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SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC COMMITTEE FOR FI  SHERIES
(STECF)

EVALUATION OF FISHING EFFORT REGIMES IN  EUROPEAN WATERS PART 1 (STECF-13-13)

THIS REPORT WAS REVIEWED DURING THE PLENARY MEETING HELD IN
COPENHAGEN, DENMARK 8-12 July 2013

Request to the STECF

STECF is requested to review the report of BW¢G-13-06 held from June 17-21, 2013 in
Brussels, Belgium, evaluate the findings and make appropriate comments and
recommendations.

Introduction

The report of the Expert Working Group on Evaluatgd fishing effort regimes in European
Waters Part 1 (EWG -13-06) was reviewed by the STHEGring its 48 plenary meeting
held from 8-12 July 2013, Copenhagen, Denmark.

The following observations, conclusions and recomastaéions represent the outcomes of the
STECF review.

STECF COMMENTS, OBSERVATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS

STECF notes that the Terms of Reference relatirfgsiing effort regimes in the following
sea areas have largely been successfully addrbgdbd Report of the EWG 13-06:

1. Eastern and Western Baltic,

2. the Kattegat,

3. the Skagerrak, North Sea, European waters in ICE2 @nd the Eastern Channel,
4. to the West of Scotland,

5. Irish Sea,

6. Celtic Sea,

7. Atlantic waters off the Iberian Peninsula,

8. Western Channel,

9. Western Waters and Deep Sea

10.and the Bay of Biscay,

The EWG 13-06 Report provides updated estimatesentls in fishing effort, landings and
discards by species, CPUE and LPUE by fisheriesspedies, and partial fishing mortalities
for effort regulated and non-regulated fisheriesvigmber States.
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Nevertheless, due to time constraints and/or defi@iencies the following elements of the
Terms of Reference were not completely addressadwiil be dealt with during the
forthcoming STECF EWG 13-13 fishing effort regimakiations part 2 (7-11 October 2013,
Barza d’Ispra, Italy):

e comparative analyses regarding cod and sole satgati fully documented fisheries
(FDF) and fisheries not participating in FDF scheme

» detailed evaluations of the national implementatias regards fishing effort
derogations granted under the provisions of artldeof the new cod plan (Counc.
Reg. No 1342/2008), and

* spatio-temporal patterns in cod catchability.

2013 DCF Fishing Effort Data Call

The EWG 13-06 Report is based on data submitte®lémber States in response to the
2013 DCF fishing effort data call in 2013. STECHRes0a general improvement in Member
States’ submissions with regard to data completersasl quality as well as improved
compliance with deadlines. However, the work of th&G 13-06 once again was
compromised by delays in some Member States’ sugioms, incomplete and erroneous data
submissions and re-submissions.

STECF notes that its 2012 recommendations to artten®013 DCF data call to support
fishing effort regime evaluation were implemented #hat these changes have supported and
will continue to support the accomplishment of sped oR. STECF notes that the DCF data
call in 2013 imposed an additional workload on MemBtates because of the need to re-
aggregate and resubmit data for earlier years 2042 in addition to the data requested for
2012. The outcome of the call was that Denmarkiugat and UK (without Scotland) have
revised their complete time series of fisheriexzBmecatch and effort data. Catch (landings
and discards) and effort Data from Spain were pleyifor 2012 and discard data were
provided for earlier years thereby enabling an oupd evaluation of the effort regime for
Southern hake andephrops

ICES (WGMIXFISH 2013) has undertaken a detailed ganson of the 2011 fisheries data

received by ICES in 2013 and the 2011 data subinitteSTECF under the 2012 DCF effort

data call. STECF notes that while the fisherieszgjgedata on landings and nominal effort

were found to be highly consistent in both data,stite ICES estimates of discards were
consistently higher than the estimates of discamdwided in the STECF data base. The
pronounced differences (of the order of 50% diffies in discard estimates are mainly due
to different raising procedures applied. STECF sithat both ICES and STECF experts are
fully aware of such discrepancies and the issué bwladdressed during the latter part of
2013 to try to develop the most appropriate methlagoto derive consistent estimates.

STECF has proposed an Index of Discard Coveragd)(foQacilitate the use of the discard
estimates provided in the STECF data bases omrigshgpecific catch and fishing effort. The
DQI is expressed by stock, fishery and Member Statéhe proportion of national landings
covered by discard estimates in relation to thal tetional landings;

DQI =>Ld /3L

where L denotes landings (t) and Ld landings withsagard estimate.
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While the DQI is a useful indicator of the proportiof landings by fishery by Member State
and stock that are sampled for discards, it doésdfiect the level of discarding each fishery
carries out. Furthermore, the DQI does not dististylbbetween a fishery with a high discard
rate and a fishery with a low discard rate, orlthesl of sampling allocated to each fishery.
It's an exploratory tool that allows the identifican of the proportion of overall landings by
fishery that was sampled.

In order to aid interpretation of the DQI, the Di®further classified in three separate groups
as follows:

. A =67 % or more of the landings have an accomipgndiscard estimate,
. B = 34-66 % of the landings have an accompangisgard estimate, and
. C =less the 33 % of the landings have an accogipg discard estimate.

STECF considers category A estimates to be suffiigigeliable to be used for assessment
purposes, as the majority of the landings by sgear®d fishery are accompanied with a
discard estimate. However it should be noted ogegnathat this DQI cannot inform on the

quality of the discard rate estimates supplied btions (as affected for example by the
proportion of fishing trips sampled for discards).

Category B discard estimates are considered t@gdserkliable than category A and require
careful scrutiny before they are used for assessmeposes.

Category C discard estimates are the least relaideSTECF considers that they should not
be used for assessment purposes.

STECF notes that all fisheries-specific paramef@rshe various fishing effort regimes can
be downloaded at the corresponding aggregatiorl bveligital Appendixes to the present
report from the EWG 13-06 web page: http://steckg.europa.eu/web/stecf/ewg1306.

Effort regime evaluation for the Baltic

Deployed effort of regulated gears remained rait@mnstant in both cod plan areas A
(subdivisions 22-24) and B(subdivisions 25-28)f#iincrease in regulated otter trawls).

The effort-regulated otter trawls are the major ga@rs, contributing 67 and 82% to the
catch in areas A and B in 2012, respectively. Tdemmsd among the ranked cod gears are gill
nets. Cod discards are generally low but slightihér for area B, showing an increasing
trend in most recent years for regulated otterlgaw

With a lack of information from Estonia, small beat8m LOA were found to constitute 7
and 12% to the overall effort deployed in the Ralti 2011 and 2012, respectively. Small
boats are primarily operating in the northern clah@mrea C(subdivisions 29-32).

STECF undertook a provisional quantitative analyggarding the estimation of effort
deployed in units of days at sea by Member Statg,campared the national uptake with the
calculated maximum effort available. STECF noteat tiis approach to estimate the
maximum days at sea available per year and Mentiage 8om the product of its number of
active vessels using one of the regulated geaestiime days at sea per vessel can only serve
as an approximation of the effort ceiling. The psanal uptake analysis revealed that the
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average annual uptake of available days at seatbgeime period 2008-2012 remained in
the range of 36-38% in area A, 34-47% in the areanB 53-83% for the areas A and B
combined.

According to the information submitted by membeat&s, only Denmark has operated under
the fully documented fisheries (FDF) scheme in Badtic in 2012. The reported Danish
catch of cod caught in fully documented fisheriehwegulated gears amounted to 333 t in
area A and 406 t in area B, representing 3% oftrezall catch. A preliminary analyses of
cod selectivity revealed that non-FDF fisheries eveatching younger fish. However, the
effects of different age reading methods applieddifierent national institutes remain
unclear. Such preliminary results require furtimeistigation.

Close correlations between fishing mortality arshiing effort measured in kW days at sea as
well as between partial fishing mortalities and #pecific fishing effort by fisheries were
found. While good correlation does not always m&ause and effect’, the results here
suggest that management of fishing mortality byifig effort in units of kWdays may
provide a useful auxiliary measure to catch comggand technical measures.

Effort regime evaluation for the Kattegat

Fisheries in the Kattegat are almost exclusivelydemted by Denmark and Sweden (88%
and 11% of the total regulated effort in 2012, ezt$pely) using predominantly trawls and
primarily the gear class TR2. The TR2 gear corns#t90% of the total regulated effort.
Beam trawls are forbidden.

There are three effort derogations in place in égst for TR2, CPart13B, CPart13C and

CPartll. All the Danish TR2 effort is under theadgtion CPart13C from 2010 onwards

while the German TR2 effort is partly under theadmtion CPart13B between 2010 and

2011. STECF notes that the uptake of the regulgéza TR2 exceeds the maximum effort

levels defined in the annual TAC and quota regoitettisince 2010 as Member States applied
additional effort allocations under article 13 bétcod plan.

Only Sweden reported under the derogation artitlenlgear category TR2, achieving the
<1.5% cod catch by using a sorting grid. This repnted 68% of the Swedish TR2 effort in
Kattegat 2012. The effort deployed by passive géaisl, GT and LL1) is relatively small,
with a stable share of around 3% of the total raigal effort in 2012. The effort deployed by
unregulated gear categories (including effort utlerderogation CPart11) was 30% of the
total effort in 2012.

In 2012, the nominal effort (kW days at sea) deptbypby small vessels (LOA<10m)
constituted 12% of the total effort in the area.

According the ranked regulated gear groups’ contidims to cod catch and landings in 2012,
only the TR2 is estimated to exceed the level ef ctbmulative 20% and thus considered
subject to annual effort adjustments (Coun. Red212008, art. 12(4)).

STECF notes that information on fully documenteshdiries FDF was only provided by
Sweden and only for 2010. FDF fishing effort andckas appear negligible and are not
evaluated further.
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The estimated cod CPUE and respective effort tegirfsfctors between donor and receiving
regulated gear groups based on averages 2010-20 2van below. Red cells are indicated
to be imprecise due to lack of adequate discamnmdtion. Yellow cells indicate sufficient
sampling and green cells good sampling informatime conversion factors are estimated
based on CPUE while LPUE values are also provided.

Kattegat
donor gear [receiving gear 2010-2012
GM1 GT1 L1 TRL TR2 TR3 CPUE |LPUE factor= CPUE donor/CPUE receiving
33 GN1 133 50 if factor = 1 then
3a GT1 0.005 1 1 factor=1
3a  LL1 1 1
3a TR1 71 25 if CPUE=0 or LPUE =0 then
3a TR2 106 41 CPUE=1 or LPUE=1
3a TR3 8 8

STECF notes that that ICES did not provide an dmalyassessment of cod in the Kattegat in
2013. STECF EWG 13-06 is therefore unable to pmadalyses dealing with the partial
fishing mortalities by fisheries (metiers), thepestive correlations between partial fishing
mortality and fishing effort and the review of retions in fishing mortality of the effort
regulated gear groups in relation to the cod plawipions.

Effort regime evaluation for the Skagerrak, North Sea including 2EU and Eastern
Channel

STECF notes that in this area, a substantial gatieoeffort is deployed by Non-European
fleets (primarily Norway); this component is notaanted for in this report, except for the
part dealing with partial fishing mortalities byffieries. Norwegian fishing effort is reported
to ICES (ICES, 2013). Catch and effort data inahgdithe special conditions of the cod
management plan in force since 2009 (CPartll anahtC¥® have been provided by all
Member States with significant fishing activity tinis area. Additionally, distinction is now
provided across the various CPartl13 specificat{én®, or C).

The North Sea (area 3b2) is the main fishing ar@&o of the total 2012 regulated effort in
area 3b), followed by the Eastern Channel (17%,),3bBile the Skagerrak represents a
smaller component (6%, 3b1l). In all three sub aresgulated effort has decreased since
2003. In area 3b2 (North Sea), regulated effoeqgsally shared between beam trawls and
demersal trawls/seines (48% and 46% of total 2@&Julated effort respectively). Small
mesh beam trawling (80-119 mm, BT2) and demersall$/seines with larger mesh sizes
(>=100mm, TR1) are the predominant fisheries. Ie tBastern Channel, demersal
trawls/seines are also the main gears (65% of @2 2egulated effort in the area, mainly
smaller mesh size 70-99mm TR2), but with beam Baand passive gears representing
important fisheries (19% and 16% of the 2012 regdl@ffort respectively). The main gears
in management area 3bl (Skagerrak) are demersas/saines (88% of the 2012 regulated
effort) with a predominance of TR2.

The estimated overall reduction in effort (kW dagssea) in 2012 of regulated gears in the
entire area 3b amounts to 45% compared to the gar&@04-2006 and to 12% compared to
2011.
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Since 2003 the effort of small boats (LOA<10m)gratuincreased from 3% to 9% of the
overall effort deployed in the entire area 3b (Skeak, North Sea and 2EU, Eastern
Channel) in 2012.

TR1 and TR2 gears were identified as the majoraidhing gears and exceeded the 20%
cumulative cod catch in 2012 and are thus considsubject to annual effort adjustments
(Coun. Reg. 1342/2008, art. 12(4)).

In 2012 fully documented fisheries again represkwoidy a small but increasing proportion

of the total effort (5.6%). The importance of thaimcod gear (TR1) has increased further
and is estimated at 28.9% of the TR1 effort depdape2012. In total, 36% of cod catches by
EU vessels were taken during FDF trials.

A preliminary analyses of selectivity for cod by Fand non-FDF fisheries, indicated that
cod catch compositions at age from FDF fisheriegewether similar to the catch

compositions at age from non-FDF fisheries. Thisafmay be due to the fact that Member
States may not have undertaken separate samplingroidde separate national catch
composition estimates for FDF and non-FDF fisherfagrther investigations need to be
undertaken to confirm or refute these observations.

The estimated cod CPUE (average 2010-2012) ane@ctep effort transfer factors between
donor and receiving regulated gear groups for i management area comprising the
Skagerrak, North Sea, EU part of lla, and Eastenan@el are given below. Red cells
indicate imprecise values due to lack of adequateadd information. Yellow cells indicate
sufficient sampling and green cells good samplirfgrmation. STECF notes that the EWG
13-06 report also provides the conversion factorseach of the three sub-areas mentioned
above.

Skagerrak, North Sea and 2 EU, Eastern Channel
donor gear |receiving gear 2010-2012
BT1 BT2 GN1 GT1 LL1 TR1 TR2 TR3 CPUE LPUE factor=  CPUE donor/CPUE receiving
3b BT1 1 0271 1 267 267 if factor >1then
3b  BT2 0.176 0.048 0.245 47 42 factor=1
3b GN1 1 1 985 962

3b GT1 0.719 0.195 b . 192 140 if CPUE=0 or LPUE =0 then
3b L1 520 519 CPUE=1or LPUE=1

3b TR1 1048 903

3b TR2 237 126

3b TR3 10 10

The Report presents partial fishing mortalitiesrbgulated fisheries and Member States in
relation to the estimated fishing mortality by ICEZ13) and the landings and discards
volumes in relation to the estimated total catahtii@ year available. STECF notes that the
correlations between the partial Fs for cod andrefare significant for some important
regulated metiers catching cod but insignificamtdthers. In all three sub-areas 3b1, 3b2 and
3b3, the correlations between the summed partiaf Eed for regulated gears and respective
sums of fishing effort in units of kW days at sea atatistically significant. While good
correlation does not always mean ‘cause and effdbe results here suggest that
management of fishing mortality by fishing effont units of kWdays may provide a useful
auxiliary measure to catch constraints and techmeasures.

Mortality due to discarding has generally been higit has declined since 2008.
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STECF notes that there are indications of redustiorpartial Fs from catches of the Scottish
TR1 and TR2 fisheries operating under the provsioh article 13.2.c of the cod plan,
mainly caused by reductions in their partial F tlylo reduced discard rates. The German and
French fisheries operating under the provisionrt€tla 13.2.b are either negligible or have
reduced their contribution to cod fishing mortaigisubstantially. STECF notes that more
detailed analyses of the national partial F redustias stipulated in article 13 of the cod plan
as requested in ToR 9 will be conducted duringftindicoming STECF EWG 13-13 (7-11
October 2013).

Effort regime evaluation for the West of Scotland

The fishery West of Scotland is primarily an otiexwl fishery; beam trawls and static gears
are hardly used. Effort within regulated gears &05less in 2012 compared to 2003.
Regulated effort by trawl and seine gears (TR geader Coun. Reg. (EC) 1342/2008)
shows a long term decrease in effort and fellddawvest level in the time series in 2011, but
was stable between 2011 and 2012 for those natapusting in both years. Overall effort of

small boats (LOA<10m) is 10% higher in 2012 comgdate 2003 although it has been

relatively stable since 2006.

The most important category in terms of cod catahlandings is TR1 which over the period

2010-2012 on average, accounted for 94% and 99¥edtotal cod landings and catches by
weight respectively from Vla. The second most intg@al gear category is TR2, which can

be seen to be a gear category with Nephrops adaiménant species in the landings. Based
on the relative contribution TR1 is the only gessup where the percentage cumulative cod
catch in 2012 exceeded 20% and thus considereddubjannual effort adjustments (Coun.
Reg. 1342/2008, art. 12(4)).

The table of international conversion factors isdshon average CPUE (2010-2012). Discard
data are scarce for many regulated gear groupsaweat been interpreted as representative for
TR1 and TR2.

West of Scotland
donor gear [receiving gear 2010-2012
BT1 BT2 GN1 LL1 TRl TR2 CPUE LPUE factor =

3d BT1 1 1 if factor > 1 then

3d BT2 1 1 factor=1

3d GN1 7 7

3d LL1 1 1 if CPUE=0 or LPUE = 0 then
3d TR1 252 33 CPUE=1 or LPUE=1

3d TR2 3 2

Overall the correlation between partial F of codl astimated fishing effort of regulated
gears is statistically significant but negative EEF is unable to determine the reason why
there are negative or insignificant relationshipween F and effort for the greatest cod
contributors to cod catches from Vla. Neverthefess the information reported by Member
States, the management measures in place in Via hatvbeen successful in achieving a
reduction in fishing mortality.

STECF further noted that the metier contributingstrto partial F of cod is the Scottish TR1
gear operating under special condition CPart13Bhifiig west of the management line
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delimiting the cod recovery zone). Furthermorerehare no indications that the Scottish
TR1 fishery working under any of articles 13.2.BpCD have contributed to a reduction in
fishing mortality of cod west of Scotland. STECRew®that detailed analyses of the national
partial F reductions as stipulated in article 13h& cod plan as requested in ToR 9 will be
conducted during the forthcoming STECF EWG 13-:321October 2013).

Effort regime evaluation for the Irish Sea

During 2003-2010, overall nominal effort (kW*dayssea) for boats LOA>=10m declined

continuously by 43%. Since then, effort has rendis@ble. The trend in fishing effort of

regulated gears appears similar with a decreasB4By during 2003-2010 and remained
stable from 2010 to 2012. Since 2007, the domigatigulated gear in terms of kW dayshas
been the trawled TR2 (>70%) with an increasingdréf9% in 2012). Since 2009, the cod
plan provisions of article 13.2 a, b and c are igpplvhen using effort-regulated gears.

During 2006-2012, small boats’ effort (LOA<10m) Mar without a clear trend and
constituted among 12-15% of the overall effort dgptl.

STECF notes that discard information available wvitime Irish Sea is incomplete and thus
impedes analyses of catch compositions and treydfisheries. Based on the relative

contributions to overall deployed effort, GN1, TRhd TR2 are gear groups where the
proportional cumulative cod landings in 2012 exeskd0% and are thus subject to annual
effort adjustments (Coun. Reg. 1342/2008, art. §2(4

The table of international effort conversion fast® based on average CPUE (2010-2012) is
given below. LPUEs are used for GN1, GT1, and Lishdries as time series of discard data
were not available. TR2 and BT2 are the only twargmtegories where discard data were
available over the three previous years.

|BT2 GN1 GT1 L1 TR1T TR2 CPUE LPUE factor=

3c BT2 1 92 59 if factor > 1 then

3c GN1 3033 3033 factor=1

ic GT1 1136 1136

3c L1 1 1 if CPUE=0 or LPUE =0 then
3c TR1 235 223 CPUE=1 or LPUE=1

3c  TR2 0.839 79 42

STECF notes that the correlations between the suimpaetial Fs for landings of the
regulated fisheries and their estimated fishingrédf are insignificant. STECF is unable to
determine the reason why the relationship betweetiap Fs of most Member State fisheries
using regulated gears are not significantly coteelawith their specific effort estimates.
STECF notes that the lack of discards preventabigliconclusions regarding the effects of
fishing effort management in relation to cod in theh Sea.

Effort regime evaluation for the Celtic Sea

The review of trends in fisheries-specific effondacatches in the Celtic Sea is presented at
the level of aggregation for the fisheries definadthe multi-annual cod plan, to allow
managers to evaluate the data with the view toptitential extension of the cod plan to
include the Celtic Sea. The Celtic Sea is defimtd iwo management areas, i.e. ICES Sub-
divisions 7bcefghjk and ICES Sub-divisions 7fgtdrms of kW*days, France contributed 38
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%, Ireland 22%, England and Wales 17%, the Nethdd&%, Belgium 5%, Scotland 4%,
Spain 4%, Germany 3% and Denmark 2% (2012).

Trends in fishing effort for the sensitive cod geand non-regulated gears are presented in
the Report. Spanish data are only included for 28 2o data for earlier periods have been
submitted by the Spanish Authorities. The demefishkeries are dominated by the gears
TR1, TR2 and BT2. In recent years (since 2008)ripleffort has been relatively stable, with
the increase in 2012 due to the inclusion of Spadsta for 2012 only. Total effort for
countries excluding Spain has remained stable dvé&@ “unregulated” gears most of the
effort is Dutch, French, Danish and Irish pelagam fisheries, with a recent (since 2009)
increase of Danish and Irish pelagic boats fistiangpoarfish in the Celtic Sea.

STECF notes that the correlations between the suimpaetial F of catches from all
regulated gears and their specific effort estimatde/NV days at sea over the main fisheries
(effort regulated fisheries in the cod plan) areignificant in the entire Celtic Sea
(7bcefghjk). However, the relations between sumipedial F of catches and fishing effort
from all regulated gears become significant wher #rea is reduced to the ICES
subdivisions 7fg. While good correlation does Hatags mean ‘cause and effect’, the results
here suggest that management of fishing morthiitfishing effort in units of kWdays may
provide a useful auxiliary measure to catch coimggand technical measures.

Effort regime evaluation for southern hake and Norvay lobster

STECF notes that the major data deficiency inntyses is the lack of Spanish data in 2010
and 2011. Furthermore it is important to note tBpanish fishing vessels using regulated
gears were not granted fishing effort derogatiogsth®e Spanish Authorities in 2012 as

provided for in Annex 1IB to the annual TAC and Qaiocegulations.

The nominal effort of regulated gears (3a-c) dediby 17% during 2007-2012 and by 5%
from 2009 to 2012. The major effort regulated gemes the bottom trawls. Bottom trawl

effort subject to effort regulation decreased byol8ince 2007 and by 13% since 20009.
Given that Spain has not provided data for smadkegks (LOA<10m) and that Portuguese
data do not provide gear or fishery specific infation, STECF is unable to conclude on the
effects of small vessels. STECF is also unablestonate trends in the maximum fishing

effort in days at sea per year and the annual eptékhat effort by regulated fisheries due to
data deficiencies.

In 2012, Spanish and Portuguese regulated bottwisianded at least half of the hake and
anglerfish and the 95% dfephropscaught in Divisions Vllic-1Xa. In general, the @ings

of southern hakeNephropsand anglerfish reported in response to the DCR datl are
substantially lower than the figures used by ICE813). The LPUE for hake displays a
continuous increase since 2004, and catch rates EGPR LPUE) ofNephropsin 9a have
continuously decreased since 2006. The same teeagparent in both the data submitted to
STECF in response to the DCF data calls and treeeddimated by ICES.

Depending on data availability and expected datasions, STECF will address and
accomplish the ToR during its forthcoming meetifigeEF EWG 13-13 in October 2013.

Effort regime evaluation for Western Channel sole
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STECF notes the majority of fishing effort deployedhe Western Channel is effort that is
not being regulated by the Management plan for solBivision Vlle. The two regulated
gear groups, beam trawls and the static nets, atdouonly a relatively small proportion
(about 15%) of the overall deployed effort.

The effort (KW days at sea) of gear groups regdldtg fishing effort appears to have
remained stable since 2009 after a major drop poid2008. From 2009-2012, the reported
regulated beam trawP(80 mm) effort steadily increased and by 2012 wa% lhigher
compared with 2009. Over the same period, the loegorted effort by regulated static nets
(< 220 mm) decreased by 42%. The effort from theseks <10m fluctuated between 13%
and 25% of the effort deployed by the vessels >Hhmh shows an increasing trend since
2005.

STECF notes that estimated sole catches are dadibgteffort regulated beam trawls (67%
in 2012), while static nets contributed a minorrehé% in 2012). STECF reiterates its
observation that a relatively high percentage d¢ $® landed by gears that are not being
regulated by this regulation. Sole catches of wietgd gears are in excess of 27% of the
overall sole catches in area 7e for each yearefttia series (2004-2012). The otter trawl
gear is the main unregulated gear involved andwatdsdor over of 22% of total sole catches.

STECF notes that only UK (England and Wales) hadeis operating under an FDF scheme
for the first time in 2012. 7 vessels were operalan the FDF fisheries using the regulated
beam trawl gear (3a) and one vessel using the ulateg beam trawl gear (mesh size
<80mm). The total numbers of English vessels opgrasuch gears are 43 and 2
respectively. The effort of the FDF fisheries t@ ttotal deployed effort by the regulated
beamers (3a) and unregulated beamers amount toahd% % respectively. The catches of
sole from to FDF fisheries represent 23% and 28%®total international catches of the 3a
regulated gears and the unregulated beamers, teghecThe specific request regarding
sole selectivity of FDF and non- FDF fisheries waterred to the forthcoming STECF EWG
13-13 on fishing effort regime evaluations par72LQ October 2013, Barza d’Ispra, Italy).

STECF estimated the uptake of the permitted fisleififigrt in units of days at sea per vessel.
The results should be interpreted with cautionhasestimated ceilings are based on number
of active vessels times the number of days allowadECF notes that the number of active
vessels and their associated days at sea may lestmeated (multiple counted) if they
changed regulated gears. For the regulated beavhftezt (3a), the English series indicate
an increasing uptake (47% - 95%) over time whetkasBelgian and the French regulated
beam trawl fleet show a stable uptake on a lowu@ilol0%) and high level (around 65%)
respectively. The English regulated static gea) Etow a slight increase in uptake (20%-
40%) over time whereas the French regulated stgdr show a stable uptake of around
45%. National amendments to the effort regulativese granted to UK in 2011. STECF
concludes that if a fishing effort regime in the $4gn Channel is to be maintained, it would
be appropriate to use an alternative measure ettefe unit of fishing effort that takes
account of vessel size/power and gear effectiveness

STECF notes that the correlations between the suhpadial Fs for sole landings of the
regulated fisheries and their estimated fishingrigf are significant for the period 2005-
2012. While good correlation does not always mezause and effect’, the results here
suggest that management of fishing mortality byifig effort in units of kWdays may

provide a useful auxiliary measure to catch comggaand technical measures for the
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regulated gears. The lack of discard informatiorthi@ assessment and forecast of fishing
opportunities should be considered when assessamggement risks.

Effort regime evaluation for the Western Waters andDeep Sea

In accordance with the Terms of reference, the Rgpesents trends in effort for defined
fisheries (major gear groups) for 18 managemerdasavathin the convention areas of ICES
and CECAF. The requested sections on catches attE GEomments, table and graphs)
could not be updated due to resource constrainttigithe EWG 13-06. The EWG
experienced extreme difficulties in preparing thetadand the interpretation of them is
confounded by data deficiencies described in sectiof the report. STECF also notes that
discard information is often scarce.

Effort within the Deep sea and Western waters hesnbcompiled for kW*days-at-sea,
GT*days-at-sea, and numbers of vessels. Withirrépert the focus is on kW*Days at sea.
Information on GT*days at sea and numbers of vessahdings, discards, CPUE and LPUE
is available via the website (electronic appendixekd the report):
http://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/ewg1306

Bottom trawl effort is concentrated in ICES Area & well as the Continental shelf and
slope to the west and southwest of Ireland andUle Bottom trawl effort in the Bay of
Biscay, the Cantabrian Sea and off the Portugueast éncreased in 2012 compared to 2010
and 2011. Beam trawling is concentrated in thei€s#a and the western English Channel.
While beam trawls are not a deepwater gear sontleeo$pecies caught are classified under
Annex 2 of the deep sea regulation. Pelagic tragwwas concentrated to the west of Ireland,
and to the west and north of Scotland in the mi@d080 This effort decreased greatly between
2007 and 2009, increased again in 2010, but hageedagain in 2011 and 2012. Longline
effort was concentrated on the shelf and slope @atvshetland and Portugal but has been in
decline in recent years. Longline effort from theofes has shown an increase since 2009. In
the mid 2000s gill net effort was concentratedhie Celtic sea and Porcupine Bank. Due to
existing restrictions in the use of deepwater mgts much of this effort is now concentrated
in the Celtic sea, with some effort in the North,seest of Scotland and the Bay of Biscay.

Effort regime evaluation for the Bay of Biscay

STECF notes that all the analyses and trends pezsénthe Report include data from Spain

for 2012. However, Spain did not provide correspogdiata for previous years to the DCF

data call for fishing effort regime evaluations.imterpreting the trends in fishing effort and

landings, it is important to take into account ttata from Spain for years prior to 2102 are
not included in the tables and graphs presentedeirReport. Furthermore, data on discards
is scarce and patchy and in some cases, is of alsilojpaality.

STECF notes that the multiannual plan for the $snabde exploitation of the stock of sole in
the Bay of Biscay (R (EC) 388/2006) prescribes mmaxn annual fishing capacity for

Member States’ vessels that hold a special permnfish. The Report provides fisheries-
specific catch and effort data for the Northern BdyBiscay (ICES Div. Vllla) and the

southern Bay of Biscay (ICES Div. VIlIb). In VIII&0% of the reported deployed effort in
2012 was French, 9% Spanish and 1% Belgian. Tha Fanch fisheries are otter trawl,
trammel net, gill net and pelagic trawls. The m@panish fisheries are longline, otter trawl
and gill net. In VllIb, 69% of the reported deplayeffort in 2012 was French, 25% Spanish
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and 6% Belgian. The main French fisheries are ttaevl, trammel net, gill net, longline and
pelagic trawl. The main Spain fisheries are ottawl, longline and pelagic trawl.

Due to data deficiencies, STECF was unable to riligluate the effort regime for sole in the
Bay of Biscay. France and Spain provided the dataends in fishing capacity requested in
the data call, in the unit of gross tonnage andHeryear 2012 only.

From 2010 to 2012 the overall trend in fishing dfia units of kW days at sea increased by
4% in the area Vllla and by 35% in Vlllb, althoutllis observation is largely due to the
inclusion of Spanish data for 2012 only. During @2D12, less than 50% of the reported
deployed effort (kW days at sea) was accountedyovessels carrying the special fishing
permit in area Vllla. In area Vlllb, the relativeordribution of licensed vessels varied
between 57% and 68%.

During 2010-2012, small boats (LOA<10m) contribugdmbut 20% to the effort deployed in
area Vllla and about 10%-15% in area VIlIb aftgngicant increases in deployed effort by
small boats for earlier years in both areas. Spasnot provided any information regarding
deployed fishing effort of small boats operatinghe Bay of Biscay.

STECF notes that the correlations between the suhpadial Fs based only on landings
from the major fisheries and the corresponding nteplofishing effort are significant in area
8a but insignificant in area 8b. As those analgkensot take account of discards and the time
series do not incorporate Spanish data, there tseswé questionalble and may not be
representative.
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that it has extensively adee the ToR regarding the requested fishing
effort regime evaluations in the

11. Eastern and Western Baltic,

12. the Kattegat,

13. the Skagerrak, North Sea, European waters in ICER @nd the Eastern Channel,
14. to the West of Scotland,

15. Irish Sea,

16. Celtic Sea,

17. Atlantic waters off the Iberian Peninsula,

18. Western Channel,

19. Western Waters and Deep Sea

20. and the Bay of Biscay,

i.e. updated estimates of trends in fishing efflaldings and discards by species, CPUE and LPUE
by fisheries and species, and partial fishing niitga for effort regulated and non-regulated fiske

by Member States. Few ToR could not be accomplistigel to time constraints and/or data
deficiencies and will be accomplished during thehocoming STECF EWG 13-13 fishing effort
regime evaluations part 2 (7-11 October 2013, Baltspra, Italy). Outstanding ToRs are those
dealing with the requested comparative analysesrdatyy cod and sole selectivity of fully
documented fisheries (FDF) and fisheries not pgpetong in FDF schemes, detailed evaluations of
the national implementation as regards fishing reféterogations granted under the provisions of
article 13 of the new cod plan (Counc. Reg. No 1233@8), as well as spatio-temporal patterns in cod
catchability.

STECF EWG 13-06 tasks have been supported by tHe fi3Ging effort data call in 2013. STECF
EWG 13-06 notes a general improvement in data cet@péss and quality as well as compliance with
dead lines regarding Member States’ data provisibiasvever, STECF EWG 13-06 suffered again
from delays, incompleteness and erroneous dataissioms and re-submissions. Details about the
DCF data call definitions, data quality in 2013 amghificant shortfalls as identified by JRC and th
experts contributing to the working group are suminea in section 4.

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that its recommendationsOitR 20 amend the 2013 DCF data call to
support fishing effort regime evaluation have basplemented and that these changes have
supported and will support the accomplishment efcgiz ToR. STECF EWG 13-06 noted that the
DCF data call in 2013 required re-submissions @fggregated data in addition to the re-quested data
update for 2012, which implied additional workld@ad the national institutions involved in the DCF
framework. Notably Denmark, Portugal and UK (with@cotland) have revised their complete time
series of fisheries specific catch and effort d&panish data were made available for 2012 and
discard data were inserted to earlier data subomissio support the effort regime evaluation for
Southern hake and Nephrops.

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that ICES (WGMIXFISH 20133 badertaken a detailed comparison of

the 2011 ICES fisheries data received in 2013 aed2011 STECF DCF effort data received and
compiled in 2012. While the fisheries specific datalandings and nominal effort are found highly

consistent, the ICES estimates of discards werais@mtly higher than the estimates of discards
provided in the STECF data base. The pronouncéerelifces in discard estimates are mainly due to
different raising procedures applied and shall beh&ér analysed in order to identify best and

consistent practices applied to discard raisingtice 4.12).
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STECF EWG 13-06, in response to the general inetkagerest in discard estimates, has proposed
an Index of Discard Coverage DQI to facilitate tme of the discard estimates provided in the

STECF data bases on fisheries specific catch ahthg§ effort and obtained through the 2013 DCF

data call. The DQI allows identification and avaida of the use of discard estimates by fisheries
based on the proportion of sums of national largliogvered by discard estimates in relation to the
overall sums of national landings. The method tavdethe DQI and the interpretation of the results

are provided in section 4.5 of the present report.

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that all resulting fishegasameters of various fishing effort regimes are
downloadable at the requested aggregation in ttmeafioof digital Appendixes to the present report at
the working group’s web page: http://stecf.jrc.acopa.eu/web/stecf/ewg1306.

Major findings regarding the regional fishing effoegime evaluations as derived by STECF EWG
13-06 are summarized in the following sectionscsjally for each of the reviews undertaken and
covering new or additional TOR as appropriate.

Effort regime evaluation for the Baltic

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that fisheries specific efémd catch (landings and discards) figures by
Member States have been updated until and includ®ip. During 2011-2012, the total effort
measured in KW days at sea deployed in the Badticecised by 46%. The reduction was mainly seen
in cod plan area C (86%) and in area B (29%), wifitenominal effort in area A increased slightly
(4%). Furthermore, the significant reduction in @lefishing effort happened in un- regulated gears
while the deployed effort of regulated gears remdirather constant in both cod plan areas A and B.

With a lack of information from Estonia, small beat8m LOA were found to constitute 7 and 12%
to the overall effort deployed in the Baltic in 20and 2012, respectively. Small boats are primarily
operating in the northern cod plan area C.

STECF EWG 13-06 undertook a provisional quantitaiwalysis regarding the estimation of effort
deployed in units of days at sea by Member Statd, @mpared the national uptake with the
calculated maximum effort available. STECF EWG B3ribtes that its approach to estimate the
maximum days at sea available per year and Memia¢e 8om the product of its number of active
vessels using one of the regulated gears timesldlys at sea per vessel can only serve as an
approximation of the effort ceiling. The provisioptake analysis revealed that the average annual
uptake of available days at sea over the time ge2@08-2012 remained in the range of 36-38% in
area A, 34-47% in the area B and 53-83% for thasafeand B combined.

The effort regulated otter trawls are the major gedrs, contributing 67 and 82% to the catch iasre
A and B in 2012, respectively. The second amongdh&ed cod gears are gill nets. Cod discards are
generally low but slightly higher for area B, shagian increasing trend in most recent years for
regulated otter trawls.

According to the submitted information only Denmdr&s operated under the scheme of fully
documented fisheries (FDF) in 2012 in the BaltibeTeported Danish catch of cod caught in fully
documented fisheries with regulated gears amount&83 t in area A and 406 t in area B, a relative
amount of 3% of the overall catch. A preliminarabses of cod selectivity revealed that non-FDF
fisheries were catching younger fish. However dfiects of different age reading methods applied in
different national institutes remain unclear. Spotliminary results require further investigation.

Close correlations between fishing mortality arghifng effort measured in kW days at sea as well as

between partial fishing mortalities and the spedighing effort by fisheries were found. While gbo
correlation does not always mean ‘cause and effdnt’ results here suggest that management of
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fishing mortality by fishing effort in units of kWays may provide a useful auxiliary measure to catch
constraints and technical measures.

Effort regime evaluation for the Kattegat

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that all Member States fighirthis area have reported their effort data as
requested, including mesh size range categoriesdarmbations and the overall confidence in the
results is high. Denmark has revised all data, lmattth and effort, for the whole time series.

However, the largest relative changes in effortfaumd in unregulated gears that constitutes alsmal
part of the deployed effort in Kattegat in absohaéues.

Fisheries in the Kattegat are almost exclusivelydeeted by Denmark and Sweden (88% and 11% of
the total regulated effort in 2012, respectivelgjng predominantly trawls and primarily the gear
class TR2. The TR2 gear constitutes 90% of thé tegpulated effort. Beam trawls are forbidden.

There are three effort derogations in place inég#t for TR2, CPart13B, CPart13C and CPart11. All
the Danish TR2 effort is under the derogation CBtfrom 2010 onwards while the German TR2
effort is partly under the derogation CPart13B htw 2010 and 2011. STECF EWG 13-06 notes
that the uptake of the regulated gear TR2 excdesnbximum effort levels defined in the annual
TAC and quota regulations since 2010 as MembeeSt@pplied additional effort allocations under
article 13 of the cod plan.

In 2012, the nominal effort (kW days at sea) deptbpy small vessels (LOA<10m) constituted 12%
of the total effort in the area.

Only Sweden reported under the derogation artitlenyear category TR2, achieving the <1.5% cod
catch by using a sorting grid. This represented 88%he Swedish TR2 effort in Kattegat 2012. The
Swedish sorting grid was until 2009 under the datiog 11A83b in the old cod recovery plan (R
(EC) 40/2008), and since it generates a catch csitipo that is very different from the TR2 ‘none’
gear group it was decided to keep the old derogatighe tables by derogation of the present report
Both 11A83b and CPart11 are considered non-efiantégulated) gears and are therefore not included
in the effort regulated TR2 gear category in th@asand figures below (R (EC) No 1342/2008). The
effort deployed by passive gears (GN1, GT and LikXlatively small, with a stable share of around
3% of the total regulated effort in 2012. The dffaleployed by unregulated gear categories
(including effort under the derogation CPart11) wa%o of the total effort in 2012.

According the ranked regulated gear groups’ coutidins to cod catch and landings in 2012, only the
TR2 is estimated to exceed the level of the cunwda20% and thus considered subject to annual
effort adjustments (Coun. Reg. 1342/2008, art. )2(4

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that information on fully dlmented fisheries FDF was only provided by
Sweden and only for 2010. FDF fishing effort andcbas appear negligible and are not further
evaluated.

STECF EWG 13-06 presents the estimated cod CPUEeapective effort transfer factors between
donor and receiving regulated gear groups basederages 2010-2012. Red cells are indicated to be
imprecise due to lack of adequate discard informmatyellow cells indicate sufficient sampling and
green cells good sampling information. The conegrdactors are estimated based on CPUE while
LPUE values are also provided.

Kattegat

donor gear [receiving gear 2010-2012
GM1 GT1 L1 TRL TR2 TR3 CPUE |LPUE factor= CPUE donor/CPUE receiving

33 GN1 133 50 if factor = 1 then
3a GT1 0.005 1 1 factor=1
3a  LL1 1 1
3a TR1 71 25 if CPUE=0 or LPUE =0 then
3a TR2 106 41 CPUE=1 or LPUE=1
3a TR3 8 8
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STECF EWG 13-06 notes that that ICES did not prwah analytical assessment of cod in the
Kattegat in 2013. STECF EWG 13-06 is therefore &b provide analyses dealing with the partial
fishing mortalities by fisheries (metiers), thepestive correlations between partial fishing matyal
and fishing effort and the review of reductiondigihing mortality of the effort regulated gear gosu

in relation to the cod plan provisions.

Effort regime evaluation for the Skagerrak, North Sea including 2EU and Eastern Channel

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that in this area, a subatapart of the effort is deployed by Non-
European fleets (primarily Norway); this part ist macounted for in this report, except for the part
dealing with partial fishing mortalities by fishes. Norwegian fishing effort is reported to ICES
(ICES, 2013). Catch and effort data including thecéal conditions of the cod management plan in
force since 2009 (CPartll and CPart13) have bemndad by all Member States with significant
fishing activity in this area. Additionally, disttion is now provided across the various CPart13
specifications (A, B, or C).

The North Sea is the main fishing area (77% oftth@ 2012 regulated effort in area 3b2), followed
by the Eastern Channel (17%, 3b3), while the Skageaepresents a smaller component (6%, 3b1).
In all three sub areas, regulated effort has dserkaince 2003. In area 3b2 (North Sea), regulated
effort is equally shared between beam trawls amdedgal trawls/seines (48% and 46% of total 2012
regulated effort respectively). Small mesh beanwlirg (80-119 mm, BT2) and demersal
trawls/seines with larger mesh sizes (>=100mm, T&#)the predominant fisheries. In the Eastern
Channel, demersal trawls/seines are also the nesirs 65% of the 2012 regulated effort in the area,
mainly smaller mesh size 70-99mm TR2), but withrbegawls and passive gears representing
important fisheries (19% and 16% of the 2012 regdleeffort respectively). The main gears in
management area 3b1 (Skagerrak) are demersal fsainkss (88% of the 2012 regulated effort) with
a predominance of TR2.

Fishing effort data provided in the present repadre found generally consistent with the
information reported by ICES. The overall reductemtimated for 2012 in effort (kW days at sea) of
regulated gears in the entire area 3b amounts%oatbcompared with the average 2004-2006 and to
12% as compared with 2011. The reduction of unedgdl effort for 2012 of boats LGAOmM
declined until 2007 and remained stable since thbea.present report also provides trends in uptake
of the effort deployed by regulated gears as coetpaith the maximum effort defined in the annual
TAC and Quota regulations. However, these stagistinst be interpreted with care as the methods to
estimate the fishing effort may differ among MemBgaites and specific fisheries may be subject to
special derogations. Since 2003 the effort of stmadlts (LOA<10m) increased constantly from 3%
to 9% of the overall effort deployed in the entinea 3b (Skagerrak, North Sea and 2EU, Eastern
Channel) in 2012.

TR1 and TR2 gears were identified as the majoroatching gears and exceeded the 20% cumulative
cod catch in 2012 and are thus considered subecinnhual effort adjustments (Coun. Reg.
1342/2008, art. 12(4)). The present report alswiges the gear rankings and cumulative cod catch
figures split by the Skagerrak (area 3b1l), the IN&&a and 2 EU (area 3b2) and the Eastern Channel
(area 3b3) and for the additional stocks of plaicd sole.

In 2012 fully documented FDF represents still alsmaportion of the total effort (5.6%), but it's
increasing. The significance for the main cod geRf has increased further and is 28.9% of the
effort deployed in 2012. All FDF countries contriéd to this increase. 2012 cod catches were
recorded in fisheries using TR1, TR2, GN1 and Rmis,most catches (94.8% of total FDF catches)
were from vessels using TR1 gears. In total, 36%aaf catches by EU vessels were taken during
FDF trials. A preliminary analyses of cod seledyivevealed that cod catch compositions at age from
FDF fisheries were rather similar to the catch cositjons at age from non-FDF fisheries. This effect
may be due to the fact that Member States may and beparated the sampling and estimation of the
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national catch compositions, which is regarded aprexrequisite regarding such comparative
analyses. The preliminary results require furtheestigation.

STECF EWG 13-06 presents the estimated cod CPU&rdge 2010-2012) and respective effort
transfer factors between donor and receiving regdlgear groups by the sub-areas Skagerrak (3b1),
North Sea and 2 EU (3b2), and Eastern Channel (B&2) cells indicate imprecise values due to lack
of adequate discard information. Yellow cells irade& sufficient sampling and green cells good
sampling information.

Skagerrak
donor gear |receiving gear 2010-2012
BT1 BT2 GN1 GT1 LL1 TR1 TR2 TR3 CPUE LPUE factor= CPUE donor/CPUE receiving
3b1 BT1 104 104 if factor > 1then
3bl1 BT2 21 21 factor=1
3bl GN1 1899 1865
3bl GT1 1245 1219 if CPUE=0 or LPUE =0 then
3bl LL1 819 819 CPUE=1 or LPUE=1
3bl TR1 1293 947
3bl TR2 771 376
3bl TR3 55 55
North Sea and 2EU
donor gear |receiving gear 2010-2012
BTl BT2 GN1 GT1 LL1 CPUE LPUE factor= CPUE donor/CPUE receiving
3b2 BT1 1 0.317 279 279 if factor >1then
3b2 BT2 0.176 0.056 0.25 I . 49 43 factor=1
3b2 GN1 1 880 857
3b2 GT1 0.703 196 189 if CPUE=0 or LPUE =0 then
3b2 LL1 745 744 CPUE=1or LPUE=1
3b2 TR1 1038 904
3b2 TR2 198 87
3b2 TR3 7 7
Eastern Channel
donor gear [receiving gear 2010-2012
BTl BT2 GN1 GT1 LL1 CPUE LPUE factor= CPUE donor/CPUE receiving
3b3 BT1 0.05 1 1 if factor > 1then
3b3 BT2 20 19 factor=1
3b3 GN1 361 355
3b3 GT1 154 77 if CPUE=0 or LPUE =0 then
3b3 LL1 25 25 CPUE=1 or LPUE=1
3b3 TR1 162 162
3b3 TR2 81 80
3b3 TR3 29 29

The STECF EWG 13-06 presents partial fishing mitital by regulated fisheries and Member States
in relation to the estimated fishing mortality K§HS (2013) and the landings and discards volumes in
relation to the estimated total catch for the yaamilable. It can be concluded from the estimatéad F
2012 that the annual F reductions stipulated byctitemanagement plan have been nearly reached.
STECF EWG 13-06 notes that estimated unaccouni@dvas are not any longer considered for
years after 2005 in the cod assessment. Discarthlhiyris generally high but has been reduced
significantly since 2008.

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that the correlations betwiben partial Fs for cod and effort are
significant for some important regulated metierlgimg cod but insignificant for others. In all ¢ler
sub-areas 3b1, 3b2 and 3b3, the summed partidl ésddor regulated gears and respective sums of
fishing effort in units of kW days at sea are statally significant. While good correlation doestn
always mean ‘cause and effect, the results harggest that management of fishing mortality by
fishing effort in units of kWdays may provide a fideauxiliary measure to catch constraints and
technical measures.

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that there are indicationsedtictions in partial Fs from catches of the
Scottish TR1 and TR2 fisheries in operating undergrovisions of article 13.2.b and c of the cod
plan, mainly caused by partial F reductions indiseards of these particular fisheries. The German
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and French fisheries operating under the provigibrarticle 13.2.b are either negligible or have
reduced their contribution to cod fishing mortalti substantially. STECF EWG 13-06 notes that
more detailed analyses of the national partialdeicgons as stipulated in article 13 of the codzla
requested in ToR 9 will be conducted during thehimsming STECF EWG 13-13 (7-11 October
2013). The report and its appendixes also provigdigh Fs of sole plaice and effort trends of
regulated gears in the three subareas mentioned.

Effort regime evaluation for the West of Scotland

The fishery West of Scotland is primarily an otteawl fishery; beam trawls and static gears are
hardly used. However Spanish data is not availeldivision Vla for 2010-11. In terms of kWdays
the overall nominal effort in ICES division Vla glays a decrease of 41% since 2003. The majority
of that reduction took place between 2003-2006 20@9-2011. Effort within regulated gears is 56%
less in 2012 compared to 2003. Regulated effottdoyl and seine gears (TR gears under Coun. Reg.
(EC) 1342/2008) shows a long term decrease intedfudt fell to its lowest level in the time serias i
2011, but was stable between 2011 and 2012 foethagons reporting in both years. Overall effort
of small boats (LOA<10m) is 10% higher in 2012 camgal to 2003 although it has been relatively
stable since 2006.

The most important category in terms of cod catuth landings is TR1 with a three year average of
94-99% of the Vla cod catch — and landings - ttwalweight. The second most important gear

category is TR2, which can be seen to be a geagagt with Nephrops as the primary landed

species. The ranking of these two gear types isistemt whether the 2012 values or a three year
average is used but the contribution of TR2 gearatohes has noticeably declined starting in 2008
and to landings from 2009. The contribution to batod from all other gear types is less than 1%, bu

for landings gill nets contribute between 1 and B4sed on the relative contribution TR1 is the only

gear group where the percentage cumulative codh ¢at@012 exceeded 20% and thus considered
subject to annual effort adjustments (Coun. Reg212008, art. 12(4)).

The table of international conversion factors (€abK.11.1) is based on average CPUE (2010-2012).
Discard data are scarce for many regulated geampgrdout have been interpreted as well
representative for TR1 and TR2.

West of Scotland
donor gear |receiving gear 2010-2012

BT1 BT2 GN1 LL1 TR1 TR2 CPUE LPUE factor =
3d BT1 1 1 if factor > 1 then
3d BT2 1 1 factor=1
3d GN1 7 7
3d L1 1 1 if CPUE=0 or LPUE =0 then
3d TR1 252 33 CPUE=1 or LPUE=1
3d TR2 0.012 3 2

Overall the correlation between partial F of codl &stimated fishing effort of regulated gears is
statistically significant but negative. STECF EW&{6 is unable to determine the reason why there
are negative or insignificant relationship betw&eand effort for the greatest cod contributorsdd c
catches from Vla. Nevertheless from the informatieported by Member States, the management
measures in place in Vla have not been successédltiieving a reduction in fishing mortality.

STECF EWG 13-06 further noted that the metier ¢bating most to partial F of cod is the Scottish
TR1 gear operating under special condition CPart{88hing west of the management line
delimiting the cod recovery zone). Furthermorerdhare no indications that the Scottish TR1 fishery
working under any of articles 13.2.B, C or D haweatcbuted to a reduction in fishing mortality of
cod west of Scotland. STECF EWG 13-06 notes thé#dildd analyses of the national partial F
reductions as stipulated in article 13 of the ctath@s requested in ToR 9 will be conducted during
the forthcoming STECF EWG 13-13 (7-11 October 2013)
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Effort regime evaluation for the Irish Sea

During 2003-2010, overall nominal effort (kW*days aea) for boats LOA>=10m declined
continuously by 43%. Since then, the effort remdis&ble. Since 2010, the effort of regulated gears
constituted 62-65% to the overall effort deploydthe trend in fishing effort of regulated gears
appears similar with a decrease by 54% during ZII®H and remained stable until 2012. Since
2007, the dominating regulated gear is the trawlB@ (>70%) with an increasing trend (79% in
2012). Since 2009, the cod plan provisions of &tl8.2 a, b and c are applied.

During 2006-2012, small boats’ effort (LOA<10m) st without a clear trend and constituted
among 12-15% of the overall effort deployed.

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that discard information lalség within the Irish Sea is incomplete and
thus impedes analyses of catch compositions andgrey fisheries. In relation to overall landinds o
demersa species, Nephrops dominate Irish Sea smdbver the majority of the period 2003-2012,
TR1 landed the greatest proportion of cod (~40%wedver this changed in 2011 when the
continuing declining trend first fell below the partions of TR2. This placed TR2 as the top ranked
gear from 2012 which has shown only a small vamain proportions since 2010. Based on the
relative contributions GN1, TR1 and TR2 are geawups where the percentage cumulative cod
landings in 2012 exceeded 20% and thus are comsiderbject to annual effort adjustments (Coun.
Reg. 1342/2008, art. 12(4)).

STECF EWG notes that the table of internationalveosion factors is based on average CPUE
(2010-2012). LPUEs are used for GN1, GT1, and Lichdries as time series of discard data were
not available. TR2 and BT2 are the only two gedegaries where discard data was available over
the three previous years. A one to one ratio caselea for BT2 to TR2, but the reverse exchange is
lower.

Conversion factors for exchange of effort betweearg based on average CPUE 2010-2012. Red
cells indicate no discard data available; yelloWisdedicate discard information available.

|BT2 GWN1 GT1 L1 TR1 TR2 CPUE LPUE factor =

3c BT2 1 92 59 if factor = 1 then

ic GN1 3033 3033 factor=1

ic GT1 1136 1136

3c L1 1 1 if CPUE=D or LPUE =0 then
3c TRl 535 523 CPUE=1or LPUE=1

3c TR2 0.859 79 42

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that the correlations betwkensummed partial Fs for landings of the
regulated fisheries and their estimated fishingré&ffare insignificant. STECF EWG 13-06 is unable
to determine the reason why the relationship betvpestial Fs of most Member State fisheries using
regulated gears are not significantly correlatethwheir specific effort estimates. STECF EWG 13-
06 notes that the lack of discards prevents raiabhclusions regarding the effects of fishing effo
management in relation to the cod plans.

Effort regime evaluation for the Celtic Sea

STECF EWG 13-06 presents its review of trends shdiies specific effort and catches in a
consistent aggregation of the fisheries definedhi multi-annual cod plan to allow managers to
evaluate the data with the view to a theoreticam@sion of the cod plan to include the Celtic Sea.
The Celtic Sea is defined into two management aieasICES Sub-divisions 7bcefghjk and ICES
Sub-divisions 7fgln terms of kW*days, France contributed 38 %, Inel22%, England and Wales

17%, the Netherlands 6%, Belgium 5%, Scotland 4%air54%, Germany 3% and Denmark 2%
(2012).
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STECF EWG 13-06 presents trends in fishing effortthe sensitive cod gears and non-regulated
gears. Spanish data are only included for 2012adata for earlier periods were data submitted. The
demersal fisheries are dominated by the gears TRP, and BT2. In recent years (since 2008)
fishing effort has been relatively stable, with therease in 2012 due to the inclusion of Spanath d
for this year only, with total effort by countriexcluding Spain stable overaltor “unregulated”
gears most of the effort is Dutch, French, Danisth laish pelagic trawl fisheries, with a recenn(s
2009) increase of Danish and Irish pelagic boatsirig for boarfish in the Celtic Sea. There was a
decrease in fishing effort by unregulated gea®0ihl, with a slight increase again in 2012.

While discard information is scarce, the increasitRjJE and CPUE trends in recent years are
consistent with the ICES 2013 stock assessmentwdiiows a large increase in stock size following
a strong 2010 year class.

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that the correlations betwbhensummed partial F of catches from all
regulated gears and their specific effort estimatdeV days at sea over the main fisheries (effort
regulated fisheries in the cod plan) are insigaificin the entire Celtic Sea (7bcefghjk). Howetee,
relations between summed partial F of catches afih§y effort from all regulated gears become
significant when the area is reduced to the ICHSIsisions 7fg. While good correlation does not
always mean ‘cause and effect’, the results hanggest that management of fishing mortality by
fishing effort in units of kWdays may provide a fideauxiliary measure to catch constraints and
technical measures.

Effort regime evaluation for southern hake and Norvay lobster

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that the major data defigiémdts analyses is the lack of Spanish data in
2010 and 2011. Furthermore it is important to ribtg Spanish fishing vessels using regulated gears
were not granted fishing effort derogations in 2@%Ztipulated in Annex IIB to the annual TAC and
Quota regulations. The nominal effort of regulatedrs (3a-c) declined by 17% during 2007-2012
and by 5% during 2009-2012. The major effort regpdagears are the bottom trawls. Bottom trawl
effort subject to effort regulation decreased b%ol8ince 2007 and by 13% since 2009. Given that
Spain has not provided data for small vessels (LOM&) and that Portuguese data do not provide
gear of fishery specific information, STECF EWG Q4s unable to conclude on the effects of small
vessels. STECF EWG 13-06 is also unable to estitrertels in the maximum fishing effort in days at
sea per year and the annual uptake of that efforedulated fisheries due to data deficiencies.

As for other effort regimes regulated through datysea, STECF EWG 13-06 notes that if a fishing
effort regime with regards to southern hake andadgrlobster is to be maintained, it shall consider
an appropriate measure of effective unit of fishiffiprt to account for vessel size/power and gear
effectiveness.

Spanish and Portuguese regulated bottom trawlsethat least half of 8c-9a hake and anglerfish in
2012 and the 95% of Nephrops landings. In gen#ral DCF landings of southern hake, Nephrops
and anglerfish are substantially lower than therkg used by ICES. The LPUE for hake displays a
continuous increase, which was also recognizeddisl (2013). Catch rates of Nephrops in 9a are
continuously decreasing since 2006 as consistestiynated by STECF EWG 13-06 based on DCF
data and by ICES (2013).

Depending on data availability and announced datesions STECF EWG 13-06 will address and
accomplish the ToR during its forthcoming meetifdeEF EWG 13-13 in October 2013.

Effort regime evaluation for Western Channel sole

STECF EWG 13-06 notes the great majority of fiskeffgrt deployed in the Western Channel is non-
effort regulated, while the two regulated gear ggouhe beam trawls and the static nets, constitute
relatively small part (about 15%). The effort in Kdays at sea of gear groups regulated by fishing
effort appears to be stable since 2009 after amakgp until 2008. During 2009-2012, the regulated
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beam trawl ¥ 80 mm) effort continuously increased by 17% (aspared with 2009), while the
lower regulated effort by static nets (< 220 mmgrdased by 42%. The effort from the vessels <10m
fluctuates between 13% and 25% of the effort degadyy the vessels >10m with an increasing trend
since 2005.

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that estimated sole catateedaminated by effort regulated beam trawls
(67% in 2012), while static nets contributed a mishare (6% in 2012). STECF EWG 13-06

reiterates its observation that a relatively highicpntage of sole is landed by non-effort regulated
gears. Sole catches of unregulated gears are @s&xd 27% of the overall sole catches in areai7e f

each year of the data series (2004-2012). The w&edt gear is the main unregulated gear involved
with percentages in excess of 22%.

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that only England had vesgedsating under an FDF fisheries for the first
time in 2012. 7 vessels were operational in the Fieries using the regulated beam trawl gear (3a)
and one vessel using the unregulated beam trawl §ka total numbers of English vessels operating
these gears are 43 and 2 respectively. The effaiteoFDF fisheries to the total deployed effort by
the regulated beamers (3a) and unregulated beamensnt to 17% and 1% respectively. The catches
of sole from to FDF fisheries represent 23% and 28%he total international catches of the 3a
regulated gears and the unregulated beamers, tesbecThe specific request regarding sole
selectivity of FDF and non- FDF fisheries was defdrto the forthcoming STECF EWG 13-13 on
fising effort regime evaluations part 2 (7-11 O@pB013, Barza d’Ispra, ltaly).

STECF EWG 13-06 estimated the uptake of the allofigding effort in units of days at sea per
vessel. The results shall be interpreted cautioaslyhe estimated ceilings are based on number of
active vessels times the number of days allowe@®&CGGTEWG 13-06 notes that the number of active
vessels and their days at sea may be overestirfratétiple counted) if they changed regulated gears.
For the regulated beam trawl fleet (3a), the Ehgtisries indicate an increasing uptake (47% - 95%)
over time whereas the Belgian and the French regglilbeam trawl fleet show a stable uptake on a
low (around 10%) and high level (around 65%) respely. The English regulated static gear (3b)
show a slight increase in uptake (20%-40%) ovee tivhereas the French regulated static gear show
a stable uptake of around 45%. National amendmerttse effort regulations were granted to UK in
2011. STECF EWG 13-06 concludes that if a fishiffgreregime in the Western Channel is to be
maintained, it shall consider an appropriate meastieffective unit of fishing effort to accountrfo
vessel size/power and gear effectiveness.

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that the correlations betweesummed partial Fs for sole landings of the
regulated fisheries and their estimated fishingrédfare significant for the period 2005-2012. Whil
good correlation does not always mean ‘cause dedtefthe results here suggest that management
of fishing mortality by fishing effort in units ddWwdays may provide a useful auxiliary measure to
catch constraints and technical measures. The daakiscard information in the assessment and
forecast of fishing opportunities shall be consdiewhen assessing management risks.

Effort regime evaluation for the Western Waters andDeep Sea

In accordance with its TOR STECF EWG 13-06 presteetsds in effort of defined fisheries (major
gear groups) for 18 management areas within theverdion areas of ICES and CECAF. The
requested sections on catches and CPUE could nopdeted due to time constraints (comments,
table and graphs). The EWG experienced extremeaculiies in preparing the data and the
interpretation of them is confounded by data deficies described in section 4 of the present report
STECF 13-06 also notes that discard informatiaftesn scarce.

Effort within the Deep sea and Western waters le@ lcompiled for kW*days-at-sea, GT*days-at-
sea, and numbers of vessels. Within the reportfdbhas is on kW*Days at sea. Information on
GT*days at sea and numbers of vessels, landingsaris, CPUE and LPUE is available via the
website (electronic appendixes to the report):Htiecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/ewg1306
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Bottom trawl effort is concentrated in ICES Aread¥ well as the Continental shelf and slope to the
west and southwest of Ireland and the UK. Bottcewtreffort in the Bay of Biscay, the Cantabrian
Sea and off the Portuguese coast increased in @hpared to 2010 and 2011. Beam trawling is
concentrated in the Celtic sea and the westernigEnghannel. While beam trawls are not a
deepwater gear some of the species caught ardfielhasmder Annex 2 of the deep sea regulation.
Pelagic trawling was concentrated to the westeiaird, and to the west and north of Scotland in the
mid 2000s. This effort decreased greatly betweddv 28hd 2009, increased again in 2010, but has
reduced again in 2011 and 2012. Longline effort wascentrated on the shelf and slope between
Shetland and Portugal but has been in declineadenteyears. Longline effort from the Azores has
shown an increase since 2009. In the mid 2000sgilleffort was concentrated in the Celtic sea and
Porcupine Bank. Due to current restrictions inuke of deepwater gill nets much of this effortasvn
concentrated in the Celtic sea, with some efforthim North sea, west of Scotland and the Bay of
Biscay.

Effort regime evaluation for the Bay of Biscay

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that all analyses and predergnds do include Spanish data for 2012, as
Spain did not provide respective data from previgears to the DCF data call for fishing effort
regime evaluations. The resulting trends in fishéffprt and landings shall be interpreted bearmg i
mind that the Spanish data are not considered d@@t2 and that discard information is scarce and
dubious in certain cases.

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that the multiannual plantlier sustainable exploitation of the stock of
sole in the Bay of Biscay (R (EC) 388/2006) stipegaprovisions regarding maximum annual fishing
capacity of the vessels holding the special fisipegmit per Member State. In accordance with the
ToR, STECF EWG 13-06 provides fisheries specifitcltaand effort data for the Northern Bay of
Biscay (ICES Div. 8a) and the southern Bay of Bys@&ES Div. 8b). In 8a, 90% of 2012 effort is
French, 9% Spain and 1% Belgium. The main Frenstefies are otter, trammel, gill and pelagic
trawls. The main Spain fisheries are longline, rodgted gill. In 8b, 69% of effort in 2012 is French,
25% Spain and 6% Belgium. The main French fishaiesotter, trammel, gill, longline and pelagic
trawl. The main Spain fisheries are otter, longknel pelagic trawl.

Due to data deficiencies, STECF EWG 13-06 was ent@bfully evaluate the effort regime for sole
in the Bay of Biscay. France and Spain provided¢iggiested information regarding trends in fishing
capacity in the unit of gross tonnage only for 20&&m 2010 to 2012 the overall trend in fishing
effort in units of kW days at sea increased by #4%he area 8a and by 35% in 8b, mainly because
Spanish data became available in 2012. During 201, less than 50% of the kW days at sea were
deployed by vessels carrying the special fishingnitdn area 8a. In area 8b, the relative contidyut

of licensed vessels varied among 57 and 68%.

During 2010-2012, small boats (LOA<10m) contributdzbut 20% to the effort deployed in area 8a
and about 10-15% in area 8b after significant iases from lower levels. Spain has not provided
information regarding fishing effort of small boatgerating in the Bay of Biscay.

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that the correlations betwkernsummed partial Fs for landings of the
major fisheries and their estimated fishing eff@te significant in area 8a but insignificant irear
8b. As the analyses do not include discards andirtteseries lack Spanish fisheries, STECF EWG
13-06 does not further interpret the fisheries sjpemorrelations between partial F and fishingoetf

2 RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE WORKING GROUP
The EWG 13-06 has no specific recommendations.

-32-



3 INTRODUCTION

The STECF EWG 13-06 met during 17-21 June 2013@tAlbert Borschette Conference Centre,
Rue Froissart 36, 1040 Brussels, Belgium. The mgetiarted by 9 am on 17 June and was adjourned
by 4 pm on 21 June 2013. Working conditions prodidere considered optimum apart from the fact
that connection to the ftp server through the mgemwas impossible. Such connection is considered
essential for meetings dependent on immediateraadsive DCF data exchange.

The STECF EWG 13-06 notes that it was unable toemddall TOR due to time constraints and late
data availability. Few outstanding tasks are detketo the second meeting during STECF EWG 13-
13, 7-11 October 2013 in Barza d’Ispra, Italy. et dealing with incomplete responses to specific
tasks are clearly indicated in the present report.

3.1 Terms of Reference for EWG-13-06 and EWG 13-13

Background

The Commission consults the STECF 'Working Groupfishing effort regime evaluations' on a
review of fisheries regulated through fishing effimanagement schemes adopted in application of

v the long term plan for cod stocks [R(EC) No 1342&10

v the recovery plan for Southern hake and Norwayté@sbstocks in the Cantabrian Sea and
Western Iberian peninsula [R(EC) No 2166/2005],

v the multi-annual plan for the North Sea plaice solé stocks [R(EC) No 676/2007],
v the multi-annual plan of Western Channel sole s{B{kEC) No 509/2007],
v"the multi-annual plan for the cod stocks in thetBa&ea [R(EC) No 1098/2007],

v the multi-annual plan for the sustainable expl@mtabf the stock of sole in the Bay of Biscay
[R(EC) No 388/2006],

v R(EC) No 2347/2002 establishing specific accessirempents and associated conditions
applicable to fishing for deep sea stocks, and

v" R(EC) No 1954/2003 on the management of the fiskifgyt relating to certain Community
fishing areas and resources — so called Westererg/adgime.

The overarching request is for: i) an assessmeitohg effort deployed by fisheries

and métiers which are currently affected by fishifiprt management schemes as defined in Annex
II of the TAC and Quota Regulations Regulation ancduding an assessment of fishing effort
deployed by fisheries and métiers which would becatd by the extension of the cod recovery plan
to the Celtic Sea and an assessment of efforteiBibcay sole fishery.); ii) an assessment of effor
the Baltic Sea and iii) an assessment of effoRéep Sea and Western Waters regimes.

There will be two meetings of this STECF WorkingoGp which will take place from 17 to 21 June
2013 and from 07-11 October 2013.
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Terms of Reference: see Annex
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Annex

1 — Assessment of fishing effort deployed by fishies and métiers which are currently affected
by fishing effort management schemes defined ithe Baltic Seacod management plan R(EC)
No 1098/2007

Terms of Reference:

1. To provide historical series, as far back in tinsep@ssible, according to each of the following
fishing areas:

Areas covered by the R(EC) No 1098/2007 (Baltig Sea
() ICES division 22 to 24,
(i) ICES divisions 25 to 28, by distinguishingeas 27 and 28.2

(iiif) ICES divisions 29 to 32

The data should also be broken down by
Member State;

Regulated gear types defined R(EC) No 1098/2007(and by associated special
conditions defined in the Appendix 6 of the dathh ;a

Unregulated gear types catching cod in fishingsa(ga(ii) and (iii);

for the following parameters:
a. Fishing effort, measured in kW.days and in Gysda

b. Fishing activity measured in days absent fromt (according to definitions adopted in R(EC)
No 1098/2007) and fishing capacity measured in 8% ,and in number of vessels concerned per

year.

c. Catches (landings and discards provided sepgratecod in the Baltic Sea by weight and by
numbers at age.

d. Catches (landings and discards provided sepgrafenon-cod in the Baltic Sea by species, by
weight and by numbers at age

e. Landings Per Unit of Effort (LPUE) and Catches Bnit Effort (CPUE) of cod in the Baltic
Sea (such data shall be issued by Member staténdisarea (i), (i) and (iiiJand fishing gear
concerned in accordance wifint. 3 of R(EC) No 2187/2005).
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2. To assess the fishing effort and catches (l@sdand discards separately) of cod in the Balte Se
and associated species corresponding to vessdength overall smaller than 8 metres in each
fishery, by gear and by Member State.

3. To quantify the evolution of the calculated nmaxm effort in units of days at sea allocated
annually to the cod fleet (regulated gear types)the uptake of this effort.

4. To assess the catches (absolute values, landimgsdiscards provided separately) and effort
deployed in 2011 and 2012 corresponding to vegsaficipating in trials on fully documented
fisheries FDF, by species, by gear and Member Skatie the aim to determine the quality of the data
submitted, the potentials and limitations of thédyfulocumented fisheries and to what extend in
particular catches (absolute values, landings &whdls provided separately) differs from the fegur
estimated by the STECF for vessels not particigatinthese trials. STECF is requested to quantify
and comment on the extent of changes in cod sélycby FDF fisheries in comparison with the
fisheries not participating in FDF schemes. If disicvalues are not provided or it is O, the assessm
should be made on basis of reported catch compositid its age structure. .

5. To plot, the spatial distribution of the fishieffort in unties of hours fished by regulated gear
deployed in the Baltic Sea, according to data fegoin logbooks on the basis of ICES statistical
rectangles and to provide interpretation of anyngles or trends.

6. To comment on data quality and to highlight angxpected evolutions in the estimated parameters
which are not in line with the general trend, irrtigallar as regards discard estimates of cod and
pelagic species.

7. To assess and present in a tabular form theahmautial fishing mortalities of cod, for landings
and discards separately, as generated by the efguiated gears and the non-regulated gears by
fishing areas and Member States, the latter nonlaegfl gears as a single lump group. The trends in
gear group specific partial fishing mortalities lslieen be compared with (correlated against) the
trends in gear group specific fishing effort intgrf kW days at sea of the gears mentioned byrfish
areas and Member States.

8. To identify, based on available data on fisteesigecific landings and effort by statistical regie,
ways to estimate standardised catchability indfoegod in the Baltic, considering the best praetic
to account for discards and to raise landings tohcligures. Detailed maps on estimated annual cod
catchability indices shall then be presented fes¢hareas.
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2 — Assessment of fishing effort deployed by fishies and métiers which are currently affected
by fishing effort management schemes defined itne Kattegat (Annex Il1A to Regulation (EC)
No 43/2012 and 44/2012)

Terms of Reference:

1. To provide historical series, as far back in tinsep@ssible, according to each of the following
fishing area:

Kattegat (ICES functional unit IllaS)

The data should also be broken down by

Member State;

Regulated gear types defined Amnex | to R(EC) No 1342/2008(and by associated special
conditions defined in the Appendix 6 of the dath ;a

Unregulated gear types catching cod;

for the following parameters:
a. Fishing effort, measured in kW.days, in GT.daysuumber of vessels concerned.
b. Catches (landings and discards provided sepgrafecod by weight and by numbers at age.

c. Catches (landings and discards provided sepgratenon-cod by species, by weight and by
numbers at age

d. Landings Per Unit of Effort (LPUE) and Catches ®nit Effort (CPUE) of cod (such data
shall be issued by Member state, fishing area @&fdnfy effort group designed iAinnex | to
R(EC) No 1342/2008

2. Based on the information compiled under poiptafdove, to rank fishing effort groups as designed
in Annex | to R(EC) No 1342/2008on the basis of their contribution to catchesuding estimated
discards and landings expressed in weight of cod.

3. To assess the fishing effort and catches (lgsdend discards) of cod and associated species
corresponding to vessels of length overall smatlean 10 metres in each fishery, by gear
(corresponding to regulated and unregulated gedefised in Annex Il framework) and by Member
State according to sampling plans implementedtimate these parameters.
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4 To assess the catches (absolute values, landingsdiscards provided separately) and effort
deployed in 2011 and 2012 corresponding to vegsaf8cipating in trials on fully documented
fisheries, by species, by gear and Member Stat, tive aim to determine the quality of the data
submitted, the potentials and limitations of théyfulocumented fisheries and to what extend in
particular catches (absolute values, landings &whils provided separately) differs from the fegur
estimated by the STECF for vessels not particigatinthese trials. STECF is requested to quantify
and comment on the extent of changes in cod séltycby FDF fisheries in comparison with the
fisheries not participating in FDF schemes. If disicvalues are not provided or it is O, the assessm
should be made on basis of reported catch composfid its age structure.

5. To plot, the spatial distribution of the fishimdfort in units of hours fished of regulated gears
deployed in the Kattegat, according to data repoimelogbooks on the basis of ICES statistical
rectangles and to provide interpretation of anynglea or trends.

6. To comment on data quality and to highlight angxpected evolutions in the estimated parameters
which are not in line with the general trend, intgalar as regards the discard estimates of cod,
Norway lobster and pelagic species.

7. To develop and calculate standard cpue's, lpmdsstandard correction factors to be used (within
a MS) for transferring effort across gear groupthwlifferent cpue (Reg. (EC) No 1342/2008 Art 17,
paragraph 5).

Commission Regulation (EU) No 237/2010 article &®3¥cribes:

Correction factor = cpue donor gear /cpue receigear

The cpue's and Ipue’s have to be calculated par@eegear group (regulated gear) and presented in
table. Another table shall be provided for the dead correction factors between the regulated gear
groups based on each cpue’s and Ipue’s. Correfdatars >=1 will all be set at value 1.

8. To assess and present in a tabular form theahautial fishing mortalities of cod, for landings
and discards separately, as generated by the afgulated gears (Annex | to Council Reg.
1342/2008) and the non-regulated gears by MemlagesStthe latter non-regulated gears as a single
lump group. The trends in gear group specific phfishing mortalities shall then be compared with
(correlated against) the trends in gear group fipdishing effort in units of kW days at sea ofth
gears mentioned by Member States.

9. To quantitatively assess the annual trend innsodtality that would have resulted from the fighin
mortality adjustments in Article 7 and the trendsfishing effort that would have resulted from
Article 12 of Council Reg. 1342/2008, for the perid008 to 2012. STECF is then requested to
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guantitatively assess the partial cod fishing nlitytand fishing effort trends of the regulated gea
that were observed during 2008 to 2012. STECFqaested to comment on the questions if and to
which extent the Member States application of Aetit¢3, Paragraph 2, points a, b, and c have
supported the reduction of cod fishing mortality defined in Articles 7 and 9 and whether the
increased fishing effort deployed by Member States commensurate with the fishing mortality
level to be achieved in 2012. The group is requestequantify for each Member State and effort
group (Annex | to Council Reg. 1342/2008) the pértarget fishing mortality of cod, and partial
fishing mortality of cod generated in excess of ¢bd plan, and, if a significant correlation betwee
cod fishing mortality and fishing effort existsgetlsorresponding amounts of target fishing effod an
of the excessive fishing effort in units of kW.datssea.
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3 — Assessment of fishing effort deployed by fishies and métiers which are currently affected
by fishing effort management schemes defined ithe Skagerrak, the North Sea and the Eastern
Channel (Annex IIA to Regulation (EC) No 43/2012 and 44/21?)

Terms of Reference:

1. To provide historical series, as far back in tinsep@ssible, according to each of the following
fishing areas:

(i) Skagerrak (ICES functional Unit IllaN),
(if) North Sea (EC waters of ICES sub-area lla BZHES sub-area V),

(i) Eastern channel (ICES division VIid)

The data should also be broken down by

Member State;
Regulated gear types designedhimex | to R(EC) No 1342/2008and by associated
special conditions defined in the Appendix 6 of daga call);

Unregulated gear types catching cod, sole andeplaitishing areas (i), (ii) and (iii);

for the following parameters:

a. Fishing effort, measured in kW.days, in GT.daysjumber of vessels concerned and days at
sea for the sole and plaice fishery.

b. Fishing capacity in kW.

c. Catches (landings and discards provided sepgratecod, sole and plaice by weight and by
numbers at age.

d. Catches (landings and discards provided sepgratenon-cod, non-sole and non-plaice by
species, by weight and by numbers at age.

e. Landings Per Unit of Effort (LPUE) and Catches Bnit Effort (CPUE) of cod, sole and plaice
(such data shall be issued by Member state, fishieg and fishing effort group designed in
Annex | to R(EC) No 1342/2008
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2. Based on the information compiled under poihtafdove, to rank fishing effort groups as designed
in Annex | to R(EC) No 1342/20080n the basis of their contribution to catcheduding discards
and landings expressed in weight of cod, sole daidep

3. To assess the fishing effort and catches (lgsdisnd discards) of cod, sole and plaice and
associated species corresponding to vessels dhlevgrall smaller than 10 metres in each fishery,
by gear (corresponding to regulated and unregulg¢ed as defined in Annex Il framework) and by
Member.

4. To assess the catches (absolute values, landimgsdiscards provided separately) and effort
deployed in 2011 and 2012 corresponding to vegsaficipating in trials on fully documented
fisheries, by species, by gear and Member Statid, thve aim to determine the quality of the data
submitted, the potentials and limitations of thédyfulocumented fisheries and to what extend in
particular catches (absolute values, landings #&whrls provided separately) differs from the fegur
estimated by the STECF for vessels not particigatinthese trials. STECF is requested to quantify
and comment on the extent of changes in cod sélycby FDF fisheries in comparison with the
fisheries not participating in FDF schemes. If disicvalues are not provided or it is 0, the assessm
should be made on basis of reported catch compositid its age structure.

5. To plot, the spatial distribution of the fishimdfort in units of hours fished of regulated gears
deployed in the Skagerrak, the North Sea and tlsteEa Channel, according to data reported in
logbooks on the basis of ICES statistical rectasgled to provide interpretation of any changes or
trends.

6. To comment on data quality and highlight anyxpeeted evolutions in the estimated parameters
which are not in line with the general trend, intgalar as regards the discard estimates of cod,
Norway lobster and pelagic species.

7. To develop and calculate standard cpue's, Ipredsstandard correction factors to be used (within
a MS) for transfering effort across gear group$wlifferent cpue (Reg. (EC) No 1342/2008 Art 17,
paragraph 5).

Commission Regulation (EU) No 237/2010 article &b}cribes:

Correction factor = cpue donor gear /cpue receigear

The cpue's and Ipue’s have to be calculated par@eegear group (regulated gear) and presented in
table. Another table shall be provided for the d&ad correction factors between regulated gears
groups based on each cpue’s and Ipue’s. Correfatatars >=1 will all be set at value 1.
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8. To assess and present in a tabular form theahpattial fishing mortalities of cod, haddock,tbai
(Skagerrak and North Sea only), whiting, plaice rfNdSea only) and sole (North Sea only), for
landings and discards separately, as generateuebsffort regulated gears (Annex | to Council Reg.
1342/2008) and the non-regulated gears by Memlaestthe latter non-regulated gears as a single
lump group. The trends in gear group specific phfishing mortalities shall then be compared with
(correlated against) the trends in gear group fipdishing effort in units of kW days at sea oketh
gears mentioned by Member States.

9. To quantitatively assess the annual trend inncodality that would have resulted from the fighin
mortality adjustments in Article 8 and the trendsfishing effort that would have resulted from
Article 12 of Council Reg. 1342/2008, for the peérig008 to 2012. STECF is then requested to
guantitatively assess the partial cod fishing nibytand fishing effort trends of the regulated gea
that were observed during 2008 to 2012. STECFdaested to comment on the questions if and to
which extent the Member States application of Aetit3, Paragraph 2, points a, b, and ¢ have
supported the reduction of cod fishing mortality defined in Articles 8 and 9 and whether the
increased fishing effort deployed by Member States commensurate with the fishing mortality
level to be achieved in 2012. The group is requestequantify for each Member State and effort
group (Annex | to Council Reg. 1342/2008) the pértarget fishing mortality of cod, and partial
fishing mortality of cod generated in excess of ¢bd plan, and, if a significant correlation betwee
cod fishing mortality and fishing effort existsgetlsorresponding amounts of target fishing effod an
of the excessive fishing effort in units of kW.datssea

10. To identify, based on available data on figterspecific landings and effort by statistical
rectangle, ways to estimate standardised catctyalildices for cod, plaice and sole in areas
Skagerrak, North Sea and Eastern Channel and 2&h$idering the best practice to account for
discards and to raise landings to catch figuresail@el maps on estimated annual catchability irglice
by species shall then be presented for these areas.
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4 — Assessment of fishing effort deployed by fishies and métiers which are currently affected
by fishing effort management schemes defined ithe West of Scotland (Annex Il A to
Regulation (EC) No 43/2012 and 44/2012)

Terms of Reference:

1. To provide historical series, as far back in tinsep@ssible, according to each of the following
fishing area:

West of Scotland (ICES division Vla and EC watdr¥io)

The data should also be broken down by
Member State;

Regulated gear types designedAinnex | to R(EC) No 1342/2008and by associated special
conditions defined in Appendix 6 to the data cadl far as relevant);

Unregulated gear types catching cod;

for the following parameters:
a. Fishing effort, measured in kW.days, in GT.dayd in number of vessels concerned
b. Catches (landings and discards provided selyuatteod by weight and by numbers at age.

c. Catches (landings and discards provided sepgratenon-cod by species, by weight and by
numbers at age.

d. Landings Per Unit of Effort (LPUE) and Catches ®Init Effort (CPUE) of cod (such data
shall be issued by Member state, fishing area @fdnfy effort group designed iAinnex | to
R(EC) No 1342/2008

2. Based on the information compiled under poijta{dove, to rank fishing effort groups as designed
in Annex | to R(EC) No 1342/20080n the basis of their contribution to catcheduding discards
and landings expressed in weight of cod.

3. To assess the fishing effort and catches (lgsdend discards) of cod and associated species
corresponding to vessels of length overall smatlean 10 metres in each fishery, by gear
(corresponding to regulated and unregulated gedefised in Annex Il framework) and by Member
State.
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4. To plot, the spatial distribution of the fishimdfort in units of hours fished of regulated gears
deployed in the West of Scotland, according to dafaorted in logbooks on the basis of ICES
statistical rectangles and to provide interpretatibany changes or trends.

5. To comment on data quality and to highlight angxpected evolutions in the estimated parameters
which are not in line with the general trend, imtjgallar as regards discard estimates of cod, Nprwa
lobster and pelagic species.

6. To develop and calculate standard cpue's, lpmlsstandard correction factors to be used (within
a MS) for transfering effort across gear groupswiifferent cpue (Reg. (EC) No 1342/2008 Art 17,
paragraph 5).

Commission Regulation (EU) No 237/2010 article &®3cribes:

Correction factor = cpue donor gear /cpue receigear

The cpue's and Ipue’s have to be calculated par@eegear group (regulated gear) and presented in
table. Another table shall be provided for the déad correction factors between regulated gear
groups based on each cpue’s and Ipue’s. Correfdatars >=1 will all be set at value 1.

7. To assess and present in a tabular form theahpattial fishing mortalities of cod, haddock,tbai
(Vla only), for landings and discards separatetygenerated by the effort regulated gears (Anriex |
Council Reg. 1342/2008) and the non-regulated gbgr&ember States, the latter non-regulated
gears as a single lump group. The trends in geapgspecific partial fishing mortalities shall thie@
compared with (correlated against) the trends ar geoup specific fishing effort in units of kW day
at sea of the gears mentioned by Member States.

8.To quantitatively assess the annual trend in roodality that would have resulted from the fishing
mortality adjustments in Article 7 and the trenudishing effort that would have resulted from Aldi 12 of
Council Reg. 1342/2008, for the period 2008 to 2@IECF is then requested to quantitatively agbess
partial cod fishing mortality and fishing efforetids of the regulated gears that were observatgd2®08 to
2012. STECF is requested to comment on the questiand to which extent the Member States apjmicat
of Article 13, Paragraph 2, points a, b, ¢ and wkrsupported the reduction of cod fishing mortedisy
defined in Articles 7 and 9 and whether the inaedafishing effort deployed by Member States was
commensurate with the fishing mortality level te achieved in 2012. The group is requested to
quantify for each Member State and effort groupr(@n | to Council Reg. 1342/2008) the partial
target fishing mortality of cod, and partial fisgimortality of cod generated in excess of the dad,p
and, if a significant correlation between cod fighimortality and fishing effort exists, the
corresponding amounts of target fishing effort ahthe excessive fishing effort in units of kW.days
at sea.
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9. To identify, based on available data on fiskesjecific landings and effort by statistical nagta, ways to
estimate standardised catchability indices for\&s$t of Scotland, considering the best practicGctount
for discards and to raise landings to catch figubetailed maps on estimated annual cod catclyahitlices
shall then be presented for this area.
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5 — Assessment of fishing effort deployed by fishies and métiers which are currently affected
by fishing effort management schemes defined in thieish Sea (Annex IIA to Regulation (EC)
No 43/2012 and 44/2012)

Terms of Reference:

1. To provide historical series, as far back in tinsep@ssible, according to each of the following
fishing area:

Irish Sea (ICES division Vlla)

The data should also be broken down by

Member State;

Regulated gear types designedAinnex | to R(EC) No 1342/2008and by associated special
conditions defined in Appendix 6 to the data cadl far as relevant);

Unregulated gear types catching cod;

for the following parameters:
a. Fishing effort, measured in kW.days, in GT.dayd in number of vessels concerned
b. Catches (landings and discards provided sepgrafecod by weight and by numbers at age.

c. Catches (landings and discards provided sepgratenon-cod by species, by weight and by
numbers at age

d. Landings Per Unit of Effort (LPUE) and Catches ®nit Effort (CPUE) of cod (such data
shall be issued by Member state, fishing area @fdnfy effort group designed iAinnex | to
R(EC) No 1342/2008

2. Based on the information compiled under poihtafdove, to rank fishing effort groups as designed
in Annex | to R(EC) No 1342/20080n the basis of their contribution to catcheduding discards

and landings expressed in weight of cod.

3. To assess the fishing effort and catches (lgsdend discards) of cod and associated species
corresponding to vessels of length overall smatlen 10 metres in each fishery, by gear
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(corresponding to regulated and unregulated gedefased in Annex Il framework) and by Member
State.

4. To plot, the spatial distribution of the fishimdfort in units of hours fished of regulated gears
deployed in the Irish Sea, according to data regdoih logbooks on the basis of ICES statistical
rectangles and to provide interpretation of anyngles or trends.

5. To comment on data quality and to highlight angxpected evolutions in the estimated parameters
which are not in line with the general trend, intgalar as regards the discard estimates of cod,
Norway lobster and pelagic species.

6. To develop and calculate standard cpue's, Ipredsstandard correction factors to be used (within
a MS) for transferring effort across gear groupthwlifferent cpue (Reg. (EC) No 1342/2008 Art 17,
paragraph 5).

Commission Regulation (EU) No 237/2010 article &b}cribes:

Correction factor = cpue donor gear /cpue receigear

The cpue's and Ipue’s have to be calculated par@eegear group (regulated gear) and presented in
table. Another table shall be provided for the dtad correction factors between regulated gear
groups based on each cpue’s and Ipue’s. Correfaatars >=1 will all be set at value 1.

7. To assess and present in a tabular form theatipautial fishing mortalities of cod, for landings
and discards separately, as generated by the afgulated gears (Annex | to Council Reg.
1342/2008) and the non-regulated gears by Memlaestthe latter non-regulated gears as a single
lump group. The trends in gear group specific phfishing mortalities shall then be compared with
(correlated against) the trends in gear group fipdishing effort in units of kW days at sea oketh
gears mentioned by Member States.

8.To quantitatively assess the annual trend inrmeodality that would have resulted from the fishing
mortality adjustments in Article 7 and the trendsfishing effort that would have resulted from
Article 12 of Council Reg. 1342/2008, for the peérig008 to 2012. STECF is then requested to
guantitatively assess the partial cod fishing nivytand fishing effort trends of the regulated gea
that were observed during 2008 to 2012. STECFdeested to comment on the questions if and to
which extent the Member States application of Aetcl3, Paragraph 2, points a, b, and ¢ have
supported the reduction of cod fishing mortality defined in Article 7 and 9 and whether the
increased fishing effort deployed by Member States commensurate with the fishing mortality
level to be achieved in 2012. The group is requettequantify for each Member State and effort
group (Annex | to Council Reg. 1342/2008) the édrtarget fishing mortality of cod, and partial
fishing mortality of cod generated in excess of ¢bd plan, and, if a significant correlation betwee
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cod fishing mortality and fishing effort existsgetlsorresponding amounts of target fishing effod an
of the excessive fishing effort in units of kW.datssea.
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6 — Assessment of fishing effort deployed by fishies and métiers which will be affected by the
extension of the cod recovery plan to th€eltic Sea

Terms of Reference:

1. To provide historical series, as far back in tinsep@ssible, according to each of the following
fishing area:

(i) Celtic Sea (total of ICES divisions VIib, \¢ll Vlle, VIIf, Vllg, VIIh, VIIj and VIIk) and

(i) combined area Bristol Channel/South-Easlaind (total of the subset of ICES divisions
VIIf and VIig)

The data should also be broken down by:

Member State;
Regulated gear types designedhimex | to R(EC) No 1342/2008

Unregulated gear types catching cod;

for the following parameters:

a. Fishing effort, measured in kW.days, in GT.dayd in number of vessels concerned
b. Catches (landings and discards provided sepgrafecod by weight and by numbers at age.

c. Catches (landings and discards provided sepgratenon-cod by species, by weight and by
numbers at age.

d. Landings Per Unit of Effort (LPUE) and Catches Pnit Effort (CPUE) of cod (such data

shall be issued by Member state and fishing efjostips as designed Annex | to R(EC) No
1342/2008.

2. When providing and explaining data in accordanith point (1), the followingspecific question
should be answered as well:
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For VIIf+VIlg only, identify themain speciegvolume and percentage) caught per gear
category, and related trends in recent years. §padien this calculation has taken
account of discards as well.

Special request: to analyse discards and theiloj@went per gear type in each of the ICES divisions
concerning hake, monkfish and megrim. This analyhsuld be carried out referring to fish
lengths/age of discards.

3. To assess the fishing effort and catches (lgsdend discards) of cod and associated species
corresponding to vessels of length overall smatlean 10 metres in each fishery, by gear
(corresponding to regulated and unregulated gedefased in Annex Il framework) and by Member
State according to sampling plans implementedtimate these parameters.

5. To comment on data quality and to highlight angxpected evolutions in the estimated parameters
which are not in line with the general trend, intjgallar as regards the discard estimates of cod,
Norway lobster and pelagic species.

6. To assess and present in a tabular form theatpautial fishing mortalities of cod, for landings
and discards separately, as generated by the defamed in Annex | to Council Reg. 1342/2008) and
the other gears by Member States, the latter @bar groups as a single lump group. The trends in
gear group specific partial fishing mortalities lsltaen be compared with (correlated against) the
trends in gear group specific fishing effort in tsnof kW days at sea of the gears mentioned by
Member States.
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7 — Assessment of fishing effort deployed by vessalnder the Southern hake and Norway
lobster plan (Council Regulation (EC) No 2166/2005pperating in the Atlantic waters of the
Iberian Peninsulaas specified in Annex IIB of Council Regulation (E) No 43/2012 and 44/2012

Terms of Reference:

1. The STECF is requested to compile, validatelyaraand assess the following historical data on
fishing effort and catches in relation to vesseislar the Southern hake and Norway lobster plan
(Regulation (EC) 2166/2005):

details by Member State on both effort (2000-20123)eployed and catches (2003-2012) made by
all fishing vessels, included those with less that©® meters, in each fishery, broken down by age,
gear type, and mesh size

The data should be broken down and assessed by:

Member State;

Regulated gear types, area as laid dawAnnex 1IB of Council Regulation (EC) No
43/2012 and 44/2012and associated special conditions as laid dowrpipefdix 6 to the
data call; unregulated gear types catching hakeNamaiay lobster;

for the following parameters:
a. fishing effort measured in kW.days, in GT.dayd e number of vessels concerned,;

b. catches (landings and discards provided sepgratehake and Norway lobster by weight and
by numbers at age;

c. catches (landings and discards provided sepgratk species other than hake and Norway
lobster in areas covered by Annex [IB mentionedvali@ particular attention should be paid to
Anglerfish catches), by species, by weight and doyloers at age;

d. landings Per Unit of Effort (LPUE) and Catchesr RInit Effort (CPUE) of hake, Norway
lobster and Anglerfish in areas covered by Ann&x(Huch data shall be issued by Member state,
fishing gear and special conditions listedAimnex IIB of Council Regulation (EC) No 43/2012
and 44/2012%;

In assessing the data described above, particidgntian should be paid to:

the quality of estimates of total catches and dds;a
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both the fishing effort and catches including langdi and discards of hake, Norway lobster,
anglerfish, and associated species including pedaigi relation to vessels of overall length
smaller than 10 metres in each fishery, by geagu(e¢ed and unregulated gears) and by
Member State. The representativeness of data ateginfrom sampling schemes should also
be assessed.

to the description of the spatial distribution log fishing effort of regulated gears deployed in
the Atlantic waters of the Iberian Peninsula acomydo data reported in logbooks on the
basis of ICES statistical rectangles with the aandétermine to what extent fishing effort has
moved from long distance to coastal areas sinceiniptementation of the fishing effort
regime.

An excel table listing the kW.days from 2000 to 2Qfroken down per gear type, special condition
and Member State should be made available.

to comment on data quality and to highlight anyxpeeted evolutions in the estimated parameterss
which are not in line with the general trend, imtjgaillar as regards discard estimates of hake, Bprw
lobster, anglerfish and pelagic species.

2. In the context of the revision of the currenu®ern hake and Norway lobster recovery plan
(Council Regulation (EC) No 2166/2005) and on tlesi$ of the data provided, the STECF is
requested to assess the fishing effort regime, amtiqular commenting on the quality and
completeness of these data used to assess thet iofigature effort management measures proposed
by the Commission.

3. To compare the evaluation of days allocatedht® \tessels carrying regulated gears (allowed
activity) and really used by those vessels.

4. To assess the correlation between fishing mtyrtaltes and the effort in units of kW days at sea
deployed by Member States.

If a good correlation between fishing mortalityestand spend fishing effort is found, the WG is
asked to explain or describe it. In case the catioel between the nominal fishing effort and the
fishing mortality rates is weak, the WG is askedléscribe whether this is due to a wrong descriptor
(wrong descriptor for fishing capacity) or due tber factors.

5. To identify, based on available data on fistesigecific landings and effort by statistical regie,
ways to estimate standardised catchability indioesNephrops, hake and monk in ICES Div. 8c and
9a, considering the best practice to account faradds and to raise landings to catch figures.iledta
maps on estimated annual catchability indices legiggs shall then be presented for these areas.
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8 — Assessment of fishing effort deployed by fishies and métiers which are currently affected
by fishing effort management schemes defined iihe Western Channel
(Western Channel sole stocks ICES zone Vlle, AnndiC to Regulation (EC) No 43/2012)

Terms of Reference:

1. To provide historical series, as far back in tinsep@ssible, according to each of the following
fishing area:

Western Channel (ICES division Vlle)

The data should also be broken down by

Member State;

Regulated gear types designedAinnex IIC to R(EC) No 43/2012(and by associated special
conditions defined therein as far as relevant);

Unregulated gear types catching sole;

for the following parameters:
a. Fishing effort, measured in kW.days, in GT.dayd in number of vessels concerned.
b. Catches (landings and discards provided segh@ratf sole by weight and by numbers at age.

c. Catches (landings and discards provided sepgratienon-sole by species, by weight and by
numbers at age.

d. Landings Per Unit of Effort (LPUE) and Catches ®nit Effort (CPUE) of sole (such data
shall be issued by Member state and fishing getadiinAnnex 11IC to R(EC) No 43/2013.

2. To assess the fishing effort and catches (lgsdand discards) of sole and associated species
corresponding to vessels of length overall smatlean 10 metres in each fishery, by gear
(corresponding to regulated and unregulated gedefised in Annex Il framework) and by Member
State according to sampling plans implementedtimate these parameters.

4 To assess the catches (absolute values, landimgisdiscards provided separately) and effort
deployed in 2011 and 2012 corresponding to vegsaf8cipating in trials on fully documented
fisheries, by species, by gear and Member Statid, thve aim to determine the quality of the data
submitted, the potentials and limitations of théyfulocumented fisheries and to what extend in
particular catches (absolute values, landings #&whrls provided separately) differs from the fegur
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estimated by the STECF for vessels not particigatinthese trials. STECF is requested to quantify
and comment on the extent of changes in sole satgdby FDF fisheries in comparison with the
fisheries not participating in FDF schemes.

4. To plot, the spatial distribution of the fishiedfort of regulated gears deployed in the Western
Channel, according to data reported in logbookghenbasis of ICES statistical rectangles and to
provide interpretation of any changes or trends.

5. To quantify the annual days at sea allocatethéovessels carrying regulated gears (allowed
activity) and the uptake of such effort allowances.

6. To comment on data quality and to highlight angxpected evolutions in the estimated parameters
which are not in line with the general trend, intjgallar as regards the discard estimates of sole,
plaice, Norway lobster and pelagic species.

7. To assess and present in a tabular form theahipautial fishing mortalities of sole, for landmg
and discards separately, as generated by the efgulated gears (Annex | to Council Reg.
1342/2008) and the non-regulated gears by MemlaesStthe latter non-regulated gears as a single
lump group. The trends in gear group specific phfishing mortalities shall then be compared with
(correlated against) the trends in gear group fipdishing effort in units of kW days at sea okth
gears mentioned by Member States.
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9 - Assessment of fishing effort and evaluation shanagement measures to be assessed in 2009
(Deep sea and Western Waters effort regime)

Terms of Reference:

1. To provide historical series, as far back in tinsep@ssible, according to each of the following

fishing areas:

() ICES area | (EU waters; non EU waters), dimlited to Deep Sea species

(if) ICES area Il (EU waters; non EU waters),\olihked to Deep Sea species

(i) ICES area lll (EU waters; non EU watershlplinked to Deep Sea species
(iv) ICES area IV (EU waters; non EU waters) yoiriked to Deep Sea species
(v) ICES area V (EU waters; non EU waters)

(vi) ICES area VI (EU waters; non EU waters)

(vii) ICES area VIl excluding VIid (EU waters; nd&cU waters)

(viii) ICES division VIId

(ix) the Biologically Sensitive Area as definedArticle 6 of Reg (EC) No 1954/2003
(x) ICES area VIII (EU waters; non EU waters)

(xi) ICES area IX (EU waters; non EU waters)

(xii) ICES area X (EU waters; non EU waters)

(xiii) ICES area XII (EU waters; non EU waterghly linked to Deep Sea species
(xiv) ICES area XIV (EU waters; non EU waterg)lyolinked to Deep Sea species
(xv) CECAF area 34.1.1 (EU waters; non EU waters)

(xvi) CECAF area 34.1.2 (EU waters; non EU waters

(xvii) CECAF area 34.1.3 (EU waters; non EU wa}er

(xviii) CECAF area 34.2 (EU waters; non EU wa}ers

The data should also be broken down by
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Member State;

The following gear types:

- Requlated gear types

Beam trawls

Bottom trawls & demersal seines
dredges

drifting longlines or set longlines (bottom)
driftnets or set gillnets

trammel nets

pots & traps

O OO OO0 oo

— Unreqgulated gear types:
o0 Pelagic trawls and pelagic seines;
o longlines (surface)

for the following parameters:

a. Fishing effort, measured in kW.days, in GT.days in number of vessels concerned

(op

. Catches (landings and discards provided separateweight of:

- 5 most important (in weight landed) demersal seecluding scallops, edible crab,
spider crab,

- Scallops

- Spider crab and edible crab

- 5 most important (in weight landed) Deep-sea speecording to Annex | and Il of
Reg 2347/2002), only related to fisheries which endeen identified with special
condition DEEP

- 4 most important (in weight landed) pelagic speciglsis always tuna-like species
(SKJ,ALB,YFT,BET,SWO).

c. Landings Per Unit of Effort (LPUE) and Catches Bnit Effort (CPUE) by Member State and
gear, given by total catches of the gear divide#\Wydays and GT-days.
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2. When providing and explaining data in accordanith point (1), the followingspecific question
should be answered as well:

Discuss whether additional data on fishing deptth ¥WS position could improve the analysis and
interpretation of deep sea fisheries, and how tlisgte could be called from MS, processes and
presented

3. To identify recent effort trends in pelagic fsies where possible, in particular in areas Xbgnl
CECAF areas.

4. To comment on data quality and to highlight angxpected evolutions in the estimated parameters
which are not in line with the general trend, intjgalar as regards the discard estimates of pelagi
species.
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10 — Assessment of fishing effort deployed by fishies and métiers which are currently affected
by the multiannual plan for the sustainable exploiation of the stock of common sole in the Bay
of Biscay (R(EC) No 388/2006)

Terms of Reference:

1. To provide historical series, as far back inetias possible, according to each of the following
fishing areas:

ICES division Vllla, and

ICES division VIlIb

The data should also be broken down by:

Member State;

Type of gear (as laid down iAnnex IV of Commission Decision 2008/949/QEfor
regulated vessels (as laid dowrAirticle 5 of R(EC) No 388/2006)

Type of gear (as laid down iAnnex IV of Commission Decision 2008/949/QEfor
unregulated vessels (as laid dowriticle 5 of R(EC) No 388/2006)

for the following parameters:

a. Fishing effort, measured in kW.days, in GT.days in number of vessels concerned

b. Fishing capacity in GT

c. Catches (landings and discards provided sepgratecommon sole olea solepby weight
and by numbers at age.

d. Catches (landings and discards provided sepgrate species other than common sole, by
weight and by numbers at age
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2. To assess the fishing effort and catches (lgsdand discards separately) of common sole and
associated species corresponding to vessels dhlengrall smaller than 10 metres in each fishery,
by gear and by Member State.

3. To describe the spatial distribution of the ifigheffort in units of hours fished deployed in Bay
of Biscay, according to data reported in logbookgh® basis of ICES statistical rectangles, with th
aim to determine the spatial distribution of fighigffort and its development among the time period.

4. To comment on data quality and to highlight angxpected evolutions in the estimated parameters
which are not in line with the general trend, irrtjgallar as regards discard estimates of sole and
pelagic species.

5. To assess and present in a tabular form theahupautial fishing mortalities of sole, for landing
and discards separately, as generated by the megortypes and separately for vessels with and
without the special fishing permit (>2 tons of ga)e The trends in gear group specific partialifigh
mortalities shall then be compared with (correladgdinst) the trends in gear group specific fishing
effort in units of kW days at sea of the gears oged by Member States.

STECF has defined the following additional Terms ofReference to STECF EWG 13-06
regarding its needs for the intended 7e Western Clmmel sole management plan review. The
EWG is requested to analyse

. the relationship between fishing mortality or roimss with fishing effort, taking into account
partial fishing mortality between fleet segmentgliiding non-regulated).

. different effort units (in particular differencestween days-at-sea and kwdays),

. recent changes in management like the introductfoarea limitation schemes, initial levels
of effort or any other information considered relevvby the EWG.

3.2 Participants

Section 7 of the present report lists the partitipaf the STECF EWG 13-06.

4 DATA USED

The following sections provide an overview on dadgdinition, acquisition, and evaluation procedures
agreed by the expert working group.
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There are also provided experts’ descriptions iiggrthe national data features/quality as subnhitte
by the Member States in response to the DCF déten @013 for fishing effort regime evaluations.

The national sections provide specific informatiegarding the nations’ methods applied to estimate
the days at sea, and if the applied method is degaas being consistent with the provisions of the
DCF or the Control Regulation (Coun. Reg. No. 120890). However, STECF EWG 13-06 is unable
to evaluate these national statements.

Furthermore, the national data quality sections tfa Baltic provide information regarding the
consideration of drifting longlines (LLD) in thefeft regulated gear category LONGLINE (LL) of
the DCF data calls for fishing effort regime evaios in 2013 and earlier.

4.1 Report Notations

4.1.1 Baltic Sea

To identify the categories assessed for effort eatdh this working group adopts terminology that
matches definitions made in the management plaBdtiic cod (R(EC) 1098/2007). This means that
all trawls, Danish seines, gill nets, entanglingsner trammel nets with mesh size >=90mm and
longlines were assumed to be regulated gears (Téldld.l). Remaining gear and mesh size
combinations were taken to be unregulated geatslé¥al.1.2).

However, the definition in the cod management plsn not consistent with regulation
R(EC) No 2187/2005). According to the latter regjola it is only permissible to fish for cod with
mesh size >=105mm using otter trawls, Danish sednasmilar gears. When using static gears mesh
size has to be above 110mm. In TOR 1e it is expliasked to calculate Landings per Unit of Effort
(LPUE) and Catches per Unit Effort (CPUE) of codhie Baltic Sea by Member State, fishing area
and fishing gear concerned in accordance withadf R(EC) No 2187/2005. To be consistent within
the report we also used the gear categories frencdd management plan (Council Regulation (EC)
1098/2007) for this TOR.

Sub-Areas were defined according to Council RegriatEC) 1098/2007. This means that
Subdivision 22-24 is declared as fishing area "“Bdpdivision 25-28 as “B” and Subdivision 29-32 as
HCH.
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Table. 4.1.1.1 Regulated gear types, mesh sizespawal conditions as defined in Reg. (EC) No.
1098/2007.

Gear Mesh Size  SPECON
OTTER >=90mm none
OTTER >=90mm BACOMA
Danish Seine >=90mm none
Danish Seine >=90mm BACOMA
Pelagic Trawl >=90mm none
Pelagic Trawl >=90mm BACOMA
Pelagic Seine >=90mm none
Pelagic Seine >=90mm BACOMA
Gill net >=90mm none
Trammel net >=90mm none
BEAM >=90mm none
Longlines

Table 4.1.1.2 Unregulated gear types, mesh sizésjecial conditions as defined in Reg. (EC) No.
1098/2007.

Gear Mesh Size SPECON
OTTER <90mm none
Danish Seine <90mm none
Pelagic Trawl <90mm none
Pelagic Seine <90mm none
Gill net <90mm none
Trammel net <90mm none
Beam Trawl <90mm none
DREDGE all none
POTS all none

STECF EWG 13-06 noted that the new variable FISHINGTIVITY_DAYS was defined in Table

D of the 2013 DCF data call to support fishing effegime evaluations. This new variable required a
re-submission of the whole time series of data gederally the Member managed to cover the
request. Thus, a new analyses is presented inglie Bea section of the presented report.

4.1.2 Cod Zones Multi-annual Plan
The compilation of effort data as described in teigort represents a continuation of a processtwhic

was initiated in association with the establishmatecovery plans for various European cod and
hake stocks.
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In addition to other properties, major gear types @sed to identify fisheries which are not effort
regulated. The notation and categorisation effegutated fisheries used has reflected that defimed
the relevant technical regulations. The most regenmtsion of the cod recovery plan, and the
associated effort regime are described in Regul&tis2/2008.

Under the revised ‘cod plan’ the following gear gpogs are set out in Annex | of the Regulation
together with areas in which they apply. Throughitngt report reference is made to gears such as
TR1, TR2 etc. Under the revised scheme Member State allocated ‘effort pots’ in KW*days for
each category which can then be managed natiorilyallocated ‘days at sea’ per vessel are no
longer applicable. The following summary of gead @nea codes that apply in the current cod plan is
taken from Annex 1 of Regulation 1342/2008.

STECF 13-06 notes that, in accordance with the Tli&kareas of the plan for the North Sea cod were
split into Skagerrak (3b1), North Sea and 2 EU J3o#d Eastern Channel (3b3). The present report
provides the requested fisheries parameters bg tés-areas 3b1, 3b2 and 3b3.

ANNEX |
Effort groups are defined by one of the gear gnogpiset out in point 1 and one of the geographiczds set
out in point 2.

1. Gear groupings

(a) Bottom trawls and seines (OTB, OTT, PTB, SDRCSSPR) of mesh:
TR1 equal to or larger than 100 mm,

TR2 equal to or larger than 70 mm and less thanmi®)

TR3 equal to or larger than 16 mm and less thami32

(b) Beam trawls (TBB) of mesh:
BT1 equal to or larger than 120 mm
BT2 equal to or larger than 80 mm and less thanm2r)

(c) Gill nets, entangling nets (GN);
(d) Trammel nets (GT);
(e) Longlines (LL).

2. Groupings of geographical areas:

For the purposes of this Annex, the following gexqdnical groupings shall apply:

(a) Kattegat;

(b) (i) Skagerrak; (i) that part of ICES zone IHat covered by the Skagerrak and the Kattegat;
ICES zone IV and EC waters of ICES zone lla; (@ES zone VIId;

(c) ICES zone Vlla;

(d) ICES zone Vla.

This categorisation is relatively simple when comgplato that of the previous version of the cod
recovery plan , and the number of ‘special condgiaunder which vessels have differing allocations
of effort is relatively restricted. The current catovery plan makes allowance for vessels which ca
demonstrate a track record of having caught lesms 1hH5% cod to be excluded from the effort regime
(Regulation 1342/2008, Article 11, para 2b). Thieralso scope for groups of vessels to be allocated
additional effort if they participate in discardduetion or cod avoidance schemes leading to
equivalent or greater reductions in cod mortalitgrt the corresponding effort restriction (Regutatio
1342/2008, Article 13, para 2c). These conditiamsrapresented in the database as follows:
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Condition

Code

Effort deployed by those boats granted the <1
derogation excluding them from the effort regimg

Rorartll

17

Effort deployed by vessels operating in Mem
State schemes under Article 13: highly selec
gear with less than 1 % cod.

p&Part13A
tive

Effort deployed by vessels operating in Mem
State schemes under Article 13: cod avoid
fishing trips with less than 5% cod.

b&Part13B
ing

Effort deployed by vessels operating in Mem
State schemes under Article 13: cod avoidanc
discard reduction plans.

b&PPart13C
e or

Effort deployed by vessels operating in Mem
State schemes under Article 13: fisheries off W
of Scotland to the west of the cod line.

p&PPart13D
est

The new requested aggregation required data resstamifor the years 2009-2011 in addition to the
DCR datl. The majority of the Member States
aggregated their figures accordingly and thus teegnt report comprises updated analyses.

data update for 2012 as defined in the 2013

4.1.3 Southern hake and Nephrops

Notation devised for effort categories specifiedlemAnnex 11B of Regulation (EC) No. 43/2012
remains the same as in previous reports. UnderAtiBethe gears group is defined under point 2
robgears includes bottom trawls, gill nets and
bottom long lines all together. In 2007 (Annex IIBR (EC) No. 41/07) there are separate groups for
trawl (3a), for gill nets (3b) and for longline §3cThese gear groups were merged in the 2008
legislation. The working group considered maintagnihe 3 separate categories is important in terms
of maximising the clarity of information from ressil Therefore, gear groups and codifications have
been kept as in 2007. Table 4.1.3.1 links notatigth gear group and special conditions. So, for
example, a vessel using a gill net of mesh 3i8@mm and conforming to the hake catch composition

and special conditions under point 6.1. The g

rules would belong to derogation “3.b [IB61".
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Table. 4.1.3.1 Gear group and special conditiomsnofex 11B, Reg. (EC) No. 43/2012

Gear group (Regulation (E@)/2007) . .
Mesh Special condition Effort
Regulation size (RegulatioliEC) 43/2012) Regime
point Gear range Regulation D ot E\é\éi Derogation
(mm) point escription
3.a OTTER >32 Hake landings <5 tonnes in
2009 or 2010
3.b GILL >60
AND 11B61 Yes
3.c LONGLINE - Nephropdandings <2.5
6.1 tonnes in 2009 or 2010
3.a OTTER >32
3.b GILL >60 Other cases none No
3.c LONGLINE -

OTTER = Trawl or Danish seine or “similar gears”
GILL = Gill net

LONGLINES = Bottom longlines

4.1.4 Western Channel sole

Under Annex IIC gear groups are defined under pdiatd special conditions under point 7. Table
4.1.4.1 links notation with gear group and spectadditions. So, for example, a vessel using acstati
net of mesh size less than 220mm belongs to deoog&tb”.

Table. 4.1.4.1 Gear group and special conditionarofex 1IC, Reg. (EC) No. 40/2008. Note that no
special conditions are currently in operation uridenex IIC.

Derogation Mesh size range Special Condition
Gear Special
group condition mesh size  mesh size
Point 3 Point 7 Gear [mmFrom  Tomm
3.a BT| 80 inf none
GE
& 0 219 none
3b TR

BT = Beam Trawl
GE = Gill net or entangling net
TR = Trammel net
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4.1.5 Celtic Sea

STECF EWG 13-06 defined the codes of gears asitdérid the ones for the cod zones given in
section 4.1.2.

4.1.6 Bay of Biscay

STECF EWG 13-06 defined the codes of major geanpgas identical in the 2013 DCF data call
with an identification of the boats holding a spééishing permit as defined in R (EC) No 388/2006,
encoded as SBclllart5.

4.1.7 Western Waters and Deep Sea

STECF EWG 13-06 defined the codes of major geangga@s identical in the 2013 DCF data call
with an identification of the boats conducting dsep trips, encoded as DEEP.

4.2 Data call

The DCF data call 2013 to support fishing effodinge evaluations published on 20 February 2013
with a deadline on 3 May 2013. The data call idyfdocumented at the JRC DCF web page:
https://datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu/home

The STECF EWG 13-06 notes that the 2013 data<édirgely consistent with the data call issued in
2012 for the same purpose. However, there was eweparameter defined for fishing capacity in the
Baltic Sea.

4.3 Data policy, formats and data availability

Originally, the catch and effort data base striefuwised by STECF-SGRST were developed by the
ICES Study Group on the Development of Fishery-bdserecasts (ICES CM 2004/ACFM:11, 41
pp.) with few amendments required for the reviewspécific fishery regulations. Over time, there
have been numerous changes to the original datadbaehe way in which data are stored and
accessed in order to reflect changes to some oéffloet regimes and to accommodate data from
deep-water and Fully Documented Fisheries.

Experts reported on national data policies forriagonal fleet specific landings, discards and reffo
data and generally supported the continued udeeadata by STECF but with required permission for
any use by other scientific or non-scientific greufhis implies that national experts need to be
contacted for their consent before granting actteise data.

JRC requests to be informed about applicationgédta access and any notifications.
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4.3.1 Data availability Table A Catch 2003-2012

Table 4.3.1.1 Overview of the catch data submis&iothe 2013 Fishing Effort Regimes data call. In
bold the dates when catch data where submittedtaiefficial submission deadline'(8f May).

Subr';iir:;ion Last Re-submission
Country Data Submission (Deadline 3-May) (Meeting 17-June to 21-
June)
BEL DCF website 18-April
DEU DCF website 2-May 5-May
DNK DCF website 1-May 15-May
ESP DCF website/FirIT(]eezct)irr:gcted during the 13-May 21-June
EST DCF website 3-May
FIN DCF website 3-May
FRA DCF website 17-May 20-June
GBR DCF website/ 12-Jun 16-June
ggg DCF website 3-May 8-May
IRL DCF website 3-May
LTU DCF website 2-May
LVA DCF website 30-Apr
NLD DCF website 15-May
POL DCF website 7-May
PTR DCF website/FirIneecé(:irr:gcted during the 3-May 17-June
SWE DCF website 1-May
4.3.1.1Belgium

A number of 2676 records were submitted for 201@.ugdate for previous year’s data was needed.
There were few records with missing mesh size médion for gear types such as trammels, dredges
and gillnets. Moreover, many records regard spebiasare not listed in the official data call,dik
BLL, RIN, RIJM, RJC and RJH. The only special caaditreported for 2012 data was SBClllart5.
This year, all officially recorded species by theld@an authorities were provided. However, it skioul
be noted that the sum of all provided landings domatch the total Belgian landings as there are a
minority of species landed and recorded as e.fefolemersal” or “other crustacean” which are not
provided to the EGW 13-06.

Belgium provided fleet specific landings data f@023-2012 derived from official logbook databases

for all vessel$10 meters. The data covers all areas in which #igi&n fleets are active and conform
to the requested aggregation, by quarter, area agelamesh sizes.
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The species provided are: anglerfish, bib, briibvin shrimp, cod, conger eel, cuttlefish, dab, thigf
edible crab, flounder, great scallop, grey gurnaatjdock, hake, horse mackerel, lemon sole, ling,
mackerel, megrim, Nephrops, octopus, plaice, pkllaed gurnard, saithe, sea bass, skates and rays,
sole, spurdog, squid, striped mullet, tub gurnaindyot, whelk, whitch flounder, whiting and wolffis

The age composition on landings for sole and pl&d€ES subdivisions 1V, Vlla, VIid, Vlifg and
sole in subdivision Vllla and b have been providgdjuarter for the Belgian beam trawlers. The total
numbers of samples, as well as numbers at ageddjeq have been apportioned in the same ratio as
total quarterly beam trawl fleet landings to anrlaablings.

Discard data for 2004-2011 were provided from trelglin Beam trawl fleet for the following
species: anglerfish, brill, cod, dab, haddock, haémmon sole, plaice, saithe, sole, skates and rays
turbot and whiting. For 2012 discard informationswalso provided for bib, ling, Striped mullet,
pollack and whitch flounder The areas covered aréa4 7d, 7e, 7f, 7g, 8a and 8b. Belgian discard
data represent all ages and are disaggregatiogédjoa cod in areas 4, 7a, 7e, 7f and 7g; for sole
areas 4, 7a, 7d, 7f, 7g, 8a and 8b; and for plaiegeas 4, 7a, 7d, 7f and 7g. The discards infaoma

for the other species mentioned above are withmaigdregation by age. Information by area for all
observer-trips during the year has been mergedhegegiving an annual percentage of discards
estimate per species. The annual estimates ofrdisate have been assumed to apply in each of the 4
quarters.

There is no information on misreporting. The lamgdinn the database are based on combined
information of logbook data and sale slips. Thaualctanded weight is split according the logbook
information on hours fished in the respective negles.

As Belgium does not have trip-by-trip information the true mesh size for its fleets for 2003-2006,
Belgium (as well as other countries) agreed torasscertain mesh sizes for its beam trawler fleets.
Beamers operating in the Bay of Biscay (Vllla,byevassumed to use a 70-79 mm mesh size as this
is the minimum legal mesh size in that area formiera. For the North Sea, the trips were split
according to the rectangles reported in the logbpakid mesh sizes were allocated in line with
Council Regulation (EC) N° 2056/2001. This reguatstipulates that beam trawlers are prohibited to
use less than 120 mm in ICES Division IV to thethaof 56° 00’ N. Therefore all beam trawl
information from this part of ICES Division IV wasccounted against an assumed >120mm mesh
size. The same regulation also stipulates thatnvitie rectangle with coordinates along the eaasico

of the UK between 55° 00’ N and 56° 00’ N and tleéngs 55° 00’ N — 05° 00’ E and 56° 00’ N — 05°
00’ E, beam trawlers can use 100 to 119 mm mesh Biere also it was assumed that the mesh size
used by the Belgian Beam trawl fleet was 100-119. rRor the rest of ICES Division IV (the
southern part) a mesh size of 80-89 mm was assudarethe beam trawlers. Apart from these
assumed mesh size which are based on rectangtenation from logbooks, it was also assumed that
the shrimp fishery used a mesh size of 16-31 mre.ash size of the beam trawl fleets in the other
area’s was assumed to be 80-89 mm. Since 2007 miesh used by beam trawls operating in
different areas have been based on the true meshsied on each trip.

The Belgian gear categories are: beam, dredgelayithline, otter, and trammel. For trammel nets, n
assumptions of mesh sizes were made. The only f&peandition reported for 2012 data was
SBClllart5 for all Belgian vessels operating inag@a and 8b.

Belgium did not provide any information for vessefgler 10m.

4.3.1.2Denmark
A number of 154019 records were submitted for 2023812, the whole time series. There were few

records with missing gear information as well aw fecords for pots, dem_seines, gills, otters
without any mesh size reported. No BACOMA or T9@dific conditions.
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Danish data were submitted on time, and with tlipiested information for all tables. However, a
major revision was performed in 2012, and full tisexies were submitted for the tables A-D, thus
ensuring improved consistency in the extractionhoes$ used across years.

The revised extraction procedures have been madeatible with the RDB FishFrame database, in
order to get a unique raising procedure for all iBfarcatch information (discards and age-based
information), thus improving the consistency ofadegported to the various forums within e.g. ICES
and STECF. As such, data raised in FishFrame wilV be used for the STECF Effort data call.
Where the categories in the FishFrame format a@a@GWFECF Effort format are not the same, the data
are scaled according to the landings.

All records (154019 rows in Table A) passed theaD&ubmission filters, and only a very small
proportion of the reported Danish fisheries adtgithave missing information. The resubmission of
older years means that the information on prevgpexial conditions implemented between 2004 and
2008 during the first cod plan is not availableranye.

The Danish 2012 submission still does not covergbecial conditions BACOMA or T90 in the
Baltic, as these are not compulsory to report gbtmks according to control regulations 1224/2009
and 404/2011.

4.3.1.3Estonia

A number of 532 records were submitted for 2012.uddates for previous year’s data. There were
many records with inconsistent mesh size ranges.

STECF-EWG 13-06 notes that discards were providedidunder only. The reason for that is the

discarding ban in the Estonian fishery in the Bafiea according to MS legislation. The data set
presented includes many inconsistent mesh sizes.dfifting long —lines are not used in Estonian

fishery.

4.3.1.4Finland

A number of 385 records were submitted for 2012.uddates for previous year’'s data. Finish data
were submitted in an inconsistent format togethén e hint towards the data confidentiality clause
the DCF.

STECF EWG 13-06 could not make use of the Finigh daven its specific ToR.

4.3.1.5France

A number of 20538 records were submitted for 2@ updates for previous years data. There were
few records with missing area information as welkecords for pots without any mesh size reported.
Only data regarding species and gears that arestgfliin the official data call have been submitted
as a consequence records regarding species orrggaegjuested are missing.

The specific conditions Cpartll, Cpartl3B, IIB72BMEP and SBclllart5 have been provided for
eligible vessels and fisheries for 2012. The datsewot updated for the 2009-2011 on this specific
issue.
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France provided landings data for 2003-2012 derifrean official logbook databases for all
registered vessels 10m and over and from monthtyads®ive forms (contain declarative monthly
data on fishing effort and catches per speciesatgsd locations and gears) for all registered V&sse
under 10m (logbooks are not mandatory for thesselesbut they are covered by these monthly
declarative forms). The data covers all areas #qden the data call and conforms to the requested
aggregation, by quarter, area, gear and mesh sizes.

Neither biological data (age data) nor discarda dadre provided. Discards data have been provided
the years before for 2010 and 2011 but care isinedjin the use of these data to draw firm
conclusions about catch composition.

4.3.1.6Germany

A number of 16377 records were submitted for 2084 2009 - 2012 time periods. There were few
records with missing gear information as well aw fecords for pots, dem_seines, gills, otters
without any mesh size reported.

Fleet specific landings and estimated discard wata provided as outlined in the data call for 2003
2012 derived from official logbook data covering wassels>10m. For the Baltic information for
vessels >=8m is provided. Information on landings @rovided for vessels <10m (North Sea) and
<8m (Baltic) based on landings declarations fromsthvessels in a more aggregated format as
logbooks are not mandatory for these vessels. &k grovided do not include unallocated landings.
The estimation of discards is based on about 26k3@rver trips per year. It is impossible to caler
guarter-gear-mesh size combinations in the dataTa¢refore, final discard estimates in this répor
are to some extent based on observations from othertries. The data consider the aggregation by
quarter, area, gear, mesh size, and existing d&éoagancluding special conditions of 8.1.a, 8.1.c,
8.1.d, 8.1.e and 8.1.f for the years 2003-200&¢gsasted. For 2009 onwards the special conditions
from the new cod management plan are used. Someeeovds did not pass the Data Submission
filters when some information on e.g. gear, megh wias missing, but these records represent only a
very small proportion of the reported German figgeractivities. They are related to fishing
operations with seldom gears for which no codevalable in the STECF data call.

4.3.1.7Ireland

A number of 73788 records were submitted for 20@®12. There were few records with missing
gear information as well as few records for poiits,gtters without any mesh size reported.

In 2013 Ireland provided fleet specific landinggadfor 2009-2012 derived from declared landings
within the national logbook database (IFIS) forvabksels>10 meters in length. Operational landings
information was used to provide landings data witthie Biologically Sensitive Area (BSA). All
species requested by the group and landed by Wéskels have been provided in the requested
aggregation. The following special condition infation was supplied: none, CPartl3a, CPartl13b,
CPart13c, CPart13d, CPartl11 and DEEP. SPECON D&RM®uplication of effort within the relevant
areas. This submission adds to unchanged 2003 &488ubmitted in 2012.

Under 10 meter vessels are not required to compdgtaooks, therefore landings data from these
vessels are obtained from monthly reports. Theserte provide species live weight by ICES area on
a monthly basis. No vessel, gear, or effort infdramais recorded. There is some doubt as to the
accuracy of these monthly reports.
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It was not possible to accurately aggregate dattheéolevel of EU, coast, and RFMO. Data was
assigned according to the following: Where an Etégary existed within an area, all data from that
area was categorised as EU, with the exceptiorC&fSI division X assumed to be RFMO. Those
ICES divisions without an EU category where assuagedl coast and 2 coast.

There is no quantitative information on misrepaytaithough area misreporting for cod is know to be
an issue between Vllg and Vlla.

Minor revisions were made to the 2009-2011 datatdusontinuing revisions and improvements to
the national database.

Irish biological landings information is not recedd with mesh size information, this was re-
constructed by linking to the logbooks databasesrelpossible. The age composition of the landings
was estimated for each quarter of 2009-2012, by, g@@ea and species (any higher level of
disaggregation would violate the sampling desigihe age compositions were then assigned to each
of the remaining categories (vessel_length; mediefy; specon) based on the reported landings in
each of these categories.

Similarly, discard data were raised up to the fleeel for each year, quarter, gear, area and apeci
Fishing effort (hours fished) was used for all see@s the auxiliary variable. The age compositions
were then assigned to each of the remaining catsgfwessel_length; mesh,fishery; specon) based on
the effort (kWdays) in each of these categoriesc@ids that were observed to be zero are included.

Warnings:

1) Differences between ICES stock assessment workiogpgdata STECF data will arise
because different levels of stratification weredjsee applied the most disaggregated level of
stratification possible for the STECF data call,ilesvorking group estimates are generally
produced by merging a number of strata. Additignahe discard estimates for the working
groups are produced using different auxiliary Malga for certain stocks. Because of the large
number of species involved it was decided to usiegle auxiliary variable for all species.

2) Because the data are estimated by year, quari@r,agel area, it is meaningless to compare
age compositions between vessel length categonesh size categories and special
conditions; the age composition will be identiaal &ll of these sub-categories)

3) Most categories (year, quarter, vessel length,,gaash etc) have not been sampled and
sample numbers are very low for categories thae leeen sampled. Therefore the biological
data should be treated with extreme caution. Itld/twe more useful to ask for the raw data
so this can be aggregated at whatever level iopppte.

4) There will be many cases where a year-quarter-geaavessel length-mesh-fishery-specon
combination has not been sampled but there willbi@ogical information (including
‘observed’ zero values for discards). This is beeathe biological information is estimated
for year-quarter-area-gear combinations and themgm@ed to the various year-quarter-area-
gear-vessel length-mesh-fishery-specon combinabassed on landings or effort.

It is possible for numbers-at-age to be <0.001 ¢had (i.e. less than one fish). This can arise vehen

certain year-quarter-area-gear-vessel length-mskefly-specon combination has a very small

amount of effort or landings. The numbers-at-agéimes¢ed for the year-quarter-area-gear

combination will then be multiplied by a very smalimber. When these numbers are rounded to
three decimals, a zero value can result.
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4.3.1.8Latvia
A number of 147 records were submitted for 2012 uNdates for previous year’s data.

Latvian data were submitted on time and in accardamith required format. Fleet specific landings,
estimated discards and biological data were proMide2012 only and appended to the previous time
series. All data concerning fishing operations @egar, mesh size, area etc. were derived from
logbooks and covered all fleet segments.

Discards data were collected under the LatvianadatiProgramme according the sampling strategy.
The discard volume was determined in cod fisheryNSGDEF_110-156 0 0 and
OTB_DEF_>=105_1 110. The sampling scheme does cooer all quarter-gear-mesh size
combinations in the data call.

Latvian fishermen do not traditionally use driftiliges (LLD).

4.3.1.9Lithuania
A number of 141 records were submitted for 2012uNdates for previous year’s data.
STECF EWG 13-06 notes that discards for cod wermated and provided only.

Lithuanian fishermen do not traditionally use diniff lines (LLD).

4.3.1.10The Netherlands

The Netherlands provided landings and discard ftat2012. No updates for previous years were
submitted. It is noted however that landings arsdalids data for all species and fisheries of ptevio
years is being reanalyzed. Results so far inditaé there may be differences between the data
generated by the Dutch monitoring and raising mogne and the data that is contained in the
STECF database. If the analysis is being complatdime, it will be considered to resubmit the
complete time series before the October 2013 ngefithe STECF EWG.

After correction of some records all records (178&s in Table A) passed the Data Submission
filters.

4.3.1.11Poland

A number of 1592 records were submitted for 201@.uddates for previous year's data. No mesh
size range information reported for vessels undemeters. No specific condition reported. Few
records for vessels > 10m with no mesh size ranfgmation mainly for pots and gills. Only 18
records with discard information for COD, FLX, TURLE and FPP.

The following section is kept unchanged from lasaryreport: Comparison of 2011 mesh size data
with 2004-2010 shows that they are not consistadtsagnificantly different. Neither mesh size nor
SPECON (BACOMA window, T90) information were avéile from the database for 2004-2010.
Thus these information were estimated based orrelkpewledge and assumptions. Targeted species
assemblages (métier), actually fish species caaigthitgear used were taken into account to identify
mesh size. In 2011 data about mesh size were at#cubased on actual information derived from
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logbooks, this caused that many “-1” values (migsialues) which were reported for 2001-2010,

become known and changed into “16-31” or “32-542011. Information on discards was provided

for cod (2003-2011) taken in fisheries targetind end discards for herring, sprat and flounder was
delivered for 2011 only.

4.3.1.12Portugal

Portugal resubmitted data on landings for the pe2i@03-2011 and new data for 2012 for all species,
correcting to tons what was provided in 2012 idibms. Data from all years were resubmitted in
kilograms and not in tons as requested in the dalla No differences were found between the
resubmitted data in 2012 and the data submitt@@1ri.

Some mistakes related to the presence of duplidated for the area 9b EU with aggregated data
were detected and corrected. The duplicates wkreasdd to the area 9b RFMO, according to the ID
field. The fields "NO_SAMPLES_LANDINGS" or
"NO_LENGTH_MEASUREMENTS LANDINGS" presenting the lua “-2” resulting from lines
aggregation were corrected to “-1”, meaning thatitiformation is not available. Although most of
inconsistencies from previous years in the comimnabf GEAR*SPECON have been corrected in
the data submitted this year, there are still a feustakes remaining as, e.g. for gears
“PEL_TRAWL”, “PEL_SEINE” and “POTS” with special calition “DEEP”.

In the period 2004-2010, hake discards were pravidssuming that they were proportional to the
trawl landings. However, considering that, accaydio the Data Collection Framework raising
procedures, discards are raised using effort amdandings and that the data call grouping is not
consistent with the sampled DCF métiers, in 201 tdiscards from Portugal were removed from
the database.

The Portuguese annual discard estimates have baffiadents of variation (> 30%). The assignment
of these data to the data call disaggregated reétiben the métiers do not perfectly match is not
possible without making strong assumptions differeom those used in the established raising
procedures and that could lead to completely diffetotal discard estimates.

Therefore, in 2012, data on hake annual discard®®F métiers were provided and included in
tables and figures in aggregated form.

At present, the procedure used to raise discaas fiaul to fleet level in the Portuguese trawl
fisheries is adapted from Fernandes et al. (201@yd{m and Fernandes, in prep.). Using this
procedure, species with low frequency of occurrearcabundance in discards (i.e., a large number of
zeros in the data set) cannot be reliably estimatdiget level (Jardim et al., 2011). The frequeot
occurrence and abundance of most species in tbardss of the Portuguese bottom trawl fleet was
below 30%. Consequently, annual trawl discard velsirand length frequencies at fleet level were
only estimated for some métiers, species and years.

In what concerns gillnets and trammel nets, samgtech late 2009 onwards, the sampling
methodologies used in these fisheries were onlgntc standardized (Prista and Jardim, 2011).
These are only two of the several métiers that lbanperformed by the so-called Portuguese
polyvalent fleet (or multi-gear fleet). Besides)éhe vessels in this fleet are also frequentignsed

to use pots and bottom longlines, and frequenttyycaut several métiers in a single fishing trip
and/or switch métiers during the year. Such unters in determining fishing effort at métier léve
along with low spatial-temporal coverage of fleethaty and difficulties in raising data from muilti
métier fishing trips to fleet level have hampereel éstimation of gillnet and trammel net discahifs.
estimates at fleet level have been performed te. ®odttom longlines are not among the selected
métiers for onboard sampling under the DCF Natipnagjram.
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In 2013, discard estimates are presented onlydtioim otter trawl. The problem of different metier
aggregation in DCF and in the data call requesbig/et solved and the total discards by species we
allocated to the data call more disaggregated nsefioportionally to their landings, although this
procedure is considered inappropriate. In this vaigcards are presented for hake and blue whiting
for the period 2004-2012 and for some years forwdgrlobster and mackerel. Zero discards have
been reported for black scabbard fish, sole, seants, several species of sharks Biegphropsin
most of the years,

No discard estimates were presented for other rsdtian trawl due to the reasons presented above.
Age data: There is a serious concern about Europake growth. Tagging experiences show that
growth rate could be two times higher than expectdthough the true value is uncertain (ICES,
2009). At present, the assessment model is leragbd(ICES, 2010a).

No age data were provided for hake neither forater main species. For Norway lobster, there is
not a standardized ageing methodology.

4.3.1.13Spain

Data provided in 2013:

Between May and June of 2013 Spain provided cadth flom 2012 by quarter, vessel length range,
gear, mesh size range and metier (fishery). Lasdimgre provided for BSA; ICES Subareas 1, 2, 8,
10 and 12; ICES Divisions 5b, 6a, 6b, 7a, 7b, d¢,7&, 7f, 7g, 7h, 7], 7k, 8a, 8b, 8c, 8d, 8e,%n,
and 14b and CECAF Divisions 34.1.1, 34.1.2, 34.4r®l 34.2.0. Landings were divided by
COAST/EU/RFMO zones where appropriate. All landimgere split in special condition DEEP and
NONE (according to the Effort Regime in Deep Sehdries). In ICES Divisions 8c and 9a there
were not special condition (IIB72ab) landings (H&Kan) because no vessel in 2012 has applied for
that condition in relation to hake amkephropsrecovery plan (Annex 1IB of R(EU) No 43/2012).
Landings were not divided in either Cod or SolenP&pecial conditions owing to lack of time.
Landings were provided for 83 of the 122 speciethef2013 data call (the other 39 do not appear in
our fisheries). No information about vessels untiérmeters was provided since data source was
logbooks, but 2012 Annex IIB (Hake Recovery PlaBin& 9a), which is the main Plan for Spain,
does not deal with vessels under 10 meters.

Discard data were calculated through the appraai&panish discard/landing rate for 8c & 9a gear
otter for the following species and years: ANF 20HKE (2012), JAX (2012), LEZ (2012), MAC
(2007 & 2012), NEP (2004-2005 & 2012), SHO (2008'1B (2004-2009, 2012). If there were not
landings of one species, discard could not hava bakeulated. This is expected to be correctetien t
future raising by effort. 8c & 9a otter Spanish Hiiscards from 2004-2009 have been already
provided to the group in 2010 (see below). For iottases (ALF 2012, ANE 2007-2009, BLI 2012,
BSF 2006-2007, COP 2012, COE 2012, CRE 2012, DA¥2DGS 2012, GAG 2012, HAL 2012,
LEM 2012, LIN 2012, MAC 2003-2006 & 2008-2009, NEP06-2009, POK 2012, POL 2012, RNG
2012, SBR 2004-2009 & 2012, SCE 2012, SOL 2005-2@912, TUR 2012, WHG 2007 & 2012
and WIT 2012) Portuguese discard rates were appliedder to calculate the Spanish discards in 9a
against the criterion of the 8c & 9a experts in MW G. In all those cases Portuguese discard rates
were cero except in MAC 2005 and HAD, LEM, RNG, Wid&d WIT 2012.

No of samples of landings, discards and catch am@fNength and age measurements of landings,
discards and catch were not provided for 2012 dukd lack of time.

Hake and monkfish ages were not provided sinceetlage relevant doubts in the correspondent
international working groups about the ageing asth species (see February 2010 STECF Hake
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Benchmark and 2011-2013 ICES WGHMM reports). Nephrages were not provided because there
is not a standardized methodology ageing in thecigs. Other species age information was not
provided because lack of time.

Data provided in 2011 and 2012:

Spain did not provide data in 2011 and 2012; tleecfthere are not 2010 and 2011 data.

Data provided in 2010:

All the following comments correspond to the datavided in 2010:

2002-2009 landings and 2003-2009 discards data prekéded by quarter, gear, mesh size range and
area. 2002-2009 8c and 9a data were provided bgiatpsondition according to Annex 1IB, also
special condition DEEP landings according to thiefERegime in Deep Sea fisheries were provided
for these two Divisions. For the rest of the areaty 2009 special condition DEEP landings
according to the Effort Regime in Deep Sea fistsemeere provided. Special condition NONE
landings according to the Effort Regime in Deep 3sheries for 2009 were not provided by
misunderstanding of the instructions.

Vessel length categories were not identified fo02@008 8c and 9a data. It was not possible to
identify EU/RFMO/COST for ICES Subarea 10 and Dois 7j, 7k, 8d, 8e, 8b, 14b and CECAF
areas 34.1.2 and 34.2.0.

All 2003-2009 discards data were deleted becausg wWere unreasonable values. This occurred
because the discard data were specifically raiskalafing the numerous strata of the EWG Data call
(quarter and ICES Division). DCR (EU Data CollentiBegulation) sampling scheme is simpler (by
year and for both ICES Divisions 8c and 9a toggthberefore there were very few observed trips by
guarter and division and the bias of the final ealwas huge. After that, 2002-2009 8c and 9a otter
hake discards were calculated using the respe2@i® ICES WGHMM discard rates converted in
discard/landings rates.

There were not haké&Jephropsand monkfish ages since nowadays there are rdle\abts in the
specific international working groups about hakel amonkfish ageing (see February 2010 STECF
Hake Benchmark and 2011 ICES WGHMM) and there it aacstandardized methodology for
Nephrops ageing.

No information about vessels under 10 meters wasiged since data source was logbooks, but
Annex IIB does not deal with vessels under 10 nseter

4.3.1.14Sweden

A number of 10652 records were submitted for 202Q12 time period. There were few records with
missing gear information as well as few recordspiats, dem_seines and gills without any mesh size
reported.

Sweden has provided catch data, both landings isodrds in the required format for the years 2003-
2012, including vessels <10m LOA. Age distributidata were submitted for cod landings and
discards in the Baltic, Skagerrak and Kattegat famdplaice discards in Skagerrak and Kattegat.
Landings in tonnes were retrieved from logbooks #rel age distribution data for landings were
collected by market sampling. The discard data wetkected under the Swedish on board discard
sampling programme. Discard data were raised aitgptd the national sampling schemes, stratified
by nationally identified fisheries and not by thgHly disaggregated vessel length classes and mesh
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size groups in the STECF data call, to maintaimash stability as possible in the raising procedure
and not compromise the quality of the data by @dii@tions from very few samples. Discards were
then allocated to the more disaggregated formgbgtmnally to the landings of the target species
used in the raising. This has the implication ih&t not always possible to compare discard rates
age distributions between gears and mesh sizég ifotmat of the STECF data base since they could
have been estimated from the same samples. Ve=msgihl classes were not considered in the
stratification and raising. No discards have badmstted for fisheries not covered by the sampling
programme. The main nationally identified Swedishdries that were sampled for discards (each
one treated as one stratum) in 2012 were:

In the Baltic:

» Trawls targeting cod (Mesh size >=105mm, includinig water trawls targeting cod and both
trawls with BACOMA exit window and T90 mesh)
» Passive gears (including both gillnets and trammaés)

In Skagerrak and Kattegat (Skagerrak and Kattegjaglireated as separate strata):

* Trawls targeting demersal fish/Nephrops, with amgge of >=90mm.(including both TR2
and TR1)

» Trawls targeting Nephrops, with a 35mm sorting gl a mesh size of 70-89mm (under
derogation CPartl1l in the cod plan)

» Demersal Pandalus trawls without a sorting gridgMsize 32-54mm)

» Demersal Pandalus trawls with a 19mm sorting dvidgh size 32-54mm)

Landings of cod have been prohibited in Swedennduparts of 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006 and 2012
which has resulted in discard of adult cod. Gibnaetere not sampled in Skagerrak or Kattegat,
meaning that discards for those gears have beeapekted in the STECF data base from Danish
discard data.

Drifting longlines, targeting salmon, were includadhe “Longline” category in the data set.

Since hand and pole lines are under effort reguiatn the cod plan in the Baltic Sea but not in
Skagerrak or Kattegat, and the “Longline” categergonsidered a regulated gear in the STECF data
base, those gears were included in the “Longlim¢€gory in the Baltic and not in other areas.

There is no information on misreporting.

4.3.1.15United Kingdom

England, Wales and Northern Ireland: Data weramstiéd covering the period 2009-2012, with
2009-2011 revised to include splitting the CParfddings, discards and biological data into the
separate components of CPartl3a, CPart13b, CPatiB€Part13d. Where samples were available
(covering 2011 and 2012), Fully Documented Fishergsels were treated separately for discard and
biological raising for the species under full do@ntation (i.e. cod in the North Sea, sole in the
western channel), while discards and biologicahdaising for other species was kept consisterit wit
non-FDF vessels. For 2011 and 2012 data yearsNABBvided new data on discard estimates and
biological sampling, replacing the previously sutbed data. As in previous years, there were a
number of records with missing mesh size infornmateind a combination of DEEP specific
conditions and BSA area which were ignored durlrgdnalysis. Specific conditions reported were
DEEP, CPart11, CPartl13a,b,c, FDFIIA and FDFIIC.
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Voyage information on the non-Scottish UK natiodata base, FAD, calculates days at sea based on
the dates of the voyage start and the voyage eagagé information on the Scottish national data
base, FIN, calculates days at sea as the numb24 dbur periods in the duration of the voyage,
rounded up. Vessels landing into Scotland are edtento FIN; those landing into the rest of the UK
are entered into FAD. Scottish vessels landingvitlitthe UK are entered into FIN; Rest UK vessels
landing outwith the UK are entered into FAD. Be@uwst voyages by Rest UK vessels are entered
into FAD; the calculation of days at sea is gegrddte based. Days at sea for voyages leaving on
the same date as the return of the previous vogegi@djusted down by half a day applied to each
voyage involved.

Nominal effort in kwdays is calculated as days @& snultiplied by the power of the vessel in
kilowatts at the voyage landing date.

GT_days_at_sea is calculated for years from 20GBeadays at sea multiplied by the Gross Tonnage
of the vessel at the voyage landing date.

The information is not available on a comparablsiddefore 2003 because this was before the
completion of the EU wide vessel gross tonnageliteation exercise. Activity and gear is assessed
daily; where activity in a single day covers manart one area (ICES Rectangle level) or more than
one gear; that day's effort is apportioned equadlyveen the area/gears recorded

Vessels <10m: No specific consideration is giveadtimating discards for vessels < 10m and discard
sampling staff tend not to sail on vessels in tAerietre and under category. In 2003 the Scottish
Fisheries Statistics showed landings of the mammercial demersal species from vessels <=10 m to
be below the level where sampling intensities dmed in Appendix XV (Section H) of regulation
(EC) 1639/2001 (Table 2) requires sampling to beiexdh out. Estimation of demersal discards for
vessels <10m is based on the assumption thatsakisetargeting Nephrops and operating in the same
sampling area have the same catching and discactbargcteristics.

Scotland:;
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4.3.2 Data availability Table B nominal fishing effort @0-2012

Table 4.3.2.1 Overview of the effort data submisdar the 2013 Fishing Effort Regimes data call. In
bold the dates when effort data where submittest &t official submission deadliné"(8f May).

First Submission Last Re-submission
Country |Data Submission (Deadline 3-May) | (Meeting 17-June to 21-June)
BEL DCF website 18-April
DEU DCF website 2-May
DNK DCF website 1-May 28-May
ESP DCF website 29-May 18-June
EST DCF website 3-May
FIN DCF website 3-May
FRA DCF website 21-May 11-June
GBR DCF website 5-June 16-June
GBR SCO DCF website 26-April 30-April
IRL DCF website 30-April 15-May
LTU DCF website 1-May 2-May
LVA DCF website 30-April 30-April
NLD DCF website 15-May 15-May
POL DCF website 7-May
PTR DCF website 3-May 17-June
SWE DCF website 1-May
4.3.2.1Belgium

Data submitted for 2012 compose of 164 recordsial.t No update for previous year's data was
needed. There were few records submitted with nshnsize information for trammels, gillnet and
dredges. The only specific condition reported 0t 2 data was SBClllart5.

Belgium did not provide any information for vessefgler 10m.

Belgium provided effort data (kw*days at sea) f003-2012 by quarter, for all relevant areas where
the Belgian fleets are operational. Since 2003refend landings) are split proportionally over the
rectangles as effort became available by rectanghe logbook data. As Belgium does not have trip-
by-trip information on the true mesh size for iteets for 2003-2006, Belgium (as well as other
countries) agreed to assume certain mesh sizats foeam trawler fleets. Beamers operating in area
Vllla,b were assumed to use a 70-79 mm mesh sitl@sas the minimum legal mesh size in that area
for beamers. For the North Sea, the trips were sfgtording to the rectangles reported in the
logbooks, and mesh sizes were allocated in lind @ibuncil Regulation (EC) N° 2056/2001. This
regulation stipulates that beam trawlers are pit#dlio use less than 120 mm in ICES Division IV to
the north of 56° 00’ N. Therefore all beam trawfbimation from this part of ICES Division IV was
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accounted against an assumed >120mm mesh sizsafi@regulation also stipulates that within the
rectangle with coordinates along the east coatteotJK between 55° 00’ N and 56° 00’ N and the
points 55° 00" N — 05° 00’ E and 56° 00" N — 05° &) beam trawlers can use 100 to 119 mm mesh
size. Here also it was assumed that the mesh segt ly the Belgian Beam trawl fleet was 100-119
mm. For the rest of ICES Division IV (the southg@art) a mesh size of 80-89 mm was assumed for
the beam trawlers. Apart from these assumed meshvgiich are based on rectangle information
from logbooks, it was also assumed that the shfighgry used a mesh size of 16-31 mm. The mesh
size of the beam trawl fleets in the other areas assumed to be 80-89 mm. Since 2007 mesh sizes
used by beam trawls operating in different area® feeen based on the true mesh sizes used on each
trip.

Trip information on the national data base caladalays at sea based on the voyage start date and
the voyage end date. For example, a voyage stastirane date and returning (landing) the following
day will be accounted for 2 days at sea. Each dasael is at sea is counted only once with therteff
details allocated according to the longest voyag¢hat date. Nominal effort in kwdays is calculated
as days at sea multiplied by the power of the Vasddlowatts at the trip landing date. Activithd

gear is assessed daily; where activity in a sidgkecovers more than one area or more than one gear
that day's effort is allocated completely to thea#gear with the longest activity that day. Based o
the detailed information given it remains uncleathte STECF EWG 13-06 if the data are consistent
with Control or DCF Regulation.

The Belgian gear categories are: beam, dredgelayithline, otter, and trammel. For trammel nets, n
assumptions of mesh sizes were made. The only fepecindition reported for 2012 data was
SBClllart5 for all Belgian vessels operating inag@a and 8b.

4.3.2.2Denmark

4.3.2.2.1Description of Danish procedures

Data submitted for 2000 - 2012, the whole timeesgrcompose of 27537 records in total. There were
few records with missing gear information as waellfeaw records for pots, dem_seines, gills, otters
without any mesh size reported. No BACOMA or T9@dfic conditions.

Danish data were submitted on time, and with tlgested information for all tables. However, a
major revision was performed in 2012, and full tisexies were submitted for the tables A-D, thus
ensuring improved consistency in the extractionhod$ used across years.

Major changes have been brought to the effort ddtdil 2012 the effort data (Table B) were
calculated and provided by the Danish AgriFish Agemising the logbook register and the sales slips
register separately. The other datasets were pd\g DTU Aqua using the DFAD database, which
is a coupling of the logbook register, the salgsssiegister and the vessel register based onbetdg
sheet number. Maintaining two different systemsaases the risk of errors. Running two different
types of data sources also increases the risksofapancies between the resulting datasets, as the
extraction procedures used slightly different alfpons. Some examples are given below:

* SMALL VESSELS : In the previous procedure, logbatdta were used systematically for
vessels larger than 8 meters in the Baltic Sea,langegr than 10m for other areas, and sale
slips were used systematically for smaller vesseid, one trip (landing date) counted as one
day. In the revised 2013 procedure, the mergedoogh sales slips database shows that
some large vessels may have some sale slips bldgbooks, or that some small vessels
actually fill in logbooks and have a gear. That ngethat some trips that had gear=-1 in the
old method will have a gear assigned in the 201thaook There is therefore more accuracy in
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using the combined database throughout, and tha&en@ear category has globally
diminished.

* AREA : In the previous procedure area for the éfftata set was set to the logbook area
when the logbook was used (the larger vessels)@sdles slips area when the sales slips
data were used (the smaller vessels). In the 26d&dure, there are still some cases where
the logbook area differs from the sales slips aveayhere the Baltic subdivision is missing.
Therefore a standard procedure for area assignh@nteen implemented for setting the
“DFAD area”, following the rules:

1.
2.
3.

If there is a logbook area this is used

If the trip does not have a logbook the sales slips is used

In the Baltic Sea if the square is 39G4 and thedog area is 3D and the sales slip area
contains information about the subdivision (3D248D25), the sales slips area is used.
If the area is 3D, the ICES rectangle informat®used to assign the subdivision.

If the area is still 3D (no ICES rectangle inforioatis available), the sales slips area is
used.

If the area is still 3D the area of the previols with the same vessel within 3D with a
subdivision assigned, this subdivision is used.

If the area is still 3D the most used subdivisionthat vessel is used.

If the area is still 3D the most used subdivisionig the year is used.

The last steps are mainly used on old data.

» SPECON:

o DEEP: The deep-water fishery is defined as op{®)ncatch of Deep Sea species
retained > 100 kgFor the effort data this has been calculated filmerilogbook catch
registration, which is the weight estimated by tiskerman. In DFAD the weights
from the sales slips are used. When the weightieep water species are close to 100
kg, the difference in the weight estimated and mestsmight lead to a difference in
which trips goes into the DEEP specific condition.

0 FDFBAL : In the Baltic Sea the fishermen are ndigsa to keep the camera turned
on. The fully documented fishery by the Danish &gh Agency is only
implemented in the North Sea and Skagerrak.

Additionally, the various issues mentioned in hgesar’'s report have been corrected.

All records (27537 rows in Table B) passed the D@&tdmission filters, and only a very small
proportion of the reported Danish fisheries adtgithave missing information. The resubmission of
older years means that the information on prevgpexial conditions implemented between 2004 and
2008 during the first cod plan is not available rmanye.

The Danish 2012 submission still does not covergpecial conditions BACOMA or T90 in the
Baltic, as these are not compulsory to report gb&mwks according to control regulations 1224/2009
and 404/2011.

4.3.2.2.2Concerns about the data call
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On May 2° the Danish AgriFish Agency wrote to the EC abaubumber of concerns
regarding the data call. These concerns are repbei®w :

“In relation to upload of the Danish figures, thgWFish Agency is of the opinion that it is necagsa
to provide The Commission with comments to the adetbgy for compiling the figures in order to
have transparency in the process and ensure praperand interpretation of the data. Further it is
also necessary to address a few remarks to thexasnaf the data call in order to ensure a common
understanding.

Our comments below refer to point B and D and cgpoading appendixes regarding effort data for
2000-2012 (point B and D) :

1)

2)

With regard to point 6 GEAR (B). In Council Regigat1342/2008, annex 1, the different
gear segments are defined by stating the statistmde for the gear(s) in parenthesis.
However, the gear coding in appendix 3 of the dalais not consistent with the gear coding
of Council Regulation 1342/2008. This is the case3iLL and LONGLINE. GILL includes
codes GNS and GND, however none of the two statistbdes are mentioned in 1342/2008
which only mentions GN which is a general codedbrNets. This causes confusion when
compiling data. With regard to LONGLINE only LLnentioned in Regulation 1342/2008
but LONGLINE includes poles (LHP), drifting lindd_D) etc. Again this causes confusion in
establishing a link to existing administrative pedares.

Further point 6 GEAR (B) and 4 GEAR (D) : In Couregulation 1098/2007 there are no
specific gear codes mentioned, but in Council Retgar 1124/2010 (Tac and Quota
Regulation for the Baltic 2011), Annex 2, there @rentioned a wide range of gears,
although not with a statistical code, which all hashave a mesh size of 90 mm or above. In
Annex 2, it is stated that drifting lines (LLD) sitab not be included and there is no
references to drift nets. This causes confusiomvelenpiling the data and establishing link
to existing administrative procedures.

As stated above in point 1) and 2) there is lackoofsistency between the gears applied in
the administrative legislation and the gears apgpiie the data call. Analysis and conclusions
based on this data call must bear these incongsigsnn mind.
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3)

4)

5)

The gears applied by Denmark in this data call is:

POINT B POINT D (REGGEAR>=90 mm)

BEAM : TBB BEAM : Not included

OTTER : OTB, TB, PTB, OTT, TBN, TBS | O TTER : OTB, TB, PTB, OTT, TBN

DEM_SEINE : SDN, SSC, SB DEM_SEINE : SDN, SSC, SB

PEL_TRAWL : OTM, TM, PTM PEL_TRAWL :OTM, TM, PTM

PEL_SEINE: PS, PSN PEL_SEINE: PS, PSN

DREDGE : DRB DREDGE : Not included

LONGLINE : LL, LX, LH, LLS, LLD, LHp | FONGLINE:LL, LX, LLS

GILL : GN, GNS, GND GILL : GN, GNS, GND

TRAMMEL : GTR TRAMMEL : GTR

POTS : Not included

POTS : FYK, FPN, FPO, FIX

With regard to point 9 AREA (B) and 5 AREA (D) Darawill like to stress that the data
guality on IBSFC areas in 3C24 and 3D24 is not asdyas for the remaining areas when it
comes to registrations for square 39G4 which iboth areas. The quality of the data has
improved in recent years, but still there may bmirsistences.

Point 10 (B) SPECON: There is no information in lingbook with regard to whether a

vessel has applied BACOMA or T90 and the vessetiebliged to fill in this information in
the logbook. Consequently Denmark has no informatiith regard to Baltic Technical
Conditions. Further Denmark has only applied agidl3C in Regulation 1342/2008 and no
data is reported for Cod Plan R(EC) No 43/2009. peater species is defined in line with
Regulation 2347/2002 which states fishing trips 280 kg mix of species mentioned in the
regulation. Fully documented fisheries are defibgdhe vessels participating and the date of
entering the scheme.

Point 11 FISHING_ACTIVITY (B): Denmark submittededarevious years based on the
definition in the data call which was calendar daysea. This is also the case this year
although it is not the definition applied for adnsimating the rules in regulation 1342/2008
and regulation 1098/2007. However the baseline egsulated with this definition and the
Commission was informed of the inconsistency betweedefinition in the data call and the
definition applied by the Danish Administration am&lsuch the time series of the data call
will not be broken. In general applying calendaydaombined with gear codes defined in
the data call results in approximately 5-10 perceigher fishing activity and even more in
one or two segments.
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Denmark believes that there should be transpardncthe process of how data are compiled in
Member States and the mentioned points above dra neethodology report, but points which help
researchers understand what data can be used f@nwdonducting analysis. Therefore Denmark
suggests that all Member States submits a methggaleport on how data are compiled (data
sources, definitions, sampling methods applied etad the reports are distributed to every country.
This procedure is well known for Member States sitiloign fishery statistics to Eurostat according to
Regulations administered by Eurostat.”

4.3.2.3Estonia
A number of 58 records were submitted for 2012 udates for previous year’s data.

The effort (days at sea) was calculated accordinghé Control Regulation. STECF EWG 13-06
noted that the data provided are only for vesselm.

4.3.2.4Finland
A number of 73 records were submitted for 2012 uNdates for previous year’s data.

Finish data were submitted in an inconsistent fornmgether with a hint towards the data
confidentiality clause in the DCF. STECF EWG 13e@6ild not make use of the Finish data given its
specific ToR.

4.3.2.5France

A total number of 3079 records were submitted daly2012. No updates for previous years data.
There were 15 records with missing area informatiddome inconsistent “gear*mesh
size*area*specon” combination were observed, itceom the combination “pots*mesh size:-1" and
combinations with missing area information. No ifigh capacity data before 2012. Only data
regarding gears that are requested in the offd#h call have been submitted as a consequence
records regarding gears not requested are missing.

The specific conditions Cpartll, Cpartl3B, IIB72B5EP and SBclllart5 have been provided for
eligible vessels and fisheries for 2012. The datsewot updated for the 2009-2011 on this specific
issue.

Fishing activity data have been provided only fa period 2010 — 2012 (no fishing activity data for
2003 — 2009). Fishing capacity data were providadtlie first time for 2012 in kW. No fishing
capacity data are available for the other yearshduld be noted that this field is asked as kW&or
depending of the area, would be much easier ti filit was duplicated in kW and GT.

France provided effort data for 2003-2012 derivexinf official logbook databases for all registered
vessels 10m and over and from monthly declaratoren$ (contain declarative monthly data on
fishing effort and catches per species by datestilons and gears) for all registered vessels under
10m (logbooks are not mandatory for these vessdlthby are covered by these monthly declarative
forms). The data covers all areas requested iddkecall and conforms to the requested aggregation
by quarter, area, gear and mesh sizes. Days aarseastimated with consistency with the DCF
regulation (any continuous period of 24 hours (@t phereof) during which a vessel is present withi
an area and absent from port).
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4.3.2.6Germany

Data submitted for 2009 - 2012 compose of 2234ro=scm total. There were very few records with
missing gear information as well as records fospathout any mesh size reported.

Germany provided fleet specific effort data for @012 in the requested formats derived from
official logbook data. However, data on vesselsmi0 the North Sea and <8m in the Baltic do not
cover all vessels and trips because these vessefslly do not have to fill out logbooks. For the
scientific evaluations in this report, the calcidatprocedure follows closely the description i th
STECF technical report “Some technical guidanceatd# national fleet specific fishing effort and
catch data aggregation” (ISBN 978-92-79-12134-®)is Tmplies a calculation of kw-days based on
calendar days and effort related to rescue opeatic. are not subtracted. Based on the detailed
information given it remains unclear to the STEGN & 13-06 if the data are consistent with Control
or DCF Regulation.The data consider the aggregddyoquarter, area, gear, mesh size, and existing
derogations including special conditions of 8.8.4,c, 8.1.d, 8.1.e and 8.1.f for the years 2000820
For 2009 onwards the special conditions from the ted management plan are used. Some few
records did not pass the Data Submission filteresndome information on e.g. gear, mesh size was
missing, but these records represent only a vellgmoportion of the reported German fisheries
activities. They are related to fishing operatigvith seldom gears for which no code is available in
the STECF data call.

For the Baltic Sea, drifting lines LLD are includ@degulated LONGLINE category.

4.3.2.7 Ireland

Data submitted for 2009 - 2012 compose of 2961 rd=cin total. There were few records with
missing gear information as well as few recordspiots, gills, dredges and otters without any mesh
size reported.

Ireland provided fleet specific kW*days-at-sea, @&ys-at-sea, kw capacity, and vessel numbers for
2009-2012 in the requested aggregation formatyeerfirom the national logbook database (IFIS) for
vessels>10 meters in length. The following special conditimformation was supplied: none,
CPartl3a, CPart13b, CPartl3c, CPart13d, CPartlDR&dP. Specon DEEP is a duplication of effort
within the relevant areas. Days-at-sea data wenstaected following the methodology guidelines
provided by the Joint Research Council at a medigld by the Commission in February 2009 and
according to the Control Regulation. Only one gad area combination is applied to any one vessel
day assigned according to the dominant fishingseigtiData from 2000-2008 from 2012 submission
were retained in 2013. Revisions to earlier dagadaie to ongoing revisions and improvements within
the national database.

Fishing activity was not provided as Ireland doesaperate within the areas for which this data was
requested.

Mesh size information was only available from 2@d8vards.

Days-at-sea effort for 2000-2002 is presentedadaulated proxy, obtained from the average rdtio o
operational fishing days to days-at-sea by geand@003 to 2005.

Vessels less than 10m in length are not requiredotoplete logbooks, and therefore no effort is
available for these vessels.

It was not possible to accurately aggregate dattheéolevel of EU, coast, and RFMO. Data was
assigned according to the following: Where an Etégary existed within an area, all data from that
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area was categorised as EU, with the exceptiorC&fSI division X assumed to be RFMO. Those
ICES divisions without an EU category where assuagei coast and 2 coast.

4.3.2.8 Latvia
A number of 71 records were submitted for 2012 uNdates for previous year’s data.

Latvian data were submitted on time and in accareawth required format. Fleet specific effort data

by quarter, gear, mesh size and area were pro¥me2D12 only and appended to the previous time
series. All requested effort data, such as daygeat kW*Days and Gt*Days completely covered all

fleet segments for 2008-2012, and only offshorieiig for the period 2003-2007. It was impossible
to estimate accurately effort data in kW*days aritid@ys for the boats less than 10 m operated in
coastal zone for years till 2008, because fishermehat period filled logbooks without data about

boats. That is the main reason for incomplete méiron concerning small scale fishery segment for
the period of 2005-2007. However, “days at sea’esally presented for this period.

Fishing activity (days at sea) were calculatedranitase of voyage start date and the voyage ead dat
by subtraction returning date from departure detecase when a voyage started and ended in the
same date it was adopted as 1 day at sea. If gssigeduring the trip operated in more than ona are
each day was attributed to the area where the fishéhg time was spent. Based on the detailed
information given it remains unclear to the STEGN & 13-06 if the data are consistent with Control
or DCF Regulation.

All effort data were based on the information dedrom logbook.

4.3.2.9 Lithuania
A number of 86 records were submitted for 2012 uNdates for previous year’s data.

Days at sea were measured according Control Régulat

4.3.2.10The Netherlands

The Netherlands provided effort data for 2012. polates for previous years were submitted. The
data was provided in the requested format usingtfigial logbook data for vessels < 10 m, >= 10
<=15mand >15 m.

All records (363 rows in Table B) passed the DathnSission filters.
Effort calculation is assumed to be based on dbgsra from port. As the national database contains
not only departure date and arrival date but dieotime of departure and the time of arrival, the

absence can be calculated more precisely thanlgyst At the October meeting this information will
be made final, based on information of the Ministf{feconomic Affairs.
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4.3.2.11Poland

A number of 1448 records were submitted for 2011220No mesh size range information reported
for vessels under 10 meters. No specific conditgported.

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that a different method dimedgion of mesh size ranges in 2011
(compared to the previous years) caused inconsistesh size classes, which used to be “110-156"
in 2004-2010 period. This mostly concerns vessetleu 10 meters. Other variables seem to be very
consistent across years.

4.3.2.12Portugal

Portugal provided kW*days, GT*days and number ofsets for 2000-2012 in the requested
aggregation format, derived from the national lagbdatabase for vesset$0 meters in length. Data
are provided by quarter, vessel length, gear, mghrange, area and special condition.

No data on allowed activity were provided.

Data on fishing activity and fishing capacity wemovided for vessels10 meters operating with
regulated gears and with specon=NONE (under afsttictions).

Vessels < 10 meters are not required to complajboloks. Effort of these vessels was estimated
based on sales records and data are not avaitatad fields of the data call.

Some mistakes related to the presence of duplidates for the area 9b EU with aggregated data
were detected and corrected. The duplicates wkreatdd to the area 9b RFMO, according to the ID
field. The fields "FISHING_ACTIVITY" or "FISHING_CAPACITY" presenting the value “-2”
resulting from lines aggregation were correctett1, meaning that the information is not available
Although most of inconsistencies from previous geiarthe combination of GEAR*SPECON have
been corrected in the data submitted this yearethee still a few mistakes remaining as, e.g. for
gears “PEL_TRAWL", “PEL_SEINE” and “POTS” with spatcondition “DEEP”.

4.3.2.13Spain

Data provided in 2013:

Between May and June of 2013 Spain provided nonfishing effort data from 2012 by quarter,
vessel length range, gear, mesh size range anérnffishery). Data were provided for BSA; ICES
Subareas 1, 2, 8, 10 and 12; ICES Divisions 5b6Bara, 7b, 7c, 7d, 7e, 7f, 7g, 7h, 7j, 7k, 8a,88b
8d, 8e, 9a, 9b and 14b and CECAF Divisions 343411.2, 34.1.3 and 34.2.0. Data were divided by
COAST/EU/RFMO zones where appropriate. Data welig ispspecial condition DEEP and NONE
(according to the Effort Regime in Deep Sea figt®riln ICES Divisions 8c and 9a there were not
special condition (IIB72ab) data (Hake Plan) beeaus vessel in 2012 has applied for that condition
in relation to hake antllephropsrecovery plan (Annex IIB of R(EU) No 43/2012). Bawere not
divided in either Cod or Sole Plan special condgi@wing to lack of time. Spain provided fishing
activity, fishing capacity, nominal effort, GT dagssea and number of vessels, as de 2013 Data Call
requested.

No information about vessels under 10 meters wagighed since data source was logbooks, but 2012

Annex IIB (Hake Recovery Plan in 8c & 9a), whichtliee main Plan for Spain, does not deal with
vessels under 10 meters.
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Data provided in 2011 and 2012:

Spain did not provide data in 2011 and 2012; tleeecfthere are not 2010 and 2011 data.

Data provided in 2010:

All the following comments correspond to the datavided in 2010:

Spain provided nominal fishing effort data from 2€f009 data. 2000 and 2001 data were not
provided because of the low quality of logbookssthgears. Data were provided by quarter, vessel
length range, gear and mesh size range. Data waviled for 8¢ and 9a from 2002-2009 divided by
special condition 1IB72AB and NONE according to tBeuthern Hake Plan and also special
condition DEEP data (according to the Effort Regimé®eep Sea fisheries) were added. For 2009,
also DEEP data of ICES Subarea 12 and ICES Digséa 7b, 7c, 7h, 8a, 8b, 8c, 9a and 14a were
provided. Special condition NONE landings accordimghe Effort Regime in Deep Sea fisheries for
2009 were not provided by misunderstanding of timstrictions. Data were divided by
COAST/EU/RFMO zones. Spain provided fishing acyivihominal effort, GT days at sea and
number of vessels.

No information about vessels under 10 meters wasiged since data source was logbooks, but
Annex IIB (Hake Recovery Plan in 8c & 9a), whichtliee main Plan for Spain, does not deal with
vessels under 10 meters.

4.3.2.14Sweden

A number of 1083 records were submitted for 201Reré were few records with missing gear
information as well as few records for pots, drexigem_seines and gills without any mesh size
reported.

Sweden has previously provided all required effiata in the requested format from 2000-2012, apart
from capacity data, which was provided for the ge2003-2012 for the Baltic Sea and from 2009-

2012 for all other areas. Days at sea were catullatcording to the DCF definition, i.e. continuous

24-hours periods absent from port. Nominal effatadfor vessels <10m LOA were included but is

not considered reliable until 2009.

For the Baltic Sea, drifting lines LLD are includedegulated LONGLINE category.

4.3.2.15United Kingdom

England, Wales and Northern Ireland: A fully redgsene series (2003-2012) was provided this year,
which resulted in minor changes to earlier yeaf822008) and included the separation of special
condition CPartl3 into its components a,b,c,d. Anber of records were submitted with missing
mesh sizes for pots and dredges where mesh sizeavagpplicable. Some records with both area
BSA and special condition DEEP were submitted agrbried in the analysis. Special conditions
reported were DEEP, CPartl11, CPartl3a,b,c,d, FD&hé FDFIIC.

Scotland: A number of 10596 records were submitte@000-2012 time period, the full time series.
There were few records with missing gear and/ca arel/or mesh size information.

New data was submitted for 2012 and a revision #tdxinfor 2000-2011 to accommodate the new
‘fishing-capacity’ field for all the fleets for vesls 10m and over and for vessels under 10 meters.
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Scotland supplies data where records present no typa information and/or no mesh size
information for the purpose of data completenessirAprevious years there were records for area
BSA and specific condition DEEP which were ignomedhe analysis. Specific conditions reported
were DEEP, FDFIIA, CPartll and CPart13. Any efforthe Cod Recovery Zone for TR1 and TR2
gears was assigned to special condition CPart1P&siC3B, CPart13C, CPart13D .

Vessels <10m: For vessels <10m effort is considemster reported 2000-2005 because of under
reporting of POTS and shell fishing by hand. Thé®mleffort data for Scottish registered vessels
2000-2008 excludes voyages landing into ports igl&dm and other non-Scottish areas of the UK.
Scottish under 10m boats are known to use moredhartype of gear on individual trips or within a
guarter and multiple counting of boats is therefgaificant.

Vessels landing into Scotland are entered intoStattish database where the calculation of days at
sea is based on the number of 24 hour periodsdezliap. Scottish vessels landing into the rest®f t
UK are entered into the UK (non-Scottish) datalwisieh calculates days at sea based on the dates of
the voyage start and the voyage end. Days at se@yages leaving on the same date as the return of
the previous voyage are adjusted down by half a Baged on the detailed information given it
remains unclear to the STECF EWG 13-06 if the dadaconsistent with Control or DCF Regulation.

-87-



4.3.3 Data availability Table C spatial fishing effort @8-2013

Table 4.3.3.1 Overview of the spatial effort datareission for the 2013 Fishing Effort Regimes data
call. In bold the dates when spatial effort dataerhsubmitted after the official submission deaalin
(4" of May).

First Submission Last Re-submission
Country |Data Submission (Deadline 3-May) |(Meeting 17-June to 21-June)

BEL DCF website 18-April
DEU DCF website 3-May

DNK DCF website 1-May 2-May

ESP DCF website 29-May 18-June
EST DCF website 3-May
FIN DCF website 3-May

FRA DCF website 21-May 11-June

GBR DCF website 6-June 16-June
GBR SCO DCF website 3-May
IRL DCF website 2-May
LTU DCF website 15-April
LVA DCF website 30-April
NLD DCF website 15-May

POL DCF website 30-Apr 7-May

PTR DCF website 3-May 17-June
SWE DCF website 1-May

4.3.3.1Belgium

Data submitted only for 2012. No updates for presigears’ data were needed. In total, 614 records
were submitted. There were few records with misgimgsh size information for gears such as
trammels, gillnets and dredges.

Belgium did not provide any information for vessefgler 10m.

Belgium provided effective effort by ICES statisticectangle in units of hours trawled for the péri
2003-2012, derived from the official logbook datsdémfor all vessels10 meters. The data covers all
areas in which the Belgian fleets are active amdazn to the requested aggregation, by quartea, are
gear and mesh sizes. No spatial effort informasaavailable for vessels less than 10m in length.

Trawled hours were calculated by summing fishinggtito the aggregation level requested in the data

call. To ensure consistency between datasetsathe base operational logbooks data was used as for
the aggregation of days-at-sea effort.
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As Belgium does not have trip-by-trip information the true mesh size for its fleets for 2003-2006,
Belgium (as well as other countries) agreed torasscertain mesh sizes for its beam trawler fleets.
Beamers operating in the Bay of Biscay (Vllla,b)evassumed to use a 70-79 mm mesh size as this
is the minimum legal mesh size in that area forniera. For the North Sea, the trips were split
according to the rectangles reported in the logbpalkd mesh sizes were allocated in line with
Council Regulation (EC) N° 2056/2001. This reguatstipulates that beam trawlers are prohibited to
use less than 120 mm in ICES Division IV to thethaof 56° 00’ N. Therefore all beam trawl
information from this part of ICES Division IV wasccounted against an assumed >120mm mesh
size. The same regulation also stipulates thatnvitie rectangle with coordinates along the eaastco

of the UK between 55° 00’ N and 56° 00’ N and tloéngs 55° 00’ N — 05° 00’ E and 56° 00’ N — 05°
00’ E, beam trawlers can use 100 to 119 mm mesh Biere also it was assumed that the mesh size
used by the Belgian Beam trawl fleet was 100-119. rRor the rest of ICES Division IV (the
southern part) a mesh size of 80-89 mm was assdarethe beam trawlers. Apart from these
assumed mesh size which are based on rectangtenation from logbooks, it was also assumed that
the shrimp fishery used a mesh size of 16-31 mre.ash size of the beam trawl fleets in the other
area’s was assumed to be 80-89 mm. Since 2007 miesh used by beam trawls operating in
different areas have been based on the true meshssed on each trip.

The Belgian gear categories are: beam, dredgelayitiline, otter, and trammel. For trammel nets, n
assumptions of mesh sizes were made. The only f&peandition reported for 2012 data was
SBClllart5 for all Belgian vessels operating inag@&a and 8b.

4.3.3.2Denmark

Data submitted for 2003 - 2012, the whole timeesgrcompose of 62078 records in total. There were
few records with missing gear information as waellfeaw records for pots, dem_seines, gills, otters
without any mesh size reported. No BACOMA or T9@afc conditions.

Danish data were submitted on time, and with tlgiested information for all tables. However, a
major revision was performed in 2012, and full tisexies were submitted for the tables A-D, thus
ensuring improved consistency in the extractionhods$ used across years.

All records (62078 rows in Table C) passed the Cawiédmission filters, and only a very small
proportion of the reported Danish fisheries adtgithave missing information. The resubmission of
older years means that the information on previmexial conditions implemented between 2004 and
2008 during the first cod plan is not availableranye.

The Danish 2012 submission still does not covergpecial conditions BACOMA or T90 in the
Baltic, as these are not compulsory to report gbtmks according to control regulations 1224/2009
and 404/2011.

More details on the Danish data are given unddroseeffort data table B, and these are also valid
for Table C.

4.3.3.3Estonia

A number of 288 records were submitted for 2012.uddates for previous year's data. There were
many records with inconsistent mesh size ranges.

STECF EWG 13-06 noted that data were provided famlyessels >=12m.
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4.3.3.4Finland
A number of 73 records were submitted for 2012 udates for previous year’s data.

Finish data were submitted in an inconsistent fornmgether with a hint towards the data
confidentiality clause in the DCF. STECF EWG 13e06ild not make use of the Finish data given its
specific ToR.

4.3.3.5France

A total number of 11599 records were submitted éot 2012. No updates for previous years data.
There were few records with missing area infornmatis well as records with missing statistical
rectangle information (data is available for th&egdivision but not at this level of aggregation).
Some inconsistent “gear*mesh size*area*specon” doation were observed, it concern the
combination “pots*mesh size:-1" and combinationsthwimissing area information. Only data
regarding gears that are requested in the offd#h call have been submitted as a consequence
records regarding gears not requested are missing.

The specific conditions Cpartll, Cpartl3B, IIB72B5EP and SBclllart5 have been provided for
eligible vessels and fisheries for 2012. The daesewiot updated for the 2009-2011 on this specific
issue.

France provided specific effort data by rectangle 2003-2012 derived from official logbook
databases for all registered vessels 10m and awtrfram monthly declarative forms (contain
declarative monthly data on fishing effort and batcper species by dates, locations and gearall for
registered vessels under 10m (logbooks are not atandfor these vessels but they are covered by
these monthly declarative forms). The data covitrareas requested in the data call and conforms to
the requested aggregation, by quarter, area, geanash sizes.

4.3.3.6Germany

Data submitted for 2012 composes of 2174 recortistah. There were very few records with missing
gear information as well as records for pots witremy mesh size reported.

Data for vessels <10m in the North Sea and 8merBltic could not be submitted as these vessels
do not have to fill out logbooks. Some few recodit$ not pass the Data Submission filters when

some information on e.g. gear, mesh size was ngsbui these records represent only a very small
proportion of the reported German fisheries adésit They are related to fishing operations with

seldom gears for which no code is available inSM&CF data call.

4.3.3.7lreland

Ireland provided effective effort by ICES statialicectangle in units of hours fished for the perio
2009-2012 in the requested aggregation formatyeerirom the national logbook database (IFIS) for
vessels>10m in length. In total 12544 records were submittéth few records without a gear
information and few without mesh size for pots,lsgildredges and otters. Hours fished were
calculated by summing fishing time reported wittie logbook operations. To ensure consistency
between datasets, the same base operational logblatk was used as for the aggregation of days-at-
sea effort. The following special condition infortoa was supplied: none, CPartl3a, CPart13Db,

-90-



CPartl3c, CPartl3d, CPartll and DEEP. Specon D&BRluplication of effort within the relevant
areas. Data from 2000-2008 from 2012 submissiom netained in 2013. Revisions to earlier data are
due to ongoing revisions and improvements withenrtational database.

No spatial effort information is available for velsless than 10m in length.

It was not possible to accurately aggregate dattheaolevel of EU, coast, and RFMO. Data was
assigned according to the following: Where an Etégary existed within an area, all data from that
area was categorised as EU, with the exceptiorC&fSI division X assumed to be RFMO. Those
ICES divisions without an EU category where assuagedl coast and 2 coast.

4.3.3.8Latvia
A number of 198 records were submitted for 2012ulNdates for previous year's data.

Latvian data were submitted on time and in accareawth required format. Fleet specific effort data
Hours fished by ICES statistical rectangles weridied for 2012 only and appended to the previous
time series. Effective effort (Hours fished) wadcakated by summing fishing duration for each
operation during the trip. For the small boats kss 10 m this parameter was calculated as fishing
days multiplied by 24. Effort data were derivednfrtogbooks and covered all fleet segments for the
period of 2005-2012. Fleet specific effort data $anall boats (<8m) were not provided for 2003 —
2004.

4.3.3.9Lithuania
A number of 134 records were submitted for 2012 uNdates for previous year’s data.

No comments.

4.3.3.10The Netherlands

The Netherlands only provided effort by rectangi¢adior 2012. No updates for previous years were
submitted. The data was provided in the requesteddt using the official logbook data for vessels <
10 m, >= 10 <=15 m and >15 m.

Not all records (1975 rows in Table C) passed tlaDSubmission filters due to the fact that

rectangles are only defined for ICES areas andoroCECAF areas. Despite this, all records were
submitted.

4.3.3.11Poland

A number of 3095 records were submitted for 2011220No mesh size range information reported
for vessels under 10 meters. No specific conditgported.

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that relative changes ofafa effective effort seem to be consisted across

the years. Mesh size data breakdown for 2011 iscootparable with previous years because of
different aggregation method used (as describedegbo
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4.3.3.12Portugal

Portugal provided effective effort (in hours) byctangle for the period 2003-2012 for vessel$0
meters with the aggregation requested by the dditebased on logbook data. Data for the ICES areas
6b, 7k, 8c, 8d, 8e, 9a, 9b, 10, 12 and 14, asaselbr the CECAF areas were provided. Around 10%
of records, identified as having wrong ICES rectangpdes, with 3 characters instead of 4, were
corrected (e.g. “4C1" corrected to “04C1"). Althdugot identified as errors, all lower case codes
were changed to upper case, to be used by casév&epsograms.

No spatial effort information is available for vels < 10 meters, since they are not required to
complete logbooks.

4.3.3.13Spain

Data provided in 2013:

Between May and June of 2013 Spain provided spi@lihg effort data from 2012 by quarter, vessel
length range, gear, mesh size range and metiee(jis Data were provided for BSA; ICES Subareas
1,2,5,6,8,9, 10, 12 and 14; ICES Divisions,318 3d, 7a, 7b, 7c, 7d, 7e, 7f, 7g, 7h, 7j, &, b,

8c, 8d, 8e and 9a and CECAF Divisions 34.1.1, 34.24.1.3 and 34.2.0. Data were divided by
COAST/EU/RFMO zones where appropriate. Data weli¢ ispspecial condition DEEP and NONE
(according to the Effort Regime in Deep Sea figk®riln ICES Divisions 8c and 9a there were not
special condition (IIB72ab) data (Hake Plan) beeaus vessel in 2012 has applied for that condition
in relation to hake antllephropsrecovery plan (Annex IIB of R(EU) No 43/2012). Bawere not
divided in either Cod or Sole Plan special condgiowing to lack of time.

No information about vessels under 10 meters wagighed since data source was logbooks, but 2012
Annex |IB (Hake Recovery Plan in 8c & 9a), whichtli® main Plan for Spain, does not deal with
vessels under 10 meters.

Data provided in 2011 and 2012:

Spain did not provide data in 2011 and 2012; tleecfthere are not 2010 and 2011 data.

Data provided in 2010:

All the following comments correspond to the datavpled in 2010:

Spain provided spatial fishing effort data for 2022009. Data were provided by quarter, vessel
length range (only in 2009), gear and mesh sizga.aData were provided for 8c and 9a from 2002-
2009 divided by special condition [IB72AB and NOIMdEcording to the Southern Hake Plan and also
special condition DEEP data (according to the Efftggime in Deep Sea fisheries) were added. For
2009, also DEEP data of ICES Subarea 12 and ICESidns 6a, 7b, 7c, 7h, 8a, 8b, 8c and 9a were
provided. Special condition NONE landings accordimghe Effort Regime in Deep Sea fisheries for
2009 were not provided by misunderstanding of tmestrictions. Data were divided by
COAST/EU/RFMO zones.

No information about vessels under 10 meters wasiged since data source was logbooks, but

Annex IIB (Hake Recovery Plan in 8c & 9a), whichtlie main Plan for Spain, does not deal with
vessels under 10 meters.
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4.3.3.14Sweden

A number of 2180 records were submitted for 201Reré were few records with missing gear
information as well as few records for pots andrsttvithout any mesh size reported.

Specific effort data by rectangle has been subdhitiethe required format for the years 2003-2012,
including vessels <10m LOA. Hours fished were dedifrom fishing time reported by fishing
activity in the logbooks.

4.3.3.15United Kingdom

A fully revised time series (2003-2012) was proddhis year, which resulted in minor changes to
earlier years (2003-2008) and included the sepmaratf special condition CPartl3 into its
components a,b,c,d. A number of records were dtgunivith missing mesh sizes for pots and
dredges where mesh size was not applicable. Secoeds with both area BSA and special condition
DEEP were submitted and ignored in the analysgectal conditions reported were DEEP, CPartl1,
CPartl13a,b,c,d, FDFIIA and FDFIIC.

Where activity in a single day covers more than area (ICES Rectangle level) or more than one
gear; that day's effort is apportioned equally leetwthe area/gears recorded. The hours fishe@entri
are simply days at sea data multiplied by 24. Thisecause hours fished information obtained from
vessels has been proven unreliable (not a reqfiglekdin logbooks).

Scotland: A number of 23566 records were submitted2009-2012 time period. There were few
records with missing gear and/or area and/or miegshrgormation.

New data was submitted for 2012 and revised ddimsted for 2009-2011 to accommodate the split
in specific condition CPartl3 for all the fleets feessels 10m and over and for vessels under 10
meters.

Effort on voyages fishing in more than one rectangl allocated according to logbook data. The
hours fished entries are simply days at sea datiipfred by 24. This is because hours fished
information has been proven unreliable from Scottisssels (not a required field in logbooks).

Scotland supplies data where records present no typa information and/or no mesh size
information for the purpose of data completenessirAprevious years there were records for area
BSA and specific condition DEEP which were ignomnedhe analysis. Specific conditions reported
were DEEP, FDFIIA, CPartll and CPart13A, CParti3Bart13C, CPart13D.

4.3.4 Data availability Table D fishing Capacity in th@Bc Sea 2003-2012

Table 4.3.4.1 Overview of the capacity data subimis®r the 2013 Fishing Effort Regimes data call.
In bold the dates when capacity data where subiitfter the official submission deadline”(4f
May).

First Submission Last Submission

Country | Data Submission (Deadline 3-May) | (Meeting 17-June to 21-June)
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DEU DCF website 2-May

DNK DCF website 1-May 2-May
EST DCF website 3-May 9-May
FIN DCF website 3-May

LTU DCF website 15-April 10-May
LVA DCF website 30-April

POL DCF website 7-May

SWE DCF website 1-May 14-June

4.3.4.1Denmark

Data submitted for 2003 - 2012, the whole timeesercompose of 296 records in total.

Danish data were submitted on time, and with tlipiested information for all tables. However, a
major revision was performed in 2012, and full tisexies were submitted for the tables A-D, thus

ensuring improved consistency in the extractionhoes$ used across years.

All records (296 rows in Table D) passed the Datan§ission filters. The resubmission of older years
means that the information on previous special itimms$ implemented between 2004 and 2008

during the first cod plan is not available anymore.

The Danish 2012 submission still does not covergpecial conditions BACOMA or T90 in the
Baltic, as these are not compulsory to report gbtmks according to control regulations 1224/2009

and 404/2011.

More details on the Danish data are given unddroseeffort data table B, and these are also valid

for Table D.
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4.3.4.2Estonia
In total 28 records were submitted for 2008 - 2012.

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that data for vessels <1Zamnet provided.

4.3.4.3Finland

One record was submitted for 2012 with an incoasisaggregation level for vessel length over 10
meters. There is no fishing activity available 2008-2011.

Finish data were submitted in an inconsistent fornmmether with a hint towards the data

confidentiality clause in the DCF. STECF EWG 13e@@ild not make use of the Finish data given its
specific ToR.

4.3.4.4Germany
Data submitted for 2003 - 2012, the whole timeesercompose of 148 records in total.
Data on Capacity and Fishing Activity in the Baltias provided as requested by the data call from

logbook information. It was ensured that vesselsatocount twice to get a realistic overview orefle
capacity. The full time series is covered.

4.3.4.5Latvia
Data submitted for 2003 - 2012, the whole timeesercompose of 81 records in total.
Latvian data were submitted on time and in accardamith required format. Fishing fleet capacity

data were provided for time series 2003-2012 foivaosessels operated in the Baltic Sea. Data for
boats less than 8 m were provided from 2008 aredvadird.

4.3.4.6Lithuania
Data submitted for 2009 - 2012 compose of 32 recordotal.

No comments.

4.3.4.7Poland
Data submitted for 2004 - 2012 compose of 286 decior total.

STECF 12-12 notes that relative data provisions estomated changes between years look reliable
and consistent.
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4.3.4.85weden
Data submitted for 2003 - 2012, the whole timeesgrcompose of 222 records in total.
Fisheries capacity data of active vessels in thécB8ea has been submitted in the required format

for the years 2003-2012, including vessels <8m LOAys at sea were calculated according to the
DCEF definition, i.e. continuous 24-hours periodseatt from port.

4.3.5 Data availability Table E spatial landings 2003-201

Table 4.3.5.1 Overview of the spatial landings dathmission for the 2013 Fishing Effort Regimes
data call. In bold the dates when spatial landit@ta where submitted after the official submission
deadline (3 of May).

First Submission Last Submission
Country |Data Submission (Deadline 3-May) |(Meeting 17-June to 21-June)

BEL DCF website 18-April

DEU DCF website 3-May

DNK DCF website 1-May 2-May
ESP DCF website 29-May 18-June
EST DCF website 3-May

FIN DCF website 3-May

FRA DCF website 21-May 11-June
GBR DCF website 6-Jun 17-June

GBR SCO DCF website 2-May 3-May

IRL DCF website 2-May

LTU DCF website 17-April

LVA DCF website 30-April

NLD DCF website 15-May

POL DCF website 7-May 20-May
PTR DCF website 3-May 17-June
SWE DCF website 1-May

4.3.5.1Belgium

A total number of 7905 records were submitted fot2 No update for previous year's data was
needed. There were few records with missing meshisformation for gear types such as trammels,
dredges and gillnets. Moreover, many records regaedies that are not listed in the official dath, c
like BLL, RIN, RIJM, RJC and RJH. The only speciahdition reported for 2012 data was
SBClllart5. This year, all officially recorded spes by the Belgian authorities were provided.
However, it should be noted that the sum of allvgted landings do not match the total Belgian
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landings as there are a minority of species laratati recorded as e.g. “other demersal” or “other
crustacean” which are not provided to the EGW 13-06

Belgium provided fleet specific landings data f@023-2012 derived from official logbook databases
for all vessel$10 meters. The data covers all areas in which #igi&n fleets are active and conform
to the requested aggregation, by quarter, area agelamesh sizes.

The species provided are: anglerfish, bib, bribvin shrimp, cod, conger eel, cuttlefish, dab, thigf
edible crab, flounder, great scallop, grey gurnaatjdock, hake, horse mackerel, lemon sole, ling,
mackerel, megrim, Nephrops, octopus, plaice, pbllaed gurnard, saithe, sea bass, skates and rays,
sole, spurdog, squid, striped mullet, tub gurnandot, whelk, whitch flounder, whiting and wolffis

As Belgium does not have trip-by-trip information the true mesh size for its fleets for 2003-2006,
Belgium (as well as other countries) agreed torasscertain mesh sizes for its beam trawler fleets.
Beamers operating in the Bay of Biscay (Vllla,b)evassumed to use a 70-79 mm mesh size as this
is the minimum legal mesh size in that area fomiera. For the North Sea, the trips were split
according to the rectangles reported in the logbpakd mesh sizes were allocated in line with
Council Regulation (EC) N° 2056/2001. This reguatstipulates that beam trawlers are prohibited to
use less than 120 mm in ICES Division IV to thethasf 56° 00’ N. Therefore all beam trawl
information from this part of ICES Division IV wasccounted against an assumed >120mm mesh
size. The same regulation also stipulates thatimitie rectangle with coordinates along the eaasico

of the UK between 55° 00’ N and 56° 00’ N and tloéngs 55° 00’ N — 05° 00’ E and 56° 00’ N — 05°
00’ E, beam trawlers can use 100 to 119 mm megh kiere also it was assumed that the mesh size
used by the Belgian Beam trawl fleet was 100-119. rRor the rest of ICES Division IV (the
southern part) a mesh size of 80-89 mm was assudarethe beam trawlers. Apart from these
assumed mesh size which are based on rectangtenatfon from logbooks, it was also assumed that
the shrimp fishery used a mesh size of 16-31 mre.fash size of the beam trawl fleets in the other
area’s was assumed to be 80-89 mm. Since 2007 siesh used by beam trawls operating in
different areas have been based on the true meshssed on each trip.

The Belgian gear categories are: beam, dredgelayithline, otter, and trammel. For trammel nets, n
assumptions of mesh sizes were made. The only fepecindition reported for 2012 data was
SBClllart5 for all Belgian vessels operating inag@&a and 8b.

Belgium did not provide any information for vessefgler 10m.

4.3.5.2Denmark

A number of 405759 records were submitted for 2023812, the whole time series. There were few
records with missing gear information, rectangléoriimation as well as few records for pots,
dem_seines, gills, otters without any mesh sizerted. No BACOMA or T90 specific conditions.

Danish data were submitted on time, and with tlgested information for all tables. However, a
major revision was performed in 2012, and full tisexies were submitted for the tables A-D, thus
ensuring improved consistency in the extractionhod$ used across years.

The revised extraction procedures have been madpathle with the RDB FishFrame database, in
order to get a unique raising procedure for all iBfarcatch information (discards and age-based
information), thus improving the consistency ofadeg¢ported to the various forums within e.g. ICES
and STECF. As such, data raised in FishFrame wilV bhe used for the STECF Effort data call.
Where the categories in the FishFrame format aa@&TFECF Effort format are not the same, the data
are scaled according to the landings.
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All records (405759 rows in Table E) passed theaD&tibmission filters, and only a very small
proportion of the reported Danish fisheries adggithave missing information. The resubmission of
older years means that the information on prevgpexial conditions implemented between 2004 and
2008 during the first cod plan is not available ranye.

The Danish 2012 submission still does not covergbecial conditions BACOMA or T90 in the
Baltic, as these are not compulsory to report gbémwks according to control regulations 1224/2009
and 404/2011.

More details on the Danish data are given unddiogeeffort data.

4.3.5.3Estonia

A number of 1488 records were submitted for 2012 .uddates for previous year’s data. There were
many records with inconsistent mesh size ranges.

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that the mesh sizes aresmstent with the data call for vessels <12 m.

4.3.5.4Finland

A number of 1654 records were submitted for 2012 ulddates for previous year’s data. Finish data
were submitted in an inconsistent format togethiém & hint towards the data confidentiality clairse
the DCF.

STECF EWG 13-06 could not make use of the Finiga deven its specific ToR.

4.3.5.5France

A total number of 62573 records were submitteq émt 2012. No updates for previous year's data.
Landings data by rectangle have been only submditeck last year and are available only for 2011
and 2012. No landings data by rectangle is avaldtt 2003-2010. There were few records with
missing area information and records with missitagigtical rectangle information (data is available
for the ICES division but not at this level of aggation). Some inconsistent “gear*mesh
size*area*specon” combination were observed, itceom the combination “pots*mesh size:-1” and
combinations with missing area information. Onlytadaegarding gears that are requested in the
official data call have been submitted as a conmecgl records regarding gears not requested are
missing.

The specific conditions Cpartll, Cpart13B, IIB72BM5EP and SBclllart5 have been provided for
eligible vessels and fisheries for 2012. The daksewot updated for the 2009-2011 on this specific
issue.

France provided landings data by rectangle for 22012 derived from official logbook databases for
all registered vessels 10m and over and from mgmétlarative forms (contain declarative monthly
data on fishing effort and catches per speciesatgsi locations and gears) for all registered V&sse
under 10m (logbooks are not mandatory for thesselesbut they are covered by these monthly
declarative forms). The data covers all areas itqdan the data call and conforms to the requested
aggregation, by quarter, area, gear and mesh sizes.
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4.3.5.6Germany

A number of 9393 records were submitted for 201Rer& were few records with missing gear
information as well as few records for pots, dernmes gills, otters without any mesh size reported.

Germany aggregated the landings from logbook inédion as requested by ICES statistical
rectangles and covers the full time series. No detepdata on the spatial distribution of landings
could be provided for vessels <10m in the North &aéh <8m in the Baltic as these vessels are not
mandatory to provide detailed logbook informati@escription on special conditions from part A
and B also apply to part E. Some few records didpass the Data Submission filters when some
information on e.g. gear, mesh size was missing, these records represent only a very small
proportion of the reported German fisheries adésit They are related to fishing operations with
seldom gears for which no code is available inSM&CF data call.

4.3.5.7 Ireland

A number of 88629 records were submitted for 20@®12. There were few records with missing
gear information as well as few records for poteddes, gills without any mesh size reported.

Ireland provided landings by ICES statistical regta for the period 2008-2012 in the requested
aggregation format, derived from the national lagbdatabase (IFIS) for vessel$Om in length. In
total 88629 records were submitted with few recosithout a gear information and few without
mesh size for pots, gills, dredges and otters. ingsdwere calculated by summing live weights
reported within the logbook operations as declémadings are not available at the level of staadti
rectangle. To ensure consistency between datalsetsame base operational logbooks data was used
as for the aggregation of declared landings within Landings database (A). The following special
condition information was supplied: none, CPart18Rart13b, CPart13c, CPart13d, CPartll and
DEEP. Specon DEEP is a duplication of effort witthie relevant areas. Data from 2003-2008 from
2012 submission were retained in 2013. Revisionsatdier data are due to ongoing revisions and
improvements within the national database.

No spatial landings information is available fossels less than 10m in length.
It was not possible to accurately aggregate dattheéolevel of EU, coast, and RFMO. Data was
assigned according to the following: Where an Etégary existed within an area, all data from that

area was categorised as EU, with the exceptiorC&fSI division X assumed to be RFMO. Those
ICES divisions without an EU category where assuagedl coast and 2 coast.

4.3.5.8 Latvia
A number of 352 records were submitted for 2012 uNdates for previous year's data.
Latvian data were submitted on time and in accardamith required format. Fleet specific landings

data by ICES statistical rectangle were provided2@l2 only and appended to the previous time
series.

4.3.5.9Lithuania
A number of 242 records were submitted for 2012ulNdates for previous year’s data.

No comments.
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4.3.5.10The Netherlands

The Netherlands only provided landings by rectamtgita for 2012. No updates for previous years
were submitted. The data was provided in the reagdef®rmat using the official logbook data for
vessels < 10 m, >= 10 <=15 m and >15 m.

All records (8266 rows in Table E) passed the [Zatmission filters.

After submission it appears that specon FDFIIA assigned to fishing activities in the area BSA, the
biologically sensitive area, which appears incdesiswith the fishing regulation and the data call.
After consultation of the ministry these rows aemoved from the Dutch table E.

4.3.5.11Poland

A number of 3210 records were submitted for 201@.uddates for previous year's data. No mesh
size range information reported for vessels undemeters. No specific condition reported. Few
records for vessels > 10m with no mesh size ramigemation mainly for pots and gills.

Comparison of 2011 mesh size data with 2004-201@vshthat they are not consistent and
significantly different. Neither mesh size nor SREC (BACOMA window, T90) information were
available from the database for 2004-2010. Thusetheformation were estimated based on expert
knowledge and assumptions. Targeted species asagasb|métier), actually fish species caught and
gear used were taken into account to identify nsgzd In 2011 data about mesh size were calculated
based on actual information derived from logbodkés caused that many “-1” values (missing
values) which were reported for 2001-2010, becomaaa and changed into “16-31” or “32-54” in
2011.

4.3.5.12Portugal

Portugal provided landings by species and by rgitafor the period 2003-2012 for vesselslO
meters with the aggregation requested by the dditebased on logbook data. Data for the ICES areas
6b, 7k, 8c, 8d, 8e, 9a, 9b, 10, 12 and 14, asaselbr the CECAF areas were provided. Around 20%
of records, identified as having wrong ICES rectangpdes, with 3 characters instead of 4, were
corrected (e.g. “4C1" corrected to “04C1"). Althdugot identified as errors, all lower case codes
were changed to upper case, to be used by casév&epsograms.

No spatial effort information is available for vels < 10 meters, since they are not required to
complete logbooks. No quality check was performed.

4.3.5.13Spain

Data provided in 2013:

Between May and June of 2013 Spain provided splatialings data from 2012 by quarter, vessel
length range, gear, mesh size range and metidre(fis Landings were provided for BSA; ICES
Subareas 1, 2, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 12 and 14; ICESsbis 3b3, 3c,7a, 7b, 7c, 7d, 7e, 7f, 79, 7h,Kj, 7
8a, 8b, 8c, 8d, 8e, 9a and CECAF Divisions 34.3411.2, 34.1.3 and 34.2.0. Landings were divided
by COAST/EU/RFMO zones where appropriate. All langdi were split in special condition DEEP
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and NONE (according to the Effort Regime in Deep #&heries). In ICES Divisions 8c and 9a there
were not special condition (IIB72ab) landings (H&Kan) because no vessel in 2012 has applied for
that condition in relation to hake amMephropsrecovery plan (Annex IIB of R(EU) No 43/2012).
Landings were not divided in either Cod or SolenP&pecial conditions owing to lack of time.
Landings were provided for 79 of the 122 speciethef2013 data call (the other 43 do not appear in
our fisheries by rectangle). No information aboessels under 10 meters was provided since data
source was logbooks, but 2012 Annex IIB (Hake Recp¥lan in 8c & 9a), which is the main Plan
for Spain, does not deal with vessels under 10nsnete

There were no data from Spain submitted for eaykers.
4.3.5.14Sweden

A number of 7505 records were submitted for 201@.uddates for previous years data. There were
few records with missing gear information as well faw records for pots, dem_seines and gills
without any mesh size reported.

Landings data by rectangle has been submitted énrélquired format for the years 2003-2012,
including landings by vessels <10m LOA. Landinggevderived from the logbook data base.

4.3.5.15United Kingdom

A fully revised time series (2003-2012) was proddhis year, which resulted in minor changes to
earlier years (2003-2008) and included the sepmaratf special condition CPartl3 into its
components a,b,c,d. A number of records were stdnivith missing mesh sizes for pots and
dredges where mesh size was not applicable. Secoeds with both area BSA and special condition
DEEP were submitted and ignored in the analysgectal conditions reported were DEEP, CPartl1,
CPart13a,b,c,d, FDFIIA and FDFIIC.

Scotland: A number of 200057 records were submftie@007, 2009 - 2012 time period. There were
few records with missing gear information as wallfaw records for otters, trammels, dem_seines
and gills without any mesh size reported.

New data was submitted for 2012 and revised ddimited for 2009-2011 to accommodate the split
in specific condition CPart13 for all the fleets feessels 10m and over and for vessels under 10
meters according to the data call. Specific coodgireported were DEEP (2003-2008), DEEP and
CPartl3A, CPartl3B, CPartl3C, CPartl3D (2009) alE® FDFIA, CPartll and CPartl3A,
CPart13B, CPart13C, CPart13D (2010-2012).

4.3.6 Fisheries specific landing and effort data 2003-2@1f small boats (< 8m or <10m)

This STECF EWG 13-06- report provides an overvidwaadings and effort data provided by the
experts regarding their national fisheries of smvalsels<8m or <10m, which are not obliged to
report their landings through logbooks but rathetashdings declarations.

Previously, information on small vessels has beewiged in the reports only as a series of indigidu
country reports describing activities and landinigsthis report individual country information is
again provided where available — new informatioprisvided from several countries. An attempt is
also made to compile available information for eaota into overall figures. Since not all countries
were able to fulfil this part of the data call, thggregate estimates for each region of the canl/eeg
zone must be considered as minimum estimates. Meless, they begin to give an idea of the scale
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of landings contributed by these smaller classeges$el and can be used to comment on the likely
relative importance compared with the regulatedeiss

Member States’ data submissions for small boatssamemarized in the previous sections by data
table A-E, sections 4.3.1-5, respectively.

4.4 Estimation of fisheries specific international landngs and discards

The estimation of fisheries specific internatiomahdings and discards is based on linking the
information about fisheries specific discards amdclec and discards at age among countries and
replacing poor or lacking values with aggregatédrmation from other countries.

Reported data by country are aggregated by fish@rieperties and raised to the officially reported
landings or discards in the format stipulated ia #mnual DCF fishing effort data calls. A similar
format had been designed by ICES SGDFF 2004 (108 )2ormat. Fisheries definitions are based
on area, year, quarter, gear, mesh size groupsiabpenditions as defined in Council Reg. 41/2007
Annexes IIA-C and 57/2011 Annexes IIA-C or the nauwlhual management plans, and national
fisheries (metiers) definitions.

The data aggregation and estimation proceduresrfdiie simple raising strategies outlined below:

Data aggregation:

The national fisheries data (row specific recordshie data submissions from Member
States) are classified to their management aresstsareas, species, years, quarters and
effort regulated gear groups by disregarding thentry and national fishery definitions
(metiers).

Estimation of discard rates by fisheries and rgisihdiscard for non-sampled fisheries:

Let the following notation be: D=discards, L= lamgl, snf = national fishery with a
discard value from 0 to Xynf= non-sampled fishery without a discard value.

The available landings and discards are aggredatadmed) over fisheries (by species,
year, quarter, effort regulated area, effort refgaagear, special condition) and mean
discard rates DR are calculated:

Zf Dsnf
PR= Z(Lsnf + Dsnf) "o

snf

> 0and withL_ +D_,>0

snf

Fisheries specific discard amounts are then cabdilaf no discard information is

available by
D —L“”f' hereD, . i Il (empty)
= where is null (e
unf (1_ DR) unf p y

Fisheries without any discard information, i.e.awerage DR could be estimated, remain
without any discard estimation as no quantitatnfermation is available.
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Estimation (raising) of landings in numbers and meeight at age for non or poorly
sampled national fleets

A poorly sampled fishery is defined as such if 8w of Products SOP derived from
numbers at age landed times weight at age

SOR, <0.750r SOR, >1.25

snf snf

Data of landings in numbers at age and their waagage of poorly sampled fisheries are
replaced with -1, meaning no information available.

Leti be the age reference.

Landings in numbersN

for N, ;and averaged fo¥\ ;) over all sampled fisheries when SQP 0.75 and

) and mean weight at ag¥\[ ;) are aggregated (summed

snf,i

Raising of numbers at age and respective fill irmaefan weights at ages 0-11 to non or
poorly sampled fisheries by

Z(Nsnf,i)' Lunf
N — snf

unf,i
z Lsnf

snf

W, = meaif W, )

The mean weights are non-weighted and an apprepsi@ighing procedure, e.g. number
of fish measured, should be explored.

Fisheries for which no summed landings in numbdrage information and mean
weights at ages could be estimated remain noneraise. without any quantitative
information.

Estimation (raising) of discards in numbers and meaight at age for non or poor sampled
fleets

A poorly sampled fishery is defined as such if 8w of Products SOP derived from
numbers at age discarded times weight at age

SOR, <0.750r SOR, >1.25

snf snf

Data of discards in numbers at age and their weighge of poorly sampled fisheries are
replaced with -1, meaning no information available.

Leti be the age reference.

Discards in numbersN

for Ng;and averaged fo¥\ ;) over all sampled fisheries when SQP 0.75 and

) and mean weight at ag¥\[; ;) are aggregated (summed

snf, i
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Raising of numbers at age and respective fill irmefan weights at ages 0-11 to non or
poorly sampled fisheries by

Z(Nsnf,i)' Dunf
N — snf

unf,i
Z Dsnf

snf

W, = meaif W, )

The mean weights are non-weighted and an apprepsi@ighing procedure, e.g. number
of fish measured, should be explored.

Fisheries for which no summed discards in numbeag@ information and mean weights
at ages could be estimated remain non-raisedyitleout any quantitative information.

Estimation of catch and catch at age in numbeisdimy discards

Catches by fisheries are estimated as the sumnalings and discards, also where
discards are lacking.

Catches at ages 0-11 in numbers by fisheries &éiraatsd as the sum of landings at age
in numbers and discards at age in numbers, alsceveligcards are lacking.

Mean weights at ages 0-11 are estimated at weighkeans (according to ratios of
landings at age and discards at age to catchee atespectively).

Finally, all fisheries’ catches and catches at ageaumbers and mean weights are
aggregated (summed or averaged, as appropriatejraregement areas, species, years,
effort regulated gear groups and special conditions

It needs to be realised that fisheries for whichaggregated information on discards or landings in
numbers at age and discards in numbers at agailalale from other countries fisheries remain non-
raised. STECF EWG 13-06 concludes that these neaddisheries may need to be subject to a
specific raising procedure if total catch and catchumbers is to be estimated and if the individua
non-raised fisheries constitute significant catches

The EWG 13-06 notes that sampling of catch atmsaading discards is expensive and difficult. This
means that sampling coverage tends to be rathggedimand estimates of discards are subject to high
uncertainty. This is true of all the discard daszdi here, and in some cases the discard estimates
presented represent the first attempt to use theadl data from some fisheries in an advisory
context. Where the coverage is considered adedoaagstimate the overall catch compositions of
specific fleets these are presented, but theyndeaded only to provide an approximate indicatibn o
fleet catch compositions. In cases where therelitle data, the estimated discard rates may be
biased and imprecise (Stratoudakisal, 1999). The mean weights are estimated as unveeight
means. This results in a biased estimate. An apptepweighing procedure, i.e. number of fish
measured, should be explored.

EWG 13-06 further notes that the approach of diseatimation applied is generally consistent with
the method used in the discard estimates publibigde FAO (Kelleher, 2004). However, the group
also notes that the design of a discard samplilgrse might differ depending on whether the
objective was to estimate total discards, or diéar specific fleets. In the current context esties

from sampling schemes designed for the former me@re being used for the latter purpose which
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again means the estimates should only be usedcaittion. Where this is the case, comparisons are
made between the estimates of total discards umedsSessment purposes, and the fleet-specific
estimates used here.

4.5 Coverage Index of Discard Estimates DQI

STECF EWG 13-06 noted the high emphasis on diseatanates for scientific, advisory and
management purposes. STECF EWG 13-06 notes thatidatific resources to monitor discards by
fisheries are limited and thus best use of thecscaational information requires a defined raising
procedure. Furthermore, STECF EWG 13-06 also rtbest has developed and applied a consistent
approach to estimate discards by fisheries (MerSibate, species, year, quarter, area, gear, special
condition) as described in the previous section Bh available landings and discard quantitieghav
been provided by Member States in accordance WwehDCF data calls to support fishing effort
regime evaluations. The provisions of the DCF dath invite the Member State to estimate its
discards applying best practices and to omit thenission of an estimate if the discard sampling is
considered inadequate or best practices canngpfieeéd. STECF EWG 13-06 estimates discards by
fisheries based on reported landings quantitiesadptying an average discard rate if a Member State
has not provided a discard estimate.

In order to allow an assessment of the represeatass of the discard estimates by species and
fisheries, STECF EWG 13-06 has developed and peovad coverage index attached to its provided

discard estimates in this report and its electrampendixes provided on the website of the STECF
EWG 13-06. The discard coverage index is called.DQI

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that the DQI does not sugpedise conclusions on data quality based on

scientific criteria but rather aims to classify #neailable information and is therefore fully degent

on correctness of the submitted national landimgsdiscards estimates.

The index represents the sum of landings with diseatimates by species and fishery (species, year,

area, gear, special condition) in relation with tb&l sum of landings in the given segment. It is
estimated as

DQI=XL4/3L

where L denotes landings (t) angllandings with a discard estimate.

In order to facilitate the interpretation of the D@lue, the DQI is classified in three groups. The
groups are defined as

* A =67 % or more of the provided landings are withaccompanying discard estimate,
* B =34-66 % of the provided landings are with acoaepanying discard estimate, and
* C =less the 33 % of the provided landings are attlaccompanying discard estimate.

STECF EWG 13-06 interprets the A qualified discastimates as rather representative as the
majority of the landings by species and fishery@mmided with national discard estimates. However
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it should be noted again that this discard coveiagex cannot inform on the quality of the discard
rate estimates supplied by nations (as affecteéxXample by the proportion of fishing trips sampled
for discards).

The B qualified discard estimates are then seeacasring a careful review before any use.

Finally, STECF EWG 13-06 advises the C qualifiedcdrd estimates in its deliveries (tables and
appendixes) not to be used as the majority ofeépented landings lack a discard estimate.

4.6 Treatment of CPUE data

In this report, EWG 13-06 presents CPUE by regdlaesars in units of g/(kw*days). Where discard
estimates are not available, the trends in LPURd(t&ys per unit of effort) are given in the same
units. Unfortunately, discard information continuese sparse or absent for some categories of gear
in some areasThe STECF EWG wishes to stress again that great carshould be used in the
interpretation of the discard and resulting catch dita owing to the incomplete nature of
information on discarded fish.

EWG 13-06 notes that CPUE series are often intexgrand used as stock abundance indicator.
However, EWG 13-06 emphasises that the presergadgrin CPUE by fleets are subject to selective
fishing strategies (area, gear, mesh size etc.Jraredmaybe biased. On the other hand, CPUE derived
from targeted fisheries may provide very usefubinfation on stock abundance trends. Furthermore,
it must be taken into consideration that the mgjoof the CPUE trends represent only overall
weights in the landings (LPUE) without discardswith poorly estimated discards. Ideally, the CPUE
should be based on age disaggregated abundanee ttath overall weights and reflect technological
creep when trends over longer periods are evaluated

4.7 Ranking of gears on the basis of contribution to dahes

Where required, EWG 13-06 presented the rankedribatiobns of the individual effort regulated
gears to cod, plaice and sole catches for the &8 to 2012. There was discussion about whether
the ranking should be based on a single recent(peasibly reflecting the most up to date impor&anc
of the different gear types in contributing to nadity of these species) or an average for a raiige o
years (which allows for any aberrations in theesgri A presented rankings are according to catch
estimates or landings in 2012.

The catch estimates are based on the sums ofrideds and discards where available. EWG 13-06
considers the catch estimates as uncertain whaherfes lack discard estimates or they are poorly
sampled. The ranking according to catch in humbalg considers derogations for which catch in
numbers are availablS&TECF EWG 13-06 wishes to stress again that greaare should be used

in the interpretation of the discard and resultingcatch data owing to the incomplete nature of
information on discarded fish.

4.8 Summary of effort and landings by ‘unregulated’ geas

In the summary tables of effort a total value fonane’ category is provided. This ‘none’ category
represents

i) gear types and mesh sizes which are unregule¢edhon-regulated by effort in addition to
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i) unidentified mesh sizes. In the main effort snany tables, this category is not broken down
into its constituent gears.

iif) the so-called derogation Swedish grid, whichrasvencoded as [IA83b and CPartll,
respectively. This gear configuration is explicidyempted from the effort regime (R (EC) No
754/2009).

However, STECF EWG 13-06 has provided a break dofvthe main gears within the ‘none’
category in a dedicated subsection for each anéarnhation is given on effort (kW*days at sea) for
gears such as ‘beam’, otter, pots, dredges etcfaarchtches by these gears of key species (edj. co
plaice and sole). This analysis helps to identifyiohi gears contribute significantly to landings of
these species but which are not currently regulated

With the adoption of the revised cod recovery ptamards the end of 2008 and the simplified list of
regulated gears for which data are now collated,citmpilation of the unregulated categories was
more straightforward in 2009 onward and the daggeapto be reliable.

It is important in making use of the data in thépart, that the ‘none’ material is not counted more
than once. It would be preferable to use data ttersections covering unregulated gears.

4.9 Presentation of spatial information on effective dbrt and landings

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that minimum geographic wmtieol in the available logbook information
on landings and effective effort is by ICES rectanand considers analyses to only be possible at
that resolution at the present time. In a numbethef smaller areas, however, this resolution is
inadequate for describing any localised changesffoft distribution (for example, in the Kattegat)
and finer scale is desirable. Increasing availgbiif VMS data should provide opportunities for
improved resolution in due course. STECF EWG 13nA08es that only major changes in the
geographical distribution patterns should be giattantion given the imprecision of the created data
set. A full set of figures is available electroriigadbut a selection of key gears is included insthi
report.

Figures use a common scale across years for a geangroup (e.g. TR1) but scales are unique to
each category such that the colours assigned tistgta rectangles for category TR1 cannot be
compared directly to those assigned for categor?. ¥te that this year the scale used in the plots
relates to the actual effort values (rather thanpircentile method used in previous years).

4.10 Response of EWG 13-06 regarding the estimation opatio-temporal patterns in
catchability

STECF EWG 13-06 continued its considerations whstdrted during STECF EWG 13-06 and
adopted the definition of catchability (q) as tledationship between the catch rate (CPUE) and the
true population size. Consequently, the unit o€leability is fish caught per fish available peroeff
unit and per time unit, or, in easier words, cabditg can conceptually be considered as the
probability of any single fish being caught (Julbenet al, 2003).

STECF EWG 13-06 notes that many factors are relatedtchability, e.g. mainly fish abundance at a
certain time in a certain area and gear efficidffishing power) including use of the gear and fishe
experience (Marchadt al, 2001). A standard solution to evaluate changesichability is therefore
to compare catch rates from commercial and resdéicimg where the catchability of the research
fishing is holding constant from year to year (Natisl.,1999):
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CPUE (fishery)/CPUE (survey) = g (fishery)/q (surve

This catchability index has no units, as it repnéseahe ratio of fish caught per fish available per
effort unit and per time unit.

STECF EWG 13-06 identified the needs to estimatehedility coefficients and to undertake spatio-

temporal analyses of them. The calculation of ity indices for cod per ICES statistical square

(rectangle) and year is derived from standardizedl averaged ratios between CPUE by fishery and
CPUE based on survey indices.

The estimation of catches by rectangle is derivethfa raising procedure applied to landings data by
stock, nation, fishery (effort regulated gear g®uyear, quarter and rectangle to estimate discard
and conclude on catches at this aggregation I&agional landings by stock, fishery, year, quarter
and rectangle were raised by average national rdiscates obtained by stock, fishery, year and
guarter without rectangle:

Cc stock, nation, fishery, year, rectang1_e2 (L stock, nation, fishery, year, rectan({le(l - DRstock, nation, fishery, ye)ir)a

where C denotes the catch in weight (t), L denditeslandings in weight (t), and DR denotes a
specific average discard rate based on the DCFsdditmissions of landings and discards. Where the
discard rate is unknown, landings figures were piezkas a best estimate of catches.

Average national commercial catch rates by stoskefy, year and rectangle were then estimated
from

CPUEstock, nation, fishery, year, rectang?e Cstock, nation, fishery, year, rectan({leE stock, nation, fishery, year, rectangle

where CPUE denotes the catch rates, C the estingated in weight (t) and E the fishing effort in
units of fished hours.

The catchability index CA per stock, year and negla is then derived from the ratio between the
averaged commercial CPUE values by stock, natishefy, year and rectangle, each of them divided
by the CPUE from the respective average sciertifivey CPUE in units of weight (kg). Both catch
rate estimates, the commercial and the scientifiespwere made subject to log transformation in
order to reduce the high variation between yeagisractangles.

CA stock, year, rectangle_‘ 2n (In (1+CPUE5tock, nation, fishery, year, rectarbglé In(1+CPUEstock, survey, year, rectana}:/ n,

where n is the number of nation-fleet combinations.

STECF EWG 13-06 has not performed due to time caims$ and defers presentation of spatio-
temporal analyses of cod catchability to its secmeeting STECF EWG 13-13 (7-11 October 2013,
Ispra, Italy). Catchability analyses will be updhfer the Baltic Sea (areas A and B for the Eastern
and Western cod stocks combined) and for the cocksvf the Skagerrak, North Sea, 2EU and
Eastern Channel and in relevant specific sections.

4.11 Amendments of the 2013 DCF data calls to support dhing effort regime
evaluations

STECF EWG 13-06 noted that its recommendationsntenal the 2013 DCF data call to support

fishing effort regime evaluation have been impletednand that these changes will support the
accomplishment of specific ToR.
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STECF EWG 13-06 noted that the 2013 DCF data oadlupport fishing effort regime evaluations
covered few but important changes as comparedthatidata call in 2012. The only structural change
in the 2013 data call was the an additional vaeiadalled for the Baltic Sea specific fishing effort
analyses, called FISHING_ACTIVITY_DAYS at a rathigigh aggregation level (by the cod plan
areas A and B, country, year and all effort regdagears). This additional variable was defined for
the entire period of the data call (2003-2012) #ng required a complete re-submission of data for
the period 2003-2011 in addition to the requestdd dpdate for 2012.

The second major change of the DCF data call irB2@gjards the definition of the multiannual cod

plan (Coun. REg. No 1342/2008) specific provisigingn in art 13, paragraphs a, b, ¢ and d. Member
States were invited to deliver fisheries specifatch and effort data to support specific analyses
related to the cod plan implementation, which regplire-submission for the years 2009-2011 in
addition to the requested update for 2012.

The third major change of the DCF data call in 268gards additional analyses of fully documented
for sole in the Western Channel.

STECF EWG 13-06 noted that the DCF data call in32@quired re-submissions of re-aggregated
data in addition to the re-quested data update®d2, which implied additional workload for the
national institutions involved in the DCF framework

4.12 Comparison of effort, landings and discards outputfrom the STECF data base
and the data used in ICES WGMIXFISH

The working group on Mixed Fisheries Advice (WGMIISH) did in April 2013 undertake to
compare the effort, landings and discards in thE@EH data base and the data used in WGMIXFISH.
The result was also presented at the STECF EWG18dgting.

The totals landed and effort employed by directynparable categories should be the same between
datasets but experience in WGMIXFISH shows thaa dampiled to different data calls can produce
different totals. Discard data is only sampledddraction of national fleets. The way the discdath

is raised within a nation can be affected by thmugmng of vessels implied by a fleet specific data
call. Additionally, once the ‘raw’ data is suppli@dworking group has choices whether to assign a
discard rate (and associated discards) to unsanfipletd and if so how. It is known the assignment
process for WGMIXFISH and STECF is different.

WGMIXFISH therefore undertook to compare the lagdineffort and discards (after assignments)
between comparable categories in the MIXFISH anBEH datasets. Because WGMIXFISH is held
before finalisation of the STECF dataset the comparwas made using 2011 data.

As expected, the largest differences between tle sks were found in the discard estimates. This
could be the result of different rules for assignéiscards to metiers where discard data is migaing
the working groups. It could also be an effect ofitries submitting different discard estimates to
various working groups, to meet the requirementghim different formats of the data calls and
therefore using different raising procedures. Thees not time to investigate the causes of any
differences at this point and this work should retee viewed as a starting point for a further
discussion. The STECF EWG 13-06 advises that thid<wnay be continued in the EWG 13-16 -
Landing Obligation in EU Fisheries.

Gears, countries, species and areas, and levghoégation, in the data used in the comparison:

e Gear types: TR1 (trawls or seines with a mesh size >=100mm), TR2 (trawls or seines with a
mesh size range of 70-99mm), TR2_grid (Nephrops trawls with a mesh size of 70-89mm and
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a sorting grid, only Swedish data in 3an), BT1 (Beam trawls with a mesh size >=120mm) and
BT2 (Beam trawls with a mesh size range of 80-119mm).

e Countries: Belgium (BE), Denmark (DK), England (EN), France (FR), Germany (GE), The
Netherlands (NL), Scotland (SC) and Sweden (SW).

e Areas: 3an (Skagerrak), 4 (North Sea) and 7d (Eastern Channel)

e Species: Cod (COD) in all areas, haddock (HAD) in area 4 and 3an, Nephrops (NEP) in area 4,
plaice (PLE) in area 4, saithe (POK) in area 4 and 3an, sole (SOL) in area 4 and whiting (WHG)
inarea 4 and 7d.

* Year: 2011

Nominal effort (kWw*days at sea)
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Fig. 4.12.1 Scatter plot of all nominal effort data@ints used in the comparison except for one very
high value.. One point represents one country’s (lt/*days at sea) by one gear (TR1, TR2, BT1 or
BT2) in one area (Area 3an, 4 or 7d) in the STE@fa dhase (x-axis) and the WGMIXFISH data (y-
axis) in 2011. The removed value was 25778661 ai94541 kWd in the STECF data base and
WGMIX data respectively. The line shows the 1:htieh between x- and y-axis, for reference.
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Nominal effort (kW#*days at sea) by gear and area
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Fig. 4.12.2 Nominal effort (kW*days at sea) by gggre and area, all countries combined, in both the
STECF data base and in the WGMIXFISH data for 2011.
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Fig. 4.12.3 Scatter plot of all landings data p®insed in the comparison. One point represents one
country’s data (landings in tonnes) for one speuayesne gear (TR1, TR2, BT1 or BT2) in one area
(Area 3an, 4 or 7d) in the STECF data base (x-axid)the WGMIXFISH data (y-axis) for 2011. The
line shows the 1:1 relation between x- and y-dwisreference.
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Fig. 4.12.4 Landings in tonnes by species and atkgears (TR1, TR2, BT1, BT2) and all countries
combined in the STECF data base and in the WGMIKR&ta for 2011. COD=cod, HAD=haddock,
NEP=Nephrops, POK=saithe, SOL=sole, WHG=whiting.
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Fig. 4.12.5 Scatter plot of all discard data poued in the comparison except one very high value.
One point represents one country’s data (discarttsnnes) for one species by one gear (TR1, TR2,
BT1 or BT2) in one area (Area 3an, 4 or 7d) in 81&ECF data base (x-axis) and the WGMIXFISH
data (y-axis) for 2011. The removed value was 1928@es in the STECF data base and 22064
tonnes in WGMIXFISH data. The line shows the 1iatien between x- and y-axis, for reference.
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Discards by species and area

10000
3000 Z %
8000

. 7000

=

w6000

2 som0

#4000 -

8 ap00 - - W Disc. STECF
2000 - 7 - EDisc. WGMIX
1000 -

0o -
ol o e | = 2
L Q
EIEARAR:
a|a|a|aa

Speciesand area

Fig.4.12.6 Discards in tonnes by species and atkgears (TR1, TR2, BT1, BT2) and all countries
combined in the STECF data base and in the WGMIKR&ta for 2011. COD=cod, HAD=haddock,
NEP=Nephrops, POK=saithe, SOL=sole, WHG=whitinge Tiscards of Plaice are not shown here
due to the large amount. The discards of PlaiGréa 4 were 27853 tonnes in the STECF data base
and 29087 tonnes in the WGMIXFISH data.
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5 EVALUATIONS BY FISHING EFFORT MANAGEMENT REGIME

5.1 Baltic Sea effort regime evaluation in the contexbf the management plan for
Baltic cod (Council Regulation (EC) No 1098/2007)

5.1.1 ToR 1.a Fishing effort in kWdays and GTdays by dveamber State and fisheries

Table 5.1.1.1 lists the trends in effort for geategories defined in the cod management plan Cbunci
Regulation (EC) 1098/2007 in kW*days at sea forwHele Baltic. Table 5.1.1.2 lists the trends in

effort by gear category and sub-area for regulgkears . Table 5.1.1.3 lists relative annual effort
dynamics in Baltic cod r-GILL and r- OTTER fishesien 2004-2012 by gear category and sub-area.
Figures 5.1.1.1 — 5.1.1.6 show effort trends inut&igd and unregulated gear categories by sub-areas

In accordance with the TOR respective tables by-gategory, sub-area and member states in
GT*days at sea (GT gross tonnage), activity (insdapsent from port) and capacity (number of
vessels) are available on the web site of the E&TECF EWG 13-06 emphasizes that the days at
sea and number of vessels need to be interpretactarie and cannot be added across gear categories
as the individual vessels may have been engagenbiia than one of the defined fleets and thus could
be multiple counted.

There have been marked reductions in effort medsar&W-days in 2004-2012 both for regulated

gears in accordance with Council Regulation (E®7IB007 and unregulated gears. The total effort
deployed in the Baltic in 2012 was 53% lower corepaio 2004 and 46% lower compared with 2011
(Table 5.1.1.1).

A clear reduction in total effort could be observedsub-area A until 2010. Since then the totédref
stabilized. The effort dynamics in main regulatedmgtypes show contrasting trends in 2011-2012:
the effort of regulated pelagic trawls decreasabthat of regulated demersal seine increased while
regulated otter trawl effort remained unchangeduyfés 5.1.1.1.-5.1.1.2). Figures 5.1.1.2 and R1.1.
display the trends in area B. The overall effortegfulated gears has increased since 2010 slighdy

to increase in r-otter effort. The effort of norguéated gears decreased from 2011 substantially. In
area C the effort deployed with unregulated gehosvs clear decreasing trend since 2010 (Figure
5.1.1.5). Since the majority of cod catches stesmfareas A and B (see section below), the slight
increase in total effort can be observed both &gulated and unregulated gears. Table 5.1.1.3
describes the relative annual effort dynamics itti@aod r-GILL and r-OTTER fisheries in 2004-
2012. The total effort showed a consistent deangatsend in area A until 2011. A decrease could be
observed also in area B, except for the 2010 arid 2thich resulted from effort deployed by r-
OTTER equipped with T90. The effort dynamics inea@did not show any particular trend.

The effort dynamics in Sub-division 28.2 increage@012 after the steady decrease due to increased
regulated OTTER effort (Figure 5.1.1.8). This irase, however, should be taken with caution since
the information on r-OTTER may have been partlyggated on the basis of effort deployed by other
gears while choosing predominant fishing gear dutire year for the vessels involved. In 2012, the
total effort in the area decreased again.

The decrease in total effort for the main gearstoag cod in areas A and B (regulated otter, see
section below) was obvious for all Member Statesb(@ 5.1.1.4). When combining specon
BACOMA and none, the reductions were most pronodriceDenmark (-68%) and Germany (-53%)
in area A, and most pronounced for Poland (-79%) @ermany (-49%) in area B. In contrast, the
effort for r-Gill (the second most important geaee section below) increased for Denmark and
Germany in Area A (by 10% and 16% respectively)thf same time combined effort decreased for
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Latvia (-80%) and for Poland (46%). This indicatesertain shift between métiers. In area B the
effort increased from 2011 to 2012 in r- otter trdiwhery- in Germany 67%, Poland 49% and in
Lithuania 10%. The effort decreased substantialyrégulated gill nets in all Member States. The
sharp increase of pelagic effort in 2004—2005, ilesd in the Figure 5.1.1.5 can be explained by the
inclusion of Estonian data from 2005-2010 whichtaored substantial pelagic effort.

In Sub-division 28.2 only Latvia reported the inf@tion on effort deployed in regulated GILL
fishery. The effort has decreased over the perfa2D64-2012 by 54% and for regulted OTTER by
58% (Figures 5.1.1.7 - 5.1.1.8).

For area C the full time series of information fegulated OTTER was not available to the group.
The effort for regulated GILL decreased by 36% (&wvg. The use of BACOMA-trawls increased
over the years (see Figures 5.1.1.2, 5.1.1.4 ahd.6). However, as already mentioned several
Member States were not able to identify vesselsrfgs with BACOMA-trawls from logbook data.
Therefore, the increase in the usage of BACOMA-sa®s most likely underestimated substantially
and trends are highly uncertain.

Table 5.1.1.1 Trend in nominal effort (kW*days &a}¥ by gear categories according to Council
Regulation (EC) 1098/2007, 2004-2012. An “r" inritoof the gear type indicates regulated gears.
Gear types without an “r" are non-regulated geeta from Sweden and Poland were only available
from 2003 or 2004 respectively. Relative changenf@®04 to 2012.

REG GEARCOD |specON [2004  [2005  [2006  [2007 [2008 2009 [2010 [2011  [2012  [rel. changd
BEAM none 0 132 1090 88l 27566 16298 884 884 368 1,00
DEM_SEINE none 50829 31212 2082 20597 12522 5337 5031 12266 882 0,98
DREDGE none 78384 72955 97700 110931 45088 48712 65364 56203 91968 017
GILL none 2514485 2781351 2465017 2293892 2019216 1862392 1922682 1906426 775303 0,69
none none 75976 144961 174621 150574 118723 114766 84697 68246 77949 0,03
OTTER none 2870433 2450721 1971668 1672218 1353484 1477623 1197194 1101870 973442 0,66
PEL_SEINE none 2499 0 0 0 3528 16467 13674 12645 27163 9,87
PEL TRAWL none 15552840 62133235 45906681 39463937 43240579 40031349 29616128 26579447 8216408 | 0,47
POTS none 1519123 1616616 1346062 1211896 1209985 883458 1035858 919071 379577 0,75
r-BEAM BACOMA 0 0 0 0 387 0 0 0 0 0,00
none 0 0 0 0 0 0 129 0 0 0,00
-DEM_SEINE  |BACOMA 0 0 35178 46741 46182 62042 36621 52390 29641 1,00
none 404467 277118 262991 243984 181854 122508 95833 62041 113731 0,72
rGILL none 9883237 8720856 7812598 6689205 6010468 4751522 4123605 3777836 3975573 | 0,60
r-LONGLINE none 1441251 1762927 1696057 1007443 732605 901565 816726 792860 572124 0,60
r-OTTER BACOMA 8077219 6708057 8744572 6593542 5519745 4073745 4223497 3584428 3535393 | 0,56
none 5997614 6125856 3554966 2555771 2427194 2099090 2103909 3342583 4089663 | 0,32
90 0 0 0 0 0 9536 160701 276747 195488 1,00
r-PELTRAWL  |BACOMA 1185898 577852 1689966 1636710 854557 349455 199507 936461 181573 0,85
none 249065 219359 119545 (37349 3887 27748 12921 27136 19629 0,92
r-TRAMMEL none 237634 474368 432884 502123 539744 564008 445131 418462 487356 1,05
TRAMMEL none 20495 31581 32540 31788 25870 11054 11927 10883 5265 0,74
Grand total 50161449 94129157 76365928 64269582 64376664 57428675 46172019 43939785 23748496] 0,53
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Table 5.1.1.2. Trend in nominal effort (kW*dayss&a) by regulated gear categories and sub-area
2003-2012. An “r" in front of the gear type indieatregulated gears in accordance with Council
Regulation (EC) 1098/2007. Data from Sweden anditbivere only available from 2003 and 2004
respectively.

ANNEX | REGAREA COD | REGGEARCOD| 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Bal 22 rDEM_SENE = 1534 804 0 0 0 0 1091 3967 0 3273
Bal 2.2 rGILL 126458 38171 | 62083 52887 = 52229 | 16129 15303 = 23211 | 17613 | 10418
Bal 2.2 FOTTER | 44642 88489 84119 64123 60310 34048 19735 4865 | 36969 = 23786
Bal 282 PEL_ TRAWL 882 6850 5500 1100 2860

Sum 176516 127464 153062 122510 113630 50177 41989 32043 | 54582 | 37477
Bal A rBEAM 42 0 0 0 0 3667 0 129 0 0

Bal A DEM_SEINE = 367804 = 401961 265914 = 276632 277345 220264 160744 101579 68761 = 91495
Bal A rGILL | 2136791 2202678 3605681 3464031 3182656 3025722 2353090 2043431 | 1929540 | 1887263
Bal A rLONGLINE | 176508 230860 56892 = 409225 300403 166043 205986 160958 = 175618 = 204547
Bal A -OTTER 286832 4961432 5171790 4124965 4367256 3537808 2807271 2362321 2450277 2475071
Bal A FPEL TRAWL 30931 20233 67882 50463 40983 6994 | 2744 | 11521 | 8247 | 2319
Bal A r-TRAMMEL | 247947 | 227298 | 467533 424155 487260 528888 | 546918 441372 | 416361 @ 484318
Sum A 8247265 8044362 | 10134692 8749471 8655803 | 7489576 | 6076763 5121311 | 6048804 | 6145003
Bal i DEM_SENE | 729 | 1702 | 11204 | 21537 | 13380 | 7782 | 19715 | 26908 | 46670 | 48604
Bal B rGILL 3516915 7551967 4969662 4199675 3379807 2002885 2320231 1983437 1772316 2003874
Bal B rLONGLINE | 555385 1210391 1207035 1286832 707040 566482 695579 655768 617242 367577
Bal B r-OTTER 4232302 | 9024912 | 7573972 | 8104996 | 4718919 | 4368681 | 3355365 4120921 | 4716512 | 5321587
Bal L FPEL_TRAWL 73507 1414730 722479 1753548 1631976 851450 371599 | 200907 | 955350 | 198863
Bal i (TRAMMEL | 12374 10335 6835 8464 14863 10856 17090 3759 | 2101 | 3038
Sum B 8391212 19214038 14481187 15375052 10465985 8708136 6779579 6991700 | 8110091 | 7943563
Bal c rGILL 88626 | 90521 | 93430 | 06005 | 74613 | 65732 | 62898 | 73506 | 58367 | 74028
Bal c rLONGLINE | 992 0 0 0 0 80 0 0 0 0

Bal c -OTTER 0 0 4032 | 5454 | 2828 | 6402 0 0 0 100

Bal c r-TRAMMEL 0 0 0 265 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sum c 80818 | 90521 | 97462 | 101724 77441 72214 62898 73526 | 58367 74128
Sum BC 8481030 19304559 14578649 15476776 10543426 8780350 6642477 7065226 | 8168456  B017691

Table 5.1.1.3. Relative annual effort dynamics aiti8 cod r-GILL and r- OTTER fisheries in 2004-
2012.

Table 5.1.1.3. Relative annual effort dynamicsatii@cod r-GILL and r- OTTER fisheries in 2004-201

REG GEAR COD REG AREA COD SPECON 2005/2004 2006/2005 2007/2006 2008/2007 2009/2008 2010/2009 2011/2010 2012/2011
r-GILL 28.2 none 0.39 -0.17 -0.01 -2.24 -0.05 0.34 -0.32 -0.69
r-GILL A none 0.39 -0.04 -0.09 -0.05 -0.29 -0.15 -0.06 -0.02]
r-GILL B none -0.52 -0.18 -0.24 -0.16 -0.25 -0.17 -0.12 0.12
r-GILL C none 0.03 0.03 -0.29 -0.14 -0.05 0.14 -0.26 0.21
r-OTTER 28.2 BACOMA -0.05 -0.31 -0.06 -0.77 -0.73 -3.06 0.87 -0.55]
r-OTTER A BACOMA 0.37 0.71 0.19 -0.37 -0.33 -0.17 0.03 -0.11
r-OTTER A none -0.001 -1.19 -0.12 -0.09 -0.19 -0.23 0.03 0.11
r-OTTER A T90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.45 -0.12]
r-OTTER B BACOMA -0.26 0.09 -0.65 -0.10 -0.36 0.12 -0.30 0.03
r-OTTER B none 0.08 -0.05 -111 0.03 -0.07 0.29 0.56 0.22
r-OTTER B T90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.93 0.41 -0.48
r-OTTER C BACOMA 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.