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Executive summary

The newly established ISSG on Large Pel&ggional Database (LP RDB) development met online for the
first time on March 11, 2022. This working group was created in 2021 under the umbrella of the Regional
Coordination Group on Large Pelagics (RCG LP), with the aim to provide support in term#exXioms and
development of the future Large Pelagics regional database. Almost all MS involved in the RCG LP were
represented during the meeting. Additionally, argkrs like the regional fisheries management organisations,
fisheries dependent informaticexpert and others experts involved in the RDBES and the RDBFIS projects
were also attended the meeting. A representative of the European Commission was present, as a member
of the RCF and to provide support and help in our exchanges.

The goals of this meeting were to identify the needs and specificities of each stakeholder, and to define a
roadmap, with clear propositions as regards the next steps. Due to the very short time slot dedicate to the
meeting as well the complexity of thesdussions held (related to different points of view), a lot of associated
content was not thoroughly analysed resulting in the grotto agreement of the group about the necessity to
continue the discussions further. Several important matters were discusgbdaam be used as a foundation

for future development. Primarily, the group agreed with the aims and the benefices of the development of
an LP RDB and it was clear for all that to reach any regionalization goal, the data store in the RDB must be
at high sptial and temporal resolution (for example at full latitude and longitude scale). Furthermore, the
solution of developing a brantew system from scratch was treated as not a good idea which can lead to
considerable wasting of resources, mainly time andeyoRegarding the preference on the kind of existing
system to invest in, the RCG LP countries are divided, and no clear consensus raised in the discussion so far.
However, to reach the final goal one must consider all the global needs and specificitiesRCG LP, and

a solution might be to define a synergy between the RDBES and the RDBFIS regarding the LP. )

Based on a support document, which summarises all LP RDB requirements, the next step should be to
organise another one day or halhy meeting before the RCG LP 2022 annual meeting, to move forward in
the groups reflexions and present the outcomes during RCG LP plenary meeting (planned at the middle

of June). The end goal would be to formulate a concrete recommendation regarding the LP RDB
development.

How to cite this report:

ISSG LP RDB development. 2022 report of the irgessional subgroup on Large Pelagics Regional Database
development. 11 March 2022, Online. 30p.
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1 Introduction

1.1 General

The meeting was the first of the new Int&essional SubGroup (ISSG) focusing on the development of a new
storage and processing system for large pelagics (LP) data. It was hosted on Zoom remote meeting system
and whereas all meeting material (files and doment s) wer e available throug
This group was created in 2021 under the guidance of the Regional Coordination Group on Large Pelagics
(RCG LP). To ensure relevance and robustness of this ISSG and its associated outputstaketiwoers
associated with the RCG LP or more generally working on LP data have been invited to join this meeting.
The present participants were:

- 7 of the 9 European countries involved in the RCG LP (Croatia, Cyprus, France, Greece, Ireland,
Portugal and Spain). The remaining two, Italy and Malta, were invited but no delegate was present
during the meeting.

- Regional fisheries management organisationds r
Conversation of the Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT) and the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC).

- Representative of the European Commission Fisheries Dependent Information (FDI) data call and
future database system.

- Representatives of the Regional Database & Estimation System (RDBES) and of the Regional Database
for the Mediterranean and Black Seas (RDBFIS) grant.

- Representative of the European Commission (EC)

Several members of the RCG North Atlantic, North Sea & Eastern Artic (NANSEA) & Baltic were invitéd—
too in an attempt to utilise, their implication in the development of the regional database system for their
RCG, but they wer entg. Hokelvee theyavill ermainaenntite lobphokthergmugps i n
exchanges and discussions.

Considering the hosting of ISSG under the umbrella of the RCG LP, and the immature state of discussions
and reflections on the topic it would be advisable to keep some-Baropean country (like Seychelles, that

are involved in the ISSG Tropical Tunas) enaf thoughts and future developments, as they may have face
implications associated partnerships and collaborations.

The complete list of confirmed participants is available in annexe (Annex 1).

1.2 Terms of Reference

4 major Terms of Reference (ToRs) were identified:

- ISSG structure and organisation. The aims of this section were to present and discuss the current
structure and organisation of this ISSG (i.e. the group composition and the global aims) and its
integration in the current RCG LP architecture.

- Database needs and structure definition. This section aims to define needs and specifications of each
country and end users |/ partners in terms of L
connection with the next ToR) connections and imv@ment in other Regional DataBase (RDB)
systems (fully functional or not).
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- Other systems relations and connections. This section focuses on discussions and presentations
related to the other RDB systems (i.e.the RDBES and the RDBFIS).The objectives are to be informed
on the last updates of these systems concerning developmehsiate of play, by showing possible
connections with our future LP RDB.

- Regional database development. The last section covers all the questions regarding design and
development issues of our future system.

2 Progress report on ToRs

2.1 Inter -sessional subgroup (ISSG) structure and organisation

A presentation was made by Mathieu Depetris (French National Research Institute for Sustainable
Development- IRD, France) in which a brief overview of the group composition and aims were presented.
These objectives were divided in two levels:

- On a shortterm view (ideally before the end of the year), the group has to provide arguments for
the decision process regarding the specificities and needs for our future LP RDB: the kind of system
the RCG needs.

- On alongterm scale, there needs to be concrete decisions as regards the ISSG patrticipation in the
adopted system in terms of design and development. This step should be done either by this group,
another panrgroup (between RCGs for example), or throughather way (i.e. a standlone project).

loannis Thasitis (Department of Fisheries and Marine Research, Cyprus), mention in the discussions that the
major role of the ISSG is to select and propose the best solutions, in terms of LP RDB, and must be ptitifn—
the context of a shortterm objective.

Carlos Palma (ICCAT) supports this idea and even see this group as being able to produce a kind of
development framework for the database.

Emmanuel Chassot (IOTC) asked a global question to the group regarding the utilisation of the Common
Open Source Tool (COST). This tool, developed as an R packages{//wwz.ifremer.fr/cos)| to assess the
accuracy of the biological data and parameter estimates collected for stock assessment purposes within the
framework of the Data Collection Regulation. Experts answered that this package is still used for some tasks,
but this developmentws not evolved since the end of 2011. |
through the RDBES, while providing more processes more adequate to the actual context and the evolution
of the needs associated.

The question of the connection between the RCG LP and the RCG Mediterranean and Black Sea (RCG
Med&BS) was discussed. Pedro Lino (IPMA, Portugal) explained that historically the RCG LP was merged
with the RCG Med&BS through a subgroup of the latter onewdis decided in 2017 during the Regional
Coordination Meeting (RCM, ex RCG) that the best solution for the LP be separate in a distinct RCG, in
particular because the subjects covered are sometimes too different and the fact that the LP area covered by
the RCG LP is not a specific region but morglabal worldwide area (in relation to LP fisheries activities).

This subject of connection between these two RCG, for the regional database and also in a larger view,
should be discussed in the next RCG LP annual meeting, in particular regarding theatmimof the human
resources available.

Regarding the integration of this ISSG in the global RCG LP structure, the last organisation of the RCG LP
was presented (figure 1, structure validated during the 2021 RCG LP annual meeting).
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Figure 1: RCG LP annual roadmap

Concerning this integration, it was reminded to the group that this ISSG is one of the first components of

our RCG LP decision process and aim to provide an expert point of view regarding the best solution in terms
of LP RDB development and the outputsthis group will be discussed and validated during the other steps

of the validation process, like the RCG LP annual meeting or all the stage 3 meetings (on the right of the
figure 1).

Last two matters were discussed related to the administration and the chairing of the ISSG. First, in rela4tion
to the potential short lifetime of this group under the current structure, the group decided not to imposea——
formal chairing rule, but a more natr a | process of coordination betwe
nominate any chairing roadmap and France propose itself to organise the coordination of this group from the
beginning.

Secondly, we discussed briefly about the group name. So far, this ISSG is called Large Pelagics Regional
Database development. But it was reminded to the group that even if a database is expected to be the most
relevant system as a common data format begweus, the Regulation (EC) 2017/1004, which establishes
RCG form and ai ms, give the freedom to choose wha
data storage and exchange systemso6? (Art iognloe 18
regional databases but could also be data exchange processes between national databases. That last technical
solution isndt much appreciated, principally due
processes that we have to develofor instance quality processes), and also according to the resources
necessary to build a such system. The group agrees that a database is the best solution, but to agree with the
ISSG aims and the global framework associated, it was suggested to cleagn@eifhname. Two propositions

were made, ORegional Database Requirementsdar,and 0
no decision has been taken.

2.2 Database needs and structure definition

In this section, each involved stakeholder presented its needs and specificities regarding the future LP RDB.
In addition, a summary of the LP fisheries associated, in particular regarding countries involved in the RCG
LP, was provided to have a global oxew.

R Co-funded by SRR
N ) )‘\ the European Maritime * x
N =Z and Fisheries Fund * gk



7R

RS

X W " A

N \\ Regional Coordination Group
Q{;. ;f{;' Large Pelagics

A

RCGLPQ ISSG Regional Database Developn2#®2 REPORT

2.2.1 Croatia needs and Specificities

There are 3 Croatian fisheries associated with LP: Purse Seiner (PS), Hand Lines (HL) and Longliners (LL)
fisheries. Two catches species are subjected to qudtaunnus thynnuesnd Xiphias gladius
Furthermore, other LP catches concerned mainly 8 LP speSiasia sarddcuthynnus alletteratus
Seriola dumeriiuxis rocheh. thazardLichia amja hunnuslalungandTetrapturus belone

Total is approximately 1000 tons, associated with the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) area 37.2.1
and GSA 17 (Northern Adriatic Sea).

Associated RFMOs are ICCAT and the General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM), and
Croatia is involved in the 3 RCGs: RCG Med&BS, RCG LP, and the Regional Coordination Group on
Economic Issues (RCG ECON) and in the $88G Diadromous.

Focusing on national organisation dealing with LP, Croatia has two national authorities: the Institute of
Oceanography and Fisheries (IOF, scientific observer program under the Data Collection Framework, DCF)
and the MADoF (national ICCAT observers). Assiated with these authorities, Croatia has two national
databases, one related to the IOF for biological and scientific data on bycatch and vulnerable species, and one
associated with the MMoF for control data. In addition, the MBOF is responsible fathe reporting under

the ICCAT Task 1 (MADoF Sector for Resource, Fleet and Fishing Management).

Regarding the involvement in regional database process, Croatia contributes to the Regional Database for
the Mediterranean and Black Seas (RDBFIS).

2.2.2 Cyprus needs and specificities

For Cyprus, two LP fisheries are associated:

- the LL fishery in the Mediterranean Sea with catches associat@thuanus thynnuéphias gladius
andThunnus alalunga

- HL with catches ofhunnus alalungad associated with recreational fisheries.
Furthermore, Cyprus is involved in 3 RCGs, the RCG Med&BS, the RCG ECON and the RCG LP.

Regarding the national authority, the Department of Fisheries and Marine Research (DFMR) coordinates all
DCF work including LP data collection. In addition, it is the responsible body for controlling this activity and
giving them the privilege to have assdo Electronic Reporting System (ERS) and Vessel Monitoring System
(VMS) data.

Finally, regarding the involvement in regional database process, Cyprus follows from early development the
RDBES and also the new possibilities of the RDBFIS. Furthermore, they have already participated in the first
RDBES data call and successfully upbad¢a related torhunnus alalungashore and offshore sampling.

In terms of LP RDB needs, Cyprus is agreeing with the adoption of an existing regional database system rather
than developing a new dedicated system for LP data. So far, they are heavily involved in the RDBES by:

- steadily supporting at RCG LP the RDBES road since 2016,
- already invested considerable human capital that cannot go wasted,

- scripts already developed to transform current info of sampling activity, ERS/VMS data to RDBES
hierarchy 10 (forThunnus alalungata),

- RDBES data call was answered without major issues,
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- International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES) team responded promptly to all shortages
of the system to accept or generate codes for us.

In addition, Cyprus reminds to the group that the aim of the RDB is to be an important tool to facilitate all
aspects of regional sampling activity.

2.2.3 France needs and specificities

France deals with 3 LP fisheries: purse seinBS)(longliners (LL) and Bait Boats (BB) fisheries. Each 3
operate in the Tropical Area of the Atlantic and Indian oceans, and in the Mediterranean area (BB in this area
is principally recreational fisheries).

In addition, France is involved in the RCG NANSEA, RCG Med&BS, RCG ECON and RCG LP.

For France, two institutes are involved in the LP data collection, IRD (French National Research Institute for
Sustainable Development) and Ifremer (French Research Institute for Exploitation of the Sea).

Regarding the existing RDB systems, France is involved in the development of the RDBES and in the RDBFIS.

In terms of future LP RDB system requirements, France is more in agreement with the creation of a database
system rather than bridges or connections with national databases. So far, they are more involved in the
development of the RDBES with, for example:

- Alongterm relation and reflexions on this subject in the RCG NANSEA,

- National agreement to usthe RDBES format as an exchange/communication format between IRD
and Ifremer databases,

6
- The ES (Estimation System) is very interesting for us (possibilities to integrate the Tropical Tura—
Treatment and quality processes like Akado) but not in terms of stock assessments (this part is made
by our RFMOs, ICCAT and I0TC).

Furthermore, it was pointed out to the group that the absence of an LP RDB is a lack regarding several
projects (for example the FI SHNOCO project and t hi
whatever we choose for the RCG LP, we must calesithe transversality of the future system (in terms of
communication with the other existing processes).

2.2.4 Greece needs and Specificities

Surface LL are the main Greece LP fishery. This one targ€kingnus thynnughunnus alalungad Xiphias
gladiusvessels associated to this fishery must have specific licence for catch LP. In addition, they are equipped
with VMS and operate mainly in the area GSAs 20, 22 and 23.

In Greece, Hellenic Centre for Marine Research (HCMR) is the main national institute in charge of collected
LP data. These data provide from onboard observers (landings, discards, biological variables) and from ERS.
These two sources of data are submittealICCAT. In addition, a national database structure already exists

(link to the results of the projectMASFish)

Furthermore, Greece is involved in the RCG Med&BS and the RCG ECON.

Related to the specific need in terms of LP RDB, Greece reminds to the group that the main goal is to develop
common methodological approaches, with the background purposes to provide the most robust analysis and
estimations.
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2.2.5 lIreland needs and specificities

Ireland LP fisheries targeted 3 majors species groups:

- Thunnus alalungdth commercial fisheries associated (the majority of catches are taken by pelagic
pair trawl). Length and weight data are collected and there is asagipling program through the
Fishery Improvement Project (FIP). Furthermore, bilateral agreementsiwg@iace with France and
Spain to sample Irish vessels.

- Thunnus thynnusth research fishery associated to a CatcH And Release Tagging (CHART) program
for sea anglers (since 2019 and ongoing), and in addition satellite tagging program (since 2017 and
ongoing too). Data available are length, half girth and tagging datadditettite tagging, funded by
Marine Institute (M), Ireland, as well as a through memorandum of understanding with ICCAT).
Furthermore, scale and muscle biopsies were recorded for each tagged fish. Moreover, length data
also collected from@nventional tagging data from the CHART program (with Inland Fisheries Ireland,
IFIl, and Sea Fisheries Protection Authority).

- Isurus oxyrinchasdLamna nasugith nominal logbook catches and tagging data (from IFI fisheries).
No sampling data was collected.

These data was submitted to ICCAT via Directorate General MARItime Affairs and Fisheries (DGMARE)
from Ireland ministry. In addition, data was submitted to the RDB/RDBES for the RCG NANSEA and ICES.

Catches associated with species above were located in the FAO Area 27.

Regarding the national institutes, {FisherlesaRradectibona s 3

Authority (SFPA). .

About the specific need in terms of LP RDB, Ireland has similarusad needs and confidentiality
requirements to those in the other RCGs. To be more precise, that means:

can store in the future RDB detailed sample data, and aggregated effort and catch data,
- the accessibility of detailed and aggregated data from the RDB for the RCG LP work,
- data could be extracted for submission to DGMARE or ICCAT,

- any wider use of the data (for public dissemination) would need to be approved bahder State
(MS) and commercial data would need to be sufficiently aggregated to be anonymous.

To finish, Ireland would prefer to use the RDBES system for the future LP RDB.

2.2.6 Portugal needs and specificities

Portugal Mainland deals with two LP fisheries: traps (TP) targetting Bluefin Tuna and longliners (LL) targetting
Swordfish. Acores and Madeira (Autonomous regions) have Bait Boats (BB) fisheries. The Mainland LL fleet
operates in the Atlantic, Indian andéific Oceans. The trap fishery (off the South coast) catches other
Scombridae relevant to ICCABarda sard&uthynnus alletterarsd Auxis rochei/A. thazard

~

Regarding Portugal 6s need for the future LP RDB,
Portugal carries out LP fisheries in all oceans. As a consequence, a submission to different RFMOs/end users
(related to the area of interest for exangl is time consuming and inefficient. In addition, Portugal supports

the fact that a single database will be a major improvement related to the actual system, but we must think
and find solutions among all the countries experts. Furthermore, we need ]mdawsmmon consensus from
everyone involved.

AR . ) Co-funded by [EESEREN
N ) )“\ RCG’s Secretariat the European Maritime * X
W =7 and Fisheries Fund * p %




A
w17 NNy " A
. F\‘ \\ Regional Coordination Group
\Q\Q;- ;4’ ,’i’ Large Pelagics

A

RCGLPQ ISSG Regional Database Developn2#®2 REPORT

loannis Thasitis mentioned that the system needs to capture or integrate the data spatial variation (for
example for the catches) with the aim to facilitate the ongoing work.

2.2.7 Spain needs and specificities

Regarding the Spanish need for the future LP RBD, they agree with all the arguments provided by other
countries. Further mor e, itods i mportant to be <car
integration with the existing national databases: ff@ purpose we need to exchange with the national
institutes.

In the Indian Ocean and the Pacific Ocean Spain has two Large Pelagic fleets, PS and surface longliners (LLD).

In the Mediterranean Sea and the Atlantic Ocean, targeting LP there are also PS and LLD, as well as another
gears (Handline, BB, traps, artisanal fleets...).

Spain is involved in the development and utilisation of the following databases: RDBES, RDBFIS and FDI.

Regarding the RCG, Spain is involved in the following Call Gra®Rp&§ NANSEA, RCG MED&BS, RCG
LDF, RCG LP and RCG ECON.

There are nowadays two scientific institutes related to the data submission of LP information, Instituto
Espafiol de Oceanografia (IEO) and AZTI.

The main need of Spain is to integrate the information into the minor number of databases, so the information
is available in the same database, facilitating t|
to have access to a singl#ormation verified. In that way, Spanish position is to support the application of

the RDBES to all the possible information. o

The reasons of this position are the possibility of duplication of the work taking into account some of the
data are shared among the different databases, the lack of reconciliation between data.

2.2.8 |OTC needs and specificities

The IOTC is an article XIV FAO body, with the European Union (EU) as one of its contracting parties (CPCs)
and a coastal state as well.

Regarding the ongoing work on existing systems, IOTC holds several internal databases storing fisheries data
submitted by its contracting parties (fishery statistics, Regional Observer Scheme trip data, data from
International Seafood Sustainability Fouioteaffiliated canneries, etc.). Furthermore, an Electronic
Monitoring And Reporting Information SystemNBARIS) is currently being tested as a way for CPCs to
submit compliance and statistical data. In addition, catch data are also shared with FA@antixt of the
Flsheries and Resources Monitoring System (FIRMS) Global Tuna Atlas.

IOTC deals with all the LP fisheries, and specifically:
- Purse seine fisheries from Spain, France, and Italy;
- Longline (swordfish targeting) fisheries from Spain, Portugal, and France;

- Artisanal fisheries (i.e., coastal longlines, handlines, or trolling) from France (based in to Reunion Island
and Mayotte).

Furthermore, in recent years, the EU contribution to the total catch of IOTC species was approximately
13%, representing the secofargest contributor after Indonesia with an mean annual catch larger than
240,000 t during the period 201B020. The geogrdypcal area associated are Western (mostly) and Eastern
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Indian Ocean, both including exclusive economic zones of coastal CPCs andendrer states, as well as
the high seas). A global overview of the IOTC area of competence is provided in figure 2.

Latiticde

IREASIO

i A0'E a1'E a0°E 10C°E 130°E “4FE
Longitude:

9
Figure 2: Area of competence of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission. IRWESIO = Western Indian Ocean;

IREASIO = Eastern Indian Ocean.

IOTC collaborates (at the EU scale and through the DGMARE) with several national institutions like the
French national research institute for sustainable developni&m)( the French national research institute

for the exploitation of the sealfremer), the Spanish national instituté T and Institute for Oceanography
(IEQ) , the Dutch Wageningen University and Marine Resear¢biR), and the Portuguese national Institute

for Sea and AtmospheréKMA).

16 tuna and tundike species are under management mandate of IOTC: yellowfin tuman(ilis albacargs)

bigeye tunaThunnus obeguskipjack tunaKatsuwonus pelamalpacore Thunnus alalunga), southern bluefin

tuna (Thunnus maccoyii), swordfish (Xiphias gladius), black marlin (Istiompax indica), blue marlin (Makaira nigri
striped marlin (Kajikia audax),fpadfic sailfish (Istiophorus platypterus), longtail tumas(@dnggol), kawakawa
(Euthynnus affinis), frigate tuna (Auxis thazaltd), tbma (Auxis rochei), na#pawed Spanish mackerel
(Scomberomorus commerson), ardPawifec king mackerel (Scomberomorus guitad)er species caught

by fisheries catchingtunaandtdnd ke speci eysatchAr eegar dleds® of their

In terms of LP RDB, I0TC provided an overview of the Conservation and Management Measures (CMMSs)
relevant to data collection and reporting (figure 3).
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* [ 11/04 On a Regional Observer Scheme

* | 15/01 On the recording of catch-and-effort data by I0OTC vessels

* | 15/02 Mandatory statistical requirements for |IOTC CPCs

. mm the conservation of thresher sharks

* | 13/06 On a scientific and management framework on the conservation of sharks

* | 17/05 On the conservation of sharks

* | 18/02 On management measures for the conservation of blue sharks

* |_19/03 On mobulid rays

* | 18/05 On management measures for the conservation of the billfishes

* | 18/07 On measures applicable in case of non-fulfilment of reporting

* | 19/01 On an interim plan for rebuilding the 10 YFT tuna stock in the IOTC area
* | 19/02 Procedures on FAD management plans

* | 12/04 On the conservation of marine turtles

* | 12/06 On reducing incidental bycatch of seabirds in LL fisheries

» | 13/04 On the conservation of cetaceans

» |_13/05 On the conservation of whale sharks J

Figure 3: IOTC CMMs relevant to data collection and reporting

An i mportant point highli ght edthdigomdwititiae LP fishériee Il a tkeed
Fish Aggregating Devices (FAD) data, which are essential to support the assessment and management of the
fishing resources under IOTC mandate. However, as of today, FAD data are not part of the LP RDB and the
group encouraged further discussiongyeeding the possibility of their integration, including identifying the

best technical solution to store and manage this type of data at regional level

Mathieu Depetris explained how, under the umbrella of the French IRD Observatory of Exploited Tropical
Pelagic Ecosystems (Ob7), Taha Imzilen was recently hired to develop a FAD database with the overarghing
aim to integrate data from several countries {romly French data). This work shares several commonalities
with the proposed extension of the LP RDB, and therefore it would be recommended to include Taha Imzilen

in future exchanges and developments of this group.

In principle, IOTC agrees with the global aims of the LP RDB and recognizes the benefits of this kind of
regional system: at the same time, IOTC recommends that the RDB is designed to store data at the maximum
resolution possible (e.g., with fishing opévat recorded through their exact geographical coordinates) so
that it could effectively improve and simplify the associated data management processes.

Maintaining such high resolution will ensure full traceability of the original information when processes are
applied on data before their submission (for example quality treatments, or correction process like the
tropical tuna treatment, t3), and will ftlrer contribute to increase the consistency of all data sets and time
series.

Finally, the IOTC provided additional details (figure 4) regarding its annual data submission cycle, recalling
how some information is expected to be received asynchronously and at arbitrary time intervals (e.g.,
Regional Observer Scheme trip data).
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Form 3-BU  Form 3-BU Mandatory stat data Mandatory stat data
(Jan) (Feb) (1-RC, 1-DR, 1-DI, 3-CE, 3-FA, 3-SU, 4-SF) (LL fleets updates)

Feedback to CPCs
Jan 1st I I I Dec 31st
Mar 31° Apr 30" Jun 30th
H (earlier) U(earler) U H U H T U

ROS trip data  ROS trip data ROS trip dataROS trip data ROS trip data ROS trip data ROS trip data ROS trip data

https://iotc.org/data/requested-statistics-and-submission-forms;

Figure 4: IOTC roadmap for data submission

2.2.9 ICCAT needs andspecificities

Like IOTC, ICCAT fully agrees with aims of the future LP RDB. In addition, the highlight again the important
to have low levels data like explain before. Furthermore, data anonymization is a key point regarding the
success of this system and we must ingggrthis subject in our future exchanges on the RDB development.

2.2.10 FDI needs and Specificities

The scientific FDI database was developed to support management of fishing effort regimes. Furthermore,
with the transition to aresbased multannual plans, the data call moved to the collection of amwiitlé data
set of fishing capacity, effort, landiragsl discards.

11
In 2018, the EC requested the Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF) to colftect
and review data irelation to the new FDI database. The STECF expert working group reviewed data supplied
and the appropriateness of the data call with respect to:

- Completeness of the data in terms of areas of fishing, types of fleet segment and gear operated and
species identified,

- Completeness of data in terms of the types of data requested,

- The level of compatibility between the effort and landing data (for those species listed) in the FDI
database and that submitted to the Mediterranean and Black Sea data call,

- The compatibility between the data collected in the FDI database and data provided for the fleet
socio-economic data call,

- Review approaches used by MS responding to the FDI data call and if possible common best practice
(for example regarding partition of biological sampling data or defining confidential cells).

In terms of needs, Zeynep Hekim highlighted her agreement with the RFMOs needs regarding the
requirement of higkresolution data, to ensure to be able to provide data from the LP RDB to the FDI
database. The future LP RDB system should take into accoemntiehds of the FDI database and harmonise
the variables that are needed and called for both databases.

2.2.11 EC needs and supports

The EC reminds that the future LP RDB system must be seen as a tool for the RCG LP, the MSs and the EC.
In this global guideline, the LP RDB is a system for the RCG itself to compile and analyse the data needed for
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its work and to progress regional coordination. To this end, the LP RDB has to compile, secure and share
the DCF data, on the RCG level, and provide transparency on the methodology and quality of data collected.
Furthermore, its aim is to support productioof data summaries and data products/visualisation, possibly

feed into other DCF processes (for example in the annual reports or aligned with processes in other RCGs).

In addition, the LP RDB should facilitate interactions with end users (like RFMOs or EC/EU delegation and
scientists). Itdéds i mportant to ensure compatibildi
data submission processes. Furthermorhistsystem has to facilitate access to theethodologiesof
processes associated with the database, for example the one used for the extrapolation / raising procedures.

To conclude, itds i mportant to ensure the compat.i
systems like the RBDES and the RDBFIS. Furthermore, our discussions have to consider the interactions
between data from the control regulation and othaternational obligations, but in addition the ones coming

from the DCF, also in the context of scientific estimations of catches by species. In addition, we have to
discuss regarding resources required for designing, developing, hosting and maithiRID&, and develop
interaction with the existing structures (like ICES or the GFCM).

2.3 Other systems relations and connections
2.3.1 Med&BS RDBFIS

Stefanos Kavadas (HCMR, Greece), Med&BS RDBFIS coordinator, presented the main outcomes achieved
during the first year of implementation of the project. Since the beginning of the project, cooperation and
communication with RCG Med&BS, MSs, Med&BS RDBCES/RDBES, end users and other initiatives on

the creation of RDBFIS were initiated. Moreover, a proactive cooperation with the other MARE/2020/08
grants (STREAMLI NE, FI SHN6CO and SECWEB) was g£st
finalize thediscussions with the Med&BS MSs in order to precisely collect the required information about——
the existing infrastructure used to support the DCF, the statistical system for the data analysis and the
sampling scheme. Discussions related to the compatiisbtyes between RDBFIS and ICES RDBES, as well

as the possibility to integrate part of the RDBES into RDBFIS, took place with ICES experts, RCG Med&BS,
MSs and Med&BS RDB SC.

The current RDBFIS structure contains 70 main and 129 parametric tables. Tables were grouped as follows:
RCG Data Call, COST, RDBES, Med&BS Data Call, FDI Data Call, GBR¥ Data Call, surveys (MEDITS,
MEDIAS), EU Fleet Register. Structures to supportSYMICDA, alien species, recreational fisheries and
stomach content are ready; discussions with experts in the fields of VMS analysis and MCDA modelling, as
wel | as STREAMLI NE and FI SHNBCO experts (font) alie
are foreseen before they are integrated into the RDB. Database expansion work will continue and be
completed by the end of March 2022.

RDBFIS takes advantage of existing quality check tools and initiatives specifically designed for the different
types of data and data formats. Specifically, tools developed by STREAM (Ligas, 2019) and STEGF EWG 21
02 (STECF, 2021) are going to be incorgethwithin the RDBFIS, as well RoME(new version) for the

guality checks on survey data in MEDIIKe format. The R packageDBgtas been developed and includes
guality check functions both on detailed and aggregated data. The package is builherderersion 4.1.1

and is available on GitHubhtfps:/github.com/COISPA/RDBcIn addition, another R package,
RDBprocessijrg in development, and will include R functions corresponding to the relevant scripts for data
format conversion (according to thdifferent Data Call requests) developed in the previous regional grant
STREAM (Ligas, 2019).
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The RDBFIS grant implemented bilateral discussions with the Med&BS EU MSs, which allowed achieving the
following findings:

- All the MSs acknowledged the crucial role of the RDBFIS grant in supporting the RCG Med&BS and
MSs in developing a regional database for the Med&BS;

- All the MSs have established databases or alternative infrastructure to store and analyze the data
collected in the framework of DCF and report to several data calls format;

- Itis important that the RDBFIS will ensure common quality and analysis procedures;

- The needs of the MSs have to be investigated further, and considered in the RDBFIS (in the case of
Cyprus to use SDEF format and RDBES hierarchies is considered useful);

- RDBES structure, hierarchies or algorithms are not included in the Med&BS MSs established
information systems, and there is, in general, limited familiarity with RDBES.

Discussions related to the compatibility issues between RDBFIS and ICES RDBES, as well as the possibility to
integrate part of the RDBES into the RDBFIS, took place in cooperation with ICES experts. A core team of
RDBFIS experts participated to the work$ ICES WKRDBEEST.

This cooperation allowed to achieve the following findings:

- RDBES tables contain too much information and Med&BS MSs have to investigate what is relevant for
their needs;

- The development of the estimation part of the RDBES is still ongoing;

- The RDBES algorithms have to be finalized, tested and approved by ICES.

A proactive cooperation is in place between the RDBFIS grant and the Steering Committee for the Regional
Database for the Mediterranean and Black Sea (Med&BS RDB SC) established under the RCG Med&BS. Two
meetings were held in March and July 2021 to disandgackle important issues related to governance, datd®
policy, data access, RDBFIS hosting and maintenance, compatibility of RDBFIS and RDBES, type of data to be
included in the RDB, data submission (primary and aggregated). An additional meetinglvessthe|4h of

February.

The documents with guidelines for the functioning of the Med&BS RDB SC and the data policy were sent to
the RCG Med&BS chairs and the Med&BS RDB SC chair. The documents will be then circulated among all
the NCs asking for providing their feedback by theleri May 2022. The RCG chairs, the Med&BS RDB SC
chair, and the RDBFIS staff will then cooperate to update the documents following NCs comments and
suggestions and present the finalised versions during the annual RCG meeting in September 2022 for the final
approval.

Mr Kavadas highlighted the future challenges that the RDBFIS grant shall tackle towards the finalisation of the
action:

- Quality checks to be implemented in the RDBFIS;

- Identification of specific needs;

- How the work of RCGs will be supported by the RDBFIS, past regional grants, and STREAMLINE;

- How the work of the EU MSs will be facilitated by the RDBFIS by reducing the burden of multiple
data submissions (for data calls) under different formats;

- How the MSs should be involved in the RDBFIS development plan;

- National Databases and RDBFIS;

- Which statistical estimates will be supported by the RDBFIS;

- Which RDBES algorithms could be incorporated into RDBFIS;

- RDBFIS flexibility to include parts of the RDBES (once completed and approved by ICES);
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- Agreeing on the guidelines for the Med&BS RDB SC activity and the data policy for RDBFIS.
As concerns Med&BS MSs, they should be involved in the RDBFIS development plan by means of:

- Understanding which hierarchies are relevant for their needs;

- Providing primary and aggregated data for testing the RDBFIS;

- Being involved in the testing of RDBFIS by running the application with own data and sending relevant
reports;

- Providing detailed information for specific needs (if any).

During the general discussion that followed the presentation of RDBFIS, it was requested whether any update
was available regarding the hosting of the regional database and the cost sharing.

Mr Kavadas confirmed that no further update is available compared to the previous meetings of the Med&BS
RDB SC, and informed that Joint Research Centre (JRC) is not to be considered as an option any more, while
GFCM confirmed the availability to be fordyatontacted for evaluating the possibility of hosting the Med&BS
regional database. DG MARE is exploring internally additional options for hosting and will inform the RCG
Med&BS and the MSs in due time.

2.3.2 RDBES, Regional Database & Estimation System

David Currie (MI, Ireland) explained the design and the state of play of the ICES Regional DataBase and
Estimation System (RDBES). The aims of this system are

1. Make data available for the RCGs,

2. Provide a regional estimation system for ICES stock assessments,

3. To increase the data quality, documentation of data, and the use of approved methods, 14

4. To facilitate the production of fisheries management advice and reports,

5. To increase the awareness of fisheries data collected and the overall usage of these data.
The RDBES will replace two existing systems: InterCatch and the Regional DataBase (RDB). It will provide a
common base for data being used by the NANSEA, Baltic, and LDF Regional Coordination Groups and for
ICES stock assessment. A global summary of is aird design are available in the figures below (figures 5
and 6).

T
Extract Regional
> r Coordination
| Groups
NA, NS&EA, BS,
I LDF
I
I Other uses?
f = = = p{ (e.g. Annual
gzz:nal reports, FDI)
Raise

ICES
a

DATRAS, Accessions etc.

Figure 5: Global RDBES workflow and future integration in the existing processes
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Figure 6: Actual structure of the RDBES

Although an RDBES web application exists, it will primarily be used for uploading data rather than anaf{zing
or manipulating i® the primary tool for data analysis will be R.

The RDBES data model can be found on  GitHubhttpé:/github.com/icemols-
dev/RDBES/tree/master/Documepend has 3 primary components:

- CL for Aggregated Commercial Landings data,
- CE for Aggregated Commercial Effort data,
- CS for Detailed Commercial Samples data

The CS data modedefines several different tables which represent different types of samplinguhése
tables can then be combined in a number of different ways. Each allowed method of combing the tables is
cal | ed a 0othdrd aeerclarentdyhly hberarchies @imed (figure 7).
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RDBES tables
Dasig Design Design
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FishingA Vessel On-shore
Operation Selection

Selection Fishing Trip Fishing Trip Landing
Event
Fishing Species
Operation Selection
o - Species Sample
Landing
Event

Selection
Sample

RDBES hierarchies

Figure 7: Example of RDBES hierarchy.

The key RDBES activities during 2021 were:

Technical development of RDBES by ICES Secretariat

Third workshop on populating the RDBES data model (WKRBBP3). More than 50 participants

were present during the workshop and description and explanation of the RDBES data model were
made (through example$jurthermore, practical guidance and assistance to national data submitters
were provided.Workshop format involved some plenary sessions but the majority of the time was
spent assisting data submitters via small group sessions (this facilitated by remote meetings). In
addition some issues with data a@wsion have been identifiednone of them are thought to be

serious impediments to moving forward with the RDBES development and there is a process—%e—
follow up problems.

Working groups on desigbased estimation using the RDBES data model (WGREEHS. His aims

were to (a) develop and documentation R scripts for estimation for using the RDBES data model, (b)
identify and document issue problems with RDBES data modeingled estimation and finally (c)
develop a roadmap for future improvements. During this working group, more than 20 experts
combining programming, statistical and fisheries knowledge engaged. This was a really collaborative
process, involving all stagesdevelopment (from function scripting to package maintenance).

ICES RDBES Test Data Call 2021. The RCGs/WGRDBESGQOV/Core Group identified 19 test stocks,
and 2 incidental bycatch species and an incidental bycatch program. Yellowfin tuna was included in
the requested species. The data call deadline was the 30th oér8bpt 2021. The majority of
countries uploaded data to the RDBES, except Faroe Islands, Iceland and Russia. However, some
countries did not upload all types of requested data.

At the ICES RDBES governance group meeting in December, a review of LP data inclusion in the RDBES
(related to the 2021 Data call) was made. From the 9 countries involved in the RCG LP:

2 submitted data successfully to the RDBES (Cyprus and Portugal),

1 country didnét submit any LP data but moved
tables (France),

3 countries didnoét submit any LP data (Greece,
3 countries have not yet given any feedback.

Furthermore, it is important to consider that even if they are no real dynamic at the RCG LP scale, there are
initiative at national scale regarding the RDBES utilisation. For example, the RDBES format was selected as
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an exchange format between France IRD and Ifremer databases. A comment was made regarding the lack
representativeness of the LP expertise in the RDB!
toitifitisto be usedto store LPdata. Bh 0 Core Groupdé supports tdlie dev
countries can participate in the Core Group and contribute to the specifications and testing of the RDBES.
The last development roadmap of the RDBES is available in the figure below (figure 8).

Year |RDB RDBES ICES Community
System

2022 R Status Status RDBES Data Call for all stocks 2021 data, WGRDB-EST to continue design based
including bycatch/PETS. (including LDF landings estimation.

Production: Production: ~ Production: CE/CL

Data infout Data infout  Data in/out and effort data). I"‘?Iusm"ff [P Tl WHKRDBESIntro to help countries with
Development and encouraged. Deadline 30" Sept. RDBES submissions

testing CS Dara  Early da call for dedicated WKRDB-RaiseATAF  ywiRDB-RAISE&TAF SandEel (Spring) to
in/out Sandeel (data call deadline 30® Jan) help countries with migrating estimation
Data call by WGRFS for recreational data (year of routines for sand eel

data requested and deadline to be determined by \y K RDB-RAISE&TAF (autumn) to help

WGRFS} countries with migrating estimation routines
pL XM Status: Status: Status: RDBES Data Call for all stocks 2022 data, and WGRDB-EST to finalize design-based
Stay alive iy | Bedlikne B historic data if possible. Including Bycatch/PETS estimation package.
Dam out Data infout  infout bis) WHKRDB-RAISE&TAF (autumn) to help
Test recreational data submitted to RDBES countries with migrating estimation routines
(estimates)
Status: Status Status All stocks 2023 data, and historic data if possible.  End of RDBES development and implementation
Terminated (if Stayalive  Production:Data  Include Bycatch/PETS, and recreational data plan — beginning of operational roll-out plan.
appropriate) Brima: in/out

Figure 8: RDBES development roadmap

A discussion of the group took place after presentation started with questions from Mathieu Depetris
regarding the spatial allocation of the sampling and the ability to create new tables/hierarchies. Clarificatfons
were regarding the ability of the systetm support various spatial allocations of the data and it will be easy

to reallocate the linkage of existing tables in order to generate new hybrid hierarchies but at this stage it will
be difficult to introduce new tables that do not exist in the systétowever, David Currie explained that as

the system is still in development some things can be implemented and gave few examples of requests coming
from ICES WGBYC for a few extra fields that were successfully adopted.

Carlos Palma asked how easy it will be to add new structures of data collection once the system is in
production e.g. new fishing mode activities, FADS, joint operations, stereoscopic camera, new spatial
resolutions. David Currie replied that if these cluyg@s require some extra fields with optional characteristic

this will be easy and gave examples for adding fields of effort tables for the numbers of FADs coming from
EUMAP requirements and the case of recreational fisheries data that they way theyindbl@orated into

the system in the future is by having two dedicated tables (plus recreational ladings and effort tables). For LP
there seem to be some complex cases but to the mor
in these cases to see hoto formulate their incorporation into RDBES. David Currie concluded that a test

data will be needed with inputs from LP to check all specificities and incorporation.

An additional question was asked by Carlos Palma regarding the type of commercial catch and effort data
that are used in RDBES and David Currie provided explanations regarding the various formats and the
assignment of the source (official or sampling paog)y.

Mathieu Depetris ask another question regarding the subject of future data store in the RDB and the necessity
to have high resolution data (i.e. fishing operations with full coordinates). David Currie answered that the
level of aggregation depends ontremp | i ng type associated, but iitds
with a much higher resolution. Furthermore, if some developments are required on the RDBES actual
structure to host the LP data, a modification of the current hierarchies (by addingvane) should not be
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difficult. However, a modification of the design of the database should be more complicated in terms of
development and even more if the database is already in production (planned for 2024).

2.4 Regional database development
2.4.1 Developing a new RDB for the RCG LP

The possibility of developing a new RDB system from scratch for the RCG LP was discussed. Even if this
solution was not much appreciated when we briefly discussed it during the change of the ISSG name (section

2.1 above), it 6s i mpldimgydhe tdevetopment ef a eelv syptemafioma dscratshhim
terms of beneficial and inconvenient.

I f the existing RDB systems dondot fit with our LP
are too complicate, we should create our own system. But what does this project imply in terms of design,
development, financial and human resosfte

In terms of benefits, creating a new system allows us to be free in terms of specifications and technical choices,
including the hosting and sovereignty issues. In consequence, confidentiality issues would be solved more
easily because the group would Hgeato choose the hosting policy.

Regarding the cons, creating a new system requires us to initiate desigieasldpments from scratch and

we will not benefit, or only partially, the huge work regarding genericity and inclusion of various scenarios
already done for years by the existing systems. In addition, we will have to be much more implicated in the
databaselesign, Moreover, lot of money will be required and the horizon for a production ready system will
be far. In the end, we will be responsible for the administration, which means IT infrastructure and human

resources.
18

| brief, 7 steps would be considered:
- Study data format and fields of each fishery involved,
- Design a data model able to handle all of them, and their future evolution,
- develop programs for data entry,
- develop a framework able to host and run processing algorithms (R) on data,
- develop a web interface,
- develop a web service for interoperability,
- set up a production environment.

After discussion among the group, it was clear that no one wants to create a {manwdsystem dedicate to

the LP data. Regarding the argument above, it should not be logical to not consider the work already done
for years in the other systems and, furtheone, all the developments and the implications of all would be
much greater than if we join an existing system (for -eisér, use may not be different than if we join an
existing system).

2.4.2 Global questions

Since the beginning of discussions on the LP RDB in 2018, several global questions are still pending. During
this workshop, we did not have time to answer all the questions but at least we have below the list of the
major ones for further discussions.
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1. What type of data will be stored in our regional database? At which resolution? We have to take into
account the issue of confidentiality policy of data, and to list all the other kinds of data (like FADs
data) that should be hosted in the LP RDB.

Regarding this point, the whole group understand the necessity to host data at the highest possible resolution
(i.e. with no aggregation of any kind), especially the end users like the RFMOs or the FDI administrator. As
explained before (sections 2.2.822 and 2.2.10), having for instance high spatial resolution (i.e. with full
vessels activities coordinates) will allow to implement data treatment processes directly into this system (as
the Estimation System does in the RDBES), also to guarantee coogisfethe data series and transparency

of the associated methodologies.

Furthermore, the question of the confidentiality policy of data is a major issue, and everyone is aware of the
necessity to address it in the future work.

Concerning the other types of data that we want to store in our database, we didn't have time to get to the
core of the issue. Furthermore, it was noted that the FADs data is very important to the global LP stock
assessment process, and these data havieplace in an LP RDB. We have to continue discussing about that
in the future and maybe use previous work done, for instance the results of the RECOLAPE project, or
maybe integrate specific experts in our reflexions (like Taha Imzilen).

Finally:

- We need a document that focusses on the aims and the target users that the LP RDB will serve
(countries themselves, end users, both?)

- We need a document from each country, and maybe RFMOs and FDI, that describes what kind of
data they need in the RDB LP 19

- Scientists of each country must be involved in the process of defining which data the RDB LP will
have to support

2. What is the difference between this LP RDB and the other databases, like the national and RFMOs
databases?

This question hasnodot been discussed but iitds cl eec
RDB is not redundant and there is no overlapping between this RDB and the RFMOs databases. Globally, the
place of the LP RDB is really between theioaal databases and the RFMOs or FDI databases. In addition,
the scale resolution of datasets in the end wuser
Further mor e, t herefore in the futur eomthelLP RDB,the be a
reverse will remain impossible.

3. Global question regarding the financial aspect of this database, for the development but also the
administration.

The financial aspect of the LP RDB (in terms of development and administration) was not discussed during
the workshop. However, the group is aware of the importance of discussing this subject soon as possible.

4. What we want in terms of management and administration?

Like the previous item, the group didndt discuss
even though is an important question.

5. What do we want regarding the database hosting?
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The database hosting is an important point regarding the development of the LP RDB. The question of hosting
was one of a blocking point when the RCG LP recommends in 2020 to use the RDBES as a regional database
for the LP dat a. Siatothismissye quesionand dve didtnot stualy all theeppssibilities.
However, the hosting question is another major item for the other system like the RDBFIS. The project
members havendt decided yet what Kkireindiallptiireeiopiians: i t ut e
the GFCM, the JRC or the ICES. As explained in section 2.3.1, JRC is not anymore a possible option (for
human resources reasons) and the GFCM should be the best solution. For the RDBES, ICES hosts the
database and the system assited. ICES would necessarily be the designed host for the RDB LP if RDBES

is eventually chosen by the group as the technical framework to build it.

3 Summary, roadmap and future actions

This first meeting of this ISSG was very ambitious in terms of contents and exchanges regardingdhis one
remote meeting. Unfortunately, at the end of the
perspectives in terms of LP RDB. It was too prature to hope having a consensus on the system that we

want for the LP data, but the group agreed that this question must be solved soon as possible, at best before
the end of the year (that means with a proposal or a recommendation presented in theRRDE2LP annual

meeting, at the end of June). However, several major issues have been discussed:

- The group, and especially the end users, clearly understand the aims and the benefices of the
development of a LP RDB. Furthermore, it was clear that to reach these goals, the data store in the
RDB must be at high spatial and temporal resolution (for exarapfull latitude and longitude scale).

This guarantees to have a robust system, able to feed the processing workflows, as well as databases
of the end users whatever their requirements in terms of resolution.

- The implication of all the entities (countries involved in the RCG LP, end users, associated partnzegts}—
is essenti al to reach a final deci sion, and mo
essential to get feedback of Italy and Madtgarding these discussions.

- The group agreed that the solution consisting in developing a bnamdsystem is a bad idea that
would waste time and money.

- Related to the needs and specificities of each country, no consensus emerged regarding what existing
framework the RCG LP should choose as its technical base. A summary of the preferences is given
below (table 1).

Preference for | Preference for | No preference Preference
the RDBES the RDBFIS so far unknown
Croatia X
Cyprus X
France X
Greece X
Ireland X
Italy X
Malta X
Portugal X
Spain X

Table 1: RDB system preferences (related to section 2.2 outputs)
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In addition, the idea of having more than one RDB systems used for the RCG LP were raised during
discussions. Furthermore, some doubts have kegressed regarding the application aspect of this proposal,
especially in terms of future common processes developments (like quality processes), of administration or
data submissions.

At the end of the meeting, the group highlighted the need to have more discussion time and the necessity to
have an overview of all the requirements of all countries to support this next meeting. David Currie proposes

a draft of this support (not presented ur i ng t he meeting ; sent | at er
Furthermore, a survey will be sent after the meeting to find a common data to continue the discussion and
move forward on this subject before the 2022 RCG LP annual meeting.

4  Any other issues

No other issues were discussed.
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ANNEX 1. List of confirmed participants

Affiliation

Ivana Vukov Croatia ivana.vukov@mps.hr RCG LP country involve

loannis Thasitis Cyprus ithasitis@dfmr.moa.gov.cy | RCG LP country involve

Mathieu Depetris | France mathieu.depetris@ird.fr RCG LP country involve

Pascal Cauquil France pascal.cauquil@ird.fr RCG LP country involve

Stefanos Kavadas Greece & RCG LP country involve an
RDBFIS stefanos@hcmr.gr partner

RCG LP country involve an

David Currie Ireland & RDBES David.Currie@Marine.ie partner

Pedro Lino Portugal lino@ipma.pt RCG LP country involve
Lucia Sarricolea Spain Isarricolea@mapa.es RCG LP country involve
Fabio Fiorellato IOTC fabio.fiorellato@fao.org End user angbartner
Emmanuel Chassot IOTC emmanuel.chassot@fao.org | End user and partner
Carlos Palma ICCAT carlos.palma@iccat.int End user and partner
Carlos Mayor ICCAT carlos.mayor@iccat.int End user and partner
Zeynep Hekim FDI hekim.zeynep@ec.europa.eu End user and partner
Alessandro Ligas | RDBFIS ligas@cibm.it Partner

Leonie O'Dowd

EU Commisson

leonie.o'dowd@ec.europa.eu

EU support
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