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Abstract

Commission Decision of 25 February 2016 setting up a Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee
for Fisheries, C(2016) 1084, O] C 74, 26.2.2016, p. 4-10. The Commission may consult the group
on any matter relating to marine and fisheries biology, fishing gear technology, fisheries economics,
fisheries governance, ecosystem effects of fisheries, aquaculture or similar disciplines. The Scientific,
Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries held its 64" plenary as a virtual meeting from 6 to
10 July 2020.
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64" PLENARY REPORT OF THE SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICAL AND
ECONOMIC COMMITTEE FOR FISHERIES (PLEN-20-02)

Virtual Meeting

6-10 July 2020

1. INTRODUCTION

The STECF held its summer plenary as a virtual meeting on 6-10 July 2020 with STECF
members addressing the ToRs from their home offices.

2. LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

The meeting was attended by 32 members of the STECF, and eight JRC personnel. 17
Directorate General Maritime Affairs and Fisheries (DG MARE) attended parts of the
meeting. Section eight of this report provides a detailed participant list with contact details.
The STECF member Thomas Catchpole was unable to attend the meeting.

3. INFORMATION TO THE PLENARY

The planning of the autumn 2020 STECF Expert Working Groups was discussed under the
items listed in section 7 of this plenary report.

4. STECF INITIATIVES

No STECEF initiatives were discussed during the meeting.



5. ASSESSMENT OF STECF EWG REPORTS

5.1 EWG-19-19 Outermost Regions

Request to the STECF

STECF is requested to review the report of the STECF Expert Working Group meeting,
evaluate the findings and make any appropriate comments and recommendations.

STECF observations

The working group was held in Brussels, Belgium, from 13 to 17 January 2020. The meeting
was attended by 14 experts in total, including two STECF members and one JRC staff. Two
DG MARE representatives also attended the meeting.

The objective of the EWG 19-19 was to identify and prioritise specific issues for each EU
Outermost Region (OR) regarding data collection, stock assessment, ecosystem
knowledge, and social and economic impacts, and to develop a roadmap for the subsequent
meetings that will form the basis for the permanent network of research institutes.

STECF notes that EWG 19-19 constitutes the first dedicated EWG on OR. The report
provides a thorough overview of data collection, stock assessment and social and economic
impacts of the fisheries of eight of the nine outermost regions of the European Union:
Guadeloupe, French Guiana, Martinique, Mayotte and Réunion (France), the Canary Islands
(Spain) and the Azores and Madeira (Portugal).

Regarding the ninth region, Saint Martin, STECF observes that this island is the only one
among the French overseas collectivities with the status of being an Outermost Region of
the EU. In 2007, Saint Martin was broken away from the French overseas department of
Guadeloupe to form a new overseas collectivity. Its European status was under discussion
for a time, until Saint Martin was officially listed in the Lisbon Treaty as an Outermost
Region. Nevertheless, STECF notes that because of its national status of being a collectivity
and not a department, Saint Martin is not required to be included in the French Work Plan
for data collection. STECF notes therefore that information on fisheries of that region is
largely missing in the EWG 19-19 report.

STECF comments
STECF considers that the EWG addressed adequately all the ToRs.

STECF's specific comments on the work carried out for each of the four main challenges
and the development of the roadmap are detailed below:

Data Collection

The EWG carried out the evaluation of the Member States (MS) sampling plans and
achievements at the OR level, analysing the 2017-2019 Work Plans (WPs) for France,
Portugal and Spain, corresponding Annual Reports (ARs), and the evaluation of their
implementation through the corresponding dedicated STECF EWGs.

STECF notes that the EWG, as a first step, verified for each OR the entity responsible of
the national DCF coordination and identified the organisations participating in biological,




social and economic data collection. The list of entities and their contacts can be found in
the EWG report.

On specific request from DG-MARE, the available biological information for large pelagics
and their specific reporting needs for Regional Fisheries Management Organisations were
evaluated. In the Indian Ocean, catches of Tetrapturus audax, Istiompax indica, Makaira
nigricans and Istiophorus platypterus should be included in the annual data collection and
annually reported to the IOTC Scientific Committee. The France and Spain WPs will need
to be revised with these new requirements. In the Atlantic Ocean, due to the new catch
limits for Kajikia albida, Makaira nigricans and Tetrapturus georgii, following ICCAT
recommendation, data on these three species should be collected from 2020. STECF notes
also that in the EU-MAP list of species the white and black marlin are reported under their
old scientific names (Tetrapturus albidus and Makaira indica, respectively). That should be
changed to the current accepted names of Kajikia albida and Istiompax indica (WoRMS,
2020). STECF notes that the issue of data collection for large pelagics fisheries is also
specifically investigated and discussed in STECF 20-08 report (ToR 5.3 of this plenary
report).

STECF notes that a number of issues and gaps in data collection have been reported by
EWG 19-19.

Regarding biological data, the French WP only addresses separately French Guiana.
Guadeloupe and Martinique are considered a single area and the same is true for Mayotte
and Réunion. Except for length sampling, there is very limited biological sampling. The
minimum criteria to select a species to be sampled (catch threshold= 200 t) is not always
correctly applied and the justifications for the selection of species to be sampled are not
clear. In Madeira and Azores, it was detected that sampling levels are usually low,
explained by different difficulties in obtaining samples. The Canary Islands’ small scale
fisheries targeting demersal and pelagic species are sampled by a programme that
combines sampling at-sea with observers on-board with port length sampling. However,
biological sampling is limited to small pelagic species (Scomber colias, Sardinella aurita,
Trachurus spp. and Sardina pilchardus).

STECF considers that the MS-WPs and ARs should be adapted to address the particularities
of ORs leading to improvement of the Data Collection. Biological data, fishery-dependent
information and economic data should be reported at OR level. The sampling programs for
large pelagic fish must be updated according to the new needs of Regional Fisheries
Management Organisations and the recreational fisheries could be better addressed in the
national WPs.

Regarding economic data, the methodology used for the sampling program to collect
information varies across regions. In Reunion logbooks are used for vessels above 12 m.
For vessels less than 12 m, in Guadeloupe and French Guiana, the economic indicators are
calculated based on an annual socio-economic survey. The economic survey will be updated
in 2020 based on a stratified sampling methodology in Guadeloupe and French Guiana. In
the Portuguese ORs, economic and social variables are collected through questionnaires
addressed to fishing enterprises. For economic variables different sources of data are used:
official data, logbooks, sales notes and surveys. In Canary Islands, a stratified random
sampling is applied through a representative sample of the total population. Despite their
importance, the small scale fisheries are however less represented in the sampling.

STECF considers that these different methodologies and approaches used to obtain
economic data could make the results not comparable between ORs. STECF notes that
issues and plans for future improvements with OR identification in WPs has also been
discussed in STECF EWGs on WPs (EWG 19-18).



Economic Indicators

Data submitted to the STECF-AER 2019 were used to estimate the economic indicators and
to evaluate the quality of the data provided by OR. STECF observes that for Martinique,
Mayotte and Saint Martin no economic data was provided to DCF, making impossible the
economic analysis of these outermost regions.

STECF notes that for some ORs, the estimates for some economic parameters were
detected by EWG 19-19 to be away from normally expected values that may require some
further analyses. STECF notes however that some of the issues detected for 2017 economic
data have already been solved in the STECF-EWG 20-03.

Social indicators
The EWG performed the social analysis by OR following the approach of the EWG 19-03.

STECF considers that an extensive social analysis was carried out, providing a first view of
the social context of fisheries in the EU ORs. However, the social analysis is not complete
for French ORs, and the information on several social variables required by DCF is missing.
In particular for Mayotte, data are almost inexistent. Also, the representativeness of the
social data for the Canary Islands is low, where the majority of the fleets and employments
are in small scale fisheries, and the surveys cover mostly large scale fisheries.

With the exception of Madeira, there is a predominance of fishers involved in small scale
fisheries over large scale fisheries. The registered participation of females in fishing
activities is low (< 4%) and in the case of large scale fisheries is practically null. The ageing
of fishers is noticeable in most of the regions, with more than 60% of the workers being
over 40 years. Except for Canary Island, almost all crews are national workers. The overall
level of education is low, finding the worst scenario for large scale fisheries with only 5%
of those involved with medium/higher level of education.

STECF considers that these results could be included in the next STECF-EWG on Social data
(EWG 20-14).

Stock Assessment

The EWG reviewed the current situation of the species landed per OR based on the total
landings in 2017 (per values and volumes) from the AER STECF EWG 19-06 table, and the
last available stock assessments. The analysis was carried out on the first 50 species by
OR ranked by landing value declared for 2017. The variables analysed for the overview
included among others: landings in value and weight, indicators on whether the species is
included in AR and EU-MAP, stock assessment method and stock status.

In French Guiana only 2 stocks of the 41 landed are assessed. For Guadeloupe and
Martinique, 5 stocks covered by ICCAT are assessed. IOTC assesses 4 stocks landed in
Mayotte and 10 species landed in Réunion. Also 6 deep-sea demersal species are assessed
at local level of Réunion. Madeira and Azores collect data to report to ICES, CECAF and
ICCAT. Six species are assessed by ICCAT in Canary Islands.

STECF notes that most of the assessed stocks in ORs correspond to large pelagic species
cover by ICCAT and IOTC. Some local assessments are carried for demersal stocks in
Réunion. STECF observes that in French Guiana, Guadeloupe, Mayotte and Martinique, the
percentage of landings corresponding to species with assessment is less than 50%. STECF



notes that there is a deficiency of appropriate forums/expert groups for the stock
assessment in ORs.

Ecosystem Knowledge

Based on the review of literature and on expert knowledge performed by the participants,
the EWG identified the IUU Fishing, bycatch (sharks), recreational fishery, and the selective
extraction of species as being the main issues affecting stocks and fisheries in all ORs.
Specifically, the EWG considered that better knowledge on the amounts of both IUU Fishing
and recreational fisheries is a priority to be addressed in future studies.

STECF highlights that in addition to these, the context of global change, considering the
projected impact of climate change and pollution on the productivity of fisheries in the
inter-tropical zone, should also be taken into account. However, STECF notes the general
lack of knowledge on these complex ecosystem issues.

Acknowledging thus that similar knowledge gaps on relevant ecosystem issues are
commonly encountered in all the ORs, STECF supports the need to create an EU-wide OR
research-net and/or to develop joint research projects.

Roadmap

The EWG developed a roadmap for possible future collaborative actions. As results of
discussions and analysis performed during the EWG, scientific studies and activities that
the group considered necessary were compiled. An overall high priority is to review the
EU-MAP and AR with an OR perspective. Also, priorities identified may be the basis to
propose future scientific research for ORs.

STECF considers that this EWG has provided an opportunity to share experiences and
knowledge among experts from EU-outermost regions. STECF notes that two main outputs
of the meeting are the methodologies and data used in each topic. Also, the meeting has
allowed planning future scientific research and activities.

STECF observes that of the topics that have been discussed, stock assessment and
ecosystem knowledge are the least developed and would require more research.

STECF conclusions
STECF concludes that the EWG addressed all the ToRs appropriately.

In order to address the issues relating to data collection, social and economic indicators, it
is concluded that further cooperation between different working groups (EWG 19-19, AER
I and II, Balance EWG 20-11, FDI EWG 20-10 and Social EWG 20-14) is needed.

STECF concludes that from the topics that have been discussed, stock assessment and
ecosystem knowledge are the subjects that would require more research. Specifically, the
EWG considered that better knowledge on the amounts of both IUU Fishing and recreational
fisheries is a priority to be addressed in future studies.

Based on the progress made by the EWG and on the opportunity offered by the meeting
to share knowledge and experiences, STECF concludes there would be some scope for
future outermost EWGs to be held at regular intervals.



WoRMS.  2020. World Register of Marine Species. Checklist dataset
https://doi.org/10.14284/170 accessed on 2020-07-10).



5.2 EWG 20-03 Annual Economic Report on the EU Fishing Fleet I

Request to STECF

STECF is requested to review the outcomes of the STECF Expert Working Group meeting,
evaluate the findings and make any appropriate comments and recommendations.

Background

The EWG 20-03 (AER I) took place virtually from the 22 to the 26 of June 2020. This is a
working group in a series of two: EWG 20-03 (AER 1) with the objective to obtain and
validate the national and regional data and EWG 20-06 (AER II) with the objective to
produce the final Annual Economic Report on the EU Fishing Fleet.

The EWG was composed of 30 independent experts and two from the European
Commission’s Joint Research Centre (JRC). This EWG was formed by at least one national
expert from each of the 23 coastal EU MS in 2018 (Including the UK), except for Germany,
Cyprus, Latvia and Lithuania. During the following week, 27 June to 3 July 2020, four
additional experts from these countries thus received an ad hoc contract to validate the
national and regional data and to produce the draft national chapters for the four countries.
The information received from these four contracts has also been included in the EWG
report.

STECF observations

STECF was provided with a provisional draft of the AER and a presentation of the EWG 20-
03 chair. This version of the report is not available for publication. STECF notes that the
main objective of EWG 20-03 was to validate national and regional data and produce
national chapters.

STECF observes that the clear division between the two EWG working groups implemented
in 2020 for the first time, with each having specific sets of Terms of Reference, is paying
off. Also, COVID-19 reorganisation of meetings resulted in more time being available
between the data call and the actual meeting of the WG, which allowed MS to have more
time for a check on the data. EWG 20-03 has clearly delivered on the objectives of providing
a validated set of data for the analysis for the AER. All the data at regional level can be
endorsed prior to the AER II EWG. As a result there will be ample time for dedicated
economic analyses in EWG 20-06 (AER II).

STECF observes that there are still some incomplete data submissions and the process of
endorsement of the data is still consuming most of the time of the AER I EWG meeting.
Although some data issues are still reverted to EWG AER 11, this should in future no longer
be the case.

STECF observes that the national data are of adequate quality and as such can be
endorsed. However there are some reoccurring issues on the level of the regional data and
the data for the outermost regions. For the EU Outermost Fishing Regions STECF observes
that some data is missing from one MS. For the data on long distance water fleets operating
in Other Fishing Regions the main issue is not availability of the data but how the economic
data can be allocated as landings to areas/RFMOs (ICCAT, IOTC, NAFO, CECAF). Also, there
are some confidentiality issues relating to the number of vessels operating in particular
fleets.
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STECF notes that the nowcast used up to now is designed to be used under stable market
conditions, when TACs are mostly affecting supply. Due to COVID-19 and the 2020 global
disruption of European and World markets the methodology will have to be adapted to
allow for COVID-19 related calculations. Additional work and dedicated resources need to
be allocated to create the nowcast in this situation. However, the applicability of a nowcast
in November, when preliminary landings and effort data will be available for 2020 in a
couple of months, is in itself debatable. STECF observes that due to the fast-changing
conditions during the COVID-19 crisis the STECF bureau, DG MARE and the EWG chairs
should discuss prior to the second EWG meeting whether adjustments to the two scenarios
and the nowcast may be necessary.

In addition, for the analysis of the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, using the nowcast,
STECF observes that the proposal of the EWG to work with two COVID scenarios (Back to
normal, continued COVID) and also to leave out subsidies of the analysis as they differ
very much between countries and regions within countries (not only to the level of either
being available or not but also whether being indeed paid out or not) is suitable.

STECF notes that for the European Commission requests information on impacts of the
COVID-19 crises on fisheries and aquaculture for EWG 20-06 and EWG 20-12. For both
reports similar methodologies should be applied as far as possible. There will be, however,
differences between the two sectors as there will be more information available on the
development of key variables in 2020 for fisheries than aquaculture, e.g. landings per
month for fisheries vs. production data per month for aquaculture, which are not available.

STECF conclusions

STECF concludes that the current set of data has been validated and is fit for purpose. For
the regional data and for the Outermost Regions some data issues are to be solved over
the coming year.

As for the Other Fishing Regions economic data and information are available but the
allocation of the data to the proper area/RFMO, using the proper approaches to allocate
e.g. direct/indirect employment and income, also because the fleet moves between areas
during the year, and companies are operating as integrated entities, is difficult. Noting that
the distant water fleet is an important fleet and in addition that the main issue relates not
so much to availability and quality of data but relates to the methodology used to allocate
data to areas/RFMOs (ICCAT, IOTC, NAFO, CECAF), STECF concludes that for the
methodology to allocation of data for the Other Fishing Regions, a separate contract is
issued to structure the analysis and update the current methodology used.

In order to address the issues relating to the Outermost Regions it is concluded that further
cooperation between different working groups (AER I and II, OMR EWG 19-19, Balance
EWG 20-11, FDI EWG 20-10, Social EWG 20-14), and hence different data sources/calls,
is called for. As for the communication and distribution of data between different working
groups, especially related to issues of confidentiality of data and level of aggregation,
STECF concludes that this issue to be featured on the PLEN 20-03 agenda, in order to
develop a procedure to how data and level of aggregation are communicated between the
different working groups.
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5.3 EWG-20-08 Evaluation of the Annual Reports for data collection
and data transmission failures

Background provided by the Commission

Article 11 of the Data Collection framework (DCF) Regulation (EU) 1004/2017 (recast)
requires Member States to submit to the Commission an annual report (AR) on the
implementation of their national work plans (WPs); and requires STECF to evaluate: (a)
the execution of the WPs; and (b) the quality of the data collected by the Member States.
These tasks have been conferred to EWG 20-08. In addition, EWG 20-08 was asked to
review and approve guidance documents, originating from ad-hoc contracts run in March
2020 (task 2, 3, 4).

A pre-screening exercise has taken place to facilitate the work of the EWG. The EWG
evaluation is actually run as a second level assessment, focusing on topics where the pre-
screeners have raised an issue or where the pre-screeners assessment have not been
conclusive. This type of assessment may be based on specific questions addressed to the
EWG by the Commission, based on the outcomes of the pre-screening exercise.

The EWG should produce the following:

1. An overview of the assessment and overall evaluation of Annual Reports, including
performance of Member States, major issues and recurring issues across many
Member States.

2. Areview and approval of AR evaluation grid and guidance, produced by March 2020
ad-hoc contracts, and used by the pre-screeners; a feedback on the documents
used in the evaluation process by EWG 20-08, in view of the upcoming EWG 20-18
work on AR/WP templates.Per Member State: (i) an evaluation of the annual report
in the grid provided by the Commission, pre-filled with the pre-screening exercise
results (ii) Member State-specific issues relating to data collection. In particular, an
evaluation of the observers coverage for highly migratory stocks fisheries and is
compliance with current legal obligations.

In their feedback, the EWG should identify the comments that require a reaction by the
MS (resubmission of the Annual Report or clarification to the Commission) and those that
are 'for information' only.

3. An overview of the assessment and overall evaluation of data transmission issues,
including performance of Member States, main issues per end-user and recurring
issues across many Member States.

4. Per Member State: (i) an evaluation of the data transmission issues related to end-
users, via the DTMT tool, (ii) Member State-specific issues relating to data
transmission.

In their feedback, the EWG should identify the comments that require a reaction by the
MS and those that are 'for information' only.

All produced files will be communicated to Member States in order to help them improve
data collection, reporting and transmission for next year.

12




Request to the STECF

STECF is requested to review the report of the STECF Expert Working Group meeting,
evaluate the findings and make any appropriate comments and recommendations.

In particular, STECF is requested to comment on:

- the evaluation of observers’ coverage for highly migratory species fisheries and
their compliance with legal obligations;

- the review and approval of AR evaluation grid and guidance, produced by March
2020 ad-hoc contracts and provided in an annex to the report. The grid has been
streamlined and simplified, while a split per regions have been reintroduced. STECF
should evaluate if the grid and guidance are coherent and complete for the purpose;

the Data Transmission Monitoring Tool guidance, provided in an annex to the report. During
2019 spring plenary a parallel workshop produced the DTMT guidance document, later
used and amended by the EWG 19-09 This last version was used by EWG 19-18. STECF
should evaluate if the final version of the DTMT guidance fits the purpose and propose
modifications if necessary.

Summary of the information provided to the STECF

EWG 20-08 met virtually on 22-26 June 2020. Since there was just one week between the
end of the EWG and the start of STECF PLEN 20-02, the final EWG report was not yet
available to PLEN 20-02. The following STECF comments and suggestions are consequently
based on discussions among STECF members based on: (1) a presentation of outcomes
from the EWG 20-08 meeting made by one of the two chairpersons, (2) a preliminary draft
of the EWG 20-08 report, (3) the AR evaluation grid and guidance document produced
within ad-hoc contracts in March 2020, used by the EWG 20-08, (4) an Excel file with data
transmission (DT) issues including the outcome of the evaluations of DT issues done by
EWG 20-08.

STECF comments

Evaluation of 2019 Annual Reports

STECF observes that the evaluation of the 2019 ARs was based on the updated evaluation
grid used by the pre-screeners prior to the meeting (Task 2-3 of March 2020 ad-hoc
contracts), the Guidance for AR-WP evaluators with comments (Task 4 of March 2020 ad-
hoc contracts), and the Guidance for the Submission and Evaluation of Annual Reports (as
updated in 2018). In addition, experts used agreed assessment criteria from EWG 19-09
to ensure coherent assessment in sub-groups and comparable results. As was the case in
previous years, pre-screening of ARs a few weeks prior to the beginning of the meeting
was an important prerequisite for an efficient evaluation during the EWG. This year, a total
of 13 experts pre-screened all sections of the ARs.

As in previous years, following the requests from the EWG experts the Commission
contacted Member States for clarifications and/or asked for re-submission of AR files during
the EWG. STECF notes that due to the time required to collate all EWG 20-08 sub-group
comments into one single communication addressed to each MS and the time needed for
MS to reply, MS responses arrived on the fourth day of the meeting. This left only the last
day of the EWG for the experts to re-assess the new incoming information and compile the
assessment by MS. STECF agrees with EWG 20-08 that it would in future be more efficient
for any major issues to be resolved prior to the beginning of the EWG based on the outcome
of the pre-screening exercise. STECF considers that in future it would be useful to ask one
of the pre-screeners to take on a coordinating role to collate and review comments raised
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during the pre-screening exercise together with the Commission. Following this filtering
exercise the Commission could raise serious issues with AR submissions (such as gross
inconsistencies, serious formatting issues, or missing tables) with MS at the end of the pre-
screening exercise and before the EWG. When contacting MS, the Commission should
clarify that comments are from pre-screeners and may not represent the final view of the
EWG, and that the EWG might raise additional or follow-up questions during the meeting.

STECF observes that the evaluation of 2019 ARs showed that there was a general
improvement in the overall performance level by MS compared to previous years. Only one
(landlocked) MS was given an overall performance score of ‘partly’, compared to three
following the evaluation of the 2018 ARs. The number of AR sections receiving a compliance
level score of 10-50% (‘partly’) also decreased, from 17 in the 2018 ARs to 11 in the 2019
ARs. STECF considers it could be useful to summarise changes in achievement scores over
time by showing how classifications for all AR sections have evolved for each MS over the
last three years.

Evaluation of observer coverage

STECF notes that the EWG 20-08 attempted to evaluate observer coverage for fisheries
exploiting highly migratory large pelagic stocks, and to assess whether the coverage is in
line with the requirements of RFMOs and EU legislation transposing RFMO management
measures (in particular Article 20 and Annex I of Regulation (EU) 2019/1154, transposing
ICCAT Recommendation 16-05), as requested in the meeting TORs. In order to achieve
this, the EWG 20-08 attempted to extract swordfish observer coverage information from
Table 4A of the 2019 ARs, which outlines the sampling plan description for biological data.
This exercise was not successful, mainly because (i) in most cases, the sampling strata
include both on-board sampling and fish market sampling combined, and (ii) the sampling
plans generally combine several species of large pelagics. STECF notes that further issues
related to sampling of large pelagic stocks were identified by the STECF EWG 19-19 on
Outermost Regions, including the fact that the sampling programmes of several MS are
not split in sufficient detail to reliably extract information for Outermost Regions.

STECF agrees with the EWG 20-08 that the information available in ARs is only useful to
identify which MS have longline fisheries targeting large pelagic fish, but not to produce
any further detailed information. STECF considers that a request for more detailed
information would need to be addressed to MS in order to gather data on observer coverage
for specific fisheries targeting highly migratory species. The responses given by MS would
then need to be compared to legal obligations under RFMO requirements and EU legislation.

AR evaluation grid and guidance

STECF notes that the AR evaluation grid and guidance produced by the March 2020 ad-hoc
contracts improved the evaluation exercise by making it more concise and reducing the
number of repetitive questions. STECF notes that the EWG 20-08 is suggesting further
improvements to the grid and guidance document.

The updated grid and guidance document reintroduced the regional dimension, which was
included in the AR evaluation template up until 2017 but was omitted in the later version.
STECF considers that separating assessments by region is important for countries that
have fisheries in several regions since the evaluation outcome can be different for each
region. Moreover, the regional dimension can contribute to the planning of regional work
programmes by identifying issues with data collection at regional level. STECF notes that
the EWG 20-08 could only carry out a regional evaluation where MS submitted the required
information. Where this was given, the EWG regarded the availability of regionally resolved
information as improvement of the evaluation process.
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Evaluation of DCF data transmission issues

In total, 106 data transmission related to seven data calls in 2019 and from three end-
users were uploaded to the DTMT tool and evaluated by EWG 20-08. 43 data transmission
issues were related to coverage, 43 to quality, and 20 to timeliness. STECF observes that
this was an increase from the 85 issues evaluated by EWG 19-09 in the previous year.
However, STECF notes that the DT issues evaluated resulted from different data calls / end
users. Moreover, multiple issues are sometimes reported as one single issue in the DTMT.
The total number of DT issues is therefore not directly comparable between years.

STECF notes that the number of DT issues raised by the STECF EWG on Mediterranean and
Black Sea has decreased slightly from 2019 to 2020. The number of DT issues flagged by
ICES WGs on the other hand increased, mainly due to DT issues raised by the Working
Group for the Bay of Biscay and the Iberian Waters Ecoregion (WGBIE).

Data Transmission Monitoring Tool

STECF notes that the DTMT web platform was not operational during the EWG due to
technical problems. The EWG was nevertheless able to assess DT issues based on the DTMT
Guidance document (version 30 May 2019), using an Excel file provided by the
Commission. STECF notes that although the DTMT guidance document worked well, EWG
20-08 suggested some further modifications, in particular the inclusion of changes
proposed during EWG 19-09, more concrete examples, and making the guidance document
more user friendly.

STECF recalls that PLEN 19-03 had concluded that a separate session at the next STECF
spring plenary 20-01 should be dedicated to assessing and adopting changes proposed by
EWGs 19-09 and 19-18, and to updating the DTMT web platform accordingly. Due to Covid-
19-related restructuring of the spring plenary 20-01, this session could not be held. STECF
considers such a separate STECF PLEN session is still required to finalise the DTMT guidance
and web platform, and that this could be held during PLEN 20-03 in November. The session
will require some preparation in order to ensure that (i) all the comments made by EWG
19-09, 19-18, and 20-08 are compiled, (ii) feedback from any other users of the tool is
considered to the extent possible, and (iii) JRC experts responsible for maintaining the
DTMT tool are consulted regarding changes that need to be made to the web portal. STECF
considers that STECF EWGs should continue using the current version of the DTMT
Guidance document (version 30 May 2019) until the DTMT tool and guidance document
have been updated.

Reporting Tool

As in previous advice (STECF PLEN 14-02, 14-03, 15-02, 16-02, 17-02, 17-03, 18-02, 19-
02), STECF reiterates that an online platform dedicated to WPs and ARs coupled with an
online reporting and automatic checking tool would be a more efficient way to monitor data
collection by MS, and to assess data transmission issues raised by end-users. Such a tool
could build on the preliminary automatic Screening Support Tool (SST) developed in
preparation of EWG 18-10. Linked to a regional database, such a reporting tool would also
allow for a more effective assessment of DCF data quality, both at the MS and at the
regional level. However, STECF understands that such a tool might not be developed before
the regional databases under development are operational.
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STECF conclusions

STECF endorses the outcomes of EWG 20-08 presented during the STECF PLEN 20-02; the
final EWG report was not available to STECF PLEN 20-02.

With regard to the AR evaluation, STECF considers that the updated AR evaluation grid and
updated guidance produced for AR-WP evaluators by the March 2020 ad-hoc contracts are
a significant improvement and allowed for a more consistent and less subjective approach
to the evaluation of ARs. STECF notes that additional recommendations for improving the
grid and guidance document were made by the EWG 20-08. STECF considers that the
compilation of this feedback and integration into the grid and guidance document could
best be addressed through an ad-hoc contract prior to the EWG 20-16. EWG 20-16 could
then be tasked with finalising the evaluation grid and guidance document, prior to
endorsement by PLEN 20-03.

In order to streamline the process of contacting MS for clarifications, STECF concludes it
would in future be more efficient for any major issues to be resolved prior to the beginning
of the EWG based on the outcome of the pre-screening exercise. STECF considers that one
of the pre-screeners could be appointed to filter issues flagged by the various experts
during the pre-screening exercise together with the Commission so that serious issues with
AR submissions can be communicated to MS by the Commission before the start of the
EWG in a coherent and consistent manner.

STECF concludes that the information on observer coverage that can be extracted from the
ARs in their current format is insufficiently detailed to allow for an evaluation of observer
coverage for fisheries targeting highly migratory species and their compliance with legal
obligations.

With regard to DT issues, STECF concludes that overall, the use of the DTMT and the DTMT
guidance document worked well, facilitating a more consistent and objective evaluation of
DT issues. STECF notes that due to challenges faced as a result of having to hold both
PLEN 20-01 and EWG 20-08 as remote virtual meetings due to the Covid-19 pandemic, it
was not yet possible to finalise the DTMT guidance and make technical changes to the
DTMT web tool. STECF considers that STECF EWGs working with data should continue
working with the current version of the DTMT and the DTMT guidance document for the
time being. STECF PLEN 20-03 should be tasked with finalising the DTMT guidance
document and providing details of the required technical changes to the DTMT web portal
to the JRC.

STECF notes that despite improvements to the current evaluation procedures, a web-based
reporting tool linked to regional databases would be a more efficient way to evaluate the
execution of WPs by Member States and to assess DT issues. The use of regional databases
could shift the focus from reporting and transmission aspects to the actual quality of the
data collected by MS.
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6. ADDITIONAL REQUESTS SUBMITTED TO THE STECF PLENARY BY THE
COMMISSION

6.1. Undulate ray

Background provided by the Commission

The sub TAC of undulate ray in 8.a-b (RJU/8-C) is currently managed under the skates and
rays Group TAC (SRX/89-C). The stock of undulate ray in 8.a-b is assessed by ICES under
category 6 advice, which included new information on landings and discards provided by
France in April 2018.

At the December Council 2019, a statement has been adopted which reads as follows: “On
Undulate Ray in 8 (Commission): The Commission will request scientific advice from ICES
on the opportunity to set an autonomous TAC for undulate ray in ICES subarea 8. The
Commission will ask ICES to provide, if possible, this advice in time for it to be considered
in the first amendment to the 2020 fishing opportunities. On the basis of the scientific
advice, if appropriate, the Commission will consider proposing an amendment to the 2020
fishing opportunities.”

e End January 2020, ICES replied to the Commission that the request “is more of a
management question which put STECF in a better position to respond”.
e Therefore the Commission is seizing STECF to carry out a scientific assessment of
the impact of setting an autonomous TAC for the undulate ray stock in 8.a-b.
e The Commission asked STECF to take into account:
- Recoam project on stock identity
- Report of WGEF ICES, 2018
- ICES WGEF, 2018: “"Annex 8: Report in response to the French request for updated
advice on Undulate ray (Raja undulata) in Divisions 7.d-e and 8.a-b for 2018”
- STECF, 2015: “Possible by-catch provisions for undulate ray in ICES areas VIide,
VIIIab and IX (STECF-15-03)”
- French catches estimates of undulate ray in 2016 and 2017 in ICES Divisions
27.7.d, 7.e, 8.a and 8.b
- ICES advice, July 2018: “Undulate ray (Raja undulata) in divisions 8.a-b (northern
and central Bay of Biscay)”

Background documents are published on the meeting’'s web site on:
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/plen2002

Request to the STECF

STECF is requested to undertake an assessment on the opportunity to set an autonomous
TAC for undulate ray in ICES divisions 8.a-b. for conservation and management purposes.

STECF observations

STECF notes that since 2015, undulate ray has been managed under two sub-TACs for
subareas 8 and 9 respectively, nested within the overall skates and rays group TAC
(SRX/89-C) (Council Regulation (EU) 2020/123).

Clarifications on the reasons underlying the request were received from DG Mare during
plenary. The request from France would (i) aim to align the TAC management area with
the biological stock distribution area; and (ii) an autonomous TAC was claimed to allow for
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better splitting of the national quotas for allocation to producers organizations and (iii) also
allow a level playing field with fishers from the Channel, where an autonomous TAC in 7.d-
e was created in 2018.

STECF understands therefore that the request relates to two main points:

i) considerations on area definition since the existing sub-TAC in area 8 is defined for the
entire area (Subareas 8.a, 8.b and 8.c combined), whereas the autonomous TAC would
relate to Subareas 8.a-b only, and

ii) considerations on whether an autonomous TAC for 8.a-b would make any difference for
conservation and management purposes compared a sub-TAC for the same area.

These two points are discussed separately, and additional management considerations
are also provided.

Stock definition and stock status of undulate ray in Subarea 8.a-b

Based on tagging studies (Stephan et al., 2015; ICES, 2018a), there appear to be distinct
population units in the Bay of Biscay and Atlantic Iberian waters. ICES considers undulate
rays in 8.c and 8.a-b to be separate stock units and provides advice separately.

STECF notes that the status of both stocks of undulate ray in ICES subarea 8 is unknown.
In the Bay of Biscay (divisions 8.a-b) there is no index of biomass of undulate ray because
the species distribution is mostly inshore, therefore not sampled by the FR-EVHOE survey
(ICES, 2018a). Preliminary analyses of the proportion of hauls from commercial trammel
net fisheries operating in French waters in 2007-2015, indicated that undulate ray have
shown a steady increase in their frequency of occurrence (ICES, 2016), as well as an
expansion in spatial distribution (ICES, 2018b). ICES provided quantitative catch advice
for undulate ray in 8.a-b for the first time in 2018, giving advice for the period 2018 -
2020. ICES advice for undulate ray in 8.a-b, based on the ICES framework for category 6
stocks (which uses recent level of catches to guide the advice), is that catches should be
no more than 202 tonnes in each of the years 2018, 2019, and 2020 of which no more
than 13 tonnes should be landed. In this advice, ICES assumes high survival of discards
(ICES, 2018b).

Currently there is insufficient information available to provide any estimate on trends in
abundance or biomass for the stock in 8.c. Therefore, ICES cannot yet provide quantitative
catch advice for this stock.

Regardless of this unknown stock status, undulate ray was nonetheless included in the
prohibited species list in 2009 based on the data from the UK-BTS Q3 surveys that did not
catch the species during three consecutive years (ICES, 2018a). Nowadays undulate ray
is still in the prohibited species list only for ICES subareas 6 and 10 (Council Regulation
(EU) 2020/123). Undulate ray was taken out of the prohibited species list in 2014 for areas
7 and 8 and in 2015 for area 9. TACs were established for stocks in the English Channel
(ICES subareas 7.d-e) and Bay of Biscay (ICES subarea 8) in 2015 and for the stock in the
Iberian ecoregion (ICES subarea 9) in 2016, even though ICES was not in a position to
provide catch advice on these stocks at that time.

STECF considers that for all stocks, and even more for stocks requiring specific
management because of their presumed vulnerability, as is the case for undulate ray,
matching management areas with stock distribution areas will help limit catches by stock
in line with individual stock development.
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Incidentally, STECF notes also that if the stock of undulate ray in 8.a-b is split away from
the TAC in Area 8, consideration should be given to the management of that species in
subarea 8.c which otherwise will be managed under the group skates and rays TACs in
8/9.

Sub-TAC vs. autonomous TAC

In subareas 8 & 9, undulate ray has been managed under two sub-TACs for subareas 8
and 9 respectively since 2015, nested within the overall skates and rays Group TAC
(SRX/89-C) (Council Regulation (EU) 2020/123). The 2020 sub-TAC for subarea 8 is 33
tonnes, and for subarea 9 is 50 tonnes, while the overall rays TAC is 4 759 tonnes; the
species shall not be targeted in the areas covered by the TACs (Council Regulation (EU)
2020/123).

The general main issue for the management of skates and rays is their difficult
identification at species level and the high risks of misreporting one species to another one
when they are not targeted but by-caught. Therefore they are often landed and managed
under group TACs covering several species, even though the various species may have
widely different conservation status and stock trends. Various alternative options for the
management of skates and rays were evaluated by STECF in 2017 (STECF EWG 17-21). In
particular, the pros and cons of group TAC vs. autonomous TACs were discussed. EWG-17-
21 concluded that a TAC by stock is the only way that permits the setting of limits on
catches by stock in line with individual stock development and the catch levels
recommended by ICES. All other options would retain, to varying degrees, the problem of
the current group TACs (e.g. limiting fishing opportunity for stocks for which the abundance
is increasing, and insufficient protection for decreasing stocks or stocks of unknown status).

On this basis, STECF considers that a sub-TAC at the stock level is expected to provide the
conditions for limiting the catches and protect this vulnerable stock. Hence, it is unclear to
STECF whether, under the same conditions of enforcement and of control of
misidentification and misreporting and for the same amount of catch limit, an autonomous
TAC in 8.a-b would make any difference for conservation purposes compared to a sub-TAC
in 8.a-b.

However, STECF cannot judge whether the two types of TACs would make any legal or
administrative differences for management purposes.

Additional management considerations

STECF notes that the ToR refers to the “conservation and management purposes” of a TAC
for undulate ray in 8a-b. In this broad context, it is important to consider, alongside the
stock unit, stock trend and form of TAC discussed above, the general implementation and
the effectiveness of the management measures in application (TAC and Landing
Obligation).

In this context, STECF notes that some estimates of French catch of undulate ray in 2016
and 2017 based on French self-sampling and observer programs were presented and
analyzed by ICES (ICES 2018a—Annex 8), and were also provided to STECF as a supporting
document. The analysis based on the self-sampling program showed landings of undulate
ray in 8.a-b to be around 80 tonnes in both 2016 and 2017 while discards estimates were
427 and 485 tonnes in these years, respectively (about 85% discard rate). However, ICES
considered that estimates from the French self-sampling program could not be
incorporated at that time as it required further validation (ICES, 2018c). The French official
landings in 8.a-b in these two years were 14 and 22 tonnes. The estimates of landings
based on the observer program collected under the Data Collection Framework (DCF) (10
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and 8 tonnes in 2016 and 2017, respectively) were very similar to official figures officially
reported to ICES (2018c). Discards estimates from the DCF sampling were 211 and 314
tonnes in 2016 and 2017 (ICES, 2018b,c). These, plus the official landings reported to
ICES, constitutes the catches used by ICES to provide its advice in 2018 (ICES, 2018b).

STECF emphasizes that these discrepancies between some estimation procedures and the
officially reported landings reported by France need to be resolved, and their implications
on stock assessment and advice and on compliance with TACs fully assessed.

STECF also notes that there is no information on the discard survival of undulate ray in the
coastal French fisheries where the undulate ray stock in 8.a-b is caught, nor for undulate
ray in any other fisheries. Nevertheless, STECF 15-03 and STECF 17-21 consider survival
of discarded rays to be potentially high for many species of skates and rays and fisheries.
Consequently, undulate ray is subject to a high-survival LO exemption, and thus individuals
can continue to be discarded, and thus this stock cannot be considered a potential choke
species.

STECF highlights that for conservation purposes, all catches of undulate ray should be
correctly reported, and the issues linked to the survivability and status of the stock should
be accounted for in management.

STECF conclusions

STECF agrees that the management area should be aligned with the distribution area of
the stock (8.a-b).

In relation to achieving conservation objectives for undulate ray through restricting catches
and exploitation rate using TACs, STECF can foresee no obvious advantage or disadvantage
between choosing to adopt a sub-TAC or an autonomous TAC for undulate ray in Divisions
8.a-b.
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6.2 STECF evaluation of the Danish weighing proposals

Background information provided by the Commission

Article 60 of Council Regulation (EC) No 1224/2009 (hereafter ‘Control Regulation’)
requires that Member States shall ensure that all fishery products are weighed on systems
approved by the competent authorities. Weighing must be done in a manner that accounts
for each quantity of each species for the completion of catch registration documents. By
default, all fishery products must be weighed at landing before transport, storage or sale.
However subject to Commission approval, granted in the form of Commission
Implementing Decisions, the following derogations from the requirement to weigh each
quantity of each species before transport, storage or sale may apply:

1. The sample weighing of fishery products at landing according to a Commission
approved sampling plan (Article 60(1) of the Control Regulation). This provides an
exemption from the requirement to weigh all fishery products at landing and the
methodology for this type of sampling plan is detailed in Annex XIX of Commission
Implementing Regulation (EU) No 404/2011 (hereafter ‘Implementing Regulation’).

2. The sample weighing of fishery products at landing, which have been already
weighed on board a fishing vessel, according to a Commission approved sampling plan
(Article 60(3) of the Control Regulation). This provides another exemption from the
requirement to weigh all fishery products at landing and the methodology for this type of
sampling plan is detailed in Annex XX of the Implementing Regulation.

3. The weighing of fishery products after tra