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1. Executive summary
Due to the SARS-CoV-2 coronavirus pandemia and restrictions on the movement of persons imposed
throughout Europe, the 2021 RCG LDF meeting was held from July 5 to 7 as a virtual online meeting
on the Cisco WebEx communication tool.
The group reviewed the progress in regional coordination since 2020, the outcomes of the 17th Liaison
Meeting and feedback from the end-users. The group also reviewed the Long Distance Fisheries
activity by MS in CECAF and SPRMFO areas with the use of updated 2020 data provided by MS
through the Regional Database (RDB).
All EU non-landlocked countries were addressed through a data call. Data were uploaded by MS to
the Regional Database hosted by ICES in support of RCG work. The 2022 data call shall stress that
data stemming from private agreements under direct authorization (SMEFF Regulation) should be
included as well. Particular attention shall be paid to the upload of effort data to ensure streamlined
use of the units, (kW)days at sea or fishing days.
Based on an analysis of the updated fisheries overviews, the RCG LDF concluded that there is no
need for amendments to the NWPs for 2022 and beyond in respect of the long distance fisheries in
the areas of CECAF and SPRFMO. In 2020 the multi-lateral agreements for sampling small pelagics
in SPRFMO and CECAF waters were extended until the end of 2023.
Potential new fishing areas of competence of the RCG LDF and new needs for data collection
coordination were identified due to:


Proposal to move NAFO areas from RCG NANSEA RCG LDF



the EU acceding the North Pacific Fisheries Commission (NPFC), planned in 2022

An initiative of the RCG NANSEA and the RCG Baltic to compare and align their respective RoPs in
order to adopt one combined RoP by both RCGs concerned was addressed in the context of
consideration of having one, common RoP for all RCGs operating under the DCF. Participants of the
RCG LDF suggested that, pending the finalization of the work regarding combined RoP for the RCG
NANSEA and the RCG Baltic, current RoP of the RCG LDF remain in force.
Following RCG LDF 2020 recommendation, an intersessional subgroup (ISSG SPRFMO-OP) was setup to prepare for data collection in the SPRFMO area beyond 2024, to address a newly required
SPRFMO observer programme accreditation procedure. Also two Technical Meetings on this issue
were organized by COM in 2021. Noting that none of the MS currently involved is willing to apply for
this accreditation, what might jeopardize data collection on board trawlers in the area from 2024
onwards, this issue needs to be addressed jointly by relevant scientific institutes, MS fisheries
administration, the European Commission and the industry. The ISSG SPRFMO-OP would continue
internal discussion with the aim to investigate possible options to move forward.
Overall the group proposed one decision to be taken and made two recommendations:


RCG LDF propose to take a decision on extending its geographical scope by the inclusion of
the NAFO area. Addressed at Chair of RCG LDF and RCG LDF Member States, LM chair.



WGRDBESGOV to take the proposed new and updated reference codes as provided by RCG
LDF 2021 into consideration and to include these references in the RDB code lists. Addressed
at Chair RCG LDF / Data manager RCG LDF



RCG LDF recommends to update Regional Coordination Group (RCG) governance in Table 1
in the Annex to the Commission Implementing Decision to reflect the governance shift for
the surveys in the NAFO area. Addressed at DG MARE.

Procedure for taking a decision on extending RCG LDF geographical scope by the inclusion of the
NAFO area will be agreed with the relevant NC on the initiative of the RCG LDF chair.
The next RCG LDF meeting is planned for late June or early July 2022, and Portugal kindly offered to
host this meeting in Funchal in the Madeira. The meeting will be chaired by Irek Wójcik (Poland) who
was reelected as a chair for the second term.
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2. Introduction
2.1

General

Due to continued SARS-CoV-2 coronavirus pandemia (COVID-19 pandemia) and restrictions on the
movement of persons imposed throughout Europe, for the second time the 2021 RCG LDF meeting
was held from July 5 to 7 as a virtual online meeting on the Cisco WebEx communication tool,
addressing its Terms of Reference set for the 2021 meeting and to provide a platform for an overview
of the EU long distance fisheries over the previous year(s) in order to evaluate the scope for required
regional coordination in area of data collection.
The continued availability of a SharePoint hosted by ICES proved to be very efficient again in support
of organising the work before, during and after the meeting. ICES Datacentre is thanked for all RDB
work carried out in preparation of this meeting and to facilitate the upload of RCG LDF data for the
third time.
Having in mind the pros and cons of virtual meetings, compared to face to face physical meetings,
the RCG LDF 2021 online meeting was received very positively by all participants as facilitating
effective and productive work of the group in a good atmosphere.
2.2

Legal requirements

2.2.1 Background of RCG LDF

The EU Data Collection Framework (DCF) establishes a framework for the collection of economic,
biological and transversal data by Member States (MS). This programme provides the basic data
needed to evaluate the state of fishery resources and the fisheries sector.
Prior to the current Regulation, the RCG LDF (at that time RCM) stemmed from the Data Collection
Framework (EC Regulation no. 199/2008), establishing a community framework for the collection,
management and use of data in fisheries sector for scientific advice regarding the Common Fisheries
Policy (CFP). According to this regulation and without prejudice to their current data collection
obligations under Community law, Member States (MS) were obliged to collect primary biological,
technical, environmental and socio-economic data within the framework of a multi-annual national
programme drawn up in accordance with the Community programme.
According to EC Regulation 665/2008, laying down detailed rules for the application of Council
Regulation (EC) 199/2008, and its technical Decision 2010/93/EU specifying practical aspects for
data collection, actions planned by MS in their national programme should be presented according
to the predefined regions.
The coordination of the data collection was recommended at regional level and specific meetings
were in charge of facilitating this and these meetings aimed to identify areas for standardisation,
collaboration and task sharing between MS. RCMs were held annually with participants from each MS
involved in fishing activity in the respective region. Being an end-user, RCM LDF might launch data
calls to gather the information needed to complete its tasks.
From mid-2017 onwards, regulation 199/2008 was repealed and replaced by a new regulation. As a
basic principle, the new Regulation (REGULATION (EU) 2017/1004) stipulates that “...Member States
shall coordinate their data collection activities with other Member States in the same marine region
and shall make every effort to coordinate their actions with third countries having sovereignty or
jurisdiction over waters in the same marine region.” Apart from the requirement to establish Regional
Coordination Groups (see following section), the Regulation also foresees the participation and
contribution by the relevant MS as well as their respective National Correspondents. The EU data
collection requirements were further detailed in Commission Implementing Decision (EU) 2016/1251
(EU-MAP).
In 2019, this Decision was administratively transformed into two different decisions without any
modifications to the actual obligations:
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Commission Implementing Decision (EU) 2019/909 establishing the list of mandatory
research surveys and thresholds for the purposes of the multiannual Union programme for
the collection and management of data in the fisheries and aquaculture sectors. Such
decisions can be decided by the Commission directly, they do not need the scrutiny by the
European Parliament and the Council.



Commission Delegated Decision (EU) 2019/910 establishing the multiannual Union
programme for the collection and management of biological, environmental, technical and
socioeconomic data in the fisheries and aquaculture sectors. A delegated decision has to
follow the normal procedure, i.e. it needs the scrutiny by the European Parliament and the
Council.

The difference between the Delegated and Implementing decisions is of a legal nature. Delegated
acts are legally binding acts that enable the Commission to supplement or amend non‑ essential parts
of EU legislative acts, for example, in order to define detailed measures. The Commission adopts the
delegated act and if Parliament and Council have no objections, it enters into force. Implementing
acts are legally binding acts that enable the Commission – under the supervision of committees
consisting of EU countries’ representatives – to set conditions that ensure that EU laws are applied
uniformly.
2.2.2 Establishment of RCG LDF

In 2017 the RCG LDF hold two meetings and during the 2nd meeting, the requirement for a formal
establishment of the RCG was discussed and concluded upon by all parties present at the meeting.
This conclusion led to the following statement regarding the establishment of RCG LDF:
Having regard Article 9.2 of REGULATION (EU) 2017/1004, stipulating that regional coordination
groups shall be established by the relevant Member States for each marine region, and, having
considered all regions outside EU waters as a marine region and in continuation of the previous
definition of the RCM marine regions and having relevant Member States present at a meeting
succeeding the RCM LDF 2016, the Regional Coordination Group for Long Distance Fisheries has been
established upon opening of the 2nd RCG LDF meeting on November 22, 2017 in Copenhagen,
Denmark.
2.3

Terms of Reference

The following terms of reference were set for RCG LDF 2021:

Terms of Reference – RCG LDF 2021
1. Review progress since 2020 following up the 17th Liaison Meeting or other expert
groups reports

2. Review feedback from end users
•
Consider possible updates under the SPRFMO Observer Programme and Data
Standards requirements (both observer requirements as well as data collection
requirements)
•
State of play of pelagic sampling in CECAF and SPRFMO area in 2020
•
Other input received

3. Analyse data from 2021 RCG LDF data call
•
Data compilation, providing overviews of fisheries
•
Consider inclusion of emerging fisheries
•
Identify sampling obligations facilitating future multi-annual work plan
•
Feedback from WGRDBESGOV / comments on experience RDB upload
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4. Regional data collection, analysis and storage
•
Overview on commercial sampling during coronavirus pandemic in 2020-2021
•
Consider future mechanisms to continue strengthening regional cooperation,
including expected outcomes from new projects under MARE 20-08 Grant:

Fish'n'Co (development of draft RWP)

SecWeb (Implementation of generic tools for RCGs: RDB, Web, Secretariat)
•
Discuss option to move NAFO issues from RCG NANSEA to RCG LDF (feedback from
RCG NANSEA)
•
Discuss possibility of new data collection requirements related to EU joining the North
Pacific Fisheries Commission (NPFC)
•
Discuss potential implication of the SMEFF Regulation (Regulation 2017/2403 on the
sustainable management of external fishing fleets)
•
Revision of EU MAP – current state of play

5. Future data collection set up in CECAF/SPRFMO

CECAF future data needs

Feedback from ISSG SPRFMO-OP (possible ways forward regarding observers'
accreditation procedure adopted by the SPRFMO)

6. AOB
•

Discuss relevant upcoming call for tenders, studies



Review option of harmonization/unification of the RCG LDF RoP with RoPs of other
RCGs
Place and date of the next RCG LDF
Election of a new chair




2.4

Structure of the report

ToR addressed by the 2021 RCG LDF meeting are referred to in the following sections of the report.

ToR 1

-

in section 5

ToR 2

-

in section 6

ToR 3

-

in section 3

ToR 4

-

in section 7

ToR 5

-

in section 8

ToR 6

-

in section 9

Recommendations/Decisions stemming from this group are summarised in section 10
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2.5

Participants and agenda

The following persons participated to the RCG LDF meeting in 2021.
Name

Email address

Organisation

Christine Röckmann

Christine.ROCKMANN@ec.europa.eu

European Commission, DG

Mandate
NA

MARE, unit C3
Christoph Stransky

christoph.stransky@thuenen.de

Thünen-Institut for Seafisheries
in Bremerhaven (DEU)

Elena García Caballero

egcaballero@mapa.es

Ministerio de Agricultura, Pesca

Full NC
Mandate
NA

y Alimentación, Secretaría
General de Pesca (ESP)
Elo Rasmann

Elo.Rasmann@Envir.ee

Ministry of the Environment,
(EST)

Full NC
Mandate

Liivika Näks

liivika.naks@ut.ee

University of Tartu (EST)

NA

Eva García Isarch

eva.garcia@ieo.es

Instituto Español de

NA

Oceanografía, Centro
Oceanográfico de Cádiz (ESP)
Emilia Batista

ebatista@dgrm.mm.gov.pt

Directorate-General for Natural

Full NC

Resources, Safety and Maritime

Mandate

Services (PRT)
Begoña Sotillo de Olano

begona.sotillo@ieo.es

Instituto Español de

NA

Oceanografía, Centro
Oceanográfico de Canarias
(ESP)
Suzana Cano

sfcano@dgrm.mm.gov.pt

Directorate-General for Natural

NA

Resources, Safety and Maritime
Services (PRT)
Graça Teixeira de Jesus

graca.t.faria@madeira.gov.pt

Regional Directorate of the Sea

Faria
Irek Wójcik

NA

(PRT)
iwojcik@mir.gdynia.pl

National Marine Fisheries
Research Institute in Gdynia

Full NC
Mandate

(POL)
Juana Poza Poza

jpoza@mapa.es

Ministerio de Agricultura, Pesca

NA

y Alimentación Secretaría
General de Pesca (ESP)
Kay Panten

kay.panten@thuenen.de

Thünen-Institut for Seafisheries

NA

in Bremerhaven (DEU)
Livia Menziani

livia.menziani.ext@politicheagricole.it

Ministero delle politiche

NA

agricole, alimentari e forestali
(MIPAAF)
Maksims Kovsars

maksims.kovsars@bior.gov.lv

Fish Resources Research

NA

Department in Riga (LVA)
Maria Lídia Ferreira de

lidia.gouveia@madeira.gov.pt

Regional Directorate of the Sea

Gouveia

(PRT)
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Marta Szymańska

msuska@mir.gdynia.pl

National Marine Fisheries

NA

Research Institute in Gdynia
(POL)
Mauro Bertelletti

m.bertelletti@politicheagricole.it

Ministero delle politiche
agricole, alimentari e forestali

Full NC
Mandate

(MIPAAF)
Tarub Bahri

Tarub.Bahri@fao.org

Sakchai Mcdonough

Sakchai.Mcdonough@fao.org

Ndiaga Gueye

Ndiaga.Gueye@fao.org

Dismas Mbabazi

Dismas.Mbabazi@fao.org

Miguel Peterssen

bec_sgprp23@mapa.es

FAORAF

FAORAF

FAORAF

FAORAF
Ministerio de Agricultura, Pesca

Fernandez

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

y Alimentación, Secretaría
General de Pesca (ESP)

Monika STERCZEWSKA

Monika.STERCZEWSKA@ec.europa.eu

European Commission, DG

NA

MARE, unit C3
Ricard Buxó

rbuxo@mapa.es

Ministerio de Agricultura, Pesca

NA

y Alimentación Secretaría
General de Pesca (ESP)
Ricardo Sousa

ricardo.js.sousa@madeira.gov.pt

Regional Directorate of the Sea

NA

(PRT)
Rita Vasconcelos

rita.vasconcelos@ipma.pt

IPMA, PRT

Sieto Verver

Sieto.Verver@wur.nl

Centre for fisheries research
(CVO), IJmuiden, (NLD)

NA

Delegated
NC
Mandate

Stanislovas JONUSAS

Stanislovas.JONUSAS@ec.europa.eu

European Commission, DG

NA

MARE, unit C3
Vilda Griūnienė

Blanca GARCIA

Vilda.Griuniene@zum.lt

Blanca.GARCIA-ALVAREZ@ec.europa.eu

ALVAREZ

Ministry of the Agriculture,

Full NC

Fisheries Department (LTU)

Mandate

European Commission, DG

NA

MARE, unit C3

* NA = not applicable
The agenda of the meeting is included in Annex 1.
RCG LDF builds upon long standing, and often specialist, experience of its participants. Given the
pivotal role of the RCG in EU Data Collection outside European waters, continued contributions by its
experts is crucial for a successful continuation of the RCG work. In line with article 7.2.c (EU Reg
2017/1004) National Correspondents are expected to coordinate the attendance of experts to
relevant groups. Thus, it is expected that NCs pay attention to this issue, in particular for the
participation to the RCG. Moreover, as the RCG set up evolved into an expert meeting followed by
an NC decision making meeting, even more needs arise for the experts to attend.
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3. 2020 RCG LDF data call (ToR 3)
3.1

Response to 2020 data call

Prior to the 2021 annual RCG LDF meeting and in line with the continued 2015 recommendation to
address future data calls to all non-landlocked MS, the 2021 data call was sent to all National
Correspondents of these MS. The data call requests to upload the data into the RCG Regional
Database (RDB), hosted and maintained by ICES in Copenhagen.
The call was launched at April 24th while setting the deadline for submission at May 26 th. As in
previous years, a request for an active response indicating the absence of long distance fisheries was
also included in the data call as well as a specific request to also upload data when only a few vessels
are active in the region.
The following list provides a general overview of the responses received by RCG LDF. The highlighted
rows are explained in the following paragraph (section). This overview doesn’t discriminate between
the various types of responses received. Uploading data to the RDB posed some challenges for MS
not routinely uploading data to the RDB. As a result, some data had to be re-uploaded to the RDB or
provided through spread sheets during the meeting. This was not considered as a major issue as the
work could be completed in time. Data can be updated throughout the year and MS are encouraged
to do so where applicable.
Table 3-1 Overview of 2021 data call response

MS
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
United
Kingdom

Response (Y/N)
Y
N
Y
N
Y
Y
N
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
No request
2021

Activity last year
(Y/N)
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
Y
N
Y
Y
Y
N
Y
Y
Y
N
N
Y
N

Data provided (Y/N)
N
N
N
N
Y (historic update)
N
N
N
N
N (considered confidential)
Y (historic update)
Y
Y
Y
N
Y
Y
Y
N
N
Y
N

NA

NA
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Bulgaria, Cyprus and Finland did not formally respond as prompt as they used to do. However, given
the previous responses over the last years (‘no relevant fisheries in the requested areas’) the nonresponse had no influence on the outcomes of the data analysis. In general, MS are encouraged to
meet the deadline to avoid confusions during future meetings.
RCG LDF processed all data provided. The results are presented in chapter 4.
3.2

Sampling obligations facilitating future multi-annual work plan, including
emerging fisheries

Analysis of data uploaded to the RDB allows to detect if there are any substantial changes in fishing
pattern or volume of landings for those stock which are not currently subject to data collection and
cross checking this data with the DCF obligations enables to conclude if any emerging fisheries should
be included in the future data collection programme (see also comments in section 3.3).
The RCG LDF has identified the need to extend the sampling program to new stocks as a result of
the EU acceding the North Pacific Fisheries Commission (NPFC), planned in 2021 (see also comments
in section 7.4). Those MS whose vessels are planned to enter this new fishery should analyze the
scope of the fishery data that NPFC requires to collect prior to commencing fishing. Once UE formally
becomes a member of the NPFC and it is known which MS’ vessels will be active in this new region,
the issue of coordination of activities will be analyzed by the RCG LDF in 2022.
Pending the final decision on the inclusion of the NAFO area in RCG LDF, the data collection from
fishery in NAFO region may also be coordinated in the near future by the RCG LDF.
The COM informed the group that ESP has notified the SPRFMO its intention to launch an exploratory
fishery for toothfish (Dissostichus spp). The fishery (bottom long-lining) will start in 2021 and will
continue into 2022 and 2023. Although the SPRFMO area falls under the competence of the RCG LDF,
this exploratory fishery is carried out exclusively by ESP, therefore the obligation to report detailed
data, resulting from the specific provisions of the SPRFMO, rests with ESP, and at this stage there is
no need to coordinate the fisheries data collection for this fishery.
3.3

Data compilation, providing overviews of fisheries

Based on the RDB data and based on the work done by intersessional RCG subgroup on fisheries and
sampling overviews the RCG LDF produced standardized annual fisheries overview with graphs and
maps, to get more information out of the data available. The very detailed overviews provide a lot
of useful information, but some tweaking of the overviews might be required in the future, to address
the RCG needs. The current overviews already provide good additional insights, but the amount of
them might be overwhelming. The future structure of the overviews will be discussed intersessionally.
Additionally there was a new script written, which prepares all the tables from section 4 of this report.
The tables are being produced on a yearly basis, so by using an automatic way of fulfilling the tables,
a huge amount of time might be saved. Preparing these tables in advance of the meeting can lower
the workload of the participants significantly, allowing them to focus mainly on the data analysis.
Regarding the future work on the overviews, the main point of focus is to get insight in trends over
the last three years, splitting the overviews by designated regions and e.g. focus on some main
species of direct relevance for DCF work, while grouping other species of lesser relevance.
To make the overviews as useful as possible, it is extremely important that the countries upload their
data to the Regional Database. All the countries should include the information on the Subpolygon
in the data provided as this will allow to carry out more detailed spatial analysis.
The current RDB catch and effort overview for the RCG LDF can be found on the sharepoint site. It
does not include data from Canaries and Spanish data from ’other regions’, as these were not
uploaded to the RDB.

3.4

Comments on experience with RDB upload

Metier assignment
Because of some problems with metier assignment, the data from the Canaries were not uploaded
to the RDB. The main reason for this is the existence of highly polyvalent fleet where three metiers
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(small pelagics, demersal and tuna) can be used in the same trip. This cannot be easily uploaded to
the RDB, because according to the RDB exchange format, only one of the metiers can be assigned
by trip.
Species
A total number of 99 bycatch species of the Spanish demersal fisheries was not uploaded with the
species name for the period 2014-2020, as they were not included in the RDB species reference
tables. In these cases, they were uploaded with the name of the closest taxa (genus, family, order),
when possible.
Overwriting rules and deleting data issues

MS were requested to update their LDF data in the RDB to reflect the changes to the area/subpolygon
codification. However, updating the data requires overwriting (and consequently deleting) previously
uploaded data.
This issue is very relevant for some countries, as it is the case for ES, for which there are some
species having an overlap with other fishing areas included in different RCGs and that have already
been uploaded to the RDB during the year. The overwriting rules, for the Commercial Landing data,
do not take into account diferent fishing areas (or RCG) for each MS, this being a problem for species
that are commonly fished in one area and another, that are overwritten. To solve the problem, the
MS has to delete these data manually, which on one hand involves a lot of work and on the other
hand is potentially ‘dangerous’ for the existing datasets. Finally, all data from the MS have to be
unified and uploaded together.
In the case of ES, this will be a problem again next year, as new data from the Canaries will be
uploaded for the period 2014-2020 and thus, there will be overwriting for all Spanish data during
this period.
ICES is aware of the problem but apparenty there is no solution for this yet.
3.5

Updates to RDB references

During the RCG LDF and the preparatory process before, it became apparent that some references
to areas, species and ports were missing from the RDB, thus hampering complete uploads. ICES
WGRDBESGOV is requested to discuss these omissions and to update the references in the RDB were
applicable. Apart from the codes currently missing, additional codes and references need to be
included to prepare for the imminent expansion of the area of governance for this RCG.
Annex 2 provides the overview of references to be added to the RDB to facilitate both current as well
as upcoming data uploads.
Recommendation 2021-1 : Inclusion of new and updated reference codes in the RDB
RCG-LDF 2021
Recommendation

WGRDBESGOV to take the proposed new and updated reference
codes as provided by RCG LDF 2021 into consideration and to
include these references in the RDB codes lists.

Follow-up actions
needed

Contact WGRDBESGOV, ICES and put request on agenda for
December meeting. Inclusion requested prior to the 2022 RCG LDF
data call.

Responsible persons
for follow-up actions

Chair RCG LDF / Data manager RCG LDF

Time frame (Deadline)

After LM 2021

12

RCG LDF 2021 Report – final
3.6

Feedback WGRDBESGOV

For the RCG LDF, the key points over the last two years revolved around faciltating RCG LDF data
uploads based on recommendation 2019-4. These points were all addressed. No specific questions
were raised by the WGRDBESGOV to the RCG LDF.

3.7

Preparation of 2022 data call

As in previous years, preparatory work was hampered by the late availability of the data. RCG LDF,
again, wishes to prepare the yearly data at an earlier stage prior to the meeting, to facilitate both a
timely upload as well as to conduct preparatory work before the meeting (e.g. producing complete
fisheries overviews). The actual deadlines should be set in line with the dates of the RCG LDF in 2022
and the provisions in the current DCF (1 month response time).
Ideally, the deadline for data submission is 1 month before the meeting, as this will also allow ICES
to contribute to the data extraction if needed while leaving sufficient time to prepare data and tables
prior to the meeting.
The 2022 data call will request data from 2015 onwards (unless updates are provided earlier), but
will invite MS to deliver/update older data to the RBD when possible. As in 2021, the 2022 call shall
stress that data stemming from private agreements under direct authorization (SMEFF Regulation)
should be included as well. Particular attention shall be paid to the upload of effort data to ensure
streamlined use of the units, (kW), days at sea or fishing days. The call will highlight the correct
units even more than in 2021 as it turned out that despite the reference to the units in the call,
various units were used by the MS.
MS are continuously encouraged to upload data (and update when needed) prior to the RCG Data
call. This will allow for a less stressful upload and once done, only last year’s data needs to be
uploaded, which should be a routine job by then.
Prior to the data call, a quick scan of the Eurostat database will be done to explore potential new
areas to be highlighted in the call.
Depending on the outcome of the discussion on the inclusion of the NAFO area in RCG LDF, the 2022
data call may encompass the NAFO area as well. The relevant (sub) areas have to be available in the
RDB reference tables then. Similarly, FAO area 41 (SW Atlantic) and 47 (SE Atlantic) need to be
included as a whole as well, including subpolygons (country indications). See section 7.3.

13

RCG LDF 2021 Report – final

4. Review of EU Long Distance Fisheries activities
4.1

CECAF area

After the RCM-LDF 2015 decision of including "Canary Islands" as a new fishing ground, the three
fishing grounds considered for CECAF are:

FISHING GROUND
Madeira
Canary Islands
West Africa

Area

FAO divisions

EU waters

34.1.2

Non EU waters

34.1.1; 34.1.3; 34.3.1,
34.3.3, 34.3.6, 47*

*Note that the fishing ground where the EU is operating in Angola (FAO 47.1.1, 47.1.2 and part of
47.1.3) is considered in CECAF area of competence, as de facto situation.

In Madeira and the Canaries, only Portuguese and Spanish vessels, respectively, operate and the
fisheries/metiers are already included in respective National Work Plans and therefore, coordination
between MS is not needed.
Fishery data are presented separately for the three Fishing grounds: “West Africa", “Madeira” and
“Canary Islands”.
FISHING GROUND “WEST AFRICA”

The information below describes the general types of fisheries in the relevant West African CECAF
areas by MS (2020) as an overview of the CECAF fisheries carried out by EU-fleets. Some fisheries
cover very large areas along the West African shelf. As non-EU countries also conduct fisheries in
this area, the catches taken by vessels of EU MS constitute only a part of the total catches.
Demersal fisheries are mainly carried out by the Spanish fleet, with a limited activity of other
countries as Italy, Portugal and Greece. The other EU MS (The Netherlands, Poland, Germany, Latvia
and Lithuania) are operating pelagic trawlers in a small pelagic fishery, currently developed in waters
off Morocco and Mauritania. In addition, there is a fleet of Spanish purse seiners targeting small
pelagics in North-Morocco and a small fleet of demersal vessels that occasionally use licence for small
pelagics and operate as pelagic trawlers in Mauritania and/ or Guinea-Bissau. An overview of species
fished by EU MS in the CECAF area in 2020 is presented in Annex 3.
In most cases, EU fisheries have been carried out in this area under bilateral Sustainable Fishing
Partnership Agreements (SFPAs) between the EU and the coastal States. However, there are other
fisheries developed in the CECAF area, under direct authorizations (SMEFF regulation), independent
from these SFPAs. This is the case of the demersal fisheries carried out by Spanish vessels in Guinea,
Congo, Angola, Sierra Leone and The Gambia1, reported for the first time in RCG 2018. Likewise,
the participation of Italy in the RCG LDF 2020 for the first time allowed to clarify that reported Italian
demersal fisheries in CECAF waters during the period 2015-2019 were mostly carried out in Guinea
and Sierra Leona, under direct authorization regime. In 2020, fisheries in Morocco, Mauritania,
Senegal, The Gambia and Guinea-Bissau were developed within SFPAs while fisheries in Guinea,
Sierra Leona, Congo and Angola were carried out under direct authorizations.

Spanish vessels operated under direct authorisations regime until the signature of the new
Agreement and the relevant Protocol between the EU and The Gambia in July 2019, within which a
new fishing category for deep water trawlers targeting black hake is allowed.
1
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Table 4.1 General types of fisheries in relevant CECAF areas by MS (2020 data)
FISHING
GROUNDS

FISHERY

AREA
Morocco
and/or
Mauritania
GuineaBissau
Angola*, **
Morocco
Mauritania
Senegal
The Gambia
Guinea*
Congo*
Angola*, **
GuineaBissau
Mauritania
GuineaBissau
Sierra Leone*

Small pelagic

West Africa

Small pelagic
Demersal fish
Demersal fish
Demersal fish
Demersal fish
Demersal fish
Crustaceans
Crustaceans
Crustaceans
Crustaceans
Crustaceans

Canary

Madeira

Cephalopods-finfish
Demersal fish
Deep-water species
Small pelagic
Demersal fish
Molluscs
(cephalopods
limpets)
Small pelagics
Demersal species

Madeira

COUNTRIES
Lithuania,
Latvia,
Germany,
Netherlands, Poland, Spain
Spain
Spain,
Spain, Portugal
Spain
Spain
Spain
Spain, Italy
Spain
Spain
Spain
Spain
Spain
Italy

Portugal

&

Canary

Spain

Islands

*Fisheries developed with direct uthorizations.
** Angola (FAO 47) is considered in CECAF area of competence, as de facto situation.

The responsibility for coordination of research activities in the area, stocks assessments and
providing scientific advice for stock management lies with the Fishery Committee for the Eastern
Central Atlantic (CECAF). In addition, the Joint Scientific Committees (JSCs) of the SFPAs between
the EU and the partner countries (Morocco, Mauritania, Senegal and Guinea-Bissau) play an
important role in setting an independent scientific cooperation framework between the EU and the
coastal States. For the SFPA EU-The Gambia, the idea is to set up a JSC that will be joint with the
EU-Senegal JSC.
The situation of the SFPAs, by country, is described in the following sections:
Morocco
The current SFPA was signed in March 2019, together with the relevant protocol for a duration of 4
years. Although the new protocol establishes the same fishing categories as the last one (Categories
1 to 6), catch limits for category 6 (pelagic trawlers fishing for small pelagic species) are established
with monthly and annual ceilings.
Mauritania
The last protocol of the SFPA between the EU and Mauritania was signed in December 2015, allowing
some métiers included in the EU Data Collection Framework to be used for a four year period and
thus, theoretically expiring in December 2019. Currently, a new SFPA is being negotiated by the
parties. In the meantime, the current protocol has been extended until November 2021.
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Senegal
Last Protocol in the framework of the relevant SFPA between the EU and Senegal was signed in
November 2019 for a duration of 5 years, including fishing possibilities for trawlers targeting black
hake.
The Gambia
A new SFPA between the EU and The Gambia was signed in July 2019 and the relevant Protocol will
last for a period of 6 years. Fishing opportunities include black hake and tuna resources.
Guinea-Bissau
The previous protocol within the SFPA EU-Guinea-Bissau expired in November 2017 and no fisheries
was conducted since then until the application of the new one in June 2019. The duration of the new
Protocol is 5 years and, in addition to the previously existing categories (finfish/cephalopods,
shrimps, tuna), it includes a new category of vessels targeting small pelagics with pelagic trawls.
The following tables, based on the data provided to the RCG LDF by MS, show the main fishing
activities aggregated over the entire CECAF North and South fishing areas, i.e. including both SFPA
and SMEFF activities, Table 4.2 shows total fishing effort (from 2018 to 2020); Table under 4.3 show
total landings for each year from 2014 to 2020. Note that data from Portugal from West Africa are
not avalilable because of confidentiality reasons.
Table 4.2 Effort (fishing days) by country and metiers from 2018 to 2020 (Fishing ground: “West
Africa”).

Metier_lvl6
LLS_DEF_0_0_0
LLS_DEF_0_0_0
LLS_DEF_6_0_0
MIS_DEF_0_0_0
OTB_CRU_>=40_0_0
OTB_DEF_>=70_0_0
OTB_DEF_>=70_0_0
OTB_DEF_>=80_0_0
OTB_MCF_>=70_0_0
OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0
OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0
OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0
OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0
OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0
OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0
OTM_SPF_32-69_0_0
PS_SPF_0_0_0

Country
ESP
PRT
ESP
ESP
ESP
ESP
ITA
ESP
ESP
DEU
ESP
LTU
LVA
NLD
POL
IRL
ESP

* The number includes area 34.2
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2018
949
NA
307
92
8037
2418
NA

2019
1428
NA
198
88
7214
2071

2020
1058
NA
69
190
6643
1524

287
1268 1168
189 93
108
71
102 246
441* 862 612
826 638 643
276 466 231
62
9
276 70
526
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Table 4.3 Landings (tons) by country and metiers from 2014 to 2020 (Fishing ground: “West
Africa”).

Metier 2014

DEU

ESP

LTU

LLS_DEF_0_0_0

2593

LLS_DEF_6_0_0

317

MIS_DEF_0_0_0

48

OTB_CRU_>=40_0_0

4583

OTB_DEF_>=70_0_0

5067

OTB_MCF_>=70_0_0

5650

LVA

NLD

POL

OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0 5837 6918 103084 57560 72819 36314

Metier 2015

DEU

ESP

ITA LTU

LLS_DEF_0_0_0

1306

LLS_DEF_6_0_0

456

MIS_DEF_0_0_0

244

OTB_CRU_>=40_0_0

4069

OTB_DEF_>=70_0_0

6730

OTB_MCF_>=70_0_0

15690

OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0

22
1395

DEU

DNK

ESP

ITA

LLS_DEF_0_0_0

2798

LLS_DEF_6_0_0

285

MIS_DEF_0_0_0

100

OTB_CRU_>=40_0_0

3760

OTB_DEF_>=70_0_0

10395 371

OTB_MCF_>=70_0_0

20802

OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0

20607 3164

PS_SPF_0_0_0

Metier 2017

LVA

NLD

POL

692

DEU

ESP
2628

LLS_DEF_6_0_0

196

MIS_DEF_0_0_0

89

OTB_CRU_>=40_0_0

5977

OTB_DEF_>=70_0_0

12674

OTB_MCF_>=70_0_0

17453

PS_SPF_0_0_0

LTU

67615 47742 39226 30464

LLS_DEF_0_0_0

OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0

POL

47294* 14303 18373 16493

OTM_SPF_32-69_0_0

Metier 2016

NLD

569

17056

PS_SPF_0_0_0

LVA

ITA

LTU

LVA

NLD

POL

41119*

48730

32997

12531

1362

21747
1674
17
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Metier 2018

DEU

ESP

IRL

LLS_DEF_0_0_0

2130

LLS_DEF_6_0_0

52

MIS_DEF_0_0_0

56

OTB_CRU_>=40_0_0

4964

OTB_DEF_>=70_0_0

19320

OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0

23583

ITA

NLD

PRT

1180
32107*

62320

18562

746

PS_SPF_0_0_0

728

Metier 2019

DEU

ESP

ITA

LTU

LLS_DEF_0_0_0

3049

LLS_DEF_6_0_0

26

MIS_DEF_0_0_0

56

OTB_CRU_>=40_0_0

5481

OTB_DEF_>=70_0_0

15486 1157

OTB_MCF_>=70_0_0

6615

OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0

LVA

NLD

PRT
NA

16360 782

PS_SPF_0_0_0

67306 39514 19481

122
DEU

ESP

LLS_DEF_0_0_0

2293

LLS_DEF_6_0_0

8

MIS_DEF_0_0_0

114

OTB_CRU_>=40_0_0

4891

OTB_DEF_>=70_0_0

10695

OTB_DEF_>=80_0_0

5508

OTB_MCF_>=70_0_0

7099

OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0

LVA

NA

739

OTM_SPF_32-69_0_0

Metier 2020

LTU

11583

PS_SPF_0_0_0

ITA

LTU

LVA

NLD

POL

PRT
NA

531

2175

45308

1101

* The number includes area 34.2

18

38497

30399

2994
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The métier OTB_DEF_>=70_0_0 had shown and increasing trend of landings from 2014 to 2018
(when they peak to more than 20,000 t) due the inclusion of a new fishing category in the protocol
EU-Mauritania, as well as an increase in black hake catches in Senegalese waters. This trend reversed
during the two last years, with landings diminishing to values around 11,200 in 2020. Landings for
the
shrimper
trawlers
(OTB_CRU_>=40_0_0)
and
cephalopod-finfish
trawlers
(OTB_MCF_>=70_0_0) remained relativity stable between 2019 and 2020. Landings highly
increased for artisanal purse seiners (PS_SPF_0_0_0) in Morocco, linked to an effort rise from 2019
(when the fishery was reopened at the end of the year) to 2020, when the fleet was operational.
Oppositely, effort and consequently, landings from artisanal longliners (LLS_DEF_6_0_0) in Morocco
very much decreased from 2019 to 2020, feature only based on Spanish data as information from
Portugal, that also operates with this metier, is not available. Landings from pelagic trawlers (métier
OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0) remained at similar levels since 2017, although values in 2020 (around
130,000 t) are the lowest since 2017.
The summary of landing statistics in West African waters of the CECAF area, covering data from 2014
to 2020 is given in Table 4.4 below. After the important decrease observed in 2015, followed by an
increase in 2016, a decreasing trend is observed from 2016 to 2020. These changes are mostly
related to changes in the catches of small pelagics for some countries as well as the different
situations related to the renewal of the SFPAs with Morocco and Guinea-Bissau, which led to several
months with no activity of EU vessels in these areas.

Table 4.4 Total EU landings (tons) in the West African waters of the CECAF area from 2014 to 2020.
Data provided through the RDB.
Year
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020

Total_EU_landings_t
300791
144000
248022
199178
166605
175528
163239

Tables 4.5 – 4.6 show the results of métier ranking for effort and landings criteria respectively for
EU fishing activity in the CECAF area. Although under the new DCF, effort is no longer a criterion for
sampling obligations, effort distributions over the different metiers provide however insights in
possible shifts in fishing activities.
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Table 4.5 Percentage of average effort of the different metiers of EU fleets operating in the CECAF
area (West Africa) (period 2018-2020). Calculation based on fishing days. Metiers are comparable to
previous reports. Metiers included in the 90% threshold are marked in bold.

Metier

FishingDays EffortPerc

OTB_DEF_>=80_0_0

95.7

0.7

MIS_DEF_0_0_0

123.3

0.9

LLS_DEF_6_0_0

191.3

1.4

PS_SPF_0_0_0

290.7

2.1

OTB_MCF_>=70_0_0

812.0

5.8

LLS_DEF_0_0_0

1245.3

8.9

OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0

1958.3

14.0

OTB_DEF_>=70_0_0

2004.3

14.3

OTB_CRU_>=40_0_0

7298.0

52.1

Table 4.6 Percentage of average landings (period 2018-2020) of different métiers operating in the
CECAF area (West Africa). Métiers are comparable to previous reports. Métiers included in the 90%
threshold are marked in bold.

Metier

LandingWeight_ton LandingsPerc

LLS_DEF_6_0_0

28.7

0.02

MIS_DEF_0_0_0

75.3

0.04

650.0

0.39

OTB_DEF_>=80_0_0

1836.0

1.09

LLS_DEF_0_0_0

2575.3

1.53

OTB_MCF_>=70_0_0

4571.7

2.71

OTB_CRU_>=40_0_0

5112.3

3.03

OTB_DEF_>=70_0_0

16123.0

9.57

OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0

137485.0

81.62

PS_SPF_0_0_0

According to the métier ranking, some changes were observed for 2020 as compared to previous
years within the same metiers (Tab. 4.5 & 4.6). With regard to métier ranking for landings (Tab.
4.6), the métier OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0, targeting small pelagics, has slightly increased by 0.2%. The
métier OTB_DEF_>=70_0_0, targeting demersal fish, increased also by about 1%. Both metiers
together constitute more than 90% threshold of métiers to be selected for sampling. In case of métier
ranking for effort (Tab. 4.5), five métiers were selected for sampling, including four demersal métiers
targeting crustaceans, cephalopods and demersal fish and one métier targeting small pelagics. The
order of the three most important metiers has been the same over the last years. Only the percentage
composition has changed slightly. Other métiers targeting both small pelagics and demersal species
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were also included in previous years due to their relevance in CECAF fisheries and their inclusion in
respective SFPAs fishing opportunities. Therefore, no major changes occurred in the métiers sampled
during the period analyzed.
In order to know the sampling obligation of demersal stocks by the different Member States (MS)
according to their shared proportion in total EU catches, the last three years of average landings of
those stocks that are jointly fished by different MS and selected for sampling, were estimated and
their proportions in the total EU landings calculated. The demersal stocks jointly fished by different
MS are the Southern rose shrimp Penaeus notialis, the common octopus Octopus vulgaris and the
cuttlefish Sepia spp (Sepia officinalis and/or Sepia hierredda), fished by Spain and Italy. Following
the 10% criteria (EU Impl. Dec. 2016/1251, Chapter V), Spain should continue sampling the three
shared stocks considered. In addition, the proportion of Penaeus spp, Sepia spp and O. vulgaris
fished by Italy in the last three years was higher than 10% and Italy should therefore consider these
for sampling if the fisheries are developed within SFPAs. However, as clarified by Italy, Italian
demersal fisheries in the period 2018-2020 were based on direct authorizations provided by Guinea
and Sierra Leone, and therefore, it is understood that this is out of the DCF sampling obligations.
FISHING GROUND “CANARY”

The data of the Canary Artisanal fleet are not available for 2020, due to problems related to the
allocation of fishing effort to the three different metiers established in the Canary Islands (small
pelagics, demersal and tuna). Criteria for metier allocation of effort from artisanal fleets still need to
be standardized. This is a difficult issue due to the high polyvalence of the fleet involved, which uses
a large set of traditional fishing gears (multi-gear) and targets a high variety of species
(multispecies). The Canary fleet mostly operates under the minor-gear license, which allows
fishermen to use several gears in the same fishing trip, in a way that even the three métiers (small
pelagics, demersal and tuna) can be developed in one single fishing trip.
Regarding the Canary data provided for 2014-2019, they were obtained using specific criteria for
metier allocation that have been recently questioned. Standardized criteria to be used for the three
métiers are still under discussion among the teams involved in the tuna, small pelagic and demersal
fisheries at IEO. This work is still ongoing and the data is expected to be provided next year. Data
already provided for 2014-2019 (Tables 4.7 and 4.8) might need further correction according to the
new metier allocation criteria.
Table 4.7 Effort (fishing days) by metiers for the Canary Islands. 2014-2019.

Country
ESP

Métier (level 6)

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

PS_SPF_10_0_0

2716

3462

3403

4068

2693

2458

MIS_DES_0_0_0

29206

28775

28833

29102

32328

29926

Table 4.8 Landings (tons) by metiers for the Canary Islands. 2014 to 2019.

Country

MÉTIER (level 6)

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

ESP

PS_SPF_10_0_0

1965

2165

2406

2780

1897

1990

MIS_DES_0_0_0

1079

1063

1030

1599

2380

1992

FISHING GROUND “MADEIRA”

The archipelago of Madeira is characterised by a narrow insular shelf, oligotrophic waters and steep
slope. These bio-geographical conditions have always imposed limitations on fishing, since target
species population biomass is reduced, particularly in the neritic zone (until ca. 200m). Consequently,
the Madeiran fishing fleet operates mainly offshore, tough still inside its Economic Exclusive Zone
(CECAF 34.1.2), targetting deepwater species and/or migratory fishing resources.
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Due to the COVID-19 pandemic there was a 40% decrease in landings in 2020, in comparison to the
previous year, which limited the number of samplings planned according the Portuguese Work Plan
for fisheries data collection, namely for PS_SPF_16_0_0 (small pelagic species) that could not be
covered by the sampling teams.
Monthly sampling was conducted for the métiers LLD_DWF_0_0_0 (benthopelagic species targeting
Aphanopus spp.), LLS_FIF_0_0_0 (demersal fishes targeting Sparidae and Serranidae), and
MIS_MOL_0_0_0 (limpets Patella aspera and Patella candei) by the artisanal fleet in Madeira
archipelago. The most important target species in the landings were the black scabbard fish, with
60% (Aphanopus spp.), and the small pelagic fish (Trachurus picturatus and Scomber colias) with
6%, apart from tuna which represented 29% of the total catches.
Despite representing only 2% of total landings, the demersal fish fishery (LLS_FIF_0_0_0,
LHP_FIF_0_0_0 and MIS_FIF_0_0_0), takes on an important economic value in local markets.
Concerning the métier MIS_MOL_0_0_0 targeting limpets, which represented 3% of total catches,
monthly sampling was only conducted from April to November in order to comply with the regional
legislation in force (e.g. closed season from December to March).

Table 4. 9 Effort (fishing days) by metiers for Madeira. 2014-2020.

Country

PT

Métier
LLD_DWF_0_0_0

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

3110

3075

2821

2996

2640

2899

2020
2378

FPO_FIF_30_0_0

65

81

84

254

223

174

114

LHP_FIF_0_0_0

299

439

588

661

661

717

536

LLS_FIF_0_0_0

815

834

711

968

1234

983

780

MIS_FIF_0_0_0

19

13

7
6

36

23

11

45

8

1

12

14

536

585

LHP_MOL_0_0_0
LLS_MOL_0_0_0

17

MIS_MOL_0_0_0

481

819

654

650

581

LHP_SPF_0_0_0

15

17

40

5

21

LLS_SPF_0_0_0

18

MIS_SPF_0_0_0

29

57

96

PS_SPF_16_0_0

499

555

588

478

2

9

46
39

FPO_CRU_30_0_0

22

533

525

236
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Table 4.10 Landings (tons) by metiers for Madeira. 2014-2020.

Country

PT

Métier
LLD_DWF_0_0_0

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

1983

1918

1965

2252

2232

2292

2155

FPO_FIF_30_0_0

1

2

2

5

5

2

4

LHP_FIF_0_0_0

4

6

9

15

27

34

24

LLS_FIF_0_0_0

27

31

24

42

65

53

41

MIS_FIF_0_0_0

<1

<1

<1
<1

2

1

<1

1

<1

<1

<1

<1

74

96

LHP_MOL_0_0_0
LLS_MOL_0_0_0

<1

MIS_MOL_0_0_0

73

150

119

108

79

LHP_SPF_0_0_0

<1

<1

1

<1

<1

LLS_SPF_0_0_0

<1

MIS_SPF_0_0_0

1

1

1

PS_SPF_16_0_0

516

772

953

472

<1

<1

1
2

FPO_CRU_30_0_0

432

452

226

Overall, there was a slight reduction in landings per métier of Madeira archipelago local fisheries,
with the exception of the métier PS_SPF_16_0_0 targetting small pelagic fisheries, which marked a
50% reduction in landings. This decrease might be linked to a decrease in fishing effort, caused by
the global pandemic situation.

4.2

SPRFMO area

EU fleet activities in the SPFRMO area are reported since 2012. In 2013 only one vessel under the
Lithuanian flag was active with a negligible landings volume. In 2014 only two EU vessels (one under
DEU and one under NLD flag) were fishing in the SPRMFO area. In 2015, Dutch and Lithuanian
fisheries were reported (and sampled under the sampling agreement between Poland, Lithuania,
Germany and The Netherlands) in the SPRFMO area. Two fishing vessels were engaged in this area
in 2016 (under DEU and POL flags) and in 2017 (under NLD and LTU flags). Only one fishing vessel
was actively fishing in this area both in 2018 (LTU flag) and in 2019 (POL flag). In 2020, the entire
EU quota was transferred to Chile. For this reason, no activities of EU vessels took place in the
SPRFMO area.
Until 2018 the effort (in fishing days) and landing data from the SPRFMO area were provided by MS
to the RCG LDF in Excel files. For 2019 RCG LDF meeting, data were provided in a mixed form, some
in Excel files and some were uploaded to the RDB. In reply to the 2020 data call regarding fishing
activity up to 2019, data related to the fishery in the SPRFMO area were uploaded to the RDB.
Units for effort data required in the 2020 data call were kWdays (not fishing days as used before).
Based on the data analysis it appears however, that some MS uploaded the effort data in kWdays,
and others in days at sea. And some errors were also noticed in reporting days at sea – in some
cases the sum of fishing days and sailing days (both sailing to the fishing ground and return trip)
were uploaded, in other days at sea without the returning trip were uploaded to the RDB. For these
reasons, effort and landing data (presented in Tables 4.11 and 4.12 below) can only be regarded as
provisional and can not be directly compared with data reported to the RCG LDF in previous years.
In order to clarify the issue described above, the chair of this RCG contacted all NCs concerned with
a request to check the data and confirm the units in which the effort data were reported. This issue
was also addressed in the 2021 data call.
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Table 4.11 SPRFMO small pelagic fishery effort (fishing days) by country from 2014 to 2020.

Country 2014 2015
DEU
218
NLD
151 108
LTU
87
POL

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
180
33
133
186 131
39
87

Table 4.12 SPRFMO small pelagic fishery total landings (tons) by country from 2014 to 2020.

Country 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
DEU
10669
9935
NLD
10223 11045
13414
LTU
13756
16020 10235
POL
2751
12293

No fishing activity by the EU vessels in 2020, as the whole EU quota for Trachurus murphyi was
transferred to Chile.
An overview of species fished by EU MS in the SPRFMO area in 2019 is presented in Annex 3.
4.3

Other areas

Based on the responses to the 2020 RCG LDF data call, the following overview of fishing activities in
other areas than CECAF or SPRFMO was made. Note that for 2020 no data was available.
Table 4.13 Effort (fishing days) from other regions by country from 2014 to 2020.

Area
41
41
47
47
47
47
48
51
51
57
58
88

Country
GBR
LTU
ESP
LTU
NLD
POL
ESP
ESP
ESP
ESP
ESP
ESP

Metier_level_6
2014 2015
OTB_MCF_>=70_0_0 256 194
OTM_SPF
2
LLS_DWS_0_0_0
OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0
223
OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0 44
OTM_SPF_>=40_0_0 58
153
LLS_DWS_0_0_0
GNS_DWS_0_0_0
NA
NA
LLS_DWS_0_0_0
NA
LLS_DWS_0_0_0
LLS_DWS_0_0_0
LLS_DWS_0_0_0
NA
NA
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2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
140 260 238 169
NA
26
140

7
249

2
178

NA

NA

NA

NA
NA

NA

NA
NA

NA

NA

NA
NA

NA
NA

NA

NA
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Table 4.14 Landings (tons) from other regions by country from 2014 to 2020.

Area
41
41
47
47
47
48
51
51
57
58
88

Country Metier_level_6
GBR
OTB_MCF_>=70_0_
0
LTU
OTM_SPF_3269_0_0
ESP
LLS_DWS_0_0_0
NLD
OTM_SPF_>=40_0_
0
POL
OTM_SPF_>=40_0_
0
ESP
LLS_DWS_0_0_0
ESP
GNS_DWS_0_0_0
ESP
LLS_DWS_0_0_0
ESP
LLS_DWS_0_0_0
ESP
LLS_DWS_0_0_0
ESP
LLS_DWS_0_0_0

2014
3806

2015
4282

2016
2341

2017
4466

2018
4597

2019
3258

2020

70
NA
7706
8945

NA

NA

29429

20429

37802

27072

NA
NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA
NA

NA
NA

NA
NA

NA

NA

NA
NA

NA
NA

NA

NA

Note: Angola is included in the West Africa, even though it belongs to area 47. This is because Angola is
considered in CECAF area of competence, as de facto situation.

Based on these overviews, RCG LDF concluded that for the time beeing, with no data available for
2020, there is no rationale for regional coordination in the above mentioned regions. However, this
does obviously not void the responsibilities for MS to execute sampling programmes when and where
required under the regulations applicable for the respective area.
An overview of species fished by EU MS in other areas in 2020 is presented in Annex 3.

4.4

Ranking of métier to find out whether any of the NWPs need to be modified for
2021

In order to check whether or not the fisheries over the last three years have had similar pattern as
in previoues periods or whether there were significant changes to that pattern and to evaluate
whether or not to amend future National Work Plans, the group performed the ranking of metiers
using effort (days at sea or fishing days) and landings data for 2018-2020 for the CECAF area (see
section 4.1 – “CECAF area” for details). Based on the above analysis of the most actual métier ranking
at the regional level compared with the metiers selected for sampling in current work plans in respect
of the fishing activity in the CECAF area, the RCG LDF concluded that there is no need for changes
or amendments to the national WPs for 2022.
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5. Review progress in regional co-ordination since the 2020 RCG (ToR
1)
5.1

Follow-up of the 17th Liaison Meeting

The RCG reviewed the report from the 17 th Liaison Meeting. As described in the report, the role of
the LM is to assist the Commission on data collection issues. This role is in line with EU Reg 2017/1004
article 9 (6) “Regional coordination groups shall coordinate with each other and with the Commission,
where issues affect several marine regions”. LM mainly streamlines the recommendations from the
various RCGs and provides additional support where and when needed.
The 2020 RCG LDF yielded 2 recommendations that were presented at the LM. No specific comments
were received from the LM.


Recommendation to MS to continue to update their historical data prior to the 2021 Data
call. Addressed at all MS uploading data.



Recommendation to set-up intersessional subgroup to prepare for data collection in the
SPRFMO area beyond 2024. Addressed at chair of the RCG LDF and MS involved in the
SPFRMO pelagic fisheries.

The follow-up of the last recommendation is provided in section 8.3.
RCG LDF appreciated the presence and presentation of CECAF at the 2020 LM meeting and invited
CECAF to join the next RCG LDF meeting.
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6. Feedback from end users and 2020 state-of-play (ToR 2)
6.1

CECAF AND JSCs of SFPAs

6.1.1 CECAF

The CECAF scientific Subcommittee (SSC) met in Abidjan, Côte d’Ivoire, 23 - 26 October 2018. The
recommendations of the last four assessments Working Groups (WGs) adopted by the SSC were
presented in the RCG-LDF report of 2019. The stocks exploited by the EU are assessed in three
CECAF WGs: Small Pelagics-North, Demersal Resources-North and Demersal resources-South.
Taking into account the new possibilities of fishing small pelagics within the SFPA between the EU
and Guinea-Bissau, the potential participation of some MS to the WG Small Pelagic-South could be
envisaged.
Due to the COVID Pandemic and the special difficulties for some CECAF coastal States of holding
online meetings (mainly due to deficient internet connections), only the Small Pelagics-WG (North)
was held during the inter-sessional period of this RCG. This WG was split into two virtual meetings:
a first preparatory meeting (22–26 February 2021) to update the description of the fisheries, the
tables of catch and effort data and to draw up an inventory of the sampling effort for 2019 and 2020,
and the second (21–25 June 2021), with the purpose of conducting species and stock assessments,
providing management recommendations.
The EU MS that are CECAF member states and participate in these WGs (Spain for demersal and
small pelagics, and The Netherlands and more recently, the EU (DGMARE) for small pelagics) should
provide fishery and biological information from their fisheries in the areas. The data calls are directly
sent by the WG chair persons to the participants. Spain provided fishery and biological information
(length frequency distributions, maturity, length-weight relationship, sex-ratio, etc.) for most small
pelagics and demersal stocks required. Due to the limited possibilities of sampling small pelagic fleets
in 2018, 2019 and 2020, only limited biological information on the stocks required was provided to
the last small pelagics WGs.
As the report of the last Small Pelagics WG (2021) is not available yet, research recommendations
from the last published report (FAO, 2020)2 affecting fishing information and biological samplings
from the EU fleets are summarized below with an update response from the RCG-LDF.

FAO Working Group on the assessment of small pelagic fish off northwest Africa, 2019
(FAO, 2020)
Main recommendations affecting stocks exploited by the EU in Morocco (artisanal purse seiners and
pelagic trawlers) and Mauritania (pelagic trawlers) were:
Sardine (Sardina pilchardus)
-

Strengthen sardine sampling for year-round coverage in Area C, especially in Mauritania.
Strengthen sardine age reading for different fisheries and resume otolith exchange between
countries in the region in order to standardize methods of reading and validating age readings.

Sardinella (Sardinella aurita and Sardinella maderensis)
-

Undertake at least one sampling per month and per landing site in the whole sub-region. The
minimum sampling rate is one sample (minimum 100 individuals) per 1 000 tonnes of catches.
Re-start studies on the growth and age reading of round sardinella.

FAO. 2020. Report of the FAO/CECAF Working Group on the Assessment of Demersal Resources –
Subgroup North Nouakchott, Mauritania, 2–10 December 2019. CECAF/ECAF 20/83. Rome.
http://www.fao.org/3/cb1539b/cb1539b.pdf
2
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Horse mackerel (Trachurus trachurus & Trachurus trecae)
-

Continue analyses in 2019 to implement structural models and encourage biological studies to
improve the biological parameters used as input into assessment models.
Strengthen the revision of the identification of different species of horse mackerel to better
separate these species in catches, including for the Canary Islands.
Ensure boarding of observers on fishing vessels in the North West Africa area to ensure biological
sampling of catches.
Improve sampling on the fishing segments not covered so far.

Mackerel (Scomber colias)
-

Strengthen and extend the biological sampling of mackerel in all operational fleets at the subregional level and during all seasons,
Strengthen collection and reading of otoliths to determine size-age keys by fishery and / or area
and promote exchanges between countries to improve age reading.

Anchovy (Engraulis encrasicolus)
-

Intensify sampling at the different segments of the anchovy fishery, particularly in Mauritania.
Proceed and expand the age reading of anchovy by fishery in all areas.
Construct a time series for length frequencies in Zone C (from 26ºN to the southern limit of the
species in the area, this is to the border Senegal-Guinea Bissau).

RCG response: main recommendations have been followed since the end of 2018, when the new
program of observers onboard pelagic trawlers, coordinated by Poland, was implemented. Two fishing
trips per quarter are planned to be sampled by observers. One fishing trip was covered in 2018 and
two in the first quarter of 2019, all of them on Dutch vessels operating in Mauritania. At the beginning
of 2020, attempts were made to deploy observers during the first quarter of the year. However,
according to information received from vessel operators, there were no plans to start pelagic fishery
in January and February. First information from a vessel moving to Moroccan grounds were received
late March 2020 when the restriction on people’s movement due to the COVID-19 pandemia were
already in place in Poland, including border closure and closure of air traffic, making it impossible for
scientific observers to leave the country. At the time of the RCG LDF meeting 2021, no information
was available on when it would be possible to deploy observers on board the vessels fishing in the
CECAF area.
In the future an effort should be made to have sampling trips evenly distributed throughout the year.
It is also expected that the CECAF general recommendation of “Intensifying biological samplings” will
be specified in quantitative context.
In addition, Spain performed length samplings of anchovy and sardine of the stock North–Morocco
in the three first quarters of 2020, when the fleet operated in this fishing ground. However, due to
IEO budgetary and administrative issues, biological sampling could be conducted only for three
months.
Similarly, as no new CECAF demersal WGs could be held, main research recommendations affecting
fishing information and biological samplings from the EU fleets (summarized in RCG-LDF 2019) are
newly presented below together with the updated response from the RCG-LDF.

FAO/CECAF WG on the assessment of demersal resources – subgroup north (2017)3
Some recommendations affecting the data collection of stocks exploited by the EU were:

FAO. 2018. Report of the FAO/CECAF Working Group on the Assessment of Demersal Resources –
Subgroup North. Tenerife,Spain, from 6 to 15 June. CECAF/ECAF Series . No. 18/78. Rome, FAO.
3
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Black hake (Merluccius polli and Merluccius senegalensis)
These recommendations affect the EU black hake fishery developed in Morocco, Mauritania and
Senegal.
-

Providing more detailed information on the lengths discarded and the estimated discards in order
to incorporate them in the assessments.
Improve the monitoring of catch, effort and length for black hake as a target and bycatch species
for all Spanish fleets operating in Mauritania and Senegal.
Coordination between IEO (Spain) and IMROP (Mauritania), CRODT (Senegal) and FD (The
Gambia) to develop the observers methodology to be used would improve efficiency.

RCG response: Spain continues to meet the requirements in relation to discards, length and
biological samplings of black hakes, under the DCF, with some gaps through 2020 and 2021 due to
the COVID pandemic and IEO administrative issues. Coordination of IEO and coastal States
institutions in relation to observers Protocols was expected as an output of the Specific Contract
No12 “Study on improvement for the analysis and exploitation of observer reports in EU fisheries
from NW African waters” but this has not been managed so far. It is important however to note, that
the study did succeed in developing harmonized observer manuals and that all experts involved in
the final observer workshop did approve these manuals. Thus, a standardized method is available,
but still it has to be implemented through further coordination and collaboration with the coastal
States.
Demersal fish
Pagellus bellottii, P. acarne, Pagellus spp, Dentex macrophthalmus, Pagrus caeruleostictus, Sparus
spp, Arius spp., Pseudotholitus spp., Plectorhynchus mediterraneus and Epinephelus aeneus– Some
of these species are fished as bycatch by the EU demersal fleets.
-

Strengthen the collection and provision of bio-ecological data of main stocks (length frequencies,
sex-ratio, age, zone and period of reproduction).

RCG response: Spain continues to meet the requirements in relation to length sampling of these
bycatch species of demersal fisheries in Morocco, Mauritania and Senegal, either as retained bycatch
species (concurrent sampling) or discarded species, with some gaps through 2020 due to the COVID
pandemic and IEO administrative issues.

Shrimps (Parapenaeus longirostris and Penaeus notialis)
These recommendations affect the EU shrimper fisheries carried out in Mauritania.
Deep water rose shrimp (Parapenaeus longirostris)
-

Continue and extend the biological sampling programme of catches to the main landing ports
and onboard shrimp trawlers;
Regularly update the biological parameters of this species.

Southern pink shrimp (Penaeus notialis)
-

Improve knowledge of the biology of this species.
Continue the biological sampling programme for Mauritanian catches.

RCG response: Spain continues to meet the requirements in relation to length and biological
samplings of P. longirostris and P. notialis, as target species of the Spanish shrimper fleet in
Mauritania. Last information from observers onboard the shrimper fleet was collected in 2019. There
was no data collection during 2020 due to the COVID pandemic and IEO administrative issues. The
IEO Program of observers onboard shrimpers in West Africa was resumed in 2021 in Guinea-Bissau
and it is planned for Mauritania in 2022, as both fishing grounds are sampled in alternate years.
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FAO/CECAF WG on the assessment of demersal resources – subgroup south (2017)4
General recommendations:
-

To improve data collection and analysis for priority species or species groups.
To improve species identification and the system of data collection by species, carry out sampling
so that the species can be better separated in catches and catch statistics in order to improve
knowledge on the species composition of species groups (Sparidae, Dentex spp, Pseudotholithus
spp, coastal shrimps etc).

The specific recommendations affecting the data collection of stocks exploited by the EU were:
Demersal fish south, Subgroup 1
Pseudotolithus elongatus, Pseudotolithus spp., Galeoides decadactylus, Pomadasys spp., Arius spp.,
Cynoglossus spp. and Sparidae- Guinea-Bissau, Guinea, Cape Verde, Sierra Leone, and Liberia.
Some of these species are fished as bycatch of the EU demersal fleet in Guinea-Bissau and other
fleets from EU MS that might fish in other countries with private authorizations.
The work carried out revealed important gaps in current knowledge about the stocks in these areas.
In order to address these, CECAF recommended to:
-

-

Resume the collection of biological data by sampling on board the demersal industrial fisheries
vessels, giving priority to the main species, so as to obtain a complete catalogue of the basic
biological parameters.
Intensify sampling for length frequencies and species composition of catches including bycatch
in all the main fisheries.

RCG response: The EU-fisheries in Guinea-Bissau were re-opened in July 2019, when the last
Protocol of the SFPA came into force. Spain resumed their Programs of Observer onboard
cephalopod-finfish trawlers (last quarter of 2019 and 2021, after the 2020 gap) and onboard
shrimper trawlers (2021) to meet the requirements in relation to length sampling of these bycatch
species of demersal fisheries in Guinea-Bissau, either as retained bycatch species (concurrent
sampling) or discarded species.

Shrimp South- Southern pink shrimp (Penaeus notialis) & Deepwater rose shrimp
(Parapenaeus longirostris)- Guinea-Bissau, Guinea, Sierra Leone, Liberia, Cote d’Ivoire, Ghana,
Benin, Nigeria, Cameroon, Equatorial Guinea, Sao Tome and Principe, Gabon, Congo, Democratic
Republic of the Congo and Angola.
These recommendations affect EU shrimper fleets operating in Guinea-Bissau through SFPAs and
Spanish shrimpers fishing in waters off Guinea, Congo and Angola through direct authorizations.
-

For Angola, monthly size and biological sampling of this species on board vessels are
recommended.
Sampling of biological parameters should be initiated for the countries where this is not done.

RCG response: Spain has resumed the Program of Observer onboard shrimper trawlers in GuineaBissau in 2021 after a period with no fishery (December 2017-July 2019) and the 2020 gap. This will
allow to meet the requirements in relation to length and biological samplings of P. longirostris and P.
notialis, as target species of the Spanish shrimper fleet in Guinea-Bissau. In addition, Spain initiated
in 2018 a program of observers onboard shrimper trawlers in Angola, that had to be stopped in 2019
and 2020 (IEO administrative issues and COVID related issues) and newly resumed in 2021.

4 FAO. 2019. Report of the FAO/CECAF Working Group on the Assessment of Demersal Resources
– Subgroup South. Libreville, Gabon, 6–15 September 2017. CECAF/ECAF Series. No. 18/79. Rome, Italy.
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Cephalopods- Octopus (Octopus vulgaris), cuttlefish (mainly Sepia hierredda) and squid
(Loligo vulgaris)- Guinea-Bissau, Guinea, Sierra Leone, Liberia, C. Ivoire, Ghana, Benin, Nigeria,
Cameroon, Equatorial Guinea, Sao Tome and Principe, Gabon, Congo, Democratic Republic of the
Congo and Angola.
These recommendations affect EU cephalopods-finfish trawlers operating in Guinea-Bissau through
SFPAs or in others coastal States through direct authorizations and other EU demersal trawlers
catching these species as bycatch.
-

To conduct biological studies on cuttlefish throughout the subregion. Specifically, information is
needed on monthly mean weight in catches, biometric relationships (length–weight, mantle
length–total length), monthly maturity indices and length at first maturity.

RCG response: Spain will contribute to meet the requirements in relation to length and biological
samplings of O. vulgaris and S. hierredda, as target species of the Spanish cephalopod-finfish fleet
in Guinea-Bissau, through the IEO Program of observers onboard resumed in 2021.
6.1.2 JSCs of SFPAs

In addition, the Joint Scientific Committees (JSCs) of mixed Sustainable Fisheries Partnership
Agreements (SFPA) between the EU and West African countries are very relevant end users of the
information collected under the DCF on the EU fisheries developed in some CECAF countries
(Morocco, Mauritania, Senegal, The Gambia and Guinea-Bissau). This information is generally
provided to the JSCs through data calls launched by the EC (DG MARE) to the MS having any fishery
activity in these West African countries.
No regular meetings of the JSCs were held in this inter-sessional period. A data call for the
extraordinary JSC meeting with Morocco was launched, but since Morocco failed to provide their data
on Moroccan and other international fleets, the data was not used during the extraordinary meetings
in 2020. No new specific recommendations in relation to sampling are available for the RCG.
However, a few extraordinary meetings were held online to address specific scientific issues
requested by the Joint Committees (JC) to their respective JSCs. This was the case for the
Extraordinary Joint Scientific Meetings (JCM) of the SFPA EU-Morocco, held in July and September
2020, and the Extraordinary JSC meeting of the SFA EU-Mauritania held in February 2021. Main
issues discussed during these online meetings were summarised for the RCG, in order to highlight
some aspects that might be relevant for the development of particular fisheries.

-

The Extraordinary Joint Scientific Meetings (JCMs) of the SFPA EU-Morocco was held
online on the 8-10 July and finished on the 16 th September 20205. The objective of these
meetings was to provide answers to specific questions raised by the JC regarding: i) the
formulation of a clear recommendation on the possibility of using traps in Category 3 (smallscale pole-and-line fishing, South) and ii) the need for an overall scientific assessment of
Category 4 (black-hake fisheries). In addition, general issues regarding data transmission were
also raised, together with specific issues concerning specific fishing categories.
Regarding data transmission in general, Morocco raised its concern about the delay of these
administrative processes and the quality of the information transmitted by the MS
administrations to the Moroccan administration, as established in the SFPA. In relation to that,
the JSC recommended to make the MS aware of respecting deadlines for data transmission; to
switch to electronic format for catch declarations and to encourage the sharing of scientific
observer data to strengthen the scientific database of the fishing categories.
For Category 1 (Small-scale seining, North) and Category 2 (Small-scale, bottom longline fishing,
North), the JSC was requested to analyse the relevance of the presence of Moroccan observers
on board these artisanal fleets, with no space for observers and problems of embarking and

Report available in: https://ec.europa.eu/oceans-and-fisheries/publications/report-2020-meetingjoint-scientific-committee-eu-morocco-fisheries-partnership_en).
5
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disembarking Moroccan observers form Spanish ports and to explore other ways of obtaining the
needed scientific information (i.e.: increasing EU sampling in landing ports through the DCF). As
there was no agreement on this issue between both parties, it was proposed to return it to the
consideration of the JC.
For Category 3 (Small-scale pole-and-line fishing, South), the JSC had no objection to authorizing
the use of traps, always followed by scientific monitoring of the fishing activity, at sea or landings,
in order to confirm the experimental results already obtained by IEO (Spain) and INRH (Morocco),
i.e., that there are no catches of crustaceans by this fishing gear, and in particular, if this
observation holds independently of the fishing season.
For Category 4 (Demersal fishing with bottom trawls and bottom longlines, South, mainly
targeting black-hakes), the JSC recommended a holistic assessment (to be carried out jointly by
INRH and IEO), in order to promote discards reduction and to establish conditions for a full use
of the category, in line with the exploitable potential of the target stocks.
For Category 6 (Pelagic or semi-pelagic trawling and purse seining), the JSC recommended a
close monitoring of the exploited stocks, as INRH’s recent acoustic surveys showed a depletion
of certain stocks. In addition, the JSC recommended that data from both parties should be
compiled and analyzed jointly for a more in-depth analysis of the category, emphasizing the
utility of additional biological data for it.

-

The Extraordinary Joint Scientific Committee (JSC) meeting of the SFPA EU-Mauritania
was held online on the 10-12 February 20216. The aims of the meeting were: i) to formulate a
scientific opinion on the zoning audit commissioned by the Mauritanian Ministry of Fisheries and
ii) to provide an answer to the technical question, concerning category 6, relating to the
possibility of fishing sardine, while preserving sardinella.
The JSC examined in depth the audit proposals in relation to the fisheries affected by the SFPA;
in particular those subject to proposed modifications. The JSC noted that the assessment of the
impact of the proposals on the resources required an in-depth analysis of the historical series of
catches, effort and abundance.
Regarding Category 6, the proposed zoning involves to move the northern limit of the small
pelagic fishing area in the North Zone, while reducing the eastern limit from 20 to 15 Nm in the
Central Zone. The JSC supported the zoning modifications, noting that the proposed zone would
maintain the activity of pelagic trawlers outside the sensitive areas for small pelagics (especially
sardinella), but additionally requested the reduction of fishing effort from the coastal pelagic
fleets that currently represents the biggest pressure on sardinella in the sensitive coastal area.
Regarding a potential separation of licenses for clupeids and carangids, the JSC noted that while
this could be technically feasible, an in-depth study to assess its economic impact is needed.
For Category 1 (Shrimper trawlers) the proposed zoning would involve two separate fishing areas
for coastal and deep-sea shrimps and consequently, two different fishing licences. The potential
separation of licenses could lead to the concentration of fishing effort in certain areas, a probable
increase in the fishing effort deployed on the target species and its consequential potential
overexploitation of resources that are currently in a good shape. In addition, there would be an
impact on the economic profitability of the fishery that could lead to the withdrawal of vessels
from the fleet. Thus, the JSC recommended a more in-depth study to assess the ecological and
economic impact of the measure before its potential implementation.
Finally, the JSC provided a number of scientific evidences that supported the possible
authorization of a seasonal exploitation of sardine in the northernmost rectangle of the Northern
zone during December-March without having a negative impact on sardinella stocks.

Report available in: https://ec.europa.eu/oceans-and-fisheries/publications/report-2021-meetingjoint-scientific-committee-eu-mauritania-fisheries-partnership_es
6
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6.2

SPRFMO

With regard to the SPRMFO, its website gives clear details on the data required and the format for
data submission.
There were no changes in SPRMFO Data Standards adopted in May 2018 (CMM 02-20 Conservation
and Management Measure on Standards for the Collection, Reporting, Verification and Exchange of
Data), published on Organization’s webpage 7. Thus, from the perspective of EU fishing activity, the
Data Standards provided for no changes to data requirements in 2020 sampling year.

SPRFMO observer requirements

Over the last years RCG LDF addressed various versions of the upcoming RFMO “Observer
Programme”, coming into force as of 2024. RCG LDF as well as individual MS raised various serious
concerns regarding the impact of this regulation on the EU observer programme in the region.
The final version of the “Conservation and Management Measure Establishing the SPRFMO Observer
Programme” (CMM 16-2019) was already adopted at the 7th SPRFMO Commission Annual Meeting
in January 2019 and it entered into force 27 May 2019 with effective implementation from 2024
onwards. The actual version of this CMM, amended in May 2021, is available on the SPRFMO
website8.
The perception of the RCG LDF still is that specifications included in this OP are too complex and
overly prescriptive, resulting in a very high administrative burden, huge paper load and unavoidable
workload to justify that SPRFMO’s Member provides sufficiently trained observer, particularly in the
light of the fact that share of EU catch of a key species (Chilean jack mackerel) in total catch for that
stock is insignificant (<4% in 2016, <6% in 2017). Share of the EU in the total TAC in 2018 and
2019 equaled to 6,1% only.
RCG LDF discussed the options to apply for accreditation, but given the aforementioned concerns,
none of the MS currently involved is willing to apply for this accreditation, despite the offer for
financial support. However, not having accredited procedures might jeopardize data collection on
board trawlers in the area from 2024 onwards. For more information on the approach taken by the
RCG LDF on this issue see section 8.3.

6.3

State-of-play 2020 data collection

6.3.1 SPRFMO

Following the RCM LDF 2016 recommendation, a “Multi-lateral agreement for 2017 and 2018 between
Germany, Lithuania, The Netherlands and Poland for biological data collection of pelagic fisheries in
SPRFMO waters” was agreed and signed, with Poland taking over the role of coordination of the
sampling program from The Netherlands. This agreement was amended in 2018 with its extension
for 2019-2020.
In 2017, two EU fishing vessels engaged in the Chilean jack mackerel (Trachurus murphyi) fishery
in the SPRFMO area. In total, ten fishing trips were performed by these two vessels in 2017. To
sample this fishery, according to the multilateral agreement, Poland placed one observer on board

https://www.sprfmo.int/assets/Fisheries/Conservation-and-Management-Measures/2020CMMs/CMM-02-2020-Data-Standards-31Mar20.pdf
7

https://www.sprfmo.int/assets/Fisheries/Conservation-and-Management-Measures/2021CMMs/CMM-16-2021-Observer-Programme-12Mar2021.pdf
8
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the EU vessel for a fishing trip in March, two observers for a fishing trip from a second week of April
till mid-May and one observer for the fishing trip conducted in August-September. Placing observers
on board fishing vessel for three fishing trips out of total ten trips (30% coverage) allowed to meet
the SPRFMO requirements of ensuring a minimum of 10% scientific observer coverage of trips for EU
vessels participating in the Trachurus murphyi fishery (as set in the SPRFMO Conservation and
Management Measure for Trachurus murphyi).
In 2018 only one EU vessel was engaged in the Chilean jack mackerel fishery in the SPRFMO area.
Polish observers collected data during two fishing trips in 2018 (out of total of 6 fishing trips, which
resulted in 33% observer coverage), with one observer placed on board the vessel from mid-March
till end of April and two observers from beginning of May till mid-June.
Also in 2019 only one EU vessel was engaged in the Chilean jack mackerel fishery in the SPRFMO
area. Data were collected during two fishing trips in 2019 (out of total of 3 fishing trips, resulting in
66% observer coverage), with observers placed on board from end of March till mid-May and from
mid-May till end of June.
The contacts and exchange of information with vessels’ operators so far as well as information
received from the observers during briefings confirm very good cooperation with both vessels‘
operators and the crew in execution of the sampling programme.
In 2020, despite the lack of possibility of placing observers onboard fishing vessels due to the
restrictions imposed worldwide in relation to COVID-19 pandemia, no biological sampling could be
performed due to the fact, that the whole EU fishing quota for Chilean jack mackerel (Trachurus
murphyi) in this year was transferred to Chile.
By July 2021, two EU fishing vessels were active in the SPRFMO area (under DEU and POL flags). In
March and April a scientific observer was on board the vessel flying DEU flag. In mid-June another
scientific observer boarded the reefer vessel to observe transhipment at sea of both EU vessels and,
after transhipment, was placed on the vessel flying POL flag and continued data collection at the time
of the RCG LDF meeting. In July 2021 a third EU fishing vessel (under LTU flag) was also mooving
toward fishing grounds in the SPRFMO area. Poland indicated its plans to place an observer also on
the LTU vessel to reach the goals of colleting data from all three EU vessels engaged in fishery in
this area as well as to have a minimum 10% coverage of fishing trips in 2021 as required by the
SPRFMO conservation measures.

6.3.2 CECAF

Madeira
Under the 2020 Portuguese Data Collection Plan, monthly concurrent samplings on shore were
performed for the main métiers operated by the local fleet in Madeira waters. However, sampling
effort was markedly reduced due to the pandemic situation. Stock specific landing sampling for deep
water species, mainly targeting Aphanopus spp. (LLD_DWF_0_0_0) covered 44 trips and 6307
individuals. With regards to the demersal fish fishery targeting mainly Serranidae and Sparidae
(LLS_FIF_0_0_0 and LHP_FIF_0_0_0), sampling was performed on 2 trips and 27 specimens were
measured. Finally, 1045 individuals were sampled from 29 trips of limpets’ hand harvesting
(MIS_MOL_0_0_0).
Canary Islands
For the metier PS_SPF_10_0_0 (artisanal fleet targeting small pelagics in Canary Islands) one fishing
trip per month is planned to be sampled at sea in Tenerife Island (concurrent length sampling)
together with stock-specific samplings at the main landing places carried out by the IEO sampling
network for the target species (Scomber colias, Trachurus spp., Sardinella aurita and Sardina
pilchardus). In addition, monthly biological sampling of the main target species is carried out in the
laboratory. For the metier MIS_DES_0_0_0 (artisanal fleet targeting demersal species in Canary
Islands), five fishing trips per month are planned to be sampled at sea in Tenerife Islands (concurrent
length samplings). Moreover, monthly length samplings of main landed species are also planned to
be carried out by the IEO information and sampling network. In 2019, the national onboard observer
program had to be cut due to budgetary and administrative problems and this affected the trips
planned to be sampled during the last quarter of the year for the two Canarian metiers.
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West Africa
Until the end of 2017, data collection of small pelagics in CECAF waters was arranged for through a
multi-lateral agreement between Germany, Lithuania, Latvia, The Netherlands and Poland. For this
agreement NLD operated as the coordinator for the programme. The actual work was subcontracted
to a dedicated partner having a vast experience in the region.
Following the conclusions from the second meeting of the RCG LDF in 2017 (Copenhagen, November
2017), the new multilateral agreement was concluded upon shortly after the meeting for period
2018-2020 with Poland coordinating the data collection in the CECAF waters. In February 2018 a
meeting was held in the Hague, the Netherlands, between the representatives of the Polish National
Marine Fisheries Research Institute (NMFRI - coordinator of the joint sampling programme), the
Dutch Wageningen Marine Research and the Dutch fishing companies engaged in the fishery for small
pelagics in the CECAF area. The purpose of this meeting was to set up the rules of cooperation
between the NMFRI and the Dutch vessels’ operators in executing the joint sampling programme and
in placing Polish observers on board the fishing vessel operating in the CECAF area. Contacts have
also been established with operator of the Polish vessels active in the CECAF area.
In March 2018, in cooperation between Institutes from Germany, the Netherlands and Poland, a new
“Manual for scientific observers on board EU pelagic trawlers in CECAF area” was set 9.
Despite the efforts made, placement of observers on board the EU vessels operating in the CECAF
area was possible only in December 2018, mainly due to lack of space on board the vessels.
In 2019 biological data were collected by Polish observers during two fishing trips in Mauritanian
waters in the first quarter on board the Dutch vessel. Despite attempts made, placement of observers
on board the EU vessels operating in the CECAF during remaining period of 2019 was not possible
due to lack of space on board the vessels, caused by the fact that SFPA rules oblige the vessels to
embark a certain (quite large) percentage of crew from the SFPA country.
At the beginning of 2020, attempts were made to deploy observers during the first quarter of the
year. However, first information on the vessel moving to Moroccan grounds were received late March,
when the restrictions on people’s movement due to the COVID-19 pandemia were already in place
in Poland, including border closure and closure of air traffic, making it impossible for scientific
observers to leave the country. At the time of the 2021 RCG LDF meeting no information was
available on when it would be possible to deploy observers on board the vessels fishing in the CECAF
area.
Spanish small pelagic purse seiners operating in Morocco were sampled by the IEO information and
sampling network, at landings in the Spanish port of Barbate (Cádiz, SW Spain), since the fishing
activity was resumed in this fishing ground in August 2019. Monthly length samplings (both
concurrent and anchovy-stock specific samplings) were carried out. Landing samples for biological
sampling of anchovy Engraulis encrasicolus and for sardine Sardina pilchardus were obtained only
for three months among eigth months of fishing activity in 2020, due the IEO administrative issues
and COVID-related problems exlained above.
In relation to demersal fisheries, the Spanish demersal metiers operating in West Africa are sampled
by the IEO programs of observers onboard.
In 2020, the national onboard observer program coordinated by the IEO were suspended due notably
to administrative problems and to a lesser extend to covid-19. This affected all stocks.
Even if the administrative circumstances would have been favorable, in the case of the fisheries in
the CECAF area, it would not have been possible to carry out the samplings with observers on board
since the African countries closed their borders for almost the entire year 2020, rendering the logistics
necessary to deploy observers impossible.

http://dcf.mir.gdynia.pl/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Manual-for-scientific-observers-on-EUpelagic-trawlers-in-CECAF.pdf
9
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7. Regional data collection and the EU MAP revision (ToR 4)
7.1

Revision of EU MAP and WP/AR templates – current state of play

The COM adopted the new EU MAP decisions on 27 April 2021. The publication will follow on 16 July,
to entry into force from 1 January 2022.
There is no big change in data requirements, compared to the current EU MAP and the final draft
produced by STECF plenary in November 2019. The most visible relative novelties include:


More pronounced regional coordination. Already the 2017-2019 EU MAP provided for regional
coordination of sampling frequencies and selection of methodologies.

Some structural pilot projects are integrated into regular data collection. Stomach sampling will
be covered by a dedicated table in revised work plan templates. MS will still have an option to
include testing new methods in the work plans.
The work plan and annual report templates are at the last stage of the revision. Once the STECF
plenary in July endorses the final version of the templates, the COM will distribute it by mid-July for
the submission of WP by 15 October. The adoption of the legal text depends directly on the adoption
of the EMFAF legal text and it is not expected until the fourth quarter of 2021. Nevertheless, MS
should send their WP for 2022 and beyond on the new templates, to meet the submission,
assessment and adoption deadlines in 2021. The novelties include:








A single document for both WP and AR templates, instead of two different legal texts currently
used. The tables and text boxes are explained as in previous legal acts. The table and text boxes
templates will be accessible on the DCF website, together with a guidance document with further
explanations.
The COM aims at having an automated system to report and check the WP/AR and STECF
provided already some basis for this automation. First tab of the excel file includes a Master Code
List, predefining values to put in WP/AR tables.
Similar order of sections in the EU MAP and the WP/AR templates.
MS should fill in only text boxes and tables that apply to their activities, avoiding the empty
pages. This is of special relevance for land-locked countries.
The templates give some flexibility to interlink national and regional work plans.

The reports on the pilot studies carried out under the EU MAP 2017-2019 and the extension to 20202021 were submitted to the COM in spring 2021. STECF evaluates them and after a STECF plenary
session, the evaluation will be published in the STECF website.
STECF EWG 21-09 on the evaluation of annual reports and data transmission issues provided an
overview on the first two pilot studies, by mid-July. PS1 - Relative share of catches of recreational
fisheries compared to commercial fisheries and PS2 - Level of fishing and impact of fisheries on
biological resources and marine ecosystems.
STECF EWG 21-17 on the evaluation of work plans will do the same for the other two by the end of
November. PS3 - Data on employment by education level and nationality and PS4 - Environmental
data on aquaculture.
Some links of interest:
•

Report to the EP and the Council on the DCF Regulation (EU) 2017/1004 COM(2020)664 final

•

Tables and diagrams (report) SWD(2020)229 final

•

DCF website
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7.2

Launched mechanisms to continue strengthening regional cooperation
including funding

The COM launched MARE/2020/08 grants at the beginning of 2021, with a duration of 24 months.
Those are:





Streamline, on regional work plans for the Mediterranean and Black Sea region
www.streamlineproject.eu;
Fishn’Co, on regional work plans for the NANSEA and Baltic, including RCG ECON and large
pelagic fisheries fisheries-rcg.eu/fishnco;
SecWeb, on setting up a secretariat for the RCG work fisheries-rcg.eu/secweb/; and
RDBFIS on the Mediterranean and Black Sea database https://medbsrdb.eu/.

A brief information on the main goals of the Fishn’Co and SecWeb projects, as well as the current
stay of play were provided to the Group. Members of the RCG LDF were asked to familiarize
themselves with the current structure of the new website (https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/secweb/),
the purpose of which is to provide comprehensive information on the role and functioning of various
RCGs and to provide their feedback and suggestions for improvement to the interim RCGs Secretariat
mailbox (secretariat@fisheries-rcg.eu).

7.3

Proposal to move NAFO areas from RCG for the North Atlantic & North Sea and
Eastern Arctic (RCG NANSEA) to RCG for the Long Distance Fisheries (RCG LDF)

Background:
At the 5th Liaison Meeting in 2008, the distribution of the various regions and topics relevant for the
DCF was set. For example, the NAFO area was initially allocated to the North Atlantic RCG (RCM at
that time) but moved at a later stage to the RCG for the North Sea and Eastern Arctic, based on
various similarities with the Arctic fisheries.
During the 2021 RCG NANSEA&BAL, Spain and Portugal presented a joint proposal advocating to
move the NAFO DCF governance from RCG NANSEA to RCG LDF. Furthermore, upon request of RCG
NANSEA and further underpinning the proposal, Spain and Portugal prepared a more detailed
document specifying the pros and cons of the proposed shift. This document (Annex 4) was presented
to the RCG LDF, being the ‘receiving’ party. Based on this document, RCG LDF thoroughly discussed
the proposal while the group, in general, agreed with the rationale. The main topics for the followup discussion were 1) the required presence of Estonia in this group, 2) possible implications on the
EU-MAP or restrictions stemming from EU-MAP, and 3) the governance of surveys relevant to the
NAFO area.
1) Currently, Estonia is not a member of the RCG LDF, but as the NAFO shift may impact Estonia,
the Estonian National Correspondent participated in the discussion. While acknowledging that
a change implies an extra RCG to attend for Estonia, the NC indicated that Estonia was willing
to join the group once the shift was effectuated.
Apart from Estonia, France and Denmark are not represented in RCG LDF at the moment.
These countries are contracting partners to NAFO on their own entity, not in the capacity of
EU Membership. As their activities are exempt from EU rules, RCG LDF may inform the
countries of the imminent shift of the NAFO area, but RCG LDF does not anticipate their
participation.
2) The proposed, and soon to be adapted, EU-MAP does not impose a specific distribution of
regions over the various RCGs. However, following the proposed geographical stratification
in the Annex to the Implementing Decision, NAFO is listed under the region ‘other regions’
for coverage for the DCF purpose of biological data collection. Based on this stratification,
inclusion in RCG LDF seems logical as well.
3) For research surveys at sea, the proposed EU-MAP indicates the governing RCG for each
survey. NAFO surveys currently listed in EU-MAP are allocated to RCG NS&EA. Once the shift
of the NAFO area to RCG LDF is finalized, and the EU-MAP is updated, the shift shall be
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reflected in the Annex to the Commission Implementing Decision. In practice, pending this
update, RCG LDF shall become the governing RCG for the NAFO surveys.
The MS involved (ES, PT, DE) shall ensure specific survey expertise is provided to the RCG LDF,
should specific topics be discussed and concluded upon in the RCG.
Having regard to all the pros and cons of the shift, RCG LDF proposed to include the NAFO area in
RCG LDF. The following decision is proposed to the NCs of the RCG LDF.
Decision 2021-1 : Inclusion of NAFO area under RCG LDF
RCG-LDF 2021 Decision
RCG LDF to extend its geographical scope by the inclusion of the
NAFO area. By accepting this extension, the RCG NANSEA is
relieved from its governing tasks for this area, including the
governance of the NAFO surveys as listed in the EU-MAP.
Follow-up action
needed

Responsible person for
follow-up actions
Time frame (deadline)

Liaise with RCG NANSEA to seek approval and to facilitate
the shift.
Agree on the decision by RCG LDF Member States
Liaison Meeting to rubberstamp the decision and to update
the listing of the areas of competence of the various RCGs.
Chair of RCG LDF and RCG LDF Member States, LM chair
September 2021, Decision Meeting followed by the LM

RCG LDF recommends that the next EU MAP update reflects the proposed shift in governance once
fully established.
Recommendation 2021-1: Update to EU-MAP to reflect updated governance
RCG-LDF 2021
Recommendation
Follow-up action
needed
Responsible person for
follow-up actions
Time frame (deadline)

7.4

Update Regional Coordination Group (RCG) governance in Table 1
in the Annex to the Commission Implementing Decision to reflect
the governance shift for the surveys in the NAFO area.
For the following surveys, the governing RCG shall read RCG LDF:
REDTAS, FCGS, GGS, PLATUXA_ESP
DG MARE
Next amendment to the EU-MAP

Potential new data collection requirements related to EU joining the North
Pacific Fisheries Commission

The COM informed the group that after several years of efforts, in February 2021 the EU was invited
to accede to the Convention on the Conservation and Management of High Seas Fisheries Resources
in the North Pacific Ocean and to The North Pacific Fisheries Commission (NPFC). The process of
ratifying the convention by the EU is underway, currently in the hands of the Council and the
European Parliament. It is expected that the EU will become a contracting party to NPFC before its
next annual meeting which is planned for Q1 in 2022. Upon EU accession to the NPFC, Member States
that undertake fishing activities in the area of this Convention will be obliged to collect and report
fisheries data required by NPFC regulations. The species of concern for the EU fleet are Chub mackerel
(Scomber japonicus), Pacific saury (Cololabis saira), Spotted mackerel (Scomber australasicus) and
Japanese sardine (Sardinops melanostictus).
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The NPFC conservation measures are easily accessible through its website 10 and are compiled in the
document “The Sustainable Use and Conservation Handbook”11 updated annually. The conservation
measures for each type of fishery include an obligation to collect and transmit data in accordance
with the data requirements adopted by the Commission in the Annual Report by the end of February,
every year.
The responsibility of coordinating the EU fisheries data collection in this new area, what may already
happen next year, will rest with this RCG. The MS concerned are DEU, LTU, LVA, NLD and POL, which
are already members of the RCG LDF.
7.5

Potential implication of the SMEFF Regulation

Based on the scope of the Regulation 2017/2403 on the sustainable management of external fishing
fleets (SMEFF Regulation) presented by COM, the Group discussed the potential impact of this
Regulation on data collection.
Scope of the SMEFF regulation:
To establish rules for issuing fishing authorizations for EU vessels wanting to fish in non-EU waters,
i.e.
in a third country EEZ (= fishing under “direct authorization”)
on the high seas outside of RFMOs
in RFMOs
The SMEFF regulation also contains a chapter for the case of third country vessels wanting to fish in
EU waters. This is not relevant to the RCG LDF, hence not discussed here.
For illustration, the recent SMEFF requests concern the following FAO areas:

In 3rd country EEZs: FAO areas 34 and 37

On the High Seas: FAO area 41

In 2021, the requests for fishing authorizations on the high seas in FAO area 41 included 20 target
species, namely: CTL, OPJ, CUS, PAT, FOX, POS, GFB, SAO, GRM, SKA, HKN, SQA, HKP, SQC, HKX,
SQP, HVP, SQR, MCH, TOP. Similarly, SMEFF requests for 3rd country EEZ comprised the following
target species: ARA, ARS, LKW, MON, SQE, CTC, MSF, MUX, MWU, OCC, ARV, CGE, GER, SSH, CET,
GOA, GUS, DPS, MNZ, GPW, SOP, TGS (Annex 5). In the discussion, it was pointed out by DGMARE
and scientists that some of these species do not inhabit the concerned areas. The RCG meeting took

10
11

https://www.npfc.int/
https://www.npfc.int/sustainable-use-and-conservation-handbook-0
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note of this list of species, for which data is mostly lacking, or if data is available, it is scarce,
fragmented, and unreliable. DGMARE indicated that in case of unavailable data it might not be in a
position to issue a positive opinion for fishing authorization.
Legal requirements
The legal requirements for EU operators to prove “sustainability of the planned fishing activities”
differ between the different request types ‘3 rd country’ versus ‘high seas’.

As regards 3rd country EEZs requests, the EU operator has to provide:
1. Article 17(1)(c): a scientific evaluation demonstrating the sustainability of the planned
fishing operations, including consistency with the provisions of Article 62 of UNCLOS, as
applicable,
2.

Article 17(3): The scientific evaluation shall be provided by
o
o
o

an RFMO
or by a regional fisheries body with scientific competence
or shall be provided by, or in cooperation with, the third country.
-> In this case, such an evaluation shall be reviewed by an EU scientific
institute/body

As regards high seas requests, the EU operator has to comply with the following rules:
1.
a. Either: (Article 24.b.1) the fishing operations being planned in accordance with a
scientific evaluation, demonstrating the sustainability of the planned fishing
operations provided or validated by a scientific institute in the flag Member
State
b. Or: (Article 24.b.2) the fishing operations being part of a research programme,
including a scheme for data collection, organised by a scientific body.
2. And: The scientific protocol of the research, which will be required in any event, shall
be validated by a scientific institute in the flag Member State.
3. CAVEAT: for the high seas, there are additional legal requirements from the VME
regulation and the high seas access regulation. The VME regulation requires:
•

the existence of a detailed fishing plan, specifying in particular:
1.
2.
3.
4.

the intended location of the activities;
the targeted species;
the type of gears and the depth at which they will be deployed, and
the configuration of the bathymetric profile of the seabed in the intended fishing
grounds, where this information is not already available to the competent authorities
of the Flag State concerned; and

•

an assessment about the potential impacts of the planned fishing operations on
vulnerable marine ecosystems (VME).

•

Additional scientific requirements (Articles 7, 8 and 11):
o

the reporting by the fishing vessels of all unforeseen encounters with VMEs to the
MS, providing information on the nature, location, time and any other relevant
circumstances of the encounter (Art. 7(3)).

o

the identification by Member States (MS) of areas that shall be closed to fishing with
bottom gears, on the basis of the best scientific information available on the
occurrence or on the likelihood of occurrence of VMEs in the region where their fishing
vessels operate (Art. 8(3)).

o

the placement of observers on-board, to observe and record the fishing activities of
the vessel throughout the execution of its fishing plan (Art. 11).
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MARE unit C3 gave some examples of supporting documents/ scientific information that MARE
expects to receive together with SMEFF requests:
Authors and date of the scientific evaluation
Documents in EN or FR (translated, submitted together with the original, if original
documents are in other languages) would be desirable to speed up the EC’s assessment
process
For both types of requests, the scientific evaluation should be provided for, or cover, each
individual envisaged target species.
For both types of requests: An explanation showing that the planned fishing activities is
consistent with the provisions of Article 62 of UNCLOS.
For 3rd country requests: If produced by or in collaboration with the third country, an
additional review of the scientific evaluation by an EU scientific institute/body
For high seas requests: A validation of the scientific protocol of the research by a scientific
institute in the flag Member State
For High Seas requests: VME Fishing plan and VME Impact Assessment
SMEFF and data collection
Thresholds for data collection from commercial fisheries under the DCF:
1. their share of the relevant (individual or combined) TAC is less than 10% of the Union total,
unless the sum of the shares of the Member States concerned exceeds 25% of the TAC; or
2. where no TAC is fixed, the total landings of a Member State from a stock are less than 10% of
the relevant average total European Union landings in the previous 3 years; or
3. the total annual landings of a Member State from a stock are less than 200 tonnes. For species
with a specific management need, a lower threshold may be defined at marine region level.
No thresholds apply to collecting data on sensitive species (PETs/ incidental catches). This means
that all incidental catches have to be reported.
There is also one exception for less than 10% of EU share in the proposed EU-MAP: “Without
prejudice to specific international obligations under RFMOs, it is not mandatory to collect biological
data where the Union’s share of an internationally exploited stock is less than 10%.”
However, this exception applies to RFMOs and is thus not relevant to SMEFF requests in 3 rd country
EEZs and on the high seas outside RFMOs jurisdiction/remit.
Thresholds for mandatory surveys at sea:
The thresholds are agreed at regional level (cf. RCG), unless the survey targets only one species,
then 5% threshold applies (TAC quota or share in EU landings). Irrespective of the thresholds, MS
may collect data following end user request. Currently species selected for sampling and the scope
of data to be collected are defined in Table 1a,b,c of the work plans (after revision, these will become
tables 2.1 and 2.2.)
Note that MS can include surveys to support “SMEFF fisheries”, e.g. in 3 rd country EEZs in their
annual WPs, so that they can be eligible to EMFAF cofounding.
Summary: Data collection obligations
-

under the Control regulation: all catch data has to be reported, irrespective of DCF thresholds
under the DCF, in case a stock/species is selected to be included under DCF:
o Basic data: length measurements. --> Table 1b of work plans (WP 2017-2021)
contains information on what data will be collected.
o Socio-economic data: on fleet population, no thresholds apply. All active vessels are
part of the sampling population. --> Tables 2 and 3a of the WP specify selection of
sampling frame etc. (to be replaced with tables 3.1, 5.1 and 5.2).
o DCF stipulates Regional WP as an option (no obligation).

Links to regulations:
•
Regulation 2017/2403 on the sustainable management of external fishing fleets, and
repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 1006/2008.
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•

Council Regulation (EC) No 734/2008 of 15 July 2008 on the protection of vulnerable
marine ecosystems in the high seas from the adverse impacts of bottom fishing gears (VME
Regulation).

•

Regulation 2016/2336 establishing specific conditions for fishing for deep-sea stocks in the
north-east Atlantic and provisions for fishing in international waters of the north-east
Atlantic and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 2347/2002

•

Regulation (EU) 2017/1004 establishing a Union framework for the collection, management
and use of data in the fisheries sector and support for scientific advice regarding the
common fisheries policy

•

Report to the EP and the Council on the DCF Regulation (EU) 2017/1004
COM(2020)664 final

7.6

Time frame for RCG LDF actions

Based on the Rules of Procedures currently relevant for the RCG LDF, the following general mile
stones are considered current for organizing the RCG work, including the data call and organisational
aspects. In practice, due to day-to-day issues and practicalities, not all deadlines can be met.
However, given the nature of the work, participants (heavily) being involved in other groups, shifting
time-lines due to external factors, some flexibility is required to be able to organize this meeting.

When

What (incl. reference to RoP Article)

Who

t – 2 months (at the latest)

Formal request if an independent

Any

organisation or individual seeks to attend an
RCG meeting as an observer (11.2). Note
that SPRFMO and CECAF have a standing
invitation to the RCG LDF (11.7)

individual

t – 2 months (at the latest)

Launch data call to all non-land-locked MS.

Chair (or delegated data
coordinator)

t - 2 months

Provide details of accommodation, travel and

Host Member State

organisation

or

other organizational information relevant for
the meeting. (4.4)
t – 6 weeks

Consult members regarding observers
(11.2)

Chair

t - 1 month

Provide details on participants to the chair

NC’s of participating MS

t - 1 month

Provide draft agenda to participants

Chair

t – 4 weeks

Inform observers whether or not invited

Chair

t

Annual technical meeting (4.1)

All participants

t + 2 weeks (at the latest 2 months
before the decision meeting)

Circulate proposed decisions to the relevant
MS for consideration prior to the decision
meeting (if any).

Chair

Circulate draft regional workplan (if any) for
decision to NCs (8.6)
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t + 2 months (at the latest)

Circulate draft report to participants

Chair

t+?

Decision Meeting of relevant NC’s

Chair

t+?

Represent RCG LDF at Liaison Meeting
(10.3)

Chair (when applicable
outgoing and incoming
chair)

7.7

RCG LDF decision meeting

During the meeting, the organization of the NCs meeting representing MS who are members of this
RCG was considered briefly only in order to take decisions arising from the course of the meeting,
i.e. on the proposal to move NAFO areas from RCG NANSEA to RCG LDF (section 7.3). Three possible
options are available - take a decision at the NC decision meeting organized in September for RCGs
from northern Europe (RCGs Baltic and NANSEA) or arrange a separate meeting with only NC relevant
to RCG LDF or by a written procedure. Although no final arrangements have been made in this
matter, given the limited, though very specific decisions that need to be taken, the option to have a
separate, dedicated RCG LDF decision meeting online to finalize the required decision seemed more
practical. This issue will be agreed with the relevant NC on the initiative of the RCG LDF chair.
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8. Future data collection set up in CECAF/SPRFMO (ToR 5)
8.1

Data collection of small pelagics in CECAF area – future Data needs

At the 2017 RCG, a renewed agreement was reached for sampling small pelagics in CECAF waters.
This agreement covered the period 2018-2020. At 2020 meeting, the RCG agreed that the best
option available would be to extend the current agreement. Subsequently, at the decision meeting
in September 2020 this agreement was extended to the end of 2023.
The reluctance of ship-owners to embark EU observers in the last years have resulted in incomplete
sampling coverage. This, together with the exceptional circumstances of COVID-19 in 2020 and 2021,
make very difficult to the group to proceed with reliable analysis of the EU data.
8.2

Data collection of small pelagics in SPRFMO area

At the 2018 RCG LDF meeting, the multi-lateral agreement for sampling small pelagics in SPRFMO
waters was extended to 2020. At 2020 meeting, similarly to the CECAF agreement, the RCG agreed
that the best option would be to extend the current agreement, which was approved at the decision
meeting in September 2020 by extending the agreement to the end of 2023.
8.3

Feedback from ISSG SPRFMO-OP

Regarding the future SPRFMO requirements as provided for in the “Conservation and Management
Measure Establishing the SPRFMO Observer Programme”, and in particular the requirement for
observer programme to undergo the SPRFMO accreditation procedure, the 2020 RCG LDF cocluded
that “This issue needs to be addressed in the upcoming years to prepare the ground for a solid
solution once the OP commences. RCG LDF will initiate intersessional work to progress on this during
the year.”
Soon after the 2020 RCG LDF meeting, already in July, chair of this RCG contacted the fishing industry
representatives with a feedback on the discussion and outcomes of the meeting in relation to the
SPRFMO Observer Programme and conveyed the information that none of the MS currently involved
will apply for this accreditation, despite the offer for financial support. However, not having accredited
procedures might jeopardize data collection on board trawlers in the area from 2024 onwards and
that this issues needs to be addressed jointly by relevant scientific institutes, MS fisheries
administration, the European Commission and the industry.
As a follow up, in January 2021, the LDF fisheries organizations from POL, DEU, NLD and LTU, in
close cooperation with relevant institutes from those MS prepared a joint letter addressed to
respective fisheries administration authorities with request to forward it to COM. In the letter, the
industry raised concern regarding a risk than none of EU Institutes will be able to provide observers
after 2023 and asked the Commission to jointly address this issue. In reply to this letter, on March
10th COM organized an online Technical Meeting regarding the SPRFMO Observer Programme with
participation from MS concerned (fisheries administration and scientific institutes) and the industry.
During this meeting the COM presented the basic information on the SPRFMO accreditation process
and information on the EU financial support. Then the participants discussed the possible options and
concluded that at this stage the RCG LDF should take an initiative to investigate possible options to
move forward.
Following RCG LDF Recommendation 2020-02, an “Intersessional Subgroup on the SPRFMO Observer
Progamme” (ISSG SPRFMO-OP) was established and had its first meeting on May 12th, 2021. The
aim of the meeting was to follow up and summarize the discussion during the Technical Meeting
regarding the SPRFMO Observer Programme organized by COM on 10 March 2021 and to discuss the
possible ways forward regarding the implementation of the SPRFMO Observer Programme (OP) in
terms of observers’ accreditation.

The following potential options for OP accreditation process were discussed:
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1. Accredited observers from other SPRFMO Members or Cooperating Non-contracting Parties
(CNCPs) to be employed on EU vessel conducting fishing activity in the SPRFMO area after
2023.
2. Accreditation shall be initiated by the COM through engagement of an European consulting
company/organisation with experience in fisheries observer programmes (like e.g. MRAG).
3. Explore the possibility to use the accreditation option based on another EU observer
Programme already accredited by other RFMOs (e.g. ICCAT), based on the provisions of the
SPRFMO Convention and OP itself.
Each of the above options were discussed and pros and cons for each option were defined. Agreed
follow-up action was:


Chair of the RCG LDF to contact COM (DG MARE, Unit B2) in order to set up a meeting of
this ISSG with the COM to further discuss and explore options 2 and 3 above,



Indicative time for this meeting – second half of June,



After consulting with the COM, consider the invitation of experts from Spain (IEO, MAPA) to
discuss the ICCAT accreditation for EU company/organisation,



Discuss with the COM the possible level and structure of costs related to accreditation and
source of funding

The minutes (see Annex 6) were communicated to COM on June 1st, 2021 together with the request
for another meeting to discuss the outcome of ISSG SPRFMO-OP. The COM replied positively and
very promptly – three days after receipt the request.
COM arranged 2nd Technical Meeting on SPRFMO-OP on June 25th, 2021, inviting to the meeting MS
concerned as well as SPRFMO Secretariat and MRAG (SPRFMO Accreditation Evaluator). The key
elements of the SPRFMO accreditation process were presented by MRAG and the SPRFMO Secretariat.
This process includes a formal notification of intention to pursue accreditation required one year in
advance and it takes up to 6-8 moths with provision and analysis of around 70-80 different
documents (depending on the actual set-up in a given country). During the discussion between COM
and EU participants, COM informed that accreditation at the EU level would be rather difficult and is
not forseen, that none of the EU agency/organisation has an accreditaion of any RFMO, that there
will be no EU tender to hire the provider of the observer programme and that EU funding for cofinancing the accreditation is available only in 2021-2022. From the COM’s perspective options for
carrying out accreditation should be either by individual MS or by private company with cost covered
by MS concerned. As a follow-up action it was agreed that COM would search a list of
organizations/companies with potential to be used for accreditation and that RCG LDF ISSG SPRFMOOP would continue internal discussion with the aim to have a clear picture in September 2021, after
the LM meeting. If necessary, the next technical meeting of the COM could take place in autumn.
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9. Any other business (ToR 6)
9.1

Rules of procedures for future RCG work

Article 9.5. of EU Regulation 2017/1004 stipulates that RCGs shall draw up and agree on rules of
procedures for their activities. Based on this article, the Rules of Procedure for the RCG LDF were
established on 9th of July 2018 by the following MS coordinating their data collection activities for
Long Distance Fisheries in 2018: Germany, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, The Netherlands, Spain and
Poland. For the full RoP text, see Annex 5 of the 2018 RCG LDF report. Since Portugal has also
become a member of RCG LDF, the current RoP were also adopted by Portugal in September 2020.
The group was infomed about the initiative of the RCG NANSEA and the RCG Baltic to compare and
align their respective RoP in order to adopt one combined RoP by both RCGs concerned. During the
meeting of the RCG NANSEA and Baltic held in June 2021, proposal was made that once combined
RoP are agreed upon it should be proposed to other RCGs to consider its adoption in order to have
one, common RoP for all RCGs operating under the DCF and to avoid situation where one MS beeing
a member of two or more different RCGs would need to follow different RoP. After short discussion
participants of the RCG LDF suggested that, pending the finalization of the work regarding combined
RoP for the RCG NANSEA and the RCG Baltic, current RoP of the RCG LDF remain in force.
9.2

Surveys, studies and pilot projects

RCG LDF did not propose new surveys, nor studies or pilot projects in 2021-2022.
9.3

Call for tenders for studies in support of the CFP

No specific call for tender was addressed during the RCG (see section 7.2).
9.4

Chairmanship, timing and venue of the RCG LDF meeting in 2022

Regarding the election of the chairman for the next term, the Group suggested that Irek Wójcik
(Poland) should continue the chairmanship for the second term. This proposal was accepted by Irek.
Post-meeting consultation of the relevant NCs revealed no objection to the proposal by the RCG to
elect Irek as the new chair for this group.
The 2022 RCG LDF is expected to be held in June/July. Most likely, the dates will be 27th -29th of
June or 11th–13th of July. The meeting will be chaired by Irek Wójcik (Poland).
Regarding the venue of the next RCG LDF meeting, Portugal invites the group to visit Funchal in the
Madeira for its next meeting. As back-up options, Poland, Lithuania and The Netherlands also flagged
the offer to host next RCG LDF meeting.

The following table provides an overview of the venues and chairmanship of this RCG.
Year

Venue

Chair

2021

Online WebEx meeting

Irek Wójcik (Poland)

2020

Online WebEx meeting

Irek Wójcik (Poland)

2019

Santa Cruz de Tenerife, Spain

Sieto Verver (The Netherlands)

2018

Riga, Latvia

Sieto Verver (The Netherlands)

2017

Copenhagen, Denmark
Hamburg, Germany

Sieto Verver (The Netherlands)

2016

Vilnius, Lithuania

Sieto Verver (The Netherlands)

2015

Hamburg, Germany
Cádiz, Spain

Irek Wójcik (Poland)

2014

IJmuiden, The Netherlands

Irek Wójcik (Poland)
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2013

Constanza, Romania

Irek Wójcik (Poland)

2012

Madrid, Spain

Irek Wójcik (Poland)

2011

Ljubljana, Slovenia

Maria Teresa Garcia (Spain) and
Dirk-Jan van der Stelt (The Netherlands)

2010

Madrid, Spain

Maria Teresa Garcia (Spain) and
Jaime Mejuto (Spain)

9.5

Draft ToR 2022

Pending future developments and decisions within the DCF realm and pending the outcomes of LM
2021, the following ToRs are proposed for RCG LDF 2022.
Draft Terms of Reference – RCG LDF 2022
1. Review progress since 2021 following up the 18th Liaison Meeting or other expert
groups reports

2. Review feedback from end users
•
Consider possible updates under the SPRFMO Observer Programme and Data
Standards requirements (both observer requirements as well as data collection
requirements)
•
State of play of pelagic sampling in CECAF and SPRFMO area in 2021
•
Other input received

3. Analyse data from 2022 RCG LDF data call
•
Data compilation, providing overviews of fisheries
•
Consider inclusion of emerging fisheries
•
Identify sampling obligations facilitating future multi-annual work plan
•
Feedback from WGRDBESGOV / comments on experience RDB upload

4. Regional data collection, analysis and storage
•
Overview on commercial sampling during coronavirus pandemic in 2021-2022
•
Discuss possibility of new data collection requirements related to EU joining the North
Pacific Fisheries Commission (NPFC)
•
Discuss potential implications of the SMEFF Regulation (Regulation 2017/2403 on the
sustainable management of external fishing fleets)

5. Future data collection set up in CECAF/SPRFMO

CECAF future data needs

Feedback from ISSG SPRFMO-OP (possible ways forward regarding observers'
accreditation procedure adopted by the SPRFMO)

6. AOB




Discuss relevant upcoming calls for tender, studies
Review option of harmonization/unification of the RCG LDF RoP with RoPs of other
RCGs
Place and date of the next RCG LDF
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10. Recommendations/Decisions
RCG LDF 2021 proposed one decision and two recommendations and to be put forward to the NCs
From section 7.3
Decision 2021-1 : Inclusion of NAFO area under RCG LDF
RCG-LDF 2021 Decision

RCG LDF to extend its geographical scope by the inclusion of the NAFO area. By
accepting this extension, the RCG NANSEA is relieved from its governing tasks for
this area, including the governance of the NAFO surveys as listed in the EU-MAP.

Follow-up action needed

-

Liaise with RCG NANSEA to seek approval and to facilitate the shift.

-

Agree on the decision by RCG LDF Member States

Liaison Meeting to rubberstamp the decision and to update the listing of
the areas of competence of the various RCGs.
Responsible

person

for

Chair of RCG LDF and RCG LDF Member States, LM chair

follow-up actions
Time frame (deadline)

September 2021, Decision Meeting followed by the LM

From section 3.5
Recommendation 2021-1 : Inclusion of new and updated reference codes in the RDB
RCG-LDF
Recommendation

2021

WGRDBESGOV to take the proposed new and updated reference codes as provided
by RCG LDF 2021 into consideration and to include these references in the RDB
codes lists.

Follow-up actions needed

Contact WGRDBESGOV, ICES and put request on agenda for December meeting.
Inclusion requested prior to the 2022 RCG LDF data call.

Responsible persons
follow-up actions

Chair RCG LDF / Data manager RCG LDF

for

Time frame (Deadline)

After LM 2021

From section 7.3
Recommendation 2021-2: Update to EU-MAP to reflect updated governance
RCG-LDF
Recommendation

2021

Update Regional Coordination Group (RCG) governance in Table 1 in the Annex to
the Commission Implementing Decision to reflect the governance shift for the
surveys in the NAFO area.

Follow-up action needed

For the following surveys, the governing RCG shall read RCG LDF: REDTAS, FCGS,
GGS, PLATUXA_ESP

Responsible person
follow-up actions

DG MARE

Time frame (deadline)

for

Next amendment to the EU-MAP
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11. Glossary
CECAF

Fishery Committee for the Eastern Central Atlantic

COVID-19

Pandemia caused by SARS-CoV-2 coronavirus

CFP

Common Fishery Policy (EU)

CS

Coastal States (of the SFPA)

DCF

Data Collection Framework (follow up of DCR)

DG MARE

Commission's Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries

EC (or COM)

European Commission

EU

European Union

EU-MAP

Multi Annual Programme for Data Collection

EWG

STECF Expert Working Group

FAO

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations

FPA

Fisheries Partnership Agreement

ICES

International Council for the Exploration of the Sea

IEO

Instituto Español de Oceanografía

IMROP

Mauritanian Institute for of Oceanographic Research and Fisheries

ISSG SPRFMO-OP

Intersessional Subgroup on the SPRFMO Observer Progamme

JSC

Joint Scientific Committees (of the SFPA)

LDF

Long Distance Fishery

LM

Liaison Meeting

MS

Member State(s) (of the EU)

NAFO

Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization

NANSEA

North Atlantic, North Sea and Eastern Arctic (RCG)

NC

National Correspondent (DCF)

NMFRI

National Marine Fisheries Research Institute (Poland)

NPFC

The North Pacific Fisheries Commission

OP
RCG

”Conservation and Management Measure for the SPRFMO Observer
Programme”
Regional Coordination Group

RCM

Regional Coordination Meeting

RDB

Regional Data Base (of the RCM/RCG)

RDBES

Regional Data Base and Estimation System

RFMO

Regional Fisheries Management Organization

SCRDB

Steering Committee for the Regional Data Base

SFPA

Sustainable Fisheries Partnership Agreement

SMEFF

SSC

REGULATION (EU) 2017/2403 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF
THE COUNCIL of 12 December 2017 on the sustainable management of
external fishing fleets, and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No
1006/2008
CECAF Scientific Subcommittee

SPRMFO

South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management Organization

STECF

Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries

WG

Working Group

WGRDBESGOV

Working Group on Regional Data Base and Estimation System
Governance
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12. Annexes

12.1 Annex 1 – Agenda

Regional Co-ordination Group for the Long Distance Fisheries
(RCG LDF 2021)
Online meeting on the Cisco WebEx communication platform
5-7 July 2021
Agenda
Monday:
9:40 seat-in, connect and set up
10:00 - 17:00 meeting time

Wednesday
9:00 - 13:00 - meeting time
(end time pending the progress made)

Tuesday
9:00 - 17:00 meeting time

General
Coffee-break 10:30 & 15:30
Lunch 13:00 – 14:00

Work Plan
Monday, 5th July 2021
9:40 – 10:00 : Seat-in, set up connections etc.
10:00 – 17:00 : Plenary session



Welcome, introduction, organization (task sharing) & “house” rules
Discuss ToRs, adopt agenda, appoint rapporteurs



ToR 1
o
o
o



CECAF related ToRs and discussions

Review progress since 2020 following up the 17th Liaison Meeting report
Follow-up of recommendations / output RCM LDF 2020
Review of the outputs of the 17th Liaison Meeting
Participation to the WGRDBESGOV (update)

o ToR 1 Review progress since 2020 following up the 17th Liaison Meeting
report
o ToR 2: Review feedback and recommendations from data end users
 ToR 2: Discuss feedback CECAF groups
 ToR 2: State of play of pelagic sampling in CECAF area in 2020
o ToR 5 Current and future data collection set up in CECAF
 ToR 5 CECAF future data needs
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SPRFMO related ToRs and discussions
o ToR 1 Review progress since 2020 following up the 17th Liaison Meeting
report
o ToR 2: Review feedback and recommendations from data end users
 ToR 2: Discuss feedback SPRFMO
 ToR 2: State of play of pelagic sampling in SPRFMO area in 2020
o ToR 5 Current and future data collection set up in SPRFMO
 ToR 5: Feedback from ISSG SPRFMO-OP

 ToR 4: Regional data collection, analysis and storage
o Consider future mechanisms to continue strengthening regional
cooperation, including expected outcomes from new projects under
MARE/2020/08 Grant:
 Fish'n'Co (development of draft RWP)
 SecWeb (Implementation of generic tools for RCGs: RDB, Web,
Secretariat)
o overview on commercial sampling during coronavirus pandemic in 20202021
o Discuss option to move NAFO issues from RCG NANSEA to RCG LDF
(feedback from RCG NANSEA)
o Discuss possibility of new data collection requirements related to EU joining
the North Pacific Fisheries Commission (NPFC)
o Discuss potential implication of the SMEFF Regulation
o Revision of EU MAP – current state of play
14:30 – move to “subgroup” session if Monday’s agenda points are done

Tuesday, 6th July 2021
9.00 – 17.00 : “subgroup” session / Plenary session (depending on the progress and needs)
 ToR 3 Analyse data from 2020 RCG LDF data call
o ToR 3 Data compilation
o ToR 3 provide overviews of fisheries
o ToR 3 Consider future inclusion of emerging fisheries
o ToR 3 Identify sampling obligations facilitating future multi-annual work
plan
o ToR 3 Share and comment on experiences related to RDB upload / feedback
from WGRDBESGOV

 ToR 6 AOB
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o Review option of harmonization/unification of the RCG LDF Rules of
Procedure (RoP) with RoPs of other RCGs

Wednesday, 7th July 2021
9:00 – 13:00 : Plenary session
 Discuss outcomes and conclusions ToR 3,4,5,6
 Report assemblage and reading
 ToR 6 AOB:
o Discuss relevant upcoming calls for tenders/proposals and studies
o Place and date of the next RCG LDF
o Election of a new chair
 Adoption of the draft report

Closure of the meeting
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12.2 Annex 2 - The overview of references to be added to the RDB to
facilitate both current as well as upcoming data uploads

Port
Ajuy

LOCODE
ESAJU

Island
FUERTEVENTURA

El Sauzal

ESZMF

TENERIFE

La Caleta

ESLCT

TENERIFE

Punta
Grande

ESHPG

EL HIERRO

Species
Acanthuridae
Acanthurus monroviae
Albulidae
Alcyonacea

AphiaID
125515
126750
151805
1365

English name

FAO

Surgeonfishes nei

SUR

Monrovia doctorfish

MDO

Bonefishes nei

ALU

Soft corals

AJZ

Aluterus monoceros
Aluterus scriptus
Amphioctopus burryi
Antigonia capros
Argyrosomus spp
Arius latiscutatus
Bathysolea polli
Bodianus rufus
Bodianus speciosus
Bramidae
Branchiostegus semifasciatus

127407
159491
420653
127418
843355
275576
274297
273541
126959
125520
276741

Unicorn leatherjacket filefish

ALM

Scribbled leatherjac filefish

ALN

Brown-striped octopus

OTY

Deepbody boarfish

ZAC

Meagres nei

RXY

Rough-head sea catfish

AUR

Canthidermis sufflamen
Carangidae
Carcharhinidae
Centriscidae
Centrophoridae
Centroscyllium spp
Chelidonichthys capensis
Chimaeriformes
Cymbium pepo
Cynoglossus monodi
Cynoponticus ferox
Dactylopterus volitans
Dasyatis spp
Decapoda
Decapterus macarellus
Epinephelus caninus

127399
125523
105689
125605
105713
105772
218120
10217
384806
274214
126295
127232
843432
1130
126807
127033

YNW
Spanish hogfish

BDR

Blackbar hogfish

BZD

Pomfrets, ocean breams nei

BRZ

Zebra tilefish

UAE

Ocean triggerfish

CZT

Carangids nei

CGX

Requiem sharks nei

RSK

Centroscyllium dogfishes nei

YCX

Cape gurnard

GUC

Chimaeras, etc. nei

HOL

Neptune's volute

YBP

Guinean tonguesole

YQG

Guinean pike conger

GPC

Flying gurnard

DYL

Stingrays nei

STI

Mackerel scad

MSD

Dogtooth grouper

EFJ
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Epinephelus costae
Euthynnus affinis
Gadidae
Glyphus marsupialis
Grapsidae
Gymnothorax polygonius
Heterocarpus grimaldii
Lagocephalus laevigatus
Lethrinus atlanticus
Liza spp
Lophius gastrophysus
Lutjanus dentatus
Lutjanus fulgens
Lutjanus goreensis
Malacanthidae
Muraena spp
Muricidae
Ommastrephes spp
Oncorhynchus kisutch
Palinurus delagoae
Parastromateus niger
Patella tenuis crenata
Pegusa cadenati
Pegusa triophthalma
Phorcus sauciatus
Phycidae
Plectorhinchus macrolepis
Plectorhinchus spp
Pleuronectidae
Portunus validus
Priacanthus arenatus
Priacanthus spp
Pseudotolithus senegallus
Rhinobatos rhinobatos
Scaridae
Sciaenidae
Scophthalmidae
Scorpaena elongata
Sepia bertheloti
Seriola carpenteri
Seriola fasciata
Sphyraena afra
Sphyraena barracuda
Squalus megalops
Stromateidae

127034
219708
125469
107668
106772
126300
107645
158933
278633
126031
159185
276531
276535
276538
151447
125637
148
138279
127184
210070
218431
752563
274307
274308
689178
125475
273490
126010
125579
241115
127005
126049
273787
105898
125557
125558
125580
127242
141442
126815
126817
273977
345843
105925
125567

Goldblotch grouper

EPK

Kawakawa

KAW

Kangaroo shrimp

GFU

Polygon moray

AGI
HVQ

Smooth puffer
Atlantic emperor

LFL
LTN
LZZ

Blackfin goosefish
African brown snapper
Golden African snapper
Gorean snapper

MVJ
LJE
LVN
LJO
MDZ

Murex shells nei
Flying squids nei
Coho(=Silver) salmon
Natal spiny lobster
Black pomfret

JLX
OMM
COH
SLN
POB
WPT

Cadenat's sole
Cyclope sole

WZA
WIO
JKU

Biglip grunt
Sweetlips, rubberlips nei
Righteye flounders nei
Senegalese smooth swimcrab
Atlantic bigeye
Bigeyes nei
Law croaker
Common guitarfish
Parrotfishes nei
Croakers, drums nei
Turbots nei
Slender rockfish
African cuttlefish
Guinean amberjack
Lesser amberjack
Guinean barracuda
Great barracuda
Shortnose spurdog
Butterfishes, pomfrets nei
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PBX
PLZ
PVQ
PQR
BIG
CKL
RBX
PWT
CDX
SCF
EZS
EJB
RLR
RLF
BAG
GBA
DOP
BUX
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Stromateus spp
Synodontidae
Taeniura grabata
Todarodes angolensis
Trachichthyidae
Trachinotus teraia
Trachinus radiatus
Trachurus capensis
Tylosurus spp
Umbrina spp
Uraspis secunda
Volutidae
Xyrichtys novacula
Similiparma lurida
Pteromylaeus bovinus
Atherina
Aulostomus strigosus
Berryteuthis
Carcharhinus obscurus
Trigloporus lastoviza
Congridae
Gempylidae
Heterocarpus laevigatus
Symphodus trutta
Odontaspis ferox
Percnon gibbesi
Perna perna
Plesionika williansi
Scorpaena maderensis
Thysanoteuthis rhombus

126090
125449
105855
225569
125459
273299
127083
218444
125690
126055
159658
23141
126971
889885
105861
125659
278081
341413
105796
154462
125427
125536
107646
1022158
105844
107458
140483
107664
274721
141680

Butterfishes nei
Lizardfishes nei
Round stingray
Angolan flying squid
Slimeheads nei
Shortfin pompano
Starry weever
Cape horse mackerel
Needlefishes nei
Drums nei

BQX

Cottonmouth jack

USE

Pearly razorfish

XYN

Canary damsel

AUU

Bull ray

MPO

Sand smelts nei

AVX

LIX
RTB
SQG
TRC
TIE
TZR
HMC
NED
UBS

AGQ
Berryteuthis gonate squids nei

YTW

Dusky shark

DUS

Streaked gurnard

CTZ

Conger eels, etc. nei

COX

Snake mackerels, escolars nei

GEP

Smooth nylon shrimp

HKT

Wrasses, hogfishes, etc. nei

WRA

Smalltooth sand tiger

LOO

Nimble spray crab

NBZ

South American rock mussel

MSL

Guinea striped shrimp

EKW

Scorpionfishes, rockfishes nei

SCS

Diamondback squid

YUR
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12.3 Annex 3 – Landings by species by area reported by MS
Landings by species (tons) from West Africa (CECAF area). Data from 2020.

Species
Actinopterygii
Alectis alexandrina
Aphanopus carbo (BSF)
Argyrosomus regius (MGR)
Aristaeomorpha foliacea
(ARS)
Aristaeopsis edwardsiana
Aristeus antennatus (ARA)
Aristeus varidens (ARV)
Arnoglossus (RGX)
Arnoglossus laterna (MSF)
Auxis
Auxis rochei (BLT)
Auxis thazard (FRI)
Balistes capriscus
Balistidae (TRI)
Belone belone (GAR)
Berycidae (BRX)
Beryx decadactylus (BXD)
Beryx splendens (BYS)
Boops boops (BOG)
Brachydeuterus auritus
(GRB)
Brama brama (POA)
Brotula barbata (BRD)
Calappa granulata (KPG)
Callinectes sapidus (CRB)
Campogramma glaycos
(VAD)
Caranx (TRE)
Caranx crysos (RUB)
Caranx hippos (CVJ)
Carlarius heudelotii
Centrolophidae (CEN)
Centrophorus granulosus
(GUP)
Centrophorus squamosus
(GUQ)

DEU

ESP
7
<1
1
<1

ITA

LTU

LVA
205

NLD

POL

6

276
<1

PRT

15
88
1
3
1704
168
113
<1
249
<1
12
<1

31
7

3
21

NA
NA

4
<1

43

2

42

<1

2275
60
15
<1
<1
<1

346

749

436

<1
<1
1
8
<1
18

8

53
56

64

RCG LDF 2021 Report – final

Centroscymnus coelolepis
(CYO)
Centroscymnus
cryptacanthus (CYY)
Chaceon maritae (CGE)
Chelidonichthys (GUI)
Chelidonichthys lastoviza
(CTZ)
Chloroscombrus chrysurus
(BUA)
Citharus linguatula (CIL)
Clupeidae (CLP)
Conger conger (COE)
Cubiceps caeruleus (UBA)
Cynoglossus (YOX)
Cynoglossus senegalensis
(YOE)
Deania profundorum (SDU)
Dentex (DEX)
Dentex angolensis (DEA)
Dentex canariensis (DEN)
Dentex dentex (DEC)
Dentex gibbosus (DEP)
Dentex macrophthalmus
4
(DEL)
Dentex maroccanus (DEM)
Dicologlossa cuneata (CET)
Dicologlossa hexophthalma
(DHZ)
Diplodus (SRG)
<1
Diplodus puntazzo (SHR)
Diplodus sargus (SWA)
Diplodus vulgaris (CTB)
Dipturus oxyrinchus
Drepane africana (SIC)
Eledone (OCM)
Engraulis encrasicolus
(ANE)
Epinephelus (GPX)
Epinephelus aeneus (GPW)
Epinephelus marginatus
(GPD)
Erythrocles monodi (EYO)

10
3
280
36
<1
2
<1
<1
7

NA
1

15
134
63
308
134
27
<1
9
342

2

297
90

4
8
7

NA

5

<1
1
<1
17
2
<1
37
479

140
11

89

<1
3
<1

10
2

92
57
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Eucinostomus
melanopterus (MFF)
Euthynnus alletteratus
(LTA)
Galeoides decadactylus
(GAL)
Galeorhinus galeus (GAG)
Gephyroberyx darwinii
(GXW)
Haemulidae (GRX)
Helicolenus dactylopterus
(BRF)
Hippoglossus hippoglossus
(HAL)
Holocephali
Holthuispenaeopsis
atlantica
Hoplostethus atlanticus
(ORY)
Ilisha africana (ILI)
Katsuwonus pelamis (SKJ)
Latilinae
Leucoraja naevus
Lichia amia (LEE)
Loliginidae (SQZ)
Loligo vulgaris (SQR)
Lophiidae (ANF)
Lophiidae (ANK)
Lophiidae (MNZ)
Lophiidae (MON)
Lophiidae (MVA)
Lutjanidae (SNX)
Lutjanus (SNA)
Merluccius (HKX)
Merluccius bilinearis (HKS)
Merluccius merluccius
(HKE)
Merluccius paradoxus
(HKO)
Merluccius polli (HKB)
Merluccius senegalensis
(HKM)

21
<1

1

58
28
24
4
3

8

NA

<1
<1
6
15
2
<1
59
<1

14

438

456

7
26
503
81
159

<1
4

54
95
4
<1
5265

NA
293
4

2096
3107
3225

58

303

88
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Mesopristes argenteus
(MER)
Mugil cephalus (MUF)
Mugilidae (MUL)
Mullus (MUX)
Mullus argentineae (MWU)
Mullus barbatus (MUT)
Mullus surmuletus (MUR)
Muraena helena (MMH)
Muraenidae (MUI)
Mycteroperca rubra (MKU)
Netuma thalassina
Oblada melanura (SBS)
Octopodidae (OCT)
Octopus vulgaris (OCC)
Ommastrephidae (OMZ)
Pagellus (PAX)
Pagellus acarne (SBA)
Pagellus bellottii (PAR)
Pagellus bogaraveo (SBR)
Pagellus erythrinus (PAC)
Pagrus auriga (REA)
Pagrus caeruleostictus
(BSC)
Pagrus pagrus (RPG)
Palinurus elephas (SLO)
Pandalidae (PDZ)
Parapenaeus longirostris
(DPS)
Parapristipoma
octolineatum (GRA)
Pegusa lascaris
Penaeus (PEN)
Penaeus kerathurus (TGS)
Penaeus notialis (SOP)
Perciformes (PPX)
Phycis (FOX)
Phycis blennoides (GFB)
Phycis phycis (FOR)
Pisces
Plectorhinchus
mediterraneus (GBR)

33
3
<1

197
58
62
27
17
10

317
19
<1
<1
<1

29
<1
<1
156
577
31
4
208
2
41
<1
<1

60

18
<1
2
<1

66
<1
<1
70
1261
<1
1
978
1
2
622

2
3

NA
18
529
2
28

5
59

<1
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Plesionika edwardsii (LKW)
Polyprion americanus
(WRF)
Pomadasys incisus (BGR)
Pomadasys jubelini (BUR)
Pomatomus saltatrix (BLU)
Pontinus kuhlii (POI)
Portunidae (SWM)
Portunus (CRS)
Psettodes bennettii (PSB)
Pseudotolithus (CKW)
Pseudupeneus prayensis
(GOA)
Raja brachyura
Raja clavata (RJC)
Raja miraletus (JAI)
Rajidae (RAJ)
Ruvettus pretiosus (OIL)
Sarda sarda (BON)
Sardina pilchardus (PIL)
Sardinella aurita (SAA)
Sardinella maderensis
(SAE)
Sarpa salpa (SLM)
Schedophilus ovalis (HDV)
Scomber (MAZ)
Scomber colias (VMA)
Scomber japonicus (MAS)
Scomber scombrus (MAC)
Scomberomorus cavalla
(KGM)
Scombridae (MAX)
Scombrinae Rafinesque
Scorpaena (SCS)
Scorpaena porcus (BBS)
Scorpaena scrofa (RSE)
Scorpaeniformes
Scyliorhinus canicula (SYC)
Selene dorsalis (LUK)
Selene setapinnis (MOA)
Sepia officinalis (CTC)

3
1

NA

<1
26

3
9

20
10
<1
4
84
2

2

<1

<1

<1
41
7
13
NA
13
<1
11466 615

596
288
2
90

498
2485
64
574

74
169
22073
34
147

2
17
39
102
44
267

NA
6281
284

21733
11697
24

1
252
114
1
20
1
2
<1

4

<1
50

57
60

260
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Sepia orbignyana (IAR)
Sepiidae (CTL)
Sepiola rondeletii
Seriola
Seriola lalandi (YTC)
Serranus cabrilla (CBR)
Solea senegalensis (OAL)
Solea solea (SOL)
Soleidae (SOX)
Sparidae (SBX)
Sparus aurata (SBG)
Sphyraena sphyraena (YRS)
Spicara alta (QZU)
Spondyliosoma cantharus
(BRB)
Squalus acanthias (DGS)
Stromateus fiatola (BLB)
Symphurus insularis
Synaptura cadenati (YNY)
Tetraodontidae (PUX)
Todarodes sagittatus (SQE)
Trachinotus ovatus (POP)
Trachurus spp. (CJM)
Trachurus spp. (HMM)
Trachurus spp. (HMZ)
Trachurus spp. (HOM)
Trachurus spp. (JAA)
Trachurus spp. (JAX)
Trachyscorpia cristulata
(TJX)
Trichiuridae (CUT)
Trichiurus lepturus (LHT)
Umbrina canariensis (UCA)
Umbrina cirrosa (COB)
Xyrichtys novacula (XYN)
Zenopsis conchifer (JOS)
Zeus faber (JOD)

28

12
<1
<1
<1
22
5
<1
<1
1
<1
<1
1
14
34

19

2

<1
13

<1
7

3

84

25

2
<1
<1
100
<1

<1
5
1585

71

<1
249
4936
<1
182
4

20797 20545

1356

68
32
26

1
18
2

273
300

47
<1

61

14

7
<1

NA
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Landings by species (tons) in Madeira (CECAF area). Data from 2020.
Species

PRT

Abudefduf luridus (AUU)

<1

Acanthocybium solandri (WAH)

<1

Acantholabrus palloni (AKL)

<1

Aphanopus spp (BOX)

2135

Apogon imberbis (OGT)

<1

Auxis thazard (FRI)

<1

Balistes capriscus (TRG)

4

Beryx decadactylus (BXD)

<1

Beryx splendens (BYS)

<1

Bodianus scrofa (BDY)

<1

Boops boops (BOG)

<1

Brama brama (POA)

<1

Centrophorus granulosus (GUP)

<1

Centrophorus squamosus (GUQ)

8

Chromis limbata (HZL)

2

Conger conger (COE)

2

Coryphaena hippurus (DOL)

<1

Dalatias licha (SCK)

<1

Deania spp (DNA)

<1

Dentex gibbosus (DEP)

16

Diplodus cervinus (SBZ)

<1

Diplodus sargus (SWA)

<1

Diplodus vulgaris (CTB)

1

Epigonus telescopus (EPI)

<1

Epinephelus marginatus (GPD)

<1

Galeorhinus galeus (GAG)

<1

Gymnothorax spp (AXZ)

<1

Gymnothorax unicolor (AGK)

<1

Helicolenus dactylopterus (BRF)

<1

Heteropriacanthus cruentatus (HTU)

<1

Isurus oxyrinchus (SMA)

<1

Katsuwonus pelamis (SKJ)

<1

Kyphosus sectatrix (KYS)

<1

Lepidocybium flavobrunneum (LEC)

4

Loligo vulgaris (SQR)

<1

Mora moro (RIB)

<1

Mugil cephalus (MUF)

<1

Mullus surmuletus (MUR)

<1

Muraena augusti (MDZ)

<1

Muraena helena (MMH)

2
62
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Mustelus mustelus (SMD)

<1

Mycteroperca fusca (MKF)

1

Nesiarchus nasutus (NEN)

1

Oblada melanura (SBS)

<1

Octopus vulgaris (OCC)

<1

Ommastrephidae (OMZ)

2

Osteichthyes (MZZ)

<1

Pagellus acarne (SBA)

<1

Pagellus bogaraveo (SBR)

<1

Pagrus pagrus (RPG)

11

Palinurus elefans (SLO)

<1

Patella spp (LPZ)

95

Phycis phycis (FOR)

5

Polymixia nobilis (PXV)

<1

Polyprion americanus (WRF)

<1

Pomadasys incisus (BGR)

<1

Pomatomus saltatrix (BLU)

<1

Pontinus kuhlii (POI)

2

Promethichthys prometheus (PRP)

<1

Pseudocaranx dentex (TRZ)

<1

Raja spp (SKA)

<1

Ruvettus pretiosus (OIL)

<1

Sarda sarda (BON)

2

Sardina pilchardus (PIL)

<1

Sardinella maderensis (SAE)

<1

Sarpa salpa (SLM)

<1

Schedophilus ovalis (HDV)

<1

Scomber colias (MAS)

88

Scorpaena scrofa (RSE)

<1

Scyllarides latus (YLL)

<1

Seriola spp (AMX)

5

Serranus atricauda (WSA)

3

Sparisoma cretense (PRR)

1

Sphyraena viridensis (BVV)

4

Spondyliosoma cantharus (BRB)

<1

Taractichthys longipinnis (TAL)

<1

Thunnus alalunga (ALB)

<1

Thunnus albacares (YFT)

<1

Thunnus obesus (BET)

1

Thunnus thynnus (BFT)

<1

Todarodes sagittatus (SQE)

2
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Trachinotus ovatus (POP)

<1

Trachurus picturatus (JAA)

138

Xiphias gladius (SWO)
Zeus faber (JOD)

3
<1

Landings by species (tons) from FAO area 47 (Atlantic, Southeast). Data from 2020.

Species
ESP
Dissostichus eleginoides (TOP) NA
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12.4 Annex 4 - Proposal to move the NAFO DCF governance from RCG NANSEA to
RCG LDF

Proposal to move NAFO areas from RCG for the North Atlantic & North Sea and
Eastern Arctic (RCG NANSEA) to RCG for the Long Distance Fisheries (RCG LDF)
2021/06/29
In 2021, ESP and PRT National Correspondents, supported by scientific teams responsible for
implementing collection of biological data, propose that NAFO is moved from RCG NANSEA to
RCG LDF.
A first document was sent to RCG NANSEA and RCG LDF describing the background, rationale
and content of the proposal. The proposal was presented at the RCG NANSEA technical meeting
2021, and there it was generally agreed that ESP and PRT would prepare a more detailed
document for presentation at the RCG LDF technical meeting 2021.
In this context, this present document was prepared to identify relevant aspects of data
collection in NAFO area, including highlighting the pros and cons of moving from RCG NANSEA
to RCG LDF.
See the remaining document for a full detailed table, including pros and cons (highlighted in
grey color). A summary of the main pros and cons highlighted in the remaining document is also
presented here in the first page:
Regarding the proposal of moving NAFO from RCG NANSEA to RCG LDF - PROS
-NAFO region has its own RFMO with its own management and scientific bodies and WGs.
- In NAFO, the EU is a Contracting Party (and not individual EU MS) and RCG LDF was created
for the management of RFMOs where the EU is a Contracting Party.
-NAFO fishery is in international waters and operated by long-distance fleet of EU countries. And
RCG LDF work is devoted specifically to fishing fleets that operate outside EU waters. NAFO is
considerd as “Other Regions” in the New Regulation (jointly with other RFMOs coordinated in
RCG LDF and RCG LP, etc.).
-Different main end users (NAFO for NAFO region, ICES for regions currently in RCG NANSEA).
Regarding the proposal of moving NAFO from RCG NANSEA to RCG LDF - CONS
-Biological sampling programs have similarity with regions currently in RCG NANSEA.
-Need to check if there are any legal constrains to the transition
-All MS with fishery in NAFO should be involved in the RCG where NAFO is included. Need to
check if EST is available for participating in RCG LDF.
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TOPIC

PROS/CONS

NEEDS/WHO

NAFO vs RFMO
NAFO vs
RFMO

About NAFO
The Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organisation (NAFO) is an Intergovernmental
Regional Fishery Body.
NAFO manages International Fishery in FAO 21 Area.
NAFO has 13 Contracting Parties. EU is 1 CP. This means that the European Union
represents the countries that have fishing opportunities as EU-Member States.
Denmark (in respect of Faroe Islands and Greenland) and France (in respect of St.
Pierre et Miquelon) are CP.
There are important differences in fisheries, fleets, sampling and management in
NAFO compared to EU waters of North East Atlantic.

Feedback
from NAFO as
End User and
MS involved

NAFO vs
RFMO

NAFO Management
The Commission: Requests for Science Advice and Management Decisions.
The Scientific Council (SC): Provides Science Advice to the Commission.
NAFO has various Working Groups operating under the direction of these two
constituent bodies and various Joint Working Groups, in cooperation with ICES:

ICES/NAFO Joint Working Group on Deep-water Ecology (WG-DEC)

ICES/NAFO/NAMMCO Working Group on Harp and Hooded Seals (WGHARP)

NAFO/ICES Pandalus Assessment Meeting (NIPAG).

Feedback
from NAFO,
ICES and MS
involved

NAFO vs
RFMO

NAFO Fishery
NAFO fisheries take place in the NAFO Regulatory Area located in FAO 21 Area in
the North West Atlantic.
NAFO Regulatory Area (NRA) outside the 200nm EEZ.

Feedback
from NAFO,
ICES and MS
involved

EU-MS with fishing quotas/Quotas: EST, DEU, LAT, LIT, POL, PRT and ESP
In 2019 four EU-MS (EST, DEU, PRT & ESP) had fishing effort in international
waters in NAFO Regulatory Area with a fleet of freezer trawlers.
These 4 MS planned for biological sampling in their last NWP (2020-2021) for
commercial sampling and surveys.
One survey of them is carried out by PRT and ESP and annually there is a joint
coordination ad hoc meeting for this Survey (FCCM).
This fishery has deep differences compared to those in ICES EU waters.
The NAFO fishery targets approximately 20 commercial stocks, comprising of 12
species/taxa managed through catch and effort limitation measures.
ICES Stocks: 267 (https://sid.ices.dk) dealt with in 16 ICES WGs.
However, there are similarities in fleet segments and sampling programs in both
marine regions (mainly, Cod and Redfish fisheries in the Arctic).
NAFO vs
RFMO

NAFO Monitoring
All NAFO fisheries conservation measures and regulations are compiled in the
NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures (NCEM), which are updated
annually and therefore EU has to adopt them because they are binding.
NAFO sets and enforces TACs and quotas, bycatch restrictions, minimum catch
sizes, fishing seasons and area closures.
NAFO requires that fishing vessels record and communicate their catches and
fishing efforts. Reliability of these records is enhanced by the Observer Program
and VMS.
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EFCA and MS
involved
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This has important implications applicable to stocks to the assessment and data
collection.
NAFO vs
RFMO

NAFO Frameworks

NAFO vs
RFMO

Regarding the proposal of moving NAFO from RCG NANSEA to RCG LDF PROS
- RFMO “ad hoc” for the FAO Area 21.
- RFMO different than NEAFC/ICES.
- NAFO Management with bodies and WGs different than NEAFC/ICES.
- Measures as a consequence of NAFO Monitoring and Frameworks with important
implications for the fishery.

• Precautionary Approach
• Multi-year management.
• Ecosystem Approach (e.g. closure areas)
• Risk Based Management Strategies (RBMS): several stocks under moratorium.
• Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) (i.e. harvest control rules).
Some of these measures have important implications applicable to stocks to the
assessment and data collection.

Feedback
from NAFO,
and MS
involved

Regarding the proposal of moving NAFO from RCG NANSEA to RCG LDF CONS
-Some joint WGs NAFO/ICES.
-Some similar fleets and sampling programs in ICES Area.

NAFO vs RCG
NAFO vs
RCG

RCG NANSEA & RCG BS
Within the EU-MAP the regional coordination of the NAFO fisheries have evolved
from RCG NSEA (North Sea and Eastern Arctic) in 2017 to the merged RCG
NANSEA (North Atlantic, North Sea and Eastern Arctic) in 2019, and in the last two
years the RCG NANSEA has been held together to the RCG BS (Baltic Sea).

Feedback
from the
RCGS chairs,
COM and NCMS involved.
Discuss the
proposal.

Common regional coordination Terms of Reference (ToRs) were followed for both
RCG, increasing the scope of this RCG and focused principally on the coordination
in the major area of its scope which is EU waters (FAO Area 27) and links with
main end users (chiefly ICES).
Work methodology, feedback, discussions are practically entirely dedicated to the
objectives of ICES as main end user in Union waters and NEAFC, within a supra
RCG.
In this situation, the regional coordination of NAFO issues in this RCG has diluted,
has lost strength by the interests of the ICES as the main end user.
First, when the RCG NA and NSEA were merged and especially in the last two
years at the RCG NANSEA & RCG BA.
NAFO vs
RCG

RCG LDF
Long-Distance Fisheries: regions in which fisheries are exploited by vessels and
managed by regional fisheries management organizations (RFMOs) in which the EU
is a contracting or observer party.
Since 2017, long-distance fishing activity of MS is being reviewed annually by the
RCG LDF, mainly in the CECAF and SPRMFO areas, as well as other FAO areas
where EU-fisheries occur, and coordination decisions are made at the regional
level.
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The RCG LDF covers regions where fisheries are operated by vessels and managed
by RFMOs where the EU is a contracting or observer party (as CECAF and
SPRFMO).
RCG LDF may have more dedicated time to discuss specific issues, especially
compared to RCG NANSEA & RCG BS that have a wide scope / amount of work.
NAFO vs
RCG

Geographic scope (1)
The inclusion of NAFO in “other Regions” in the New Regulation (jointly with other
RFMOs coordinated in RCG LDF and RCG LP, etc.)
EU REG 1380/2013 - art 25(5) - In close cooperation with the Commission,
Member States shall coordinate their data collection activities with other Member
States in the same region, and shall make every effort to coordinate their actions
with third countries having sovereignty or jurisdiction over waters in the same
region.
EU REG 1380/2013, annex III - In the case of Advisory Councils, all non-Unionwaters are included in the area of competence High seas/long distance fleet.
This regional coordination framework fits in with the provisions of the new DCF
Implementation Decision.
Because in the Decision the Chapter 3 defines the geographic areas of the marine
regions listed in table 2 where we find the inclusion of the NAFO Convention Area
as Northwest Atlantic (FAO area 21) in the Region "other regions" that is literally
defined as:
"Other regions where fisheries are exploited outside EU waters by Community
vessels and have the obligation to inform regional fisheries management
organizations (RFMOs) or regional fisheries bodies to which the Community is a
contracting or observer party .
And in this table the column “other regions” also include other RFMOs coordinated
in the RCG LDF such as CECAF and SPFMO and tuna RFMOs in the RCG Large
Pelagics.

NAFO vs
RCG

Geographic scope (2)
Article 9.2 of REGULATION (EU) 2017/1004:
MS should also coordinate their data collection activities with other MS in the same
marine region and make every effort to coordinate their actions with third
countries in the same marine region. In order to facilitate cooperation, Regional
Coordination Groups (RCG) have been established:
Baltic, North Sea & Eastern Arctic, North Atlantic, Mediterranean/Black Sea, Large
Pelagics and Long Distance Fisheries.
Current 2021 RCGs:
RCG
NANSEA & BS

RFMO
NEAFC/ICES

FAO Areas
27

LDF

CECAF, SPFRMO,
Others

34, 41, 47 and 87 or any other area (apart
from area 27) where EU fisheries occur

MED&BS

GFCM

37

LP

IOTC, ICCAT,
IATTC, WCPFC

Many

And NAFO as RFMO in FAO area 21, where is it?

NAFO vs
RCG

Regarding the proposal of moving NAFO from RCG NANSEA to RCG LDF PROS
RCG NANSEA & RCG BS: Completely focussed on ICES (FAO Area 27).
RCG NANSEA & RCG BS: Three RCG in one meeting.
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-

RCG NANSEA & RCG BS: Vast list of issues, ISSG and people.
RCG LDF: Created for the management of RFMOs where the EU is a
Contracting Party.
RCG LDF work is devoted specifically to fishing fleets that operate outside EU
waters
RCG LDF: Similar RFMOSs included as other regions.
RCG LDF: More space and time available for considering NAFO.
RCG LDF: Geographic scope more suitable to fit the region FAO Area 21 in the
DC Legislation.
RCG LDF: MS involved in NAFO fisheries already attend the RCG LDF (except
EST) which allow attendance at meetings.

Regarding the proposal of moving NAFO from RCG NANSEA to RCG LDF CONS
Need to evaluate the need of legal requirements for transition of RCG:
additional workload.
RCG LDF: EST would have to attend meeting.

NAFO vs Data collection
NAFO vs
Data
collection

Data collection
WP 2020-2021 Summary
Table1A: List of required stocks and Table 1B: Planning of sampling for biological
variables:
Stocks planned: EST: 6; DEU: 1; PRT: 11; ESP: 19
Table 1G: List of research surveys at sea
DEU: REDTAS and GGS; PRT&ESP: FCGS; SPA: PLATUXA 1st and 2nd.
Table 4A: Sampling plan description for biological data
Average Number of PSU during the reference years / Planned number of PSUs:
EST: 6/6; DEU: 4/1; PRT: 24/4; ESP: 56/10
Table 4B: Sampling frame description for biological data
Same sampling Frame: all MS about a list but Different Methods of PSU selection
Table 6A: Data availability
Data is submitted to quality check to meet NAFO requirements and is validated by
NAFO.
Biological Data transmitted in time for NAFO WGs.
Table 7A: Planned regional and international coordination
Meetings:
FCCM Portuguese-Spanish survey in Flemish Cap - coordination meeting for the
survey
NAFO Scientific Council June and September meetings and Standing Committees
NIPAG Joint NAFO/ICES Pandalus Assessment WG
WGESA NAFO Working Group on Ecosystem Science Assessment
Table 7B: Follow-up of recommendations and agreements
Rec. RCG: Data from mandatory surveys to be publicly available
EU-NAFO surveys data are provide to SC-NAFO every year but there is not a
specific RFMO database to upload data. Oceanographic data stored in
IODE/SeaDataNet
Tasks about data collection and assessment coordination is made especially in
FCCM meeting between PRT and ESP and EU-Designated Experts when they attend
the meetings, mainly, NAFO SC. Currently, there are 6 people from PRT and ESP
as EU-Designated Experts for 8 NAFO stocks.
RDB
NAFO Data (CS, CE, CL) have upload to RDB in response to Data calls for
commercial fisheries landing and sample data for the RCG annually.
Currently data submitters of different MS are in process of training and adapting to
the RDBES.
In both RCG, NAFO data could be adequately stored.
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NAFO vs
Data
collection

Regarding the proposal of moving NAFO from RCG NANSEA to RCG LDF PROS
-

MS involved adapted to address the requirements of the NAFO data collection.
Improving regional coordination among MS involved in data collection to face
the new EU-WP.
Fitting the data quality framework to the data collection in group.
Deal with issues about RDBES jointly.

Regarding the proposal of moving NAFO from RCG NANSEA to RCG LDF CONS
Workload for some people.
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12.5 Annex 5 - Species that EU operators included in their SMEFF requests in
2021
in FAO areas 34 and 47 (3rd country EEZs)

FAO code

Scientific name

English name

ARA

Aristeus antennatus

Blue and red shrimp

ARS

Aristaeomorpha foliacea

Giant red shrimp

CET

Dicologlossa cuneata

Wedge sole

CTC

Sepia officinalis

Common cuttlefish

DPS

Parapenaeus longirostris

Deep-water rose shrimp

GOA

Pseudupeneus prayensis

West African goatfish

GPW

Epinephelus aeneus

White grouper

GUS

Parapenaeopsis atlantica

Guinea shrimp

LKW

Plesionika edwardsii

Striped soldier shrimp

MNZ

Lophius spp

Monkfish nei

MON

Lophius piscatorius

Angler(=Monk)

MSF

Arnoglossus laterna

Mediterranean scaldfish

MUX

Mullus spp

Surmullets(=Red mullets) nei

MWU

Mullus argentinae

Argentine goatfish

OCC

Octopus vulgaris

Common octopus

SOP

Penaeus notialis

Southern pink shrimp

SQE

Todarodes sagittatus

European flying squid

TGS

Penaeus kerathurus

Caramote prawn

ARV

Aristeus varidens

Striped red shrimp

CGE

Chaceon maritae

West African geryon

GER

Chaceon spp

Chaceon geryons nei

SSH

Plesiopenaeus edwardsianus

Scarlet shrimp
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in FAO area 41 (high seas)

FAO code

Scientific name

English name

CTL

Sepiidae, Sepiolidae

Cuttlefish, bobtail squids nei

CUS

Genypterus blacodes

Pink cusk-eel

FOX

Phycis spp

Forkbeards nei

GFB

Phycis blennoides

Greater forkbeard

GRM

Macruronus magellanicus

Patagonian grenadier

HKN

Merluccius australis

Southern hake

HKP

Merluccius hubbsi

Argentine hake

HKX

Merluccius spp

Hakes nei

HVP

Merluccius patagonicus

Patagonian hake

MCH

Macrourus holotrachys

Bigeye grenadier

OPJ

Cirrhoscyllium japonicum

Saddle carpetshark

PAT

Patagonotothen ramsayi

Longtail Southern cod

POS

Micromesistius australis

Southern blue whiting

SAO

Salilota australis

Tadpole codling

SKA

Raja spp

Raja rays nei

SQA

Illex argentinus

Argentine shortfin squid

SQC

Loligo spp

Common squids nei

SQP

Loligo gahi

Patagonian squid

SQR

Loligo vulgaris

European squid

TOP

Dissostichus eleginoides

Patagonian toothfish
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12.6 Annex 6 – Minutes from the RCG LDF ISSG on SPRFMO-OP_1st
meeting_12 May 2021

RCG LDF Intersessional Subgroup on the SPRFMO Observer Programme
(ISSG SPRFMO-OP)
Kick-Off meeting: 12 May 2021 (online)
Recommendation 2020-2 : Data collection in SPRFMO region beyond 2024
RCG-LDF 2019
Recommendation

RCG LDF to set-up intersessional subgroup to prepare for data
collection in the SPRFMO area beyond 2024. This subgroup shall
work on a solid solution to cater for data collection under the
given SPRFMO observer requirements as well as taking DCF
requirements into account. The subgroup shall explore different
scenarios such as accreditation for EU observers, self-sampling,
remote monitoring etc. First results to be presented at the 2021
RCG LDF.

Follow-up actions
needed

Setup of the subgroup, organize (virtual) meeting.

Responsible persons
for follow-up actions

Chair of RCG LDF and MS involved in the SPFRMO pelagic fisheries.

Time frame (Deadline)

Prior to the RCG LDF 2021 meeting.

Background

Participants
Irek Wójcik (POL), Sieto Verver (NLD), Christoph Stransky (DEU), Vilda Griūnienė (LTU)
Aim of the meeting
To follow up and summarize the discussion during the Technical Meeting regarding the
SPRFMO Observer Programme organized by COM on 10 March 2021 and to discuss the
possible ways forward regarding the implementation of the SPRFMO Observer
Programme (OP) in terms of observers’ accreditation.
Discussion
Noting that :
 until now none of the MS currently involved will apply for this accreditation (for
reasons explained in the RCG LDF 2020 Report), and
 not having accredited procedures might jeopardize data collection on board EU
trawlers in the area from 2024 onwards,
this issue needs to be addressed in the upcoming years to prepare the ground for a solid
solution once the OP commences.
The following potential options for OP accreditation process were discussed during the
Technical Meeting with the COM (in March) and during this meeting:
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1. Accredited observers from other SPRFMO Members or Cooperating Noncontracting Parties (CNCPs) to be employed on EU vessel conducting fishing activity
in the SPRFMO area after 2023.
2. Accreditation shall be initiated by the COM through engagement of an European
consulting company/organisation with experience in fisheries observer
programmes (like e.g. MRAG).
3. Explore the possibility to use the accreditation option based on another EU observer
Programme already accredited by other RFMOs (e.g. ICCAT), based on the
provisions of the SPRFMO Convention and OP itself.
Ad 1.
This option seem no good solution as it would be problematic from EU perspective that
none of EU MS is able to go through the SPRFMO accreditation process.
Ad. 2.
This option seems most promising and feasible and requires further discussion with the
COM. Among the European companies/organisations experienced in the implementation
of fisheries observer programmes and in deployment of fisheries personnel at sea is
MRAG (https://mrag.co.uk/services/mcs-training-and-implementation).
Once this option is implemented successfully and MRAG or another EU consulting
company/organisation becomes accredited under the SPRFMO OP, future development
may include a procedure for that company to train scientific observers from research
institutes of EU MS concerned who then could be deployed on EU fishing vessels active in
the SPRFMO area.
The key role in implementation of this option is to be played by COM.
However, choosing MRAG as an EU company to apply for the SPRFMO accreditation is
rather problematic due to evident conflict of interests because MRAG was appointed by
the SPRFMO Commission as the accreditation provider and MRAG became the SPRFMO
Accreditation Evaluator. However, MRAG still may be consulted regarding other options
of EU consulting companies applying for accreditation.
Ad. 3.
This option is to be further explored in cooperation with COM and IEO (Spanish Institute
of Oceanography). Once the EU company/organisation having the accreditation of the
RFMO is identified, it may be helpful in applying for the SPRFMO accreditation, as
provided in the following SPRFMO documents:
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Art. 28. 1 (a) of the SPRFMO Convention12:
„The observer programme shall consist of independent and impartial observers that
are sourced from programmes or service providers accredited by the Commission.
The programme shall be coordinated, to the maximum extent possible, with other
regional, sub-regional and national observer programmes.”
Par. 29 of the SPRFMO Observer Programme:13
„When preparing a Preliminary Evaluation Report, and in addition to assessing the
fulfilment of the standards indicated in Annex 3, the SPRFMO OP Accreditation Evaluator
shall also consider those national programmes and service providers currently accredited
by other RFMOs.”
Conclusions and follow-up
2nd ISSG SPRFMO-OP meeting
 Chair of the RCG LDF to contact COM (DG MARE, Unit B2) in order to set up a
meeting of this ISSG with the COM to further discuss and explore options 2 and 3
above,
 Indicative time for this meeting – second half of June (except week 22-26 June
when the STECF EWG on DCF Annual Report evaluation meets),
 After consulting with the COM, consider the invitation of experts from Spain (IEO,
MAPA) to discuss the ICCAT accreditation for EU company/organisation,
 Discuss with the COM the possible level and structure of costs related to
accreditation and source of funding
Subject to outcomes of the above meeting with COM, the next ISSG SPRFMO-OP meeting
can be arranged with participation of the industry representatives to present and discuss
ways forward.

12

https://www.sprfmo.int/assets/Basic-Documents/Convention-web-12-Feb-2018.pdf

13

https://www.sprfmo.int/assets/Fisheries/Conservation-and-Management-Measures/2021CMMs/CMM-16-2021-Observer-Programme-12Mar2021.pdf
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