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I General framework


This Annual Report is based on the Romanian National Program for Collection of Fisheries Data for 2012. The Annual Report has been prepared according to the Guidelines version 2013 for the submission of Annual Report under the framework Council Regulation (EC) 199/2008, and implementing Commission Regulation (EC) 665/2008 and Commission Decision 2010/93/EU, which intended to help Member States (MS) in producing Technical Report that contain all the necessary information for evaluation by the Sub-group on Research Needs (SGRN) of the Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee on Fisheries (STECF) and the European Commission (EC).


The aim of this document is to give an overview of what has been achieved in 2012. Materials and comments are arranged by Module section of the DCF, and being presented what has been achieved by Romania in fulfilment of requirements of the DCF, the reasons for any deviation from the plan or non-conformity in the Annual Report with the provisions of the DCF.

II National data collection organisation

II A National correspondent and participating institutes

1 National correspondent


The National Agency for Fisheries and Aquaculture (NAFA) is designated for the implementation of the National Data Collection Programme 2011-2013 (NDCP 2011-2013), Mr. Constantin Stroie being the national correspondent: Str. Transilvaniei nr. 2, Sector 1, Bucuresti, ROMANIA; tel. (40)021 634 44 29, (40) 021 634 44 30, fax: (40)021 332 61 32, e-mail: constantin.stroie@anpa.ro.                      


Conforming to the Law no. 317/2009, NAFA has attributions on making proposals and implementing the national strategy for fisheries and aquaculture and exercising his functions on main following domains, as follows: 

- fishing quotas policy;


- conducting of FFR;


- licensing and authorising all fishing activities, aquaculture, processing fish and fishing products units;


- conducting of aquaculture and processing units register;


- managing the all processes concerning the natural fish stocks recovering;


- collecting and managing of statistical system for data collected in fisheries;


- coordinating and monitoring the activities of fisheries and aquaculture, issuing the rowels organising fishing sites, including “Fisheries Inspection”;


- issuing criteria to recognise the organizations and/ associations of fishermen and of the producers on aquaculture, processing of fish and fish products.


We must to specify the fact that in the end of the year NAFA was removed from the provious ministry subordination (Ministry for Agriculture and Rural Development) and puted on the subordination of the Ministry for Environment and Climate Change have the head quarters in Bucharest at the new address as indicated above, based on Emergency Government Ordinance 96/22.12.2012.
2 Participating institutes

The same participants like in 2011 have been involved also - two research institutes, participating institutes; the programme being designed and implemented together with this participating institutes. So, we must to reitaerate the same things, as follows:

- National Institute for Marine Research and Development “Grigore Antipa” (NIMRD)

- NIMRD body governed by public law, research institution in subordination of the National Institute of Research and Development for Environmental Protection from Ministry of Education, Research, Youth and Sports of Romania:
B-dul Mamaia Nr. 300

Constanta, ROMANIA;

tel. (40)0241 543288, (40) 0241540870

fax: (40)0241831274, e-mail: office@alpha.rmri.ro; http://www.rmri.ro. 


NIMRD is the most important public body in the marine research, acting since more than 40 years in the field of marine research, especially in the Black Sea waters. It is participating in the specialized meetings of General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean and Black Sea doing the all scientific activities on the Romanian Black Sea waters concerning the evaluation of the main important stocks, issuing overall studies on the methods of fishing and having his own data base of all aspects of Romanian marine fisheries.


The main activity of the institute includes fundamental, applied and technological development research in the fields of oceanography, marine and coastal engineering, ecology and environmental protection, as well as of the management of living resources in the Black Sea and other ocean areas, in order to fulfil the national and international requirements of the Romanian EEZ at the Black Sea and the obligations assumed by Romania as a part of international conventions in those fields.


In the NDPC 2011-2013, NIMRD Constanta, is involved in the following activities:


- evaluation of the fishing sector


- data collection and processing  on economic variables;


- data collection and processing on metier related variables;


- data collection and processing on recreational fisheries;


- data collection and processing on stock  related variables;


- data collection and processing on transversal variables;


- research surveys at sea; 


- evaluation of effects of the fishing sector on the marine ecosystem;


- management and use of data;


- participation with specialists in the co-ordination meetings, planning groups on data collection, planning groups on surveys at sea and stock assessment working groups.
- Institute for Research – Development for Aquatic Ecology, Fisheries and Aquaculture – Galati (IRDFAEFA), in subordination of Sciences for Agriculture and Forestry Academy of Romania:

Str. Portului nr. 54, Galati, ROMANIA

tel. (40)0236 416914, 0730066721; fax: (40)0236 414 270; e-mail: icdeapa@icdeapa.ro.


IRDAEFA is the scientific body in Romania specialized in all kind of studies for the aquaculture: technologies of growth, nurseries etc. They have a data base which could be used as a helpful source on NPDC 2011-2013 and involving their specialists (scientific staff) well trained and qualified.


IRDAEFA Galati in the NP 2011-2013, is involved in the following activities:

1. Evaluation of aquaculture sector and processing industry;

2. Data collection and processing  on economic variables;

3. Data collection and processing on transversal variables;

4. Coordinate the teams for collecting the necessary information for informational system assuring a specialized team for;

5. Development and redesign of Data Base system and associated software;
6. Implementing new features as analyses and observations result;
7. Development of Data Base  system security;
8. Sampling and handling of data;

      9.  Participation with specialists in the co-ordination meetings, planning groups on data collection.
In 2012 the National Coordination Meeting was splitted in two sessions for the both participating institutes:

The first meeting for marine data fishery was organised and conducted by Mr. Radu Gheorghe in the NIMRD Constanta on 31st of August, 2012 in the presence of the scientists’ team members and national correspondent. The main issues, in brief are as follows:

- Economic variables: the data are in way of collection, the completion of this process is expected to be in the first half of the next year depending on the balance-sheets of operators; the process will be completed in a timely way; data will be compiled so that the annual technical Report will be release without any delay;

- Transversal variables and biological variables (métier-related variables) for fisheries are collected in the same way of last year ensuring the continuity of data collected for multi-annual series and for the sound and robust analysis respecting the provisions of the DCF; the collection process is planed and realized to achieve the requirements of international standards harmonization according to all data listed in the respective appendix of the EU Decision 93/2010; 

- Special attention was paid by the participants for the recommendations made in:


-  Regional coordinating Meeting RO-BG, January 2009/Sofia and - February 2010/Bucharest;


- RCMMed and BS - May 2010, Varna, and May 2011, Liubliana, as well as the recommendations discussed to be approved on the RCMMed and BS-2012 July/Madrid;


- SGRN Report 09-04;


- STECF economic Report - Athens 2011; 


- Report by STECF – Naples 2011; 


- PGECON – 2012 – Salerno/Italy;


- Group Reports of the planning for marine expeditions;


- Group Reports for stocks evaluation, MEDAIS and MEDITS.


- The most important problem raised during the meeting was related to the pelagic trawl surveys, which is in the responsibility of NAFA Bulgaria: the first pelagic survey didn’t been achieved by BG part. In order to avoid the missing of data for Romania multi annual series it was discussed the possibility to execute the second pelagic survey after the execution of the second demeresal trawl survey – but informing accordingly EU/DG MARE in case that (and it is obviously that this pelagic survey has few chances to be executed – as per no information from BG part – either NAFA or research institute). This solution rose after a big debate – considering the above mentioned uncertainties – will be applied, as a last possibility after exchange of mails/letter with NAFA BG and DG MARE. The expenditure occurred with the execution of this surveys will be in the BG account (not paid by BG in the coverage of the expenses incurred for the previous surveys – in the last years). This problem will be communicated, in case of repeating of such event, to the EU Commission.

The national correspondent appreciated the efforts on fulfilling of the obligations under the National Program, agreed with the solution for the execution of the surveys, highlighting the necessity to ensure the continuity for data series for Romania. 

Considering the issues of data transmission no delay has been reported in the responses to data end users. 

The second was held in Galati for IRDAEFA (ICDEAPA Galati) problems related to aquaculture and processing data collection issues on 25/26.10.2012 attended by the National correspondent for DCF – Stroie Constantin and the team of Galati Institute coordinated by Mrs. Talpes Marilena – Scientific Secretary of the research institute. The main issue underlined is the confidentiality principle, base on which the stakeholders involved in aquaculture and processing sectors release with big difficulties the data requested by questionnaire. It was stressed the fact that the data from the annexes in EU Decision 93/2010 collected are used to make estimations for the both sectors as per the method illustrated in the relevant chapters of Annual Technical Report. The main issues discussed are as follows:

- The participants discussed on the recommendations of the following STECF and experts groups, namely:

- RCMMed&BS – July 2012 - Madrid – less recommendations are envisaged by this meeting, but it was observed the continuity should be applied in collection of data as established in Regional Coordination Meeting for the Mediterranean and Black Sea-2010-Varna, and May 2011 – Liubliana;

- STECF economic Report - Athens 2011 – the recommendations referring to the aquaculture and processing;

- PGECON – 2012 – Salerno/Italy.

- It was stressed, as general aspect and in summary of the debates, that the data as listed in the appendix of EU Decision 93/2010, are introduce in the questionnaire; there are no problems in terms of respecting the needs of collection process’s; a slightly delay is envisaged for processing units – due to the fact that the actual legal provisions are not imposing any obligations to the owners of a such companies to release data, specially for economic profile of their activity;

- The same problem of money transfer with delay that should be avoided, and not like in the previous years, was the most important problem in the normal activity for data collection.

- The data base is up-dated with the processed data for the last years.

- No delays were reported in data transmission to the end users.

The national correspondent appreciated the efforts of the research team in order to respect the provisions of basic regulation and explained the aspect related to money transfer that is not exclusively at NAFA decisional level, but is a matter of budgetary allocations should be granted by the ministry, especially the financial one, in order to respect the targets of budgetary deficit for each year, namely 2012. The hope is to have also the needed money paid without delay, like it was the case for the advanced payment.

II B Regional and International coordination

II B 1 Attendance of International meetings


From a total number of meetings set in 2012, Romania participated in over 62% of them- corresponding to Table II.B1. These were meetings such as: 

- National Correspondents Meetings;
- Regional Data Base for Med&BS Meeting (Nov. 2012, Rome);

- RCM for the Mediterranean & Black Sea (Madrid, July, 2012);

- Regional database steering group meeting - Med&BS Regional data Base, Rome, December 2012;

- Planning Group on Commercial Catches, Discards and Biological Sampling [PGCCDBS] Plenary meeting & Planning Group for the Mediterranean [PGMED] Plenary meeting (Rome, 30 January-3 February);

- Coordination meeting for MEDITS (Mediterranean Demersal Trawl Surveys) Working Group (Slovenia, 5-9 March);

- Coordination meeting for MEDIAS (Pan Mediterranean Survey for Small Pelagics) (Malta, March);

- Workshop on Age Reading of horse mackerel, Mediterranean horse mackerel and blue jack mackerel [WKARHOM] (Lisbon, 23-27 April);

- Working group on stock assessment of small pelagics in the Mediterranean, Split, November 2012;

- Working group on stock assessment of demersal species in the Mediterranean, Split, November 2012.

A relative low participation was recorded in GFCM meetings because of poor communications with the institutions involved and the overlapping of several events in the same period of time.
Some of these meetings overlapped with surveys at sea and scientists could not participate. We must mention, as it is stated at the national Coordination meeting, the issue of the financing of participants does not depend on optimal exclusively by NAFA, nor of the Ministry of Agriculture but on the general economic situation is due, so that the budget allocated (submitted in the annual provisions) is exclusively by the Ministry of finance. The cuts of the programmed expenditures (as approved by the EC through the financial Decision) at national levels, especially those related to “travel expenses”, are contributing to this low level on the achievement of the eligible programmed foreign meetings – as presented in the budget execution. We strongly hope that in the next year this aspect will be avoided, taking into account the regional level should be applied for the activities coordination, GFCM needs and requests on the participation to the EC meetings on the DCF and for national correspondents. 

It is obviously that the cuts are not in relation with the desire and the engagement of NAFA, as stated in the Programme and in the budget for 2012, but it is only depending on the money availabilities from the national budget allocations, only.        

So, to a large extent, the situation was repeated as in previous years.

Despite the no attendance of international meetings on DCF, in the implementation of the Programme, the three participants followed – up the regional and international recommendations, as per various informing mails received through national correspondent from relevant bodies.
II B 2 Follow-up of regional and international recommendations

The main recommendations made by the 2010, 2011and 2012 RCMMed&BS meetings plus the comments made by the Liaison meetings are listed below. A follow-up of the main recommendations of the last RCMMed&BS meetings, as well as the relevant comments of the Liaison Meetings (LM).
ROLE OF THE RCM

RCMMed&BS 2010 recommendation regarding the “Member States participation to DCF
meetings”.
Because of the necessity to coordinate task sharing in both fishing grounds Black sea and Mediterranean region, RCMMed&BS addressed the problem of effective regional coordination with the absence of several Member States (in this particular case the Group refers to Greece, Malta and Cyprus). The non attendance to the DCF meetings (i.e. RCMMed&BS, PGMed, Surveys working groups) may affect negatively also the work of all the other MS.

RCMMed&BS recall the importance of the DCF Meetings at Regional level (especially the RCMMed&BS) and stresses the participation in the future meetings of all MS.

RCMMed&BS reminded MS that its annual meeting is the only eligible opportunity for MS to meet, discuss and propose ways of cooperation and task sharing on all the fields of the DCF and propose ways in case of always possible happening difficulties. The chair reminds that all MS should attend the annual regional meeting. RCMMed&BS Group will encourage all MS to participate and contribute towards the regional coordination progress.

Liaison meeting comment:

LM would like to recall that MS participation in the relevant RCMs is mandatory.

Furthermore, LM considers that RCMs should continue their efforts in inviting third countries with fisheries in the relevant regions. 

Follow-up of the recommendation

Compared to 2010 in 2011 the situation was much improved. But do to the late payment of the 50 % advanced contribution of the EC and the Romanian authorities, in frame of NP2012 the level of participation at International meetings was not optimum. A low participation was recorded in GFCM meetings because of poor communications with the institutions involved and the overlapping of several events in the same period of time. Despite the no attendance in some of international meetings on DCF, in the implementation of the Programme, the three participants followed – up the regional and international recommendations, as per various informing mails received through national correspondent from relevant bodies. 

RCMMed&BS 2010 recommendation regarding the “Economist participation to DCF meetings”:

Considering the tasks that should be addressed by economists in RCM, and that economics is a mandatory part of the NP, the RCMMed&BS recommends the attendance of economists from all the MS in future meetings of the RCM MED&BS. MS should ensure the attendance of their national economists.

The RCMMed&BS recommends way forward to formalize the role of economists including, for example, consideration of appointing Chairperson for RCM Economist Sub-groups and establishing ToRs for those Sub-groups; and establishing effective links between the various groups dealing with economic variables.

Liaison meeting comment:

The LM noted the problem of poor participation by economists in the RCMs. Economists

from all MS should attend the RCM on Supra regional level. The commitment of economists in the DCF work is limited. One of the problems is that the pool of fisheries economists is small. LM stress the role of the economists in the RCM is to ensure the linkages between biological and economical data collection. LM would ask the Commission to ensure that DCF issues are within the remit of SGECA and to make sure that SGECA is taking care of DCF related issues. LM recommends that SGECA nominate a person to represent SGECA in the RCM and this person could lead the group and represent the Economists subgroup in the remaining RCMs. LM notes that the economists register their frustration with the situation.

Follow-up of the recommendation

Romania, through National Correspondent which is an economist, participates in most of DCF meetings. 

On the role of RCM
RCM Med&BS 2012 Recommendation

Considering the increased regional tasks and power of the RCMs under the EU MAP for data collection for 2014-2020, RCM Med& BS recommends that the current structure of the RCMs (i.e. the inclusion of national correspondents, economists and biologists) remains the same. The Group further recommends that PGMed continues functioning under the umbrella of the RCM Med& BS.
Follow-up actions needed

-

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

DGMARE, LM, RCM Med&BS

Time frame (Deadline

Before the new DCMAP

Follow-up of the recommendation

In these meetings Romania tries to cover all three categories of perssonel involved in DCF.

ECONOMIC ISSUES

RCMMed&BS 2010 recommendation regarding the “Clustering of fleet segments”:
Further work should be undertaken at a regional level, through the RCMs. The RCMMed&BS recognizing that the clustering procedure, when performed, must strictly follow the statistical methodology. The guidance drawn up by SGECA, setting out the different approaches, should be followed.

Liaison meeting comment:

LM endorses the recommendation as SGECA provided guidance already. For the second part, clarification will be sought in SGRN June 2010.

Follow-up of the recommendation

In Romania the clustering procedure follow the statistical methodology.

RCMMed&BS 2010 recommendation regarding the “Common methods to ensure consistency and comparability of all economic variables”:

The RCMMed&BS recommends that MSs perform checks on the quality of their data and that further work be undertaken before RCMs in order to facilitate the recommended comparability checks within regions.

Liaison meeting comment:

LM endorses/supports the need for these quality checks.

Follow-up of the recommendation

In this year, Romania gives all information regarding the quality and level of precision of data.

RCMMed&BS 2010 recommendation regarding the “Development of indicators of accuracy and precision”:

The RCMMed&BS recommends that the proposed study to harmonize quality reporting be undertaken. In particular, a detailed methodology for non probability sampling must be proposed. In addition to the ToRs proposed by SGECA 2009-02, RCMMed&BS recommends to evaluate the methodological reports and check the practice of MSs related to the types of data collection. Furthermore, the subgroup proposes more detailed information on how MSs calculate the quality indicator (CV) in their NP.

Liaison meeting comment:

LM endorses/supports the development of these indicators.

Follow-up of the recommendation

- In the national Program, the clustering procedures when performed following the statistical methodology;

- The reliability/control of data accuracy by comparing it with other sources, as a statistic rule, is accomplished by crosschecking control between based documents – demanded at the range of regional branch - by local inspectors and the person special assign with data centralization;
- The analytical analyze have been used to check for data quality issues.
Economic variables: Level of data aggregation

RCMMed&BS 2011Recommendation: RCM is aware that utility will be much better if economic data are collected at GSA level but, there are methodological issues that need to be addressed first, in order to allocate costs to different sub-areas. RCM recommends SGECA (EWG 11-18) to address these methodological issues and to propose appropriate procedures.

Follow-up actions needed - Specific ToRs to be included in next SGECA meeting.

Responsible persons for follow-up actions: LIAISON; DG MARE Review feedback from data end users: Data call

Responsible persons for follow-up actions: The reliability/control of data accuracy by comparing it with other sources, as a statistic rule, is accomplished by crosschecking control between based documents – demanded at the range of regional branch - by local inspectors and the person special assign with data centralization
Economic variables: European Database for economic data
RCMMed&BS2011 Recommendation

The Group supports the creation of database for economic data and recommends tofurther investigating this proposal in order to review different implementing procedures. A steering Committee should be established to decide who will administrate Database, what data should be included and access rules.
Follow–up actions needed

Other RCMs should consider above-mentioned proposal.
Responsible persons for follow-up actions

RCM; LIAISON; DG MARE
Time frame (Deadline)

-

LM 2011 comments
LM supports the idea and COM will follow up the process.

Follow-up of the recommendation

Romania supports this proposal.
Economic variables: Data calls
RCMMed&BS2011 Recommendation

RCM is aware that too many data calls take place each year requiring too much administrative costs to MS, especially having in mind that every data call contains the whole set of data available. Given that the new DCF does not oblige for the data to be destroyed after 20 days, the Group does not realize why the same set of data are required more than once in the same year and in different formats every time. The Group suggests that one coordinated data call takes place each year.
Follow–up actions needed

-

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

LIAISON; DG MARE, MS, JRC
Time frame (Deadline)

-

LM 2011 comments

LM recognises the observed differences in Data Calls and the Commission will follow-up.

Follow-up of the recommendation

Romania support the Group suggests that one coordinated data call must takes place each year.
Economic variables: Planning Group for economic issues
RCMMed&BS2011 Recommendation

The RCMMed&BS recommends establishing a planning group (PGECON) to discuss methodological and coordination issues related to the economic modules of the DCF. In this way, participation of economists in the RCM would be facilitated because the planning group would ensure the presentation of appropriate ToRs. It is noted that in the SGECA meetings, participants are independent experts and not experts who are directly involved in the implementation of National Programs. Through the PGECON, proposals for workshops and/or studies could be transmitted to the RCM for endorsement.

Follow–up actions needed

Other RCMs should consider abovementioned proposal.

ToRs for PGECON to be defined by the different RCMs and coordinated by the Liaison Meeting
Responsible persons for follow-up actions

RCM; LIAISON; DG MARE

Follow-up of the recommendation

Romania supports above mentioned proposal.
PGECON recommendations and LM comments
PGECON 2012 Recommendation

The group suggested considering the RCM as the legal group tackling biological variables while another group (like PGECON) should be set up for economic issues only. Who should attend this legal group (Eurostat participation could be useful) and how decisions should be taken within the group should be clarified by the new regulation.
Follow-up actions needed

-

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

DG Mare
Time frame (Deadline

Before 2014
LM 2012 comments

In terms of number of participants (27 experts from 16 Member States), PGECON can be considered a success. A concern remains that biological and economic data collection need to remain interconnected. It was considered whether bio-economic models should be included in the DCF. Thus the needed connection between economic data and biologicall data becomes more transparent

Estimation economic data with a very low productivity and/or a very low of activity.
PGECON 2012 Recommendation

In case there exists in a Member States a fleet segment with a very low productivity and/or a very low of activity, it should be possible to esti-mate economic data with no obligation to collect them through a specific survey. The threshold in activity or in production, as well as models for estimations, should be agreed at regional level within a well established legal framework.

Follow-up actions needed

Threshold in activity needs to be defined at regional level
Responsible persons for follow-up actions

PGECON, DG Mare

Time frame (Deadline

Next PGECON meeting

LM 2012 comments

The LM supported this suggestion.

Inclusion of additional variables in the new DCMAP
PGECON 2012 Recommendation

As general recommendation, the group considered that the inclusion of additional variables in the new DCMAP should depend on a cost-benefit analysis, where the specific objectives and needs for each variable should be considered.
Follow–up actions needed

-

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

DG Mare
Time frame (Deadline)

-

LM 2012 comments

There should be a close liaison between the Commission and PGECON to establish which new variables are desired by the Commission and what the expected costs are to collect these variables according to PGECON. Both socio economic indicators and spatial indicators may be needed by the Commission as new variables. The Commission is working on a cost benefit analysis for socio economic indicators.

Continuation time-series in the new DCMAP
PGECON 2012 Recommendation

PGECON suggested that the DCF should not be altered with respect to the resolution requirements as it is practically impossible to get comprehensive cost data for higher resolution scales. It is considered essential to keep the current segmentation of the fleet also to ensure consistency on data series.
Follow–up actions needed

-

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

DG Mare

Time frame (Deadline)

-

LM 2012 comments

The list of current variables collected should be discussed with end-users to determine whether all the variables collected now are needed. There are some concerns about the access MS have to fishermen accounts. Accountants are more reluctant to provide data. This should be discussed in the next PGECON.

Definition Ecosystem Indicator
PGECON 2012 Recommendation

PGECON recommended that if Ecosystem Indicator will be kept in the future DCF, then the name of the indicator should be changed into “value of landings per fuel cost”
Follow–up actions needed

If indicator will be kept the name of the indicator should be adjusted to reflect the content
Responsible persons for follow-up actions

DG Mare
Time frame (Deadline)

Before 2014
LM 2012 comments

No specific comment from LM

Definition variable “direct subsidies”:
PGECON 2012 Recommendation

“direct subsidies” should include: refunds of fuel duty, subsidies for temporary cessation, socio-economic compensation for fishermen “direct subsidies” should exclude: Fuel tax exemption ,Subsidies for permanent cessation of fishing activities,investment subsidies (fleet modernization)
Follow–up actions needed

Guidelines DCF should be adjusted
Responsible persons for follow-up actions

DG Mare, MS
Time frame (Deadline)

Beginning 2013
LM 2012 comments

No specific comment from LM 
Compare price per capacity unit, depreciation rates and other assumptions applied by MS
PGECON 2012 Recommendation

Participants analyzed the prices per capacity unit estimated in different countries. This exercise showed that there still exist differences in the application of the method. This comparative exercise should be repeated also during the next year meeting.
Follow–up actions needed

-

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

PGECON
Time frame (Deadline)

Next PGECON meeting
LM 2012 comments

Question to PGECON: If errors are found during this exercise, will MS adjust their capacity data retrospectively?

Comparison of the quality indicators
PGECON 2012 Recommendation

A comparison of the quality indicators achieved by MS was carried out by PGECON in order to share experiences and to improve the surveys implemented at national level. The group considered useful to repeat this exercise in the next PGECON.

Follow–up actions needed

The exercise should be better organized. For instance CV can be required only for very important variables (such as fuel costs) and only for total income and total costs. The group also considered that present quality indicators, as requested and defined by STECF are useful but could be complemented by a measure of accuracy (i.e. bias)
Responsible persons for follow-up actions

PGECON

Time frame (Deadline)

Next PGECON meeting

LM 2012 comments

No specific comment from LM
DATA CALLS AND QUALITY

RCMMed&BS 2010 recommendation regarding the “Data call (quality issue transmission of the data)”:

Participants recommend the following improvements in the context of data calls: respect legal provisions to deliver data calls (1 month); provide clearer indications on variables; standardize formats of the request with agreed common formats at Regional Level (see RCMMed&BS 2009 report); respect DCF format and do not change format from one year to another; develop an upload system that clearly details the errors occurred. RCMMed&BS participants are also concerned about the extremely restrictive filter of the data calls that make upload of the data extremely difficult.

Liaison meeting comment:

LM notes that data end-users should use the codifications of the DCF Decisions 2008/949/EC and 2010/93/EU. As a basis for developing a standard data exchange format and common codification to be used when exchanging DCF data, the specifications given in the ICES Coop. Res. Rep. 296 (2009) and RCM/LM codifications should be taken into consideration.

Follow-up of the recommendation:

Romania tried to respect the deadline in submission of the data, but have encountered some problems because of very restrictive filter that make upload of the data extremely difficulties. We hope that the templates have not to be changed yearly. Romania proposes as catches to be reported in all templates in kilograms, because the countries with small catches has a problem to report in tons.

RCMMed&BS 2011 recommendation: RCM is aware that too many data calls take place each year requiring too much administrative costs to MS, especially having in mind that every data call  contains the whole set of data available. Given that the new DCF does not oblige for the data to be destroyed after 20 days, the Group does not realize why the same set of data are required more than once in the same year and in different formats every time. The Group suggests that one coordinated data call takes place each year.

Responsible persons for follow-up actions: LIAISON; DG MARE, MS, JRC
LM 2011 comments: LM recognises the observed differences in Data Calls and the Commission will follow-up.

Follow-up of the recommendation: Romania tried to respect the deadline in submission of the data
RCMMED&BS 2011 recommendation: Following a review of the 2011-2013 NPs of the Mediterranean MS concerning the availability of the data to end users (see data presentation in each section of NPs), the group recommends MS to agree on a harmonized time period required for data to be available for transmission to end-users. The group suggests, for all transversal and biological data collected, a time period of 6 months following the reference year of the collection of data; this time period should be respected by the data calls and the end users.
Follow –up actions needed: MS modify national programmes accordingly
Responsible persons for follow-up actions: MS, JRC, SGMED, DG MARE, Liaison Meeting; RCMMED&BS

LM 2011 comments: LM notes that the Commission is in the process of reflecting on the reasons for delays in data transmission and that this issue will be addressed at the National Correspondents meeting.
Follow-up of the recommendation: Romania will respect the deadline of the data calls.
RCMMed&BS 2011 Recommendation - All MS should provide data and information required to PGMed in the appropriate formats in order to facilitate the work and to make possible the scope of the results during this methodological group.
Follow-up actions needed - Member states to prepare the data in the appropriate format following the templates that will be circulate before the meeting

Responsible persons for follow-up actions - MS, PGMed, RCMMed&BS

Time frame (Deadline) - PGMed 2012
Responsible persons for follow-up actions: Romania has prepared the data in the appropriate format following the templates given before of meeting.
Review feedback from data end users: Data call
RCMMed&BS2011 Recommendation

Following the difficulties encountered by MS in transmitting information through a number of data calls during 2010 and 2011 in different data exchange formats, RCMMed&BS 2011 strongly reiterates the 2010 recommendation concerning data calls and transmission of data (endorsed by Liaison Meeting 2010): respect of legal provisions to deliver data calls (1 month); provide clearer indications on variables; standardize data exchange formats of the request; respect DCF format without changing format from year to year.
Follow–up actions needed

-

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

MS, SGRN, JRC, SGMED, DG MARE, Liaison Meeting

Time frame (Deadline)

-
Follow-up of the recommendation

Romania considers that is necesar do not change format from year to year
Review feedback from data end users: Data presentation
RCMMed&BS2011 Recommendation

Following a review of the 2011-2013 NPs of the Mediterranean MS concerning the availability of the data to end users (see data presentation in each section of NPs), the group recommends MS to agree on a harmonized time period required for data to be available for transmission to end-users. The group suggests, for all transversal and biological data collected, a time period of 6 months following the reference year of the collection of data; this time period should be respected by the data calls and the end users.

Follow–up actions needed

MS modify national programmes accordingly

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

MS, JRC, SGMED, DG MARE, Liaison Meeting, RCMMED&BS

Time frame (Deadline)

-

LM 2011 comments

LM notes that the Commission is in the process of reflecting on the reasons for delays in data transmission and that this issue will be addressed at the National Correspondents meeting.

Follow-up of the recommendation

Romania has data ready in a time period of 6 months following the reference year of the collection of data

Feedback from data end-users: Time period for provision of data
RCM Med&BS 2012 Recommendation

RCM Med&BS, recalling its 2011 recommendation and also the STECF EWG 11-20 recommendation on a harmonized time period required for data to be available for transmission to end-users, recommends that the time period of 6 months following the end of the collection of transversal and biological data is respected by the data calls and the end users. In case this time period of 6 months continues not being respected by the data calls, the Group stresses the importance that the National Correspondents follow a common approach requesting the respect of this time period and NOT submit the data.

Follow-up actions needed

LM to consider

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

JRC, DG MARE, LM, MS, RCM Med&BS, National Correspondents.

Time frame (Deadline

-

LM 2012 comments

LM doesn’t endorse this recommendation. This issue should be taken up between the Commission and MS involved while taking into account current agreements in RCM Med&BS as well as current and future regulations and legal obligations.

METIER AND STOCK RELATED VARIABLES 

RCMMed&BS 2010 recommendation regarding the “Metier variables, Technical tables -

Naming conventions – Miscellaneous metiers”:

RCMMed&BS recommends all MS to follow strictly the metiers reference list established at the regional level (RCMMed&BS 2009 report). If the combination between gear and target assemblage does not correspond to an identified reference metier of level 6, the national metier must be registered as a Miscellaneous one (Misc.), ranked as the other metiers and described in the NP and the required forms if sorted by the ranking system.

Follow-up of the recommendation:

In the Bucharest Bilteral Regional Coordination Meeting (2010) was established in common by Bulgaria and Romania the regional metier stratification and also the sampling intensity for metier-based variables. 

RCMMed&BS 2010 recommendation regarding the “Metier variables, Technical tables – Ranking system parameters – Table III.C.1. - missing data”:

By processing the national technical table III.C.1 to perform ranking systems at different geographic scales, RCMMed&BS met difficulties by lack of information on some metiers, concerning one or several required ranking parameters (effort, landings and/or value). These gaps may bias the outcomes of the rankings carried out at international level or combining several GSAs, mainly for metiers targeting species of high commercial value.

RCMMed&BS recommends all MS to complete their national table III.C.1 (in compliance with the Guidelines 2009) to assess the real national and regional importance of each metier identified by MS in conformity with the DCF regulation.

Revision of the Guidelines and templates for NP proposals. Careful attention to the filling of technical tables.

Follow-up of the recommendation:

The ranking system is based on: commercial landings (kg), value and fishing effort.

RCMMed&BS 2010 recommendation regarding the “Metier and stock related variables”: Tables III.C, III.E. Data quality control and validation of data in NP proposals”:

Following the analysis carried out during the meeting (analysis on the paragraph III.C and III.E related to data quality and validation), RCMMed&BS recommends MS to revise their NPs in order to achieve all requirements listed in the NP Guidelines for the submission of National Program Proposals, or to explain why it is not done.

Liaison meeting comment:

LM supports all the actions above proposed on inconsistencies in National Programme Tables. LM suggests that SGRN highlight inconsistencies in codifications. LM notes that the Steering Group on RDB can help establishing codification tables. As there may be implications for the Mediterranean & BS region, the Steering Group should be in close contact with the RCMMed&BS.

Follow-up of the recommendation:

In the previous year and this year, Romania gives all information regarding the quality and level of precision of data.

RCMMED&BS 2011 recommendation: RCMMed&BS recommends MS to provide landings data of the previous year of the species presented in Appendix VII of the Commission Decision 2010/93/EU as requested by the PGMed templates. The Group reminds that, if landings data are not disaggregated by species the data quality of the results will be affected. In the Comm. Dec. 93/2010 the exemption rules for the Mediterranean Stock, in order to justify the derogations on sampling stock related variables, stated that “the landings by weight of a Mediterranean Member State for a species corresponding to less than 10 % of the total Community landings from the Mediterranean Sea”. Following this issue, the group recommends to all MS to send the required landing data at species level.

Follow-up actions needed - Member states to improve the quality of landing data sending to PGMed

Responsible persons for follow-up actions - MS, PGMed, RCMMed&BS

Time frame (Deadline) - PGMed 2012
Follow-up of the recommendation: Romania sent the required landing data at species level.

RCMMed&BS 2011recommendation- RCMMed&BS recommends to continue the exercise carried out during PGMed 2011 reviewing yearly the sampling figures for métier related variables and to estimate CV at regional level for shared stocks (GSA 7, GSA 15-16 and GSA 17). MS should adjust their NP accordingly to these results.

Follow-up actions needed - Member states to review their National Programs in accordance of the PGMed results

Responsible persons for follow-up actions - MS (Spain, France, Italy, Malta and Slovenia), PGMed, RCMMed&BS 

Time frame (Deadline) - PGMed 2012

Follow-up of the recommendation: The national Programme will be revised in accordance with PG Med results.
Métier related variables: COST tool and calculation of CVs
RCMMed&BS2011 Recommendation

RCMMed&BS recommends to the PGMed the use of COST tool to calculate the precision levels (i.e. CVs) for the métier related variables. For that the attendance of some COST experts is advised.

Follow–up actions needed

Member states to prepare the data in the COST format following the templates that will be circulate before the meeting

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

MS, PGMed, RCMMed&BS

Time frame (Deadline)

PGMed 2012

LM 2011 comments

-

Follow-up of the recommendation

For financial reasons, the Romanian specialists could not attend of training to use the program COSTt. It is quite unfriendly in use.
Métier related variables: Technical tables – Ranking system parameters
RCMMed&BS2011 Recommendation

By processing the national technical tables III.C.1 to perform ranking systems at different geographic scales, PGMed met difficulties by lack of information on some métiers, concerning one or several required ranking parameters (i.e. value). These gaps may bias the outcomes of the rankings carried out at international level or combining several GSAs, mainly for métiers targeting species of high commercial value.

RCMMed&BS recommends all MS to complete their national table III.C.1 (in compliance with the Guidelines 2009) to assess the real national and regional importance of each métier identified by MS in conformity with the DCF regulation.

Follow–up actions needed

Updating of NP following the RCM meetings

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

All Member States, PGMed, RCMMed&BS

Time frame (Deadline)

PGMed 2012

LM 2011 comments

-

Follow-up of the recommendation

Romania finalized the tabel III.C.1.
Métier related variables: Data available for PGMed
RCMMed&BS2011 Recommendation

All MS should provide data and information required to PGMed in the appropriate formats in order to facilitate the work and to make possible the scope of the results during this methodological group
Follow–up actions needed

Member states to prepare the data in the appropriate format following the templates that will be circulate before the meeting.

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

MS, PGMed, RCMMed&BS

Time frame (Deadline)

PGMed 2012

LM 2011 comments

-

Follow-up of the recommendation

Romania provided data and information required to PGMed in the appropriate formats.
Metier-related variables: on the accuracy of geographical origin of landings and effort data
RCM Med&BS 2012 Recommendation

The RCM MED&BS recall its 2008 recommendation and recommends MS to investigate the accuracy of the geographical origin of landings and effort data (using the VMS data where possible). This information should be reviewed during the next RCM MED&BS

Follow-up actions needed

Forward to MS

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

MS, RCM Med& BS

Time frame (Deadline

Before next RCM Med& BS

LM 2012 comments

LM supports the recommendation 

Follow-up of the recommendation

Romania uses VMS data.
Metier related variables – on the planned minimum number of fish to be measured
RCM Med&BS 2012 Recommendation

RCM Med&BS recommends that in the future NPs the planned minimum no. of fish to be measured for métier related variables will not be required. Since the métier related variables are required to be collected during concurrent sampling, the Group considers that only the proposed and actual number of trips for concurrent sampling should be requested

Follow-up actions needed

Forward for approval to responsible bodies

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

DG MARE, STECF, LM

Time frame (Deadline

Prior to the NEW DCMAP

LM 2012 comments

LM recommends that the overview of numbers of fish to be measured is not evaluated by STECF as this number is not required by the regulation. (Table III_C_5, column J (planned no. of fish aged/measured))

EEL SAMPLING

RCMMed&BS 2010 recommendation regarding the “Metier and Stock related variables on eel fishery in Mediterranean area”:

The RCMMed&BS recommends that all the Mediterranean countries that are not performing biological samplings on eel (Anguilla anguilla) in Mediterranean area should present their grounds for not doing it. RCMMed&BS reminds that eel is Group 1 species and is under Recovery Plan. Metier data (i.e. length frequencies distribution) shall be collected by MS.

Stock related variables (sex, age, weight and maturity) should be also collected. In case eel Stock variables are not collected justification shall be provided.

Member states to review their National Programs updating of NP 2011 proposals.

Liaison meeting comment:

LM notes that the eel sampling issue was only brought up by one RCM and recommends that SGRN pays attention to MS sampling plans and reported sampling activities for eel.

Follow-up of the recommendation:
In the Romanian marine area the eel catch is absent and Romania has asked derogation to carry out biological sampling. 

DISCARD SAMPLING

RCMMed&BS 2010 recommendation regarding the “List of métiers important to sample and provide scientific justification for not sampling certain métiers for discards”; “Creation of a regional view of the discard sampling program, identification of gaps and discrepancies for optimizing the spatial, time and métiers coverage”:

RCMMed&BS recommends to strictly following the output of the proposed table made up in the PGMed 2010 for the métiers to sample for discards.

For the purposes of optimizing the spatial, time and métiers coverage of the discard sampling program, RCMMed&BS recommends MS to revise the discards sampling program and the table on discards metadata (prepared during the RCMMed&BS 2010 but still to finalize) in order to provide missing information regarding the non sampling of certain métier.

Liaison meeting comment:

LM supports these recommendations and suggests that SGRN 10-01 pays particular attention to these aspects.

Follow-up of the recommendation:

In the national Program 2011-2013, Romania tries to optimize the spatial, time and métiers coverage of the discard sampling program.

RECREATIONAL FISHERIES

RCMMed&BS 2010 recommendation regarding the “Sampling of recreational eel fishery in

Mediterranean area”:

RCMMed&BS considers that sampling of recreational fisheries on eel in marine waters is not necessary, this activity not really being a real targeted practice.

Liaison meeting comment:

LM recommends that SGRN 10-01 takes this recommendation into account when evaluating MS plans for recreational fisheries sampling.

Follow-up of the recommendation:

In Romania the recreational fisheries on eel in marine water is absent.

REGIONAL DATABASE (RDB)

RCMMed&BS 2010 recommendation regarding the “Black Sea area”:
Due to the fact that Romania and Bulgaria already follow a Regional approach for some shared stocks, the Group proposes to BS countries to create a database for the sub-region. The output of this exercise will be presented in the next RCMMed&BS.

Liaison meeting comment:

LM endorsed these recommendations. Moreover, LM supports the establishment of a Regional Data Base steering group and considers this group to deal with the Baltic, NS&EA and NA regions, as the majority of requirements of a RDB are pan-European.

Follow-up of the recommendation:

Romania, by IRDEAFA Galatzi institute, already designed the data base structure.

RCMMED&BS 2011 recommendation: MSs participated to RCMMed&BS 2011 (except Spain) in view of: 

i)
the general trend of DCF to improve the use of data collected under the DCF;

ii)
the improvements to facilitate extraction of validated datasets under common formats by implementing RDB; 

iii)
the LM, SGRN and STECF recommendations pushing MS to collaborate for implementing such data bases at least at RCM level;

iv)
the possible changes in stocks assessment (i.e. a better knowledge on stocks boundaries for the Mediterranean species);

v)
the increasing GFCM requirements, especially with annual Task 1 data calls;

vi)
the future DCF requirements, have reconsidered their position on the usefulness and adequacy of a Mediterranean RDB not only reduced to large pelagic issues and surveys. RCMMed&BS will carry out an analysis on the relevant perimeter to facilitate the implementation of a RDB, the MS works and to improve efficiency through a broader RDB for Mediterranean and Black Sea.

Responsible persons for follow-up actions: Liaison meeting, SGRN, STECF, RCMMed&BS, MS,

LM 2011 comments: LM recommends that a respresentative of the RDB Steering Group attends the next PGMed and present the progress in RDBs in the Baltic, NA and NS&EA regions.
Follow-up of the recommendation: Romania wil trie to improve the collaboration with Bulgaria to realise a Black Sea Data Base involving also all Black Sea reparian countries.
RCMMed&BS 2011 recommendation: The Group supports the creation of database for economic data and recommends to further investigating this proposal in order to review different mplementing procedures. A steering Committee should be established to decide who will administrate Database, what data should be included and access rules.
Follow –up actions needed: Other RCMs should consider above-mentioned proposal.

Responsible persons for follow-up actions: RCM; LIAISON; DG MARE

LM 2011 comments: LM supports the idea and COM will follow up the process
Follow-up of the recommendation: Also, this data base can be realised at subregional level (Black Sea area)
Surveys: on the MEDIAS Regional Database
RCMMed&BS2011 Recommendation

RCMMed&BS recommends to the MEDIAS group to emphasize the current estate of development of the Regional Database for MEDIAS surveys and report it to the RCMMed&BS

Follow–up actions needed

-

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

MEDIAS Working Group, RCMMed&BS, Liaison meeting

Time frame (Deadline)

2012

LM 2011 comments

-

Regional data base – Black Sea DCF data base.
RCMMed&BS2011 Recommendation

RCMMed&BS highlights the work made by Romania and Bulgaria for making concrete a common approach on DCF issues in Black Sea and for having implemented at national level relevant tools allowing going further to build a common database for Black sea.

RCMMed&BS, appreciating the work carried out till now, recommends both countries to continue their work in that way and to define a roadmap on which data they can as first priority and practically shared and under which formats, to develop and implement the relevant BS database structure and to test it.

Follow–up actions needed
-

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

Bulgaria and Romania, RCMMed&BS

Time frame (Deadline)

2012 (Next RCMMed&BS meeting)

LM 2011 comments

-

Follow-up of the recommendation

Romania already finished the database which can be adapted for regional purposes.
On the regional database
RCM Med&BS 2012 Recommendation

The Group agreed that the Med&BS RDB will include biological and transversal data. It was decided that economic and survey data will be excluded for the time being from the RDB, following the decision by PGECON to develop one European Database for including economic and transversal data from all supra-regions. The Group agreed that the Med&BS RDB could be hosted by GFCM and that the Steering Committee for the development of the RDB will include 1 person per MS, economists for the transversal data, the Chairs of Medias and Medits and a GFCM representative. It was further agreed that the RDB Steering group will be represented at the planned GFCM Workshop for the finalization of GFCM Task 1 and Task 2.

Follow-up actions needed

Forward to DG MARE

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

DGMARE, MS, LM, RCM MED&BS, GFCM

Time frame (Deadline

Before the new DCMAP

LM 2012 comments

LM notes that GFCM will cover the data for the BS area as well. LM supports the recommendation and suggests that a representative from the Med&BS RDB participates in the RDB FishFrame Steering Committee. However, LM notes the different approaches in selecting members for the steering committees as well as the approval procedures for proposals from the committees. LM suggests the steering committees to streamline the procedures in cooperation with the Commission to prevent both groups to develop own procedures.

Follow-up of the recommendation

Romanian representatives participated in Steering Committee workshop.
Regional Database: Access rights to data in the regional database; specific role in the RCM
RCM Med&BS 2012 Recommendation

Access to data hold in RDB-FishFrame is restricted to persons with a password. Different roles are defined within the system and different users have access to a certain level of data and functionalities. To facilitate future regional coordination work it is recommended that members in the RCMs are given a specific role in the system in accordance with their needs.

Follow-up actions needed

SC need to identify and specify a role for RCM work and suggest level of access rights. Depending on the work required this may be included in the study proposal for development needs.

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

RDB-SC

Time frame (Deadline

2013

LM 2012 comments

LM forwards this to RDB-SC and suggests covering this under the 2013 study proposal if needed regarding technical impact of the implemen-tation of the access rights.

On the regional database
RCMMed&BS2012 Recommendation

The Group agreed that the MED&BS RDB will include biological and transversal data. It was decided that economic and survey data will be excluded for the time being from the RDB, following the decision by PGECON to develop one European Database for including economic and transversal data from all supra-regions.

The Group agreed that the Mediterranean & Black Sea regional database could be hosted by GFCM and that the Steering Committee for the development of the RDB will include 1 person per MS, 2 economists for the transversal data, the Chairs of Medias and Medits and a GFCM representative. It was further agreed that the RDB steering group will be represented at the planned GFCM Workshop for the finalization of GFCM Task 1 and Task 2.

Follow–up actions needed

-

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

DGMARE, MS, LM, RCM MED&BS, GFCM

Time frame (Deadline)

Before the new DCMAP

LM 2012 comments

-

SURVEYS
Surveys: on the Terms of Reference
RCMMed&BS2011 Recommendation

RCMMed&BS recommends to those groups which work under its umbrella (i.e. PGMed, MEDITS and MEDIAS steering groups) to clearly follow the Terms of References defined and to inform about the resulting discussion in their annual reports

Follow–up actions needed

-

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

MEDIAS and MEDITS Working Groups, PGMed

Time frame (Deadline)

2012

LM 2011 comments

-

Surveys: on the methodological issue of MEDITS survey
RCMMed&BS2011 Recommendation

RCMMed&BS recommends to the next Medits steering committee the finalization of the MEDITS manual. This manual must be ready before the start of the 2012 Medits surveys.

Follow–up actions needed

-

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

MEDITS Working Group, MS, RCMMed&BS

Time frame (Deadline)

2012

LM 2011 comments

-

Surveys: on the methodological sampling during MEDIAS surveys
RCMMed&BS2011 Recommendation

RCMMed&BS recommends to the MEDIAS group to address their worries in relation to the maturity scales or any other methodological issues to the suitable groups (e.g. PGMed) and not to the Commission.

Follow–up actions needed

-

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

RCMMed&BS; MEDIAS Working Group

Time frame (Deadline)

2012

LM 2011 comments

-

COST

RCMMed&BS 2010 recommendation regarding the “COST tools hands-on workshop”:

The Group discussed the outputs of the WS on Cost. The Group recognizes that the tools generated by the COST project could improve noticeably the quality of DCF data collection schemes.

Before addressing the final request of the WS (a second Cost project), RCMMed&BS recommends to further progress testing the tool and to clearly screen the applicability and functionality. The Group recommends also waiting feedback from end-users (National laboratories and JRC) to assess and identify issues and need for improvement of the software.

Liaison meeting comment:

LM recommend MS to use COST tools and encourage MS to report on the implementation of these tools in analyzing their data.

Follow-up of the recommendation:

- In the Bucharest Bilateral Coordination Meeting (2010) was established in common by Bulgaria and Romania the sampling intensity for stock-based variables for NPDC2011-2013;

 - BUL and ROM must review existing data or initiate a pilot study to assess precision levels achieved in the concerned metiers and to report to PGMed.
- Due to very late financial support from the national budget, we can not participate at COST training course in 2010 regarding precision level.

RCMMED&BS 2011 recommendation: COST tool and calculation of CVs
Follow-up actions needed: Member states to prepare the data in the COST format following the templates that will be circulate before the meeting

Responsible persons for follow-up actions: MS, PGMed, RCMMed&BS

Time frame (Deadline):  PGMed 2012

Responsible persons for follow-up actions: Romania will prepare data in the COST format following the templates that will be circulating before the meeting, in a reasonable time need for compliance.
On the usefulness of CV as a quality indicator
RCM Med&BS 2012 Recommendation

RCM Med&BS considers that the calculation of the CV is a poor indicator for quality. Considering also that this value is not being assessed by the end-users, it is recommended that the future DCMAP will not include the CVs as a quality indicator.

Follow-up actions needed

Forward to DG MARE

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

DG MARE, STECF, LM

Time frame (Deadline

Before the new DC-MAP

LM 2012 comments

Pending the current developments towards the DCMAP, LM doesn’t agree with this recommendation. The issue of quality indicators will be dealt with in the proper forum in the near future.

III Module of the evaluation of the fishing sector

III A General description of the fishing sector


The Romanian fishing fleet was operating in the area of competence of the Regional Fisheries Management Organisations - G.F.C.M., Area 37 - Mediterranean and Black Sea, Sub-area 37.4., Division 37.4.2, GSA 29.

Main fishing grounds at the Romanian littoral 


The Romanian fishing area is comprised between Sulina and Vama-Veche; coastline extends for over 240km, which can be divided into two main geographical and geomorphologic sectors: 

· 1/ the northern sector (about 158km in length) lies between the secondary delta of the Chilia branch and Constantza, constituted of alluvial sediments; 

· 2/ the southern sector (about 85km in length) lies between Constantza and Vama-Veche characterised by promontories with active, high cliffs, separated by large zones with accumulative beaches often  protecting littoral lakes. 


The distance from the sea shore to the shelf limits (200m depth) varies from 100 to 200km in the northern sector and to 50 km in the southern one. The submarine slope of the shelf is very gentle in the north, while in the southern sector the slope increase very quickly (Annex 1; 2; 3).


The shallow waters up to 20m depth of the northern part are included in the Biosphere Reserve of Danube Delta (declared through the Low no. 82/1993).


The marine zone of the "Danube Delta" - Biosphere Reserve constitutes a traditional zone for spawning and feeding for transboundary species as well as a passage route for anadromous species (sturgeons, Danube shad) (Annex 3).


In the South part of littoral is situated also the Vama Veche - 2 Mai reserve with the surface of 5,000 hectares (Annex 3). 


The marine Reserve “2 Mai - Vama Veche” is an area with a high diversity of the biotopes and biocoenosis, being settled on the migration routes of the main pelagic and benthic fish and marine mammals. 

Fleets, fishing gears and fishing effort


Sea fishing, conducted along the Romanian coastline, is limited to the marine areas up to 60-70 meter isobaths, as a consequence of the characteristics of the vessels and their limited autonomy (Annex 4). 


In 1986, Romania declared an Exclusive Economic Area (EEA) of about 25,000 km² in the Black Sea. However, Romania’s fishing area in the Black Sea, as stipulated by the UN Convention on sea rights, is yet to be delineated especially after the trial decision of International Court in 2009 with Ukraine contentious for the marine platform, the EEZ increasing at 29,000km2. 


Romanian fleet operates up to 30–35 marine miles out in the Black Sea.


Trawl fishing has a seasonal pattern linked to the presence of the fish in the areas.


An important fishing area is the Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve, where fishing activities are forbidden to trawlers. In addition, the near-shore area of the Black Sea coast up to 20m isobaths is out of limits for fishing vessels that use towed gears. Fishing activities are limited to the utilisation of pound nets and gillnets.


Traditionally, the fishing in the Romanian Black Sea area was carried out in two ways:

- Fishing vessels with coastal trawler, type B-410, Baltica, TCMN, other types, equipped with pelagic trawls and turbot gillnets, activating at depths greater than 20 m.

- Fishing practiced along of the coastline in about 28 fishing points between Sulina - Vama Veche, in the coastal area with small depth (3,0 – 11,0 m) with fixed gear (pound nets, gillnets, long lines, and beach seine) and up to 40 – 60 m depth, with gillnets and long lines mainly for turbot and dogfish.


In the last decade in the light of  the new conditions of fishing practice with the ceasing of state subsidy to the principles of alignment and competitive economy, have led to radical changes in the conditions for national marine fisheries. In the same time, the competition created by the opening of imports on fishery products, especially imports of frozen fish, the lack of experience of exploitation under the new conditions, the high age of the vessels and especially the rising cost of fuel and maintenance have led to a drastic involution of active fishing in the Romanian Black Sea. 


Year after year the activity of active fishing decreased gradually to the point where, in 2010 from 20 vessels with LOA between 24-40 m registered in the last years in the Fishing Fleet Register, only one vessel was active for a very short period of time. In 2011, number of active vessels of 24-40m was 2, one of them being trawler and the other vessel activating as gillnetter. In 2012, also have been two vessels of 24-40 but one of them were inactive. 

The catches caught at the Romanian shore have always been dependent on the activity and the technology used for fishing. In the former period (communism time) the objectives have been to obtain high quantities, with neglecting the diversity and commercial value of catches and maintenance of low prices in the domestic market, imposed by the centralized economy, prices in total disagreement with the operating costs. In that period the turbot fishery was declared unprofitable, being practically almost abandoned. After 2001, economic operators working in the fishing sector from Romanian coast have changed their options and interests, giving priority to the vessels equipped with equipments and fishing gears specialized in fishing of the species with commercial value, like turbot.  In these conditions, the number of boats which are operating with gill nets and other fixe gears (hand lines, long lines, etc.) increasing.

In 2009, the Romanian fishing fleet capacity at the Black Sea was of 491 vessels registered in the FFR at the beginning of the year, structured on length classes as following: 53 boats smaller than 6m; 405 boats in the length class 6-12m; and 33 boats/vessels bigger than 12m. Unfortunately, like as in 2008, small part of this fleet was active (160 boats/vessel) (Annex 4 and 5).

In 2010, the situation was similar with 2009, the Romanian fleet capacity at the Black Sea was of 476 vessels registered in the FFR at the beginning of the year, structured on length classes as following: 54 boats smaller than 6m; 413 boats in the length class 6-12m, 3 boats in the length class 12-18m, 4 vessels in the length class of 18-24m and 2 vessels in the length class 24-40 m. Small part of this fleet was active (206 boats/vessels)- Annex 6 and 7.

The situation was repeated in 2011, of total number of 488 boats, only 200 were active (Tabele 1 and 2). Among active boats, most of them were under 12 m (197) and have activated with gill nets, long lines and hand lines. Only three vessels have been longer 18m and activated one with trawl and two with gillnets (Annex 8).
In 2012, the total number of boats/vessels registered was 261, from which only 183 have been active, most of them having LOA of 6-12m (tables 1, 2, 3).
Were used mainly gillnets and longlines (tables 2 and 3).
Table 1 Structure of the Romanian fleet in 2012
	Length class (m) 
	Active vessels
	Inactive vessels
	Total vessels

	<6m
	34
	0
	34

	6-12m
	145
	77
	222

	12-18m
	2
	0
	2

	18-24m
	1
	0
	1

	24-40m
	1
	1
	2

	Total
	183
	78
	261


Table 2 Segmentation of the Romanian fleet in 2012- active vessels

	Length class LOA (m)

	< 6
	6 – <12
	12-18
	18 – <24
	24 – <40
	> 40
	Total

	Total vessels registered
	34
	222
	2
	1
	2
	-
	261

	Active vessels
	34
	145
	2
	1
	1
	-
	183

	Midwater otter trawl
	Mixed demersal and pelagic species
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	1

	Pound nets
	Small pelagic fish
Demersal fish
	5
	20
	-
	-
	-
	-
	25

	Set gillnets
	Demersal species
	22
	67
	2
	1
	-
	-
	92

	Artisanal fisheries (Hand lines, Set long lines, Beach seine)
	Other finfish
	7
	58
	-
	-
	-
	-
	65


Table3 - Structure of the active boats (number) on length class and fishing techniques in 2012
	Fishing technique
	< 6m
	6-12m
	12-18m
	18-24m
	24-40m
	Total

	Pelagic trawl
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	1

	Pound nets
	4
	20
	-
	-
	-
	1

	Trap nets
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1

	Gill nets
	22
	67
	2
	1
	-
	92

	Hand lines/Long lines
	2
	36
	-
	-
	-
	38

	Beach seine
	-
	3
	-
	-
	-
	3

	Manual harvesting
	5
	19
	-
	-
	-
	24

	Total
	34
	145
	2
	1
	1
	183

	Number of fishermen
	74
	371
	12
	7
	7
	471



This fleet is in poor conditions and needs improvements of safety on-board, working conditions and facilities for landing. The fisheries of this small fleet are typically artisanal type as multi-species and multi-gear fisheries, fishermen switching from one gear to another several times throughout the year. 


Actually, the boats/vessels acting in the Black Sea use for catch discharge: Mangalia, Olimp, Costinesti, Mamaia, Cape Midia, Sfantul-Gheorghe, Sulina harbours/discharging points (Annex 1), none of them having facilities for trawlers. The infrastructure represented by fishery ports with specialized berths and deposit spaces, as well as locations for organizing the first sell of fish is poor.

Fishing gears used at the Romanian littoral


There are different types of fishing gears for the active and passive fishery practised in the inshore and offshore coastal fishery.


The passive fishing gears include the equipments for catching in general the fish migrating for spawning and feeding in shallow waters, namely:


- long lines and bottom lines;


- gillnets for turbot, Danube shad, dogfish, gray mullet, gobies and horsemackerel;


- sea pound nets.


Another category of fishing equipments used in the Romanian coastal zone includes the active fishing gear, beach seine and pelagic trawl. 

Employment in marine fisheries sector 


The total number of fisherman in 2011 was 447, in 2012 have been 471. The number of fishermen for vessels with length bigger than 24m decreased from 180-200 till to number of two vessel crew (13 persons). Similarly to the situation in the coastal fishing fleet, the stationary fishing at the Romanian littoral has also declined. In 2012 a number of 371 fishermen acted for the small scale fisheries (boats 6-12m), who served several types of gears. 74 persons acted for boats smaller than 6 m.
Catches and catch composition


In the coastal zone of the Romanian marine sector with small depth, fishing with fixed gear is characterized by the concentration of activity mainly in the first three / four months of the season (April-July), when usually the turbot migrates to the coastal area for reproduction and other species migrate for feeding. In generally, total fishing season being of about eight months. The capture level and the level of fishing productivity differs from one year to another, depending on the fishing effort (number of pound nets,  number of turbot nets and effective fishing days), and also depends on the evolution of hydro climatic conditions and at last but not least, the state of  fish stocks.


The structure on species of the catches mirrored only partly the composition of Black Sea ichtyofauna from the Romanian sector, because the type of gear conditions the ratio between the different fish species. As a general rule, the pelagic species, small-sized and short life cycle keep continue to be dominant in catches. 


During 2000-2012 periods, the level of total catch declining from 2476 tons to 443.9 tons (2008), 330 tons (2009), 258 tons (2010), 568 tons (2011) and 835 (2012), official registered. In 2011 and 2012 the total catches increased compared to the previous period due to the rapana catches. The main species in the 2012 catches have been: rapana (588 tons); sprat (90 tons); turbot (43 tons); anchovy (19 tons); horse mackerel and gobies about 20 tons (Fig. 1). 
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Fig. 1 Total catches and structure on species at the Romanian littoral in the period 2000-2012
III B Economic variables


The Romanian economic data are reported in the area of competence of the Regional Fisheries Management Organisations - G.F.C.M., Area 37 - Mediterranean and Black Sea, Sub-area 37.4., Division 37.4.2, GSA 29.

III B 1 Achievements: results and deviation from NP proposal


Data obtained in 2012 are presented in the Annex 15-25 and the tables IIIB1, IIIB2 and III B3.


The sources for the data are shown in the Annex 14, mainly through questionnaires, being used according to Romanian’s legislation issued by NAFA laying down by the EU regulations.


The data have collected are in accordance with Appendix VI of CD 2010/93/EU, part of them from FFR – and the other ones using questionnaire, containing the following basic data: 
 - technical data: energy costs, repair and maintenance costs, other operational costs, effort;

- economic/financial data: incomes, personnel costs, capital costs-capital value and investments, financial position, employment, fleet, number of fishing enterprises/units, production value per species.


The data from the Romanian fishing vessels registered in FFR contains also the following information: number of vessels per each segment, vessel length, gross tonnage, main engine power, external marking and year of construction. The effort and catches data are collected from fishing logbooks, fishing licences and sales notes.


Taking into account the obligations related to various data should be reported to other organisms of EC i.e. Eurostat, was applied the exhaustive method (covering 100 % the active vessel registered in FFR) using the following means:

- NAFA staff:

· head quarters of NAFA: 2 persons centralising and compiling the data, issuing the requested forms for transmission to relevant bodies national and international;

· regional branches of NAFA, responsible for the activities in their competence area; one person for each branch collecting data from the in charge inspectors of NAFA and the operators in the field. 


The collected data useful for the scientists, as a base for their investigations, were transmitted to them and processed, mainly by NIMRD Constanta.

The Annex 15-25 are presenting the results obtained in the 2012 period. 


Acording to the described method used for data collection using the legal documents requested in domestic legislation and the work of local NAFA staff, as per the questionnaire – Annex 15, we have assured a 100 % precision level for active vessels over 12 m length. 


For the vessels with length under 6 m and length between 6 -12 m was foreseen random stratified questionnaires to be used in order to achieve target precision level of plus or minus 25% for a 95 % confidence level. But, taking into account the number relative small of active boats (179), the data were collected applying exhaustive method. 


For the estimation of the Price per Capacity Unit (PCU), Terms of reference considered were electronic tenders.  Average value of the electronic tenders was used for ship body, electronics, engine, electronic devices, gear and fishing equipment.


National legislation has used for the values ​​ from the Catalogue on classification and duration of fixed assets.

Percentage value of the components of fishing vessels on length classes:

Vessels 0-12m:


- vessel body – 45%;


- engine – 30%;


- electronics – 5%;


- others fishing equipments – 20%

Vessels >12m:


- vessel body – 55%;


- engine – 27%;


- electronics – 8%;


- others fishing equipments – 10%

As it is shown in Tables 1, 2 and 3 the population segments of vessels is dominated by the small boats, 6-12m and under 6m, inside of which the dominant characteristic is that of using max 5-6 fishermen (the captain, using an engine, but not all of them, and max 3-4 fishermen) fishing near to the shore and catching small pelagic species, being an fishing for subsistence. As per national legislation the captain has the obligation to fulfil the coastal logbook for each fishing operation, including the no of hours, no and type of gears, the area of fishing and the captures per species, live weight and prices of sales. These obligations are similar with the requested legal obligations as for the vessels bigger than 12 m.  

The figures are verified with those registered in company accounts and in the documents reported to the fiscal authorities.   
III B 2 Data quality: results and deviation from NP proposal


The reliability/control of data accuracy by comparing it with other sources, as a statistic rule, is accomplished by crosschecking control between based documents – demanded at the range of regional branch - by local inspectors and the person special assign with data centralization.  There are no other sources of investigation or assessment for NAFA, emitted by another authority of the state, which have determined the application of exhaustive method and data collection based on the compiling legal documents and questionnaires transmitted by/to the authorized operators on the fishing sector.

For active vessels over 12 m length has been assured a 100 % precision level. Also, for the vessels with length under 6 m and length between 6 -12 m, the data were collected applying exhaustive method.
III B 3 Follow-up of Regional and international recommendations 

RCMMed&BS 2010, Recommendation:

- The RCMMed&BS recognizing that the clustering procedure, when performed, must strictly follow the statistical methodology.
- The guidance drawn up by SGECA, setting out the different approaches, should be followed.

RCMMed&BS2010, Recommendation:

The RCMMed&BS recommends that MSs perform checks on the quality of their data and that further work be undertaken before RCMs in order to facilitate the recommended comparability checks within regions.

RCMMed&BS 2010, Recommendation: 

The RCMMed&BS recommends that the proposed study to harmonize quality reporting be undertaken. In particular, a detailed methodology for non probability sampling must be proposed. In addition to the ToRs proposed by SGECA 2009- 02, RCMMed&BS recommends to evaluate the methodological reports and check the practice of MSs related to the types of data collection. Furthermore, the subgroup proposes more detailed information on how MSs calculate the quality indicator (CV) in their NP.

RCMMed&BS2010, Recommendation: 

The RCMMed&BS recommends that clearly guideline should be identified for storage and provision of metadata. The RCMMed&BS recommends SGECA/DCF 2010 that guidance be developed as to what the definition, storage and provision of metadata by MSs should cover.

RCMMed&BS 2011, Recommendation: 

RCM is aware that utility will be much better if economic data are collected at GSA level but, there are methodological issues that need to be addressed first, in order to allocate costs to different sub-areas. RCM recommends SGECA (EWG 11-18) to address these methodological issues and to propose appropriate procedures.
RCMMed&BS 2011,  Recommendation: RCM is aware that too many data calls take place each year requiring too much administrative costs to MS, especially having in mind that every data call  contains the whole set of data available. Given that the new DCF does not oblige for the data to be destroyed after 20 days, the Group does not realize why the same set of data are required more than once in the same year and in different formats every time. The Group suggests that one coordinated data call takes place each year.
RCMMed&BS2011, Recommendation: The Group supports the creation of database for economic data and recommends to further investigating this proposal in order to review different implementing procedures. A steering Committee should be established to decide who will administrate Database, what data should be included and access rules.

RCMMed&BS2011, Recommendation: The RCMMed&BS recommends establishing a planning group (PGECON) to discuss methodological and coordination issues related to the economic modules of the DCF. In this way, participation of economists in the RCM would be facilitated because the planning group would ensure the presentation of appropriate ToRs. It is noted that in the SGECA meetings, participants are independent experts and not experts who are directly involved in the implementation of National Programs. Through the PGECON, proposals for workshops and/or studies could be transmitted to the RCM for endorsement.

PGECON 2012, Recommendation: In case there exists in a Member States a fleet segment with a very low productivity and/or a very low of activity, it should be possible to estimate economic data with no obligation to collect them through a specific survey. The threshold in activity or in production, as well as models for estimations, should be agreed at regional level within a well estab-lished legal framework.

PGECON 2012,  Recommendation: “direct subsidies” should include: refunds of fuel duty, subsidies for temporary cessation, socio-economic compensation for fishermen “direct subsidies” should exclude: Fuel tax exemption ,Subsidies for permanent cessation of fishing activi-ties,investment subsidies (fleet modernization)

- In the national Program, the clustering procedure, when performed, follows the statistical methodology;
- The reliability/control of data accuracy by comparing it with other sources, as a statistic rule, is accomplished by crosschecking control between based documents – demanded at the range of regional branch - by local inspectors and the person special assign with data centralization;
- The analytical analyze have been used to check for data quality issues;
- Romania tried to respect the deadline in submission of the data;
- Romania supports the creation of database for economic data;
- Romania supports establishing a planning group (PGECON) to discuss methodological and coordination issues related to the economic modules of the DCF.

 III B 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls
As in previous years, for next DCPs, we hope a better and due time financial support.

Also the following actions have been taken to avoid shortfalls:

- Preparation in terms of understanding the questionnaire before the actual interviews start such as information meetings, information leaflets.

- As from 2011 in 2012 the economic survey started to be carried out throughout the data collection year starting in the month of January. 

III C Metier-related variables

Region: Mediterranean Sea and Black Sea. The Romanian marine fishery was located only in the Romanian Black Sea waters. The Romanian marine fishery was taking place in the Black Sea (GFCM), Fishing Sub-area 37.4 (Division 37.4.2) and Geographical Sub-area (GSA 29).

III C 1 Achievements: results and deviation from NP proposal


The sampling programme was proposed in view to obtain quarterly distribution of length on species from catches (length distribution of landings, the length distribution of discards) and the quarterly volume of discards (number and weight). The data were collected on fishing techniques as there are presented in Appendix IV (4), for fish species from Appendix VII. For the period of the Programme the biological sampling studies has included the sprat, anchovy, horse mackerel, spiny dogfish and turbot. 


The data on the catches and landings have been obtained from Fisheries Logbooks and cover fish species, fishing gear for all the active vessels. The information is based on exhaustive data reported in logbooks.


The following métiers have been sampled (Table III.C.1):

- pelagic trawl fishery;

- pound net fishery;

- set gillnet fishery;

- long lines and hand lines fishery.


The target fish species in pelagic trawl fishery is sprat with by-catch of whiting, turbot, anchovy and horse mackerel. In the pound net fishery, the main species in the catches have a seasonal character, the sprat being the target species in spring period and the beginning of the summer and anchovy and horse mackerel in the summer and autumn period. The by-catch in the pound net fishery is composed of whiting, turbot, red mullet and others demersal species.


In set gillnet fishery, the bottom species with commercial importance is turbot with by-catch of thornback ray, common stingray, spiny dogfish and cetaceans. In the last two years, 2011 and 2012, because the number of the trawlers decreased drastically, the fishermen have oriented to gill nets fishing. In these conditions the number and diversity of gillnets increased; the mesh size range between 24 mm and 400 mm, the target species being both demersal and pelagic species (Annex 15-25; Table IIIC1). 
Long lines and hand lines are representative for artisanal fishery. The main species in the catches are gobies and sometimes horse mackerel.


The sampling resources have been allocated to at-sea sampling and shore-based sampling (sampling in the port, sampling in the fishery points). 


The sampling distribution was made depending on the seasonal character of the target species. We taken into account the fact that all marine fishing vessels operate with one day - few days fishing trip, but don’t exceed a week. The collection of the random samples from unsorted catches and landings taken place in fishing harbours, fishery points and at sea on the vessel board.


The sampling schemes were organized in a way that sampling effort was distributed proportionally to the fishing effort. Relatively larger landings during the year imply higher sampling effort and vice versa. This will ensure that the biological data correspond directly to the national landing statistics. 


The sampling scheme, strategies and effort are presented in the tables IIIC3 and IIIC4. Like in 2011, in 2012 the programme was not respected in totality, first of all because the number of the trawlers decreased, being active only one vessel for a very short period of time (53 days).  Achieved percentage of trips on shore, 50%. Achieved no. trips at sea, 88%. Otherwise, the number of trips to meet the sampling scheme was accomplished 100%. (Tables III C3, III C4). The total catches and discards on board of the trawlers were registered only in the time of at sea surveys foreseen in the Programme. The catches and discards on board of gillnetters have been registered by NIMRAD observers on board of institute boat in the time of research regarding impact of turbot gill nets on cetaceans. Also the catches and discards are reported by fisherman in logbooks. 

The achieved levels of length and age sampling are presented in standard tables IIIC5 and IIIC6. For all fish species the planned sampling levels have been reached. The sampling has been performed in two ways: onboard sampling and port and landing sites sampling. 


The number of samples is correlated with fishing effort during the year. In the Annex 26 we give the monthly structure of the samples by species. 


For almost all species the achieved length and age sampling has exceeded the required and planned levels. The excess sampling has taken place due to continuation of the previous sampling practices because the data series are used for analytical assessment purposes. Excess sampling has been realised on the national expense of Romanian NIMRD Constanta. Only for sprat the program for length measurements was 69% achieved, being measured 6867 specimens instead of 10,000 specimens at national level (see Table III E3). The reason, the small number of trawler vessels and reduced number of trips to sea. 
III C 2 Data quality: results and deviation from NP proposal

Each of the selected metiers has been established following Commission Decision 2010/93/EC Chapter III. B.B1.2 (2), Appendix IV (1-5).

Table 4 - National metier stratification
	Metier LVL6
	National metier
	Target species
	Space strata
	Time strata
	Comments

	OTM_MPD_13-20_0_0
	OTM - Mixed pelagic and demersal fish
	Sprat
	37.4.2
	Quarterly, estimates between April and November.
	TAC regulated


	Misc._FPN_MPD_14_0_0
	FPN - Mixed pelagic and demersal fish
	Sprat, anchovy, horse mackerel
	37.4.2
	Quarterly, estimates between April and September.
	TAC regulated for sprat


	GNS_MPD_400_0_0
	GNS – Demersal fish
	Turbot, dogfish, shad, grey mullet, gobies
	37.4.2

	Quarterly, estimates between March and November.
	TAC regulated for turbot


	LHP-LHM_FIF_0_0_0
	LHM -  Finfish
	Gobies and horse mackerel
	37.4.2

	Quarterly, estimates between April and October.

	Species unregulated 

	LLS_DEF_0_0_0
	DEF-Demersal fish
	Gobies
	37.4.2

	Quarterly, estimates between April and October.

	Species unregulated 



The species included in the sampling programme (sprat, anchovy, horse mackerel, turbot and spiny dogfish) are classified in the G1 (Appendix VII). The sampling intensity was proportional to the relative effort of the metier. The sampling scheme depended on the diversity of species and the operational conditions under which sampling takes place. Our option was for scheme 3 where group 1 of species have been sampled on each occasion; with group 2 species sampled every 50% of occasion and group 3 species sampled at the sea for the all samples on the sea.  In the ports and fishing points the sampling scheme were 2, with 30% samples for all species and 70% samples only for G1 species. 


The length structures obtained from at-sea monitoring was complemented with the length structure from shore sampling. 

 
The sampling was conducted in order to achieve the required precision level (Precision level 3). The analytical analyze have been used to check for data quality issues. For 2012 data have been used available statistical methodologies (WKSCMFD, ICES, 2004) for age composition as well as length and weight at age of sprat, whiting, anchovy, horse mackerel and turbot. Precision for weight at age and weight at length were calculated analytically from the 95% confidence interval around the mean as 
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represents the standard error of the mean. For future data (2012, 2013 we have in view the common tool to evaluate the precision of the biological parameters (COST Project).


The species Trachurus trachurus is not present in the sampling program because is not present in the catches. Due to the absence of the specie, we asked derogation to carry out biological sampling.  


In the App. VII of the Comm. Dec. 93/2010 the species whiting Merlangius merlangus is not included, but because the Subgroup for Black Sea stock assessment decided to include this species between species which will be evaluated, Romania carried out biological sampling.

At the Romanian littoral, this species is discarded.

III C 3 Follow-up of Regional and international recommendations

RCM Med&BS 2009 Recommendation - Métier variables: Standard description of ranked metiers

For the purposes of understanding the heterogeneity of metiers and the consequences for task sharing and discard sampling, national descriptions of the regionally ranked metiers should be compiled using the metier description template Annex 7. To enable this, participants from the MS should strictly respect the agreed naming conventions of fishing ground and metiers as well as the deadline for submission of the information.

LM endorses this recommendation. Mediterranean MS should use the metier description template from the RCM Med&BS.
Follow-up of the recommendation: Romania has provided the métier national descriptions based on the agreed template.
RCM Med&BS 2009 Recommendation - Métier variables: Tasks prior to the RCM Med&BS 2010

For the purposes of ranking metiers for sampling in case of task sharing, National data on effort, landings and value by metier and fishing ground should be compiled regionally in advance of the next meeting. To enable this, participants from MS should strictly respect the agreed naming conventions of fishing ground, métiers and units of the variables as well as the deadline for submission of the national data. The Chair is responsible for compiling it on a regional level.

LM endorses this recommendation

Follow-up of the recommendation: Romania has provided at the 2010 PGMed the most recent available national data on effort, landings and value by métier and fishing ground.
RCMMed&BS 2010, Recommendation:

RCMMed&BS recommends all MS to follow strictly the metiers reference list established at the regional level (RCMMed&BS 2009 report). If the combination between gear and target assemblage does not correspond to an identified reference metier of level 6, the national metier must be registered as a Miscellaneous one (Misc.), ranked as the other metiers and described in the NP and the required forms if sorted by the ranking system.
RCMMed&BS 2010, Recommendation:

By processing the national technical table III.C.1 to perform ranking systems at different geographic scales, RCMMed&BS met difficulties by lack of information on some metiers, concerning one or several required ranking parameters (effort, landings and/or value). These gaps may bias the outcomes of the rankings carried out at international level or combining several GSAs, mainly for metiers targeting species of high commercial value.

RCMMed&BS recommends all MS to complete their national table III.C.1 (in compliance with the Guidelines 2009) to assess the real national and regional importance of each metier identified by MS in conformity with the DCF regulation.

Follow-up of the recommendation:
- In the Bucharest Bilteral Regional Coordination Meeting (2010) was established in common by Bulgaria and Romania the regional metier stratification and also the sampling intensity for metier-based variables. 

- The ranking system is based on: commercial landings (kg), value and fishing effort
RCMMed&BS 2011Recommendation - By processing the national technical tables III.C.1 to perform ranking systems at different geographic scales, PGMed met difficulties by lack of information on some métiers, concerning one or several required ranking parameters (i.e. value). These gaps may bias the outcomes of the rankings carried out at international level or combining several GSAs, mainly for métiers targeting species of high commercial value. RCMMed&BS recommends all MS to complete their national table III.C.1 (in compliance with the Guidelines 2009) to assess the real national and regional importance of each métier identified by MS in conformity with the DCF regulation.

Follow-up of the recommendation: Romania completes the national table III.C.1 in compliance with the Guidelines.

RCMMED&BS 2011 recommendation: RCMMed&BS recommends MS to provide landings data of the previous year of the species presented in Appendix VII of the Commission Decision 2010/93/EU as requested by the PGMed templates. The Group reminds that, if landings data are not disaggregated by species the data quality of the results will be affected. In the Comm. Dec. 93/2010 the exemption rules for the Mediterranean Stock, in order to justify the derogations on sampling stock related variables, stated that “the landings by weight of a Mediterranean Member State for a species corresponding to less than 10 % of the total Community landings from the Mediterranean Sea”. Following this issue, the group recommends to all MS to send the required landing data at species level.

Follow-up of the recommendation: Romania sent the required landing data at species level.

RCMMed&BS 2011recommendation- RCMMed&BS recommends to continue the exercise carried out during PGMed 2011 reviewing yearly the sampling figures for métier related variables and to estimate CV at regional level for shared stocks. MS should adjust their NP accordingly to these results.

Follow-up of the recommendation: The national Programme will be revised in accordance with PG Med results.
Métier related variables: Data available for PGMed
RCMMed&BS2011 Recommendation

All MS should provide data and information required to PGMed in the appropriate formats in order to facilitate the work and to make possible the scope of the results during this methodological group
Follow–up actions needed

Member states to prepare the data in the appropriate format following the templates that will be circulate before the meeting.

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

MS, PGMed, RCMMed&BS

Time frame (Deadline)

PGMed 2012

LM 2011 comments

-

Follow-up of the recommendation

Romania provided data and information required to PGMed in the appropriate formats.

Metier-related variables: on the accuracy of geographical origin of landings and effort data
RCM Med&BS 2012 Recommendation

The RCM MED&BS recall its 2008 recommendation and recommends MS to investigate the accuracy of the geographical origin of landings and effort data (using the VMS data where possible). This information should be reviewed during the next RCM MED&BS

Follow-up actions needed

Forward to MS

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

MS, RCM Med& BS

Time frame (Deadline

Before next RCM Med& BS

LM 2012 comments

LM supports the recommendation 

Follow-up of the recommendation

Romania uses VMS data.

Metier related variables – on the planned minimum number of fish to be measured
RCM Med&BS 2012 Recommendation

RCM Med&BS recommends that in the future NPs the planned minimum no. of fish to be measured for métier related variables will not be required. Since the métier related variables are required to be collected during concurrent sampling, the Group considers that only the proposed and actual number of trips for concurrent sampling should be requested

Follow-up actions needed

Forward for approval to responsible bodies

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

DG MARE, STECF, LM

Time frame (Deadline

Prior to the NEW DCMAP

LM 2012 comments

LM recommends that the overview of numbers of fish to be measured is not evaluated by STECF as this number is not required by the regulation. (Table III_C_5, column J (planned no. of fish aged/measured))

Follow-up of the recommendation

The RCM MED&BS 2010 agreed the sampling intensity at national level presented in the table III.C5 in column “Planned minimum no. of fish to be measured/aged at national level”.
III C 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls

For Romania, all the time was a problem to have in due time the financial support.
As in previous years, for DCP 2013 and next years, we hope a better and due time financial support for:
- systematically review the length measurements made for each species and to better collaborate with the fishermen for performing stock-specific sampling;

-  an exploratory analysis of the samples for a possible improvement of its sampling scheme and estimate the number of samples required for reaching the required precision level;
- to solve the sampling problem with trawlers and gillnetters;

- to improve the precision levels for the length and age data. 


In 2010, Romania adopted a Fishing Effort Adjustment Plan (FEAP) according with the Operational Programme for Fisheries 2007-2013 to adapt the fishing fleet to available quotas and implement the common fishery policy guidelines of reduction fishing capacity. The objective of this plan is to reach the end of 2013 a reduction in fleet capacity by at least 520 to and 1300 kw.

In these conditions, in 2010, 2011 and 2012 was operational only one trawler. This explains the low number of achieved trips for pelagic trawlers. In the future we will increase the number of trips in conditions which the fleet of trawlers will be rehabilitated.

In the Bucharest Bilateral Coordination Meeting (2010) was established in common by Bulgaria and Romania the regional metier stratification and also the sampling intensity for metier-based variables at national level. The RCM MED&BS agreed the sampling intensity at national level presented in the table III.C5 in column “Planned minimum no. of fish to be measured/aged at national level”. At the regional level wasn’t established a number of fish to be measured. 


The regional coordination in the sampling and the calculation of CVs with Bulgaria has not existed. 


In next RCM 2013, it is absolutely necessary to realize a new bilateral agreement between the two Member States

III D Recreational fisheries
The Romanian marine fishing area is situated in the Mediterranean and Black Sea (GFCM), Fishing Sub-area 37.4 (Division 37.4.2) and Geographical Sub-area (GSA 29).

III D 1 Achievements: results and deviation from NP proposal

Achievements are not relevant due to the absence of the target species (Bluefin tuna and Eels) in the area. 


Romanian Black Sea recreational fisheries are a minor part due to the lack of valuable and attractive species. This type of fishing is performed mainly from the coast and is connecting only with the species from Gobies and Mediterranean horse mackerel (Trachurus mediterraneus ponticus) and sometimes for grey mullet (Mugilidae). In Romania there are many fishermen using recreational fisheries for feeding purposes as subsistence fishing.


Due to the absence of the target species (Bluefin tuna and Eels) in the area, Romania has asked derogation to carry out biological sampling. 


With regard to sharks, only one species of shark inhabit Romanian marine waters (FishBase; BSC, 2011; Radu G. and Radu E., 2008; Radu G. et al., 2008). Spiny dogfish (Squalus acanthias) inhabiting the Romanian marine waters is a migratory species, with long life cycle, whose stock is strong influenced by the environmental conditions and fishing effort size. In the Romanian fisheries, Spiny dogfish was mainly as by-catch in the trawlers catches.  When the number of trawlers has been high, also the dogfish catches were higher. After 1989, the number of operational trawlers decreased and the Spiny dogfish catches have the same tendency. In the last years, Spiny dogfish is a target species for dogfish gillnets (Radu G.et al., 2011a, b). At Romanian littoral has never been a recreational fishing for shark species (Daskalov G. et al., 2009; Radu G. and Radu E., 2008; Radu G. et al., 2008; Radu G.et al., 2011a, b).

III D 2 Data quality: results and deviation from NP proposal


Is not the case 

III D 3 Follow-up of Regional and international recommendations

RCM Med&BS 2010, Recommendation:

RCM Med&BS considers that sampling of recreational fisheries on eel in marine waters is not necessary, this activity not really being a real targeted practice.

Follow-up actions needed

Responsible persons for follow-up actions: LIAISON and SGRN; DGMARE

Time frame (Deadline): Before NP evaluation by SGRN (June 2010) Eel: Metier and Stock related variables on eel fishery in Mediterranean area.
RCM Med&BS 2010, Recommendation:


The RCM Med & BS recommends that all the Mediterranean countries that are not performing biological samplings on eel (Anguilla anguilla) in Mediterranean area should present their grounds for not doing it. RCM Med&BS reminds that eel is Group 1 species and is under Recovery Plan. Metier data (i.e. length frequencies distribution) shall be collected by MS.

Stock related variables (sex, age, weight and maturity) should be also collected. In case eel Stock variables are not collected justification shall be provided.

- In Romanian marine area the eel catch is absent and Romania has asked derogation to carry out biological sampling. 

RCMMed&BS 2010 recommendation regarding the “Sampling of recreational eel fishery in

Mediterranean area”:

RCMMed&BS considers that sampling of recreational fisheries on eel in marine waters is not necessary, this activity not really being a real targeted practice.

Liaison meeting comment:

LM recommends that SGRN 10-01 takes this recommendation into account when evaluating MS plans for recreational fisheries sampling.

Follow-up of the recommendation:

In Romania the recreational fisheries on eel in marine water is absent.

RCMMed&BS 2010 recommendation regarding the “Sampling of recreational eel fishery in

Mediterranean area”:

RCMMed&BS considers that sampling of recreational fisheries on eel in marine waters is not necessary, this activity not really being a real targeted practice.

Liaison meeting comment:

LM recommends that SGRN 10-01 takes this recommendation into account when evaluating MS plans for recreational fisheries sampling.

Follow-up of the recommendation:

The target species (Bluefin tuna and Eels), in the Romanian marine area, for recreational fisheries, are absent. Also, these species are absent from the whole Black Sea. 

Romanian Black Sea recreational fisheries are a minor part due to the lack of valuable and attractive species. This type of fishing is performed mainly from the coast and it’s connected only with the species from Gobies and Mediterranean horse mackerel (Trachurus mediterraneus ponticus) and sometimes for grey mullet (Mugilidae). In Romania there are many fishermen using recreational fisheries for feeding purposes as subsistence fishing. 

Due to the absence of the target species (Bluefin tuna and Eels) in the area, Romania asks derogation to carry out biological sampling.

III D 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls


Is not applicable.
III E Stock-related variables

Mediterranean and Black Sea region. The Romanian marine fishery is located only in the Romanian Black Sea waters. The Romanian marine fishery is taking place in the Black Sea (GFCM Fishing Sub-area 37.4 (Division 37.4.2) and Geographical Sub-area (GSA) 29).

III E 1 Achievements: results and deviation from NP proposal


Biological - stock-related variables are required for all stocks listed in Appendix VII of the (Commission Decision 2010/93/EU, Mediterranean Sea and Black Sea)

Table III.E.1 lists the stocks corresponding to Appendix VII.


Have been sampled the following stocks: sprat- Sprattus sprattus; horse mackerel- Trachurus mediterraneus ponticus; anchovy- Engraulis encrasicolus; turbot- Psetta maxima maeotica; dogfish- Squalus acanthias . Also was sampled whiting – Merlangius merlangus euxinus, the main species in the discards of trawls and pound nets. 


The species Trachurus trachurus is not present in the catches form the Romanian Black Sea area. 


The entire number of species subject for data collection under section III.E falls in the group of species (G1) to be sampled triennially (according Appendix VII of Commission Decision 93/2010/EU. The aging of species is foreseen to be realised on annually base, and weight, sex ratio, sexual maturity on triennially base. (see Table III E.2). 


Although the Commission Decision indicates for all species a triennially sampling scheme, most of the biological parameters will be sampled on an annual basis. This is because the fish is available and the parameters are recorded routinely (without extra costs). 


Table III E.2 gives an overview of the long-term sampling strategy with respect to “Stock related variables”.


Table III E.3 gives an overview of the planned sampling intensity. List of variables includes: length on age classes; weight on length classes; weight on age classes; maturity on length classes; sex-ratio on length classes and fecundity on length classes. Data sources was surveys, landings, discards.


For the stocks listed in Table III E.3 biological data have been collected on a stock by stock basis. 


The length composition of the catch is available by stock and métier from the métier sampling (see Section III.C.).


For small pelagic and demersal species the representative sampling for size-at-age structure were collected and stratified by length groups. For a number of 3-5 samples for length frequency, one sample for age frequency was drawn up; calculated by the stratified method, that is providing for each length-class of a constant number of age material (otholits or scales) - about 10 individuals (if is possible, 5 females and 5 males).


Age compositions of the catch (landings + discards) have been derived by applying “Age-Length-Keys” to the length composition of the catch.


For all species the achieved length and age sampling has exceeded the required and planned levels. The excess sampling has taken place due to continuation of the previous sampling practices because the data series are used for analytical assessment purposes. Excess sampling has been realised on the national expense of Romanian NIMRD Constanta.

The summary results are presented also in the Annex 26-54.
III E 2 Data quality: results and deviation from NP proposal

The precision level must in correlation with the requirements of Commission Decision 2010/93/EC, Chapter III, section B.B2.4.  For average weight and length at age, the precision level is at level 3. Also for maturity and fecundity, precision level 3 must be realised. For the age structure of the stock, only precision level 1 is required for discards.


We have calculated the precision level using analytical methodology. The CVs are not calculated for maturity. Unfortunately, because of the very late financial support from the national budget, we can not participate at COST training course in 2010 regarding precision level. 
III E 3 Follow-up of Regional and international recommendations

RCM Med&BS 2009 Recommendation on stock variables: Reference landings data for sampling requirements:
RCM Med&BS recommends that all MS follow strictly the SGRN guidelines and give the landing data by species and not by genus. For that, MS should find adequate solutions for providing this information in the next NP proposals and to PGMed.
Follow-up of the recommendation:

 Romania makes efforts to provide the landings data by species with the use of observers data.
RCM Med&BS 2009 recommendation: The number of samples to be collected for length and stock related variables will be revised during the PGMed 2010 and RCM 2009 recommends MS to adjust their NP 2011-2013 accordingly.
Follow-up of the recommendation:

 Romania has followed this issue and has adjusted the number of stock-related samples in the NP 2011 – 2013 according to what was revised in PGMED 2010.

RCMMed&BS 2010, Recommendation:


BUL and ROM propose in their NP to share tasks to perform biological sampling of landings of the main metiers identified in the BS. RCMMed&BS encourages these both countries to cooperate for optimizing the allocation of the available sampling effort to the different metiers and stocks by using exploratory analysis tools as COST and by estimating precision levels achieved at BS level. Other MS involved in shared metiers in a GSA are also asked to share data collected and carry out such an analysis (following the output of the RCMMed&BS 2009 and PGMed 2010).

Follow-up of the recommendation:

In the Bucharest Bilateral Coordination Meeting (2010) was established in common by Bulgaria 
RCM Med&BS 2010, Recommendation:

- The Group discussed the outputs of the WS on Cost. The Group recognizes that the tools generated by the COST project could improve noticeably the quality of DCF data collection schemes. But before to address the final request of the WS (a second Cost project), RCM Med&BS recommends to further progress testing the tool and to clearly screen the applicability and functionality. The Group recommends also waiting feedback from users (National laboratories and JRC) to assess and identify issues and need for improvement of the software and Romania the sampling intensity for stock-based variables for NPDC2011-2013;
Follow-up of the recommendation:

 - BUL and ROM must review existing data or initiate a pilot study to assess precision levels achieved in the concerned metiers and to report to PGMed.
- Due to very late financial support from the national budget, we can not participated at COST training course in 2010 regarding precision level.

In the Bucharest Bilateral Coordination Meeting (2010) was established in common by Bulgaria and Romania only the number of fish to be measured at national level is given in the table III.E3 in column “Planned minimum no. of individuals to be measured/aged at national level”. At the regional level wasn’t established a number of individuals to be measured. 


The regional coordination in the sampling and the calculation of CVs with Bulgaria has not existed. Also, here we reiterate that, in next RCM 2013, it is absolutely necessary to realize a new bilateral agreement between the two Member States


We have calculated the precision level using analytical methodology. Because of the very late financial support from the national budget, we can not participate at COST training course in 2010 regarding precision level. This can be an explanation that CVs are sometimes above required levels.
On the usefulness of CV as a quality indicator

RCM Med&BS 2012 Recommendation

RCM Med&BS considers that the calculation of the CV is a poor indicator for quality. Considering also that this value is not being assessed by the end-users, it is recommended that the future DCMAP will not include the CVs as a quality indicator.

Follow-up actions needed

Forward to DG MARE

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

DG MARE, STECF, LM

Time frame (Deadline

Before the new DC-MAP

LM 2012 comments

Pending the current developments towards the DCMAP, LM doesn’t agree with this recommendation. The issue of quality indicators will be dealt with in the proper forum in the near future.

Regional data base – Black Sea DCF data base.

RCMMed&BS2011 Recommendation

RCMMed&BS highlights the work made by Romania and Bulgaria for making concrete a common approach on DCF issues in Black Sea and for having implemented at national level relevant tools allowing going further to build a common database for Black sea.

RCMMed&BS, appreciating the work carried out till now, recommends both countries to continue their work in that way and to define a roadmap on which data they can as first priority and practically shared and under which formats, to develop and implement the relevant BS database structure and to test it.

Follow–up actions needed
-

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

Bulgaria and Romania, RCMMed&BS

Time frame (Deadline)

2012 (Next RCMMed&BS meeting)

LM 2011 comments

-

Follow-up of the recommendation

Romania already finished the database which can be adapted for regional purposes.

On the regional database

RCM Med&BS 2012 Recommendation

The Group agreed that the Med&BS RDB will include biological and transversal data. It was decided that economic and survey data will be excluded for the time being from the RDB, following the decision by PGECON to develop one European Database for including economic and transversal data from all supra-regions. The Group agreed that the Med&BS RDB could be hosted by GFCM and that the Steering Committee for the development of the RDB will include 1 person per MS, economists for the transversal data, the Chairs of Medias and Medits and a GFCM representative. It was further agreed that the RDB Steering group will be represented at the planned GFCM Workshop for the finalization of GFCM Task 1 and Task 2.

Follow-up actions needed

Forward to DG MARE

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

DGMARE, MS, LM, RCM MED&BS, GFCM

Time frame (Deadline

Before the new DCMAP

LM 2012 comments

LM notes that GFCM will cover the data for the BS area as well. LM supports the recommendation and suggests that a representative from the Med&BS RDB participates in the RDB FishFrame Steering Committee. However, LM notes the different approaches in selecting members for the steering committees as well as the approval procedures for proposals from the committees. LM suggests the steering committees to streamline the procedures in cooperation with the Commission to prevent both groups to develop own procedures.

Follow-up of the recommendation

Romanian representatives participated in Steering Committee workshop.

Regional Database: Access rights to data in the regional database; specific role in the RCM

RCM Med&BS 2012 Recommendation

Access to data hold in RDB-FishFrame is restricted to persons with a password. Different roles are defined within the system and different users have access to a certain level of data and functionalities. To facilitate future regional coordination work it is recommended that members in the RCMs are given a specific role in the system in accordance with their needs.

Follow-up actions needed

SC need to identify and specify a role for RCM work and suggest level of access rights. Depending on the work required this may be included in the study proposal for development needs.

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

RDB-SC

Time frame (Deadline

2013

LM 2012 comments

LM forwards this to RDB-SC and suggests covering this under the 2013 study proposal if needed regarding technical impact of the implemen-tation of the access rights.

Follow-up of the recommendation

Romania already established the persons which will take part in steering committee and also shall complete the database.
III E 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls

As in previous years, for DCP 2012 and next, we hope a better and due time financial support and will try to improve the quality of the data gathered in order to achieve better precision estimates for some of the stock related variables of some species by using better sampling designs.


It is absolutely necessary to realize a new bilateral agreement between the two Member States which must stipulate all obligations for each country, having in mind that Bulgaria failed to fulfil its obligations on conducting pelagic trawl surveys at sea. The intervention of the Commission is strongly needed in order to clarify this issue with Bulgaria. Romania will not be responsible for the all consequences up rising from this event.
III F Transversal variables
Mediterranean and Black Sea region. The Romanian marine fishery is located only in the Romanian Black Sea waters. The Romanian marine fishery is taking place in the Black Sea (GFCM Fishing Sub-area 37.4 (Division 37.4.2) and Geographical Sub-area (GSA) 29).

III F 1 Capacity

III F 1. 1 Achievements: results and deviation from NP proposal


Data on capacity are available from the fleet register and have been obtained from this data source. The Fishing Fleet Register (FFR) contains the following information: vessel length; gross tonnage; maximum main engine power; age of the vessel.


According to the national legislation, all vessels involved in commercial fisheries should be licensed by NAFA, after their registration in FFR and to provide the legal documents concerning the real and effective activity for the whole Romanian Black Sea waters: catching, landing, sales acts etc.  


The structure of Romanian fishing fleet, included in NP for 2012, there are 261 vessels (Tables 1; 2; 3), but only 183 boats/vessels active. The segmentation is described in Tables 1, 2 and 3.


The whole procedure of data collecting is mentioned as above. The reliability/control of data accuracy by comparing it with other sources, as a statistic rule, is accomplished by crosschecking control between based documents – demanded at the range of regional branch  by local inspectors and the person special assign with data centralization.


Data acquisition will be done in the same time with data for effort pct. III.F.2.1 as per the questionnaire listed in Annex 14, in an exhaustive method. 


The results are presented in the Annex 15-25.
III F 1.2 Data quality: results and deviation from NP proposal

Full information on capacity indicators is available through the FFR. Therefore only this information source has been used. So, the data have been collected in an exhaustive way by NAFA inspectors from the logbooks, for vessels and coastal logbooks, for small boats. This method ensures 100 % coverage of the population and maximum level of quality. 

III F 1.3 Actions to avoid shortfalls


A better collaboration between NAFA inspectors/NIMRD Constanta scientists and vessels owners has to be improved. 

III F 2 Effort

III F 2. 1 Achievements: results and deviation from NP proposal


The Romanian NAFA inspectors used the data from completed logbooks for the parameters on fishing effort by techniques. Additional, in ports and fishery points have been distributed questionnaires (Annex 14) 


All fishing vessels below 12m are also included in the FFR. The vessels mainly take their catches in the coastal waters with passive gears and are also obliged to fill the standard fishing logbook.

Data includes the following parameters information: 

a) annually:

- number of vessels (vessel name, register number), including small boats;

- GT, kw, vessel age;

b) monthly:

- number of vessels, including small boats

- departure and arrival dates and time,

- fishing operation date and time, no. of hours fished, in the Black Sea there are not operations longer than one (1) day at sea;

- kw*fishing days; GT*fishing days;

- number of trips;

- gear type used and number by each gear type;

           - number of traps;


- number of hooks and number of lines;


- soaking time by hours;

- value of landings total and per commercial species;

- live weight of landings total and per species.


The results are presented in the Annex 15-25
III F 2. 2 Data quality: results and deviation from NP proposal


With the help of the NAFA statistics/collecting data system are performed crosscheck verifications between the logbooks, declarations of origin and (first) sales notes of fish and other aquatic organisms and reports. As described above mentioned, the exhaustive method used ensure the maximum quality level of collected data.

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

RCMMed&BS 2010, Recommendation:


RCMMed&BS recommends SGRN to clarify the final decision on the collection of the effort variables required by Appendix VIII of Decision 2010/93/EC.

It is not clear on the SGRN 09-04 report if these variables have to be considered optional for all the metier (independently if they have been selected by the ranking system or not) or, as requested by the RCMMed&BS 2009, the collection of these variables is optional only for the metier not-selected by the ranking system. The mentioned variables are: number of trips / hours fished; number of rigs; number of fishing operations; number of nets/length; number of hooks/number of lines; number of pots, traps; soaking time

Follow-up of the recommendation: We have registered all these variables
III F 2. 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls


A better collaboration between NAFA inspectors and vessels owners has to be improved. 

III F 3 Landings

III F 3 1 Achievements: results and deviation from NP proposal


The information concerning the collection on data landings have fallow the same scheme described as general method used by NAFA staff – chapter III.F.1.1., additional information on value collected  by species will cover the needs of our programme. 


As a picture of marine fishing sector in Romania, the landings are fresh/alive discharged fish and as a consequence conversion factor unit is “1,00 ”  inserted in standard table III.F.2. 


Data are presented in the Annex 15-25.
III F 3 2 Data quality: results and deviation from NP proposal


The actual methodology applied by NAFA cover all segments of fishing activities, the quality and the validation of data being assured by the crosschecking operations at the each involved regional branch and between central offices and these ones. This standard procedure, as general rule of statistics, is applied on collection data in NAFA Romania. Also, one other method is the periodical inspections conducted by the inspectors from central offices of NAFA to regional branches. The method used will be an exhaustive one for all landings data by the questionnaire of NAFA inspectors. NAFA inspectors collect data from all vessels and small boats, which are compulsory in conformity with the Romanian legislation. 

III F 3. 3 Follow-up of Regional and international recommendations

RCMMed&BS 2010 recommendation regarding the “Development of indicators of accuracy and precision”:

The RCMMed&BS recommends that the proposed study to harmonize quality reporting be undertaken. In particular, a detailed methodology for non probability sampling must be proposed. In addition to the ToRs proposed by SGECA 2009-02, RCMMed&BS recommends to evaluate the methodological reports and check the practice of MSs related to the types of data collection. Furthermore, the subgroup proposes more detailed information on how MSs calculate the quality indicator (CV) in their NP.

Liaison meeting comment:

LM endorses/supports the development of these indicators.

Follow-up of the recommendation

- In the national Program, the clustering procedure, when performed, follow the statistical methodology;

- The reliability/control of data accuracy by comparing it with other sources, as a statistic rule, is accomplished by crosschecking control between based documents – demanded at the range of regional branch - by local inspectors and the person special assign with data centralization;
- The analytical analyze have been used to check for data quality issues.
RCMMED&BS 2011 recommendation: RCMMed&BS recommends MS to provide landings data of the previous year of the species presented in Appendix VII of the Commission Decision 2010/93/EU as requested by the PGMed templates. The Group reminds that, if landings data are not disaggregated by species the data quality of the results will be affected. In the Comm. Dec. 93/2010 the exemption rules for the Mediterranean Stock, in order to justify the derogations on sampling stock related variables, stated that “the landings by weight of a Mediterranean Member State for a species corresponding to less than 10 % of the total Community landings from the Mediterranean Sea”. Following this issue, the group recommends to all MS to send the required landing data at species level.

Follow-up actions needed - Member states to improve the quality of landing data sending to PGMed

Responsible persons for follow-up actions - MS, PGMed, RCMMed&BS

Time frame (Deadline) - PGMed 2012
Follow-up of the recommendation: Romania sent the required landing data at species level.

Metier-related variables: on the accuracy of geographical origin of landings and effort data

RCM Med&BS 2012 Recommendation

The RCM MED&BS recall its 2008 recommendation and recommends MS to investigate the accuracy of the geographical origin of landings and effort data (using the VMS data where possible). This information should be reviewed during the next RCM MED&BS

Follow-up actions needed

Forward to MS

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

MS, RCM Med& BS

Time frame (Deadline

Before next RCM Med& BS

LM 2012 comments

LM supports the recommendation 

Follow-up of the recommendation

Romania uses VMS data.

III F 3 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls


A better collaboration between NAFA inspectors/NIMRD Constanta scientists and vessels owners has to be improved. 

III G Research surveys at sea

III G 1 Achievements: results and deviation from NP proposal


In the frame of the Romanian National Programme for Collection of Fisheries Data, 2011-2013 (NP), to evaluate the abundance and distribution of fish stocks independently of the data obtained from the commercial fisheries, Romania had liability undertake scientific research at sea.


The research surveys qualified for the NP2012, listed in Appendix IX of the Commission Decision, are presented in the following table no. 5.

During the period 2011-2013 will undertake annually two priority surveys in the Black Sea for turbot and sprat. Additional information on the surveys is presented in Standard NP-Proposal Tables. In conformity with table G.1, list of surveys is the following (Table 5):
Table 5 Scientific surveys schedule in the Romanian area 2011
	Name of survey
	Area
	Period
	Main targeted

species etc
	Survey effort

	
	
	
	
	Days

(Maximum)
	Hauls

	Bottom Trawl Survey
	Black Sea
	2nd and

4th Quarter
	Turbot
	16-20
	60

	Pelagic Trawl Survey
	Black Sea
	2nd and

4th Quarter
	Sprat and

Whiting
	16-20
	60


Bottom trawl survey
Expected actions
The survey for turbot stock assessment, by swept area method, will be conducted – in April – May and October-November. The main goal is to define the stock biomass indices and respectively the annual quota for turbot fishery. Through this field research, biological data about the turbot size-at-age structure, distribution, sex ratio, and by-catch will be gained. Each survey includes 60 bottom trawl hauls for 20 days, for each surveyed area.

In the Bucharest Bilateral Coordination Meeting (4-5 February 2010) (Annex 55) was agreed as Bulgaria and Romania to conduct a common demersal trawl surveys with Romanian vessel “Steaua de Mare 1” in whole Romanian and Bulgarian area. 

Our scientists will use the same gear and will collect the same type of data, using the same methodology and to create common age-length keys.
Achievements

The scheduled survey has been realized in 2nd and 4th Quarter 2012. It was used the bottom trawl 22/27-34 with horizontal opening of 13m. The average speed of the vessel was of 2,5 knots in the spring survey and 2.4 knots in November, the trawling time was standardized at 60 minutes. Was realized 40 hauling in the Romanian area and 40 hauling in the Bulgarian area (Fig. 1) in 2nd Ouarter survey and 38 hauling for Romania, in the 4th Quarter survey (Fig. 2), being registered the following elements: geographical coordinates for trawling points, water depth (m), the average trawling speed (knots), time of trawling, total catch and structure on species. For every trawling operation was taken one random sample for small size species and for big species, like turbot and dog-fish, each specimens were registered and measured.


Having data regarding horizontal opening of the trawl, trawling speed and time have been calculated the surveyed area, catch per surveyed area, extrapolated catch per square Nm for each species and biomass.


The calculated biomasses for main demersal species at the Romanian littoral have been:
turbot (627 t and 480 t); whiting(6565 t and 5878t) and dogfish (1436 t and 1159 t).
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Fig. 1 Distribution of the sampling points and turbot agglomerations in demersal surveys realised in 2nd Quarter 2012 in the Romanian and Bulgarian waters
Fig. 2 Distribution of the sampling points and turbot agglomerations in demersal surveys realised 4th Quarter 2012 in the Romanian waters
In 2012, the biomass of turbot and whiting agglomerations has been less 50% than in 2011. For dogfish the biomass of agglomerations was almost the same (annex 64-69).
We must mention that, because the Bulgarian part has not fulfilled their obligations under Cooperation Agreement (Annex 55) nor in 2012 (as well as in 2010 and 2011), the Romanian part has not continued the second survey with demersal trawl in Bulgarian waters.  
Pelagic trawl surveys
Expected actions

In conformity with Bilateral Coordination Meeting from Bucharest (4-5 February 2010), in 2011 Romania and Bulgaria will conduct the survey in two parts. First part of survey will be realized in May/June and second part during September/October, using hydroacoustic method with adopted methodology for data collection, processing and evaluation of data. RV Akademik (from Bulgaria) will be involved for hydro-acoustics and will cover BG and RO areas. 

During the surveys the collected information will include length (TL), weight, sex composition and maturity. Otoliths for age determination will be collected and discards will be investigated. Each survey includes 30-40 mid-water trawl hauls for 8-10 days.

Achievements


The common survey foreseen in May/June was not realised like in NP schedule due to the Bulgarian part has not fulfilled their obligations under Cooperation Agreement (Annex 55)
Also, the Bulgarian NAFA annonced the Romanian NAFA that can not realise the pelagic survey because of financial reasons. In these conditions, Romanian NAFA asked approval from DG MARE to realize the pelagic survey in 4th Quarter with Romanian research vessel “Steaua de Mare I”.  Has been used the pelagic trawl 57/63-62m, with horizontal opening of 22m. The average speed of the vessel was of 2,5 knots. The trawling time was standardized at 60 minutes, being realized 33 haulings. 
 The results have been presented by Romania at MEDIAS meeting in Sicilia (2013).
In the Fig. 3 are presented the distribution of the sprat in the 4th quarter 2012 in the Romanian waters. The calculated biomass was of 68887 tons. In the annex 61-63 are prezented the biomasses of others species captured in the pelagic trawl (whiting, dogfish and jelly fish).
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Fig. 3 Distribution of the sprat agglomerations in 4th Quarter 2012 at Romanian marine waters
III G 2 Data quality: results and deviation from NP proposal

There were no deviations from the DCP 2012 objectives for the bottom trawl survey which was realised in time (2nd and 4th quarter 2012) and good condition.
First part of the pelagic trawl survey (2nd quarter) was not realised by Bulgarian part with research vessel Akademik because of financial reasons. Second part of the pelagic trawl survey (4th quarter) was realized with Romanian reserch vessel using pelagic trawl in similar conditions with previous periods (before aggreement with Bulgarian NAFA).
III G 3 Follow-up of Regional and international recommendations


First of all, in conformity with Regional Coordination Meeting from Bucharest, 4-5 February 2010, Romania and Bulgaria will realise all four surveys in common for both areas. The Romanian vessel Steaua de Mare 1 will be used for assessment of the turbot abundance index, distribution and by-catch composition by swept area method, using bottom trawl. 


The Bulgarian vessel Akademik will be used for assessment of the sprat abundance index, distribution and by-catch composition using hydro-acoustic method.

Surveys: on the Terms of Reference

RCMMed&BS2011 Recommendation

RCMMed&BS recommends to those groups which work under its umbrella (i.e. PGMed, MEDITS and MEDIAS steering groups) to clearly follow the Terms of References defined and to inform about the resulting discussion in their annual reports

Follow–up actions needed

-

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

MEDIAS and MEDITS Working Groups, PGMed

Time frame (Deadline)

2012

LM 2011 comments

-

Follow-up of the recommendation: Romania tried to follow the Terms of References defined.
III G 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls

For DCP 2013, we hope that Romanian authorities, through NAFA, will finance in due time the foreseen actions and surveys. Also, we hope for a better collaboration with Bulgarian part and Bulgarian part will respect their obligations assumed. 

It is absolutely necessary to realize a new bilateral agreement between the two Member States, which must stipulate all obligations for each country, having in mind that Bulgaria failed to fulfil its obligations on conducting pelagic trawl surveys at sea, in RCMMed&BS. 

The intervention of the Commission is strongly needed in order to clarify this issue with Bulgaria. 
IV Module of the evaluation of the economic situation of the aquaculture and processing industry

IV.A Collection of data concerning the aquaculture

IV.A.1 Achievements: Results and deviation from NP proposal

In 2010, when the proposed National Programme, in Romania was developed for 2011- 2013, in Aquaculture Units Register (AUR) a number of 520 units with aquaculture activity were recorded.

In 2012 was achieved a more rigorous evaluation and a review of aquaculture units in the statement issued by administrative bodies teritoritoriale of NAFA. Also was developed the improved questionnaire aiming to enhanced clarify whether aquaculture is the main activity under NACE codes 0321 and 0322, or secondary activity and define the economic variables.

Collection of data concerning the aquaculture was carried out in accordance with Appendix X and XI from  COMMISSION DECISION of 18 December 2009 - adopting a multiannual Community programme for the collection, management and use of data in the fisheries sector for the period 2011-2013 (notified under document C(2009) 10121 (2010/93/EU) and taking into account the provisions of the Guidelines [Guidelines for the submission of Annual Report on the National Data Collection Programmes under Council Regulation (EC) 199/2008, Commission Regulation (EC) 665/2008 and Commission Decision 2010/93/EU - version 2013].

Technical and economic data acquisition was done in two ways: by questionnaire and interview at aquaculture companies throughout the country. 

Aquaculture specific questionnaires had the following frame structure: 

Section 1. - Identification Data 

Section 2.  - Technical Data 

Section 3. - Economic data for 2012

The interview was designed to complement and verify the accuracy of the data included in the questionnaire.

The questionnaires  were distributed to all economic units by the operators of NAFA from subordinated the 5 NAFA regional branches.  The interview was conducted at the units within them.

Methodology for processing data provided by respondents was entirely subordinated to generate specific data from the standard tables IV A1, IV A2 and IV A3 of the National Data Collection, according to aforementioned regulations.

The actions undertaken to assess the aquaculture sector in 2012 led to the following results:

The total number of active companies in 2012 was 430 (authorised), of which:

-    Hatcheries and Nurseries - 11

· On growing land based farms – 272

· Combined farms - 147.


In 2012 there were recorded data from 153 respondent units, listed in Annex  70, in which:

-    Hatcheries and Nurseries - 2

-   On growing land based farms - 79;

-   Combined units - 72.

These units were segmented by different point of view:

· The main culture species, resulting that:

·  32,68% of the respondents report as the main species trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss, Salvelinus fontinalis);

·  66,02% of the respondents report as the main species cyprinids (Cyprinus carpio, Ctenopharyngodon idella, Hypophthalmichthys nobilis, Hypophthalmichthys molitrix, Carassius gibelio)  and other freshwater species, rearing in polyculture with cyprinids (prey species, sturgeon);

· 0,65% of the respondents report as the main species African catfish (Clarias gariepinus);

· 0,65%  of the respondents report as the main species mussel (Mytilus galloprovincialis).

· Technologies applied, resulting that: 98,7% are land base farms, of which: 1,3% are Hatcheries and Nurseries, 51,67% are on growing farms and 47,03% were classified as combined farms that have 2 licenses for on growing and for nursery (with or without hatchery), 0.65% of all respondents apply technology in cages, and 0.65% in sea water on long line. 

Data are presented in standard tables IV A1 and IV A2. 

In principle, aquaculture segmentation units according to criteria mentioned above, respected the proposal, however  in the table IV A2, to the proposal were reintroduced the ”Hatcheries and nurseries” segment (both cyprinids and salmonids as motivated by the fact that the units have structured activities and this segment). 

   
Analysis of data collected from respondents allowed a segmentation of aquaculture units depending on a number of other technical and social features, listed below:

· The degree of intensity of production, resulting that: 43,14% of the units are extensive, 24,84% are semi-intensive and 32,02% intensive. The intensive farms are mainly in trout sector.

· Water surface area, resulting the following distribution, in the table below: 

The distribution of respondents in aquaculture units by size class

Table  6
	Productive surface size classes
	No. units
	Share (%)

	
	
	As surface
	As no.units

	under 1 ha
	38
	0,03
	24,84

	1,1 – 10 ha
	24
	0,37
	15,69

	11 – 50 ha
	24
	2,97
	15,69

	51 – 200 ha
	31
	12,9
	20,25

	201 – 400 ha
	16
	14,76
	10,46

	Up to 400 ha
	20
	68,97
	13,07

	TOTAL
	153
	100
	100


· Number of employees, resulting in the following distribution, presented in the table below:

Classification of aquaculture units function to the number of employees

Table 7
	Category
	A

Companies  ≤ 5 employees 
	B

Companies with 6-10 employees
	C

Companies  ≥ 10  employees

	Personnel 
	Total, of which:
	Women
	Men
	Total, of which: 
	Women
	Men
	Total, of which: 
	Women
	Men

	Number of employees
	271
	43
	228
	170
	29
	141
	618
	77
	 541

	Percentage
	25.6
	15.87
	84.13
	16.0
	17.06
	82.94
	58.4
	12.46
	87.54



Total number of employees reported is 1,059, of which 149 women and 910 men, share of women being only 14.07%. From this sample, 893 people working full time, of which 110 women and 783 men (the women holding jobs in aquaculture in rate of 12.32%).

· Age classes of employees working in aquaculture, resulting that holds the weight range of 30-40 years.

· Size categories of enterprises, resulting that: 66.67% of all companies assessed have less than 5 persons employed, 23% are units with 6-10 employees and 17% with more than 10 employees.

The economic data on the aquaculture sector according to the proposan NP, was cover all variables listed in Appendix X in Commission decision (2010/93/EU), which are defined in the structural business statistics (SBS), according to the segmentation provided in Appendix XI in the same regulation. The results of data processed and analysed  are presented in the Standard tables IV A2 and IV A3  annexed to Report. The results are presented in the table below.

Summary economic data

 from aquaculture units reported in 2012

Table 8
	Variables (as listed in Appendix X)
	Variable
	Total value


	No. repondents

unit
	Average value



	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Income
	Turnover (EUR)
	10462156
	153
	68380,11

	
	Subsides (EUR)
	350000
	153
	2287,58

	
	Other income (EUR)
	5391549
	153
	35238,88

	Personnel costs
	Wages and salaries (EUR)
	3289271
	153
	21498,50

	
	Imputed value of unpaid labour (EUR)
	96576
	153
	631,22

	Energy costs 
	 Energy costs (EUR)
	554312
	153
	3622,96

	Raw material costs
	 Livestock costs (EUR)
	2973814
	153
	19436,69

	
	Feed costs (EUR)
	3636616
	153
	23768,73

	Repair and maintenance costs
	Repair and maintenance costs (EUR)
	430688

	153
	2814,96


	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Other operational costs
	Other operational costs (EUR)
	459942

	153
	3006,16


	Capital costs 
	Depreciation of capital (EUR)
	1610766

	153
	10527,88


	
	Financial Costs, net (EUR)
	139362
	153
	910,86

	Extraordinary costs, net
	Extraordinary costs, net (EUR)
	116870

	153
	763,86


	Capital value
	Total value of assets (EUR)
	39854872
	153
	260489,36

	Investments 
	Net investment (EUR)
	5908670
	153
	38618,76

	Debt
	Debt (EUR)
	7623194
	153
	49824,80

	Raw material volume
	Livstock (tons)
	3025
	153
	20

	
	Fish Feed (tons)
	32236
	153
	211

	Volume of sales
	Volume of sales (tons)
	10386
	153
	67,88

	Employment 
	Number of persons employed, by gender
	W - 149

M - 966
	153
	-

	
	FTE national  
	W - 110

M - 783
	153
	-

	Number of enterprises, by size 
	Number of enterprises, by size category where the number of persons employed is:
	153
	-
	-


	
	 ≤ 5 
	102
	-
	-

	
	6 to 10
	23
	-
	-

	
	> 10 
	28
	-
	-


Turnover and sales volume was analysed by species, as shown in the table below.

TURNOVER AND SALES VOLUME, by species

Table 9
	Species
	Turnover

(EUR)
	Volume of sales

(tons)

	0
	1
	2

	Trout  - total
	2,281,813
	681.44

	- Rainbow trout -Oncorhynchus mykiss
	2,281,813
	681.44

	Cyprinids - total
	7,779,694
	5209.4

	- Carp - Cyprinus carpio
	5,174,056
	2240.89

	- Grass carp -Ctenopharingodon idella
	150,817
	225.54

	- Big head -Hypophthalmichthys nobilis
	1,134,713
	1251.31

	- Silver carp -Hypophthalmichthys molitrix
	954,866
	960.85

	-Crucian carp - Carassius auratus
	344,440
	518.81

	-Other cyprinids [Bream (Abramis brama), White bream (Blicca bjöerkna), etc.]
	20,802
	12.01

	Other fresh water fish - total
	375,447
	167.44

	Sturgeons
	23,579
	3.37

	-Pike-perch (Sander lucioperca)
	60,168
	30.16

	-Pike (Esox lucius)
	20,310
	11.72

	- Wels catfish (Silurus glanis)
	13,979
	7.75

	- North African catfish (Clarias gariepinus)
	256,064
	112.40

	-Other species [Perch (Perca fluviatilis), Brown bullhead (Ameiurus nebulosus), etc.]
	1,347
	2.04


	0
	1
	2

	Mussel – total
	2,537
	9.18

	Mitylus galloprovincialis
	2,537
	9.18

	TOTAL
	10,439,491
	6004.46


National currency converted into euro using average annual exchange rate available from the European Central Bank (ECB), according to the Official Journal of the European Union C296 / 5 of 10.02.2012.


The definitions of economic variables (according to STECF - 11 - 19) are included in questionnaires distributed to companies.

IV A 2  Data quality: Results and deviation from NP proposal 

1. Description of statistical calculation methods


Statistical calculation was performed in accordance with the methodology suggested by STECF - SGECA 10-03, that MS should ensure transparency collection methods and a complete description of the accuracy of the indicators used. 


The population frame was determined using the formula used by Krejcie and Morgan, respecting the original data set quality, a degree of confidence that the data of 95% and an accuracy of 5%:
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Where: 

n = sample size

X2 = Chi- square for the specified confidance level at 1 degree of freedom

N= population size

P= population proportion 

ME = desired Margin of Error (expressed as a proportion).

Sampling methodology was represented by random stratification unrepeatable, for samples larger than 10 units. Collection method chosen advantage is that processed a smaller data sample while retaining the character of representation for the entire target population.

For samples less than 10 units was used the exhaustive method.


Quality data analysis involved calculation of sampling rate, response rate and coefficient of variation (CV). The methodology for calculating the coefficient of variation is the ratio of standard deviation values of the string and its statistical average, and a framework for the entire population was determined according to segmentations performed.



Analysis of economic variables and values of statistical indicators can be found in standard table IV.A.3. Quality data showed aquaculture sector, in most cases, a high heterogeneity.

Could not be met the requirement of the Guidelines on implementation of representativeness of the sample where the sampling strategy was done by the method of proof Censius "A", and where the response rate was less than 70%. This was because in those segments or not answered any trader or answered a single unit, cases it is not possible to determine representativeness.

On the other hand, was calculated for segments representativeness "Base Land Farms - Combined Cyprinids" and "Base Land Farms - On growing Cyprinids" where sampling strategy was the Probability Sample Survey (B), and Response rate was lower of 70%. (Table no 10)
REPRESENTATIVENESS OF THE SAMPLE 
calculated by the maximum admissible error 

of which average population variable has a confidence level of 95%

Table 10
	Variables (as listed in Appendix X)
	Response rate
	CV
	Representativeness of the data

collected on the respondents – level of precision (maximum error)
	Segments (b)

	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Turnover
	54,78%
	1,59
	L1 (35%)
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	2,03
	L0 (44%)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids

	Subsidies
	54,78%
	5,64
	NA (-)
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	4,80
	NA (-)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids

	Other income
	54,78%
	2,98
	L0 (65%)
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	2,13
	L0 (47%)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids

	Wages & Salaries
	54,78%
	1,91
	L0 (42%)
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	1,32
	L1 (29%)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids

	Imputed value of unpaid labour
	54,78%
	6,63
	NA (-)
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	3,70
	L0 (81%)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids

	Energy costs
	54,78%
	1,88
	L0 (41%)
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	1,54
	L1 (34%)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids

	Livestock costs
	54,78%
	3,17
	L0 (69%)
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	3,28
	L0 (72%)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids

	Feed costs
	54,78%
	2,42
	L0 (53%)
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	3,30
	L0 (72%)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids

	Repair & maintenance
	54,78%
	3,23
	L0 (71%)
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	2,46
	L0 (54%)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids


	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Other operational costs
	54,78%
	3,81
	L0 (83%)
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	2,13
	L0 (47%)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids

	Depreciation of capital
	54,78%
	3,77
	L0 (83%)
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	2,08
	L0 (46%)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids

	Financial Costs, net
	54,78%
	4,21
	NA (-)
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	3,18
	L0 (70%)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids

	Extraordinary costs, net
	54,78%
	7,75
	NA (-) 
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	6,24
	NA (-)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids

	Total value of assets
	54,78%
	2,54
	L0 (56%)
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	1,78
	L1 (39%)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids

	Net investments
	54,78%
	5,39
	NA (-)
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	3,58
	L0 (78%)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids

	Debt
	54,78%
	3,35
	L0 (73%)
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	2,57
	L0 (56%)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids

	Livestock populations
	54,78%
	4,96
	NA (-)
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	2,61
	L0 (57%)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids

	Fish food
	54,78%
	2,63
	L0 (58%)
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	2,88
	L0 (63%)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids

	Volume of sales
	54,78%
	2,02
	L0 (44%)
	Land based farms - On growing Cyprinids 

	
	64,14%
	1,80
	L1 (39%)
	Land based farms - Combined Cyprinids


NA – not applicable

The high CV values registered, regardless of segmentation performed or cultured species, the variable "Subsidies" where, from 153 respondents units, only 8 units said that they had received subsidies. The reported values ​​fall into two size classes, small amounts and large sums allocated by the European Fisheries Fund (EFF) for sustainable aquaculture in Natura 2000 sites.
IV A 3 Follow-up of Regional and international recommendations
In the designing and implementing operations/activities the recommendations of STECF received were followed – up.

In accordance with the recommendations of Guidelines for the submission of Annual Report on the National Data Collection Programmes under Council Regulation (EC) 199/2008, Commission Regulation (EC) 665/2008 and Commission Decision 2010/93/EU version 2013, which established the Community framework for the collection, management and use of the common fisheries sector and the economic evaluation based on aquaculture and fishery products processing industry, ICDEAPA Galati has harmonized the calculation of indicators of accuracy using the instructions in Module IV A.

	Topic: Comments on Annual Report for 2011

	STECF EWG 12-08 and DG MARE Recommendation
	STECF EWG 12-08  and DG MARE recommends that: 

1. Concerning table IV.A.l  Romania is requested to list all 'Other freshwater fish'.  

2.  In Table IV.A.2, Romania is invited to explain why the 'Reference year' is 2011.

3. In Table IV.A.3, Romania is invited to add CVs for all variables and segments with 'Response rates' lower than 70%.

	Follow-up actions needed
	Tables IV.A.1, IV.A.2 and IV.A.3 were completed with required data 

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	 MS

	Time frame (Deadline)
	

	MS response  
	MS complies with this recommendations


IV A 4 Actions to avoid shortfalls  
To avoid shortcomings propose to make some improvements to a degree higher accuracy data, namely:

· Updating the AUR, given that some outgoing aquaculture units or it becomes a secondary activity. We also propose the harmonization of national employment systems / reporting (AUR, ANAF reports on production, etc.) reporting how JRC, EUROSTAT, and improve track licensed units.

· Applying best practices in statistical analysis and on how to define and select the appropriate size of the sample analyzed in the National Programme.

· Segmentation according to the area used for aquaculture activities in order to obtain more homogeneous data.

· Improve the response rate by organizing regional meetings / national businesses and organizations of producers to be made​​on the importance of training program and the mode of data.

· Change the reporting period end on 30 June, to create the possibility of consulting the database of the tax authorities which would increase the response rate and accuracy of data.

          Also, we propose the harmonization of national employment systems / reporting (AUR, NAFA reports on production, etc.) with JRC reporting module and keeping improving licensed units.

Ministry of Environment, Water and Fisheries should establish a legislative framework that companies have a duty to report compulsory to the National Agency for Fisheries and Aquaculture technical and economic data. Also, the same law must allow free access of NPDC coordinators (national and modules) to the data reported by companies in the sector, the Ministry of Finance, National Institute of Statistics respectively.

On the other hand should consider increasing the confidence of respondents in the confidentiality of data reported.

IV B Collection of data concerning the processing industry

IV B 1 Achievements: results and deviation from NP proposal 

In 2010, when he was drafted proposed national program in Romania from 2011 to 2013 were recorded in the register of fish processing units (OR) 76 activity in fish processing units, without specifying explicitly NACE code.
In 2011 a census was conducted rigorously and check processing units at the Trade Register / NAFA improved and developed a questionnaire designed to clarify whether the processing is the main activity under NACE code 1020 According to Eurostat (main activity is defined According to the EUROSTAT definition under NACE Code 10.20: "Processing and preserving of fish andfish products"), or secondary activity.

In 2011, Romania had 22 units whose main activity "Processing and preserving of fish and fish products" and 29 units of secondary activity.

In 2012 according to the register of processing (RUP) developed by NAFA Bucharest and reporting and recording of NAFA and Trade Register of GPUs situation is as follows:

- 21 units have their main activity in the processing;

- 11 fish processing units have suspended activity and / or became insolvent
- 24 units have secondary activity
The 21 processing units with main activities were categorized by number of employees, units in 3 segments: company ≤ 10 people 11-49 people and corporate companies ≥ 50 persons, and the processing sector the situation is as follows:

- Companies <= 10: 5 units
- Companies 11-49: 10 units
- Companies> 50: 6 units

Economic situation of the 21 units is presented below.


Although some units have fish processing as main activity they carry out activities, including garden snails growth stands (two units of corporate segments 11-49 and respected companies> 50). In 2012 these units have worked in aquaculture and fisheries products.


In particular, the analysis of economic activity in 2012 processing units found, especially for units with less than 10 employees, quitting processing activity. These units only carry out an activity for acquisition and distribution of fish (three units of business segment <= 10, and two companies segment 11-49), not recording economic data for the processing of fish.
Because of the economic situation of 2012, 2 units of business segment> 50 have limited activity and number of employees so that they can be found in the number of companies in the segment 11-49.

Thus, of the 21 units with NACE Code 10.20: "Processing and preserving of fish and fish products" in 2012 only 14 have engaged the process:
- Companies <= 10: 2 units
- Companies 11-49: 7 units
- Companies> 50 5 units

Of the 14 units that represents the total number of units whose main activity that worked and worked on processing in 2012, economic data were collected from 10 units.

The other four units whose main activity is justified as filling in questionnaires:


- Managers felt that reporting of economic data is an additional activity that are not willing to pay if not compel a law or governmental regulation (two units)
- Other units whose main activity invoke privacy required (two units).
Therefore, in 2012 there were economic data from 28 units, as follows:

- 10 respondents were processing units whose main activity according to NACE 1020 and
- 18 respondents had engaged in secondary processing, according to Table 11.

Number respondents whose main activity is as follows:
- Companies <= 10: 2 units
- Companies 11-49 5 units
- Companies> 50: 3 units
Summary - fish processing units surveyed respondents in 2012

Table 11
	County
	Companies ≤ 10  
	Companies 11 – 49  
	Companies  ≥ 50    

 

	
	The main activity
	secondary activity
	The main activity
	secondary activity
	The main activity
	secondary activity

	Bacau
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-

	Braşov
	-
	3
	1
	-
	-
	-

	Braila
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1
	-

	Bucureşti
	-
	2
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Cluj Napoca
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Galaţi
	1
	2
	-
	
	
	

	Hunedoara
	-
	2
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Ilfov
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-

	Maramureş
	-
	2
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Mures
	
	1
	
	
	
	

	Prahova
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-

	Sibiu
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Timis
	1
	3
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Tulcea
	-
	-
	3
	-
	-
	-

	Vaslui
	-
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-

	Total companii 
	2
	18
	5
	0
	3
	0


The share of respondents whose main activity is the processing of fish (CAEN 1020) is:

- Companies <= 10: 20%
- Companies 11-49: 50%
- Companies> 50: 30%

Total number of employees in the establishment respondents whose main activity is classified in three segments is 498, of which:

- Companies <= 10 - Employee 2%
- Companies 11-49 - employees 32%
- Companies> 50 - 66% employees

Of the 28 units surveyed, 36% are fish processing units whose main activity and 64% had secondary activity Fish processing units.

For data acquisition was developed form questionnaire and interview.
The questionnaires cover all economic variables listed in Appendix XII of Commission Decision 2010/93/EC.

The forms were made ​​available processing units. The role of the interview was to verify the accuracy of the data reported in questionnaires.


Given the presence (of the 21 units in seven main business units have performed this work in 2012) and the fact that in 2012 a total of 11 units have suspended operations or became insolvent we felt needed a new segmentation which is presented in Table IV.B.1.
Table IV.B.1 - fish processing industry: segmentation units for collection of economic data for 2012
	Segment
	Total 
populatie nr.
-----
N
	 Populatie

cadru nr. 

F 
	Esantion planificat

nr. 
-----
P
	 Rata de realizare a esantionului 
-----
P/F*100 (%)
	Tipul de colectare a datelor  (b)

	Companii <= 10
	26 
	20
	20
	100
	B

	Companii 11-49
	7
	5
	5
	100
	A

	Companii >50
	5
	3
	3
	100
	A


Referring to the classification of units in the three segments, the share of respondents whose main activity each segment is:

  
- Companies <= 10 - 100% of respondents (answered 2 units of 2 units operating in 2012)

· Companies 11-49 - respondents 71% (answered 6 units of 7 units operating in 2012)

· Companies> 50 - 60% of respondents (responded 3 units of 5 units operating in 2012)
Data were collected, pooled and processed questionnaires received directly from respondents or through the National Agency for Fisheries and Aquaculture Bucharest.

Processed data were included in Tables IV B1 and B2 IV of the National Data Collection for 2012.
Ordering data was performed by county and the number of employees of the unit.

The questionnaires were divided into three sections:


Section I - Identification data unit (unit name, NACE code, ownership, address of contact 

person).

Section II - Data about the processor (raw materials, types, quantity, value)

Section III - Economic data (revenues, expenses, number of employees, financial statement).
 
Sections I and II of the questionnaire (ie identification data processing unit and raw materials, types and value of production) were fully reported by the processor.


From questionnaires that centralizing all processing units have private ownership.


The fish processing industry predominates indigenous raw materials 86%, compared to import raw material is 14%.


Specially used for processing are: Carp, Silver carp, bighead carp, Catfish, Zander, Pontic shad, Clarias Salmon Trout Mackerel Sprat Herring Herring Baby.
The highest quantity processed in domestic fish processing industry is represented by fish species carp, bighead carp Silver carp end (71% of domestic fish processing). Species of the mostly used for processing are: herring Herring (60% of total import over processed).
"Other aquatic resources" is held the largest share of carp eggs, representing 90% of total article.
Feedstock used for processing values ​​is outlined in Annex 71 and 72.
The largest quantities of varieties are smoked products, fresh produce over decapitated, eviscerated, partitioned, threading, followed by egg salads, seafood and meats. Lowest amount was recorded in canned products (Annex 73 and 74).

In Annex 75 presents data on fish products sold domestically or exported.
IV.B.2 Data quality: Results and deviation from NP proposal 
In 2012, all 10 respondents completed the main business section III of the questionnaire related to the economics of processing units.


Of the 24 units to 18 units reported secondary activity. For these units were only data corresponding economic activity in fish processing agreement Romania_NP-Proposal_2011-2013_Text approved by Decision 2011-446-11.07.2011/UE


Appendix XII and corresponding economic variables that are found in Section III, have been fully or partially completed by the respondents. Data reported by the respondents are listed in Annex 76.

Of the 10 units responding with main activities that have filled data in Section III, the distribution was as follows:
- 2 units segment ≤ 10;
- 5 units segment 11-49;
- 3 units segment ≥ 50;
Respondents with secondary activity (18 units) are only ≤ 10 segment and responded partially or completely to economic variables in Section III of the questionnaire .

Sources of economic data are centralized and processed questionnaires.


Segmentation based on the number of employees as well as the proposal for the collection and results for 2012 are presented in Table IV B 1.


Statistical calculation was performed in accordance with the methodology suggested by STECF - SGECA 10-03 and "Guidelines for the submission of Annual Report on the National Data Collection Programmes under Council Regulation (EC) 199/2008, Commission Regulation (EC) 665/2008 and Commission Decision 2010/93/EU, Version 2013.


The size of the samples was determined according to the number of units, and the analysis was carried out by laminating random variables which have been collected data from more than 10 units (segment ≤ 10) completely and if the number of units is less than 10 (segment segment 11-49 and ≥ 50).


Data collection scheme was to assess probability sample companies <= 10 and census for units with a number of employees ranging between 11-49 and ≥ 50 employees. Type Bias error was chosen.

Data accuracy was calculated using the formulas recommended by "Guidelines for the submission of Annual Report Version 2013 (Annex 79).
Respondents reported values ​​of economic variables for the processing industry with main activity in 2012 (10 respondents), the three segments is presented in Annex 76 and the summary of economic data for all units with main activity in 2012 (14 units) is shown in Annex 77 and turnover for units with secondary activity is presented in Annex 78.
The variable "Subsidies" all companies have completed the value 0 for the fish processing business is not subsidized.

The variable "Extraordinary costs, net" value is 0 (zero) because all companies surveyed reported 0 (zero) extraordinary costs.

Companies with ≤ 10 individuals had the following variables: Energy Costs, Capital Value / total value of Assets, Net Debt Investments end a low response rate, with values ​​between 46% and 68%.

We determined the values ​​of CV satisfactory (values ​​<1) economic variables that have been segmented, ie 1-10 segment, averaging representative. For variables that were not segmented CV values ​​ranged from 1.34 to 2.79, highlighting the fact that the sample was homogeneous (Annex 79).
 
Responding units submitted data on economic variables only processing activity. If it was found that the values ​​of variables transmitted respondents refer to the entire activity of the company, these values ​​were removed from the averaging.


The centralization of data for every company that has not been completed value of a variable to the arithmetic mean of the values ​​reported by companies belonging to that segment. The value obtained was considered to be the value reported by the company concerned (summarizing economic data Annex 77).
IV.B.3 Follow-up of Regional and international recommendations 
The design and implementation of the operations / activities STECF recommendations have been received.

Guidelines for submission of annual report (version 2013) on national programs to collect data in accordance with Council Regulation (EC) 199/2008, Regulation (EC) 665/2008 and Commission Decision 2010/93/EU, which established a Community framework for the collection, management and use of the common fisheries sector and economic evaluation based on aquaculture and fishery products manufacturing, Galati ICDEAPA harmonized methods of precision indicators using the instructions in Module IV B.

The following recommendations were selected from an overview of the recommendations of the expert group STECF and STECF recommendations made ​​in 2009-2012, which were selected to be included in AR for 2012:
	Topic: Comments on Annual Report for 2011

	STECF EWG 12-08 and DG MARE Recommendation
	STECF EWG 12-08 recomanda ca: 

1.  Collection of economic data, aquaculture andfleet

If numbers of population segments in tables IV.B.l (processing industry: population segments for collection of economic data)

have been updated, MSs are asked to mention this in their Annual Report.

2. Further, the methodology used for the assessment of quality of data collected should be described in the Annual Report.

	Follow-up actions needed
	AR was completed with data requested

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	All SM

	Time frame (Deadline)
	 

	MS response  
	MS complies with this recommendation


However, according to "Review of Economic once collected in Relation to the DCF and Harmonisation of sampling strategies (STECF-11-19)" IRDAEFA Galati respected economic definitions of variables entering them in the questionnaire.
IV.B.4 Actions to avoid shortfalls
To avoid deficiencies propose to make some improvements to achieve a level of accuracy higher data:

- Regularly updating the Registry Units fish processing sector;
- Verification annual Trade Register / NAFA operating status of the units whose main activity;
- Harmonization of national collection systems / data reporting (OR, NAFA reports on production, etc) with JRC reporting module;
  - Improved response rate in regional meetings / national businesses and producer organizations to be made on the importance of the training and data module.
Ministry of Environment, Forestry and Fisheries should establish a legal framework in which companies are required to report to the National Agency for Fisheries and Aquaculture Technical and economic data.
On the other hand, reported data confidentiality must be ensured by law to increase the confidence of managers of the companies involved.
V Module of evaluation of the effects of the fishing sector on the marine ecosystem

V 1 Achievements: results and deviation from NP proposal


Data requirements needed for the calculation of the ecosystem indicators are specified in Appendix XIII of EC Decision 2010/93.


The first four indicators listed in Appendix XIII require data on species abundance and length distribution by species from fishery independent research surveys. Such information is collected routinely in established trawl surveys. The surveys which contribute to the collection of data for the calculation of these ecosystem indicators are specified in section III.G.1. The results are presented in the Annex 27-54 for all fish species which are not included in the Appendix VII of the (Commission Decision 2010/93/EC, Mediterranean Sea and Black Sea)


Besides of species which are included in the Appendix VII (sprat- Sprattus sprattus; horse mackerel- Trachurus mediterraneus ponticus; anchovy- Engraulis encrasicolus; turbot- Psetta maxima maeotica; dogfish- Squalus acanthias ), we have data regard population structure and parameters for: blue fish – Pomatomus saltatrix; whiting – Merlangius merlangus euxinus; red mullet – Mullus barbatus; Caspian shad – Alosa caspia nordmanni.


Data are presented in Annex 27-54
Indicators 5-7 require position registration data based on VMS. For 2012 Romanian NAFA has four vessels tregistered with VMS: Flamingo 4, Hasip Reis, Olimpus 1 and Romfish 1.

Indicator 8 of the rate of discarding of commercially exploited species in relation to landings will based on respectively logbooks and observer trips processed separately.

The data collected for economic and transversal variables allows the direct calculation fuel costs per quarter and métier for some segments (III.B.1). Estimation of the total costs for fuel in these métier is based on total effort (from logbooks) and fuel costs per sea day. For all other fleet segments, fuel costs per métier are estimated, based on the effort by métier. Data are presented in the Annex 11-20.
V 2 Actions to avoid shortfalls

For DCP 2013, we hope that the national budget of Romanian will finance in due time the foreseen actions and surveys, pending on the instructions should be received by financial authorities to act before advanced payment from the EC came. We hope also that the structure of Romanian fleet will be improved with vessels equipped with VMS.

VI. Module for management and use of the data  

VI 1 Achievements: results and deviation from NP proposal

NIMRD “Grigore Antipa” Constanta and IRDAEFA Galati involved in the NDCP 2012 transmitted fisheries data to the following meetings and end users (Tables VI1): 

- RCM for the Mediterranean and Black Sea(Madrid, July, 2012)
- 15th FOMLR AG Annual Meeting, October 2012, Istanbul-Turkey
- PG Med (Rome, 30 January-3 February 2012)
- 4th MEDIAS Coordination Meeting”,(Malta, March 2012)
- Working group on stock assessment of small pelagic species (November 2012, Split, Croatia)

- JRC-STECF- Data call (2012)

- Planning Group for Economists [PGECON] (April 2012, Salerno) definition of variables not clearly defined in the DCF

- STECF EWG 12-16 on Black Sea Assessments”, Ispra/Italy
- JRC-Data calls for specific data.
NATIONAL DATA BASE Considerations/mentions:
Romania developed a databases system, based on 4 distinct activities, which are:

1. Marine fisheries

2. Research surveys at sea

3. Aquaculture

4. Processing industry

Each of them has its database, plus an attached database with the expenses of the personnel and the expenses for necessary activities during data collecting. That means 8 databases created for data collection system and 8 necessary applications for databases management. 

Due the lack of severs, and for protection of the data, our system has two layers. 

First layer is the data acquisition layer, which is on desktops of the personnel involved in data collection. At this layer, all the data can be manipulated by different activities (inserting, editing, deleting). The second layer is the storage and reporting layer, which is a centralized storage databases system. This solution will permit to have a backup of the data.

In the second layer, an external user can view the data using web, but the user has complete access (only for reading) to all the data or not of all. At this moment we have not implemented yet a differentiated system for reports, based by control access to the different data. This system will be implemented during the first half of the year 2013, based on trust policies access control.  

During National Coordination Meeting 2011, using “Visual fox pro 9.0”, web-site and system back up, the building of data base file were demonstrated in accordance with security data elements to avoid malfunction. Web site is functional starting with 2011, data base 2009 and 2010 for aquaculture, fish processing marine fishing and expeditionary fishing being functional. Data for 2011 have been up loaded. Data for 2012 will be uploaded and the web site will be fully available in 2013. 
Regional data base – Black Sea DCF data base.

RCMMed&BS2011 Recommendation

RCMMed&BS highlights the work made by Romania and Bulgaria for making concrete a common approach on DCF issues in Black Sea and for having implemented at national level relevant tools allowing going further to build a common database for Black sea.

RCMMed&BS, appreciating the work carried out till now, recommends both countries to continue their work in that way and to define a roadmap on which data they can as first priority and practically shared and under which formats, to develop and implement the relevant BS database structure and to test it.

Follow–up actions needed
-

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

Bulgaria and Romania, RCMMed&BS

Time frame (Deadline)

2012 (Next RCMMed&BS meeting)

LM 2011 comments

-

Follow-up of the recommendation

Romania already finished the database which can be adapted for regional purposes.

On the regional database

RCM Med&BS 2012 Recommendation

The Group agreed that the Med&BS RDB will include biological and transversal data. It was decided that economic and survey data will be excluded for the time being from the RDB, following the decision by PGECON to develop one European Database for including economic and transversal data from all supra-regions. The Group agreed that the Med&BS RDB could be hosted by GFCM and that the Steering Committee for the development of the RDB will include 1 person per MS, economists for the transversal data, the Chairs of Medias and Medits and a GFCM representative. It was further agreed that the RDB Steering group will be represented at the planned GFCM Workshop for the finalization of GFCM Task 1 and Task 2.

Follow-up actions needed

Forward to DG MARE

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

DGMARE, MS, LM, RCM MED&BS, GFCM

Time frame (Deadline

Before the new DCMAP

LM 2012 comments

LM notes that GFCM will cover the data for the BS area as well. LM supports the recommendation and suggests that a representative from the Med&BS RDB participates in the RDB FishFrame Steering Committee. However, LM notes the different approaches in selecting members for the steering committees as well as the approval procedures for proposals from the committees. LM suggests the steering committees to streamline the procedures in cooperation with the Commission to prevent both groups to develop own procedures.

Follow-up of the recommendation

Romanian representatives participated in Steering Committee workshop.

Regional Database: Access rights to data in the regional database; specific role in the RCM

RCM Med&BS 2012 Recommendation

Access to data hold in RDB-FishFrame is restricted to persons with a password. Different roles are defined within the system and different users have access to a certain level of data and functionalities. To facilitate future regional coordination work it is recommended that members in the RCMs are given a specific role in the system in accordance with their needs.

Follow-up actions needed

SC need to identify and specify a role for RCM work and suggest level of access rights. Depending on the work required this may be included in the study proposal for development needs.

Responsible persons for follow-up actions

RDB-SC

Time frame (Deadline

2013

LM 2012 comments

LM forwards this to RDB-SC and suggests covering this under the 2013 study proposal if needed regarding technical impact of the implementation of the access rights.

VI 2 Actions to avoid shortfalls

Staff of the institutes involved in the program prepared data in due time to respect the deadlines for transmission to end users and data quality to be within required limits. 
VII Follow-up of STECF recommendations

          In the designing and implementing operations/activities the recommendations of STECF received before finalising the Programme and during the execution of it were followed – up.


The following recommendations were selected from an overview of STECF and STECF expert group recommendations made in 2009-2012, which were selected to be included in the AR for 2011.
	Topic: economic variables

	STECF PLEN 09-02
Recommendation
	STECF recommends that MS indicate the data collection category that is to be applied for each fleet segment and for each economic variable as listed in Appendix VI of Council Decision 949/08. SGECA 09-02 identified three different categories of data collection scheme that covers all the possible typologies of data collection :

A. Census, which attempts to collect data from all members of a population.

B. Probability Sample Survey, in which data are collected from a sample of a population members randomly selected

C. Non-Probability Sample Survey, in which data are collected from a sample of population members not randomly selected. 

STECF notes that this classification will facilitate the comparison of survey methodologies among MS.

STECF also recommends that MS:

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

· include in their annual Technical Reports, the data quality indicators given in Table 4.2.2 (discussed under TOR 2 of STECF-SGECA 09-02

	Follow-up actions needed
	inclusion of data quality indicators in Annual Report

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	MS

	Time frame (Deadline)
	every year

	MS response
	MS supports this recommendation and has included the quality indicators


	Topic: balance between fleet capacity and fishing opportunities

	STECF PLEN 09-03
Recommendation
	STECF recommends that the Commission and MS take the appropriate actions, namely:

1. The date of submission should be included in the MS reports. 

2. The requirement in the regulations to restrict MS reports to 10 pages should be reconsidered.

3. Commission summaries of MS reports should follow the template format as suggested so that they contain the same information in the same order. This would greatly assist STECF to evaluate the Commission summaries should STECF continue to be required to do so.

4. MS should complete the report summary template suggested for their own report and include it at the front of their reports.

5. In its summary report, the Commission should make only factual observations regarding MS conclusions on balance, rather than adding any further interpretation to MS reports.

6. MS should be encouraged to provide suitable alternative approaches to the technical indicator for their passive or static gear fleet segments, since days at sea is not appropriate in these cases. It would be appropriate to update the Guidelines accordingly.

7. MS may have to revise their timetable for data collection in order to ensure the previous year is reported on for the Technical indicator by the required date in the current year.

8. Specific suggestions to individual MS in the working group report regarding data availability should be communicated by the Commission to MS.

9. MS should reveal why indicators have not been reported, this may help to resolve any underlying problems and make it possible to report indicators in subsequent years.

10. The suggested improvements to the Guidelines on Balance Indicators contained in response to ToR 5 in the WG report should be implemented.

STECF also recommends that the description of fleets should follow the fleet segmentation proposed by the DCF in order to be useful.

	Follow-up actions needed
	MS to comply with guidelines submitted by the Commission

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	MS

	Time frame (Deadline)
	every year

	MS response
	MS has complied with actual guidelines applicable to year of submission of the report 


	Topic: economic variables

	SGECA 09-02
Recommendation
	SGECA-09-02 recommends that in case non-probability sampling is applied, MS describe clearly in the methodological reports the methods used to overcome problems of bias and possible ways to assess the quality of the estimates and their outcomes. Based on this information, SGECA recommends to launch a call for a study to harmonise quality reporting and propose methodology in this specific situation. SGECA-09-02 also recommends that the suggested study on quality indicators for non-probability sampling should also address the question of the impact of non-random non response on the final estimates.

	Follow-up actions needed
	MS to describe clearly in the methodological reports the methods used to overcome problems of bias and possible ways to assess the quality of the estimates and their outcomes

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	all MS

	Time frame (Deadline)
	

	MS response
	MS supports this recommendation

	Topic: economic variables

	SGECA 09-02
Recommendation
	SGECA-09-02 recommends that MS should carefully assess the impact of non-response, especially in the case of census with low response rate.

	Follow-up actions needed
	

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	all MS

	Time frame (Deadline)
	

	MS response
	MS supports this recommendation and is working assing the impact of non-response and limiting the impact by estimating the economic results with the use of a model

	Topic: economic variables

	SGECA 09-02
Recommendation
	Due to concerns raised over the implications for data time series if clustering practices change over time, SGECA-09-02 recommends MS to take this into account when they segment the fleet in order to produce consistent time series over time.

	Follow-up actions needed
	

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	all MS

	Time frame (Deadline)
	

	MS response
	MS has done this


	Topic: economic variables

	SGECA 09-02
Recommendation
	SGECA-09-02 recommends that MS assess the comparability of economic variables over time, include the results in the TR and discuss inconsistencies in trends.

	Follow-up actions needed
	analysis of comparability of economic variables over time

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	all MS 

	Time frame (Deadline)
	deadline Annual Report

	MS response
	MS does not face the problem of  inconsistencies in time series data

	Topic: fisheries conducted under a derogation regime

	SGRN 09-01
Recommendation
	Large differences in the amount of capital invested are likely to exist between MS, in particular between those MS who have tradable markets in quota and licences and those who do not. A recent EU wide study1 focussed on defining a common methodology for the calculation of capital invested in tangible assets and capital costs (Perpetual Inventory Method (PIM)), and it is recommended that this methodology is followed by MS when producing ROI estimates.

	Follow-up actions needed
	apply recommended methodology

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	MS

	Time frame (Deadline)
	

	MS response
	MS complies with this recommendation

	Topic: precision levels

	SGECA/SGRN 09-02
Recommendation
	“SGRN has repeatedly recommended every MS to estimate the precision of the data obtained by sampling in order to assess the quality of the associated estimates. In SGRN opinion, the best way to explore data is to evaluate the precision with the aim of optimising the sampling design (see Section 7.2 in SGRN-06-03 report, Anon. 2006). More than the exact quantification of the level of uncertainty, the objective of calculating precision levels should be to improve the quality of the data that is collected. In parallel, SGRN has supported the idea of developing a common tool for assessing the accuracy and precision of the biological parameters estimated through sampling programmes. Such a tool has been granted financial support by the Commission through the Call for Service Contracts FISH/2006/15. (COST project) SGRN will continue to request all MS to assess the quality of the estimates even if the different methodologies used prevent the direct comparisons of the results between MS.”

	Follow-up actions needed
	provide estimates of precision in Annual Report

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	all MS 

	Time frame (Deadline)
	deadline Annual Report

	MS response
	In most cases, Romania has provided estimates of precision in those tables where these are required and when it is possible to calculate them. For the calculation of the precision parameters the methodology developed in the COST project will be aplied and implemented in the national software.

	Topic: species landed as mixed categories

	SGECA/SGRN 09-02
Recommendation
	SGRN would like to stress the importance of providing landings data by species, as required by the DCR (EC 1581/2004; EC 949/08), and not by group of species (based also on the exercise “Sampling for mixture of species in the landings” carried out in 2008). SGRN notes that data collected for some species (e.g. Mullus spp, Trachurus spp., Lophius spp., Raja spp., among others), is aggregated at genus level. SGRN recommends that species recorded under mixed categories should be reported at species level and this requirement should be enforced. The collection of such data is also important in view of the Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries (EAF) Management, were data for example on sharks and rays is required at the species level. MS should find solutions for the next NP with respect to this problem either by rectifying the reporting of landings in ports and markets or by estimating the percentage contribution of the relative species in the genera (see ICES PGCCDBS report 2009).

	Follow-up actions needed
	provide data by species rather than by group of species

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	all MS 

	Time frame (Deadline)
	always

	MS response
	The reporting of landings by species is regulated through legislation applicable to the submission of log-books. This legislation may not always be harmonised with the DCF requirements. Also, the registrations may not always be in accordance with this legislation and sometimes mixed categories are reported or permitted. Reports on landings by species can be given at the lowest level of aggregation as available in national statistics. Biological data is always submitted at the species level.


	Topic: regional data bases

	SGECA/SGRN 09-02
Recommendation
	The need for regional data bases has been discussed in the past and endorsed by both STECF and the Commission, but little progress has been made on the issue. SGRN recommends that the various RCM meetings in September and October deal with the issue of regional data bases. SGRN recommends that lead MS are identified to progress the issue of regional data bases in partnership with other MS. This will ensure a shared ownership of the regional database. SGRN recommends that RCM’s agree a FISHFRAME compatible data base for the regional data bases. SGRN recommends that the work programme for developing the regional database should be included in the NP for 2011 – 2013 under the data base development.

	Follow-up actions needed
	RCMs and lead MS

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	RCM

	Time frame (Deadline)
	RCM meeting 2010

	MS response
	Romania and Bulgaria will develop a sub regional data base.

	Topic: Guidelines for the submission of National Programmes 2011-2013

	SGECA/SGRN 09-02
Recommendation
	Annex 5 of the report is de Guidelines for the submission of National Programmes 2011-2013. The Guidelines contain many recommendations dealing with instructions on how to present the National Programme. These recommendations are not listed separately

	Follow-up actions needed
	take account of recommendations in drawing up the National Programme 2011-2013

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	all MS

	Time frame (Deadline)
	deadline submission NP

	MS response
	MS has followed all recommendations in drawing up the NP 2011-2013.


	Topic: bi-lateral agreements

	SGRN/SGECA 09-01
Recommendation
	Reviewers of the NP neither found that while MS listed their bi-lateral agreements in the annexes, they did not refer to them in the report text (Section III B). SGRN recommends MS to address this in future NP submissions.

	Follow-up actions needed
	take account reference to bi-lateral agreements

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	all MS

	Time frame (Deadline)
	deadline submission NP

	MS response
	MS has done so


	Topic: fisheries conducted under a derogation regime



	SGRN/SGECA 09-01
Recommendation
	The Data Collection Regulation does not make any specific mention to the fisheries acting under a derogation regime (i.e. several Mediterranean fishing practices allowed till 2010). This grey area is particularly relevant, because the absence of a specific obligation to collect data on these fishing activities will make it impossible to evaluate the effects of the derogations. This can also negatively affect the national management plans. SGRN recommend that each fishery acting under a derogation regime “should” be identified, included in the ranking system and sampled if selected.

	Follow-up actions needed
	take account reference to bi-lateral agreements

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	all MS

	Time frame (Deadline)
	deadline submission NP

	MS response
	MS has not identified fisheries under a derogation regime when drawing up the NP 2011-2013


	Topic: fisheries activities using gears not listed amongst the recognised ones

	SGRN/SGECA 09-01
Recommendation
	If a fishing activity is carried out by a MS by using a gear not officially listed and if this segment is relevant in term of catches or to improve the data used for the stock assessment of the target species concerned, than SGRN recommends that the related sampling shall be properly included in the NP, by using the general gear category and appropriate codification. SGRN recommends that the gear category to be used for the data transmission to the RFMO concerned should use an appropriate codification and encourage co-operation among relevant MS.

	Follow-up actions needed
	MS to include unofficial metiers in NP

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	all MS

	Time frame (Deadline)
	deadline revision submission NP 2011-2013

	MS response
	MS has identified fisheries using gear which is not officially listed. These fisheries are developing fast. The main gears are gill nets for pelagic and demersal species, others than turbot. Since these fisheries have developed fast and have different catch composition, Romania will include these gears as national metiers in an update of the NP for 2013.


	Topic: economic data

	9/4.1. SGECA-09-02: Quality aspects of the collection of economic data, methods of calculation of the indicators and sampling strategies
	STECF reviewed the list of recommendations suggested by SGECA 09-02 and considers that their application will allow MS to better comply with the requirements of the DCF in relation to data quality assurance. Therefore, STECF endorses the SGECA 09-02 recommendations.

In particular, STECF recommends that MS indicate the data collection category that is to be applied for each fleet segment and for each economic variable as listed in Appendix VI of Council Decision 949/08. SGECA 09-02 identified three different categories of data collection scheme that covers all the possible typologies of data collection :

D. Census, which attempts to collect data from all members of a population.

E. Probability Sample Survey, in which data are collected from a sample of a population members randomly selected

F. Non-Probability Sample Survey, in which data are collected from a sample of population members not randomly selected. 



	Follow-up actions needed
	MS include in their NPs for the period 2011-2013, a methodological report to describe the sampling strategies

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	MS

	Time frame (Deadline)
	Every year

	MS response
	MS applies the Census typology which attempts to collect data from all members of a population.


	Topic: economic data

	30/5.2. SGECA-09-02

General issues - EC Sharks action plan
	STECF recommends that it should be mandatory for MS to collect data on landings (size frequencies) and on biological aspects for all the shark species and that data should be collected independent of the threshold reported in the Commission Decision 2008/949/EC, and for all areas. 

STECF recommends that no derogation for the collection of the basic data for all the shark species should be allowed at least until 2013.

STECF notes that the actual requirements for biological sampling under the DCF are not consistent with the requirements of the EC-APCMS (i.e.: data collection at landings, discards, biological data, etc.). 

	Follow-up actions needed
	The DCF must be amended so that the requirements under the EC-APCMS can be met.

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	EC/MS

	Time frame (Deadline)
	Yearly 

	MS response
	The Black Sea shark is included in data collection programme.


	Topic: mixed species

	 (SGECA/SGRN 09-02)


	SGRN recommends that species recorded under mixed categories should be reported at species level and this requirement should be enforced. The collection of such data is also important in view of the Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries (EAF) Management, were data for example on sharks and rays is required at the species level. 

	Follow-up actions needed
	MS should find solutions for the next NP with respect to this problem either by rectifying the reporting of landings in ports and markets or by estimating the percentage contribution of the relative species in the genera

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	MS

	Time frame (Deadline)
	Yearly

	MS response
	Mixed categories will be reported at species level


	Topic: estimation of depreciation costs

	EWG 11-18 Recommendation :
	EWG 11-18 recommends that a degressive depreciation scheme

should be applied and the replacement value should be

considered as the proper basis for calculation of depreciation

costs

	Follow-up actions needed
	Circulate EWG 11-18 report among national correspondents

Put on TOR’s for Meeting with NC in December

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	DG MARE

National Correspondents

	Time frame (Deadline)
	After STECF November 2011 plenary

	MS response
	The degressive depreciation scheme will be applied


	Topic: best practices in estimating capital value using PIM

	EWG 11-18 Recommendation :
	EWG 11-18 recommends MS to refer to paragraph “5.2 Best

practices” of the final report of the capital WS as guidelines for

capital estimation

	Follow-up actions needed
	Circulate EWG 11-18 report among national correspondents

Put on TOR’s for Meeting with NC in December

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	DG MARE

National Correspondents

	Time frame (Deadline)
	2011 et seq.

	MS response
	MS has in view the guidelines for capital estimation


	Topic: best practice for the estimation of the imputed value of the unpaid labour

	EWG 11-18 Recommendation :
	EWG 11-18 recommends MS to apply the method proposed by

the “capital WS” and to give details on the average wages used in the Annual Report

	Follow-up actions needed
	Circulate EWG 11-18 report among national correspondents

	Responsible persons for follow-up actions
	DGMARE

	Time frame (Deadline)
	After STECF November 2011 plenary

	MS response
	MS tried to apply the method proposed by the “capital WS”.


STECF EWG 12-20 reviewed all recommendation coming from the 9th LM addressed to DG Mare or STECF with the exemption of recommendations dealing with the NEW DCMAP. Unless otherwise stated, STECF 12-20 agrees with those reviewed recommendations. 

LM recommendation in relation to the content of MS NP

EWG 12-20: Some of the recommendations made by RCM and agreed by LM require substantial modifications of the NP for MS with fisheries in the area. Furthermore, derogations are discussed in the regional context within each RCM, and regional agreement may be given to support these requests. As a consequence, MS concerned may have to resubmit their NP including the follow-up actions with reference to RCM and LM agreements. For a better tracking of the agreements and requirements, STECF-EWG_12-20 recommends LM to include a section in its report on ‘Derogations and recommendations with impact on NP’ with a table summarising the agreements, specifying the MS concerned and which section of the NP should be modified. 

Follow Up Action Needed : LM
Responsible for Follow Up Action : DG MARE, LM

Time Frame: LM Meeting 2013

General comment on the pilot study time frame from implementation to evaluation by STECF 

EWG 12-20: When a MS proposes a pilot study in its NP, details of the duration of the study should be given, together with information on when the results are to be expected. This and which 

STECF Expert Group will be responsible for the evaluation should be included in the guidelines. 

Follow Up Action Needed : MS, DG MARE, STECF
Responsible for Follow Up Action : MS, STECF EWG on guidelines

Time Frame: 2013

Changes relating to MS organizations responsible for coordination of the National Programme. 

EWG 12-20: Such changes require a resubmission but only in terms of communication between MS and the Commission. If these are the only changes by the MS and this is clearly stated as the 

reason for resubmission there should be no need for STECF EWG to review the document. 

This should be included in the guidelines. 

Follow Up Action Needed : DG MARE, STECF
Responsible for Follow Up Action : STECF EWG on guidelines

Time Frame: 2013

DCF historical recommendations and agreements

EWG 12-20: It’s a common concern that some recommendations and agreements are bouncing 

back every year even though the same issues were discussed and agreed previously. It is understandable that the rules may change from the DCR to the DCF and from the DCF to the DC-MAP, but within a regulation framework, keeping the memory of all the agreements and recommendations in a historical document or a FAQ web-page or any easy-to-access means should be undertaken

Follow Up Action Needed : DG MARE, STECF
Responsible ForFollow Up Action : DG MARE

Time Frame: 2013

Considerations for WKPICS3

EWG 12-20 STEF-EWG12-20 recommends WKPICS3 to consider the perceived contradiction between the ranking system for defining the metiers to sample and the survey design based on sampling frames, and come up with practical solutions. 

Follow Up Action Needed : DG MARE, STECF, ICES-WKPICS3
Responsible For Follow Up Action : DG MARE
Time Frame: 2013

VIII List of acronyms and abbreviations

CDB

Centralised Data Base

CPUA

Catch per unit area

CPUE

Catch per unit effort

DCP

Data collection programme

DCR

Data Collection Regulation

DCF                Data Collection Framework 

EC

European Commission

EU

European Union

FAO

Food and Agriculture Organization

FFR

Fishing Fleet Register

GT

Gross tonnage

ICES

International Council for Exploration of the Sea

IRDFAEFA    Institute for Research – Development for Aquatic Ecology, Fisheries  

           and Aquaculture - Galati

ISNAFA
Information System of NAFA

NAFA

National Agency of Fisheries and Aquacultures

NIMRD
National Institute for Marine Research and Development

NP

National Program

NSI

National Statistic Institute

RUA

Aquaculture Units Register

RUP

Processing Units Register

STECF
Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries

TAC

Total Allowable Catch

kW

Kilowatts

VMS

Vessel monitoring system

IX Comments, suggestions and reflections


After the 5th year of implementing such a programme our comments, suggestions and reflections are the same like in the last report for 2011:

- EC to undertake the all opportunities to underline for the national authorities responsible for fisheries and aquaculture to adopt the necessary measures in order to avoid delays on financing the Programme and to ensure the corresponding conditions needed to achieve the targets of EC under its internal and international obligations/commitments; 
- EC should have a deciding role on the fulfilment of the international coordination actions of the MS as stated in the DCF provisions (i.e. common research surveys at sea in the EU waters – in this case BG failed to fulfil the surveys on the EU community waters of the Black Sea); this role should be preserved in the new Regulation for DCF under CFP 2014-2020);
- the chairman of the groups/meetings should inform in due time the national correspondents to ensure the transmission of the invitation for participation in due time; so that the specialists involved in the implementation of the programme will be fully informed;
- EC to make all efforts and to use the good practice and experience in hand promoting either a Regulation, either a Decision requesting the establishment in national legislation, as a subsidiary principle application, by the authority responsible in the mater together with other national bodies (e.g. National Institute for Statistics etc.) internal rules aiming better collection of data from domestic actors in fisheries, specially in aquaculture and processing industry (the super markets are playing a huge role in Romania and they al most ignore their duty ………..! on reporting in due time and without other special actions of the collectors);

-  there is a strong need to establish a list of type of data and/or metadata envisaged to be putted in regional data bases, the list of indicators for economic and social needs – Eurostat and DG MARE to strengthen and to accelerate their co-operation on this goal;    

- it is very important to be establish the financial aspect related to the depository of regional data base – who is going to finance the running cost of such a data base;

- STECF should endorse the EWG recommendation on aquaculture and processing industry related to the all MS to collect data to be ensure EC to assess these sectors at the all EU level, improving the reliability of analyses should be provide to the EC and EP, as bases for political decision process.
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Annex 3 - Romanian protected area

Annex 4 Segmentation of the Romanian fleet in 2009- active vessels

	Length class LOA (m)

	< 6
	6 – <12
	12-18
	18 – <24
	24 – <40
	> 40
	Total

	Total vessels registered
	53
	405
	9
	6
	18
	-
	491

	Active vessels
	14
	139
	3
	1
	3
	-
	160

	Midwater otter trawl
	Mixed demersal and pelagic species
	-
	-
	-
	-
	3
	-
	3

	Pound nets
	Small pelagic fish
Demersal fish
	7
	17
	-
	-
	-
	-
	24

	Set gillnets
	Demersal species
	4
	69
	3
	1
	-
	-
	77

	Artisanal fisheries (Hand lines, Set long lines, Beach seine)
	Other finfish
	3
	53
	-
	-
	-
	-
	56


Annex 5 - Segmentation of the Romanian fleet in 2009 – inactive vessels

	Length class LOA (m)

	< 6
	6 – <12
	12-18
	18 – <24
	24 – <40
	> 40
	Total

	Total vessels registered
	53
	405
	9
	6
	18
	-
	491

	Inactive vessels
	39
	266
	5
	5
	15
	-
	331

	Midwater otter trawl
	Mixed demersal and pelagic species
	-
	-
	-
	-
	3
	-
	15

	Pound nets
	Small pelagic fish
Demersal fish
	7
	17
	-
	-
	-
	-
	44

	Set gillnets
	Demersal species
	4
	69
	3
	1
	-
	-
	158

	Artisanal fisheries (Hand lines, Set long lines, Beach seine)
	Other finfish
	3
	53
	-
	-
	-
	-
	114


Annex 6 - Segmentation of the Romanian fleet in 2010 – active vessels

	Length class LOA (m)


	< 6
	6 – <12
	12-18
	18 – <24
	24 – <40
	> 40
	Total

	Total vessels registered
	54
	413
	3
	4
	2
	-
	476

	Active vessels
	36
	169
	-
	-
	1
	-
	206

	Midwater otter trawl
	Mixed demersal and pelagic species
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	1

	Pound nets
	Small pelagic fish

Demersal fish
	3
	14
	-
	-
	-
	-
	17

	Set gillnets
	Pelagic and demersal species
	28
	95
	
	
	-
	-
	123

	Artisanal fisheries (hand lines, set long lines, beach seine)
	Other finfish
	5
	60
	-
	-
	-
	-
	65


Annex 7 - Segmentation of the Romanian fleet in 2010 – inactive vessels

	Length class LOA (m)


	< 6
	6 – <12
	12-18
	18 – <24
	24 – <40
	> 40
	Total

	Total vessels registered
	54
	413
	3
	4
	2
	-
	476

	Inactive vessels
	18
	244
	3
	4
	1
	-
	270

	Midwater otter trawl
	Mixed demersal and pelagic species
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	-
	1

	Pound nets
	Small pelagic fish

Demersal fish
	2
	27
	-
	-
	-
	-
	29

	Set gillnets
	Pelagic and demersal species
	8
	166
	2
	4
	
	
	180

	Artisanal fisheries (hand lines, set long lines, beach seine)
	Other finfish
	8
	51
	1
	
	
	
	60


Annex 8 Segmentation of the Romanian fleet in 2011 – active vessels

	Length class LOA (m)
	< 6 m
	6 – 12 m
	12–18 m
	18-24m
	24-40m
	>40m
	Total

	Total vessels registered
	56
	425
	3
	2
	2
	-
	488

	Active vessels 
	41
	156
	
	1
	2
	-
	200

	Midwater otter trawl
	Mixed demersal and pelagic species
	-
	-
	-
	-


	1
	-
	1

	Pound nets
	Small pelagic fish

Demersal fish
	2
	15
	-
	-
	-
	-
	17

	Set gillnets
	Pelagic and demersal species
	28
	93
	-
	1
	1
	-
	123

	Artisanal fisheries (hand lines, set long lines, beach seine)
	Other finfish
	11
	48
	-
	-
	-
	-
	59


Annex 9 - Structure of the active boats (no.) on length class and fishing techniques in 2012
	Fishing technique
	< 6m
	6-12m
	12-18m
	18-24m
	24-40m
	Total

	Pelagic trawl
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	1

	Pound nets
	4
	20
	-
	-
	-
	1

	Trap nets
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1

	Gill nets
	22
	67
	2
	1
	-
	92

	Hand lines/Long lines
	2
	36
	-
	-
	-
	38

	Beach seine
	-
	3
	-
	-
	-
	3

	Manual harvesting
	5
	19
	-
	-
	-
	24

	Total
	34
	145
	2
	1
	1
	183

	Number of fishermen
	74
	371
	12
	7
	7
	471


Annex10 - Characteristics of boats with lengths < 6m, on fishing techniques in 2012
	Fishing techniques
	PG
	PMP
	Total

	Boats number
	29
	5
	34

	GT total
	20.3
	3.75
	24.05

	KW total
	528.24
	143.06
	671.3

	Number of fishermen
	62
	12
	74


Annex11 - Characteristics of boats with lengths of 6-12m, on fishing techniques in 2012
	Fishing techniques
	PG
	PMP
	Total

	Boats number
	121
	24
	145

	GT total
	160.8
	101.41
	262.21

	KW total
	2127.19
	702.44
	2829.63

	Number of fishermen
	300
	71
	371


Annex12 - Characteristics of boats with lengths of 12-40m, on fishing techniques in 2012
	Fishing techniques
	PGO 12-18m
	PGP 18-24
	PMP 24-40m

	Boats number
	2
	1
	1

	GT total
	45.3
	87.76
	129

	KW total
	463
	331
	441.6

	Number of fishermen
	12
	7
	7


Annex 13: Sampling design for evaluation of catches and landings in the artisanal fishery in 2012,  (boats < 12m)

	Sampling Fishery Points
	April – October

	
	Gill nets
	Beach seine
	Long lines
	Hand lines

	Sulina
	
	
	
	

	Sf. Gheorghe
	
	
	
	

	Cap Midia
	
	
	
	

	Mamaia
	
	
	
	

	Costinesti
	
	
	
	

	Agigea
	
	
	
	

	Tuzla
	
	
	
	

	Olimp 23 August
	
	
	
	

	Mangalia
	
	
	
	


Annex 14:  Sources for data collection

	DATA
	SOURCE

	Incomes, including: gross value of landings, income form leasing out quota or other fishing rights, direct subsidies, other income
	Questionnaire

	Personnel costs, including: wages and salaries of crew, imputed value of unpaid labour 
	Questionnaire

	Energy costs
	Questionnaire ; NSI

	Repair and maintenance costs
	Questionnaire

	Other operational costs, including: variable costs, non-variable costs, lease/rental payments for quota or other fishing rights
	Questionnaire

	Capital costs, annual depreciation
	Questionnaire

	Capital value: value of physical capital (depreciation replacement value, depreciation historical value)
	Questionnaire

	Investments, in physical capital (only those during the programme) 
	Questionnaire

	Financial position, debt/asset ratio for the capital
	Questionnaire

	Employment, engaged crew, FTE national, FTE harmonised
	Questionnaire; NSI

	Fleet, number, mean LOA, mean vessel’s tonnage, mean vessel’s power, mean age
	Questionnaire; FR

	Effort, days at sea, energy consumption
	FFR ; Logbooks

	Number of fishing enterprises/units
	Questionnaire; FFR

	Production value per species, value of landings per species and average price per species
	Questionnaire


                                                                Annex 15 Economic and transversal variables for boats < 6m, gillnets in 2102

BOATS < 6 m



Fishing technique PG (boats <12m using passive gears only)
	Transversal and economic variables on fishing gears type
	Turbot

gillnets
	Shad gillnets
	Gobies gillnets

	Fished species
	TUR
	SHC
	CUI
	SOL
	ANE
	GPA
	HMM
	MUF
	MGA
	MBF
	GAR
	B0N
	BLU
	GPA
	SHC

	Number of boats
	8
	22
	2

	Average length of boats (m)
	5.47
	5.05
	5.15

	Average age of boats  (years)
	5
	8
	10

	No. fishing gears (pieces)
	175
	178
	28

	Gillnet length (m) 
	100
	 
	 
	 
	80 -
	100
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	70 -
	80

	Water depth in the working area (m)
	35 to 46
	3  to  11
	10 to 12

	No. of trips
	15
	239
	15

	No. of fishing months
	9
	20
	6

	Harvesting hours
	111
	256
	15

	Soaking time ( days)
	15
	12
	4

	No. fisherman
	15
	239
	15

	No. fishing days
	7.21
	14.14
	2.25

	GT fishing days
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	KWtotal 
	380.3
	344.27
	54.1

	KW fishing days
	 
	 
	 

	Total catches on species (kg)
	1646
	11238
	33
	141
	35
	185
	192
	119
	189
	175
	28
	71
	179
	200
	5

	Landings on species(kg) 
	1646
	11209
	33
	123
	35
	185
	192
	119
	189
	175
	28
	71
	179
	200
	5

	Discards on species (kg)
	0
	29
	0
	18
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Landing value on species (lei/euros)
	7802.04
	23987.26
	35.31
	91.02
	32.90
	196.1
	334.08
	261.8
	476.28
	360.5
	61.60
	408.25
	585.33
	212
	10.7

	Total catch value (euro)
	33,963.61


            Annex 16 Economic and transversal variables for boats <6 m, pound nets and trap nets in 2012
	BOATS < 6 m 

Fishing technique PG (boats <12m using passive gears only)



	Transversal and economic variables on fishing gears type
	Pound nets
	Trap nets
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fished species
	SPR
	HMM
	SHC
	ANE
	WHG
	SOL
	CUI
	GPA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of boats
	4
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Average length of boats (m)
	4.7
	5.5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Average age of boats  (years)
	11
	14
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No. fishing gears (pieces)
	3
	6
	
	
	3 TALIENE  +  6 CUSTI
	

	Water depth in the working area (m)
	4 to  6
	11 to  12
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No. of trips
	113
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No. of fishing months
	10
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Soaking time ( days)
	123
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No. fisherman
	11
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No. fisherman
	56
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GT total 
	1.41
	1.17
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GT fishing days
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	KWtotal 
	11
	10
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	KW fishing days
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total catches on species (kg)
	2587
	5891
	11
	2140
	925
	56
	1184
	27
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Landings on species(kg) 
	2587
	5891
	11
	2000
	0
	56
	1184
	27
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Discards on species (kg)
	0
	0
	0
	140
	925
	0
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Landing value on species (lei/euros)
	1629.81
	10250.34
	23.54
	1.88
	 
	41.44
	1266.88
	28.62
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total catch value (euro)
	15,103.67
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Annex 17 Economic and transversal variables for boats <6 m, manual harvesting in 2012
	MANUAL HARVESTING

Fishing technique PMP (Vessels using active and passive gears)


	Transversal and economic variables on fishing gears type
	Manual harvesting


	Manual harvesting



	Fished species
	MSM
	RPW

	Number of boats
	2
	3

	Average length of boats (m)
	5.22
	5.35

	Average age of boats  (years)
	11
	10

	No. fishing gears (pieces)
	 
	 

	Gillnet length (m) 
	 
	 

	Water depth in the working area (m)
	4  to  7
	6  to  15

	No. of trips
	38
	61

	No. of fishing months
	7
	15

	Harvesting hours
	142
	197

	Soaking time ( days)
	38
	61

	No. fisherman
	3
	5

	No. fishing days
	38
	61

	GT total 
	1.62
	2.67

	GT fishing days
	 
	 

	KWtotal 
	10
	32.06

	KW fishing days
	 
	 

	Total catches on species (kg)
	1597
	18326

	Landings on species(kg) 
	1597
	18326

	Discards on species (kg)
	0
	0

	Landing value on species (lei/euros)
	1598.71
	16493.4

	Total catch value (euro)
	 
	18092.11


 Annex 18 Economic and transversal variables for boats < 6m, hand lines in 2012
BOATS < 6 m 

	Transversal and economic variables on fishing gears type
	Hand lines

	Fished species
	GPA 

	Number of boats
	2

	Average length of boats (m)
	4.73

	Average age of boats  (years)
	4

	No. fishing gears (pieces)
	10

	Water depth in the working area (m)
	8  to  18

	Hooks number
	2

	No. of trips
	13

	No. of fishing months
	4

	Soaking time ( days)
	13

	No. fisherman
	4

	No. fishing days
	13

	GT total 
	0.8

	GT fishing days
	 

	KWtotal 
	2.57

	KW fishing days
	 

	Total catches on species (kg)
	262

	Landings on species(kg) 
	262

	Discards on species (kg)
	0

	Landing value on species (lei/euros)
	277.72

	Total catch value (euro)
	277.22


                                                                Annex 19 Economic and transversal variables for boats 6 - 12 m, gillnets in 2012
BARCI DE 6 - 12 m       Fishing technique PG (boats <12m using passive gears only)








GEARS NETWORK TYPE


	Transversal and economic variables on fishing gears type
	turbot gill nets
	Shad gillnets 
	Gobies gillnets
	Mugill gillnets
	Dogfish gillnets

	Fished species
	TUR
	JDP
	SHC
	CUI
	GPA
	HMM
	BLU
	JDP
	SOL
	ANE
	BON
	GAR
	MGA
	GPA
	ANE
	MBF
	MGA
	BON
	SOL
	BLU
	DGS

	Number of boats
	55
	38
	8
	2
	7

	Average length of boats (m)
	7.35
	7.64
	7.25
	6.7
	8

	Average age of boats  (years)
	10
	12
	9
	13
	8

	No. fishing gears (pieces)
	2534
	407
	90
	9
	110

	Gillnet length (m)
	80 la 100
	90 to 100
	70 to 100
	80 to 90
	80 to 100

	Water depth in the working area (m)
	22 la 70
	3 to 14
	6 l to 14
	2 to 3
	14 to 55

	No. of trips
	306
	334
	87
	7
	9

	No. of fishing months
	67
	90
	16
	2
	6

	Soaking time ( days)
	1321
	393
	108
	8
	33

	No. fisherman
	136
	83
	18
	4
	20

	No. fishing days
	306
	334
	87
	7
	9

	GT total 
	85.10
	80.15
	10.37
	1.35
	12.65

	GT fishing days
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	KWtotal 
	2070.61
	528.74
	318
	36.8
	231.98

	KW fishing days
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total catches on species (kg)
	31567
	50
	12772
	296
	27
	25
	914
	22
	189
	86
	395
	30
	675
	331
	40
	267
	34
	6
	7
	15
	924

	Landings on species(kg) 
	31567
	50
	12772
	296
	27
	25
	914
	22
	189
	86
	395
	30
	675
	331
	40
	267
	34
	6
	0
	15
	924

	Discards on species (kg)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7
	0
	0

	Landing value on species (lei/euros)
	149627.58
	119.5
	27332.08
	316.72
	28.62
	23.5
	2988.78
	52.58
	139.86
	80.84
	2271.25
	66
	1701
	350.86
	37.6
	550.02
	85.68
	34.5
	 
	49.05
	2411.64

	Total catch value (lei/euros)


	188,267.66
	 


3150 gillnets from which:


                   - 2534 TUR


                   - 407 SHC


                   - 90 GPA


                   - 8 MGA


                   - 110 DGS

  Annex 20 Economic and transversal variables for boats 6 - 12 m, beach seine, manual harvesting in 2012
BOATS OF 6 - 12m              Fishing technique  PMP  (Vessels using active and passive gears)
SEINE AND MANUAL HARVESTING

	Transversal and economic variables on fishing gears type
	Beach seine
 (SB)
	Manual harvesting
	Manual harvesting

	Fished species
	GAR
	SPR
	HMM
	MUF
	MGA
	BLU
	ANE
	MSM
	RPW

	Number of boats
	3
	19
	 

	Average length of boats (m)
	6.94
	8.63
	 

	Average age of boats  (years)
	7
	12
	 

	No. fishing gears (pieces)
	3
	 
	 

	Gillnet length (m) 
	 
	 
	 

	Water depth in the working area (m)
	2 to  3
	4 to 15
	 

	No. of trips
	11
	617
	 

	No. of fishing months
	5
	35
	 

	Harvesting hours
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2126
	 

	Soaking time ( days)
	11
	617
	 

	No. fisherman
	12
	54
	 

	No. fishing days
	11
	617
	 

	GT total 
	2.71
	96.87
	 

	GT fishing days
	 
	 
	 

	KWtotal 
	47.68
	677.69
	 

	KW fishing days
	 
	 
	 

	Total catches on species (kg)
	9
	12
	92
	30
	147
	5
	63
	305
	568876

	Landings on species(kg) 
	9
	12
	92
	30
	147
	5
	63
	305
	568876

	Discards on species (kg)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Landing value on species (lei/euros)
	19.8
	7.56
	160.08
	66
	370.44
	16.35
	59.22
	521.55
	511,988.4

	Total catch value (euro)
	529,391.14
	 
	 


      Annex 21 - Economic and transversal variables for boats 6 - 12 m, pound nets in 2012
BOATS OF 6 - 12 m       Fishing technique PG (boats <12m using passive gears only)


GEAR TRAP TYPE
	Transversal and economic variables on fishing gears type
	Pound nets
	Traps

	Fished species
	SHC
	ANE
	HMM
	SPR
	GPA
	WHG
	MBF
	CLA
	ATB
	GAR
	BLU
	MGA
	SOL
	MUT
	BON
	TUR
	GPA
	MBF

	Number of boats
	 
	 
	 
	 
	27
	 
	8

	Average length of boats (m)
	9.03
	7.24

	Average age of boats  (years)
	18
	9

	Average length of boats (m)
	22
	385

	Average age of boats  (years)
	3 to 11
	7 to 17

	No. of trips
	885
	63

	No. of fishing months
	61
	12

	Soaking time ( days)
	1210
	81

	No. fisherman
	113
	18

	No. fishing days
	885
	63

	GT total 
	58.87
	9.05

	GT fishing days
	 
	 

	KWtotal 
	221.46
	189.08

	KW fishing days
	 
	 

	Total catches on species (kg)
	9
	16871
	14065
	23029
	1271
	13815
	83
	2295
	2842
	53
	460
	126
	488
	118
	59
	111
	3057
	112

	Landings on species(kg) 
	9
	16167
	13627
	21309
	1271
	400
	83
	0
	32
	53
	460
	126
	488
	118
	59
	111
	3057
	112

	Discards on species (kg)
	0
	704
	438
	1720
	0
	13415
	0
	2295
	2810
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Landing value on species (lei, euros)

	19.26
	15196
	23710.98
	13424.67
	1347.26
	88
	170.98
	0
	21.44
	116.6
	1504.2
	317.52
	361.12
	159.3
	339.25
	526.26
	3240.42
	230.72

	Total catch value (euro)


	57,302.84
	3471.14


Annex 22 -  Economic and transversal variables for boats 6 - 12 m, hand lines and long lines in 2012
        BOATS OF 6 - 12 m       Fishing technique PG (boats <12m using passive gears only)

	Transversal and economic variables on fishing gears type
	Hand lines
	Gobies long lines
	Dog fish long lines

	Fished species
	GPA 
	HMM
	GPA
	DGS

	Number of boats
	39
	3
	2

	Average length of boats (m)
	6.6
	9.2
	8.81

	Average age of boats  (years)
	8
	17
	9

	No. fishing gears (pieces)
	27064V-16T
	8
	22

	Hooks number/hand line
	 
	2V - 10T
	100
	100

	Water depth in the working area (m)
	6 to 20
	10 to 12
	32 - 64

	No. of trips
	379
	16
	15

	No. of fishing months
	379
	2
	10

	Soaking time ( days)
	379
	4
	57

	No. fisherman
	84
	5
	6

	No. fishing days
	379
	16
	15

	GT total 
	31.09
	7.22
	6.77

	GT fishing days
	 
	 
	 

	KWtotal 
	258.41
	3.68
	91.68

	KW fishing days
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total catches on species (kg)
	10842
	138
	583
	724

	Landings on species(kg) 
	10842
	138
	583
	724

	Discards on species (kg)
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Landing value on species (lei, euros)
	11.492.52
	240.12
	617.98
	1889.64


             Annex 23 -  Economic and transversal variables for boats 12 – 18 m, gillnets and pound nets in 2012
               Boats 12 - 18m      Fishing technique  PGP (boats using several types of gillnets)

                                              Fishing technique  PGO (boats using other passive gears)

GEARS NETWORK TYPE and TRAP NETS
	Transversal and economic variables on fishing gears type
	 Turbot gillnets 
	Dog fish gillnets
	Pound nets
	Gobies

traps

	Fished species
	TUR
	DGS
	MUT
	GPA

	Number of boats
	 
	2
	 
	 

	Average length of boats (m)
	 
	13.64
	 
	 

	Average age of boats  (years)
	 
	5
	 
	 

	No. fishing gears (pieces)
	300
	10
	1
	50

	Gillnet length (m) 
	90
	90
	 
	 

	Water depth in the working area (m)
	60
	60
	7
	7 to 10

	No. of trips
	12
	2
	3
	4

	No. of fishing months
	6
	2
	2
	1

	Soaking time ( days)
	143
	10
	5
	5

	No. fisherman
	 
	12
	 
	 

	No. fishing days
	12
	2
	3
	4

	GT total 
	 
	45.3
	 
	 

	GT fishing days
	 
	 
	 
	 

	KWtotal 
	 
	463
	 
	 

	KW fishing days
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total catches on species (kg)
	3945
	179
	850
	85

	Landings on species(kg) 
	3945
	179
	850
	85

	Discards on species (kg)
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Landing value on species (lei/euros)
	18699.3
	467.19
	1147.5
	90.1

	Total catch value (euro)
	20404.09

 


Annex  24 - Economic and transversal variables for boats 18 – 24 m, gillnets in 2012
BOATS OF 18 - 24 m

Fishing technique – PGP ( vessels using polyvalent passive gears only)
	Transversal and economic variables on fishing gears type

	 Turbot gillnets 
	Dog fish gillnets

	Fished species
	TUR
	DGS

	Number of boats
	1

	Average length of boats (m)

	22.55

	Average age of boats  (years)
	18

	No. fishing gears (pieces)
	200
	50

	Gillnet length (m) 
	100

	Water depth in the working area (m)
	35/64
	35/55

	No. of trips
	11
	3

	No. of fishing months
	2
	1

	Soaking time ( days)
	31
	13

	No. fisherman
	7

	No. fishing days
	11
	3

	GT total 
	87,76

	GT fishing days
	 
	 

	KWtotal 
	331

	KW fishing days
	 
	 

	Total catches on species (kg)
	4250
	300

	Landings on species(kg) 
	4250
	300

	Discards on species (kg)
	0
	0

	Landing value on species (lei/euros)
	20145
	783

	Total catch value (euro)
	20928


                    Annex 25 -  Economic and transversal variables for vessels 24 – 40 m, trawl and gillnets in 2012
VESSELS OF 24 - 40 m 






Fishing technique  PMP  (Vessels using active and passive gears)
	Transversal and economic variables on fishing gears type
	TRAWL                          (OTM)
	Gillnets(GNS)
	Manual harvesting

	Fished species

	SPR
	TUR
	DGS
	HMM
	MUT
	BLU
	WHG
	TUR
	RPW

	Number of boats
	1
	 

	Average length of boats (m)
	25.3
	 

	Average age of boats  (years)
	16
	 

	No. fishing gears (pieces)
	1 OTM
	206
	 

	Gillnet length (m) 
	 
	100
	 

	Water depth in the working area (m)
	21 - 70
	52 - 70
	7 la 10

	No. of trips
	53
	12
	2

	No. of fishing months
	7
	5
	1

	No. haulings
	 
	 
	 
	118
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Soaking time ( days)
	166 hours
	127days
	8 hours

	No. fisherman
	7
	2

	No. fishing days
	53
	12
	2

	GT total 
	129
	 

	GT fishing days
	 
	 
	 

	KWtotal 
	 
	 

	KW fishing days
	 
	 
	 

	Total catches on species (kg)
	65.250
	36
	17
	40
	404
	145
	100
	1658
	1282

	Landings on species(kg) 
	63.550
	36
	17
	40
	404
	145
	0
	1658
	1282

	Discards on species (kg)
	1700
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	100
	0
	0

	Landing value on species (lei/euros)
	40036.5
	170.64
	44.37
	69.6
	545.4
	474.15
	 
	7858.98
	1153.8

	Total catch value (euro)
	49199.64
	1153.8


Annex 26: Sampling material obtained in the Romanian area of the Black Sea in 2012


LENGTH STRUCTURE

	SPECIES
	Month
	TOTAL

	
	April
	May
	June
	July
	August
	September
	October
	November
	December
	

	Sprattus sprattus
	643
	1.230
	1.034
	2.092
	630
	-
	-
	604
	634
	6.867

	Psetta maxima maeotica
	-
	202
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	80
	-
	282

	Engraulis encrasicolus
	-
	808
	811
	206
	2.036
	-
	-
	-
	-
	3.861

	Merlangius merlangus ponticus
	-
	1.015
	1.040
	205
	614
	-
	-
	1.007
	-
	3.881

	Trachurus mediterraneus 
	-
	-
	600
	1.212
	412
	808
	-
	-
	-
	3.032

	Squalus acanthias
	-
	44
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	64
	-
	108

	Mullus barbatus ponticus
	-
	410
	390
	402
	-
	-
	-
	597
	-
	1.799



AGE STRUCTURE

	SPECIES
	Month
	TOTAL

	
	April
	May
	June
	July
	August
	September
	October
	November
	December
	

	Sprattus sprattus
	367
	613
	532
	1107
	326
	-
	-
	306
	324
	3. 575

	Psetta maxima maeotica
	-
	202
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	80
	-
	282

	Engraulis encrasicolus
	-
	418
	420
	131
	1032
	-
	-
	-
	-
	2.001

	Merlangius merlangus ponticus
	-
	569
	522
	138
	226
	-
	-
	520
	-
	1.975

	Trachurus mediterraneus 
	-
	-
	302
	613
	213
	408
	-
	-
	-
	1.536

	Mullus barbatus ponticus
	-
	206
	232
	218
	-
	-
	-
	312
	-
	968
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Annex 27: Structure on length classes for sprat in 2012, total catches
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Annex 28: Mean weight on length classes for sprat 2012, total catches
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Annex 29: Age on length classes for sprat 2012, total catches
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Annex 30:  Percentage on age classes for sprat 2012, total catches
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Annex 31:  Structure on length classes for turbot in 2012, total catches
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Annex 32: Mean weight on length classes for turbot in 2012, total catches
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Annex 33 Age on length classes for turbot in 2012
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Annex 34:  Percentage on age classes for turbot in 2012
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Annex 35: Structure on length classes for anchovy in 2012, total catches
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Annex 36: Mean weight on length classes for anchovy 2012, total catches
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Annex 37: Age on length classes for anchovy 2012, total catches
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Annex 38:  Percentage on age classes for anchovy 2012, total catches
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Annex 39: Structure on length classes for horse mackerel in 2012, total catches
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Annex 40: Mean weight on length classes for horse mackerel 2012, total catches
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Annex 41: Age on length classes for horse mackerel 2012, total catches
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Annex 42:  Percentage on age classes for horse mackerel 2012, total catches
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Annex 43: Structure on length classes for dogfish in 2012, total catches
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Annex 44: Mean weight on length classes for dogfish 2012, total catches
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Annex 45: Structure on length classes for whiting in 2012, total catches
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Annex 46: Mean weight on length classes for whiting 2012, total catches
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Annex47: Age on length classes for whiting 2012, total catches
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Annex 48:  Percentage on age classes for whiting 2012, total catches
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Annex 49: Structure on length classes for red mullet in 2012, total catches
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Annex 50: Mean weight on length classes for red mullet 2012, total catches
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Annex51: Age on length classes for red mullet 2012, total catches
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Annex 52:  Percentage on age classes for red mullet 2012, total catches
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Annex53: Structure on length classes for blue fish in 2012, total catches
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Annex 54: Mean weight on length classes for blue fish in 2012, total catches

Annex 55: Agreement between Romanian NAFA and Bulgarian NAFA regarding common surveys 

[image: image36.jpg]Bitateral Agreement between the Bulgaria and Romania for the task common
scientfic surveys in the community waters of Black sea under the National Programs
of EC Regalation 19972008 during 2010

The coordinator of Bulgariaa Fisheries Data Collestion Programme (Georgi Gutoranov).
from Bulgara, and

the coordinator of Romasian Fisheries Data Callection Programme (Constantin Stric).
from Romania

ave signed this agreement for the coordination of scientifc surveys in the community
watersof Black sea during 2010.

General
MS Bulgaria and MS Romania, both have fishing flcts operating in Black sea. Since the
feets of both countries have simila structure and are rgeting the same pelagic demersal
Tishesthey perform scientific surveys o the same species. Beside the both caniries meet
siilar problems with organization and conduction o the scientific surveys. Because of he
installation of winch on Bulgarian rescarch vessel “Academic” it can ot be used for
trawling during 2010. The need to condoct the rescarch with two ships for the whale arca
could rise the expenses of the daa callection.

Both paries have decided and sireed that i order 1 establsh a dara collction framework
for fisheries in Black sea area in 2010 the following sctions and dates have o be
determined:

1 in the first half of February 2010 10 hold a meeting between national coordingtors of
National Fisheries Data Collection Programmes of Bulgaria and Romania n order (o

i) 10 exchange the oblained informaion on po of collecton of biological
g and forthe common seientifc surveys in the Black sea ares;

i) 0 decide on exactactions of Bulgeria and Romania in 2010 for the collection of
biological data and the common scienific surveys on the sharing of these works and the
relted expenses;

i) the exact time for the scientific surveys will be defined later in the year but
before each of the planned as follows surveys.

- Spring trbot survey, 16 20 days, Romania for whole Romenian and Bulgarian arce;
- Autumn trbot survey, 16 - 20 days, Romana for whole Romanian and Bulgarian area;
- Spring sprat survey, 16 days, Bulgaria and Romania for whole Romanian

and Bulgarien area;
- Autumn sprat survey, 16 days, Bulg

for whole Romnian and Bulgarian area;

The expenses for the surveys will be covered by each country for its own vessel.
Also, the expenses for travel and allowance of the scienists wil be covered by cach
Gouniry for his own sciemtists. -

N

National correipongent National correspondent

Canyiig Sirgfe
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Annex 56: The distribution of the turbot agglomerations in demersal trawl survey, in May and October 2012, Romanian area
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Annex 57: The distribution of the dogfish agglomerations in demersal trawl survey, in May and October 2012, Romanian area
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Annex 58: The distribution of the whiting agglomerations in demersal trawl survey, in May and October 2011, Romanian area
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Annex 59: The distribution of the sprat and jelly fish agglomerations in pelagic trawl survey, in October –November 2012, Romanian area

Annex 60- Assessment of sprat agglomerations in the period October - November 2012, pelagic trawl survey , Romanian area

	Depth range (m)
	0 - 30m
	30 – 50m
	50-70 m
	Total

	Investigated area (Nm2)
	754.58
	1294.12
	807
	2855.7

	Variation of the catches (t/ Nm2)
	0.16-56.75
	0.45-52.57
	0.51-35.33
	0.17-56.75

	Average catch (t/ Nm2)
	19.72
	21.37
	8.99
	

	Biomass of the fishing agglomerations (t)
	14887.57
	27654.83
	7255.52
	49797.92

	Biomass extrapolated the Romanian shelf (t)
	
	
	
	68887


Annex 61- Assessment of whiting agglomerations in the period October - November 2012, pelagic trawl survey , Romanian area

	Depth range (m)
	0 - 30m
	30 – 50m
	50-70 m
	Total

	Investigated area (Nm2)
	754.58
	1294.12
	807
	2855.7

	Variation of the catches (t/ Nm2)
	0.37-1.73
	0.00-6.14
	0.00-2.67
	0.00-6.14

	Average catch (t/ Nm2)
	0.948
	1.354
	1.072
	

	Biomass of the fishing agglomerations (t)
	715.634
	1752.677
	865.332
	3333.63

	Biomass extrapolated the Romanian shelf (t)
	
	5632.618


Annex 62- Assessment of dog fish agglomerations in the period October - November 2012, pelagic trawl survey , Romanian area

	Depth range (m)
	0 - 30m
	30 – 50m
	50-70 m
	Total

	Investigated area (Nm2)
	754.58
	1294.12
	807
	2855.7

	Variation of the catches (t/ Nm2)
	0.30-1.35
	0.00-1.60
	0.00-0.86
	0.00-1.60

	Average catch (t/ Nm2)
	0.736
	0.372
	0.161
	

	Biomass of the fishing agglomerations (t)
	754.85
	482.324
	130.53.4
	1169.086

	Biomass extrapolated the Romanian shelf (t)
	
	1515.883


Annex 63- Assessment of jelly fish agglomerations in the period October - November 2012, pelagic trawl survey , Romanian area

	Depth range (m)
	0 - 30m
	30 – 50m
	50-70 m
	Total

	Investigated area (Nm2)
	754.58
	1294.12
	807
	2855.7

	Variation of the catches (t/ Nm2)
	0.842-8.38
	0.30-13.14
	0.16-11.32
	0.16-13.14

	Average catch (t/ Nm2)
	3.351
	4.672
	3.246
	

	Biomass of the fishing agglomerations (t)
	2530.157
	6046.059
	2619.93
	11196.14

	Biomass extrapolated the Romanian shelf (t)
	
	18156.65


Annex 64- Assessment of turbot agglomerations in the period May 2012, demersal trawl survey , Romanian area

	Depth range (m)
	0 - 30m
	30 – 50m
	50-70 m
	Total

	Investigated area (Nm2)
	663.62
	1065
	517.37
	2245.99

	Variation of the catches (t/ Nm2)
	0.00-0.45
	0.00-0.68
	0.00-0.47
	0.00-68

	Average catch (t/ Nm2)
	0.142
	0.167
	0.108
	

	Biomass of the fishing agglomerations (t)
	94.28
	178.648
	56.051
	328.98

	Biomass extrapolated the Romanian shelf (t)
	
	627.35


Annex 65- Assessment of dogfish agglomerations in the period May 2012, demersal trawl survey , Romanian area

	Depth range (m)
	0 - 30m
	30 – 50m
	50-70 m
	Total

	Investigated area (Nm2)
	663.62
	1065
	517.37
	2245.99

	Variation of the catches (t/ Nm2)
	0.00-0.062
	0.00-0.365
	0.00-0.75
	0.00-0.75

	Average catch (t/ Nm2)
	0.005
	0.016
	0.432
	

	Biomass of the fishing agglomerations (t)
	3.468
	17.69
	223.81
	244.97

	Biomass extrapolated the Romanian shelf (t)
	
	1436.34


Annex 66- Assessment of whiting agglomerations in the period May 2012, demersal trawl survey , Romanian area

	Depth range (m)
	0 - 30m
	30 – 50m
	50-70 m
	Total

	Investigated area (Nm2)
	663.62
	1065
	517.37
	2245.99

	Variation of the catches (t/ Nm2)
	0.00-1.14
	0.068-8.01
	0.08-3.42
	0.00-8.01

	Average catch (t/ Nm2)
	0.207
	0.81
	1.701
	

	Biomass of the fishing agglomerations (t)
	138.02
	860.64
	880.35
	1879.014

	Biomass extrapolated the Romanian shelf (t)
	
	6565.198


Annex 67- Assessment of turbot agglomerations in the period October -November 2012, demersal trawl survey , Romanian area

	Depth range (m)
	0 - 30m
	30 – 50m
	50-70 m
	Total

	Investigated area (Nm2)
	607.75
	930.5
	1017.5
	2555.75

	Variation of the catches (t/ Nm2)
	0.00-0.192
	0.00-0.408
	0.00-0.37
	0.00-0.41

	Average catch (t/ Nm2)
	0.056
	0.147
	0.089
	

	Biomass of the fishing agglomerations (t)
	34.07
	137.065
	91.056
	262.19

	Biomass extrapolated the Romanian shelf (t)
	
	480.91


Annex 68- Assessment of dogfish agglomerations in the period October-November 2012, demersal trawl survey , Romanian area

	Depth range (m)
	0 - 30m
	30 – 50m
	50-70 m
	Total

	Investigated area (Nm2)
	607.75
	930.5
	1017.5
	2555.75

	Variation of the catches (t/ Nm2)
	0.00-0.36
	0.00-7.96
	0.00-0.75
	

	Average catch (t/ Nm2)
	0.088
	0.623
	0.151
	

	Biomass of the fishing agglomerations (t)
	54.06
	580.16
	154.36
	788.59

	Biomass extrapolated the Romanian shelf (t)
	
	1159.368


Annex 69- Assessment of whiting agglomerations in the period October-November 2012, demersal trawl survey , Romanian area

	Depth range (m)
	0 - 30m
	30 – 50m
	50-70 m
	Total

	Investigated area (Nm2)
	607.75
	930.5
	1017.5
	2555.75

	Variation of the catches (t/ Nm2)
	0.00-2.85
	0.00-25.24
	0.00-3.22
	0.0-25.24

	Average catch (t/ Nm2)
	1.214
	3.117
	0.646
	

	Biomass of the fishing agglomerations (t)
	738.209
	2900.59
	658.24
	4297.04

	Biomass extrapolated the Romanian shelf (t)
	
	5878.138
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