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Draft minutesc first day (8 March 2021)

The RCG Mediterranean and Black Sea (RCG MED & BS), Workshop (WS) on Recreational Fisheries (RF), dt
to Covid19 pandemic, was held as an online meetfmgm 8 to 9 March 2021Followup meeting was
organized on 9 April 2021 to discuss on the list of priority species.

The WS was organized Bgbio Gratfrom the Institute for Marine Biological and Biotewlogical Resources
of the National Research Council (CIRBIN) who chaired the Workshqpvith the support oflvana Vuke
and Jurgen Mifsudthairs of RCG Med&BS 2021

According toEuropean Union MuliAnnual ProgrammeEUMAP), MS shall provide catchsgmates from
existing recreational fishery surveys, including those carried out under the data collection framework or from
an additional pilot study. These surveys shall allow assessment of the share of catches from recreational
fisheries in relation tacommercial catches for all species in a marine region for which recreational catch
estimates are required under this multiannual Union programiigMAPalso requires that the subsequent
design and extent of national surveys of recreational fisheriesydimay any thresholds for data collection,

shall be coordinated at marine region level and shall be based oweerdneeds.

During the first WS, held in Ancona in 201% €ase Studies were present@thly, Malta, Greece, Spain and
Cyprus) but emerged the need to finalize the studies, assess the outcomes and use them to generate plans
for regular data collection. Moreoveindependently from the selected methodology, it was underlined the

need of have statistically sound principles and Inode an assessment of quality (e.g. GFCM
GKIFYyR0221£éKk3IdzARSEAYSAT L/ 9{ 2DwC{ vdzZ ftAde 'aasSaay

This 2¢RCG MED & BS WS was attended by the National Correspondents and/or their delegatas 10

Member States (MS) of the competent area asofe8: Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Greece, France, Italy, Malta,
Romania, Slovenia and Spain. The meeting was also attenddt bgpresentatives of the EDG Mare

(Units C3, D1, D3}he FAGGFCM SecretarigAnna CarlsonPaolo Carpenti€xithe cochair d the ICES
WGRFS (Estanis Mugerza), the chair oRB6 Baltic & RCG NANS&E#ia Reishe STREAMLINE project

Oa{ GNBFYfAYAYy3ad GKS SadlrofAaKYSyd 27F NI Ido@dhhtdr &2 NJ
(Alessandro Ligas)

The Chairs of REMed&BS 2021, Ivana Vukov and Jurgen Mifsud, opened the meeting and presented the
main goals of the Workshogp-ollowing RCG Med&BS 2020 Recommendation 6, the terms of reference for

the Workshopis to create a common list of species for the region; andgeee on methodologies and type

of data to be collectedThe workshop was planned during the RCG Med&BS Annual Meeting in 2019,

however due to restrictions in 2020, the second Wsitop was postponed to the beginning of 2021.

GianMarco Luna, as director of the organizing Institution IRBNR, opened the session introducing the
topic of RF and wishing to all participants a good work, remembering the first meeting of this group, held in
presence in Ancona in 2019.

Fabio Grati, a€hairman, welcomed all the participants aptesentedthe draft Agenda

After the adoption of the Agend@nnexl), rapporteurs were identified in Luca Bolognini and Martina Scanu.

MARE data call on recreational fisheries and next steps

Venetia Kostopoubu (DGMARE Unit C3ynderlined that RFare an important componentof the Data
Collection Framework (DECQhisexplainswhy from 2017, in the context of thEUMAP, MS weregiven the
opportunity to carry out pilot studies, in order iovestigatehowto collect data to assess the share of catches
from RF in relation to commercial ondhe most important objective ahe RCGwill be to compile dist of
species, including regional specificities. The WS held in 2019 provided a background to undaestita

to be colleced andthe quality neededlt is important, but also challenging, tiefine the statistical universe
of RFjn orderto ensurestatistical robustness dhe data collected.



EUMAPand Work Plan/ Annual Report template

Asrecapfor the MS Monika Sterczewsk@DGMare Unit C3), reminded that the species list compiled on the
basis of the data collecteds well as all the results of the Pilot studiskpuld be submitted as soon as
possible. Once th#IS contributionsare sent, exgrts will be involved in data comgaonto analyse results
and drawmain conclusionsand outcomes so thatinformation could be spread amosgthe RCG anthe

MS By March 18 2021, , the consultation on the neBJMAPwWill be closed According tathe draft EU
MAP,MS shall implement statistically robust multispecies sampling schemes that enable catch quantities to
be estimated for stocks agreed at regional level, in accordance with the relevantsenaheeds (e.g. GFCM
and ICES). Catch quantities shalkestimated for species and areas listed in Table 4, tipatio now, includes
eel, elasmobranchs and highly migratory ICCAT spethas. list can be amended or replaced with the
regionally agreed list of species, yet the data on the species from Fatdeds to be collected under other
regulations and management measurégice that listsextendedandthe impactof RFon stocksisassessed
biological sampling in accordance with easer needs will be put in place. For the implementation of the
EUMAP, the template fomwork plan and annualreport was presentedas drafted by the STEG#pert
working group in the second week of Februakyrew version of the gidance andhe descriptions othe
columnsof the tablethat will be in the template for RF were presented, ithasbeenamendedsincelast
yearpreliminary drafting.

Legislative framework at EU and GFCM level and upcoming propasatee management of
recreational fishing activities

A very generalwerview of existing legislation and upcoming proposals at EU and GFCMédavgiven by
Mariana Corte Real Lopes Matid®GMARE Unit D)1 Between 8.7 and 9 million recreational fishers (1.6%

of the EU population), fishing for approximately 77 million fishing days, producing 10.5 billion euros to the
European economy were the current available estimations presented. It was pointed the attemtithe
important cultural role and the significant economic component of RF for coastal tourism, one of the main
maritime sectors in gross value added and employment. It was reminded that RF plays a key role in the fishing
mortality of stocks across Eape, lack of data on total catches has led to significant bias in stock assessment
and risks the provision of incorrect advice on fisheries management across ERBpeanagement
measures aréncluded in the following EU Regulations:

- Control RegulationCouncil Regulation (EC) No. 1224/2009 establishing a Community control system
for ensuring compliance with the rules of the Common Fisheries Policy (includes RF definition);

- Technical Measure Regulation: Regulation (EU) 2019/1241 of the European PRarlkamdeof the
Council on the conservation of fisheries resources and the protection of marine ecosystems through
technical measures;

- Western Mediterranean MAP: Regulation (EU) 2019/1022 of the European Parliament and of the
Council establishing a multianaluplan for the fisheries exploiting demersal stocks in the western
Mediterranean Sea.

Existing GFCMctions for Riwere also presented:

- Regional Plan of Action for Sm8ltale Fisheries in the Mediterranean and the Black Sea (BBBA
(2018);

- Handbook fo Data Collection on Recreational Fisheries in the Mediterranean and Black Sea (2020);

- GFCM Working Group on Recreational Fisheries (WGRF) (latest sesatoRetisuary 2021).

As next stepsoward the management of Rthe revision of the Controldgulaton (including RF definition)

at EU level and &FCMproposal on minimum rules for sustainable RF activities in the GFCM area of
applicationwere mentioned. he upcomingGFCM ®ategy Proposalfor 20212030 was referenced as an
important instrument to furtter cement the role of RF activities in the GFCM area of application

Paolo Carpentieras member of the GFCM Secretaradded that theGFCMNVGRF will be permanent and
that will be possiblyheld every two years. The compilation of the list of priority species for RF, based on
specific criteria, was mentioned as one of the main results of the WGRF2021, including EU &id non
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countries of the Med&BS area. Moreover, this year will be presentedc#it@ogue of fishing activities by
Geographical Sub Area (GSA), including not only the commercial fishery, but including also the RF activity. It
was also underlined that the Handbook is still in editing phase and it will be so until summer.

L/ 9{ &vizkadzdNI yOS ¢22t1AG¢ o6v! ¢

Estanis Mugerzaco-chair of the ICESNGRFSworking at the AZThQave a pesentation a the Quality
Assurance Toolkit (QATLt the beginning, when this WS was in the organization phase, it was thought to
perform a trial usinghe toolkit with the Pilot studies of MS of the RCG, but it would have taken too much
time. Indeed, only aroverview of the methodology was presentedtarting from the structure of the
workflow, passing through the history of Projects and Working Groligisdontributed to develop itFrom

2013, starting fromcompilation of national estimates for stock assessment or other purp@s¢€ES context
thistoolkit for the evaluation of the quality of the data collected through surveys was develtipsahsised

in a condensed set of guiding questions through which understand the key bias and how survey design could
be improved.Documentation and quality evaluation of RF surveys focused on 3 different steps: the initial
survey design, the implementation phasedathe data analysis. The inspection of the quality of the data
collected through surveys was considered particularly important for thelessals, identified in:

- National laboratories (for documenting and monitoring national schemes);

- Regional Coordination Groups (overviews of sampling schemes extant within the region;
identification of important gaps in data; developing recommendations for optimizing sampling across
countries);

- European Commission (evaluation if Member States are meeting DCIMAP requirements for
delivery of data using statistically sound methods);

- Stock assessment expert groups (data quality in terms of precision and bias of estimates being used
for assessments);

- WGREFS itself (monitoring the extent and effectiveness ofeegimmal fishery surveys; basis for
ongoing development of methods; responding to specific requests).

In the same year, were developed Best practice GuidelinesHsuiReys and a glossary fortBfms, because

in the past were encountered difficulties in definitior&ince 2014, WGRFS addressed a specific Tor related
to assessing different National surveys {&ife and orsite), evaluating each year 3 different survdps2018

the same methodalgy was reviewedin order to update question onon-site and offsite survey
characteristiceand to consider how to ember within the Transparency Assurance Framework (TAF) in ICES
Moreover, since it is dealing with many topics, in 2020 the WGRFS wasddinid intersessional groups,
one of which is dedicated to the QAIR. 2021 this sulgroup will try to address the subjectivity of some
specific questions, provide a more logical flow, create different assessment criteria-gitecend offsite
surveysminimize different interpretations of the questions, and include more quantitative meastifes.
experienceof using QATwas strongly suggested in Mediterrane@asinbecause working together it is
possible to learn from each othatentifying potentid improvements to survey design

Updates from National Pilot studieg day 1

BULGARIAKolyo Zhelewgave anoverview of the preliminary results of characterization of RF in Bulgaria
The surveylanned for 2020due to Covidl9 pandemic, is still ongoiramdwill be finalized in 2021Anyway,
following the recommendations of the RCG and the requirement under th¥1EB, it was presented the
methodology used in the surveyfiest phase incluoshgtelephone survey, as screening to have an idea of the
total populationengaged in RRhen it will be followed byan online and by phone recall survey. In relation

to the Covidl9 pandemic restrictions, if it will be possible to circulate along the Bulgarian coasts, these
surveys will be followed by then-site suvey.

CROATIA: NI y 1 2 5 piéséhied tBedrksiilt of the Croatian case study starting from a general
introduction on the country. Croatia is the third among EU countries for km of coastline (5800 km) and
accounts for more than one thousand islets, wiéoth recreational and sportive fishery are recognized and
regulated through Marine Fisheries Act. However, a general scarcity of data was underlined, together with
very limited scientifically based studies. A very detailed licence system in place icotingry. It is
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implemented for bothrecreationaland sport fishery. The main difference between these modalities is that
the use of speargun and heavy angling equipment is allowed only for sport fishers, while special permits are
required for longline, trps, multi-pronged speaand use of artificial light. The database of issued licenses,
due to privacy constrains was not used for direct randomized sampling, so-prababilistic study was
conducted by the means of an online survey. In April 2019, fishers asked to fulfil an online survey (rnon
probabilistic method), accessible for 2 months. It was advertised through the website of the Ministry, the
research Institute of Oceanography and Fisheries, social, specific groups and direct contact with fishers
Moreover, recall survey was performed for 2018 as reference year. Catch data were collected only for the
species listed in Table 4 of the AP (Eel, elasmobranchs and highly migratory ICCAT species). In order to
have a priority species list more compensive, it was proposed to look at a recent publicaij@movos et

al., 2018)that analysed YouTube videos to characterize recreational figh€myoatia. Pros and Cons of this
approach were explained: it is cost efficient, anonymous and allow to include many people on voluntary basis
(without pressure); however, no data on noespondents avidity bias, and problems in recalling events of

the previous year, were highlighted as major constrains. In total 604 participants accessed the survey,
majority were males and only 2.3% females. 38% of respondents were between 30 and 40 yeansl old,
majority (70%) used only ondishingzone for fishing ogration. Diving was the most common moda(i#%o)
followed by boat(30%)and shore fishing25%) Mean yearly weight per fisher was estimated arounck§0
relatively high amountvhich couldbe due to the greater involvement of avid fishers in collabiogto the

survey. Catch data and average yearly weight per fisher were presented fémegiil{a anguillag 7.5% of
respondents catch on avera@e8 kgyearly); rays, stingrays and eagle rag3,8% of respondents catch on
average20 kgyearly); benthicsharks and catshark&9% of respondents catch on aver&fekgyearly); and

pelagic migratory fishe®8% of respondents catch on aver&je8 kgyearly).

DGMARE askedhetherthe inclusion of all the species in the sunisforeseen The RCG ED&BSoted

that, thisbeingan online surveya certain part of the population (the oldest) could be reachatth difficulty.

In addition,the estimatedavidity could be biased from the exclusion of reporting 0 catches data; underlining
that it is a fundamenthaspect in order to calculate total fishing effamd average catche¥he Chair of the
Group, suggested to switch to a probabilistic survey, using licences as statistical universe from which to
extract contacts to create a panel for recall survey, utidgtthat in other countries, like Spain, this approach
was successfulvana Wkov underlined the good potential of the Croatian licensgstem, in fact, this
electronic system includeslsotouristic activities. Moreover, licenses awdmmercialdata colection are
organized by area#) this wayit will be easier to compare RF data with commercial one because they will be
collectedfollowing the same cheme.

CYPRU®Nikolas Michailidispresented the general overview of RF in Cyprus. The licensing siystienhes

boat fishing and speargun, while for shore fishing no permit is needed. The survey was performed from 2017
to 2019, on 12 months recall approach, to maximize the coverage in terms of space and time. Licensed fishers
were randomly selected from kst of telephone numbers, while shore fishers were surveyed nationwide,
through random multistage stratified sampling per postal area and area type within (urban/rural). From the
survey 2.7% of the population resulted to conduct RF, mostly male betwgand 85 years. Total catches

from the RF resulted in 1065 tonnes per year, while CPUE were estimated as 34 kg/year/fisher for shore
fishing, 66 kg/year/fisher for speargun and 108 kg/year/fisher for boat fishing. Expenditures were estimated
I NRB dzy R au.yTheecamaBsss of catches showed that some high trophic species are mainly harvested by
RF, while many commercial species aot targeted by this fishery. Since these results showed very high
values for effort and catchethe Group asked for clarificains. Data on avidity were asked on annual basis
(including days with O catches), effort estimation was considered as reliable; the presence of duplicated
information was excluded thanks to the fact that each fisher was asked to report only his own datatres

when fishing in group). Moreover, it was underlined that total catches by year could be high because in
Cyprus there are many recreational fishers (3% of the total population), but CPUE kg/year/fisher did not show
very high results. Considerationsidhe impact of RF were discussiadrelation tothe trophic levelof the

catch

FRANCHiamh Smithpresented the results of the French Case Study. The national context was introduced:
actually, there is no licence system or regisiandit is not mandabry to report catches; however, closing
periods, limited number of authorised gears, ban on fishing certain species, are regulation in place for
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managing the sector of RF. In France many surveys on the sector were performed since 2004 by Ifremer,
focusingon different species; however, there is currently no database in which these data have been stored.
In 2017, a newnulti-species pilot study was put in place starting from a Telephone screening survey. This
first phase was followed by a Panel survey (22080), during which volunteer fishers recorded their
sessions in logbook§ he estimated French population dealing with RF was estimated around 5% and the
main species caught were: matkl, seabass, sea bream, pollack aedbreamsUnfortunately high diop-

out rate of panellistglid not allow a reliable estimation of catch quantities. A new survey was programmed
and launchedn 2021 It wasstructured in 3 steps: screening (for the estimation of the size of the fi€hers
population), additional (aimed atharacterizing the activity) and panel survey (for catch estimates)
consisting in uploading information on fishing sessions and catch via a mobile application (FishFriender)
Compared tothe previoussurvey, this pilot studizasmany advantages: new todadsich as online panel, social
media and web/smartphone application, additional screening phase to enhance the description of the
activity by increasing fishers sample size, involvement of recreational fishing federations, and number of
additional questiongo better characterise fishe€&ctivity and profile. On thisngoingpilot study, the QAT

was tested and it is important to underline that France was the only MS to use this toolkiisi/&
However, data collecteduring previous French survegs MRFwvere considered noreliable and France will
pursue the effort but cannot guarantee the production of reliable catch estimates for specific species. After
the presentation, since in the past French data from Mediterrangsm Atlantic Ocean and Englisha@nel

were grouped, the Group asked tifis was repeated alsén the most recent pilot study. National
correspondent confirmed that recent data aaggregated fothe 3 basihs separately The Group also noted

that in the results presented the gendeomposition of recreational fishers was almost equal between males
and females (55%5%); it was justified by theignificant numberof women practicing shellfish shore
gathering.

After lunch the session continued witht. f A | chaivdBISSE Recreational fishery of the RCG NA NS&EA

and RCG Baltic. In the new EEMAP no more structural pilot study will be memed, so the current ones
should be transformed in permanent ondswas stressed the need to have a common database to be able
to workwith, where all recreational data will be available for RCG purp&eBES (amnym of the database

in preparation) will be ready in 202Bor the development of regional sampling plans for RF, the structure of
06 general stepsapproachwas presented ithese RCG. It includes different level of coordination, from
absent to common monitoring strategy and joint data collection. It was accepted and adopted in the other
subregions in the last RCG meetings, and was applied as example at the Baltic pelgicdish study.
Estanis Mugerza stressed again the importance of having a common databdsasked if the Commission

is working toward the realization of specific one for Med&BS subregion.

GREECHRnastasiosPapadopoulogpresented preliminary results for the Greek pilot study, performed on
data collected in 2012019, but the study will proceed until 2021 and tfieal results will be ready athe
beginning of 2022. It was-&eps structured: screening survey to estimale humber of RBince Greece

has no licensing systerdiary survey to record their gears and avidibflect biological and quantitative data

on catches, and ogite surveyto record their gears and avidigollect biological and quantitative data on
catches as well as to validate the collected data from previous methdé®m thescreening surveyt
emerged that shore fishg is the most popular mode of fishii§3%), followed by bodishing (37%) and
spearfishing (21%). On average fishing frequency wamated in 16 times/year, annual catches per fisher
around 13 kgl YR Myme k@SFNJ & SELISYRAGIINBE o6& FAAKSNW® wS
be the most common in catches, both in Aegeamd lonian Sea. As next steps, is considered to
geographically expand the coverage with-gite survey in ordeto have a more representative sample for
catch data. Moreover, additional methods for collecting data (e.g. site and mobile app) will be tested.
Moreover, it was stressed the difficulty ircinding spearfishers in the survey, due to many reasons. Between
these there could be the fear of the introduction of regulation or maybe the fact that they are not prone to
participatepartly becaussomeof them take part in lUU fishing. Matias Lozanggested the use of the app

as suitable instrument to trace spearfishers. Then the Chair asked for possible interaction between RF and
SSF (spatial and/or for the resaes) in the region and Anastasios Papadopoulos confirmed their strong
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conflict. Questios were raised on catch and releadata, and it was pointed out the need for studies
evaluating the postelease survival (pointing the attention on large pelagic fishes and sharks).

GFCM WGRF 2021 (main outcomes)

Anna CarlsonfGFCM Secretariat) presented thein outcomes and conclusion that came out from the
WGRR021 onlinemeeting. The handbook was endorsed and it is expected to be published in the first part

of 2021. It covers many differenbpics data collection, methodology, data analysis and stakeholder
engagement. Furthermore, the WG endorsed the workplan to provide technical assistance to additional
countries interested in setting up RF data collection; at the moment there are different giildies
undergoing in each GFCM subregion. Another main conclusion of the WG was the need to start compiling
the main RF species list. It was agreed a roadmaplectingspeciesstarting from theGFCM DCRF priority
species listlooking for possible ipact of RF on thesstocks, then identify additional species, based on
agreed criteria. These criteria agreed among experts were presented: high volume in landings, important
social (e.g. quality of RF experience) or economic impact (e.g. species dniviamj, risk of overexploitation

and/or steep decrease in abundance, conservation interest;indigenous species, and commercial interest

for SSF. Based on these criteria, a template for the list of species was shared. The secretariat will collect a
proposal of 6 (species) more or less, by subregion, and then will include it in the GFCM WGRF report to be
submitted to SAQDther relevant conclusion included the discussion offSSkteraction, primarily conflict.

In addition, it was agreed that an imparit perceived conflict between theses2ctorsis from IUU fishing

and, as such, suggested that further work will be carried out through the WGIUU to improve understanding
of illegal fishing in coastal areas. Moreover, it was agreed that the engagemeal@holders in data
collection process was an essential step towards reducing conflicts and promoting synergies between the
sectors. After the presentation, a clarification regarding the proposed list of priority species was asked. Anna
Carlson specifiedhat, as they are considered vulnerable species, in thisallssharks and raywill be
included. D@VARE asked on which baista sourcesihe template will be filled and it wasnswered that

it will be compiled based on data coming from pilot studiefere they are in place) or through expert
judgement. Estanis Mierza asked for more detail ahe future work of WGIUU, proposing a collaboration
between region, but it was explaidahat normally the WG deals with industrial fisheries, but this REeissu

will be presented to theme, hoping that some IUU detecting methodology could be capitalized and applied
in coastal areas too. The Chair proposed to use the same template developed by GFCM to be circulated
among MS, following the same criteridhe RC@greed in fulfilling this template, to be included in the final
report of the WS.

Draft minutes¢ second day (9 March 2021)
Updates from National Pilot studieg day 2

ITALY:Adriano Mariani presented the Italian case study, dividing it in differ@itases. Phase 1 was
conducted between 2018 and 2019 and included the analysis and validation of the Register of fishermen of
the Ministry of Agricultural, Food and Forestry Policies (Recr. 6 Dec 2010) and the following estimation

of variables of inteest through expert interviews (elicitation techniques) and sample survey at national scale.
The number of registered anglers in 2019 was 1.077.048 (Source: Ministry of Agricultural, Food and Forestry
Policies (MIPAAF)). The list of registefistiermen, m MIPAAF database, containgersonal information
membership of sport fishing associatidishing areasfishing geayrfishing techniquesnd boats Starting
through a crosschecking of dat&cords in the register have been checked and validated. Aftgr units

were extracted by a stratified random sampling without replacement, where each sample unit will be chosen
randomly from the population, and a logbook was distributed to these peoftleias possible to estimate
catches. On the base of a threstl of 5% of recreational catches respect to the total catches (target species),
and on an estimate of the relevance of ntarget species (not included in the list from data collection), a list

of species was propose8ome constraints carrying out thedi phase has suggested to implement a new
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sample design. A second phase was then proposed to tune and implement the methodology previously
adopted, in view of a final proposal for a routine survey in the newWBP. It will include Telephone survey
(2020)followed by Sample survey (2021). Analysis of the telephone survey is still in progress and preliminary
results are also compared with other similar programs for a possible harmonization. Preliminary estimates
suggest a range of 1.400.002.600.000 as #tal number of marine fishermen. The survey is foreseen to
be carried out through logbook distributed to a panel of fishermen in ltidian regions.After the
presentation, clarification regarding the issue relatedhie MIPAAF register of licenses wexsked.
MALTA:Luca PisanRecreational fishing in Malta is divided into two main sectors, depending on vessel
registration: a)non-commercialregistered in the National Fleet RegisfiyFC vessels)f the Fishery
Department which are provided of a license for minor fishing gears; b) sport fishing vessels which are
registered in the National Maritime Register of Transport, and for which a license is not required as the
activity is restricted to spoffishing gears. Lanbased recreational fishing does not require a licei$e aim
of the study was to asseslse share of catchesf select species from recreational fisheries in relation to
commercial fisheriesThe target species were selected in ace@rce with Table 3 of th&€mmission
Implementing Decision (EU) 2016/1251, and are predominantly g©Aifored speciesX. gladiuss absent
as it cannot be caught by recreational fishe3arvey was drafted and carried out by a amtractor in two
phases between 20182019. These surveys were conductegb@rson with the recreational fishers. A total
2F mMpH NBONBIGAZ2YLFf FTAAKSNA gAGK aaC/ ¢ NBIAAGSNS
across this period. Data collected included inforimaton the fisher, basic fishing effort (such as distance
from the shore and seasonality of fishing), and catches of the target and othetlanget species. Due to a
number of issues with the data, the DFA is not fully confident in this pilot study sfiddings. The results
2F (0KS &adNBSe ada3asSad GkKId dkKS OFGOKSa 2F daacC/ ¢ N
non-target species) are negligible, particularly when compared to commercial catbhedew of the
preliminary resultsDGMARE askedhether Malta will carry out another pilot study on Fewrther study is
required in order to more accurately assess the real contributions of recreational fishers towards the total
Maltese catch.
ROMANIAGeorge Tiganoghowed thepreliminaly resultof the surveywhichwill last until the end of 2021,
so the final result will be ready in 202Recreational fishing on the Romanian coast of the Black Sea can be
done both from the shore, dams and from the boat, and the baits used can be nginedls, frames, fish or
poultry) or artificial (fish forms made of metal, or artificial flies). The permits are issued free of charge, online,
by NAFA and for sea fishing, being the border area, it is necessary to obtain the Coast Guard's approval based
on the permit issued by NAFA. The main species of fish that are the object of RF are: (at faiByhaidzle,
Carangidae, Mugilidae, Belonidae, Mullidae, Pomatomatad sometimeLlupeidaeandDasyatidae It was
underlined that in the country, mostdilermen use recreational fishing for food purposes as subsistence
fishing. The main sources of datalection were: the questionnaire sent by each fisherman online, periodic
field surveys and interviews with fishermen having fishing permits. The quasirencompleted by each
fisherman contained the information regarding species, total catch, date and the area where they fished in
the previous year. The data are collected annually, with the support of NAFA staff, and information are also
obtained throughregular field surveys through the network of collectors, respectively, interviews with
fishermen. Thegroup noted that the species list wadistinctively different from the one for the
Mediterranean so the two sea basins should not have a common lispeties for RF
SLOVENIATIm Bergincstarted the presentation describing all the fishing licenses existing in the country
(shore fishers do not require permit). Slovenia is one of the first countries that started data collection for RF
many years ago. Up now, in fact, they have estimates for every fishing typology (number of fishers, fishing
days, Kg of catches per year, and the most caught speted)ave a data series on RF, like the Slovenian
one, would be really useful for RCG.
SPAINRIicard Buxale la Pengpresented the preliminary results of the Spanish case study. It was developed
by the General Secretariat for the Fisheries of the Spanish Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food. Started
in July 2020 and will end in March 2021. The maiedbjes have been:

- Characterize and estimate catches and discards by MARINE recreational fishing;

- Identify the impact on species resulting as targpecies;

- Compare and evaluate the impact on professional fisheries;



- Development of a proposal of survay frecreational fishery to comply with DCF.

Data collection started with grouping all licences in force in 2020 issued by the autonomous regions and
categorization theme (boat, coast and spearfishing). The population frame was constituted by the total
number of available license's, through which the sample size is calculated for each type of license for each
sampling entity. The sample size has been calculated considering fishing effort (days), as this is considered to
be the variable with the highest variae. Fishers were contacted through telephone survey, and data were
collected on paper and recorded in a database. Average effort value was estimated for each fishing typology:
on boat 45 days, shore fishing 36 days, spearfishing 32 days (respectiveR86@ #)d 5% of the total fishing
effort). The list of main target species by fishing typology was also presented, stressing that these were only
preliminary resultsand that an overdimension of data, particularly catches, due to different bias (explained
during the presentation) must be considere&pecies (65% catches): Gilthead seabream, European seabass,
SeabreamsDentex spp, Sand Steenbras, Combers, Common dolphinfish, Horse Mackeasper&emd

Little Tunny. For most of those species the main cameeas the way RF could affesimmercial fisheries
especially SSF. Since a large part of the professional activigo¥Pcorresponds to this type of fleet with
which they share a large part of the catch composition with the recreational activitye>asteps were cited

the possibility to conduct osite surveys to improve species identification and cidssck the information,

and the use of Appén which fishermen declare and identify their catchasll online surveyg§instead of

phone calls)After the presentation, Chair underlined that this type of survey could be affecteddmgory

bias: recalling one year is really difficult. Great attention was also given to the comparison between SSF and
RF catches, pointing out the possible problem of overunderestimation of both commercial and
recreational catches.

Conclusions

Design of national surveys

1 Although sampling schemes used for the purpose of pilot studies are not homogeneous among
countries, similar methods for data collection have been oleseife.g., logbooks, recall, online
guestionnaires)

1 Some work is still needed to adapt the sampling strategy to natepedificities

Some work is still needed to harmonise national sampling methodologies at a regional scale

1 The GFCM is available to provide technical assistance to countries interested in setting up RF data
collection

1 Quality assurance frameworQAT) has not been mentioned by most MS, but there is a need to
reported it to COM

1 The ICES QAT could be helpfuhtprove the quality of design, implementation and analysis of
national sampling schemes

9 The ICES QAT is usually performed by wadss experts during ICES WGRFS on a selected number
of countries

=

Share of RF catches in relation to commercial catches

1 RF atch data have been presented for most countries, even though they are in the form of
preliminary results in most countries

1 At present, it is difficult to estimate the impact of RF on commercial stocks in most countries

Interaction between RF and SSF fog exploitation of the same resources

9 Share of catches between RF and SSF could be affected by an overestimation/underestimation of
RF catches and an underestimation of SSF ones

=

Priority list of species
1 A number of species have been already highlightetiémational contributions
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1

Criteria for identifying the priority species have been proposed by GFCM:
1) Species with a high volume cditchesfrom recreational fisheries

2) Species at risk of overexploitation and/or for which a decrease in abundance has been

observed

3) Species of conservation interest (e.g. endangered, vulnerable, etc.)

4) Species with an important social impact for recreational fisheries (e.g. quality of
recreational fishing experience, preference of fishers, etc.)

5) Species with an important econacimpact for RF (e.gpecies driving tourism, etc.

6) Norrindigenous species (NIS)

7) Main species of commercial interest for SSF (by volume and value)

Template to be circulated among MS to identify the 6 most important species

In order to identify the list of priority species at regional level in the workshop it was agreed to follow the

same approach adopted in the GFCM working group. However, sgperts expressed their reservations
regarding applicability adll criteria. Specifically,regarding criteria on Neindigenous species (N]J8s most

of them are invasive with no conservation interest. This criterion is of no value to the purpose of monitoring
odzi a{ OFly O02@SNJ 1KS WwQySSRihamatEpedes sufveyli®ielsy 3 ad
no point in selectively monitoring alien or invasive species for management purposes, there is only scientific
interest for this species which is irrelevant to this effort. The same goes for farm escapees like seaftteam a
seabass in certain areas (e.g. Cyprus).

wC

Workplan

T
1
1

=

The RCG chaivill send the template for species selection to MS by this week

Receive the template filled in by 31 March

5 April- follow-up shortmeeting (max 2 hours) to discuss and identify the final list of selected
species by Subregion (West Med, Central Med, East Med, Adriatic, Black Sea)

Circulate the Workshop report by the end of May

Outcomes of the workshop presented at the next RCG Med&&Simg (September)

During the RCG Med&BS (September) meethmglist of priority species identified by GFCM
(based on the knowledge of participants at the WGRF éf@bebruary) and the M®n the basis
of the outcomes of thepilot studies during this &G RF workshywill be compared

Recommendatios

T

1

¢KS DC/a dallyRo221 F2NJRIOF O2tftSOGA2Yy 2Y
.t F 01 {Sté¢ 0O2dA R 0SS dzaSR (G2 KINX2yAasS GKS
and Regional level

Link the work of RCG on RF with the Regional GMARE/2020/088 TREAMLINENdWED&BS
RDR2

Keep the national surveys at mudipecies level (catches in biomass for all species) and collect
biological data (length and weight, and otoliths if possibidethe identified list of priority species
by Subregiomasedon end-userneeds

An analysis of the quality of effort and catch data should be carried out

NB ON
al YL

National Correspondents should agree on the final recommendations during the RCG Med&B8&r2G21 A

meeting in September 2021.
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Annex 1 Final Agenda

Regional Coordination Group Mediterranean & Black Sea
Workshop on Recreational Fisheries

Meeting venue:virtual meeting on Teams
Dates: 8-9n March 2021

Final Agenda

Monday 8 March
09.30-09.45 Registration

09.45-10.00 MARE data call on recreational fisheries and next steps DG MARE Unit C3
10.00-10.15 EUMAPand Work Plan/ Annual Report template DG MARE Unit C3

10.15-10.30 Legislative framework at EU and GFCM level and upcoming proposals on the management
of recreational fishing activities DG MARE Unit D1

10.30-11.00 L/ 9{ davdz- ft AGe ! aaddz2NF yOS ¢ 2 EMigariné 6v ! ¢ 0
11.00-11.15 Coffee Break (10:46 10:50)

11.15¢ 13.00 Updates from Pilot studiesNational representatives will present in details thethodology
used (or planned), the list of species caught by RF and their relative importance in biomass if compared with
commercial catches.

13.00¢ 14.30 Lunch break

14.30¢ 16.00 Updates from Pilot studiesNational representatives will esent in details the methodology
used (or planned), the list of species caught by RF and their relative importance in biomass if compared with
commercial catches.

16.00¢ 16.15 Coffee Break

16.15¢ 16.40 GFCM WGRF 2021 (maimtcomes) Anna Carlson

Tuesday 9 March

09.30¢ 12.00 Updates from Pilot studiesNational representatives will present in details the methodology
used (or planned), the list of species caughtRF and their relative importance in biomass if compared with
commercial catches.

12.00-12.15 Coffee Break
12.15¢ 14.00 Discussion and draft conclusiom® the design of national surveys; the share of catches

from recreational fisheries relation to commercial catches for all species in the Mediterranean and Black
Seaa priority list of species based on enders needs
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Annex 2 List of participants

NAME OF EXPERT INSTITUTION COUNTRY EMAIL
Kolyo Zhelev Bulgaria kolyo.zhelev@iara.government.bg
Ivana Vukov Ministry of Agricultureof Croatia ivana.vukov@mps.hr

Republic of Croatia
Igor Isailovic I0F Croatia igor@izor.hr
.NFy12 5N 3A|IOF Croatia brankod@izor.hr
Nikolas Michailidis DFMR Cyprus nmichailidis@dfmr.moa.gov.cy
Myrto loannou DFMR Cyprus mioannou@dfmr.moa.gov.cy
Blanca Garcia Alvarez EU¢ DG MAREnit C3 blanca.garcialvarez@ec.europa.eu
Venetia Kostopoulou EU¢ DG MAREnit C3 venetia.kostopoulou@ec.europa.eu
Evelien Ranshuysen EU¢ DG MAREnit D3 evelien.ranshuysen@ec.europa.eu
Monika Sterczewska EUc DG MAREnit C3 monika.sterczewska@ec.europa.eu
Mariana Corte Real Lopes | EU¢ DG MARBEnit D1 mariana.cortereatlopes
Matias matiasl@ec.europa.eu
Chloe Guillerme MRAG Chloe.guillerme@cofrepeche.fr
Niamh Smith IFREMER France niamh.smith@ifremer.fr
Laureline Gauthier MRAG laureline.gauthier@agriculture.gouv.i
Anna Carlson GFCM Secretariat anna.carlson@fao.org
Paolo Carpentieri GFCM Secretariat paolocarpentierid@ao.org
Paraskevi Karachle HCMR Greece pkarachle@hcmr.gr
Anastasios Papadopoulos | FRI Greece apapadop@inale.gr
Michael Chatziefstathiou | EL / DG Fisheries Greece mchatzief@minagric.gr
Estanis Mugerza ICESVGRFS (Chair) emugerza@azti.es
Adriano Mariani UNIMAR Italy a.mariani@unimar.it
Colomba Sermoneta ISTAT Italy sermonet@istat.it
Fabio Grat{Chair) CNRIRBIM Italy fabio.grati@cnr.it
Gian Marco Luna CNRIRBIM Italy
Luca Bolognini CNRIRBIM Italy luca.bolognini@cnr.it
Martina Scanu CNRIRBIM Italy martina.scanu@irbim.cnr.it
Claudio Viva CIBM Italy
Sasa Raicevich ISPRA Italy sasa.raicevich@isprambiente.it
Bianca Marzocchi IREPA Italy biancamarzocchi@gmail.com
Alessandro Ligas CIBM / SREAMLINE Project Italy ligas@cibm.it
coordinator

Miriam Gambin MAFADFA Malta miriam.gambin@gov.mt
Jurgen Misfud MAFADFA Malta jurgen.a.mifsud@gov.mt
Luca Pisani MAFADFA Malta luca.pisani@gov.mt
Hazel Farrugia MAFADFA Malta hazel.farrugia.1@gov.mt
Dalia CC. Reis RCG Baltic Sea region dalia.cc.reis@azores.gov.pt
Valodia Maximov NIMRD Romania vmaximov@alpha.rmri.ro
George Tiganov Romania gtiganov@alpha.rmri.ro
Paun Catalin Romania cpaun@alpha.rmri.ro
Tim Berginc Slovenia tim.berginc@gov.si
Elena Barcala Spain elena.barcala@ieo.es
Matias Lozano Spain matias.lozano@ieo.es
whi OF NR . dzEs Spain rbuxo@mapa.es
Juana Poza Spain jpoza@mapa.es
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Annex 3 List of priority species by subregions

Adriatic Sea

Main species of
interest for
recreational fisheries
Rank in ordeof

Criteria for selectionCheck all that apply:

importance:
Species mainly caught Species with an
by: importantsocial | Species with ;:orpirlns
Proposed by Species with g mpactfor animportant | g0 o arisk of Species of Main species %
high volume (EERECTY ESONIBIITG overexploitation conservation Non- ol oo
. — filgh volume fisheries (e.g. | impactfor e : i commercial | Selection
Species name (scientifid of landings uality of RF (e and/or for which a interest (e.g. indigenous interest for
name) Under from d Y > steepdecrease in endangered, species EEprp—
Shore Boat ) recreational species SSRKby
water recreational L - abundancehas vulnerable, (NIS)
) . fishing driving volume and
fisheries . - been observed etc.)
experience, tourism, by value)
preference of etc.)
fishers, etc.)
1 | Sparus aurata | Slovenia X X
5 Dicentrarchus Slovenia X X
labrax
3 | Dentex dentex | Slovenia X X
4 | Pagrus pagrus | Slovenia X X
5 | Lichia amia Slovenia X X
6 | Seriola dumerili| Slovenia X X
1 | Sparus aurata | Croatia X X X
2 Dicentrarchus Croatia x .
labrax
Epinephel .
3 pinephetus Croatia X X
spp.
4 Pomat_omus Croatia X X X
saltatrix
5 | Dentex spp. Croatia X X
6 OCtoPl.JS Croatia X X X
vulgaris
rpaen .
7 Scorpaena Croatia
scrofa
8 | Diplodus spp. | Croatia




9 | Seriola dumeriliij Croatia
10 | Loligo vulgaris | Croatia
11 | Sepia officinalis| Croatia
12 | Mugilidae spp. | Croatia
13 | Conger conger | Croatia
14 Pagel!us Croatia
erythrinus

15 | Pagrus pagrus | Croatia

16 | Sciaena umbra | Croatia

17 Spondyliosoma Croatia
cantharus

18 Merlucc!us Croatia
merluccius

19 Muraena Croatia
helena

20 Lithognathus Croatia
mormyrus

Black Sea

Main species of interest
for recreational fisheries

Rank in order of
importance:

Criteria for selectionCheck all that apply:

Species mainly caught

Species with an

by: important social Species with
Pri . . imp ) i i . . .
eIeEet £ Species with a m act'for an important Species a_tlsl_< o Species of Main species
- recreational - overexploitation . Non- -
. S high volume of . . economic - conservation Lo of commercial
Species name (scientific - fisheries (e.g. . and/or for which a - indigenous .
landingsfrom . impactfor RF . interest (e.g. - interest for
name) Under 5 quality of . steepdecrease in species
Shore Boat recreational . . (e.g. species endangered, SSKby volume
water ) . recreational fishing L abundancehas been (NIS)
fisheries . driving vulnerable, etc.) and by value)
experience, . observed
tourism, etc.)
preference of
fishers, etc.)
Round goby
1 | (Neogobius Romania X X X X X X
melanostomus)
Knout goby
2 | (Mesogobius Romania X X X X X
batrachocephalus)
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Mediterranean horse
mackerel (Trachurus .
3 . Romania X X X X
mediterraneus
ponticus)
Blue fish
4 | (Pomatomus Romania X X X X
saltatrix)
5 Flathgad grey mullet Romania X X
(Mugil cephalus)
6 G(_)Iden grey mullet Romania . .
(Liza aurata)
7 Commqn stlng‘ray Romania X X
(Dasyatis pastinaca)
Pontic shad (Alosa .
8| . Romania X X X
immaculata)
Black Sea shad (Alog .
9 . Romania X X
tanaica)
10 Garfish (Bglqne Romania X X
belone euxini)
11 Red mullet (M_ullus Romania x .
barbatus ponticus)
12 Black scorpionfish Romania « «
(Scorpaena porcus)
Greater weever .
13 (Trachinus draco) Romania X X
*Due to ongoing pilot study, Bulgaria did not provide list of priority species.
Western Mediterranean
Main species of
interest for
el Al Criteria for selectionCheck all that apply: Comments /
flsherl_es Proposed by rationale for
Rank in order of selection
importance:
Species name Species mainly caught| Species with al Species with an | Species with Species atisk of Species of Non- Main species
(scientific name) by: high volume | importantsocial | an important overexploitation conservation | indigenous of
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of landings impactfor economic and/or for which a interest (e.g. species commercial
from recreational impact for steepdecrease in endangered, (NIS) interest for
recreational fisheries (e.g. RF (e.g. abundancehas vulnerable, SSKby
fisheries quality of species been observed etc.) volume and
Under . g
Shore Boat recreational driving by value)
water . .
fishing tourism,
experience, etc.)
preference of
fishers, etc.)
Species
highly cited
Dicentrarchus by .RF but no
France X X X X X X estimate of
labrax
the volume
of catches
available
Species
highly cited
by RF but no
Sparus aurata | France X X X X estimate of
the volume
of catches
available
Species
highly cited
. RF n
Diplodus by . but no
France X X X estimate of
sargus
the volume
of catches
available
Species
targeted,
Dentex dentex| France X X X X X X but no catch
estimates
available
Seriola
. France X X X X
dumerili
Sparusaurata | Spain X X X X X
Diplodus .
P Spain X X X X X
sargus
Epinephelus .
Spain X X X X
Spp. P
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4 Dicentrarchus Spain X X X X
labrax P
5 | Dentex dentex| Spain X X X X X
6 Serranus Spain X X X X X
scriba P
Central Mediterranean
Main species of
interest for
re crer?\tlonal Criteria for selectionCheck all that apply:
fisheries
Rank in order of
importance:
Species r;;;lnly caught Spire:‘l)isrt\;vrl]tth an Species with Comments /
Proposed by ' e i ial imp an g : rationale for
Spemfes il | SEEE _act important Species atisk of Species of MRS selection
ahigh for recreational . e . of ss=
. . economic overexploitation conservation Non- .
. volume of fisheries (e.qg. h - - Lo commercial
Species nhame - . impactfor and/or for which a | interest(e.g. | indigenous | .
P landings quality of . - interest for
(scientific name) Under / RF (e.g. steepdecrease in | endangered, species
Shore Boat from recreational - SSKby
water h . species abundancehas vulnerable, (NIS)
recreational fishing L volume and
) - ) driving been observed etc.)
fisheries experience, ; by value)
tourism,
preference of etc)
fishers, etc.) )
1 | EPinephelus | oo X X X X X
Spp
o | Diplodus Greece X | X X X X X
sargus
3 | Dentex dentex| Greece X X X
4 D|plod_us Greece X X X X
vulgaris
5 | Pagellus Greece X | x X X X
erythrinus
Dicentrarchus
6 Greece X X X X X X
labrax
A highly valued
and widely
1 | Dentex dentex| Malta X X X N/A X X X X X targe_ted
species, both
from
recreational and
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professional
fisheries, which
has seen a
decline in recent
years.

Dentex
gibbosus

Malta

N/A

A highly valued
and widely
targeted
species, both
from
recreational and
professional
fisheries, which
has seen a
decline in recent
years.

Loligo vulgaris

Malta

N/A

A highly valued
and widely
targeted
species, both
from
recreational and
professional
fisheries, which
has seen a
decline in recent
years.

Pagellus
bogaraveo

Malta

N/A

A highly valued
and widely
targeted
species, both
from
recreational and
professional
fisheries, which
has seen a
decline in recent
years.

Paracentrotus
lividus

Malta

N/A

A species that
has drastically
decreased
across coastal
waters in the
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last few years,
which is also
known to be
over-harvested
by underwater
fishers.
A highly valued
and widely
targeted
species, both
Seriola from .
6 . Malta X X X N/A X X X X recreational and
dumerili .
professional
fisheries, which

has seen a
decline in recent
years.
EasternMediterranean
Main species of
interest for
recreational . .
) - Criteria for selectionCheck all that apply:
fisheries
Rank in order of
importance:
Species mainly caught Species with an
P db by: importantsocial | Species with Cm_m%n;s/
IO[OSECE0Y . . impact for an important . . . Main species w
Species with @ . - Species atisk of Species of selection
) recreational economic Py . of e
high volume . . h overexploitation conservation Non- .
. - fisheries (e.qg. impact for - - A commercial
Species name of landings Lality of RF (e and/or for whicha | interest(e.g. | indigenous interest for
(scientific name) Under from d y > steepdecrease in endangered, species Ep—
Shore Boat . recreational species SSKby
water recreational - L abundancehas vulnerable, (NIS)
) . fishing driving volume and
fisheries . . been observed etc.)
experience, tourism, by value)
preference of etc.)
fishers, etc.)
. vulnerability,
1 Eplngphelus Cyprus X X X X X overexploitatio
marginatus !
risk
vulnerability,
2 | Dentex dentey Cyprus X X X X X overexploitatio
risk
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Epinephelus vulnerability,
3 pinep Cyprus X X X X overexploitatio
aeneus .
risk
4 | Pagrus pagru{ Cyprus X X X X :)i\sltlzrexplonatlo
5 Mycteroperca Cyprus . x . qverexplonatlo
rubra risk
Seriola overexploitatio
6| dumeril Cyprus X X X X risk
1 | EPnephelus | oo ce X X X X X
spp
2 | Diplodus Greece X | X X X X X
sargus
3 | Dentex dentej Greece X X X
4 D|plod_us Greece X X X X
vulgaris
Pagellus
5 erythrinus Greece X X X X X
6 Dicentrarchus| Greece X X X X X X
labrax

Information provided by Italy (all subregions merged)

Main species of
interest for
recreational L .
. - Criteria for selectionCheck all that apply:
fisheries
Rank in order of
importance:
Species ma.lnly caught _Spe(:les with an Species with Comments /
Proposed by by: important socia| an rationale for
Species with r—p—gr:;ti;?:al important Species atisk of Species of Mamosfpeues selection
ahigh ) . economic overexploitation conservation Non- .
. fisheries (e.g. ; - : A commercial
Species name volume of uality of impact for and/or for which a | interest(e.g. | indigenous interest for
(scientificname) Under | landingsfrom q . RF (e.g. steepdecrease in endangered, species pr—
Shore Boat : recreational . SSKby
water recreational fishi species abundancehas vulnerable, (NIS)
) . ishing L volume and
fisheries . driving been observed etc.)
experience, ’ by value)
tourism,
preference of etc.)
fishers, etc.) )
Dicentrarchus Species very
1 Italy X X X X X X X
labrax valued all over
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Sparus auratg

Italy

Species very
valued all over

Pagellus
bogaraveo

Italy

Dentex dente

Italy

Not considered
among the
species in the
Data Collection
Regulation

Pagellus
erythrinus

Italy

Epinephelus
spp.

Italy

During the 201
survey only
generic name
was asked for.
Species name
will be
considered
during the
second survey
2021. Species
not considered
in Data
Collection.

Diplodus spp.

Italy

During the 201
survey only
generic name
was asked for.
Only D.
annularis
considered in
Data Collection
species.

Sciaena
umbra

Italy

Not considered
in Data
Collection
species.

Seriola
dumerili

Italy

Not considered
in Data
Collection
species.

10

Loligo vulgari

Italy

11

Octopus

vulgaris

Italy
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All subregions combined

Adriatic
Dicentrarchus labrax
Dentex dentex
Epinepheluspp.

Sparus aurata

Pomatomus saltatrix

West Med
Dicentrarchus labrax
Dentex dentex
Epinepheluspp.
Diplodusspp.

Sparus aurata

Seriola dumerili

Central Med
Dicentrarchus labrax
Dentex dentex
Epinepheluspp.
Diplodusspp.

Pagellus erythrinus

East Med
Dicentrarchus labrax
Dentex dentex
Epinepheluspp.
Diplodusspp.

Pagellus erythrinus

Pagrus pagrus

ICES WGRFS 201Rotential new DCF species (ToR d)editerranean
1. No threshold should apply to recreational catches
2. The priority species should includginephelus spp., Dicentrarchus labrax, Dentex demgtodus sargus, Sparus auragciaena umbra*, Umbrina

cirrosa*.

Black Sea

Pomatomus saltatrix

Trachurus mediterraneus ponticus
Mesogobiusatrachocephalus
Neogobius melanostomus

Mugil cephalus

Liza aurata

Gobidae

Mugilidae

3. Multispecies survey should be carried regularly to have a complete picture addheational fisheries catches and assess if new species should be a
* Annex Il (LIST OF SPECIES WHOSE EXPLOITATION IS REFRO'PFIED). CONCERNING SPECIALLY PROTECTED AREAS AND BIOLOGICA
THE MEDITERRANEAN
Mediterranean ActiorPlan (MAP) United Nations Environment Programme (UNEPRarcelona Convention (1995)
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Annex 4 Presentations
MS PRESENTATIONS ON PILOT STUDIES

BULGARIA
Bulgarian pilot study on recreational fisheries planned for 2020pgaponed for 2021 due to Covi® and
administrative burdens.

Is expected imext months the public procurement to be finalised and to proceed with the suRaiowing

the recommendation by RCG MED & BS and the requirements underamuolial Union progamme,
Bulgaria was planned a pilot study in order to allow assessment of the share of catches from recreational
fisheries in relation to commercial catches by Bulgarian fleet in the Black sea. The aim of the study is also to
estimate the number of recreanal fishermen in the marine waters in the country, to record their fishing
practices, and to collect data for the species and quantitative data of their catches.

The screening survey will be performed through a telephone and/or online survey by a coialmempany,

which used an ad hoc questionnaire addressed to the households from its database. The gquestionnaire will
be short and simple. The data from the survey will be used for the estimation of the average number of
fishermen in each household for eryear. These estimates will be used in combination with the available
data of national census in order to assess the total number of inhabitants of the country engaged in
recreational fishing. The expected outcome of the pilot project is to understartériiie current situation

of the recreational fishery in Bulgaria by getting answers to questions like where people have gone fishing
during the year and what equipment was used, how many trips/days/hours were performed, so to determine
the level of fishig activity, how many individuals by species were caught and their weight.

CROATIA

Ministry of agriculture of
Republicof Croatia—
Directorate of fisheries

012 POLORENESL
[TV

Institute of oceanography
and fisheries

v

DT 2 ICHRNCREER | TR SNE

PILOT STUDY ON RECREATIONAL
FISHERIES IN CROATIA



BACKGROUND

Both recreational and sportive fishery are recognized and regulated through Marine fisheries act

Licensing system is implemented for both types. Difference between these two modalities is that use of speargun
and heavy angling equipment is allowed with acqusition of license for sportive fishery ([memebership with sportive
association is essential). Special licenses for longline, traps, harpoon and use of artifical light

Types of licenses: day, week, month, half year and year.

Between 70 000 and 80 000 licenses are issued yearly [in 2018 a total of 75 546 licenses were issued)

Approx. 72% are yearly and half-year licenses

Data collection not implemented (no obligation for reporting the catches — no log-books)

Restricted use of gears and daily bag limit implemented

General scarcity of data in recreative and sportive fisheries (except for data on ICCAT species in sport competitions)

PILOT STUDY

Due to general scarcity of the data the aim of the study was to provide preliminary data on recreational and
sportive fishery in Croatia

Through licensing system, contacts of users are collected but due to GDPR the data could not be used for direct
randomized sampling, 80 a non-probabilistic study was conducted by the means of an online survey

I April of 2019 the survey was disseminated through websites of Ministry of Agriculture, Institute of
Oceanography and Fisheries, news portals, social network [facebook groups oriented toward recreative and
sportive fisheries) and by direct contacts

The survey (Google Forms) featured a structured questionnairre which contained general questions (gender,
age, type of licence used), fishing area, effort in days, seasonality, gears used, total biomass and questions
about the catch of specific species (eel, benthic and pelagic elasmobranchs, pelagic migratory species)

Recall survey for 2018 as a reference year
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PROS

- Cost efficient

- Anonimity — greater likelihood of providing sensitive data

- Possibility of surveying a greater number of fisherman in comparison to face-to-face interviews
- Participants can access the survey at their own convenience (no pressure)
CONS

- Non-probahilistic survey — unknown bias

- Only internet users can access the survey

- Participants are probably more avid - avidity bias

= Anonimity provides a possibility of sabotage

= Recall survey may not reflect reality

RESULTS

- Intotal 604 participants accessed the survey

- Majority were males, only 2.3% females
549 (91%) were users of yearly licence — results are presented only for this sample
Majority of respondents were between 30 and 40 years old (38%)

Majority of fisherman usen only one zone for fishing operations{70%).

Age of respondents -
. Zonas used

= Xa
, M I | I I " . i
Age

2ore 2 s 3 sones 4 2zees S nones

26



Diving was most comman madality, followed by boat and shore Number of gears used

Mumber of fishing gears used was between 1 and 9, . jj
1%
Majority (31%) used one gear exclusively. ‘:
[
Mast fraquent primary technigues/gears used were Speargun (34%), N I I .
’ 1 1 3 & 3 L] N : :
Casting [21%) and Hand line [18%). Ho o geas

Primarly gaarsftachniques used
Mdality
I = H% = {Bg

1 =
v Had e

» Trmding

* Gmwrs for caphaioped
» i wamr g

& SpEmTEn

® Longina

 Harpoon
2%

& Fmhirsp

 hey fshing O0s Big g
sDuing «Bos «Shom = Bostand shore 0 5 i o LS ] g g
™ 1% g |

Total yearly weight of catch

L

There was no significant difference between yearly welght of catch of AEAR TG R0 AR AR5 S s as
waght (gl

Question about yearly total catch weight was obtained for smaller

subsample [N=154]

H W2 @k

Majarity of respondents caught between 0,5 and 50 kilas per year (73%). =

= &

Mean yearly weight was 65.8 kg (£ 144 kg)

different maodalities {boat, shore ar diving)

Mumber of fishing days per year was between 3 and 360 (mean 62,4 Wumber of fishing days
k]
days). B
1
- 1]
Close to 50% of respondents spent between 20 and 60 days fishing - ‘
&)
o
Significantly greater number of days was spent fishing in the period R ! ! J! ; % é é z ; é REEERE
T EZHIEEAERARAE

between 1st of July and 30th of September Wootame



EEL (Anguilla anguilla)

Gaars

| I I l
0 l I

- 7.5% of respondents caught eel in 2018 (g Hndke  fomoon  lowe:  Fehimes | Spesmun
Gea

- Maost used technique/gearwas casting

. )
- Average yearly weight per fisherman was 5,8 kg Humbar ot cauaht specmens

=
0
. i
b 13
1
5
. n - - - -
-0 1120 230 3348 4158 5160 &7 1R B §1-1E
Faimbes of speci mer
RAYS, STINGRAYS AND EAGLE RAYS
- 17,3 % of respondents caught some of these species groupsin 2018
- Longline was the most commanly used gear
- Average yearly welght per fisherman was 20 kg
[ Gear | merapedailyweight{kg) |8 ]
= o
5
4
1E
35
Gears
Murmbar of fisherman par spacies group Number of spacimens per species ]
T -
1 . -
=
= =
Pl ™ 5
E ‘ ® -
4 i
. : I I
I . ; I = = - N
Ebscivic g - H Enphs 1oy ERSCTr rags Bingreys Engee rawy o s i i+ o &+ #
FN— g’“‘ o _P-‘!# #1"' & ﬁ.ifl'.:* i
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CYPRUS

Cyprus Marine Recreational Fisheries pilot study

Nikolas Michailidis

Department of Fisheries and Marine Research
Ministry of Agriculture, Rural Development and Environment of Cyprus

Regional Coordination Group Mediterranean & Black Sea
Workshop on Recreational Fisheries
8-9 March 2021

Cyprus 2017-2019 data collection work plan
MREF pilot study - two 12-month recall telephone surveys
licensed fishers: random selection of known numbers

shore fishers: nationwide survey, full country coverage, target all men and
women of all ages, random-multistage-stratified sampling per postal area and
area type within (urban/rural)

Results
+23.5 thousand marine recreational catch e
fishers in total (~2.7% of the population) fvear) e
share

+ 15 to 85 years old

+ mostly male (very few women shore

1000

1200

ﬂShIng) value b?acn —
+ 18 m€/year expenditures on MRF . (melyear} spear mm—
«MRF catch 1065 t/year, value 11.6 octopus fioging 0 2 4
mélyear (coastal commercial fisheries: oling aice bt
730 t/year and 4.9 m€/year excluding trolling natural bail

catch (t/year)

pelagic longline catches ~600 t) bg;g;mh:?g:::::
* CPUE (kglyearffisher): shore 34, spear spearfishing
66, boat 108 spinning

casting
whip/float fishing

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400
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catch (t/year) shore m spear mboat = comm

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
+ 52 taxa or groups recorded (~60 . . . . . )
. rabbitfishes -
SpECIES) gilthead seabream n
european seabass | value (m€l/year)
+rabbitfishes: by far the most parrolfish a
. . . . bogue L] 0 05 1 15 2 25 3 35
important species in weight while seabream m otien A
. - . picarel rabbithshes
(invasive species) common ontns wmes;:,ﬁl’: . —
. b [——
«gilthead seabream and greater amberac | semm— greater amberjack | sem—
European seabass: 2" and 31 siver.cheeked foatfsh . aithond e [
most important (mostly farm ity grouper | common derfex (s
european seabass I
escapees) comber | W grey mullets I
commen dentex |7 bogue f
«first four (+parrotfish): 1/2 of shtches ieare sumulet
MRF catch (mainly from shore) common squis | common sciony o
red porgy |
i picarel
+rabbitfishes: by far the most iy soarem ! sand steenpras |1
important in value red mullel saddled ?22‘:’“?.12 1
common pandora i commen squids |l
scorpionfishes
saddled seabream | 1 Swer_dmekedaiﬁigz
cutilefishes cutiiefishes
redcoat
barracudas |1 goldulotch ?:L(:jnpbg !
jack and horse mackerels common pandora
scomber mackerels white grouper
blotched picarel
moitled grouper
shidrum |1
barracudas I
common two-banded seabream
shore spear = 1. rabbitfishes

*some high TROPH species are mainly
harvested by MRF (mainly boat and
spear)

*many commercial species are not
important for any type of MRF

= 2_gilthead seabream

= 3. european seabass
4. parrtfisn

= 5. bogue

= 5. white seabream

= 7. picarel

= 3. common octopus

=9_albacore

= 10. greater amberjack

= 11_silver-checked toadfish
comm

=12 grey mullets

= 13. dusky grouper
= 14. comber
15 common dentex
16. surmullet

A

boat

comm b ' +17. ploched pearel
j = 18. comman squids
=19 redporgy
e *20. goidblotch grauper
catch (tiyr) per : =21 _mottled grouper
TROPH category « 22 other
boat
- 1005 (CC)
= 37-40(CD)
speat = 2337 (0A)
21-29(0V)
shore 2021 H)

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400



MARINE RECREATIONAL
FISHERIES: FRENCH PILOT
STUDIES

Niamh Smith, data analyst on
marine recreational fisheries

Ifremer, France
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B D D
French context

“* No licence system or register, no obligation to report
catches (other than specific authorisations)

* Regulated activity =*closing periods, limited number
of authorised gears, ban on fishing certain species

%+ Diversified practices =*shellfish gathering, underwater
fishing, onshore/offshore fishing

#+ Coastline spread over 3 marine sub-regions + overseas

smit smitrygFatraaree

M 1 2
T WD

Historical surveys

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Omnibus I Telephone I | Telephone I Telephone I Tedegiore I Scraening
I Qn =ite I l e I Panal | Panel | Panel

wes Seabass focusaed ‘

= (o focused
MLl -specas survey

However, there is currently no database in which this data has been stored.

Jpdatad from Ballangarand Lavral, 2047

N Simit st araaref El
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Since 2017
p— FranceAgriMer | remer
'x' In charge of collecting data on Assists collection through
4 RF scientific expertise

S
0 g@c"g
HALIEUTICOM

~ 1
Ov. hules Selles ol )

T o '
SCENENT M ™

polling mstitute) vas commissionned 20-onward - consortaam took ove

Surveys

2017 = Telephone screening e [
survey e D -

Sample size: 14,320 households -
e -zm

Estimation: 5% of the French w2
population are MRF wism [ o

45 o ot phn - L

FAM, 2018

Main species caught, in order: Mackerel, seabass, sea bream
(Sparus aurata), pollack, sargo (Diplodus sargus)




Penetration rate per region

Phihe & ples

ot e - R~

rachers )

(canna, tancer..) DRRION™ ™
Mainly cited fishing mode
Datosu .NN

{autre que ssus-marine}

Sous-manne du boed :b‘»

Bous-marine an lalere l&ls

S e

2018-2020 = Panel survey

Significant panelists drop-out rates led to unreliable catch estimations

. 5y

e OlU PR JO pONGERGS
g da pa ArH J I
BWa, 2018 B, 2019
953 fishing sessions 644 fishing sessions
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Surveys

1 Screening survey (3 min)
Online panel: 10,000 individuals representative of the
population of mainland France + Corsica
Estimation of the size of the fishers population

l

2 Additional survey (15 min)
Focus on fishers activity = 2 000 fishersinvited to answer
through social network advertising
Characterisation of the activity and fishers profile

|

3 Panel survey

Panelists enter information on fishing sessions and catch
via the FishFriender application, aim: 500 fishers

Surveys

Quotas used in phase 1 defin

according to :

Coastal/non-coastal area

Region of residence

Size of the commune of residence
Age group

Gender

Socio-professional category

Questions on the practice of marine recreational fishing in the past year, where and how

many times,
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I T D

Fishersidentified in phase 1 are invited to participate in phase 2 + social network
advertising + MRF federation mailing list

Quotas used in phase@)defined accordingto :

* Region of residence + distance to the coast

* Agegroup

* Gender

= Avidity

* Fishing area (7 sub-regions on French
coast and 3 in the Med sea)

* Fishing mode (on shore, offshore,
underwater)

Exclusion of fishers who exclusively practise onshare shellfish gathering
Ouestions on the expenses, habits, motivations, perceptions towards
management and resaurce availability, etc.

L Smit smithafrenh 1o

I ST D

Changes compared to previous
surveys

+  Mew tools such as online panel, social media and web/smartphone application

*  Additional screening phase to enhance the description of the activity by increasing
fishers sample size

«  Involvement of recreatienal fishing federations
*  Mumber of additicnal guesticns to better characterise fishers activity and profile
*  To limit drop out =* enable access to premium functicnalities of the FishFriender app.

Assessing the impact of the pandemic on MRF activity

Mews guestions

*  If respondent didn’t fish in 2020 but did in 2019, he is asked : Would you have fished in
2020 had it not been far the Covid 19 pandemic ?

If yes, further questions are asked on 2019,

*  How did the pandemic affect your recreational fishing activity? Increased number of
sessions, decreased number of sessions, no impact.

N Simit st araaref 11




BT I WD
QAT

Hawe all components of the target N | Non-resident fishers not identified.

population been idantified?

Isthere a component of the target Y | The sample Is selected from a sub-sample of the
g fishery that is not covered by the Franch population made up of individuals ragistarad
Z | survey and if 5o, what was it? on tha online panal, tharefore anyone whao is not
= reglstered has a 2ero probability of being selacted.
o | Arethere elerments of the target
4 | population that are not accessibla,
& | and if 5o, what ara they (e.g. private

acress podnts or unksted telephone

nurmbers|?

wWhat Is the sarmple frame(s) and the 1: List of people registered an the online panal, PSU =
o | A=sociated PSU? contact information
i 2; Pepple who particpated in phase 1 and who
ﬁ agreed to answer a detalled questionnalre on thedr
= activity + people invited through soclal media
§ advertising + people contacted through fishing
“ faderations, PSLI = contact

Wi

smitrygFatraaree 12

Does the sampling frame adequately cover the ¥
2 targat population?
Z | arethere elernants of the sample framethat have | ¥ | Fishers who exclusively practise onshore
4 | bean defibaratly excludad, and if so and what were shelifizh gathering wara excluded from
£ | they (e. g, quiet saason) phasa 2, as this type of survey doas not
A enable to estimate the Impact of
racreational flshing on local stocks.
Aure the strata well defined, known in advance N | Mo licensing system or register.
£ | (spatialftemporal]?
-
E Is thara adequate sampling within each stratum ¥
3 (e.g. days surveyed during weekend/summsear) ?
1s sarnpling probabdity based |e.g. stratified N | Cuota sarmpling.
randam, FFS, - Froportional to Fopulation Size]?
- | Hasthe survey been designed to achieve target ¥
%‘ pracision in an analytically optimal fashion?
3
Hawe lssues associated whith ethics/permits and ¥
privacy baen adrassed?
Maamin Smith - ramith et 13




BT T T
MEDAC List of priority species to
survey and French position

This list of species was identified by the MEDAC and is partly in line with the studies carried
out in French Mediterranean MPAs [Kayal et al., 2020}

Ipecies WPCH red Bist Maragement measunes '[;,hm: m;;kh m‘l[:,gﬂp:md

Sparas aureha Lc ¥ ¥ M
Dicantrorehus fobraw NT Stock imcludad in MSFD ¥ ¥ H
Scimenoambe wu RF protibited L} i’ g
Epinephelus s, 1] RF profiited L] ! g
Diphodus serqus LC ¥ ¥ M
Uimving chross w L] ] N
Dgvtiae dantes Wy ¥ M H

To date, no reliable data has been collected in France on MRF targeting the stocks listed
above,

Given the results of previous surweys, France will pursue the effort in collecting data but
cannot guarantee the production of reliable catch estimates for specific species.

Mo complementary sunveys are programmed before the end of the chgoing sunsey.

L Smit smithafrenh 14
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GREECE

jonal fisheries in Hellas
OT SURVEY 2017- 2019

ﬁo's Papadopoulos - Fisheries Research In

Kostas Kapirist — Hellenic Center for

Paraskevi Karachle - Hellenic Ce

Recreational fisheries in Hellas
PILOT SURVEY — RESULTS 2019

Duration 2017-2019
To estimate for the first

time the number of : = To record their fishing
Recreational fishermen y practices and avidity
in the country,

* To collect biclogical
and quantitative data of
thelir catches.

- Screening = Diary
T e - Sufvey
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Screening Survey

2018 - 5.516 interviews Residents 15+
2019 - 16.501 interviews Residents 15+

Houschold Level

* 13% men

* 4% women

» 16% of Households

* Mainland & Crete 2-10%
« Aegean Islands 14-15%

Screening Survey

2018 - 5.516 interviews Residents 15+
2019 - 16.501 interviews Residents 15+

Houschold Leve

* 13% men

* 4% women

» 16% of Households

* Mainland & Crete 2-10%
« Aegean Islands 14-15%
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Methods of Recreational Fishing
From the coast
e R -
line/fishing rod
ey rod [l
ol B

From boat using - 11
longline

Traveling for Fishing

Caunty of

= T
Neighborhao |

d County 29

Non 7
Neighborhoo 31

d County —

Atika  Morth Helms  Central Hellss  blands/Crate

4 4 78 os@
2 “® o 10
«@® 2 25 3

° Statsticaly sigacas dRereace 201




Recreational Fishing at sea/shores/harbors
Fregquency

1ime [ 12
1-5 bmes: 53% (vs,
3umos NN 24 | 53% &1 2018)
a-s times [ 17
6-7 times i 6 Average*. 16 ¢

(Median*; 5 times/year)

8-10 times - 11

11-15 times . 6

“Estmaled’ vales

16-20 times - 6

21-25 times 2

26-50 times gy o I 2650 tows: 0% (s,
| TR0 258) s 30+
tnes % [vs, 7% 10

=50 times [ 7 20141

Annual catch of Recreational Fishing

oky L 8
“Breg won 1 edd S 19
Average*: 13K

1:-2k0 14 | (Median*: 3Kgr/year)
21-3hg R 11
S1-akg WS
415k 8
6-10ky S 11
1115k Wl 4
16-20%5 W 4
21-30hky W 4
s1-50kg W S
»Sokg Wl S
A (ou8) 2

 TaPS.
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Expences Recreational Fishing
o s | (R

124 NS 26

Segm———

Average*:
181€/ year
(Median®

38€/year)

51-75¢ @ 5 * Bitvroted robes
re-s00c G 8 e
d:A%c. e + Higher costs are associated
151-250¢ @l 6 with avidity, sex (men) and age
(55-64 years old)
2s1-500€ &l 7 } * Lower costs are found between
the unemployed and housewives
son:omec 1 4 + No significant differences found
10004 § 4 regarding other demographics
DK/NR such as geographical location,
(spont) 12 marital status, education

o sp.d“ in Recreational FiShiﬂg

&7

Sparidae - most common catches.

TP |
LIALILLEL LSS N ES S
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s of Rules & Limits

* Awareness - high in all
demographic groups
(lower in young people,
the unemployed and hous
ewives)

+ does not differ based on
geographical analysis
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p
~ Attitude towards management of RF

Bottar training of
RF regarding
Regulaticas,

uawm\

 better training/info is
higher amongst
unemployed and
young people

* No differences based
on geographical
analysis

Diary Survey

127 fishermen from the first screening survey in 2018

400 fishermen from the 2nd screening survey in 2019

92 (17%) actually participated from both surveys reporting
352 trips in total (124 shore, 165 boat, 63 spearfishing)
from 24 prefectures of the country.
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Jl Diar{ Survey

|
et i

SR BT
T HHHH T

i
BT HT M EHLR
Pl g

1

83 species
Top 3 caught and kept: bogue (8. boops), white seabream (0. sorgus), and Striped s
Top 3released: European conger (€. conger), Annular seabream (D. ennularls), Str

+ Four seasonal trips.

+ Four days/24-hour basis

« Catches from all three modes of
fishing.

« 2080 fishing trips

+ 853 in N. Aegean (728 Shore,
107 boat, 12 Spearfishing),

« 768 in the lonian Sea (593 Shore,
167 boat, 5 Spearfishing)

« 459 in the Saronicos (374 Shore,
68 boat, 17 Spearfishing)

+ 82 different species/taxa In
N. Aegean, 84 in the lonian Sea,
59 in Saronikos Gulf.




On site sampling N. Aegean

Nationality of fishers

%
ARMENIAN 03
IRAQI 03
ROMANIAN 03
RUSSIAN 03
AFGAN 0.2
BALTIC RUSSIAN 0.2
AUSTRIAN 01
AZERBAIJANI 0,1
GEORGIAN 0.1
SYRIAN 0,1
EGYPTIAN 0,1
GERMAN 0,1

On site sampling RF Species in N. Aegean ¢

Aegean Sea * =3

.m | |

Indwiduals
8
<

82 species/taxa B feoses [ cozres
Top 3 caught:Annular seabream (0. annularis), picarel (S flexuosa) and white se
Top 3 kept:Annular seabream (D annularis), picarel (S, flexuosa) Striped seabre



On site sampling lonian Sea ﬁ/

Nationality of fishers

BULGARIANS
ITALIANS 1,8 12
e OTHER 0,6

7.’ %
ROMANIANS 0,3

GERMANS 0.2

BELGIANS 01

FRENCH 0,1

GREEK 884

On site sampling - RF Species in Ioan Sea -

lenian Sea
=0

TR
" “; 'f 'i. E}» ““i

84 species/taxa
Top three species cought, kept and released: K.
Gilt-head seabream (S. ourata), Annular seabream (D, annularis), and white se;




On site sampling Saronikos Gulf &

Nationality of fishers

%

GREEK 85.2

RUSSIAN SYRIAN ALBANIAN 86
epanese M N RUSSIAN 24
s \ ' SYRIAN 09
\ EGYPTIAN 06

LEBANESE 06

MOLDOVAN 06

AMERICAN 03

BULGARIAN 03

CYPRIOT 03

i ROMANIAN 03

On site sampling RF Species in Saronikos Gulf /=7

|
|

i l | |
-l--.l. ..l. ! |n||||||.|||.| el

59 species/taxa

Top 3 caught: Dusky spinefoot (S. luridus), Annular seabream (0. annularis), Mullets (M
Top 3 kept: Mullets (Mugilidae), Annular seabream (D anawlons), Dusky spinefoot (S fus
Top 3released: Dusky spinefoot (S, luridus), Annular seabream (0. annwlaris), M. raink
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Plans for the period 2020-2021 and forward

2020 & 2021
*continue with on site sampling

*Extending the sampling area
geographicaly

*More representative sample.

https://erasitexniki.inale.gr/
Site & App

Additional methods of
collecting data
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ITALY

ITALIAN PILOT STUDY

RELATIVE SHARE OF CATCHES OF RECREATIONAL MARINE
FISHERIES
COMPARED TO COMMERCIAL FISHERIES
ITALIAN WORK PLAN FOR DATA COLLECTION IN THE FISHERIES
AND
AQUACULTURE SECTORS 2017-2019 (EC REG 1004/2017)

UPDATE FEB.2021

[LETTEY)
A MARIANE- CSERMONETA-P. D1 DATC-BMARZOCCHI

“""“:*:i:‘!‘.!

RECREATIONAL FISHERIES MEANS NON-COMMERCIAL
FISHING ACTIVITIES EXPLOITING LIVING AQUATIC
RESOURCES FOR RECREATION OR SPORT

TERMS OF REFERENCE:
ASSESS THE SHARE OF CATCHES FROM RECREATIONAL FISHERIES
COMPARED TO COMMERCIAL CATCHES, FOR ALL SPECIES FOR WHITCH
CATCH ESTIMATES ARE REQUIRED UNDER THE WORK PLAN:

DETERMINE THE NUMBER OF RECREATIONAL FISHERMEN FALIDATE THE
CURRENT MIPAAF LIST OF REGISTERED FISHERMEN

MONITOR FISHING ACTIVITY [N TERMS OF GEARS AND EFFORT:

COLLECT BASIC INFORMATION ON RECREATIONAL CATCHES, AND
MACRD-DATA ON OVERALL ECONOMIC IMPACT OF THE ACTIVITY:
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Ste I.Annlfa%mﬂﬂﬁdﬂlm:_d_llhj_krw_d
fishermen of 1 Miniul‘l’i Eriw ture 5
Step 2. Estimation of variakles of interest

through:

Expert interviews (elicitation technigues

| PHASE (2018-

201 9] Sample sur al national scale [with the
EﬂllﬂEDrﬂﬁDn of Claudic ¥iva [CLEM. Liverno) and
Fabio Grati (CHRE Ancona)

s}

rﬂ
)
w\_/
-]

The nember of registered

anglersin 2019 was 1.077.048

Ministry af Agricultural, Food
and Forestry Policies (MIPAAF)
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The list of registered fishermen, in MIPAAF databate,

containg;

—_

Bk Wwow

parsanal infermation (rome, sumame, birthday date, tax
cade, citizenship, recidence, addreu, prafeusion)

mambership of sport fishing association {If pasiblae)
fishing areas (regionMuts2)

fishing gears

fishing techniques

boats

STEP 1

ANALYSIS AND VALIDATION OF THE
MIPAAF DATABASE

STEP 1
ANALYSIS AND VALIDATION OF THE MIPAAF DATABASE
Starting through 0 crosschecking of dato, records have been checked and volidated.

Fishing boat Fishing ares
| 1 rmre— {
Sl (M LT e W
;::v.trh‘h | m Fishermen weion P ?;E?
::::- i (sampling unit): B s8ta e
494634 records
(1.077.048) /
\ F / =
=l ==
—7 SRS
/ PR CODMMIAL LA mes |
LSt t ST
e v
/= |
Fishing gear
MO
| s S| /
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e _/ Fiching
urm sous technique
[LL el ot ]
s .
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Recreational fishermen - Regional distribution according
te MiPAAF DB
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*  Somple size defined for o 95% confidence level omd o confidence
el ol

< Uity were exirocied by o sieatified random somgling witkowt
raplocement, whete eoch somple unif will be chowen rancondy from e
pepaation,

< Crecgrophical stratification (region)

#  Somgple weights are colodksted in twao steps:
= determination of the probabiity of induwion of eoch siotisticol unit ord

its diirexct weight, equivalent o the inverse proboabdiity of indusion;
= cabzulation of corredlion coefficients for total Ron-response.

¥ A logbook wos distributed fa fll in

Step 2. Estimation of variables of interest
through:

SAMPLE SURVEY AT NATIOMAL SCALE -
SAMPLING PROCEDURE

Estimated recreational catches of target species with respect te commercial catches

Estimated catches [kag)
of target species

Estimated catches of target species with I EEEE Y EE
respect (%] to the commercial ones === e

55



Estimated catches (kg) of non target species

Sevioda cimerisi

Dighodis sg

Dervies deniex

s ilae

Ephmephedn wpp
POTLRE. 43 RaHd
Tomdasenbers ipp. + s pp.
SOoIEasTa

Bl 5[

T IR S

Congas spp

Lichia amia

Labnisar
Hedicinks ris dacyope s
Lithegnathon madimyin
Sphgraena sehyraen
by vl afin

L 2000 A0 0000 000 pLEEE L] 1000 140000 600
walume ol larding (g]

Proposed list of species for fulure surveys

On the base of a threshald of 5% of recreational catches respect to the total
catches [target species), and on an estimate of the relevance of non target
species [not incduded in the list from data cellection), the following list of spedies

is proposed:

Denfex denfex

- Dicenfrarchus labresx

- Diplodus spp.

- Ephinephelus spp.

- lohgo vulgons

- Oefopus vulgaris
Pagellus erythrinus

- Pagellus bogoraveo
Serioly dumerili

- Scimena wumbro

Sparus aurala

M.E. if is to evoluote if asking for the group of species or for the single species
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Abruzza 1B56
Bosilicata 2588
Calahbria 3.B55
Campania 4,087
Emilia Romagno 4544
Frauli 2972
Lazia G ddd
Liguria 214653
Lombardy -
Farche 3194
Maolise 3.530
Piwdenant -
Apulio 13.588
Sardinia 8005
Sieily 10,417
Tranfing -
Tuscany 34%1
Valle dAsira -
Umbria )
Wanaia 4.184
Iraly Ta.930

+ Analysis of the telephone survey is still in

‘tb progress and preliminary results are also
compared with other similar pregrams for o

tm possible harmeonization.

* Preliminary estimates suggest a range of

.lh 1,400,000 - 1,400,000 s o total number of

marine fishermen

.{h In the meantime, last step has launched with
‘m the preparation of a final sample survey.

The survey is foreseen to be carried out
through logbook distributed to o panel of
fishermen in the italian regions.




] Munnbsar of fishing trips during tha monith
k] Mumber of participatieg fishemsen and their ages
) Fishing locotion
o] Type of fishings shoms, boots or uncersober
) Bart and end tiess of the fishing teig
1] Humwbsar of gaars
9 Spadas caught
redeased
il Ewpnses [economic dora)
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MALTA

PILOT STUDY FOR THE
MALTESE ISLANDS

LUCA PISANI, DFA

x
2
@
2

MINISTRY FOR AGRICULTURE, FISHERIES,
FOOD AND ANIMAL RIGHTS

DT T . 0 Gy oo

RECREATIONAL FISHING IN MALTA

Recreational fishing in Malta is divided into two main sectors,
depending on the vessel registration:

1. Non-commercial “MFC”-type vessels, registered in the
National Fleet Registry with the Department of Fisheries.
These are issued a fishing license and can use minor fishing
gears.

. Sport “S”-type vessels, registered in the National Maritime
Register with Transport Malta. These do not require a fishing
license, and are restricted to sport fishing gears.

Land-based recreational fishers do not require a fishing licence.
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RECREATIONAL FISHING IN MALTA

= Most commercial species are permitted for capture through
recreational fishing activities, with few being restricted. Notable
restricted species include Xiphias gladius, which cannot be caught,
and Thunnus thynnus, which requires a dedicated permit for

limited capture.

= Recreational fishers must observe minimum size regulations,
however they are not obligated to keep a logbook or otherwise

report their catches.

= Fish caught through recreational fishing are for personal use only

and cannot be sold commercially.

PILOT STUDY - OBJECTIVE

> =
3

w7 "‘;-WI o

= The aim of the study was to assess the
share of catches of select species from
recreational fisheries in relation to
commercial fisheries.

= The target species were selected in
accordance with Table 3 of the
Commission Implementing Decision (EU)
2016/1251, and are predominantly
ICCAT-monitored species.

= X. gladius is absent as it cannot be caught
by recreational fishers.

SCIENTIHC NAME COMMON NAME

Aunxis rochei

Bullet tuna

Auxis thazard

Frigate tuna

Coryphaena hippurus

Dolphinfish

Euthynnus alleteratus

Atlantic back skipjack

Katsuwonus pelamis

Skipjack tuna

Prionace glauca

Blue shark

Sarda sarda

Atlantic bonito

Thunnus alalonga

Albacore tuna

Thunnus thynnus

Bluefin tuna

N/A

Demersal elasmobranchs

N/A

Pelagic elasmobranchs
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PILOT STUDY - METHODOLOGY

= Survey was drafted and carried out by a sub-contractor in two
phases between 2018 — 2019. These surveys were conducted in-
person with the recreational fishers.

= Total of 152 recreational fishers with “MFC” registered vessels and
the corresponding licenses were surveyed across this period.

= Data collected included information on the fisher, basic fishing
effort (such as distance from the shore and seasonality of fishing),
and catches of the target and other non-target species.

PILOT STUDY - RESULTS ! "

”
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PILOT STUDY - RESULTS

GENDERS OF SURVEYED RECREATIONAL FISHERS

1.3%

m Female

H Male

PILOT STUDY - RESULTS

RECREATIONAL CATCHES — NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS

B Thunnus alalunga B Auxisspp. W Sarda sarda B Others
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PILOT STUDY - RESULTS .!;"’f" o

P

RECREATIONAL CATCHES — WEIGHT

Sarda sarda Euthy e Coryph

Thunnus alalunga Auxis spp. hippurus
—_—
T .., 090 O Ooawe o

PILOT STUDY - DISCUSSIO

g

Weight (kg)

. a
— 7 s Fr >

= Due to a number of issues with the data, the DFA is not fully
confident in this pilot study and its findings.

= The results of the survey suggest that the catches of “MFC”
recreational fishers (of both select target species and other non-
target species) are negligible, particularly when compared to
commercial catches.

= Further study is required in order to more accurately assess the
real contributions of recreational fishers towards the total Maltese

catch.
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ROMANIA

Recreational fisheries in
Romania

Valodia Maximov
George Tiganov
Catalin Paun

Duration of pilot study

Two years. Start in 2020, January 1*, and end on 31*
December 2021.

As the recreational fishing activity in Romania is seasonal, it
usually starts at the beginning of the second quarter and ends
at the middle of the fourth quarter, being largely conditioned
by the hydroclimatic state and the migration of the fish
species that reach the Romanian coast for feeding and
reproduction, situation that requires the temporary use of
certain categories of gears and suitable fishing techniques, we
consider that the time required for the operation of the pilot
study should be two calendar years (2020-2021), and the
results will be available in 2022.
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« Recreational fishing on the Romanian coast of the Black Sea
can be done both from the shore, dams and from the boat,
and the baits used can be natural (shells, frames, fish or
?oul)try) or artificial (fish forms made of metal, or artificial

lies).

* The permits are issued free of charge, online, by NAFA and for
sea fishing, being the border area, it is necessary to obtain the
Coast Guard's approval based on the permit issued by NAFA.

* The main species of fish that are the object of RF are: fam.
Gobiidae, Carangidae, Mugilidae, Belonidae, Mullidae,
Pomatomidae and sometimes Clupeidae and Dasyatidae. In
Romania, most fishermen use recreational fishing for food
purposes as subsistence fishing. The main target species in
recreational fishing are: Neogobius melanostomus - round
goby; Mesogobius batrachocephalus - knout goby; Trachurus
mediterraneus ponticus - mediterranean horse mackerel;
Pomatomus saltatrix - blue fish and Liza aurata - golden grey
mullet, Dasyatis pastinaca - common stingray, Alosa pontica -
pontic shad, Alosa tanaica - Black Sea shad, Belone belone
euxini - garfish, Mullus barbatus ponticus - red mullet.

* The fishing gear used is the hand lines provided with hooks,
such as:

- handlines with 2 hooks for fishing goby from the hoat.

- handlines with 10 hooks for fishing horse mackerel, blue fish, pontic
shad and Black Sea shad from boat or from the docks.

- pole lines with 2 hooks for golden grey mullet fishing on the shore/docks

- handlines with 2 hooks for fishing gobies, mackerel and red mullet on the
docks

5 - pole lines with artificial fish for fishing blue fish on the boat or on the
ocks

- fly fishing for garfish on the docks.

* Boats used are in classes of lengths 0 -6 mand 6 - 12 m and
made of engineered wood, fiberglass or sheet metal or on
frames.

* The fishing is done from sunrise to sunset and the total catch
should not exceed 5 kg per person / day, all detained fish
must be within the legal limit length- minimum conservation
side.



Sources of data collection

« The main sources of data collection mentioned above are the following
documents: the questionnaire sent by each fisherman online, periodic
field surveys and interviews with fishermen having fishing permits.

The questionnaire completed by each fisherman contain the information
regarding species, total catch, date and the area were they fished in the
previous year.

The way of data collection

«The data is collected annually, with the support of NAFA staff, from all
fishermen, from the sources mentioned above.

In addition, data and information are also obtained through regular field
surveys through the network of collectors, respectively, interviews with
fishermen.

Quality of data collected

» After completing the questionnaires by each
fisherman, they are taken online with NAFA support
by NIMRD "Grigore Antipa" who after a thorough
verification of the data (cross-comparing the data
from the questionnaire with those from other
sources of collection / information such as periodic
surveys, interviews with fishermen in the field) is
passed to the next stage of analysis / processing with
strict observance of the correlation of the data
obtained from various sources.

67



SLOVENIA

Recreational fishing -
Free time fishing

Slovenia

Surveillance of free time fishing

1. Sport fishing on the basis of an year license

2. Sport fishing with Spear guns on the basis of an year permit
3. Recreational fishing on the basis of daily and weekly permits
4. Organized sports competitions

¥y ¥ r r v

5. Recreational fishing from the coast for which a permit is not reguired.
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Sport fishing on the basis of an year
license

» BOY year permits 49 % reportings
» 4303 days, 14 kg on fisherman
»  Most caught fishes: Merlangius, common pandora, cuttlefish

Sport fishing with Spear guns on the
basis of an year permit

» 26 year permits 80 % reportings
» 283 days, 13 kg on fisherman
»  Most caught fishes: European bass, mullet , european conger
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Recreational fishing on the basis of daily
and weekly permits

» B34 day permits and 16 week permits
» 898 days, 1.3 kg on day
»  Most caught fishes: Merlangius, common pandora, cuttlefish

Organized sports competitions

» 54 competitions
» 929 kg of fishes
»  Most caught fishes: Spicara smaris, common pandora, Merlangius merlangus
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Recreational fishing from the coast

» Permit is not neaded

» Control of fishering by inspection

SPAIN

Spanish General Secretariat for the Fisheries.

General Deputy on Scientific Investigation and Marine
Reserves.

Juana Poza Poza
Ricard Buxd de la Pefia

GOBIERNO  MINISTERIO
DE ESPANA E AGRICULTURA, PESCA SECRETARIA GENERAL
ehbecaforiy DAUMENTACIO EEERES
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* Central Administration (General Secretariat for the Fisheries) and

Regional Administration (Autonomus Regions Departments).
» Spanish Constitution (1978): Coastline and External waters.

* Legal Framework: Law 3/01 & Decree 347/11->Licences issued by
Autonomous Regions (AR) (exception: protected species such as

Bluefin tuna or Hake) + Regulation (EU) 2017/1004: data-collab.

* There is no harmonised categorisation of licences, however—>
Coastline, on boat and spearfishing.

. Developed by the General Secretariat for the Fisheries of the
Spanish Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food.

. Started in July 2020 and ends in March 2021.

. The main objectives have been:
* Characterize and estimate catches and discards by MARINE recreational fishing.
* |dentify the impact on species resulting as target-species.
* Compare and evaluate the impact on professional fisheries.
. Dﬁggelupment of a proposal of survey for recreational fishery to comply with

4. This study has been commissioned and supervised by an official
scientific Institute.

. All data in this report are preliminary until the final report and
evaluation by the scientific institute.
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» Collection of all licences in force in 2020 issued by the ARs and
categorization (boat, coast and spearfishing).

»Two Regions: MEDITERRANEAN & ATLANTIC.

* Autonomous Region= Sample Entity=*MED: Catalonia, Valencia + Murcia,
Andalucia, Balearic Islands and Melilla.

* Ceuta isn't included.
* Valencia and Murcia unified into a single sample entity.

» DATA RESEARCH/COLLECTED:
- VARIABLES: Catches ,discards (KG) and Effort (DAYS).
- Fishing technigues.
- Main season and area,
- Other species interactions.

» DATA COLLECTION: Telephone calls.

#The population frame is constituted by the total number of
available license's, through which the sample size is calculated
for each type of license for each sampling entity.

»The sample size has been calculated considering fishing effort
(days), as this is considered to be the variable with the highest
variance.

* Statistical confidence level of 95%.
* Standard deviation of 20,
* Maximum statistical error of 4 days.

»Sampling: simple random method without replenishment
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»The data was collected on paper and recorded in a database.
»SURVEY SECTIONS:

1. General information of the license user: age, experience practicing
recreational fishing, technigue used according to the license and
frequency.

2. Effort: annual effort estimate, seasonality (fishing days during the
year, amount of hours during the fishing day and peak months),

3. Catches: Species, total catches (kg/day), catches retained and
released.

4, Other information: Interaction with other species (seabirds, turtles
cetaceans)and personal comments.

fishing technique, number of gears per day and common fishing area.

or

= Positive survey (ctach and effart
datal.

= Tpthr' SURVEY! N 3NSWEL WITNE
telephone numbser, n f
license or lengauge issues.

Cobertura de la encuests de Recreativos
Par lips résltada S
ADIL GENERAL DEL ESTADD 1m L1
Aesultado
Persitiva 2747 | anamk SMCALIELY LA I
1 " .
Pescador con muy baja avider 150 e :“““i £ e = s
— (CANTRERLY ] El ETE
Emgrasa sin Titular 3 0,05% -
HAThLiLA AL (A1 i 4
Mo contesta al teléfono 1339 | 24.17% oM DAD YALERCLANA T
Mo hahla Espaial 24 043% T 5 ™ nas| 1w P
Mo responde o las preguntas 470 B 65% e W !' T 154 i‘!ﬂ!l
Mo usa la lcendda 237 7,89
L FA 1 kil
Mt Effdine o ] 203 :f:l & ! : “‘3 ”!: 3.;:::
Mum. no pertenece anadie 27| d.86% e 'TH - 138 B
Salta cantestador 6! G1i% PRNIPALO CE ASTLFLLS @ mae| 1m| e
OTROS 168 1 3,0%% Tetd perwrd mm|  oae| 0w nsn|  enmn|
Taotal genaral 5.539 | 100,00% :
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»EFFORT:

Effart for each Effort average Population effort
sampling entity value for each estimated for each
(fishing technigue) sampling entity sampling entity

# CATCHES:

Catches for each Population catches
sampling entity estimated for each
shing technigue sampling entit

fishing technigue) ling entity

PRELIMINARY REPORT: No specific data (figures)=OVERVIEW.

OVER-DIMENSIONING OF DATA-> BIAS:
- The impossibility of having a more segmented population. Mixing of licenses
ue to non-harmonisation of their typology.
Increased frequency of response from expert fishermen.
Multi-modal activity: reporting catches on the basis of all fishing modes despite
being told to refer only to the most frequent mode.
The recall bias
HOWEVER:
* The specific % composition is in line with other studies.

* The effort results fall within the estimated ranges the Scientific Institute
considers acceptable.
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AVEREGE EFFORT VALUE:
* On boat: 45 days.
* Coast-line: 36 days.

EEERE

=

* Spearfishing: 32 days.
ESTIMATED POPULATION EFFORT:
* Coast-line: 67%

* On boat: 28%.

* Spearfishing: 5%.
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[CATCHES/LICENSE-TECHINIQUE:
* Coast-line: 47,9%.

* On boat: 42,8%.

* Spearfishing: 9,2%.

MAINM SPECIES: four species make up 55% of the
catches: Gilthead seabream, European seabass,
Groupers and Sargs (Sargo breams).

MAIM SPECIES-COASTLINE: Gilthead seabream and
European seabass—2 Sargs and Sand Steenbras
(Herrera),

MAIM SPECIES ON BOAT: Combers (Serrana),
Sargs, Giltheadseabream and Little Tunny
(Bacoreta).

MAIMN SPECIES SPEARFISHING: Sargs, European
seabass, Groupers and Gilthead
seabream=>Octopus vulgaris.

HNHombra
Carada
Lubsima Gicuntrarchus spo.
Ptz fan Epinepharius spy
Sargs Dol oeini s S
SEM FICQRSRFE |50 BOSRRE
Dra vt Duntes spE.
o |E=rranus scriba
Fargo Fagrus spp.
Cinl s Ll iy v
B e ta Enitivy reiiais ol e e raTus
Prigll i Chetagia s il i s
Salmonete BRulbus surmuletus
Bonita Tards sards
Pk lirrsdn S riola durmernili
Fininr Eyricivtys rowacul s
Bredca P bus @ epthrianeg
[ ] Lighog naThsis oy s
Basugo Pagw|iul spp.
Lampugs Coryphasna hippurus
Alurws T
S g iy S e .
diarad o Py i & e
Caballs Seomber sop.
L e |Mugilidas
Erizo Paracenirotus lividus
Calsracho Scorpesria sop.
| o i i Py i 5 s
A P v ST
Otras esupecio |Otras aup-ecies
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tiriahﬁnnh and

Gilthead
seabream,

* European
seabass.

*  Octopus.

* Cuttlefish
and Anchowy

G5A 1
[Andalucia):
* Sargs

* Mackerels
[Caballa)
* RedPargu
[Farga)
* Bogue
[Boga)

TOTAL CATCHES/GSA
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SUMMER-> Biology of the species (breeding), vacations and tourism.

COAST-LINE AND ON BOAT (BOTTOM SEA FISHING: ROD AND
WIGHTS):

* Gilthead seabream, Sargs, European seabass, Sand
Steenbras—=>Size.

SURFACE FISHING and SPEARFISHING: less discard rate due to an
adequate size, gastronomic interest and selectivity.

CATCH & RELEASE: BIAS.
* Poor survey approach.
* Respondents memory/bad understanding.
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= A total of 70 species were identified, of which 30 have been included as "other" as
they together account for less than 2% of the total catch=>40 species.

#The 10 main species that make up 65% of the catches are: Gilthead seabream,

Euruﬁean seabass, Sargs, Dentex spp, Sand Steenbras, Combers, Common
dolphinfish {lampuga), Horse Mackerel {Trachurus spp), Gropuers (Mero) and Little
Tunny fBacnr‘etaE

#In order to make a first approach on the impact of the RF
activity has pared the estimated data calculated o [ ] :
atches registration of the protesional a gathere e General Secretariat

e Fisheries for the year 2019. Considering as well the areas and the fishing

technique, resulting in three points of view:

1. The releation between the “target species” of the RF and the amount of catches
parformed by the Professional fishers (RF=PF)

2. The relation between the target 5Eel:le5 of the Professional activity and the amount of
catches performed by the RE[PF=RF)

3. Species were exists a relation of catches of the 50% between one and the other (50%).

on the profesional
[] Ll (1

ok
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