Draft indicator factsheet: D3 Status of commercial fish stocks

SUMMARY INFORMATION 

Indicator name: D3 Status of commercial fish stocks, incorporating assessments for: D3C1 Fishing mortality of sprat (Sprattus sprattus sulinus), whiting (Merlangius merlangus euxinus), turbot (Psetta maxima maeotica), horse mackerel (Trachurus mediterraneus ponticus), anchovy (Engraulis encrasicolus ponticus), dogfish (Squalus acanthias), red mullet (Mullus barbatus ponticus); D3C1 Catch/biomass ratio of sprat and turbot (%); D3C2 Population size (spawning stock biomass - SSB) of sprat, whiting, turbot, horse mackerel, anchovy, dogfish, red mullet (thousand tonnes).	Comment by Suzannah Walmsley: Is this common ?
Indicator summary: The status of assessed commercially exploited fish population in the Black Sea is poor, with seven out of eight populations not meeting the target levels set for fishing mortality, spawning stock biomass, or both in 2014. Target levels for spawning stock biomass do not exist for several populations. A further four populations are not assessed.  Only European sprat is currently in good status on the basis of D3C1 (fishing mortality) and D3C2 (spawning stock biomass).  Nevertheless, due to the large proportion of landings by volume that sprat represents, 79% of landings by Bulgaria and Romania are derived from a population in good status, with 13% from populations in poor status, and only 8% from populations that are not assessed. It is not currently possible to consider age/size structure (D3C3) in the assessment due to a lack of data and thresholds on this aspect. 
Background/relevance: Commercial fisheries represent one of the main pressures on the marine environment, affecting both the fish and shellfish populations as well as the condition of benthic habitats and other marine species (through incidental/bycatch).  The status of commercial fish stocks under Descriptor 3 is considered in relation to both the fishing pressure (F) and the level of the spawning stock biomass (SSB) of the commercial species, which reflects their status. The eight species that are subject to stock assessments are therefore included in the indicator factsheet. There is no information or thresholds on age/size structure of the populations (D3C3) and therefore this is excluded from the current assessment.  
Relevant criterion/a: D3C1, D3C2.

N.B. This indicator fact sheet may be subsequently revised to incorporate more up-to-date stock assessment results. The STECF Black Sea assessment meeting that was planned for 2016 did not take place. More up-to-date stock assessment outputs are expected to be available prior to the 2018 reporting deadline. 

MAIN ASSESSMENT

Status and trends: 

The first step of the assessment was to establish a list of commercial species that represent a significant proportion of the landings from the two countries. Data on landings from the Black Sea by Bulgaria and Romania from 2005–2014 (latest 10 years of data available) from FAO FishStat are provided in Table 1 and demonstrate that 12 species make up 98% of the combined volume of landings of the two countries. This is above the 90% of landings that the list of species should incorporate as indicated in ICES (2014)[footnoteRef:1]. The top species in the list (sea snails) is Rapana venosa, Asian veined whelk, which is a non-indigenous species in the Black Sea, and is therefore excluded from further assessment for Descriptor 3.  The list of species was cross-checked with a longer timeseries of data (1970–2014), and it was confirmed that all the species that made up 98% of the landings over the longer timeseries were included in the list for 2005–2014 data.  However, sturgeons previously contributed up to 1% and 3% of landings in Bulgaria and Romania respectively in the 1970s, and therefore they were added to the list. [1:  ICES (2014) EU request on draft recommendations for the assessment of MSFD Descriptor 3. Special request, Advice March 2014.] 

[Are there any other species that were previously important to catches, but are not any longer due to depleted stocks (e.g. European eel, sturgeon?) that should be added to the list? Are there any other species that are important to small-scale/inshore fisheries that should be added to the list? If not, state ‘The list includes all species that are important to inshore fleets in Bulgaria and Romania.’]	Comment by Suzannah Walmsley: As red list species, should this be excluded, as it CANNOT be commercially exploited ?

[bookmark: _Ref473141861]Table 1	Bulgaria and Romania combined landings from the Black Sea, 2005–2014 (tonnes)
	Species
	Landings 2005–2014 (tonnes)
	Cumulative % of landings

	Sea snails
	38,064
	45%

	European sprat
	36,903
	88%

	Mediterranean horse mackerel
	2,028
	90%

	Bluefish
	1,178
	92%

	European anchovy
	1,139
	93%

	Red mullet
	1,036
	94%

	Turbot
	844
	95%

	Gobies not elsewhere identified
	814
	96%

	Pontic shad
	634
	97%

	Thornback ray
	437
	98%

	Picked dogfish
	383
	98%

	Whiting
	358
	98%

	Other
	1,279
	2%

	TOTAL
	85,097
	100%


Source: FAO FishStat, GFCM regional dataset, 1970–2014.


Stock assessments are available for eight species in the Black Sea. Only European sprat is currently in good status on the basis of D3C1 (fishing mortality) and D3C2 (spawning stock biomass).  Seven populations did not meet the target levels set for fishing mortality (F), spawning stock biomass (SSB), or both in 2014. Target levels for spawning stock biomass do not exist for several populations, but this did not affect the overall assessment outcome as both F and SSB must be in good status for the population to be considered to be in good status.  A further four populations (bluefish, round goby, Pontic shad and sturgeon) are not assessed.  It is not currently possible to consider age/size structure (D3C3) in the assessment due to a lack of data and thresholds on this aspect.

Other points that could be included: 
· Trends – is F increasing/decreasing for some/all stocks?
· Indication of exploitation rate by national fleet/in national waters (separate indicator factsheet on catch/biomass ratio?)
· Any national assessments of other stocks (bluefish, pontic shad, goby)
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Any information/assessments on sturgeon?


Table 2	Status assessment of commercially exploited fish populations
	Species
	F
	SSB
	Age/size structure	Comment by Suzannah Walmsley: Remove from table ?
	Status

	
	Target level
	Value (2014)
	Target level
	Value
(2014)
	Target level
	Value
	

	European sprat
	≤ 0.64
	0.45
	60,000t
	277,720t
	Not set
	No data
	Good

	Mediterranean horse mackerel
	≤ 0.27	Comment by Suzannah Walmsley: Changed from ≤0.40 to ≤0.27. 0.4 is the value for E; 0.27 is the corresponding value for F.
	1.5
	
	20,000t
	Not set
	No data
	Not good

	European anchovy
	≤ 0.49
	1.01
	
	~400,000t
	Not set
	No data
	Not good

	Red mullet
	≤ 0.64
	1.07
	?
	2,500–3,000t
	Not set
	No data
	Not good

	Turbot
	≤ 0.26
	1.4
	1,500-2,000t	Comment by Suzannah Walmsley: Is this correct ? STECF says Blim is 3535 t. 
Bpa (not yet Bmsy but closer) is 4,949t
	1,009t
	Not set
	No data
	Not good

	Picked dogfish
	≤ 0.49	Comment by Suzannah Walmsley: Changed from ≤0.49. STECF says Fmsy is 0.08.
	0.24
	
	
	Not set
	No data
	Not good

	Whiting
	≤ 0.79
	1.08
	
	12,024t
	Not set
	No data
	Not good

	Thornback ray
	0.16
	0.25
	
	
	Not set
	No data
	Not good

	Sturgeon ??
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Overall status of commercially exploited populations in the region:
· Good: 1
· Not good: 7
Number of populations not assessed: 4 (bluefish, goby, pontic shad, sturgeon)


Source: STECF, 2015[footnoteRef:2]. [2:  STECF (2015) Black Sea assessments (STECF-15-16). 2015. Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, EUR 27517 EN, JRC 98095, 284 pp.] 



The majority of commercially exploited populations are in ‘not good’ status (Figure 1(a)). However, sprat represents a large proportion of landings by volume, meaning that 79% of landings by Bulgaria and Romania are derived from a population in good status, with 13% from populations in poor status, and only 8% from populations that are not assessed (Figure 1(b)) (percentages calculated excluding Rapana venosa landings). 


	(a)
[image: ]
	(b)
[image: ]


[bookmark: _Ref473142856]Figure 1	Status of commercially exploited populations, (a) by number of populations; (b) by landings volume


It should be borne in mind that the status of the commercially exploited populations depends on the fishing pressure and enforcement of regulations by all countries exploiting them, which is, to a large extent, beyond the control of Bulgaria and Romania.

Figures:	Comment by Suzannah Walmsley: Don’t think we need to keep these in as specific points – the tables/figures/maps will be integrated in the factsheet. If they are required to be reported against an XML field, they can be copied from here.
Tables:


Confidence assessment: 
Bulgaria: Medium (The assessment is based on the stock assessment outputs of the Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee on Fisheries (STECF). The majority of commercially exploited stocks are assessed and included in the assessment. The confidence in the assessment is reduced from high due to the knowledge gaps detailed below).
Romania: Medium (See Bulgaria above).
Knowledge gaps: 
Bulgaria: Lack of targets and values for SSB for some species (although this does not alter the outcome of the assessment), the lack of stock assessments for all populations, and the lack of data on D3C3. For data limitations and uncertainties in the stock assessments, see STECF (2015).
Romania: See Bulgaria above. 

SUPPORTING INFORMATION/FURTHER DETAIL/METADATA

Geographical coverage: BG, RO 
Date of data used for assessment 
Bulgaria: 2014
Romania: 2014
Data products: Link
Contact and ownership
Bulgaria: Black Sea Basin Directorate/Varna/BG
Romania: National Institute for marine research and development "Grigore Antipa"/Constanta/Romania
Method for assessment (optional): ICES, 2014; Walmsley et al., 2016[footnoteRef:3].  [3:  Walmsley, S.F., Weiss, A., Claussen, U., Connor, D., (2016)  Guidance for Assessments Under Article 8 of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive, Integration of assessment results. A report produced for the European Commission, DG Environment, Draft version for WG GES,.November 2016. 
] 

Date of publication/preparation: Draft version 1, 25.01.2017 (prepared by S.F.Walmsley).
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