by-catch. However, it should be noted that data 
on bycatch is scattered and choice of stocks in this case is difficult, especially taking into 
consideration the obligation to involve at least 3 MS. This is as also shown by responses of 
stakeholders (no clear preference).    
WP4: activities coordinated with NS grant. The deliverables of this WP to be produced in month 10. 
WP5: a two-day workshop with main stakeholders is envisaged around February/ March. COM 
expressed interest to attend. 
 
3.2. Addressing reviewers outstanding comments 
 
COM asked beneficiaries whether they have an alternative solution to overcome the problem of data 
availability of Black Sea case study (task 2.3). Grant holders argued that this is an inherent problem of 
the data. They could alternatively provide a description of the situation and suggestions for 
improvement. COM to further discuss the issue with beneficiaries.  


                                                 
1 Article 3(2) of the EMFF Regulation: "small–scale coastal fishing’ means fishing carried out by fishing vessels of an overall 
length of less than 12 metres and not using towed fishing gear as listed in Table 3 of Annex I to Commission Regulation (EC) 
No 26/2004 ( 2 )"  
( 2 ) Commission Regulation (EC) No 26/2004 of 30 December 2003 on the Community fishing fleet register (OJ L 5, 
9.1.2004, p. 25) 







COM pointed out that deliverable 3.1 needs further elaboration, as it is not clear how the choice of 
stocks was made, especially regarding by-catch. COM to further discuss the issue with beneficiaries.  
 
4.       Discussion - horizontal issues 
 
4.1. Scientific 
 
NS grant: Concerns were raised on realistic implementation of proposed regional sampling plan. 
Grant holders argued that a transition phase of approximately 3.5 years is needed before institutes 
and infrastructures can adjust to new situation.  
NS grant: guidance was requested by COM on content of reports. COM will provide guidance with 
the evaluation of the interim reports. 
Med&BS grant: it is difficult to find a fishery for by-catch of non-target species that involves 3 MSs 
(requirement set in Call for proposals). COM to consider lifting this obligation.   
 
4.2. Financial/administrative 
 
NS grant holders pointed out that COM should pay particular attention to timing of launching of the 
next call for proposals. Considering the huge amount of work it represents, it should not coincide 
with end of current grants.  
Furthermore, beneficiaries stressed again the administrative burden linked to submission of 
proposals. They requested whether DG MARE can reuse financial information/standard forms from 
previous projects to reduce the burden on applicants.  
NS beneficiaries confirmed their intention to request an extension of the grant agreement, as 
sampling designs will not be finalised in one year. Mid-January was agreed as ideal period to 
introduce a justified request. 
NS beneficiaries pointed out that further funding will help them extend the Data sharing agreement 
with MS. 
 
5.       AOB 
 
- Task sharing between grants: COM welcomed the active cooperation of the two grants. Both grant 
holders have put in place good working relationships with experts on respective WPs.  
 


- Possible refinement of deliverables: NS grant holders requested guidance from COM on how to 
proceed with consultation on a regional level (type of consultation, participants, degree of 
consensus). COM will provide guidance with the evaluation of the interim reports. 
COM pointed out that any problems on timeline and deliverables should be communicated asap. 
COM to further discuss with grant holders the following: absence of fourth case study (WP2, Med & 
BS grant), difficulties of sampling strategies for WP3 (NS grant, Med & BS grant). 
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Project MARE/2014/19 Med&BS  
Midterm Meeting 
Bari, Hotel Oriente 


9-10 December 2015 
 


Draft report v1. 


The midterm meeting of the project “Strengthening regional cooperation in the area 
of fisheries data collection in the Mediterranean and Black Sea”, under 
MARE/2014/19 (SI2.705484), took place in Bari between 9-10 of December 2015. 
The meeting was attended by 13 participants, listed in Annex I. 
 


1. Opening of the meeting – general overview of the project  
 
Maria Teresa Spedicato, coordinator of the project, opened the meeting and 
welcomed the participants. Following an outline of the draft agenda items, the 
agenda was adopted. It was clarified that the aim of the meeting is to identify the 
issues of the project that require internal discussion, and to agree on how further 
work will be organized, including starting preparing the final report. It was reminded 
that no further meeting is foreseen between the project partners. 
 
The timetable for submitting the deliverables was reviewed; it was identified that 
the following 2 months are very crucial, since the finalization of the project is 
approaching and many deliverables should be submitted within this period.  


The possibility for an extension of one/two months of the project was also discussed. 
This extension will give the opportunity to better prepare the final meeting between 
the project partners and the stakeholders. Due to the fact that the meeting should 
take into consideration the output of all the deliverables and the final report, it could 
be scheduled in March/April (see section 11).  


It was stressed that the final report of the project should clearly present the 
interactions within the different WPs and the connectivity between different tasks of 
the project. It was further stressed that focus should be made in the final report on 
the task sharing with FishPi grant.  
 


2. Analyse comments from DGMARE – how these have been/planned to be 
addressed  


A review followed on the comments received from DGMare on the interim report of 
the project.  


 Main text of interim Report: 


Concerning the main text of the interim report, the Commission raised some points 
for improvement, to be taken into consideration for the submission of the final 
report. Clarification was requested on the difference between the developed 
sharepoint and the platform, as well as qualitative analysis on the stakeholders 
replies and ways to improve their participation.  
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Comments/Discussion: The Commission comments will be addressed. There is a 
clear difference between the sharepoint and the platform, the first one is used by 
the project partners, the second has been developed for exchange of information 
with the stakeholders. Until now, the number of replies received from the 
stakeholders concerning the questionnaires distributed for the different tasks has 
been low. In order to improve the stakeholders’ participation in the future, it was 
agreed that the questionnaires should be simpler for being completed in less time, 
and that the deliverables distributed to the stakeholders should be accompanied by 
half page text, presenting in an attractive way the work done. The current list of 
stakeholders was also distributed within the group, for updating and for suggesting 
additional stakeholders. 


 WP1: In the framework of this WP two deliverables were expected:  
D.1.1: A SWOT analysis in order to develop inputs and suggestions for 
possible changes/improvements in the future regional coordination activities. 
D.1.2 Analysis of the current tools/models, evaluation of their characteristics, 
applicability and functionality in the region. 
Both D.1.1 and D.1.2 were finalised and submitted timely according to the 
original schedule. Overall, the comments received by the Commission, 
related to this WP were positive. The few comments received concerning 
some integrations on both specific steps (i.e. way forward) based on SWOT 
analysis and information on DCF website by Member States will be addressed 
and sent to the commission next January.  
 


 WP2: Under this WP, the main comment concerned justification of the 
problems encountered regarding the stock of the Black Sea and actions to 
remedy absence of data. 
Discussion: The WP2 leader informed the group on the ongoing 
communication with the Commission representatives in order to explain the 
problems in analyzing the stock of the Black Sea.  
Regarding Deliverable 2.4, a new version of the document including page 
numbers was produced. 
Regarding the stocks addressed by task 2.3, their choice was based upon the 
decision following the input from DGMARE at the beginning of the project. 
The case studies that were decided were: hake and red mullet in the Gulf of 
Lions (France-Spain, GSA 7), hake and sole in the Adriatic (Italy-Croatia, GSA 
17) and sprat and turbot in the Black Sea (Romania-Bulgaria, GSA 29). At the 
date of the meeting in Bari, 9-10th of December, all the data were received 
from GSA7 and GSA17. 
Regarding the inclusion of the Black Sea stocks, a strong reserve was made by 
the WP leader and task coordinator about the availability and the suitability 
of the Black-Sea data for the sampling optimization exercise. The data 
transmitted by Bulgaria and Romania to the PGMED confirmed that the Black 
Sea case studies were not appropriate for the exercise due to data shortage. 
After exchanges of information/ideas with DGMARE, data was requested 
from Bulgaria and Romania. The data provided were the same data in quality 
and quantity as for the PGMED 2015. 
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 WP3: Comments on the deliverable of this WP concerned request for 
additional information, harmonization of the different chapters and 
clarification on the process of selection of species for sampling stomach 
content. Concerning the fisheries selected as case study on by-catch 
sampling, the Commission recommended changing the type of fishery and 
the area of the case study.  
Discussion: The leader of WP3 informed the group that the deliverable has 
been revised, though still in a draft version at the moment of the midterm 
meeting. Gaps of information have been completed, and the text has been 
adjusted in accordance with the comments. Concerning the selection of the 
fishery and the area for by-catch sampling, following discussion within the 
group, it was agreed to select Mediterranean bottom trawl fishery as a case 
study. 
More information of the description of the stocks and fisheries has been 
added, e.g. for the Croatian side of GSA17, and for the eastern side of 
Mediterranean (e.g. GSA25, Cyprus). 
More information on incidental by catch of sensitive, endangered and 
protected species has been added both for Mediterranean and Black Sea. 
This allowed linking better the information revised with the results and also 
to justify better the final choice of stocks and fisheries. 
As concerns the stocks and fisheries selected to the RSP-DCFIE for 2016, 
some revision has been made, according to the suggestions of DGMARE and 
following the discussions made during the meeting of Bari.  Therefore, the 
final picture is the following: the stocks proposed for the sampling of 
stomach contents are those of the European hake in the GSAs 6, 7 and 9 and 
of turbot in Black Sea (GSA29). For the sampling of by catch of endangered 
and protected species, we have selected the bottom trawling for demersal 
species in GSA17 and the gillnet for turbot in GSA29, possibly if time available 
will be enough also GSA22-23-25 will be considered. 
Finally a revision throughout all the text of the deliverable has been made. 
 


 Horizontal issues: The Commission strongly recommends cooperation 
between the Med&BS grant and the NS grant, since such cooperation 
improves efficiency and harmonization between the different areas. The 
Commission invites the two grants to ‘learn from each other’ on particular 
issues: 
- The data sharing agreement signed by the NS grant to be considered as a 


template for possible use of Med&BS grant; 
- External experts involved in NS grant to be considered by Med&BS grant. 
- Link to policies (presentation of WP3, NS grant) and outputs linked to 


DCF procedures (i.e. automatic production of metadata that can be used 
for the Annual Reporting exercise of DCF 


- NS grant, WP4), to be considered by Med & BS grant 


Discussion: The data sharing agreement has been already distributed for review 
and agreement within the project. External experts involved in NS grant are very 
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much welcomed; however there is no available budget for covering their 
expenses. Concerning automatic production of metadata, the 2015 PGMed 
report already contains tables automatically produced based on the quality 
analysis made, in accordance with Task 4.3. With regards to WP4, there is 
already strong collaboration between the two grants (see Section 4 of report). 


 


3. Lesson learned from WP1 
 


It is quite evident that the regional cooperation activities is one of the key strengths 
of the current and future DCF and should be further strengthened in line with the 
direction taken by the CFP reform (Reg. EU 1380/2013 - EC, 2013). The weaknesses 
and the threats that have been identified in the framework of the WP1, indicate 
that, despite some measure in place, the realization of the opportunities and 
elimination of the threats across the Region have not really happened.  
WP1 has identified several areas that still need to improve coordination, 
collaboration and standardization in the field of data collection in the Mediterranean 
and Black Sea: data quality, role of end users, sampling program, regional database 
and future regional coordination. For some of the identified topics, following the 
inputs received from the others WPs of the present project, some measures could be 
already undertaken. It is true that the outputs of the WP2 could provide guidelines 
and best practice for a regional sampling program for commercial fisheries, for 
transversal data and standard reference lists/codes. WP3 has at present identified 
rules for a regional sampling program related to the collection of data on fisheries 
impacts on the ecosystem, developing also methodology for the collection of new 
data (i.e. stomach contents and by catch). WP4 should assure procedures to assess 
the data quality, implementing also quality indicators, which are considered urgently 
needed for a successful implementation of a regional approach. 
All these inputs could provide a good starting point for the future Mediterranean 
and Black sea regional coordination group (RCG). RCG should design and implement 
regional data collection schemes and establish well-documented quality assurance 
and control, which can be used and compared with agreed international standards.  


 
4. Task sharing with FishPi grant 


The collaboration with the twin project FishPi, “Strengthening Regional cooperation 
in the area of Fisheries Data Collection in the North Sea and Eastern Arctic (NS/EA) – 
Coordinator USTAN” has been achieved with the following:  


- Joint kick-off meeting 
- Participation to the meeting held in Port-en-Bessin (France) to define the 


structure and content of the guidelines and the R functions to be developed 
for the compilation of quality checks for national and regional data; 


- Combined skype Project Liaison Meeting to exchange information at different 
steps and between common tasks. 
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The importance of sharing a common format with FishPi was additionally 
highlighted; a common format will allow the sharing of the tools developed by either 
project. 


5. Overview of work done so far in WP2 and plans for the next months – state 
of play of Milestones and Deliverables 


A review was made on the objectives of the 5 tasks that form this WP, together with 
the timetable for completion of milestones and deliverables and the approach 
followed. In summary, milestones and deliverables have been submitted on time, 
and many deliverables are expected in the next months. What remains to be done, 
apart from obtaining the remaining deliverables, is to link the outcomes of the 
project and present the outcomes of the tasks in a consistent way. A more detailed 
presentation followed for each of the tasks of the WP2 and their relevant milestones 
and deliverables.  


 Task 2.1: Identifying and agreeing on guidelines and best practice 
methodologies for sampling, processing, analysing and managing biological data 
- Leader Giuseppe Scarcella 


The objectives of this task are i.) to review the national programs and propose 
guidelines for sampling, processing, analysing and managing biological data, with 
a focus on ageing and maturity staging; ii.) to identify suitable standards to foster 
data exchange and dissemination, and also iii.) to identify useful data to evaluate 
survival rate regarding the landing obligation. The approach for achieving the 
objectives has been the review of reports related to age and maturity 
determination and the distribution of questionnaires to the MS for feedback. The 
task involves 4 milestones and the deliverable D2.1 “Guidelines and common 
protocols for sampling, processing, analysing and managing biological data 
following a best practice approach”; all milestones have been accomplished.  
 


Milestone 2.1 presents the results from questionnaires distributed to MS in the 
framework of Task 2.1; from the questionnaires it is evident that ageing 
procedures and design of sampling process are the main difficulties encountered 
in the data collection process for biological – stock related variables. Milestone 
2.2 provides a review of the most updated ICES and STECF relevant reports. An 
outline of the current sampling methodologies of hard structure and maturity 
sampling that are followed for the selected stocks of WP2 (hake, red mullet and 
sole in GSAs 7 and 17) is presented in milestone 2.3, while the current age and 
maturity estimation methodologies of the selected stocks, including difficulties 
encountered, is provided in milestone 2.4.  The group discussed on the use of Age 
Length Keys (ALKs) versus the use of slicing methods for estimating age 
composition. It was suggested to add information in milestone 2.3 concerning the 
formation of ALKs (by gear/quarter), and also on implications of different 
aggregations when producing an ALK. 
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Task 2.2: Assessing availability and quality of transversal data - Leader Evelina 
Sabatella 


The general objective is to assess the availability and the quality of transversal 
data to identify eventual gaps in the establishment of regional sampling program 
for 2016. Two different types of data collection methodologies are currently 
applied to estimate transversal data in the Mediterranean and Black Sea, the 
sample survey and the declarative approach. The quality of transversal data has 
been assessed through the implementation of the five dimension of quality set up 
by the European Standards for Quality (Eurostat 2009), and the results are 
presented in the deliverable D 2.4.  In conclusion, the collection and provision of 
transversal data in the Mediterranean and Black Sea context are a complex 
exercise and the availability of reliable and complete data on catches and effort is 
essential for the DCF as a whole and for the provision of sound scientific advice. 
These concepts should be taken into consideration when discussing the 
implementation of the new EU Regulation on data collection and of the future 
Multiannual Program for the period 2017-2020.  
 
The group agreed that the collection of transversal data in the region is a complex 
issue, especially for the small scale fleet. It was recalled that under the new EU-
MAP it will be the task of the Regional Coordination Groups to select the effort 
variables, since only a minimum will be included in the new Regulation. Discussion 
followed concerning the two different approaches used for the collection of 
transversal data, and on cases where both methods were used for the collection 
of the same transversal data, with different results. In this respect, it was 
proposed that the deliverable is complemented with the provision of such 
comparison of transversal data estimated from declarative and sampling 
methods. The WP leader invited the group to review the deliverable and provide 
their input.  


 


Task 2.3: Developing a method for optimizing sampling effort in the 
Mediterranean Region – Leader Tristan Royer 


The objective under this task is to use COST tool to optimize the number of 
trips/samples. 6 case studies are proposed (hake and red mullet in GSA 7, sole 
and hake in GSA 17 , turbot and sprat in GSA 29), and work is linked with task 4.3 
for managing data collection and reformatting. The achievements so far were 
reviewed, including data gathering from France, Spain, Italy and Croatia, 
presentation of the approach during the last PGMed meeting, trials used to 
reformat the RCM Med&BS-LP data and runs on GSA 7 and 17 data. Concerning 
the case studies about the Black Sea, the available data will be assessed whether 
they can be used as case studies. It is very important to merge the outputs with 
the ones from other tasks. The conclusion would not be “stop doing sampling as 
before”, but there is better way to do this. 


 


Task 2.4: Agreeing on reference (or code) lists – Leader Charis Charilaou 







7 
 


Under this task reference lists with standard codes will be established, providing a 
standardized way for reporting data and enabling regional analysis. Available 
reference and code lists will be reviewed, and decisions already taken on a 
regional level will be take into account. (i.e. métiers coding and use of Standard 
Exchange Format-SDEF) A proposed list will be provided, and following feedback 
the final list will be established. The group discussed that any exchange format 
could be used, which will be “translated” into the SDEF used by COST tools. In 
case different codes are proposed, at regional or MS level, correlation tables 
among the codes should be made available. There is a strong link beween the 
Task 2.4 and Task 4.3; in this respect there should be collaboration between the 
relevant Task leaders. A common format with the FishPi project would allow the 
regional groups to share tools developed by either each of them.  


Task 2.5: Objectives and approaches on cost implications – Leader Athanasios 
Machias. 


Concerning this task, it was identified that feedback is required on the way to 
proceed and whether cost should be provided in general terms. It was proposed 
to estimate the cost implications for the case studies proposed under Task 2.3.  


 
6. Overview of work done so far in WP3 and plans for the next months – state 


of play of Milestones and Deliverables 


The general objective of this WP is to design a Regional Sampling Programme of Data 
Collection on Fisheries Impacts on the Ecosystem (RSP-DCFIE) for 2016. It will aim at 
collecting data not included in the current EU Multiannual Programme. 
 
Specific objectives of WP3 are: 
- To build a sampling program targeted to gather data on stomach contents of 
fish, in order to collect information on diet spectra and resource partitioning; 
-   To design a sampling program aimed at increasing the collection of data on 
by-catch of non-target species, especially of protected, endangered or threatened 
species; 
-   To propose additional ecosystem indicators, which can be useful to improve 
the assessment of the ecosystem impact due to fishing activity.   
 
The planned activities of the TASK 3.1: “Identifying, in consultation with the relevant 
end users in the region, the exact data to be collected” (resp. V. Rajkov) have been 
completed, according to the time table of the project. 
In the first months the works of WP3 concerned mostly the Task 3.1. 
The following activities were carried out, according to sequential steps:  
• Critical revision of all the documents produced by the primary end users as 
concerns the ecosystem approach and the fishery impact on the ecosystems. 
• Description of the main Mediterranean and Black Sea fisheries/stocks. 
• Selection of the fisheries and stocks for the RSP-DCFIE in 2016. 
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The Milestone M.3.1: “Results from the questionnaires and identification of fisheries 
and stocks suitable for the RSP-DCFIE in 2016” and the Deliverable D.3.1  “Report on 
the Characteristics of the fisheries and stocks selected for the RSP-DCFIE in 2016” 
have been accomplished. 
    
Currently the activities of WP3 concern essentially Task 3.2 “Developing 
methodologies for the collection of the new data” (Resp. B. Guijarro), in particular 
the drafting of the following three deliverables: 
 


 D.3.2. Handbook with guidelines for monitoring incidental by catch and 
processing the collected data (work in progress: review of bibliography on the 
monitoring of incidental catches; selection of protected, threatened and endangered 
species relevant at regional level; identification of the most adequate sampling 
techniques for each species or group of relevant species to be sampled).  
 


 D.3.3. Protocols and guidelines for sampling, processing and analysing the 
stomach contents (work in progress: review of available protocols and guidelines for 
sampling, processing and analyzing stomach content data; design of an appropriate 
and pragmatic sampling scheme, with a stratification based on areas, seasons and 
size range).  
 


 D.3.4. Guidelines for the computation of new ecosystem indicators from the 
DCF data (work in progress: review of the available information on ecological 
indicators on the impact on ecosystem and fish condition. Selection of the indicators 
that could help to the understanding of the ecosystem impact related to the fishing 
activity and that could be computed based on the information collected in the DCF). 
 
In order to respect the time table of the project, it is expected to produce a first draft 
of the D.3.2 and D.3.3.3 by the first week of January 2016, and of the D.3.4 by the 
first week of February 2008. Because the progress of the completion of these 
documents is in some delay, particular effort will be devoted in the next weeks to 
finalize the three Deliverables.   
 
7. Overview of work done so far in WP4 and plans for the next months – state 


of play of Milestones and Deliverables 


The objectives of WP4- Procedures to assess the quality of fisheries and biological 
data at regional levels are: 


- identify possible bottlenecks in the existing approaches of checking data 
quality at national level 


- suggest minimum requirements for data quality checks 
- identify procedures that would facilitate to assess the quality of the collected 


fisheries and biological data at regional level 
 


WP4 consists three tasks, all of which have started. It involves 3 milestones, which 
have all been met, and 2 deliverables which are foreseen in month 10 of the project. 
All activities are coordinated with the FishPi project; and even more, work on data 
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check and reporting is shared between the two projects. Future work involves 
finalization of guidelines, finalization of R functions and calendar for national and 
regional checking procedures.  


The group agreed on the importance and usefulness of achieving collaboration with 
the NS grant. The strong link between Tasks 2.3, 2.4 of WP2 with Task 4.3 of WP4 
was also acknowledged. 


 


8. Overview of work done so far in WP5 and plans for the next months – state 
of play of Milestones and Deliverables 


Under WP5, a stakeholder web platform has been set up, to interact with MSs 
representatives, other end-users and stakeholders, such as STECF, GFCM, FAO 
Regional Programs, MEDAC and Black Sea Advisory Council. The platform is being 
populated with project results and deliverables.   


A two-days Workshop is planned for discussing with stakeholders the final project 
results (see also section 11 of report). 


For improving the participation and the receiving of feedback from stakeholders, it 
was agreed that each deliverable should be accompanied with a document 
summarizing in an attractive way the information provided. 


 
9. Focus on WPs interactions, tasks and deliverables sharing, work 


harmonization finalized to the objectives of the project 
  
The coordinator stressed that it is very important to produce a harmonized project, 
with strong links within the Working Packages. Diagrams were presented on the 
interactions between the different tasks and WPs; these interactions should be 
clearly presented in the deliverables and the final report.  


It was noted that during the last PGMed meeting participants were informed on the 
work under Tasks 2.3 and 2.4, and had even the opportunity to try to produce 
quality reports. Such interactions between the project and the regional group should 
be highlighted as well in the deliverables and the final report.  


 


10.  Harmonization of the different WPs outcomes finalized to the preparation 
of a Multiannual Regional Work Programme (MRWP) 


Following discussion, the group agreed on the way to present the outcomes of the 
project, for producing the final report linking the different WPs and tasks.  


 


11.  Inputs for the preparation of the Workshop with stakeholders 
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The meeting between the project partners and the stakeholders will be organized 
following the submission of all the deliverables, and has been originally planned to 
take place in February. The partners should therefore finalise the deliverables in 
advance of the meeting, for allowing the stakeholders to review them and provide 
their feedback. The coordinator informed the participants that a request will be 
made to the Commission for an extension of the project of about one or two 
months; if this request is approved, the meeting with the stakeholders will take place 
in March/April and all the deliverables and the final report should be provided in 
February/March.  This in order to prepare the meeting and allow the drafting of the 
final report. This will therefore include the outputs of the Workshop with 
stakeholders. During the current meeting a precise timetable with the remaining 
work should be established, for ensuring that work is delivered on time. The group 
recognized the importance of having an active dialogue with the stakeholders on the 
outcomes of the project. During the meeting with the stakeholders there will be the 
opportunity to interact and receive feedback, either positive or negative on the 
different aspects of the project; however no follow up under this project will be 
feasible since the project will be finalized. On this respect, the coordinator informed 
the participants that during the midterm meeting with the Commission that took 
place in October, the possibility on beginning a new project as the continuation of 
the current one was discussed.   


12. Financial / administrative issues 


The coordinator distributed to the group a draft Data Sharing Agreement for review 
and agreement on the text. At the moment, data from different MS are shared 
among the partners for the project analysis without the adoption of a specific data 
policy. It was agreed that it is very important for all partners to sign the Data Sharing 
Agreement.  


Clarifications were requested on cost statements, particularly whether details on 
timesheets should be submitted. The group was informed that no requests have 
been made by the Commission to submit such details. However these documents 
should be kept by the respective administration in case of any check by the 
European Commission. 
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Executive summary 


Aim of this deliverable is to evaluate the performance, since 2002, of the RCM, PGMed, end 


user(s) Regional Meeting and/or Working group (e.g. GFCM, ICCAT), producing an updated 


overview of the strength, weaknesses and opportunities of the current system through a 


SWOT analysis. 


From a regional perspective, the future challenges are focused on assuring data quality and 


improving data availability as well as end-user oriented collection.  


To support the regionalization of the fisheries management measures by adequate scientific 


advice at regional level, there is the need to further encourage cooperation between MSs in 


the area of data collection with an active participation of the main end-users in the Region. 


Following this issue, synergies both between countries and final end users should be 


identified to increase efficiencies in data collection and management, and spread best practice.  


A major change associated with the incoming new EU Regulation will be the roles and work 


plans of the future regional groups: they need to design and implement regional data 


collection schemes and establish well documented quality assurance and control.   


To date, although data transmission and overall coverage improved, a significant number of 


data issues (e.g. regional database, data quality, regional sampling etc.) still remain pending 


and new ones emerged (e.g. ecosystem approach, discards ban etc.). Following these issues, 


the scope of this Deliverable was to identify achievements and failures in the context of the 


existing Mediterranean and Black Sea activities (e.g. Regional Coordination Meeting, 


Planning Group for Methodological Development). A further objective was related to the 


identification of topics/areas that could lead to improved coordination, collaboration, 


standardisation and efficiency.  


For the purpose of this deliverable, only the issues strictly related to the biological data have 


been addressed.  


The methodological approach was developed through the following steps. 


1. A critical review of the most recent regional reports (e.g. RCMMed&BS, PGMed), 


Expert Working Groups (EWG) meetings, STECF publications, GFCM 


recommendations, and other documents produced in the framework of the current DCF.  


2. On the basis of the above revision some subjects have been highlighted as the most 


important and summarised in the following four thematic areas together with main related 


sub-topics. 


 


Thematic areas Sub topics 


Biological data collection • Sampling intensity 


• Aggregation level and definition 


of variables 


• Metier sampling approach 


• Task-sharing 


• Discards 


Quality requirements, handling and 


availability of biological data  
 Quality assurance 


 Quality control 


 Data call and use of the data 


Regional database for biological data  


End user (role and data needs)  
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3. In a second phase, once the main issues relating to regional coordination activities have 


been identified, a template containing the above-identified thematic areas has been 


circulated and assessed by both the current and former chairs of the RCMMed&BS and 


PGMed groups. Together with their contribution, “Gaps”, “Steps made” and 


“Suggestion” for future regional collaborations have been analysed and discussed. 


4. Concerning the issue related to the “end users” a view on their role and on the data needs 


has been also carried out.  


5. Finally, on the basis of the regional analysis undertaken, which has identified the pros 


and cons for each thematic areas, an overview of the constraints -weaknesses and threats-, 


and advantages -strengths and opportunities- of the regional cooperation activities in the 


framework of the current DCF system has been has been evaluated using the SWOT 


analysis technique.  


Results have emphasised that in the Mediterranean and Black Sea, some good examples of 


regional coordination already exist (e.g. ranking system following regional harmonization of 


the métiers at level 6; assess the CVs of the length frequency distributions for shared stocks; 


the creation of the discards template etc.), but still there is a lack of cooperation/coordination 


between countries, while realization of the opportunities and elimination of the threats across 


the Region have not really fully happened. For some of the identified topics, following the 


inputs received from the others WPs of the project, interactions that could be already 


undertaken are indicated. There is a close link between the opportunities identified in the 


SWOT analysis of the D 1.1 and the definition of tasks/goals reported in the WPs 2, 3 and 4:   


 The outputs of the WP2 could provide guidelines and best practice for a regional 


sampling program for commercial fisheries and standard reference lists/codes. 


 The outputs of WP4 should assure procedures to assess the data quality, implementing 


data format conformity checks. 


 WP3 is identifying a framework for a regional sampling program related to the 


collection of data (i.e. stomach content data and the incidental by catch of vulnerable 


species and discards) on fisheries impacts on the ecosystem, developing also 


methodology for the collection of these new fishery data.   


Some procedures implemented under the mentioned WPs should be presented and evaluated 


for further implementation at regional level. The best scenario should be that at regional level, 


once identified the points for which there is a common understanding and agreement (e.g. 


data quality, sampling plan and methodologies, etc.), it should be necessary to set up regional 


working plans, or at least set up clear recommendations, which should be inserted and 


adopted by each country in the Annual Work Plan. All these issues should be further 


investigated and addressed during the Regional Coordination meeting (RCMMed&BS). 
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1. Introduction 


 


Rational and scope of the deliverable 


 


The target of the analysis performed in this Deliverable is to focus on achievements and 


failures in the context of the existing RCM activities and identify areas of improvement, i.e. 


identify areas that could lead to improved coordination, collaboration, standardisation and 


efficiencies in the field of data collection in the Mediterranean and Black Sea. 


To reach this goal, it will be investigated whether the data collected until now, have met the 


end-users needs, and whether a high scientific quality was ensured. 


Ultimate aim is to evaluate the performance, since 2002, of the RCM, PGMed, end user(s) 


Regional Meeting and/or Working group (e.g. GFCM, ICCAT), producing an updated 


overview of the strength, weaknesses and opportunities of the current system through a 


SWOT analysis. 
 


The progress achieved in regional coordination since the last Regional Coordination Meeting 


for the Mediterranean and Black Sea (RCMMed&BS), and the Planning Groups for 


Methodological Development (PGMed), has been deeply reviewed. Special attention being 


paid also to the outputs of the Liaison meeting, Medits WG, Medias WG, STECF-EWGs and 


Regional Data Base steering committee. The results have been summarised in the form of a 


SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats) analysis indicating the successes, 


failings and opportunities of the regional coordination activities in the present data collection 


system (EU Reg. 199/2008).  


 


For the purpose of this project, only the issues strictly related to the biological data have been 


addressed.  


In synthesis, the present analysis pursues the following objectives: 


1. Review and critical assessment of the reports: from RCMMed&BS, PGMed, relevant 


STECF Experts Working Groups (STECF-EWG), the LIAISON meeting, the General 


Fisheries Commission of the Mediterranean (GFCM), the International Commission for 


the Conservation of Atlantic Tuna (ICCAT), the working groups of the International 


Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES WGs), a the Joint Research Center (JRC). 


2. Identification of main subjects and steps already addressed at regional level showing the 


pros and cons. 


3. Address the role of the main end users (i.e. GFCM and ICCAT), and check if the data 


collected until now had met the end-users needs. 


4. Design of a SWOT analysis focusing on the strengths, opportunities, weakness and 


threats of the current coordination activities under the DCF.  
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2. Background 


 


The EU Data Collection Framework (DCF - EU Reg. 199/2008 - EC, 2008a) is the official 


framework of the European Commission dedicated to data collection on economic, biological 


and transversal aspects in the fisheries sector of different Member States (MS). This 


framework is providing the basic data for the evaluation of the status of fishery resources, 


fisheries, aquaculture, and processing sector in the EU countries, as well as the support of 


management and use of data in fisheries sector for scientific advice for the Common Fisheries 


Policy (CFP). The framework of data collection uses also the provisions of EC Regulation 


665/2008 (EC, 2008b), laying down detailed rules for the application of Council Regulation 


(EC) 199/2008, and its technical Decision 2010/93/UE (EC, 2010). The data collection is 


coordinated at regional level, and specific agreements are facilitating it between MSs, through 


various ways of standardization, collaboration and task sharing.  


2.1 Background to the DCF 
The DCF is a multi-annual programme and MSs are asked to submit national programmes 


which cover, among others, also the sampling plans for biological data, including both fleet 


and stock fishery based sampling, and where appropriate, recreational fisheries. The list of 


species/stocks to be sampled is included in Appendix VII of the EU Multiannual Programme 


(Dec. EU 93/2010 – EC, 2010). The detailed biological data that should be collected are also 


specified and include variables such as volume and length distribution of retained catches and 


of discards, age, weight, sex, maturity of individual fish, as well as the frequency of collection 


of those parameters (Dec. EU 93/2010). 


 


Multi-annual community programs, with all their specification, also include sampling plans 


for ecosystem data to facilitate estimation of the impact of the fisheries sector on the marine 


ecosystem and the monitoring of the state of those ecosystems. In addition, such programs 


contain sampling plans for socio-economic data with the aim of assessing the socio-economic 


profile and performance of the fisheries sector and any changes and impact with time. 


 


2.2 Regional coordination 
The issue of regional coordination, under the first Data Collection Regulation (DCR, EU Dec. 


1543/2000 – EC, 2000), was discussed during the meeting of the Committee for Fisheries and 


Aquaculture (Comm., 2003). The need to co-ordinate the DCR on a more regional basis was 


agreed on the basis that problems and issues in the Atlantic, North Sea, Baltic, overseas and 


Mediterranean were very different. There was general agreement that the establishment of 


Regional Coordination Meetings (RCMs) could facilitate it and would greatly increase the 


efficiency, effectiveness and integration of the various DCR National Programmes. 


 


Afterward, the importance of coordination on biological sampling issues, to ensure that the 


schemes respect statistically sampling procedures, and that they should be regionally 


coordinated to cover the spatial and temporal distribution of the species and fisheries, was 


clearly reported in the Council Regulation (EC) No 199/2008 of 25 February 2008 (EC, 


2008a).  


 


The Council Regulation 199/2008 under Article 5(1), Coordination and cooperation, reports 


that MSs shall coordinate their national programmes with other MSs in the same marine 


region and make every effort to coordinate their actions with third countries having 


sovereignty or jurisdiction over waters in the same marine region. For this purpose, the 
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Commission may organise Regional Coordination Meetings (RCM) in order to assist MSs in 


coordinating their national programmes and the implementation of the collection, 


management and use of the data in the same marine region. Marine region, means the 


geographical area set out in Annex I of the Council Decision 2004/585/EC (EC, 2004) and the 


areas established by the regional fisheries management organisations (i.e. for the 


Mediterranean Sea: “Maritime Waters of the Mediterranean of the East of line 5°36' West”).  


 


Article 4 of Commission Regulation (EC) No 665/2008 stipulates that the RCMs referred to 


in Article 5(1) of Regulation (EC) 199/2008 shall evaluate the regional co-ordination aspects 


of the national programmes and where necessary make recommendations for the better 


integration of national programmes and for task sharing among MSs. 


 


Referring to the future DCF, the Scientific Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries 


(STECF, 2013b) stated that, moving towards a more regionalisation of collection of biological 


data would increase the usability of data for end users and improve the efficiency of the 


collection by MSs: “RCM should become a platform for planning of sampling activities on a 


regional scale, agreeing the national shares in the regional sampling programme, evaluation 


of the quality of the data and the calculation of biological parameters on a regional level”. 


 


This improvement of the regional approach is in line with the shift towards a more 


regionalised management of fish stocks, as reported also by the last Council Regulation (EU 


Reg. 1380/2013 – EC, 2013). The CFP clearly set out the broad obligations for MSs to collect 


biological, technical, environmental and socio-economic data and to cooperate regionally: 


“Member States should cooperate at regional level in order to adopt joint recommendations 


and other instruments for the development and implementation of conservation measures and 


measures affecting fishing activity in areas protected by environmental law.” To facilitate the 


above-mentioned issues, STECF (STECF, 2013c) has suggested that the future regional 


groups should occupy a central role in the consultation process (i.e. plan, implement and 


evaluate the process of data collection). 


  


Increasing the usability of data for end-users, improving the efficiency of the collection in 


each MS and between MSs, while ensuring the coherence with the regionalized management 


of fish stocks proposed in the new CFP, are the main reasons, as recalled by STECF, for 


strengthening the role of the regional meetings in the future DCF. 
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2.2.1 Mediterranean and Black Sea 
In the framework of the DCF, starting from 2004, the Mediterranean area was suggested as a 


possible coordination region and the Commission agreed to fund participation at such a 


meeting in the National Programmes. In 2004, the first Regional Coordination Meeting has 


been held only for the Mediterranean area (RCMMed, 2004). Thereafter in 2008, as a 


consequence of the new regions definition (EU Dec. 949/2008), the RCMMed&BS (Regional 


Coordination Meeting for the Mediterranean and Black Sea) was established and arose from 


the former RCM for the Mediterranean Sea (RCMMed) and the new joining of both Black 


Sea coastal MSs Bulgaria and Romania (RCMMed&BS, 2008).  


 


During the 2006 RCM (RCMMed, 2006), the creation of a planning group for the 


Mediterranean was also recommended, as a forum similar to the ICES Planning Group on 


Commercial Catch, Discards and Biological Sampling (PGCCDBS), for discussing 


methodological matters related to data collection referring particularly to the Mediterranean 


area. In 2007 and operating directly under the umbrella of RCMMed&BS, the Mediterranean 


Planning Group for Methodological Development (PGMed) has been established. To date, 


PGMed is the forum for discussing methodological matters related to data collection referring 


particularly to the Mediterranean and Black Sea area. The first PGMed meeting was held in 


Malta (PGMed, 2007).  


 


Both regional groups (i.e. RCMMed&BS and PGMed) should serve as a dialogue platform 


with legitimate end users. For the Mediterranean area the main end users for whom the DCF 


was designed, are STECF, that has been designated by the Commission to provide recurrent 


advice directly supporting CFP decision making, and fishery management bodies such as the 


two main Regional Fisheries Management Organizations (RFMOs): General Fisheries 


Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM) and the International Commission for the 


Conservation of the Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT). Both RFMOs should use DCF data to 


implement their fishery management policies.  


 


The improvement of the use of the data is directly linked with the communication between the 


data providers and the end-users.  


 


2.3 The collection of biological data in the DCF 
 


Biological data collected under the DCF are divided into a) metier and b) stock related 


variables.  


 


a) The metier concept in the DCF was introduced in 2009 and constitutes now a 


systematic way to describe the fishing activities in the European fisheries. Metier could be 


described at different levels (EU Dec. 93/2010 - App. IV) and include, at the most detailed 


level, information on gear type, mesh-size, target species assemblage, and eventually the type 


and size of selection device. Metier should be sampled if they contribute to the upper 90% of 


national landings (all species), effort or catch value within a DCF fishing ground. Sampling 


regimes and derogations (including bilateral sampling agreements) relating to national 


contributions to total international landings are agreed at the annual RCM. The aim of the 


sampling programme relating to metiers is to provide data for quarterly length distributions in 


the catches for species/stocks specified in the DCF and quarterly estimates of discards.  
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b) To obtain the length distribution of landings (at level of species/stock), a system of 


concurrent sampling has been introduced. The DCF requires the collection of biological data 


for a pool of species, present in the catches/ landings of main national metiers. Each stock is 


classified into one of three groups according to their management status (G1 species are 


subject to management and recovery plans and/or subject to EC Regulation no 2371/2002 


(EC, 2002); G2 species are internationally regulated and major internationally not un-


regulated bycatch species; and G3 are all other bycatch species). The concurrent sampling 


scheme requires that there is both a comprehensive sampling of all the species during each 


sampling event, or a combination of sampling of Group 1 and Group 2 species ashore and 


sampling of Group 3 at sea. Hence it is necessary to obtain samples from all species caught 


and landed together. 


 


 


In the current DCF, MSs must ensure that their biological sampling schemes respect 


statistically sound sampling procedures and that, in case of sharing resources, they are 


regionally coordinated to cover the spatial and temporal distribution of the species and 


fisheries. A correct aggregation, and hence harmonisation at regional level, is crucial for an 


efficient data collection without duplication. Guidelines were developed at EU level for 


storage and provision of metadata (EC, 2010; ICES, 2012). Moreover, a lot of work for a 


common understanding and a correct definition of biological, transversal variables and also 


economic variables (even not analysed in this task) were carried out a regional level 


(RCMMed&BS, 2009; 2010; PGECON, 2012).  


 


At regional level, care should be taken to ensure that the objectives of the sampling 


programmes are realistic and achievable within available resources. This activity requires 


strong linkages between countries, the groups involved in design of regional data collection 


programmes and the main end-users. Following this last issue, biological data collection 


should be aligned to the specific assessment or management requirements of end-users. 


 


Concerning discards, Regulation 199/2008 requires MSs to collect data for metiers where 


discards are estimated to exceed either more than 10 % of the total catches by weight or more 


than 15 % of the catches in numbers for the Group 1 and Group 2 species (defined in Chapter 


III section B/B1/3 1 (f) of Decision 2008/949/EC). When discards take place for species 


length ranges which are not represented in the landings, age-reading must take place in 


accordance with the rules set out in Appendix VII of Decision 949/2008/EC (EC, 2008d).  


 


Furthermore, the DCF (Council Regulation (EC) No 199/2008 and EC Decision 93/2010/EC) 


has required the collection of data to construct an indicator on the discarding rate of 


commercially exploited species. The indicator is defined in the DCF as an indicator of the rate 


of discarding of commercially exploited species in relation to landings. 
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3. Methods 


 


The methodological approach was developed through the following steps. 


1. A critical review (1st step) of the most recent regional reports (e.g. RCMMed&BS, 


PGMed), Expert Working Groups (EWG) meetings, STECF publications, GFCM 


recommendations, and other documents produced in the framework of the current DCF, was 


held to retrieve and assess the available information on the main areas/topics related to 


biological data and relevant for the Mediterranean and Black Sea Region.  


2. On the basis of the revision carried out at regional level, through the analysis of 


different reports, some subjects (2
nd


 step) have been highlighted as the most important. 


Those subjects have been summarised in the following four thematic areas:  
 


Table 3.1 - Main areas/topics related to biological data and relevant for the Mediterranean and 


Black Sea Region 


Thematic areas Sub topics 


1. Biological data collection 


 


 Sampling intensity 


 Aggregation level and definition 


of variables 


 Metier sampling approach 


 Task-sharing 


 Discards 


2. Quality requirements, handling 


and availability of biological 


data 


 


 Quality assurance 


 Quality control 


 Data call and use of the 


biological data 


3. Regional database for 


biological data 


 


4. End user (role and data needs)  


 


3. In a second phase (3rd step), once the main issues relating to regional coordination 


activities have been identified and contextualized, a platform for evaluation/discussion 


(see Annex 1) containing the above identified main thematic areas has been circulated 


and assessed by both the current and former chairs of the RCMMed&BS and PGMed 


groups. With their contribution, Gaps, Steps made and any Suggestion for future 


regional collaborations have been analysed.  


4. Thereafter, the outputs of the template have been further investigated (4
th


 step), and 


for each topic both pros (i.e. what has been already done at regional level) and cons 


(i.e. what is still missing or not covered at regional level) have been identified and 


described (Chapter 4.1).  


5. Concerning the topic related to the “end users” (5th step), a view on their role and on 


the data needs have been also carried out and provided (Section 4.1.4).  


6. Finally (6
th


 step), each of the four mentioned thematic areas/topics has been evaluated 


using the SWOT analysis technique (Chapter 4.2). The SWOT analysis provided a 


descriptive judgment of the strength, weakness, opportunities and threats of any given 


areas/topics (Henricks, 1999; Houben et al., 1999). This technique is very helpful 


while exploring current constraints and future possibilities through a systematic 


approach of introspection into both positive and negative concerns. The advantage of 


the SWOT enables the reader in understanding the essence of any given thematic area. 
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4. Results 


4.1 “Thematic areas” 
All the identified thematic areas and topics have been subjects of discussion, in the recent 


years by different regional groups. For some of those topics, gaps and failures (cons), and/or 


possible progress (pros) have been already addressed at regional level. 


4.1.1 Biological data collection 
 


For the thematic area “Biological data collection” five main subtopics have been identified: 


 


Sampling intensity 


Aggregation level and definition of variables 


Metier sampling approach  


Task sharing 


Discards 


 


In the following tables, for each of the mentioned sub-topics (also reported in table 3.1), the 


main issues (in terms of pros and cons) identified and discussed at regional level are 


summarised and some steps already addressed. 


 


Sampling intensity – In the current DCF, MS should perform sampling activity in order to 


evaluate the quarterly length distribution of species in the catches, and the quarterly volume of 


discards. Further, the sampling intensity shall be proportionate to the relative effort and 


variability in the catches of that metier. Up to now, the majority of biological data, and the 


relative sampling intensity, derive from national catch-sampling schemes and, with the 


exception of large pelagic species, there is not a sampling scheme covering the whole 


Mediterranean Region. In most cases, this weakness in the Regional Coordination resulted, in 


different MS, both in under and over sampling (depending from the species) or/and in the size 


of biological variables collected (e.g. low number of specimens).  


 


Biological data collection: Sampling intensity 


Regional outputs 


Cons Pros 


 Up to now, the majority of collected biological 


data related to length, sex, maturity, weight and 


age, derive only from national catch-sampling 


schemes. 
 


 So far, very few tentative to carry out collection 


and/or data analysis at sub-region or regional 


levels have been performed. 
 


 There is the need for closer regional cooperation 


to identify best practice methodologies in 


sampling and analysis of biological data. 
 


 The recent evaluations of national Annual 


Reports & Data Transmission (STECF, 2013a, 


 The benefits of concurrent sampling were 


highlighted for the collection of specific data 


(e.g. sex, maturity etc.) in species that are 


often grouped together. Concurrent sampling 


constitutes an important source of biological 


information also for many of the data-limited 


species/stocks.  
 


 Large pelagic species: RCMMed&BS 


identified the regional coordination for 


sampling large pelagic catches as very 


important for task-sharing in the 


Mediterranean. A regional sampling scheme, 


which identify a minimum number of fish to 


be sampled by each MS, for metier-related 


variables (length) and stock related variables, 







12 


 


2014c), has demonstrated that the sampling size 


of biological variables collected (e.g. number of 


specimens), has resulted both in under and over 


sampling (depending from the species), 


requiring therefore an adequate and appropriate 


sampling scale and further standardizations at 


regional level. 


has been then created (RCMMed, 2008).  
 


 For the metiers which are exploiting a shared 


stock and selected by the ranking system, the 


number of sampling trips by metier at the 


GSA level has been determined (PGMed, 


2013; PGMed 2014). 


 


Aggregation level and definition of variables – In order to have all the data comparable and 


readable between different MS, a correct definition of biological, economic and transversal 


variables, it is necessary. Further, a correct aggregation, and hence harmonisation at regional 


level, is crucial for an efficient data collection without duplication. Though, common 


descriptions for standard variables as well coding and naming conventions (i.e. the metier list) 


have been already regionally defined and are commonly used, still there rooms for 


improvement.  


 


4.2 - Biological data collection: Aggregation level and definition of variables 


Regional outputs 


Cons Pros 


 Both the aggregation level and the definition of 


variables of the current DCF is not fully 


coherent with the request of the end users (e.g. 


mismatch between the GFCM fleet 


segmentation and the EU metier concept).  
 


 There is the need of a better integration and 


harmonization with other legislations (e.g. EU 


Regulations, GFCM Recommendations). 
 


 Clear definitions of variables should be deeper 


investigated. 


 Standard variables as well coding and naming 


conventions for the metier list were regionally 


defined and are currently and commonly used 


(e.g. metier reference list RCMMed&BS 


2008) 
 


 Adoption of a common maturity scales 


(Medits Handbook, 2013; Medias Handbook, 


2012)  
 


 Adoption of a reference template for discards 


(RCMMed&BS 2010)  
 


 Identification of the group 3 species 


(RCMMed&BS 2009; 2010)  
 


 Agreements for landings abroad (RCMLDF, 


2013)   
 


 Merging of metiers for sampling purpose, and 


the definition of sampling intensities by MSs, 


in case of shared resources (e.g. large pelagic) 


(PGMed, 2014).  
 


 Effort to estimate the quality of the data for 


the shared resources (e.g. CV calculation for 


large pelagic) (PGMed, 2014). 
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Metier sampling approach - The DCF requires the collection of biological data for a pool of 


species, present in the catches/ landings of main national metiers (DCF Level 6, EU Dec. 


93/2010), identified using a ranking system according to landings, value or effort values. A 


major part of the coordination efforts of RCMs under the current DCF has revolved around 


the identification of the main metiers in the Region. However, different RCMs raised the 


point that metiers are not appropriate to be identified as a targeted unit for sampling of the 


biological characteristics of landings. 


 


Biological data collection: Metier sampling approach 


Regional outputs 


Cons Pros 


 


 Metiers have been proved not always to be 


considered the most appropriate sampling strata 


within national sampling programmes.    
 


 In the context of time series analysis, and in 


relation to the DCF metier concept, some 


problems occurred. The data collected prior to 


2009 are not collected based on DCF metier, 


and in some cases, historical data need to be 


reallocated to metiers (if the metiers are the 


basis for the time series analysis). The metiers 


do not necessarily reflect the original sampling 


strata and different approaches could be taken 


by different countries in the reallocation 


process. Guidance on how to deal with the 


metier concept is needed to assure consistency 


between countries. 
 


 Most of the data requested by end-users, with 


few exceptions for JRC, are not requested at 


metier level. The main end users in the Region 


(e.g. GFCM, ICCAT) do not focalise their 


attention on the metier but on the stocks.  
 


 At regional level, not always the most updated 


set of data, for each identified metier, is 


available to perform the ranking system. 


Therefore, it is not always possible to draw a 


correct sampling activity. 
 


 RCMMed&BS has requested several times to 


MS to investigate the accuracy of the 


geographical origin of landings and effort data, 


for identifying by GSA all metiers exercised by 


their fleet. However, not all MS have provided 


along time the necessary information. There is 


the need to identify gaps and discrepancies for 


optimising the spatial and the temporal coverage 


of the main metiers in the Region. 


 


 At regional level, a good exercise (i.e. ranking 


system) has been performed to identify for the 


whole Mediterranean and for the Black Sea 


the main metiers operating in the Region. 


Yearly, the ranking system exercise, following 


regional harmonisation of the metiers at level 


6 (according to Appendix VII of Dec. Com. 


93/2010) for the whole Mediterranean and for 


the Black Sea, was carried out. 
 


 At regional level a reference list, which 


identified the most important metier in the 


Region (in terms of landing, value and effort), 


was established. 
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Task-sharing - In different Mediterranean areas, fleets of different countries exploit the same 


stocks/species, which are either pelagic or demersal , and which could be frequently found in 


international waters. Since the activity of one fleet has a direct effect on the fishing 


opportunities of others exploiting the same fish stocks, and on the associated ecosystems, 


management measures applied only by a part of the operating fleets would have a very limited 


effect on these stocks. RCMs are in charge of facilitating and identifying areas for 


standardisation, collaboration and task sharing. However, at regional level only in few cases 


tasks sharing and sampling requirements by MS have been allocated.  


 


Biological data collection: Task-sharing 


Regional outputs 


Cons Pros 


 At regional level only in few cases (e.g. Black 


sea, Gulf of Lions) tasks and sampling 


requirements by MS have been allocated. For 


metiers exploring shared demersal and small 


pelagic stocks, attempts were annually made for 


assigning a minimum number of trips to each 


MS concerned. However, the required data were 


not always available for the assignment, and the 


relevant metiers were not always selected for 


sampling by the MS concerned.  
 


 It is clearly missing a strictly collaboration 


between MS, not only in terms of data 


collection, but also in terms of information on 


stocks shared by different GSAs/countries 


and/or by other non-EU countries. 
 


 At regional level only the number of samples to 


be taken by the relevant MS concerning metier- 


and stock-related variables for large pelagic has 


been calculated and assigned.  
 


 At regional level, though few cases of shared 


stocks were investigated, not always analysis 


(i.e. data quality) could be run due to the 


missing data and information. 


 For the metiers which are exploiting a shared 


stock (i.e. demersal and small pelagic species) 


and selected by the ranking system, the 


number of sampling trips by metier at the GSA 


level has been determined (PGMed, 2014). 


The number of trips to be sampled by metier 


and MS has been calculated as the proportion 


of the total number of samples, accounting for 


both landing (in tons) and effort (in days) of 


every MS in the shared area. At regional level 


this tentative were investigated for some 


GSAs:  Gulf of Lions GSA 7 (shared stock 


between France and Spain); Strait of Sicily 


GSA 15 & 16 (shared stock between Italy and 


Malta); Northern Adriatic Sea GSA 17 (shared 


stock among Italy, Slovenia and Croatia); 


Black Sea GSA 29 (shared stock between 


Bulgaria and Romania).  
 


 For the metiers which are exploiting a regional 


shared stock (i.e. large pelagic species), a 


template reporting the minimum number of 


fish to be sampled for metier and stock related 


variables, by each MSs, has been created. The 


species considered for this regional sampling 


approach are: bluefin tuna (Thunnus thynnus), 


swordfish (Xiphias gladius), albacore 


(Thunnus alalunga), dolphinfish (Coryphaena 


hippurus) and bonito (Sarda sarda). 
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Discards - Since 2002 Member States have been obliged to sample discard information from 


the national fisheries. However, the bias in the sampling programmes has not been evaluated 


on a regional level and neither, for many Member States, at national level either. Overall, 


biggest uncertainty in catch data, related to biases in discard estimates (i.e. misreporting, 


refusal to take observers on board, inadequate sampling scheme, incomplete list of active 


vessels in a fishery etc.) still exists. There most likely will be a continued need for discard 


estimates in data for future resource assessments. 


 


Biological data collection: Discards 


Regional outputs 


Cons Pros 


 


 To address discarding practices, the EU has 


recently implemented, under the new CFP (Reg. 


EU 1380/2013), the landing obligation. The 


gradual introduction of a landing obligation 


should require a new approach in recording 


discards of unwanted catches, and should 


require new monitoring systems. It is clear yet 


how discards estimates will be obtained and 


what kind of data collection will underpin them, 


as the detailed implementation of the landing 


obligation will depend on regional discard 


plans. This issue, with all the consequences in 


the sampling activities and sampling designs, 


has not yet been investigated at regional level. 


 The creation of a regional view of the discard 


sampling programmes (i.e. discards template), 


with the identification of gaps and 


discrepancies for optimising the spatial, time 


and metiers coverage has been an useful 


instrument. The creation of this panel 


containing discards metadata (RCMMed&BS, 


2010) has optimized the coverage for the 


collection of such data at regional level. 


 


4.1.2 Quality requirements, handling and availability of biological data 
For the current DCF the quality of a sampling programme should be weighed in relation to the 


following aspects:  


1) the ability of the programme to (in principle) deliver data that are unbiased and fit for 


purpose, by reviewing the design of the programme against guidelines and standards for best 


practice;  


2) the evaluation of the quality of the data and estimates following implementation of the 


sampling survey, covering each of the two components of accuracy: bias and precision. 


 


The quality of the resulting estimates is primarily addressed by means of setting target 


precision levels for a number of fishery-related and stock-related parameters. The quality 


targets for biological variables have been defined in the form of coefficient of variation (CV) 


to be obtained for various variables (e.g. length composition of the landings and discards, 


maturity etc.) which are estimated through non-census sampling. Quality assurance, quality 


control, data call and use of the data, are concepts that have been deeply investigated during 


the last years.  


In the following tables cons and pros are summarised, for each of the main mentioned topics 


(i.e. quality assurance, quality control, data call and use of biological data), the main issues (in 


terms of pros and cons) identified and discussed at regional level. 
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Quality requirements, handling and availability of biological data: Quality assurance 


Regional outputs 


Cons Pros 


 The requested target precisions (CV) were 


never or rarely achieved, or if achieved, this has 


implied a lot of effort.  
 


 Almost all the target CV values, as listed and 


requested in the DCF, are questioned because 


they seem to be arbitrary choices and are not 


based on any pre-analyses or advice.  
 


 Setting a priori thresholds of Coefficient of 


variation (CV) is considered not appropriate for 


quality checks with DCF biological data.  


 Target precisions have been criticised for 


several reasons, including, for example, that 


estimation of precision is only meaningful if 


sampling is carried out according to basic 


principles of random sampling, which the 


present DCF does not provide. 
 


 At present, CV is applied to the aggregated data 


for given species. When applied to metier-


related data, the fleet segment is not 


discriminated for and thus the different 


characteristics of the individual metiers are not 


explored. 


 


 Currently the target precision of large pelagic 


for length has been assessed at regional level 


(PGMed, 2014). The CV of the length 


frequency distributions was assessed using the 


methodology described by Vigneau and 


Mahevas (2007). 
 


 Also the exercise to assess the CVs, for length 


parameter, for some demersal and small 


pelagic shared stocks at GSA level has been 


carried out at regional level (e.g. GSA 7 and 


17 - PGMed, 2014).  
 


 


Quality requirements, handling and availability of biological data: Quality control 


Regional outputs 


Cons Pros 


 Quality check of collected data is mainly done 


at national level. Quality control at regional 


level is missing, and no analysis on the possible 


source of variability is performed. The 


cooperation on this topic at regional level has 


been performed in very few occasions (PGMed, 


2013; 2014). 
 


 Discrepancies with other sources of information 


(e.g. Eurostat, Fleet register) have been detected 


and should be carefully investigated. 


 The use of quality indicators have been widely 


discussed in different DCF WKs (ICES, 


2013b; 2014a). At Regional level, a review of 


the main outputs of data quality WKs is being 


implemented (e.g. state of guidelines; quality 


indicators; statistically sound sampling 


methodologies) (PGMed, 2014). 
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Quality requirements, handling and availability of biological data: Data call and use of the 


data 


Regional outputs 


Cons Pros 


 Not all the variables currently collected under 


DCF are required by the main end-users in the 


Region (e.g. some effort variables).  
 


 Generally, considering any type of end users 


(e.g. RFMO, Projects etc.), there are difficulties 


in getting access to MS data.  
 


 Not always, the common codifications, 


following the specifications agreed at regional 


level, are used when exchanging DCF data.  
 


 Dialogue and flow of information with end user 


in the data call/access to the data is still limited 


(e.g. GFCM, ICCAT, STECF-JRC).  
 


 There is no harmonisation in the data formats 


and the scheduling of data calls with the main 


regional end users. 
 


 The different formats and degree of aggregation 


by the different calls require additional work by 


MSs. 
 


 For some countries in the Region there are 


difficulties in answering in due time and 


promptly to all the request of data. 
 


 End users are not always aware of the legal 


provisions to deliver data calls. 


 In order to carry out common exercise during 


both RCMMed&BS-LP and PGMed, a data 


call at Regional level (reporting sampling data 


per species; landing data per species, effort; 


value and landing data per metier; landing and 


effort data for some shared stocks) has been 


issued (PGMed, 2014; RCMMed&BS, 2014). 


This data call should help to support estimates 


using common methods and standards. 


 


 


4.1.3 Regional database 
During the last few years, STECF (STECF, 2011; 2013c) has recommended the establishment 


of joint databases as an important tool to enhance coordination and transparency. The issue of 


regional database has been discussed several times and a general agreement has been met: a 


common database and a more centralised processing of data would greatly increase the overall 


effectiveness of the DCF.  


 


To date at regional level, only a steering committee with roles, responsibilities and tasks 


already identified, has been created (MED&BS-RDB, 2012). The identified steering 


committee should be responsible for strategic planning, operational and technical issues 


related to the regional database, and should also provide continuous feed-back to the regional 


coordination meetings. 
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In the following scheme, the main issues (in terms of pros and cons) identified and discussed 


at regional level are summarised. 


 


Regional database 


Regional outputs 


Cons Pros 


 The regional databases still need to be 


developed and fully operative. 
 


 Governance model for the regional database is 


still missing.   
 


 There is no clear identification of the body 


responsible for development of data processing 


features within the database and governance. is 


the entity hosting the regional database Has not 


been identified 
 


 Confidentiality rules have not yet been 


established.  


 The establishment of a Steering Committee-


SC (RCMMed&BS, 2012).  This SC has 


already proposed a document for the data 


confidentiality and a document for the data 


policy that all MSs, uploading their data, 


should follow and that represents a reciprocal 


guarantee. 
 


 General agreement at regional level, that the 


Mediterranean and Black Sea database should 


constitute, as a first step, a repository for 


biological and transversal data allowing for 


regional analysis (Med&BS-RDB, 2012). 


 


4.1.4 End users (role and data needs) 
End-user of scientific data' means a body with a research or management interest in the 


scientific analysis of data in the fisheries sector (Reg. EU 1380/2013).  


 


Article 18 of Council Regulation 199/2008 defines that MS shall provide detailed and 


aggregated data to end users: (a) as a basis for advice to fisheries management, including to 


Regional Advisory Councils; (b) in the interest of public debate and stakeholder participation 


in policy development; (c) for scientific publication. The regulation also stipulates rights and 


obligations for end users regarding access and use of data collected under the DCF (e.g. the level 


of access to data and the obligation to duly acknowledge the source of data). Currently, under 


their DCF National Programs, MS collect data on exploited stocks, assess the quality of 


national data sets, and then provide them to end users. 


 


End users and especially, the Regional Fisheries Management Organizations (RFMO), play a 


unique role in facilitating international cooperation for the conservation and management of 


fish stocks. These organizations present the only realistic means of either governing fish 


stocks that occur as straddling or shared stocks between zones of national jurisdiction or 


between these zones and the high seas, or exclusively on the high seas.  


 


In the Mediterranean and Black Sea the main RFMOs, and hence main end-users for stocks 


assessment purposes, are the General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM) 


and the International Commission for the Conservation of the Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT). Both 


GFCM and ICCAT, should use DCF data to implement their fishery management policies. 


Another main end user is the Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries 


(STECF) that has been designated by the Commission to provide recurrent advice directly 


supporting CFP decision making. 
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In the following scheme the main issues (in terms of pros and cons) identified and discussed 


at regional level are summarised, and some steps already addressed concerning the 


involvement of the end users in the current DCF (i.e. role and data needs). 


 


 


End users 


Regional outputs 


Cons Pros 


 Feedback received, during regional meetings 


from GFCM and ICCAT is poor. 
 


 No (or scarce) involvement of both GFCM and 


ICCAT representatives in the DCF process. 
 


 The DCF concept of a metier is different from 


the concept of GFCM operational unit. 
 


 Different level of data aggregation requested by 


end users (e.g. fleet segmentation). 


 The main end users (i.e. GFCM, ICCAT) are 


annually invited to the RCMMed&BS-LP 


and, when available, their feedback on data 


collection issues is reviewed. 
 


 


What are the currently data needs?  
Both MS and end-users agreed that the DCF is an important prerequisite for sound scientific 


advice and subsequently sensible fisheries policy-making, providing a large amount of data 


that are generally comparable between MSs. However, widespread concerns have been raised 


that the data are not sufficiently driven by user needs, and that consequently, the focus tends 


to be too much on data quantity, whereas the quality can still be an issue, and some data that 


are collected are hardly ever used. In addition, a recurring comment is that the DCF is not 


end-user focused. Nevertheless, what are the actual data needs by GFCM and ICCAT? Is 


there a possible harmonization in the stratification used between EU DCF and GFCM 


requirements?  


GFCM 
The General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean is the RFMO, which aims at 


guaranteeing the sustainability of fisheries and aquaculture in the Mediterranean and the 


Black Sea area of competence (FAO Major Fishing Area 37) and contributing to the 


preservation of the marine environment and ecosystems in this Region. The GFCM has the 


responsibility and authority to oversee the full process of fisheries management, undertake 


scientific evaluations and take decision regarding the best utilisation of fisheries resources in 


the GFCM area of competence.  


 


Currently, the core of GFCM data collection is represented by Task 1, a multidisciplinary 


approach aiming at gather data and information on fleet, fishing activities, main resources, 


socio-economic variables, catch, effort, overall by-catch as well as on biological aspect.  


However, since the end of 2012, the GFCM is creating a Framework Program (DCRF – Data 


Collection Framework Program – GFCM, 2015) which includes actions towards capacity 


building and training in data collection, with the aim of strengthening the capacity of national 


institutions in charge of data collection and supporting the establishment of regional databases 


and information systems.  







20 


 


 


Data for stock assessment are collected through stock assessment forms, which allow to the 


GFCM Scientific and Advisory Committee (SAC) to provide advice on the status of 


Mediterranean and Black Sea stocks. Along the lines of other RFMOs, the main expectation 


from GFCM can be assumed to be the adoption of conservation and management measures 


aiming at keeping or restoring the exploited stocks within safe limits (whatever are the 


metrics for determining safe limits, e.g. MSY) while minimizing the impacts of fishing on the 


marine environment. Conservation and management measures should be based on best 


scientific advice produced by the GFCM dedicated body, the SAC. 


 


In the following table (Table 4.I), the data requirements from GFCM are summarised. 
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Table 4.1 - GFCM data and information reporting requirements 


TOPIC / LEGAL 


FRAMEWORK 
DATA AND INFORMATION DEADLINE / FREQUENCY 


Aquaculture 


Rec. GFCM/35/2011/6 


PRODUCTION STATISTICS. Data on aquaculture production by CWP statistical areas; culture 


environment; cultured species; system of culture; type of culture; capture-based aquaculture input 


production quantity; production value. 


PRODUCTION CENTERS. Data on unit/segment of production; number of production centers per 


unit/segment; cultured species per unit; total volume (m3) of facilities of production centers per 


segment; destination of product per segment 


Annual (and before the 30
th
 June) for 


the reference year “n-1” 


Dolphin fish 
Rec. GFCM/30/2006/2 


Total landings and transshipments of dolphin fish (Coryphaena hippurus) carried out. 
Annual (before GFCM annual 


session) 


Illegal Unreported and 


Unregulated 


Rec. GFCM/33/2009/8 


Information on vessels flying the flag of a non-Contracting Party, and vessels flying the flag of a 


Contracting Party or Cooperating non-Contracting Party, presumed to be carrying out IUU fishing 


activities (for inclusion on the IUU Vessel List). 


Annual (at least 120 days before the 


annual GFCM Session) 


Port state measure 
Rec. GFCM/32/2008/1 


National ports to which foreign vessels may be permitted access and Information of inspection. Within 10 (ten) days of designation 


Red coral 
Rec. GFCM/35/2011/2 


 Institutional framework and management regimes 


 Production (total weight, average size, and number of colonies), effort (number of dives) depth 


range and localization of banks 


 Biological information (age/size at maturity, growth rate, diameter vs weight formula, mortality 


rates, etc..) 


Annual (and before the 31
st
 January) 


for the reference year “n-1” 


Task 1 
Rec. GFCM/33/2009/3 


Data on fleet segments, fishing activities, main resources, socio-economic variables, catch, effort, 


overall by-catch as well as on biological aspect 
Annual (and before the 31


st
  May) for 


the reference year “n-2” 


Vessel Monitoring Systems 
Rec. GFCM/33/2009/7 


 Contact details of Fisheries Monitoring Center (FMC) or equivalent national authorities 


 National report on the progress on establishment of VMS 
Annual 


Vessel records 
Res. GFCM/35/2011/1 


Data of all fishing vessels operating in the GFCM area of competence (Mediterranean and Black 


sea): country, registration authority, vessel name and register number, vessel type, port of 


registration, year of entry into fishing activity, period authorized for fishing and/or transshipping, 


fishing statistical area, fishing gear, LOA, GRT or GT, construction year, hull material, power of 


the main engine(s) kW, owner and operator information, crew number, indicator for minimum 


mesh size and for authorization to fish in the fisheries restricted area in the Gulf of Lion. 


Annual followed by updates 


(and not later than 31
st
 March) 
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Harmonisation of EU DCF and GFCM requirements 
An analysis carried out in 2010 (GFCM, 2010), evaluating the compatibility between the EU 


obligations and the GFCM-Task 1, has emphasized some differences in fleet segmentation, 


differences in the definition of target species, dissimilarities in the definition of effort 


variables, complexity of the concept of operational unit adopted by GFCM and, 


inconsistencies with the metier concept adopted by EU. Moreover, in the recent years due to a 


generalised lack of compliance by countries, the GFCM Secretariat has conducted a critical 


assessment of current fisheries databases and transmission protocols, taking into consideration 


in particular, the overall context of Task 1 data submission framework (GFCM 2013a, 2013b, 


2013c). In this context, the different national data programmes have been assessed and 


possible gaps or mechanisms that should be improved have been identified. 


This assessment has raised some important issues regarding the different GFCM 


requirements, among others: the requirements of task 1.5 are not useful for assessment 


purposes; reporting aggregation level should be revised to encompass the most common data 


collection system in place; timing submission of data should be revised; description/meaning 


of some variables should be reviewed; data for the different requirements should not be 


submitted in a scattered way; the species at regional level should be prioritized on the basis of 


some criteria such as importance in terms of catch, economical and/or ecological value etc. 


(GFCM, 2013d). 


Starting from these main gaps and difficulties encountered for the different GFCM 


requirements, a series of coordinated actions on strengthening the GFCM framework for the 


collection and processing of data on fisheries have been carried out. The main outcome was 


the proposal of a more efficient data collection programme, the GFCM-Data Collection 


Reference Framework (GFCM-DCRF), operating both at sub-regional and regional level 


(GFCM, 2015). 


The incoming GFCM-Data Collection Reference Framework (GFCM-DCRF, Version May 


2015) has been revised by the STECF-EWG (STECF, 2014b). In general, the EWG 


recognizes that the DCF is in line with the proposed GFCM-DCRF tasks and that the modules 


of the Commission Decision 2010/93/EU have a similar structure to the data collection 


system proposed by GFCM. EU DCF data collection requirements go beyond the 


requirements of the proposed GFCM-DCRF. In particular, the fleet segmentation aggregation 


level requested by the GFCM-DCRF proposal would in future allow Mediterranean EU MSs 


to report data to both the EU and the GFCM at compatible aggregation levels, overcoming 


previous problems with mismatching levels of data aggregation. 


Specific data collection requirements on dolphin fish (fishing effort related to Fish 


Aggregation Devices) and red corals (catches and effort), however, should be included in the 


future DCF in order to be in line with data requirements identified by the GFCM. Moreover, 


in order to facilitate joint stock assessments, it is important to standardize GFCM stock 


assessment data formats as much as possible (e.g. with regards to length class intervals, units 


of measurement etc.). Such standardisation should be done in a manner that is compatible 


with EU data calls for the Mediterranean in order to reduce the data processing burden on 


countries that have to submit data both to the EU and to GFCM (STECF, 2013c, 2014b). 
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ICCAT 
 


The RCMMed&BS has identified the regional coordination for sampling large pelagic species 


as a very important issue for task-sharing in the Mediterranean, and since 2009 it has been 


prepared a regional protocol for the collection of both metier and stock-related parameters, 


regarding the large pelagic species, to be included in the National Programs. Furthermore, 


PGMed, which is a group under the umbrella of the RCMMed&BS, deals with 


methodological aspects in relation to large pelagic since its first meeting in 2007. In 2013, a 


coordination group dealing with large pelagic covering areas of competence of RCM Long 


Distance Fishery, RCM North Atlantic, RCMMED&BS and dealing with all large pelagic 


species and fisheries was created (RCCMMed&BS-LP, 2014). All the activities carried out at 


Regional level are compliance with the recommendations and the feedback of the main end 


user:  International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT).  


 


In the Region, ICCAT is the main responsible organization for what concern the collection of 


data related to tuna species, including undertaking relevant studies and research, stock 


assessments and allocation of fishing effort, with the view of adopting fisheries management 


measures,  


 


ICCAT is an inter-governmental fishery organization responsible for the conservation of tunas 


and tuna-like species in the Atlantic Ocean and its adjacent seas. The organization was 


established at a Conference of Plenipotentiaries, which prepared and adopted the International 


Convention for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas, signed in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, in 1966. 


After a ratification process, the Convention entered formally into force in 1969 (ICCAT, 


2007).  


 


Through this Convention, it has been established that ICCAT is the only fisheries 


organization that can undertake the range of work required for the study and management of 


tunas and tuna-like fishes in the Atlantic and Mediterranean. Such studies include research on 


biometry, ecology, and oceanography, with a principal focus on the effects of fishing on stock 


abundance. The Commission's work requires the collection and analysis of statistical 


information relative to current conditions and trends of the fishery resources in the 


Convention area. The Commission also undertakes work in the compilation of data for other 


fish species that are caught during tuna fishing ("bycatch", principally sharks) in the 


Convention area, and which are not investigated by another international fishery organization. 


In the following table (Table 4.2) the data requirements from ICCAT are summarised. 


 


Table 4.2 - ICCAT Fishery Statistics  


 


Task I catch statistics  Nominal annual catch of tuna, tuna-like 


species and sharks, by region, gear, flag and 


species, and, where possible, by EEZ and 


High Seas. Catches should be reported in 


kilograms, round (live) weight. 
Task I fleet characteristics Number of fishing vessels by size classes, 


gear and flag. 


Task II catch and effort statistics Catch and effort statistics by area, gear, flag, 


species and by month. 


Task II size data Actual size frequencies of fish sampled by 


area, gear, flag, species by month and by sex 


if possible. 
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Catch-at-size data Catch-at-size data for bluefin, albacore, 


yellowfin, bigeye and skipjack tunas and 


swordfish, by gear, sampling area and by 


month or quarters, and by sex and by 5x5 


degree squares if possible. The ICCAT form 


3-6 to show sampling coverage and data 


substitutions is also required. 


Conventional tagging The Secretariat maintains a database on 


conventional tags applied to Atlantic tunas, 


billfishes and sharks.  
Archival (electronic) tagging The Secretariat maintains an inventory of 


archival tags that have been deployed by 


various institutions. 
Observer data.  


 


A number of nations have observer programs 


in place and that the information collected 


from such programs has been or could be 


provided to ICCAT. The SCRS has 


recommended that Contracting Parties, and 


Cooperating non-Contracting Parties, Entities 


or Fishing Entities that can do so, should 


provide their observer data to the Secretariat. 


Be sure to including information on the 


contents, type of data being submitted, the 


species or fisheries covered, the data format, 


etc. Also, please indicate if the data are of a 


confidential nature. 
Seabird information.  The Commission encourages the collection 


and reporting of all available information on 


interactions with seabirds, including 


incidental catches in all fisheries under the 


purview of ICCAT. 


Turtle information.  


 


The Commission encourages the collection 


and reporting of all available information on 


interactions with sea turtles in ICCAT 


fisheries, including incidental catches and 


other impacts on sea turtles in the Convention 


area, such as the deterioration of nesting sites 


and swallowing of marine debris. 
Data on farmed bluefin tuna.  The ICCAT Recommendation on bluefin tuna 


farming contains several requirements for 


sampling and reporting of data on details (e.g. 


size composition) of bluefin tuna catches that 


go to farming operations. 


 


The ICCAT requirements have been analysed by regional groups, and they appear satisfied by the 


provisions of the current DCF (RCMLDF, 2011). However, the Regional Coordination Meeting 


for Long Distance Fishery (RCMLDF), recognizes the need of strengthening the links between the 


DCF and some of the RFMOs (i.e. ICCAT) for which the EU is contracting party, in order to 


align requirements in terms of data format and structure as well as receiving feedback on data 


adequacy. Also for ICCAT, the issue of data transmission (e.g. quality achieved, feedback 


received by countries etc.) and how at regional level it could be possible to better involve ICCAT 


representatives in the process of the DCF was also considered a matter of common interest.  



https://www.iccat.int/Documents/Recs/compendiopdf-e/2004-06-e.pdf

https://www.iccat.int/Documents/Recs/compendiopdf-e/2004-06-e.pdf
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4.2 SWOT analysis 
On the basis of the regional analysis undertaken, which has identified the pros and cons for 


each thematic areas (i.e. biological data, quality requirements, handling and availability of 


data, regional database and end users), an overview of the constraints (weaknesses and 


threats) and advantages (strengths and opportunities) of the regional cooperation activities in 


the framework of the current DCF system has been designed and summarised (SWOT 


analysis - Tables 4.3).  


 


(Note: the order in which the main topics are presented in the tables is entirely casual and do 


not represent any kind of priority). 


 


Table 4.3.a: SWOT analysis on biological data 


 


Thematic 


area 
SWOT Analysis   


a) Biological 


data 


collection 


Strength Weakness 


 Existence of a well-established 


fishery resources monitoring 


system, both for scientific surveys 


and biological sampling, with the 


availability of data series. 


 A structure system already in place 


for collecting information on the 


most important fishing activities in 


the area.  


 Information collected for both a 


wide number of species/stocks and 


fishing activities in all 


Mediterranean and Black Sea area. 


 Good spatial and temporal coverage 


in the collection of data. 


 Co-operation at regional level has 


increased. 


 A regional approach in place, for 


some shared resources, for the 


collection of biological variables 


(e.g. large pelagic). 


 Not all the collected data are 


required by the main end 


users. 


 Not all the collected data are 


used for 


assessment/management. 


 Data collection is not fully 


implemented for shared 


resources at regional level 


with a lack of information on 


shared stocks. 


 Biological sampling coverage 


is sometimes insufficient. 


 The concept of metier is 


questionable (at least for 


sampling purposes). 


 Still remains uncertainty of 


stock identification. 


 Difficulty to cover and to 


obtain data for all fishing 


activities (e.g. on small scale 


vessels). 


Opportunities Threat 


 Strengthening the cooperation 


between countries with the 


possibilities to establish a more 


adequate sampling design (e.g. 


tasks allocation, definition of data 


etc.) at regional level.  


 Improve the knowledge of the 


marine ecosystems. 


 Maintaining the time series of 


data (e.g. insure the survey 


data consistency for the 


future). 


 Complexity of the entire 


mechanism. 


 Establishment and 


maintenance of a regional 
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 Improve the knowledge on data 


limited species/stocks. 


 Improve collaboration and 


management between MS sharing 


the same resources (e.g. sampling 


and data analysis). 


 Support to Marine Strategy 


Framework Directive (EC, 2008e) 


taking into account ecosystem- 


based considerations. 


 Integrate scientific knowledge on 


fisheries and fleets. 


 Opportunities given by historical 


scientific surveys (i.e. Medits and 


Medias): collection of biological 


data on a high number of species; 


comparison of data at regional 


level; well established and 


standardized methodologies etc. 


agreement in the collection of 


data (e.g. difficulties for 


sampling shared stock or 


vessel operating and landing 


in different GSAs). 


 Difficulties (i.e. human and 


financial resources) for some 


countries to collect all the 


requested information. 
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Table 4.3.b: SWOT analysis on quality, handling and availability of data 


 


Thematic area SWOT Analysis   


b) Quality , 


handling and 


availability of 


biological data 


Strength Weakness 


 Data, both at country and regional 


level, are collected following 


agreed standard methodology and 


rules. 


 In many cases, data are collected 


and reported to end users in a 


standard and comparable way. 


 Good comparability, among 


countries, of collected data.  


 Some quality check already done 


at country level. 


 Data quality assessment, for some 


shared stocks and pelagic species, 


already done at regional level. 


 General punctuality, by countries, 


in respecting the submission of 


requested data. 
 


 Data quality is sometimes 


questionable. Requested 


target precisions were rarely 


achieved. 


 CV is considered a poor 


indicator for quality purposes 


because setting a priori 


thresholds of Coefficient of 


variation (CV) is considered 


not appropriate for quality 


checks with DCF biological 


data. The target CV values 


listed in the DCF are 


questioned because they seem 


to be arbitrary choices and are 


not based on any pre-analyses 


or advice. 


 Accuracy in the collected data 


is not reflected in the CV. 


 Lack of formalised routines 


and guidelines for evaluation 


of quality. 


 Quality check is rarely 


conducted at regional level. 


 Access to data is not user 


friendly. 


 Lack of information for the 


main shared species/stocks. 


 Lack of co-operation between 


data collectors and data users 


(i.e. exchange of 


data/information). 


 Discrepancies with other 


source of information (e.g. 


fleet register). 


Opportunities Threat 


 Improvement of standardization 


and homogenization of data 


collection. 


 Improvement in the 


dissemination/exchange of data 


and results  


 Improvement of data quality with a 


 To reach a Regional 


agreement in the 


dissemination of data. 


 Not compliance for some 


request of data. 


 Difficulties for some 


countries to manage all the 
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quality check carried out at 


regional level. 


 Definition of simply/clear quality 


indicators. 


 Quality targets could be defined in 


collaboration with main end-users. 


 Harmonising data format and the 


scheduling of data calls with the 


regional end-users. 


 Enforce regional collaboration.  


requests of data in due time. 


 Increasing of data requests, 


which could imply additional 


human and financial 


resources. 


 Protocols informing the end 


users on the nature of the 


data, giving warnings and 


instructions are not 


established; this might create 


misinterpretation and 


incorrect data uses. 
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Table 4.3.c: SWOT analysis on regional database 


 


Thematic area SWOT Analysis   


c) Regional 


database for 


biological data 


Strength Weakness 


 Presence in all MS of central 


databases of various complexities 


to store and process the data.  


 Establishment at regional level of a 


well-defined Steering Committee. 


 The definition of data access and 


sharing policy at regional level 


made by the steering committee. 


 Definition of data policy dealing 


with data confidentiality and data 


ownership issues. 


 Still lack of centralised 


computerisation of DCF data.  


 Discrepancies with other 


source of information (e.g. 


fleet register). 


 Identification of the host of 


the regional database. 
Possible weak interest by MSs 


that have already established 


centralised systems at national 


level. 


Opportunities Threat 


 Improve the evaluation of 


countries data collection.  


 Take advantage of the existences 


and well established rules and 


guidelines of other regional 


database, thus creating possible 


connections. 


 Enforce of regional collaboration 


through task allocation, sampling 


activities and quality control.  


 Improvement of data quality and 


availability for scientific advice. 


 Possibilities to answer in a 


standardize and harmonize way to 


the different data calls. 


 Establishment and application 


of the confidentiality rules to 


make sure that data cannot be 


identified to any individual 


vessel or legal entity or at a 


sensitive resolution level. 


 The role of the GFCM, as 


possible host of the 


Mediterranean and Black Sea 


regional database, should be 


clearly defined.  Some risks 


could be identified: human 


resources and financial 


constraints; lack of 


communication between 


countries and GFCM 


secretariat; rules and 


confidentiality issues.  


 Double (if not triple) 


submissions of the same 


information by MSs to 


different databases with a 


high risk of inconsistencies. 
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Table 4.3.d: SWOT analysis on the end users (role and data needs) 


 


Thematic 


area 
SWOT Analysis   


d) End users 


(role and data 


needs) 


Strength Weakness 


 Most of the collected data fit with 


the requirements of the end users. 


 Most of the collected data are 


relevant, for management purposes 


to main end-users in the region. 


 Possibility to access a huge amount 


of information at European level, in 


a standardize and comparable way 


among countries, which facilitate 


the international cooperation for 


improving knowledge finalised to 


the conservation and management 


of fish stocks. 
 


 


 Deficiencies in main end 


users inputs (e.g. very few 


suggestions derive directly 


from GFCM, ICCAT).  


 Sometimes requested data are 


not used (e.g. GFCM Task 


1.5). 


 Not all the collected data (by 


MSs) are required by the main 


end users. 


 Missing dialogue (e.g. clear 


feedback identifying problem 


in data transmission) with end 


users (both GFCM and 


ICCAT).  


 Not all the data requested by 


end users are collected by 


countries in the framework of 


DCF. 


 Timeliness of data provision 


by MS to end users has not 


always been satisfactory. 


 Missing participation, by the 


main end users, in most of the 


DCF activities (e.g. in very 


few occasions an active and 


productive participation of 


GFCM and/or ICCAT has 


been recorded) 


Opportunities Threat 


 Create a new organization 


framework to closely cooperate 


with the end-users (e.g. GFCM, 


ICCAT, STECF) and to clearly 


meet and identify their needs in 


determining data to be covered by 


DCF (e.g. bycatch of vulnerable 


species; ecosystem data etc.). 


 Consultation with end users to 


ensure that the definition of 


variables and the aggregation levels 


are in line with both end users and 


fisheries/scientist needs. 


 Not compliance for some 


request of data. 


 Difficulties (i.e. human and 


financial resources) for some 


countries to collate all the 


requested information. 


 Integration with other 


Regulations/Recommendation


s. 


 Dialogue with third countries 


in the Mediterranean and 


Black Sea Region. 


 Lack of agreed protocols to 
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 Improve the participation of the 


main end users in the different 


phases of the entire process (e.g. 


from the collection to the analysis 


of the data). 


manage the complexity of the 


entire mechanism. 


5. Discussion 


The current DCF Regulation already contains provisions whereby Member States (MS) 


should coordinate their National Programmes (NP) with other MSs in the same marine region, 


and should amend their NPs based on recommendations of Regional Coordination Meetings 


(RCM). In practice however, MSs design their own NPs and then try to align them in the 


RCM (COM. staff working document, 2015). Article 25 of the CFP Regulation (Reg. EU 


1380/2013) reiterates the principle that MS (and third countries, where possible) operating in 


the same region “shall, in accordance with the rules adopted in the area of data collection, 


collect biological, environmental, technical, and socio-economic data necessary for fisheries 


management, manage those data and make them available to end–users, including bodies 


designated by the Commission.”  


In this deliverable it has been highlighted some good examples of regional coordination 


already exist in the Mediterranean and Black Sea (e.g. ranking system following regional 


harmonization of the métiers at level 6; assess the CVs of the length frequency distributions 


for shared stocks; the creation of the discards template etc. - RCMMed&BS, 2013; PGMed, 


2013, 2014), but still there is a lack of cooperation/coordination between countries. 


Preliminary analysis, carried out on the data transmitted to different regional groups, has 


showed large differences and inconsistences between MSs: low number of species uploaded, 


incorrect name of the species and/or the metier, data reported at different level of metier 


aggregation, missing information on quantity and value of the landing etc. All these issues 


make difficult to obtain a complete regional view (RCMMed&BS, 2011; RCMMed&BS-LP, 


2014; PGMed, 2014) and means that a more effective communication needs to be developed.  


Concerning the biological data, the DCF gives to the countries the possibility to collect a 


huge amount of fishery information (e.g. concurrent sampling constitutes an important source 


of biological data for many of the data-poor stocks/species). However, for some areas (GSA), 


for some stocks/species, and for some metier/fleet, the coverage is sometimes insufficient or 


non-representative (STECF 2014a, 2014e, 2015). Up to now, a well standardised fishery 


monitoring system is operating at regional level only for the scientific surveys (Medias 


Handbook, 2012; Medits Handbook, 2013), on the contrary, the majority of data related to 


stock and metier variables (i.e. biological sampling data related to length, sex, maturity, 


weight and age), derive mainly from national catch-sampling schemes (STECF, 2014a, 2014c, 


2015). To date, few fishery resources benefit from regional approach in place for the 


collection of biological variables (i.e. large pelagic and some demersal stocks – RCMMed, 


2008; RCMMed&BS 2010; PGMed, 2009, 2014). 


The evaluation of Annual Reports & Data Transmission (STECF, 2013a; STECF, 2014c), has 


also demonstrated that, at country level, the sampling size of biological variables collected 


(e.g. number of specimens) has resulted both in under and over sampling (depending from the 


species), requiring therefore an adequate and appropriate sampling scale at regional level. At 


regional level there should be the possibility to better define the variables to be collected and 


the aggregation levels of these variables in line with needs of end users and scientists. To 
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reach this goal, there is the need of deploying a more appropriate sampling at regional scale 


improving methods and procedures of data collection.  


Strengthening the regional cooperation should be reinforced especially in the case of shared 


resources. The DCF encourages the collection of data through collaboration and task sharing 


between MS and this collection is not always well coordinated and standardized at regional 


level. In the Mediterranean and Black Sea Region, fleets of different countries exploit the 


same stocks/species which are either pelagic or demersal and which could be frequently found 


in international waters (i.e. outside the 6 or 12 nautical mile border, delimiting national 


waters). Since the activity of one fleet has a direct effect on the fishing opportunities of others 


exploiting the same fish stocks, and on the associated ecosystems, management measures 


applied only by a part of the operating fleets would have a very limited effect on these stocks. 


At regional level only in few cases (e.g. Black sea – GSA 29, Gulf of Lions – GSA 7) tasks 


and sampling requirements by MS have been allocated (PGMed, 2012, 2013, 2014). For those 


metiers exploring shared demersal and small pelagic stocks, attempts were annually made 


assigning a minimum number of trips to each MS concerned. However, the required data were 


not always available for the assignment, and the relevant metiers were not always selected for 


sampling by the MS concerned. Therefore, the analysis of the shared stock could not always 


be run due to the missing data and information (PGMed, 2014). Also in this case, it is clearly 


necessary a closer regional cooperation to identify best practice methodologies in sampling 


and analysis of biological data (i.e. both for shared and not shared resources). 


EWGs and regional groups (STECF, 2013ba; 2014a, 2014b; RCMNS&EA, 2014) already 


identified a possible solution in the adoption of a “regional work plan”. A regional work plan, 


including agreed procedures and methods, as well as coordinated sampling strategy, could be 


prepared at regional level covering the needs of the Region. This would not replace totally the 


current approach of national planning of sampling: the national sampling scheme could be 


seen as part of the overall regional sampling activity with priorities and sampling levels 


coordinated at the regional level. Such a regional work plan may replace parts of the work 


plans drawn up by each MS (COM. Staff working document, 2015). 


Moreover, in this process end-users should be more present in the design and implementation 


of the regional activities, in order to ensure closer alignment between data needed and data 


collected. This is one of the areas where most progress should be made. According to article 


37 of Council general approach of CFP (Reg. CE 1380/2013) “Member States shall collect 


biological, environmental, technical, and socio-economic data necessary for fisheries 


management, manage them and make them available to end users of scientific data, including 


bodies designated by the Commission”.  


The analysis carried out so far has highlighted the importance and the need to establish a 


better dialogue between the data collectors (i.e. countries) and end users (e.g. GFCM, ICCAT 


and STECF). As stated by different EWGs (STECF, 2013b, 2013c) the data to be collected at 


regional level under the DCF are driven by very detailed output specifications which may not 


necessarily reflect the needs of the end users. Requirements and contributions made by the 


main end users in the Mediterranean and Black Sea Region (e.g. GFCM and ICCAT) are not 


well detailed (GFCM, 2009, 2011) and do not provided, for instance, any inputs both on 


sampling design and data quality requirements (GFCM, 2009; RCMMed&BS, 2013; ICCAT, 


2015). To target this issue, the role of the main end user should be better integrated during the 


different phases of the process: from the collection to the analysis of the data. This means an 


active participation of the end users in the regional coordination activities, and a clear 
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feedback on their needs (e.g. data, aggregation level, spatial and temporal coverage) based on 


some identified criteria of relevance, impacts, feasibility, methods and costs.  


In this scenario, the role of the Regional Coordination Groups (RCGs) will be fundamental. 


RCGs would develop regional work plans in which end-user priorities are ranked to ensure 


national programs operate taking into consideration the availability of capital and human 


resources. As stated by the STECF (STECF, 2014d) it would be for the RCGs in close liaison 


with the end-users to determine whether for a given resource base it was preferable to take 


fewer samples from more species or vice versa. RCGs can be responsible for deciding on 


certain details of data collection (e.g. sampling to be carried out; quality to be achieved). In 


order to be able to do the work within RCGs, there is a need to have the right expertise, to 


change the objectives from a national to a regional scale, and to have on-going regional work 


all year (i.e. not only during one week).  


Another central aspect that should be implemented at regional level is certainly the data 


quality assessment. What is crucial, in order to manage all fishing activities and to meet both 


MS and end users requirements, is to obtain timely, accurate and reliable set of data. The 


request of DCF data has been increasing over time, not only in terms of data calls (i.e. 


SGMED, GFCM, ICCAT etc., and recently PGMed and RCMMed&BS), but also in terms of 


the quantity and typology of the requested data (e.g. increasing the number of species for 


which the data are requested, more survey data, ecosystem data etc.). Furthermore, during 


recent years there has been a further increase of data requests in order:  


 


-to build National and/or Regional management plans;  


-to fulfil the request of the Marine Strategy Directive Framework;  


-to monitor the marine ecosystems. 


 


Several research projects and tender to assist the European Commission have indeed asked 


access to the DCF data in the last few years, as for example the MAREA framework project 


(MARE/2009/05-Lot 1: "Scientific advice and other services for the implementation of the 


Common Fisheries Policy in the Mediterranean"), the Technical Tender "Growth and 


Innovation in Ocean Economy - Gaps and Priorities in sea basin observation and data. Lot-2: 


The Mediterranean" (No. MARE/2012/1). 


 


Overall, data quality is now considered relatively good (STECF, 2014a, 2014c; 2015), at least 


at country level, but still remain rooms for improvement. While certain MS provide 


consistently high quality data, DG MARE has commented on the poor quality of data 


provided by others MS under the DCF (Devstat, 2014). This includes for example, lack of 


quality catch data (STECF, 2014a). Quality assurance and methods vary between countries, 


and should be further strengthening, starting from analysis carried out at regional level 


(Devstat, 2014; COM. staff working document, 2015). Until now, data collected under the 


DCF have been used, upon requests, by different end users including several EU projects (e.g. 


MAREA Framework, 2010), international organizations, and researchers. The use of these 


data constitutes a powerful possibility to increase the overall knowledge of fisheries and fish 


stocks and the quality of information can determine the type of analyses conducted either at 


national or regional level. On the other hands intrinsic characteristics of the data, details on 


collection and processing methods, as well as warning in the data use should be available to 


end users to avoid misuses and misinterpretation of the data. It has already been emphasized 


that it is essential that the quality of data is known at the time of analysis by end-users, 


because management actions based on poor data should be avoided (RCMNS&EA, 2013; 


RCMMed&BS, 2013). In order to prevent this risk, a process is needed at regional level for 
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quality checks before the data are utilised by end users. In addition each MS needs to ensure 


data quality assessments, producing accurate and comprehensive information It is thus 


fundamental to provide a clear definition of datasets, harmonized methods, techniques and 


scientific protocols that should be set up at regional level. This is an ongoing and collective 


task where specific inputs are needed.  


With regard to the quality of the indicators and data delivered (e.g. through the data calls, 


annual reports etc.), it is urgent the necessity on ensuring the use of the best practices. During 


last years, there has been considerable discussion about improving and reporting quality in 


relation to the DCF both at STECF expert groups and at regional meetings (STECF, 2013b; 


RCMNA, 2014; RCMNS&EA, 2014; RCMMed&BS-LP, 2014). One of the main outputs is 


that the present system for reporting data quality may be inappropriate. Despite the numerous 


debates, for example on the usefulness of the coefficient of variations (CV) as quality 


indicators (e.g. accuracy in the collected data is not reflected in the CV), the problem still 


persists, while the need of representativeness and accuracy of collected data to reduce the risk 


of bias has been identified (STECF, 2014d).  


In context outside the Mediterranean and Black Sea area, guidelines for “best practice” that 


apply to data collection methods, including design and sampling intensity, data collection and 


data quality evaluation, have been defined (ICES, 2007, 2008, 2010, 2013a, 2014a): “best 


practice can be defined as sampling designs, implementation and data analysis that lead to 


minimum bias and an accurate estimate of precision, and which make the most efficient use of 


sampling resources”. Following those international activities and according to the identified 


outputs and methods, some regional groups (RCMNA, 2014; ICES 2013b, 2014b) already 


recommended regional harmonization and regular exchanging information based on those 


agreed methods. 


In the Mediterranean and Black Sea, data quality procedures still need to be strengthened and 


it should encompass the whole process from planning of the sampling until data processing, 


analysis and dissemination. Steps on the collection and on the estimation processes should be 


well documented and information on the methodology followed should be clearly available. 


So, it is urgent to set up guidelines on quality procedures, which follow best practice methods 


and increase transparency. These guidelines, clarifying the definitions and calculations of 


statistical indicators for quality assessment, should be further and deeper analysed in the 


context of the Mediterranean and Black Sea area. RCMMed&BS has already proposed a 


roadmap for a regional sampling programme developing statistical sound harmonized 


sampling programmes (RCMMed&BS, 2013). The idea was to harmonize in an efficient way 


the methodologies of data quality evaluation in the NPs and in the Annual Working 


Programmes (AWP) and to share the best tools/methods of quality evaluation.  


From the outputs of this deliverable, it is quite evident that common tools on quality control 


may be developed and, thereafter applied. Thus, the implementation of a common regional 


database is a useful step to foster the process in this direction. An important development in 


the cooperation between MSs is the agreement reached during the RCMMed&BS on the 


establishment of a regional database (Med&BS-RDB, 2012; RCMMed&BS, 2011, 2012). 


This tool can assist the activities of sampling and analyses of species/stock data to be assessed 


on a regional basis.  


A regional database working in the Mediterranean and Black sea could be an important tool 


for development and management of regional/national data collection programmes 


(RCMMed&BS, 2011, 2012): it will facilitate the evaluation of MS implementation, and will 


support the work of the regional meetings in planning statistically sampling, allocating tasks 
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and assessing data quality at regional level (Liaison meeting, 2010, 2013; ICES, 2012; 


Med&BS-RDB, 2012; RCMNS&EA 2012; PGMed, 2014; RCMMed&BS-LP, 2014). 


Development and support of a well-functioning database is crucial to reach these objectives.  


The regional database can also assist raising and estimation of data that origins from different 


sources. Moreover, it is envisaged that a regional database can be used for provision of data to 


end-users in the future (RCMMed&BS, 2012, 2013), thus a detailed and clear knowledge of 


the end users’ needs is of pivotal importance.  


Finally, another issue raised by the analyses carried out and debated during the regional 


activities (RCMMed&BS, 2011, 2012) regards the number of data calls that MSs need to 


respond to and the differing format of such calls. At present MSs in the Region have to 


process numerous data calls, usually in different formats and requested at different levels of 


aggregation (e.g. GFCM and ICCAT requirements and STECF-JRC data calls, not 


mentioning projects and scientists data call), thus spending much time in data re-aggregation, 


formats, handling and processing. Possible suggestions made by regional groups 


(RCMMed&BS, 2012; Liaison meeting, 2013) could be to review the structure of the 


different calls in detail with a view to harmonizing them to a greater degree thereby saving 


time and improving efficiency. Standardisation of formats and aggregation levels of the 


different data calls from end-users (e.g. GFCM, EU etc. etc.) would simplify the issue 


(GFCM, 2015). As suggested by RCMMed&BS (RCMMed&BS, 2012, 2013), one 


coordinated data call could take place each year and the same data set could be used by all the 


end users. This will avoid duplication of work from Mediterranean and Black sea EU MSs, 


maximizing resources and minimizing the introduction of errors. 


Further, the development of a regional database would constitute a platform from which 


standard reports can be produced. These reports could supply data to international data calls 


and thereby simplify data management within the region and for end-users (Med&BS-RDB, 


2012).  


 


6. Conclusion 


It is quite evident that the regional cooperation activities are one of the key strengths of the 


current and future DCF and should be further strengthened in line with the direction taken by 


the CFP reform (Reg. EU 1380/2013 - EC, 2013). The weaknesses and the threats that have 


been identified in the framework of the WP1, indicate that, despite some measures in place, 


the realization of the opportunities and elimination of the threats across the Region have not 


really happened.  


This WP has identified several areas that still need to improve coordination, collaboration and 


standardization in the field of data collection in the Mediterranean and Black Sea: biological 


data collection, data quality, role of end users, regional database and future regional 


coordination.  


For some of the identified topics (i.e. biological data collection, data quality), following the 


inputs received from the others WPs of the present MARE2014_19Med&BS project (Table 


5), some measures could be already undertaken. In addition, there is a close link between the 


opportunities identified in the SWOT analysis for each thematic area and the definition of 


tasks/goals in the WPs 2, 3,4 (e.g. the outputs of the Work Package 4 addressing quality 


issues; the sampling procedures described in the WP2; the collection of data for the ecosystem 
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reported in WP3). Therefore, inputs and suggestions for possible changes/improvements in 


the future regional coordination activities, as identified through the SWOT analysis, are 


translated into goals to be reached in the other WPs. 


Table 5: Some topics identified by the WP1 - SWOT analysis and steps already addressed 


by other Work Packages (WPs). 


Opportunities from the SWOT analysis in 


WP1 
Interactions with other WPs /tasks/project 


objectives 


 Strengthening the cooperation between 


countries with the possibilities to establish a 


more adequate sampling design (e.g. tasks 


allocation, definition of data etc.) at regional 


level.  


 


Interactions with WP2 


Task 2.1 - Identifying and agreeing on 


guidelines and best practice methodologies for 


sampling, processing, analysing and managing 


biological data. 


Task 2.2 - Assessing availability and quality of 


transversal data. 


Task 2.3 - A methodological framework for 


sampling optimization, accounting for cost and 


precision trade-offs.  


Task 2.4 - Agreeing on reference (or code) 


lists. 


 Improve the knowledge of the marine 


ecosystems. 


 


Interaction with WP3 


Task 3.2 Developing methodology for the 


collection of new data. 


 Improve the knowledge on data limited 


species/stocks. 


 


Interaction with WP3 


Task 3.2 Developing methodology for the 


collection of new data. 


 Improve collaboration and management 


between MS sharing the same resources (e.g. 


sampling and data analysis). 


 


Interaction with WP2 


Task 2.3 - A methodological framework for 


sampling optimization, accounting for cost and 


precision trade-offs.  


 Support to Marine Strategy Framework 


Directive (EC, 2008e) taking into account 


ecosystem- based considerations. 


 


Interaction with WP3 


Task 3.2 Developing methodology for the 


collection of new data. 


 Improvement of standardization and 


homogenization of data collection. 


 


Interactions with WP2 and WP4 


Task 2.1 - Identifying and agreeing on 


guidelines and best practice methodologies for 
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sampling, processing. 


WP4 - Guidelines for data quality checks at 


national and regional levels. 


 Improvement of data quality with a quality 


check carried out at regional level. 


 


Interactions with WP2 and WP4 


Task 2.2 - Assessing availability and quality of 


transversal data. 


Task 4.3 Implementing quality indicators.  


 Definition of simply/clear quality indicators. 


 


Interaction with WP4 


Task 4.3 Implementing quality indicators.  


 Consultation with end users to ensure that 


the definition of variables and the 


aggregation levels are in line with both end 


users and fisheries/scientist needs. 


 


Interactions with WP1, WP2 and WP3 


Task 1.2 - Inventory and analysis of the main 


existing tools developed so far in support of 


the existing DCF. 


Task 2.1 - Identifying and agreeing on 


guidelines and best practice methodologies for 


sampling, processing, analysing and managing 


biological data.  


Task 2.4 - Agreeing on reference (or code) 


lists. 


Task 3.1 - Identifying, in consultation with the 


relevant end users in the region, the exact data 


to be collected. 


 


Some procedures implemented under the mentioned WPs should be presented and evaluated 


for further implementation at regional level. The best scenario should be that at regional level, 


once identified the points for which there is a common understanding and agreement (e.g. 


data quality, sampling plan and methodologies, etc.), it should be necessary to set up regional 


working plans, or at least recommendations, which should be inserted and adopted by each 


country in the Annual Work Plan. All these issues (see text below) should be further 


investigated and addressed during the Regional Coordination meeting RCMMed&BS. 


 


- Biological data collection 


Up to now, a well-standardised fishery monitoring system is operating at regional level only 


for the scientific surveys, few fishery resources benefit from regional approach in place for 


the collection of biological variables.  


Following this issue, the outputs of the WP2 could provide guidelines and best practice for a 


regional sampling program for commercial fisheries and standard reference lists/codes. WP2 


is proposing a regional sampling program covering commercial fisheries, starting from 


methods and procedures in place within the different Mediterranean countries both for data 
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collection and for data management. This program should be oriented through the new CFP 


and end user inputs. WP2 also proposes a framework to optimise the sampling effort across 


stocks and countries, through an analysis of trade-offs between sample size and precision. 


Furthermore, WP3 is identifying a framework for a regional sampling program related to the 


collection of data (i.e. stomach content data and the incidental by catch of vulnerable species 


and discards) on fisheries impacts on the ecosystem, developing also methodology for the 


collection of these new fishery data.   


- Data quality 


From a regional perspective, the future challenges are focused on assuring data quality and 


improving data availability as well as end-user oriented collection. What is urgently needed 


for a successful implementation of a regional approach is the development of well-established 


fishery resources monitoring system and quality assured standardized tools in order to support 


data processing and reporting in the context of regional sampling activity. The main message 


for the future regional cooperation is that quality needs to be assured for all components (from 


planning statistically sampling, on allocating tasks between countries, including data 


archiving as well as methodologies to derive final estimates).  


The outputs of WP4 should assure procedures to assess the data quality, implementing also 


quality indicators, which are considered urgently needed for a successful implementation of a 


regional approach. WP4 should also identify possible bottlenecks in the existing approaches 


of checking data quality at national level, suggest minimum requirements for data quality 


checks, and identify procedures that would facilitate to assess the quality of the collected 


fisheries and biological data at regional level. 


All these inputs received from the other WPs could provide a good starting point for the 


future Mediterranean and Black sea regional coordination group (RCG). RCG should design 


and implement regional data collection schemes and establish well-documented quality 


assurance and control, which can be used and compared with agreed international standards.  


However, for some other identified topics, despite some measures have been already 


undertaken, the realization of the opportunities and elimination of the threats across the 


Region have not really happened especially for what concern the role of the end users and the 


regional database. 


- End users  


To support the regionalization of the fisheries management measures by adequate scientific 


advice at regional level, there is the need to further encourage cooperation between MSs in 


the area of data collection with an active participation of the main end-users in the Region. 


The involvement of end users, with their active participation in the regional coordination 


activities, is urgently needed in order to fully implement the data collection in the frame of a 


fully 'regional dimension'. Following this issue, synergies between both countries and final 


end users should be identified to increase efficiencies in data collection and management, and 


spread best practice.  


A major chance to address this issue could be associated with the role of the future regional 


coordination groups (RCG). 
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With the incoming of the new EU Regulation the roles and the work plans of the future 


regional groups, which should operate also in the Mediterranean and Black sea context, 


should be clearly defined. They need to design and implement regional data collection 


schemes and establish well-documented quality assurance and control, which can be used and 


compared with agreed international standards.  


- Regional database 


For the improvement and moving toward a regional data collection programmes a regional 


data base is a fundamental tool. Regional database would give the opportunity to have in 


place sampling programs based on statistically sound designs, data should be of known 


quality, and estimates should be produced in a transparent way. In order to fulfill the 


mentioned objectives, and as already agreed at Regional level, it is of paramount importance 


to the clearly defined role of the GFCM, as possible host of the Mediterranean and Black Sea 


regional database.   


Certainly to reach the above targets some risks could be identified:  


 it may take time to achieve these objectives;  


 end-user priorities should be clearly defined and ranked;  


 it should be ensured that data are needed;  


 there should be a clear analysis of cost/benefit;  


 tools need to be developed;  


 processes on methodology should be clearly described and delineated.  


 


All these issues could imply important burdens (both in terms of human resources and 


financials cost) for Member States. 
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8. Annex 1 


 


 


 


Task 1.1 - A SWOT analysis in order to develop inputs and suggestions for possible 


changes/improvements in the future regional coordination activities 


 


Platform of Evaluation/Discussion built to support the 


SWOT analysis 
 


Work Package 1: An analysis of the main coordination activities and tools developed so far in the region, in the context of the existing RCM 


(Reference: MARE/2014/19) 
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Main topics that 


have been 


addressed at 


regional level 


General comments 


by regional groups 


Gaps 


 


 


Steps already made at 


regional level 


 


Suggestions 


 


a) Biological data 


collection 


 


    


 


 


 


 


Sampling intensity 


 


 


 


 


 


The majority of biological data related 


to length, sex, maturity, weight and age, 


derive from national catch-sampling 


schemes.  


A regional sampling scheme has been 


fixed at regional level only for large 


pelagic species.  


In many countries, the sampling size of 


biological variables collected (e.g. 


number of specimens) has resulted both 


in under and over sampling (depending 


from the species). 


 


 


Consultations with GFCM and other 


main end-users.  


More regionalization is required. 


An adequate and appropriate sampling 


scale should be established at regional 


level. 


Within the regional context, a deeper 


exercise should be carried out in order 


to identify shared tasks to perform 


biological sampling of landings. 


For the metiers which are 


exploiting a shared stock 


and have been selected by 


the ranking system, the 


number of sampling trips 


by metier at the GSA level 


has been determined. 


For large pelagic species, a 


list with a minimum 


number of fish to be 


sampled, by each Member 


States, for metier-related 


variables (length) and 


stock related variables has 


been created. 


Increase the flexibility in the 


sampling methodology and 


sample size by delegating 


decisions on sampling levels at 


regional level. 


The sampling intensity shall be 


proportionate to the relative effort 


and variability in the catches of 


selected metier. 


MS should establish a minimum 


sampling effort, in accordance 


with a regional statistically 


sampling programme. A 


formalized and shared framework 


for sampling intensity definition. 
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Main topics that 


have been 


addressed at 


regional level 


General comments 


by regional groups 


Gaps 


 


 


Steps already made at 


regional level 


 


Suggestions 


 


 


 


Sampling intensity 


 


Improve coverage and 


optimisation of sampling across 


countries. 


Move towards the real needs of 


the region with a more 


collaborative decision-making.  


Regional agreement on merging 


metiers for sampling.  


MS should organize data 


collection, both at national and 


regional level, in order to ensure 


efficiency and quality. 


 


 


Aggregation level 


and definition of 


variables 


 


 


A lot of work for a common 


understanding and a correct definition 


of biological, economic and transversal 


variables has been carried out a regional 


level. Guidelines have been developed 


at EU level for storage and provision of 


metadata 


Standard variables (e.g. maturity scales 


established and agreed at regional level) 


as well coding and naming conventions 


for the metier list have been regionally 


Involvement of the end users. 


Integration and harmonization with 


other legislations (e.g. EU Regulations, 


GFCM Recommendations, etc. etc.). 


Harmonization in the 


reporting of data at:  


- metier level (e.g. metier 


reference list) 


- agreed maturity scales 


- discards template 


- species level (e.g. Group 


3 species) 


Consultation with end users to 


ensure that the definitions of 


variables and the aggregation 


levels are in line with fisheries 


managers/scientists needs. 


Improve harmonization of 


biological data collection among 


MS. 


Clear definitions of variables 


should be deeper investigated. 
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Main topics that 


have been 


addressed at 


regional level 


General comments 


by regional groups 


Gaps 


 


 


Steps already made at 


regional level 


 


Suggestions 


 


Aggregation level 


and definition of 


variables 


defined and are commonly used. 


 


A correct aggregation, and hence 


harmonisation at regional level, is 


crucial for an efficient data collection 


without duplication.  


 


Overview of agreements 


for landings abroad, 


concurrent sampling, 


merging of metiers for 


sampling, sampling 


intensities and data quality. 


Metier sampling 


approach 


The DCF requires the collection of 


biological data for a pool of species, 


present in the catches/ landings of main 


national metiers (DCF Level 6) 


identified using a ranking system 


according to landings, value or effort 


values.  


At regional level a good exercise (i.e. 


ranking system) has been performed to 


identify for the whole Mediterranean 


and for the Black Sea the main metiers. 


In addition, RCMMed&BS has 


requested several times to MS to 


investigate the accuracy of the 


geographical origin of landings and 


effort data, for identifying by GSA all 


metiers exercised by their fleet. 


However, not all MS have provided the 


necessary information. 


Metiers have been proved not always to 


be considered the most appropriate 


sampling strata. 


All data requested by end-users, with 


few exceptions for JRC, are not 


requested at metier level. 


The main end users (GFCM, EU, 


ICCAT) do not focalise their attention 


on the metier but on the stocks. 


Not always the most updated set of data, 


at metier level, is available to perform 


the ranking system 


Ranking system exercise,  


following regional 


harmonisation of the 


metiers at level 6 


(according to Appendix 


VII of Dec. Com. 


2010/93), for the whole 


Mediterranean and for the 


Black Sea 


Metiers reference list 


established at the regional 


level 


Take into consideration alternative 


sampling stratification.  


Metier should be maintained only 


for aggregating data after they 


have been collected.  


Sampling for some important 


metier should be defined within 


region. Criteria to define those 


metiers should be established at 


regional level. 
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Main topics that 


have been 


addressed at 


regional level 


General comments 


by regional groups 


Gaps 


 


 


Steps already made at 


regional level 


 


Suggestions 


Task-sharing 


At regional level only in few cases (i.e. 


black sea, gulf of Lions) tasks and 


sampling requirements by MS have 


been allocated. For metiers exploring 


shared demersal and small pelagic 


stocks, attempts were annually made for 


assigning a minimum number of trips to 


each MS concerned. However, the 


required data were not always available 


for the assignment, and the relevant 


metiers were not always selected for 


sampling by the MS concerned. 


 The number of samples to be taken by 


the relevant Member States concerning 


metier- and stock-related variables for 


large pelagic has been calculated at the 


regional level  


The DCF encourage the collection of 


data through collaboration and task 


sharing between MS and this collection 


is not always coordinated and 


standardize at regional level.  


More collaboration between MS 


Missing information on stocks shared 


by different GSAs/countries and/or by 


other non-EU countries 


Templates with the metiers 


exploiting shared stocks, 


for demersal and small 


pelagic species.  


Templates for large pelagic 


species, with the minimum 


number of fish to be 


sampled, by each Member 


States (both for metier-


related variables and stock 


related variables). 


A proposal for task sharing 


for ageing purposes. 


When resources are shared, 


regional sampling plans should be 


better defined. Allocation of 


sampling effort should be based 


on regional sampling designs. 


For exploited shared 


species/stocks a regional 


collaboration is required when 


carrying out both sampling and 


data analysis. 


Collaboration between MS 


sharing the same resource should 


be improved. 


Improve the agreement among 


countries, for sampling vessel 


operating and landing in different 


GSAs. 


 


Discards 


approach 


 


 


The creation of a regional view of the 


discard sampling programmes, 


identification of gaps and discrepancies 


for optimising the spatial, time and 


metiers coverage has been an useful 


instrument.  


 


The creation of the table on discards 


Biggest uncertainties in catch data are 


related to biases in discard estimates 


(i.e. misreporting, refusal to take 


observers on board, inadequate 


sampling scheme etc.)  


Reference table on discards 


metadata (prepared during 


the RCMMed&BS). 


For the purposes of optimizing the 


spatial-temporal coverage of the 


data collection, it is important to 


update the discards sampling 


program and the table on discards 


data in order to provide missing 


information regarding the non-


sampling of certain metier.  
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Main topics that 


have been 


addressed at 


regional level 


General comments 


by regional groups 


Gaps 


 


 


Steps already made at 


regional level 


 


Suggestions 


 


Discards 


approach 


metadata (prepared at regional level) 


has optimized the coverage for the 


collection of such data. 


The implementation of the landing 


obligation (Article 15 of Regulation 


(EU) 1380/2013) is expected to modify 


the discard rates of the relevant fisheries 


and may cause problems in 


implementing on-board sampling 


programmes.  


b) Quality 


requirements, 


handling and 


availability of 


biological data 


 


    


 


Quality assurance 


 


 


Quality targets are defined in the form 


of coefficient of variation (CV) to be 


obtained for different variables (i.e. 


length, sex, maturity etc.), which are 


estimated through non census sampling. 


  


The collection of biological data 


produces data that enables the 


Coefficient of variation (CV) is 


considered poor indicator for quality.  


 


 


 


All the target CV values associated to 


Assess the CVs of the 


length frequency 


distributions for shared 


stocks (demersal and small 


pelagic) at the GSA level. 


 


Assess the CV of large 


The usefulness of CV, as a quality 


indicator, has been deeply 


investigated and discussed, 


following these outputs other 


methodologies should be 


investigated both at regional and 


national level. 
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Main topics that 


have been 


addressed at 


regional level 


General comments 


by regional groups 


Gaps 


 


 


Steps already made at 


regional level 


 


Suggestions 


 


 


Quality assurance 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


production of sound scientific advice 


and contributes to better fisheries policy 


making. So, it is essential that the 


quality of data is well known when it is 


used for analysis by end-users because 


management actions based on poor data 


should be avoided.  


 


 


the collection of the biological variables 


(i.e. length, weight, sex etc.) are 


questionable. Those values are mainly 


arbitrary choices and are not based on 


any pre-analyses or advice.  


The requested target precisions were 


never or rarely achieved, or if achieved, 


this has implied a lot of effort. Target 


precisions have been criticised for 


several reasons, including, for example, 


that estimation of precision is only 


meaningful if sampling is carried out 


according to basic principles of random 


sampling, which the present DCF does 


not provide. 


At present, CV is applied to the 


aggregated data for given species. When 


applied to metier-related data, the fleet 


segment is not discriminated for and 


thus the different characteristics of the 


individual metiers are not explored. 


pelagic for length. Should be defined simple quality 


indicators. 


Quality should be improved by 


introducing procedures that follow 


best practice methods and increase 


transparency on methods used. 


Statistically sound sampling 


programmes should be 


implemented.  


Quality targets should be assessed 


in collaboration with the end-


users. 


Quality control 


Quality cross check is mainly done at 


national level. Cooperation at regional 


level, by different countries, has been 


performed in very few occasions. 


What is urgently needed for a successful 


Discrepancies with other sources (e.g. 


Eurostat, Fleet register) should be 


carefully investigated. 


No quality check/control at Regional 


 


Improve the quality control by 


MS. 


 Quality procedures should be 


checked both at national and at 
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Main topics that 


have been 


addressed at 


regional level 


General comments 


by regional groups 


Gaps 


 


 


Steps already made at 


regional level 


 


Suggestions 


implementation of a regional approach 


is the development of quality assured 


standardised tools and algorithms to 


support data processing and reporting in 


the context of regional sampling plans 


based on statistically sound sampling. 


Regional sampling plans may also 


imply that means for more effective 


communications need to be developed. 


level. regional level.  


 Common IT tools on quality 


control may be developed/applied 


through common databases. 


Clarify the definitions and 


calculations of statistical 


indicators for quality assessment 


should be further analysed.  


Guidelines for data quality 


assessment methods for Non-


Probability sampling and 


representativeness in case of low 


response rates should be further 


investigated. 


 


Use of the data 


 


 


 


 


MS are, in accordance with 199/2008, 


obliged to submit detailed and 


aggregated data, not only to 


organisations supporting the fisheries 


management, but also to the scientific 


community upon request. Till now, data 


collected under the DCF has been used 


by different end users including several 


EU projects, international organizations, 


and researchers. The use of these data 


constitutes a powerful possibility to 


increase the overall knowledge of 


fisheries and fish stocks both at national 


Difficulties in getting access to MS 


data.  


 


 


The assessment of some stocks suffers 


from data deficiencies (i.e. absence and 


data quality), the degree of which varies 


from stock to stock.   


 


The level of detail of the 


requested data should be set at 


national and regional level taking 


into consideration the needs of the 


main end users. 


 


Common codification should be 


used when exchanging DCF data, 


following the specifications 


agreed at regional level. 
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Main topics that 


have been 


addressed at 


regional level 


General comments 


by regional groups 


Gaps 


 


 


Steps already made at 


regional level 


 


Suggestions 


Use of the data and regional level. 


Not all variables currently collected 


under DCF have been used/required by 


end-users in the region (e.g. most of the 


effort variables). 


 


Development of a regional 


database will contribute to the use 


of data. 


The variables to be collected 


should be decided following 


consultation with main RFMOs in 


the region. 


 


 


Data call 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Data call 


Main Regional end users are GFCM, 


EU and ICCAT. At present MS have to 


process numerous data calls, usually in 


different formats and requested at 


different levels of aggregation. 


At Regional level data-call, in order to 


carry out common exercise during both 


RCMMed&BS-LP and PGMed, has 


been defined. This data call should 


avoid differences in reporting data. 


The dates and timelines for data-calls in 


the Mediterranean are currently not all 


formally defined within the regulation. 


Harmonising data formats and the 


scheduling of data calls with the 


regional end users. 


Different formats and degree of 


aggregation by the different calls 


require additional work. 


 


Difficulties in answering in due time 


and promptly to all the request of data. 


 


Respect of legal provisions to deliver 


data calls. 


Data calls prepared by the 


chairs of PGMED and 


RCM MED&BS-LP 


 


Standardisation of formats and 


aggregation levels of the different 


data calls from end-users (e.g. 


GFCM, JRC, RCM-PGMED etc.) 


would simplify the issue. An 


attempt to harmonise the format of 


data calls could be made to 


optimize the work of member 


states. 


 


Avoid duplication and overlaps of 


requested data for different calls. 


One coordinated data call could 


take place each year and the same 


data set could be used by all the 


end users.  







Evaluation template 
 


53 


 


Main topics that 


have been 


addressed at 


regional level 


General comments 


by regional groups 


Gaps 


 


 


Steps already made at 


regional level 


 


Suggestions 


The same template and data 


format should be applied each 


year. 


Development of a regional 


database will improve the 


transmission of requested data. 


More actively consultation with 


end users 


Clarification, and potentially 


simplification of the variables to 


be collected should be carried out.  


Effort to collect data that are not 


used should be avoided. 


c) Regional 


database 
   


 


General issues 


The issue of regional database has been 


discussed several times and a general 


agreement has been met:: a common 


database and a more centralised 


processing of data would greatly 


increase the overall effectiveness of the 


DCF.  


A steering committee of the database, 


Governance model for the regional 


database.   


Identification of the body responsible 


for development of data processing 


features within the database and 


governance. 


The creation of the 


Steering Committee  


 


A regional database will facilitate 


the evaluation of MS 


implementation, and will support 


the work of the regional meetings 


in planning statistically sampling, 


allocating tasks and to assess 


quality at regional level. 


There’s the need to clearly 
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Main topics that 


have been 


addressed at 


regional level 


General comments 


by regional groups 


Gaps 


 


 


Steps already made at 


regional level 


 


Suggestions 


with roles, responsibilities and tasks 


already identified, has been created at 


regional level. The steering committee 


should be responsible for strategic 


planning, operational and technical 


issues and should also provide 


continuous feed-back to the regional 


coordination meetings. 


Needs to establish confidentiality rules. 


Who is the host of the regional 


database? 


identify the host. 


Revision of data definition 


Need to benefit from experience 


from other areas Need to define 


the formats. Need to define 


variables and the level of data 


aggregation. (Or is it too 


specific?) 


 


d) End users (role 


and data needs) 
    


General issues 


Not always an active participation of 


different end users (e.g. GFCM and 


ICCAT) to the regional coordination 


activities has been noticed. 


 


Involvement of the end users is poor.  


Feedback from end users is poor. 


The main end users 


(GFCM, ICCAT) are 


annually invited to the 


RCM Med&BS-LP, and 


their feedback on data 


collection issues is 


reviewed.  


The role of the end user should be 


better integrated during the 


different phases of the process: 


from the collection to the analysis 


of the data. 


End users should be required to 


provide their data requests on the 


basis of a set of criteria such as 


need and relevance, impacts, 


feasibility, methods and costs. 


A clear feedback should be 


provided by the end users to 
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Main topics that 


have been 


addressed at 


regional level 


General comments 


by regional groups 


Gaps 


 


 


Steps already made at 


regional level 


 


Suggestions 


identify problems in data 


transmission. 


 


Harmonisation 


EU DCF and 


GFCM 


 


 


 


Harmonisation 


EU DCF and 


GFCM 


GFCM does not follow the metier 


approach but biological data are 


requested, through task 1.5, at level of 


“operational units” which means a re-


aggregation of metier data from the 


DCF. 


Feedback from GFCM is poor. 


Involvement of GFCM in the DCF 


process. 


The DCF concept of a metier is 


different from the concept of GFCM 


operational unit  


 


 


Data collection processes should 


be more compatible.  


Feedback should be provided by 


the GFCM in order to identify 


problems in data transmission and 


to avoid possible gaps created by 


uncoordinated specifications.  


 


Identified, by GFCM, the 


priorities of the data (e.g. species, 


fishing activities etc.) needed to 


support regional assessment and 


advisory needs. 
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Executive summary 


The accessibility and availability of data is a central aspect of data collection regulations. Data is used in 
a variety of ways: from resource evaluation, to planning, monitoring and control activities. The variety 
of uses implies that data can be requested at different levels of temporal, technical and spatial 
aggregation.  


Deliverable 1.2 aims at evaluating the characteristics and outputs of the main òtoolsó developed so far 
for a correct implementation of the DCF in the Mediterranean Region. The idea behind these òtoolsó is 
to improve the quality of DCF data collection schemes. Here tools are examined to verify if they are 
sufficiently documented (methods, quality controls etc.), accessible, usable.  


The analysis has followed the steps below synthetized. 


1. Review of the current situation at national and supra-national level in relation to data storage, 
transmission, quality control and dissemination. 


2. Inventory of the available tools. 


3. Assessment of the tools against a number of aspects: efficiency, usability, dissemination, diffusion, 
adaptations in relation to regionalization and bio-economic integration, accessibility, coherence with 
DCF. 


The analysis has been performed taking into consideration the works carried out by the different EU 
fora (RCMs, PGMed, PGCCDBS, Regional Database Steering Committee), by the end users working 
groups operating in the Mediterranean region (i.e. GFCM). 


In order to collate and to examine the tools present in the region but also the need of additional tools, 
the analysis was based on: 


- a review of reports from the Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF) 
and the relevant STECF Experts Working Groups (EWG), from the LIAISON meeting, from the 
General Fisheries Commission of the Mediterranean (GFCM), from the Regional Coordination 
Meetings, from the Planning Groups for Methodological Development (PGMed), from MEDIT and 
MEDIAS reports; 


- a review of National Programs and Annual Reports;  


- an ad hoc questionnaire sent to main actors such as RCMs and PG groups chairs, National Focal 
Points, GFCM secretariat and other Regional Fisheries Management Organizations (RFMOs), JRC, and 
DG MARE. A questionnaire (Annex 1) was sent to 38 stakeholders and 12 questionnaires were 
received.  


The questionnaire was uploaded on the web platform of the project that allows a compilation through 
the web page. Although the questionnaires were sent to National Correspondents, in some cases they 
distribute them to other national institutions working on DCF, thus giving a more detailed picture of 
the existing tools. 


All Member States in the Mediterranean and Black Sea Region have developed DataBases of various 
complexities to store and process the data. Some of these databases represent good applications for 
uploading, checking and disseminating the fisheries data. Some others are still under implementation. 


There are wide divergences in data storage systems and data transmission across Member States, and IT 
systems within and between Member States are generally not compatible. Documentation of the 
databases is often incomplete. Improving interoperability of databases within and across Member States 
would increase the efficiency of data sharing.  


The development of IT systems at regional level would greatly simplify data provision to end-users and 
to the broader public by providing a single access point to DCF data. Ensuring data availability through 
better interconnection of IT systems would reduce workload and costs for Member States, while 
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offering data users the opportunity to use data in the format, at the timing and at the aggregation level 
they need. 


Although Member States apply quality control procedures to the data they collect, the levels of control 
and methods used vary enormously between Member States that have not implemented formal quality 
assurance procedures. On the basis of the analysis performed it is evident that a large number of quality 
controls are run with different software tools.  


However, quality reporting and dissemination of such reports, is limited and fragmented. There are no 
standards for fisheries data quality reporting shared by supra-national institutions.  


This context shows that although a far reaching quality control exists, further standardization should be 
achieved and the most efficient software tools implementing commonly agreed validation rules should 
be shared among Member States and supra-national institutions. Generally, quality control in the region 
should be improved e.g. through setting minimum standards, or by following standards such as the EU 
Statistics Code of Practice, formalizing procedures and by having methodologies reviewed by national 
statistical institutes. Standard formats proposed in D2.2 of this project and tested in D2.5 represent a 
step forward as the tools for data conformity checks developed in D4.2. 


Synergies between Member States should be found to increase efficiencies in data collection and 
management and spread best practice e.g. sharing IT tools. Sharing tasks that require very specific 
knowledge, such as statistical programming, is also recommended. This results is also linked with the 
short and medium terms actions identified in D2.1. 


Such IT development would also enable automation to a large extent of the verification of Member 
States compliance with their obligations to collect and make available DCF data. This may include 
automatic checks regarding quality of data, timeliness of data submission and coverage which would 
greatly simplify and speed up the whole compliance process for all stakeholders involved, as well as 
improving quality by mitigating at minimum any human-errors. 


 


  







MARE/2014/19 Strengthening regional cooperation in the area of fisheries data collection in the  
Mediterranean and Black Sea 


5 
 


 


1. Introduction  


Deliverable D.1.2 has been developed in the framework of WP1: òAn analysis of the main coordination 
activities and tools developed so far in the region, in the context of the existing RCM, focusing on achievements and 
failures and identifying areas of improvements.ó with the task of  evaluating the characteristics and outputs of 
the main òtoolsó developed so far in the Mediterranean Region for a correct implementation of the 
DCF. 


The idea behind these òtoolsó is to improve the quality of DCF data collection. Through the analysis 
presented in this report, the tools are examined understanding their specific characteristics, evaluate the 
progress, if any, and possibly screen the applicability and functionality in the region. 


Tools are examined to verify if they are sufficiently documented (methods, quality controls etc.), 
accessible, usable, flexible.  


In synthesis, the present analysis is based on three steps: 


1. Review of the current situation at national and supra-national level in relation to data storage, 
transmission, quality control and dissemination. 


2. Inventory of all tools. 


3. Assessment of the tools against a number of aspects: efficiency, usability, dissemination, diffusion, 
adaptations in relation to regionalization and bio-economic integration, accessibility, coherence with 
DCF and new proposal. 


 


  













































































































































































