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Idioma original: inglés AC31 Doc. 22 
 Addendum 

CONVENCIÓN SOBRE EL COMERCIO INTERNACIONAL DE ESPECIES 
AMENAZADAS DE FAUNA Y FLORA SILVESTRES 

___________________ 

 

 

 

Trigésima primera reunión del Comité de Fauna 
En línea, 31 de mayo, 1, 4, 21 y 22 de junio de 2021 

Cuestiones específicas sobre las especies 

ADENDA AL DOCUMENTO ANGUILAS (ANGUILLA SPP.) 

1. Este documento ha sido preparado por la Secretaría. 

2. Esta adenda contiene información acerca de las novedades desde la publicación del documento AC31 Doc. 
22 sobre Anguilas (Anguilla spp.) en mayo de 2020, que informaba en relación con la aplicación de las 
Decisiones 18.197 a 18.200. 

Aplicación de las Decisiones 18.197, 18.198 y 18.199, párrafos a) y e) 

3. La Secretaría elaboró un cuestionario que debían completar los Estados del área de distribución de todas 
las anguilas (Anguilla spp.) para facilitar la recopilación de la información que se solicitaba en la Decisión 
18.197 (dirigida a los Estados del área de distribución de A. Anguilla y de la Decisión 18.198 (dirigida a los 
Estados del área de distribución de Anguilla spp. no incluidas en la CITES que son objeto de comercio 
internacional) y permitir a la Secretaría informar al Comité de Fauna y al Comité Permanente, según se 
encarga en el párrafo e) de la Decisión 18.199. El cuestionario se publicó en el Anexo 2 de la Notificación a 
las Partes No. 2021/018, de 8 de febrero de 2021.  

4. Al momento de redactar el presente documento (abril de 2021), las siguientes 27 Partes habían respondido 
al Anexo 2 de la Notificación a las Partes No. 2021/018: Argelia, Australia, Canadá, Croacia, Cuba, 
Dinamarca, Eslovaquia, España, Estados Unidos de América, Estonia, Finlandia, Grecia, Irlanda, Japón, 
Malasia, Marruecos, México, Noruega, Nueva Zelandia, Países Bajos, Reino Unido de Gran Bretaña e 
Irlanda del Norte, República Checa, República de Corea, República Dominicana, Suecia, Túnez y Ucrania. 
De las 27 Partes que respondieron, 16 son Estados del área de distribución de A. anguilla, una tiene una 
población introducida de A. anguilla y las 10 restantes son Estados del área de distribución de al menos 
una especie de Anguilla no incluida en los Apéndices de la CITES.  

5. Entre los 16 Estados del área de distribución de A. anguilla y la Parte con una población introducida, el 
Reino Unido informó que había formulado dictámenes de extracción no perjudicial (DENP) para el comercio 
de la especie y Marruecos informó que se estaba elaborando un DENP. Diez Partes no formularon DENP 
a raíz de una recomendación de la Unión Europea (UE) de que los Estados miembros de la UE 
establecieran cupos de exportación nulos. Otros Estados del área de distribución dieron las siguientes 
razones para no haber formulado DENP: falta de datos específicos sobre la especie; falta de exportaciones; 
y exportaciones que nunca superaron el cupo de exportación.  

6. En la mayoría de las 27 respuestas se informó acerca de un plan de gestión total o parcialmente elaborado 
(18 Partes, completo; 6 en elaboración), un plan de supervisión de los anguílidos (17 completos; 4 en 
elaboración), evaluaciones de las poblaciones (13 completas; 7 en elaboración) o un mecanismo de 
trazabilidad (15 completos; 6 en elaboración). Dieciocho Partes en total informaron de la existencia de 
restricciones a las capturas o al comercio de angulas, de las cuales 14 informaron medidas estrictas y 4 de 
restricciones limitadas. 

https://cites.org/sites/default/files/notifications/S-Notif-2021-018.pdf


AC31 Doc. 22, Addendum 1 – p. 2 

7. De acuerdo con la Decisión 18.199, párrafo e), en el Anexo 1 de la presente adenda se incluye un resumen 
de las respuestas a la Notificación. 

Aplicación de la Decisión 18.199, párrafo b) 

8. En el párrafo b) de la Decisión 18.199 se encarga a la Secretaría que recopile información sobre las 
características biológicas de A. anguilla en colaboración con expertos, incluido el Grupo de Especialistas 
en Anguilas de la Comisión de Supervivencia de Especies de la Unión Internacional para la Conservación 
de la Naturaleza (CSE/UICN), a fin de determinar si los jaramugos de anguila tienen una “baja probabilidad 
de sobrevivir hasta la edad adulta”.  

9. Tras consultar a los expertos, se determinó que se carece de datos recogidos en las escalas espaciales y 
temporales necesarias para calcular la mortalidad natural de los ejemplares juveniles de anguila. Por lo 
tanto, se determinó que la cuestión de si se puede considerar que la fase de vida de los jaramugos de 
anguila tiene una “baja probabilidad de sobrevivir hasta la edad adulta” es compleja y no concluyente. 

10. Según los informes, la mortalidad natural de las anguilas es menor que la de muchas otras especies de 
peces, pero la tasa varía en función de una serie de factores. Se cita con frecuencia el valor utilizado por 
Dekker (2000), un valor de tasa de mortalidad instantánea anual de 0,14 año-1 tras el establecimiento. Desde 
entonces, tras la exploración de una serie de valores (Dekker, 2015), se aplicó un valor de 0,1 en el Plan de 
gestión de Suecia para las anguilas para las poblaciones de anguila del país. 

11. Las tasas de mortalidad natural dependen de las etapas del ciclo de vida en las que se mide la mortalidad. 
Bevacqua et al. (2011) informaron que la mortalidad de las anguilas es bastante alta al principio de su vida 
en comparación con las etapas posteriores (0,20 - 8,5 año-1 en los nuevos reclutamientos, 0,02-0,9 año-1 
para los individuos de tamaño promedio y 0,007 - 0,33 año-1 para las hembras grandes). Sin embargo, el 
modelo utilizado para determinar esta tasa de mortalidad no tuvo en cuenta la mortalidad previa al 
establecimiento, que puede ser especialmente elevada. Por ejemplo, en el DENP del Reino Unido, se utiliza 
una tasa de mortalidad instantánea de establecimiento de 0,00915 día-1 para calcular los índices de 
conversión para las anguilas. Beaulaton y Briand (2007) aplicaron un valor similar de 0,01 día-1 de 
mortalidad natural.  

12. Algunos estudios informan una mortalidad natural que depende de la densidad en las etapas posteriores al 
establecimiento en lugar de un valor fijo (por ejemplo, Vøllestad y Jonsson, 1988; De Leo y Gatto, 1996; 
Lobón-Cerviá e Iglesias, 2008; Bevacqua et al., 2011; Aprahamian et al., 2019), pero a menudo falta 
información sobre las densidades de las angulas en los estuarios. Bevacqua et al. (2011) también mostraron 
que la mortalidad natural de las anguilas  varía con las condiciones locales (temperatura del agua), el sexo 
y la masa corporal, lo que permite realizar diferentes estimaciones por clase de edad. 

Aplicación de la Decisión 18.199, párrafos c), d) y e) 

13. Para facilitar la recopilación de la información solicitada a las Partes con arreglo al párrafo c) de la Decisión 
18.199, y permitir a la Secretaría informar al Comité de Fauna y al Comité Permanente según lo dispuesto 
en el párrafo e) de la Decisión 18.199, se incluyó un segundo cuestionario en el Anexo 3 de la Notificación 
a las Partes No. 2021/018. Este cuestionario pretendía recoger información de las Partes sobre los niveles 
actuales o las tendencias incipientes del comercio de especímenes de Anguilla spp. y debía ser completado 
por aquellas Partes que son países de origen, tránsito o destino de los anguílidos mencionados en el párrafo 
3 anterior.  

14. La información recopilada en respuesta a este cuestionario se utilizará para elaborar el estudio mencionado 
en el párrafo d) de la Decisión 18.199. En este estudio, se investigarán los niveles y las pautas del comercio, 
especialmente de anguilas vivas para la acuicultura, y las fuentes de suministro, se identificará cualquier 
discrepancia entre ellas y se formularán recomendaciones para una gestión futura más eficaz de las 
extracciones y del comercio de anguilas. Se ha contratado a la Sociedad Zoológica de Londres (ZSL) para 
realizar el estudio, y se prevé que los resultados se presenten en la 74ª reunión del Comité Permanente. 
En el Anexo 2 de esta adenda se presenta un resumen de las conclusiones preliminares de la ZSL, incluido 
un resumen de las respuestas al cuestionario. 

15. Al momento de redactar la presente adenda (abril de 2021), las siguientes 25 Partes habían respondido al 
Anexo 3 de la Notificación a las Partes No. 2021/018: Argelia, Australia, Canadá, Croacia, Cuba, Dinamarca, 
Eslovaquia, España, Estados Unidos de América, Estonia, Finlandia, Grecia, Irlanda, Japón, Marruecos, 
México, Noruega, Nueva Zelandia, Países Bajos, Reino Unido de Gran Bretaña e Irlanda del Norte, 

https://cites.org/sites/default/files/notifications/S-Notif-2021-018.pdf


AC31 Doc. 22, Addendum 1 – p. 3 

República Checa, República de Corea, Singapur, Suecia y Túnez. Veintidós respuestas representaban a 
los Estados del área de distribución de 10 de las 16 especies de anguilas, y 2 respuestas procedían de 
Estados que no son del área de distribución, aunque una de ellas tiene una anguila europea introducida 
(Eslovaquia).  

16. En cuanto al estudio mencionado en el párrafo d) de la Decisión 18.199, la ZSL y sus consultores 
independientes se están poniendo en contacto con los Estados del área de distribución de la anguila y otros 
interesados directamente para obtener información y apoyo en relación con el cuestionario. La ZSL puede 
proporcionar una actualización de los progresos si el Comité de Fauna crea un grupo de trabajo durante la 
sesión sobre las anguilas.  

17. Dado que el estudio final solicitado en el párrafo d) de la Decisión 18.199 no estará disponible para su 
examen por el Comité de Fauna hasta después de la 19ª reunión de la Conferencia de las Partes (CoP19), 
la Secretaría propone presentar los siguientes proyectos de decisión para su consideración en la CoP19:  

 19.AA Dirigida a la Secretaría 

   La Secretaría presentará al Comité de Fauna y al Comité Permanente, según proceda, para su 
consideración, el estudio sobre los niveles de comercio y las pautas comerciales, especialmente 
de anguilas vivas para la acuicultura, y las fuentes de suministro, e identificará cualquier diferencia 
entre los estudios preparados en la aplicación de la Decisión 18.199, párrafo d), y los proyectos 
de recomendaciones para una gestión futura más eficaz de las capturas y el comercio. 

 19.BB Dirigida al Comité de Fauna  

   El Comité de Fauna deberá:  

   a) previa solicitud, examinar los informes presentados por las Partes sobre la formulación de 
dictámenes de extracción no perjudicial para el comercio de anguila europea y proporcionar 
asesoramiento y orientaciones, según sea necesario; y 

   b) considerar el estudio que se menciona en la Decisión 19.AA y cualquier información nueva 
presentada por la Secretaría y formular recomendaciones, según proceda, para que sean 
examinadas en la 20ª reunión de la Conferencia de las Partes.  

 19.CC Dirigida al Comité Permanente 

   El Comité Permanente examinará el asesoramiento y las recomendaciones que formule el Comité 
de Fauna en relación con la Decisión 19.AA y formulará recomendaciones, según proceda. 

Aplicación de la Decisión 18.200, párrafo b) 

18. Según la definición que figura en el glosario de la CITES, la expresión “cría en granjas” significa “la cría en 
un medio controlado1 de animales capturados como huevos o juveniles del medio silvestre, donde de otro 
modo habrían tenido escasa probabilidad de sobrevivir hasta la edad adulta”. Se indica, además, que “en 
el contexto de la CITES, este término se utiliza principalmente en relación con las poblaciones de especies 
animales del Apéndice I que han dejado de estar en peligro y que se transfieren al Apéndice II de 
conformidad con la Resolución Conf. 11.16 (Rev. CoP15), de modo que pueden beneficiarse de esta forma 
de gestión. A fin de lograr el adecuado control del comercio de especímenes criados en granjas, las partes 
y derivados de ellos se identifican mediante un sistema de marcado uniforme aprobado por la Conferencia 
de las Partes. Este sistema puede diferir de una especie a otra. Entre las especies criadas en granjas en la 
actualidad cabe señalar los cocodrílidos, criados principalmente por sus pieles”. 

19. El texto de la definición no es muy útil en el contexto de los métodos de producción utilizados para las 
anguilas porque no pueden ser criadas en cautividad. Los sistemas de producción pueden ir desde lagunas 
cerradas en las que las anguilas se cultivan in situ hasta sistemas en los que las angulas se cultivan lejos 

 
1  Un medio manipulado con el propósito de producir animales de una determinada especie, con límites diseñados para evitar que 

animales, huevos o gametos de esa especie entren o salgan de dicho medio, y cuyas características generales pueden comprender, 
sin limitarse a ello, el alojamiento artificial, la evacuación de desechos, la asistencia sanitaria, la protección contra depredadores y la 
alimentación suministrada artificialmente. 

https://cites.org/esp/resources/terms/glossary.php#ce
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del lugar donde fueron capturadas. El Comité de Fauna podría considerar la conveniencia de aplicar el 
código origen R a las anguilas de piscifactoría y a qué métodos de producción. 

Recomendaciones revisadas 

20. En apoyo de la aplicación de la Decisión 18.200, se invita al Comité de Fauna a: 

 a) establecer un grupo de trabajo durante la reunión sobre las anguilas con el siguiente mandato: 

  i) examinar la información que figura en los párrafos 9 a 12 de la presenta adenda y el resumen de 
las respuestas al cuestionario del Anexo 2 de la Notificación a las Partes No. 2021/018;  

  ii) considerar el posible uso del código de origen R (cría en granjas) para especímenes de A. anguilla 
procedentes de sistemas de producción acuícola; 

  iii) considerar los proyectos de decisión de la Secretaría que figuran en el párrafo 17 de la presente 
adenda e identificar otras partes de las Decisiones 18.197 a 18.202 que puedan requerir una 
renovación o prórroga; y 

  iv) redactar recomendaciones dirigidas al Comité Permanente y a la Conferencia de las Partes para 
que sean consideradas por el Comité de Fauna; 

 b) considerar los proyectos de recomendaciones del grupo de trabajo durante la reunión; y 

 c) considerar la posibilidad de respaldar al Presidente del Comité de Fauna, a los corresponsables del 
punto del orden del día y a la Secretaría para que informen a la 19ª reunión de la Conferencia de las 
Partes. 

  

https://cites.org/sites/default/files/notifications/S-Notif-2021-018.pdf
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AC31 Doc. 22 
Addendum 

Anexo 1 

RESUMEN DE LAS RESPUESTAS DE LAS PARTES A LA NOTIFICACIÓN 2021/018,  
ANEXO 2, SOBRE LA SOLICITUD DE INFORMACIÓN SOBRE LA SITUACIÓN, LA GESTIÓN  

Y EL COMERCIO DE LAS ANGUILAS(Anguilla spp.). 

1. Veintisiete Partes respondieron al Anexo 2 de la Notificación a las Partes No. 2021/018, a saber: Argelia, 
Australia, Canadá, Croacia, Cuba, Dinamarca, Eslovaquia, España, Estados Unidos de América, Estonia, 
Finlandia, Grecia, Irlanda, Japón, Malasia, Marruecos, México, Noruega, Nueva Zelandia, Países Bajos, 
Reino Unido de Gran Bretaña e Irlanda del Norte, República Checa, República de Corea, República 
Dominicana, Suecia, Túnez y Ucrania. 

2. Dieciocho Partes cuentan con planes de gestión para los anguílidos (Canadá, Croacia, Dinamarca, España, 
Estados Unidos de América, Estonia, Finlandia, Grecia, Irlanda, Japón, Malasia, Nueva Zelandia, Países 
Bajos, Reino Unido, República Checa, República de Corea, Suecia y Túnez). De esas 18 Partes, ocho son 
Estados miembros de la Unión Europea (UE) con planes de gestión que siguen el Reglamento CE 
Nº 1100/2007 del Consejo (Croacia, España, Estonia, Finlandia, Grecia, Países Bajos, República Checa y 
Suecia). Sin embargo, Eslovaquia, un Estado miembro de la UE, está exenta de presentar un plan de 
gestión en virtud del Reglamento CE Nº 1100/2007 del Consejo, ya que sus cuencas fluviales no se 
consideran hábitats naturales de la anguila europea (Anguilla Anguilla). Seis Partes tienen planes de gestión 
parcialmente elaborados o en elaboración (Argelia, Australia, Cuba, Eslovaquia, Marruecos y Noruega). 
Dos Partes no disponen de planes de gestión para las especies de anguílidos (República Dominicana y 
Ucrania). México no proporcionó información sobre sus planes de gestión actuales.  

3. Diecisiete Partes tienen programas de supervisión de los anguílidos (Canadá, Croacia, Dinamarca, España, 
Estados Unidos de América, Estonia, Finlandia, Irlanda, Japón, Malasia, Noruega, Nueva Zelandia, Países 
Bajos, República Checa, República de Corea, Suecia y Túnez). De esas 17 Partes, 8 son Estados miembros 
de la UE con programas de supervisión con arreglo al Reglamento CE Nº 1100/2007 del Consejo (Croacia, 
Dinamarca, Estonia, Finlandia, Irlanda, Países Bajos, República Checa y Suecia). Cuatro Partes tienen 
programas de supervisión parcialmente elaborados o en elaboración (Argelia, Australia, Marruecos y Reino 
Unido). Cinco Partes no disponen de programas de supervisión de las especies de anguilas (Cuba, 
República Dominicana, Grecia, Eslovaquia y Ucrania). México no proporcionó información sobre su  
programa de supervisión actual.  

4. Trece Partes cuentan con evaluaciones de las poblaciones de anguílidos (Argelia, Australia, Dinamarca, 
España, Estados Unidos de América, Estonia, Finlandia, Irlanda, Nueva Zelandia, Países Bajos, República 
Checa, Suecia y Túnez). De esas 13 Partes, 8 siguen el marco del Consejo Internacional para la Exploración 
del Mar (CIEM), el Comité Científico, Técnico y Económico de Pesca (CCTEP) y el Comité Asesor Científico 
de Pesca (Dinamarca, España, Estonia, Finlandia, Irlanda, República Checa y Suecia). Dos Partes también 
siguen el marco del CIEM, el CCTEP y el Comité Asesor Científico de Pesca, pero respondieron que no 
tenían ninguna evaluación de las poblaciones (Croacia y Grecia). Siete Partes tienen evaluaciones de 
poblaciones parcialmente elaboradas o en elaboración (Canadá, Japón, Marruecos, México, Noruega, 
Reino Unido y Ucrania). Siete Partes no disponen de ninguna evaluación de las poblaciones de especies 
de anguílidos (Croacia, Cuba, Eslovaquia, Grecia, Malasia, República de Corea y República Dominicana).  

5. Quince Partes disponen de mecanismos para garantizar la trazabilidad nacional/internacional de los 
anguílidos (Argelia, Canadá, Croacia, Cuba, Dinamarca, España, Finlandia, Grecia, Malasia, Marruecos, 
Noruega, Países Bajos, Reino Unido, República Checa y Suecia). De esas 15 Partes, ocho siguen la 
legislación de la UE (Reglamento de control) y la normativa sobre pesca ilegal, no declarada y no 
reglamentada (INDNR) para garantizar la trazabilidad nacional e internacional (Croacia, Dinamarca, 
Estonia, Finlandia, Grecia, Irlanda, Países Bajos y Suecia). Seis Partes tienen mecanismos de trazabilidad 
parcialmente elaborados o en elaboración (Eslovaquia, Estonia, Irlanda, Japón, Nueva Zelandia y República 
Dominicana). Cuatro Partes no disponen de ningún mecanismo de trazabilidad para las especies de 
anguílidos (Australia, Estados Unidos de América y República de Corea). México no respondió con 
información pertinente sobre el mecanismo de trazabilidad establecido para los anguílidos.  

6. Veinticuatro Partes respondieron sobre la formulación de dictámenes de extracción no perjudicial (DENP). 
Entre las 24 respuestas, una Parte tiene un DENP para la anguila europea (Anguilla anguilla) (Reino Unido). 
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Veintitrés Partes no tienen DENP para la anguila europea (Argelia, Australia, Canadá, Croacia, Dinamarca, 
Eslovaquia, España, Estados Unidos de América, Estonia, Finlandia, Grecia, Irlanda, Japón, Malasia, 
Marruecos, Noruega, Nueva Zelandia, Países Bajos, República Checa, República de Corea, Suecia, Túnez 
y Ucrania). De estas 23 Partes, dos no disponen de DENP por falta de datos específicos de la especie 
(Argelia y Croacia). Diez Partes no tienen DENP, siguiendo la recomendación del Grupo de revisión 
científica de la UE de exportaciones nulas para todos los Estados miembros de la UE (Croacia, Dinamarca, 
Eslovaquia, Estonia, Finlandia, Grecia, Irlanda, Países Bajos, República Checa y Suecia). Siete Partes no 
tienen DENP debido a cuestiones específicas del país (España, Marruecos, Noruega, Nueva Zelandia, 
República de Corea, Túnez y Ucrania), y cinco Partes respondieron que no tienen DENP porque no son 
Estados del área de distribución de la anguila europea (Australia, Canadá, Estados Unidos de América, 
Japón y Malasia). 

7. De las 27 respuestas, 18 Partes tienen restricciones para la captura o el comercio de angulas. Cuatro Partes 
respondieron no tener ninguna restricción para las angulas (Dinamarca, Eslovaquia, Estonia y Malasia). De 
las 18 Partes que respondieron tener restricciones de captura o comercio para las angulas, 14 Partes tienen 
medidas estrictas para restringir la captura o el comercio de las angulas (Argelia, Estados Unidos de 
América, Grecia, Irlanda, Marruecos, Noruega, Nueva Zelandia, Países Bajos, Reino Unido, República 
Checa, República de Corea, Suecia, Túnez y Ucrania), y cuatro Partes tienen restricciones limitadas de 
captura y comercio (Croacia, España, Finlandia y República Dominicana).  
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A. CONSERVATION STATUS AND MANAGEMENT 
A1: Is your country a range State of anguillid eels? If “Yes”, please indicate which species occur in your country 

Algeria Yes. 

• Anguilla anguilla 
Australia Yes. 

• Anguilla australis 
• Anguilla bicolor 
• Anguilla marmorata 
• Anguilla obscura 
• Anguilla reinhardtii 

Canada Yes. 

• Anguilla rostrata 
Croatia Yes. 

• Anguilla anguilla 
Cuba Yes. 

• Anguilla rostrata 
Czech Republic Yes. 

• Anguilla anguilla 
Denmark Yes. 

• Anguilla anguilla 
Dominican Republic Yes. 

• Anguilla rostrata 
Estonia Yes. 

• Anguilla anguilla 
Finland Yes. 

• Anguilla anguilla 
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Greece Yes. 

• Anguilla anguilla 
Ireland 

 

Yes. 

• Anguilla anguilla 

Japan 

 

Yes. 

• Anguilla japonica  
• Anguilla marmorata 

Malaysia Yes. 

• Anguilla bicolor 
• Anguilla borneensis 
• Anguilla celebesensis 

Mexico 

 

Yes. 

• Anguilla rostrata 

Morocco 

 

Yes. 

• Anguilla anguilla 

The Netherlands Yes. 

• Anguilla anguilla 
New Zealand Yes. 

• Anguilla australis 
• Anguilla dieffenbachii 
• Anguilla reinhardtii 

Norway Yes. 

• Anguilla anguilla 
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Republic of Korea Yes. 

• Anguilla japonica 
• Anguilla marmorata 

Slovakia No. 

Anguilla anguilla considered as introduced in Slovakia. 

Spain Yes. 

• Anguilla anguilla 
Sweden Yes. 

• Anguilla anguilla 
Tunisia Yes. 

• Anguilla anguilla 
Ukraine Yes. 

• Anguilla anguilla 
United Kingdom Yes. 

• Anguilla Anguilla 
• Anguilla rostrata  

A. rostrata is native to a number of UK Overseas Territories in the Caribbean, however, there is limited 
information on these populations and there are no targeted fisheries, so unless otherwise stated this 
return relates to A. Anguilla. 

United States of America Yes. 

• Anguilla australis        
• Anguilla bicolor    
• Anguilla celebesensis     
• Anguilla marmorata       
• Anguilla rostrata        
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A2: Do management plans/mechanisms exist for some, or all of, the anguillid species in your country? Please explain your answer and where 
possible provide details including links, references, collaborations, etc. 

Algeria Partially or under development   

• Preparation of a research project on the evaluation of the biomass of the European eel in 
Algeria. 

Australia Partially or under development 

• Management of two species of Anguillid eel (A. australii and A.reinhardtii) is undertaken by 
state fisheries management agencies. 

• Some fisheries have management plans, one fishery has a management plan under 
development. 

• Details on the eel fisheries in each harvesting state are in the links below. Management plans 
can be found in the assessment report for each fishery. 

• Assessment reports for the eel fisheries are published on the Department’s website:  

- Queensland: http://www.environment.gov.au/marine/fisheries/qld/eel-fishery  

- New South Wales:  http://www.environment.gov.au/marine/fisheries/nsw/estuary 

- Victoria: http://www.environment.gov.au/marine/fisheries/vic/eel  

- Tasmania: http://www.environment.gov.au/marine/fisheries/tas/freshwater-eel  

Canada Yes. 

• Management of American Eel in Canada is multi-jurisdictional involving five administrative 
regions of Fisheries and Oceans Canada (Ontario and Prairie, Gulf, Maritimes, 
Newfoundland and Labrador, and Quebec) and the Provinces of Ontario and Quebec.  

 

Commercial Fisheries for Yellow and Silver American Eel 

- In Ontario, the commercial fishery of eel has been closed since 2004. 
- In Quebec, the eel fishery is conducted in the St. Lawrence Estuary and there are no longer 

any commercial fisheries upstream of Lac St. Pierre.  
- Multispecies commercial licences that allow eel catches in Lac St-Pierre to Orleans Island.    

http://www.environment.gov.au/marine/fisheries/qld/eel-fishery
http://www.environment.gov.au/marine/fisheries/nsw/estuary
http://www.environment.gov.au/marine/fisheries/vic/eel
http://www.environment.gov.au/marine/fisheries/tas/freshwater-eel
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- In the Gulf Region, the fisheries are managed under Integrated Fisheries Management 
Plans (IFMPs) for each area office in Prince Edward Island, Gulf of New Brunswick, and 
Gulf Nova Scotia (2007-2010). 

- Licenced areas vary from single watershed, to multiple watersheds, and various proportions 
of coastal areas. 

- Licence holders are restricted to the type of gear that is set out in their licence. 
- Logbooks are mandatory as per their licence conditions. 
- In Newfoundland and Labrador Region, licenced areas vary from single watersheds, to 

multiple watersheds, and various proportions of coastal areas; sites are restricted and 
specified on river systems; fishers are not permitted to move from their designated site; site 
locations are noted by latitude and longitude coordinates in licence conditions; and 
transferring sites is not permitted on river systems, unless the fish harvester meets stringent 
criteria.  

- In Maritimes Region, the commercial fishery has limited entry (no additional licences since 
1993). 

- Licence holders are restricted to the area (typically county), type of gear and seasons set 
out in their licences. 

- Eel catches are more regulated by water temperature than by official seasons. 
- Commercial fishing locations are virtually in all inland and tidal waters with most of the 

landings occurring from May to November. 
 

Commercial Fisheries for Elvers 

• The commercial elver fishery is conducted in the Maritimes Region (9 licences). 
• Elver Integrated Fisheries Management Plan has been developed and is updated on a 

regular basis. 
• Elvers are defined in regulations as eels with a maximum length of 10 cm.  
• The elver fishery was developed as an Enterprise Allocation fishery; licence holders have 

assigned fishing areas and individual quotas (total annual fishery quota is 9,960 kg wet 
weight per annum).  

• Daily hail-in and hail-out requirements, 100% mandatory weigh-out and daily landings 
reports to a Dockside Monitoring Company.  

• Elver fishers are only authorized on rivers that do not have established commercial fisheries 
for large eels, and there are limits on catch from any particular river (with a maximum quota 
of 400kg (wet weight) per river annually) and screening devices are required on elver pots 
and traps to prevent bycatch. 
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• Other measures specified in license conditions are: restrictions on gear type, gear size and 
gear number; restrictions on the waterbodies in which fishing is permitted; restrictions on 
fishing locations within waterbodies; and restrictions on the number of persons permitted to 
fish under a license. 

Aquaculture and Experimental Elver Fishery 

• There is one licence holder in the Newfoundland and Labrador region for aquaculture and 
experimental elver fishery with an annual quota of 150kg. 

• Elvers are reared to a larger size in an aquaculture facility before being sold. 
• Maximum retention size for elvers is 10cm. Screening devices on gear are required to 

prevent bycatch of other species and salmonoid by-catch exclusion devices are required on 
all fyke nets. Logbooks are mandatory.     

     

Recreational Fisheries 

• There is currently an authorized recreational fishery for American Eel in New Brunswick, 
Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island and Newfoundland and Labrador. 

• No recreational fishery for American Eel in Ontario and Quebec. Recreational licences are 
required in some regions (i.e pots, traps, spear). 

• Licenses are not required for angling or for spearing in tidal waters in the Atlantic Provinces. 
• Recreational fishery is regulated by annual seasons, daily bag limits and gear restrictions 

which vary by area. 
• Recreational licences in Maritimes Region are non-transferable. 

 

Food, Social and Ceremonial Fisheries 

• American Eel is an important species that Indigenous communities in Canada fish for Food, 
Social and Ceremonial (FSC) purposes.  

• FSC fishery is managed under the Aboriginal Communal Fishing Licence Regulations and 
Aboriginal Fisheries Strategy Agreements. There are currently 27 First Nations that have 
communal licences for FSC purposes. Fishing gear, quotas, seasons and fishing locations 
varies by aboriginal groups.  

• American eel is of great cultural, spiritual and economic significance to First Nations. 
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• American eel had a significant role in the 1999 Supreme Court of Canada Marshall Decision 
which confirmed that aboriginal people had a treaty right to catch and sell fish in order to 
earn a moderate livelihood. 

• As a result of the Marshall Decision, communal commercial licences are issued to First 
Nations organizations for participation in the general commercial fishery. 

 

Bycatch 

• In commercial and recreational fisheries, any bycatch of American Eel caught incidentally 
while fishing for other species must be returned to the water. 

• In First Nations FSC fisheries, any bycatch of American Eel caught incidentally while fishing 
for other species may be retained if specified in the Aboriginal Fisheries Strategy 
Agreements; otherwise, it must be returned to the water. 

Croatia Yes. 

• Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2007 establishes measures for the recovery of the stock 
of European eel. 

• This Regulation sets out (i) obligations for the EU Member States to adopt eel management 
plans, (ii) specific measures relating to restocking of glass eels, (iii) specific provisions on 
the reduction of fishing efforts for eels caught in marine waters and (iv) provisions on the 
control and enforcement of import and export of European eels. 

• Key objective is to ensure the escapement to the sea of at least 40% of adult eels relative to 
the escapement levels that would have existed in the absence of human influences. 

• This escapement target is to be achieved in the long term. 
• More details on the management framework and implementation of the EMPs can be found 

in the Commission report on the evaluation of the Eel Regulation, published in February 
2020. 

• In accordance with Article 1(2) of the Eel Regulation and based on scientific evidence, the 
Black Sea and the river systems connected to the Black Sea have been assessed as not 
constituting a natural habitat for European eel for the purpose of the Regulation. Hence, EU 
Member States with river basins flowing only into the Black Sea (HUN for rivers flowing to 
the Black Sea, ROU) were exempted from preparing the EMPs. 

• Since 2018, temporary eel fishing closures have been set at EU level through the so-called 
Fishing Opportunities Regulations under the EU Common Fisheries Policy (CFP). 

• Currently, a 3 consecutive months fishing closure applies to commercial and recreational 
fishing and all life stages of eels in marine and transitional waters. 
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• Member States in the North-East Atlantic (incl. adjacent seas of the Baltic and North Seas), 
are required to notify the fishing closure period between August and February, whereas in 
the Mediterranean Sea this period is to be chosen from the whole year. The closures need 
to be consistent with the eel migration patterns. 

• The European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) does not specifically refer to eel 
recovery or the Eel Regulation but initiatives for implementing the Eel Regulation can be 
supported (e.g. via Article 37(2) on direct restocking and Article 54 on aquaculture providing 
environmental services). Its successor, the European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture 
Fund (for the period 2021-2027) will continue supporting various conservation measures 
that may be of relevance to the management and conservation of eels. 

• Also relevant is the Joint (European Commission and EU Member States) Declaration on 
strengthening the recovery for European eel, December 2017, and reconfirmed in 

- the “Our Baltic” Declaration of 2020, and 
- General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM) Recommendation 

GFCM/42/2018/1 establishing management measures for European eel in the 
Mediterranean Sea. 

• A multiannual management Plan for eel is adopted on the level of the General Fisheries 
Commission for the Mediterranean (Recommendation GFCM/42/2018/1) and is obligatory to 
all CPCs.  

• Eel fishing in Croatia is regulated by way of Ordinance on commercial fishing with 
gillnets, pots, hook and line gears spears and particular fishing techniques (OG 84/15, 
94/15, 107/15, 62/17 and 64/17) as well as Ordinance on fishing in protected areas, 
special habitats and areas with particular management regimes (OG 125/20) and 
Ordinance on eel closure season (adopted on annual basis).  

• Upgrade of the national management framework is currently under way.  
• European eels are included in Annex B of Council Regulation (EC) No 338/97, which 

implements the CITES provisions in the EU.  
• For Annex B species, one of the conditions for issuance of an export permit by the relevant 

EU Member State is that the applicant for the export permit provides “documentary evidence 
that the specimens have been obtained in accordance with the legislation in force on the 
protection of the species in question” (cf. Article 5(4) and 5(2)(b)). 

• Exports from the EU of European eels have been suspended since December 2010, as the 
scientific authorities of the EU Member States have concluded that a “non-detriment finding” 
for the species could not be performed. This assessment has been confirmed again for 2021 
by the competent EU expert Group, the Scientific Review Group, in December 2020. 

Cuba Partially or under development 
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Czech Republic Yes. 

• Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2007 establishes measures for the recovery of the stock 
of European eel. 

• This Regulation sets out (i) obligations for the EU Member States to adopt eel management 
plans, (ii) specific measures relating to restocking of glass eels, (iii) specific provisions on 
the reduction of fishing efforts for eels caught in marine waters and (iv) provisions on the 
control and enforcement of import and export of European eels. 

• Key objective is to ensure the escapement to the sea of at least 40% of adult eels relative to 
the escapement levels that would have existed in the absence of human influences. 

• This escapement target is to be achieved in the long term. 
• More details on the management framework and implementation of the EMPs can be found 

in the Commission report on the evaluation of the Eel Regulation, published in February 
2020. 

• In accordance with Article 1(2) of the Eel Regulation and based on scientific evidence, the 
Black Sea and the river systems connected to the Black Sea have been assessed as not 
constituting a natural habitat for European eel for the purpose of the Regulation. Hence, EU 
Member States with river basins flowing only into the Black Sea (HUN for rivers flowing to 
the Black Sea, ROU) were exempted from preparing the EMPs. 

• Since 2018, temporary eel fishing closures have been set at EU level through the so-called 
Fishing Opportunities Regulations under the EU Common Fisheries Policy (CFP). 

• Currently, a 3 consecutive months fishing closure applies to commercial and recreational 
fishing and all life stages of eels in marine and transitional waters. 

• Member States in the North-East Atlantic (incl. adjacent seas of the Baltic and North Seas), 
are required to notify the fishing closure period between August and February, whereas in 
the Mediterranean Sea this period is to be chosen from the whole year. The closures need 
to be consistent with the eel migration patterns. 

• The European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) does not specifically refer to eel 
recovery or the Eel Regulation but initiatives for implementing the Eel Regulation can be 
supported (e.g. via Article 37(2) on direct restocking and Article 54 on aquaculture providing 
environmental services). Its successor, the European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture 
Fund (for the period 2021-2027) will continue supporting various conservation measures 
that may be of relevance to the management and conservation of eels. 

• Also relevant is the Joint (European Commission and EU Member States) Declaration on 
strengthening the recovery for European eel, December 2017, and reconfirmed in 

- the “Our Baltic” Declaration of 2020, and 
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- General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM) Recommendation 
GFCM/42/2018/1 establishing management measures for European eel in the 
Mediterranean Sea. 

• Czech National Action Plan for the Management of European eel (Anguilla anguilla), for details 
in the Czech language please see: http://eagri.cz/public/web/file/233931/Management_plan.pdf  

• An update of this strategic document is planned to be conducted in close future. 
• In addition, European eels are included in Annex B of Council Regulation (EC) No 338/97, which 

implements the CITES provisions in the EU. As for any Annex B species, one of the conditions for 
issuance of an export permit by the relevant EU Member State is that the applicant for the export 
permit provides “documentary evidence that the specimens have been obtained in accordance with 
the legislation in force on the protection of the species in question” (cf. Article 5(4) and 5(2)(b)). 

• Exports from the EU of European eels have been suspended since December 2010, as the scientific 
authorities of the EU Member States have concluded that a “non-detriment finding” for the species 
could not be performed. This assessment has been confirmed again for 2021 by the competent EU 
expert Group, the Scientific Review Group, in December 2020. 

Denmark  Yes. 

• Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2007 establishes measures for the recovery of the stock 
of European eel. 

• This Regulation sets out (i) obligations for the EU Member States to adopt eel management 
plans, (ii) specific measures relating to restocking of glass eels, (iii) specific provisions on 
the reduction of fishing efforts for eels caught in marine waters and (iv) provisions on the 
control and enforcement of import and export of European eels. 

• Key objective is to ensure the escapement to the sea of at least 40% of adult eels relative to 
the escapement levels that would have existed in the absence of human influences. 

• This escapement target is to be achieved in the long term. 
• More details on the management framework and implementation of the EMPs can be found 

in the Commission report on the evaluation of the Eel Regulation, published in February 
2020. 

• Since 2018, temporary eel fishing closures have been set at EU level through the so-called 
Fishing Opportunities Regulations under the EU Common Fisheries Policy (CFP). 

• Currently, a 3 consecutive months fishing closure applies to commercial and recreational 
fishing and all life stages of eels in marine and transitional waters. 

• Member States in the North-East Atlantic (incl. adjacent seas of the Baltic and North Seas), 
are required to notify the fishing closure period between August and February, whereas in 
the Mediterranean Sea this period is to be chosen from the whole year. The closures need 
to be consistent with the eel migration patterns. 

http://eagri.cz/public/web/file/233931/Management_plan.pdf


 

AC31 Doc. 22, Addendum 1 – p. 17 

• The European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) does not specifically refer to eel 
recovery or the Eel Regulation but initiatives for implementing the Eel Regulation can be 
supported (e.g. via Article 37(2) on direct restocking and Article 54 on aquaculture providing 
environmental services). 

• Its successor, the European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund (for the period 2021-
2027) will continue supporting various conservation measures that may be of relevance to 
the management and conservation of eels. 

• Also relevant is the Joint (European Commission and EU Member States) Declaration on 
strengthening the recovery for European eel, December 2017, and reconfirmed in 

- the “Our Baltic” Declaration of 2020, and 
- General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM) Recommendation 

GFCM/42/2018/1 establishing management measures for European eel in the 
Mediterranean Sea. 

• European eels are included in Annex B of Council Regulation (EC) No 338/97, which 
implements the CITES provisions in the EU.  

• For Annex B species, one of the conditions for issuance of an export permit by the relevant 
EU Member State is that the applicant for the export permit provides “documentary evidence 
that the specimens have been obtained in accordance with the legislation in force on the 
protection of the species in question” (cf. Article 5(4) and 5(2)(b)). 

• Exports from the EU of European eels have been suspended since December 2010, as the 
scientific authorities of the EU Member States have concluded that a “non-detriment finding” 
for the species could not be performed. This assessment has been confirmed again for 2021 
by the competent EU expert Group, the Scientific Review Group, in December 2020. 

Dominican Republic No. 

Estonia Yes. 

• Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2007 establishes measures for the recovery of the stock 
of European eel. 

• This Regulation sets out (i) obligations for the EU Member States to adopt eel management 
plans, (ii) specific measures relating to restocking of glass eels, (iii) specific provisions on 
the reduction of fishing efforts for eels caught in marine waters and (iv) provisions on the 
control and enforcement of import and export of European eels. 

• Key objective is to ensure the escapement to the sea of at least 40% of adult eels relative to 
the escapement levels that would have existed in the absence of human influences. 

• This escapement target is to be achieved in the long term. 
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• More details on the management framework and implementation of the EMPs can be found 
in the Commission report on the evaluation of the Eel Regulation, published in February 
2020. 

• In accordance with Article 1(2) of the Eel Regulation and based on scientific evidence, the 
Black Sea and the river systems connected to the Black Sea have been assessed as not 
constituting a natural habitat for European eel for the purpose of the Regulation. Hence, EU 
Member States with river basins flowing only into the Black Sea (HUN for rivers flowing to 
the Black Sea, ROU) were exempted from preparing the EMPs. 

Finland Yes. 

• Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2007 establishes measures for the recovery of the stock 
of European eel. 

• This Regulation sets out (i) obligations for the EU Member States to adopt eel management 
plans, (ii) specific measures relating to restocking of glass eels, (iii) specific provisions on 
the reduction of fishing efforts for eels caught in marine waters and (iv) provisions on the 
control and enforcement of import and export of European eels. 

• Key objective is to ensure the escapement to the sea of at least 40% of adult eels relative to 
the escapement levels that would have existed in the absence of human influences. 

• This escapement target is to be achieved in the long term. 
• More details on the management framework and implementation of the EMPs can be found 

in the Commission report on the evaluation of the Eel Regulation, published in February 
2020. 

• In accordance with Article 1(2) of the Eel Regulation and based on scientific evidence, the 
Black Sea and the river systems connected to the Black Sea have been assessed as not 
constituting a natural habitat for European eel for the purpose of the Regulation. Hence, EU 
Member States with river basins flowing only into the Black Sea (HUN for rivers flowing to 
the Black Sea, ROU) were exempted from preparing the EMPs. 

• Since 2018, temporary eel fishing closures have been set at EU level through the so-called 
Fishing Opportunities Regulations under the EU Common Fisheries Policy (CFP). 

• Currently, a 3 consecutive months fishing closure applies to commercial and recreational 
fishing and all life stages of eels in marine and transitional waters. 

• Member States in the North-East Atlantic (incl. adjacent seas of the Baltic and North Seas), 
are required to notify the fishing closure period between August and February, whereas in 
the Mediterranean Sea this period is to be chosen from the whole year. The closures need 
to be consistent with the eel migration patterns. 

• The European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) does not specifically refer to eel 
recovery or the Eel Regulation but initiatives for implementing the Eel Regulation can be 
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supported (e.g. via Article 37(2) on direct restocking and Article 54 on aquaculture providing 
environmental services). 

• Its successor, the European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund (for the period 2021-
2027) will continue supporting various conservation measures that may be of relevance to 
the management and conservation of eels. 

• Also relevant is the Joint (European Commission and EU Member States) Declaration on 
strengthening the recovery for European eel, December 2017, and reconfirmed in 

- the “Our Baltic” Declaration of 2020, and 
- General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM) Recommendation 

GFCM/42/2018/1 establishing management measures for European eel in the 
Mediterranean Sea. 

• A multiannual management Plan for eel is adopted on the level of the General Fisheries 
Commission for the Mediterranean (Recommendation GFCM/42/2018/1) and is obligatory to 
all CPCs.  

• European eels are included in Annex B of Council Regulation (EC) No 338/97, which 
implements the CITES provisions in the EU.  

• For Annex B species, one of the conditions for issuance of an export permit by the relevant 
EU Member State is that the applicant for the export permit provides “documentary evidence 
that the specimens have been obtained in accordance with the legislation in force on the 
protection of the species in question” (cf. Article 5(4) and 5(2)(b)). 

• Exports from the EU of European eels have been suspended since December 2010, as the 
scientific authorities of the EU Member States have concluded that a “non-detriment finding” 
for the species could not be performed. This assessment has been confirmed again for 2021 
by the competent EU expert Group, the Scientific Review Group, in December 2020. 

Greece Yes. 

• Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2007 establishes measures for the recovery of the stock 
of European eel. 

• This Regulation sets out (i) obligations for the EU Member States to adopt eel management 
plans, (ii) specific measures relating to restocking of glass eels, (iii) specific provisions on 
the reduction of fishing efforts for eels caught in marine waters and (iv) provisions on the 
control and enforcement of import and export of European eels. 

• Key objective is to ensure the escapement to the sea of at least 40% of adult eels relative to 
the escapement levels that would have existed in the absence of human influences. 

• This escapement target is to be achieved in the long term. 
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• More details on the management framework and implementation of the EMPs can be found 
in the Commission report on the evaluation of the Eel Regulation, published in February 
2020. 

• In accordance with Article 1(2) of the Eel Regulation and based on scientific evidence, the 
Black Sea and the river systems connected to the Black Sea have been assessed as not 
constituting a natural habitat for European eel for the purpose of the Regulation. Hence, EU 
Member States with river basins flowing only into the Black Sea (HUN for rivers flowing to 
the Black Sea, ROU) were exempted from preparing the EMPs. 

• Since 2018, temporary eel fishing closures have been set at EU level through the so-called 
Fishing Opportunities Regulations under the EU Common Fisheries Policy (CFP). 

• Currently, a 3 consecutive months fishing closure applies to commercial and recreational 
fishing and all life stages of eels in marine and transitional waters. 

• Member States in the North-East Atlantic (incl. adjacent seas of the Baltic and North Seas), 
are required to notify the fishing closure period between August and February, whereas in 
the Mediterranean Sea this period is to be chosen from the whole year. The closures need 
to be consistent with the eel migration patterns. 

• The European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) does not specifically refer to eel 
recovery or the Eel Regulation but initiatives for implementing the Eel Regulation can be 
supported (e.g. via Article 37(2) on direct restocking and Article 54 on aquaculture providing 
environmental services). 

• Its successor, the European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund (for the period 2021-
2027) will continue supporting various conservation measures that may be of relevance to 
the management and conservation of eels. 

• Also relevant is the Joint (European Commission and EU Member States) Declaration on 
strengthening the recovery for European eel, December 2017, and reconfirmed in 

- the “Our Baltic” Declaration of 2020, and 
- General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM) Recommendation 

GFCM/42/2018/1 establishing management measures for European eel in the 
Mediterranean Sea. 

• Regarding Greece there is the Hellenic Eel Management Plan (HEMP) in the 
framework of Council Regulation (EC) no 1100/2007, establishing measure for the 
recovery of the stock of European eel. 

• European eels are included in Annex B of Council Regulation (EC) No 338/97, which 
implements the CITES provisions in the EU.  

• For Annex B species, one of the conditions for issuance of an export permit by the relevant 
EU Member State is that the applicant for the export permit provides “documentary evidence 
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that the specimens have been obtained in accordance with the legislation in force on the 
protection of the species in question” (cf. Article 5(4) and 5(2)(b)). 

• Exports from the EU of European eels have been suspended since December 2010, as the 
scientific authorities of the EU Member States have concluded that a “non-detriment finding” 
for the species could not be performed. This assessment has been confirmed again for 2021 
by the competent EU expert Group, the Scientific Review Group, in December 2020. 

Ireland Yes. 

• Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2007 establishes measures for the recovery of the stock 
of European eel. This Regulation sets out (i) obligations for the EU Member States to adopt 
eel management plans, (ii) specific measures relating to restocking of glass eels, (iii) 
specific provisions on the reduction of fishing efforts for eels caught in marine waters and 
(iv) provisions on the control and enforcement of import and export of European eels. 

• Key objective is to ensure the escapement to the sea of at least 40% of adult eels relative to 
the escapement levels that would have existed in the absence of human influences. 

• Escapement target is to be achieved in the long term.  
• Various measures were set up under those Eel Management Plans EMPs such as limiting 

(professional and recreational) fisheries, making it easier for fish to migrate through the 
rivers, or restocking suitable inland waters with young eel. 

• More details on the management framework and implementation of the EMPs can be found 
in the Commission report on the evaluation of the Eel Regulation, published in February 
2020. 

• Since 2018, temporary eel fishing closures have been set at EU level through the so-called 
Fishing Opportunities Regulations under the EU Common Fisheries Policy (CFP). 

• Currently, a 3 consecutive month’s fishing closure applies to commercial and recreational 
fishing and all life stages of eels in marine and transitional waters. Member States in the 
North-East Atlantic (incl. adjacent seas of the Baltic and North Seas), are required to notify 
the fishing closure period between August and February, whereas in the Mediterranean Sea 
this period is to be chosen from the whole year. The closures need to be consistent with the 
eel migration patterns. 

• The European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) does not specifically refer to eel 
recovery or the Eel Regulation but initiatives for implementing the Eel Regulation can be 
supported (e.g. via Article 37(2) on direct restocking and Article 54 on aquaculture providing 
environmental services). 

• Its successor, the European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund (for the period 2021-
2027) will continue supporting various conservation measures that may be of relevance to 
the management and conservation of eels. 
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• Also relevant is the Joint (European Commission and EU Member States) Declaration on 
strengthening the recovery for European eel, December 2017, and reconfirmed in 

- the “Our Baltic” Declaration of 2020, and 
- General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM) Recommendation 

GFCM/42/2018/1 establishing management measures for European eel in the 
Mediterranean Sea. 

• European eels are included in Annex B of Council Regulation (EC) No 338/97, which 
implements the CITES provisions in the EU.  

• For Annex B species, one of the conditions for issuance of an export permit by the relevant 
EU Member State is that the applicant for the export permit provides “documentary evidence 
that the specimens have been obtained in accordance with the legislation in force on the 
protection of the species in question” (cf.Article 5(4) and 5(2)(b)).  

• Exports from the EU of European eels have been suspended since December 2010, as the 
scientific authorities of the EU Member States have concluded that a “non-detriment finding” 
for the species could not be performed. This assessment has been confirmed again for 2021 
by the competent EU expert Group, the Scientific Review Group, in December 2020. 

• In Ireland there is a National Eel Management Plan submitted to EU in 2009, reported 
on as required under Eel Regulation 1100/2007. 

• There is a transboundary agreement for the Erne catchment with Northern Ireland. 
Japan Yes. 

• Comprehensive measures including population management and habitat restoration. 
• Called upon the People's Republic of China and Chinese Taipei to engage in an 

international discussion, “the Informal Consultation on International Cooperation for 
Conservation and Management of Japanese Eel Stock and Other Relevant Eel Species" 
held in September 2012. The Republic of Korea joined from the fourth meeting in 
September 2013 

• In 2014, China, Japan, Korea, and Chinese Taipei released Joint Statement at the seventh 
meeting, restricting input of eel seeds into aquaculture ponds: the amount of input of eel 
seeds for the 2014-2015 input season would be no more than 80% of the 2013-2014 input 
season. 

• Upper limit of pond input in Japan was set at 21.7 tons. Thereafter, the upper limit of input in 
the next fishing season has been discussed every year through informal consultations. 

• Limit has remained the same since 2014-2015 season because no scientific evidence has 
been provided to change it. 

• To implement the upper limit, Japan introduced a licensing system to eel aquaculture under 
the Inland Water Fishery Promotion Act established in June 2015. 



 

AC31 Doc. 22, Addendum 1 – p. 23 

• The amount of initial input of glass eels is restricted by eel species and is allocated for each 
eel farmer under this Act, requiring farmers to report their input amount of glass eels and 
production amount of adult eels to the central government every month. 

• The catch of glass eels is subject to fishing permits to be issued by prefectural governments. 
• Duration of fishing season is limited. 
• Catches of adult eels using certain fishing gear is subject to fishing permits to be issued by 

prefectural governments. Each prefecture is implementing various additional measures such 
as gear restriction, upper limits of harvest for individuals, and time closure has been 
introduced and implemented for catches of both glass and adult eels, considering the 
different situations in each prefecture. 

• Prohibition of catching silver eels contributing to spawn has been introduced in almost all 
prefectures where wild adult eels are distributed.  

• In accordance with the amendment of the Fishery Act in December 2020, the government of 
Japan considerably strengthened the penal provisions in order to effectively give 
disadvantage to offenders and prevent poaching. After December 2023, the penalty for 
catching glass eels without a fishing permit will be an imprisonment of up to 3 years or a fine 
of not more than 30 million yen.  

• Continuous efforts have been made for the creation and conservation of a favourable 
riverine environment. Because of the growing and spawning grounds that rivers intrinsically 
have, the environmental policy concept of "nature-oriented river works" was adopted, 
representing conservation and regeneration of the environment as habitat. 

• The Fisheries Agency of Japan instructs prefectural governments of fisheries policy to 
promote resource management aiming for sustainable use of Japanese eels every fishing 
year. The Policy notified in October 2020 is as follows; 
- to instruct fishers appropriately report the weight of glass eels catch; 
- to supervise and inspect the catch of glass eels thoroughly; 
- to fully understand the catch, distribution, export of glass eels without any non-
transparency; and 
- to instruct Fisheries Cooperative which are obliged to promote eel resources to properly 
implement stocking and conserve and regenerate eels’ habitat efficiently. 

Malaysia Yes. 

• Permits are issued for imports/exports (not up to species level for anguillid) 
Morocco Partially or under development 
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• Morocco has a fairly solid legal arsenal that allows it to properly frame the implementation of 
its eel management plan. 

• In accordance with the provisions of Law n°130-12 on continental fishing and aquaculture as 
amended and completed in 2015 and Law 29-05 on the protection of species of wild fauna 
and flora and the control of their trade, a certain number of regulatory mechanisms make it 
possible to guarantee an adaptive and coordinated management of this species, notably 
through 

- Eel exploitation based on specific specifications that define the rights and obligations of 
operators, including the principle of fishing quotas, the prohibition of trade in glass eels, the 
obligation to aquaculture the glass eels caught and the contribution to restocking operations. 

- The annual meeting of the Fisheries Committee, which is a consultative body created by the 
Law on Inland Fisheries and Aquaculture, and in which all the stakeholders involved in this 
activity, including eel exploitation, are represented (public administrations, fisheries 
operators, aquaculture operators, universities and research institutes, NGOs, etc.). At the 
end of this meeting, an annual fishing order is established, setting the annual fishing 
regulations for the fishing season. 

The Netherlands Yes. 

• Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2007 establishes measures for the recovery of the stock 
of European eel. This Regulation sets out (i) obligations for the EU Member States to adopt 
eel management plans, (ii) specific measures relating to restocking of glass eels, (iii) 
specific provisions on the reduction of fishing efforts for eels caught in marine waters and 
(iv) provisions on the control and enforcement of import and export of European eels. 

• Key objective is to ensure the escapement to the sea of at least 40% of adult eels relative to 
the escapement levels that would have existed in the absence of human influences.  

• Escapement target is to be achieved in the long term. 
• Various measures were set up under those EMPs such as limiting (professional and 

recreational) fisheries, making it easier for fish to migrate through the rivers, or restocking 
suitable inland waters with young eel. 

• More details on the management framework and implementation of the EMPs can be found 
in the Commission report on the evaluation of the Eel Regulation, published in February 
2020. 

• Since 2018, temporary eel fishing closures have been set at EU level through the so-called 
Fishing Opportunities Regulations under the EU Common Fisheries Policy (CFP). 

• In the Netherlands this temporary eel fishing closure is set from 1 September till 1st 
December. This is also the period that silver eel migrates toward the sea.  
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• Currently, a 3 consecutive months fishing closure applies to commercial and recreational 
fishing and all life stages of eels in marine and transitional waters. 

• Member States in the North-East Atlantic (incl. adjacent seas of the Baltic and North Seas), 
are required to notify the fishing closure period between August and February, whereas in 
the Mediterranean Sea this period is to be chosen from the whole year. The closures need 
to be consistent with the eel migration patterns. 

• The European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) does not specifically refer to eel 
recovery or the Eel Regulation but initiatives for implementing the Eel Regulation can be 
supported (e.g. via Article 37(2) on direct restocking and Article 54 on aquaculture providing 
environmental services). 

• Its successor, the European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund (for the period 2021-
2027) will continue supporting various conservation measures that may be of relevance to 
the management and conservation of eels. 

• Also relevant is the Joint (European Commission and EU Member States) Declaration on 
strengthening the recovery for European eel, December 2017, and reconfirmed in 

- the “Our Baltic” Declaration of 2020, and 
- General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM) Recommendation 

GFCM/42/2018/1 establishing management measures for European eel in the 
Mediterranean Sea. 

• The Netherlands adopted and Eel Management plan and has implemented the 
following measures to reach the 40% escapement objective of the Regulation: 

- Reduction of eel mortality at pumping stations and other water works.  
- Reduction of eel mortality at hydro‐electric stations with at least 35%. 
- The establishment of fishery‐free zones in areas that are important for eel migration. 
- Release of eel caught at sea and at inland waters by anglers. 
- Ban on recreational fishery in coastal areas using professional gear for targeting eel. 
- Annual closed season from 1 September to 1 December in marine, coastal and inland 

waters. 
- Stop the issue of licenses for eel snigglers by the minister of LNV in state owned 

waters. 
- Restocking of glass eel and pre‐grown eel (elvers) from aquaculture. 
- Research into the artificial propagation of eel. 
- Closure of eel fishery in contaminated (PCBs, dioxins). 

 

• European eels are included in Annex B of Council Regulation (EC) No 338/97, which 
implements the CITES provisions in the EU.  
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• For Annex B species, one of the conditions for issuance of an export permit by the relevant 
EU Member State is that the applicant for the export permit provides “documentary evidence 
that the specimens have been obtained in accordance with the legislation in force on the 
protection of the species in question” (cf. Article 5(4) and 5(2)(b)). 

• Exports from the EU of European eels have been suspended since December 2010, as the 
scientific authorities of the EU Member States have concluded that a “non-detriment finding” 
for the species could not be performed. 

• This assessment has been confirmed again for 2021 by the competent EU expert Group, 
the Scientific Review Group, in December 2020. 

New Zealand Yes. 

• Shortfin and longfin eel fisheries are managed under an Individual Transferable Quota (ITQ) 
system.  

• The New Zealand Fisheries Act 1996 requires that Total Allowable Commercial Catches 
(TACCs) and Total Allowable Catches (TACs, which include the TACC along with 
allowances for recreational and customary catches and other sources of mortality) are set to 
provide for utilisation while ensuring sustainability. 

• Eels smaller than 220 grams may not be kept, nor eels larger than 4 kg.  
• Except for one catchment in the South Island, fishers voluntarily avoid adult migrant (silver) 

eels. 
• Recreational use is also regulated with a bag limit of 6 eels per day. 
• Māori customary use is regulated by Māori guardians and is only for local consumption.  
• Farming does not occur due to these restrictions. 

Norway Partially or under development. 

• As part of ICES call for information the catch ban was lifted in 2017 with quotas for research 
catch. 

• Only professional fishermen can apply. 
• Catch per vessel is set at a maximum of 700kgs, and there is a need to apply for taking part 

in the research fishery. 
• The Institute of marine research decides with fishermen may participate and the fishermen 

must report the information required by the Institute of marine research.  
• It is not allowed to fish for eels in freshwater  

Republic of Korea Yes. 
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• A harvest closure period (from 1 October until 31 March of the following year) and minimum 
size requirements (15-45cm) are enforced according to the enforcement ordinance of the 
Inland Water Fisheries Act. 

Slovakia No. 

• Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2007 establishes measures for the recovery of the stock 
of European eel. This Regulation sets out (i) obligations for the EU Member States to adopt 
eel management plans, (ii) specific measures relating to restocking of glass eels, (iii) 
specific provisions on the reduction of fishing efforts for eels caught in marine waters and 
(iv) provisions on the control and enforcement of import and export of European eels. 

• Slovakia is exempted from preparing Eel Management Plan in 2009, pursuant to 
Article 3 of the Eel Regulation, as their river basins or maritime waters concerned 
cannot be identified and defined as constituting natural habitats for the European eel 

• European eels are included in Annex B of Council Regulation (EC) No. 338/97, which 
implements the CITES provisions in the EU. 

• For Annex B species, one of the conditions for issuance of an export permit by Slovakia as 
one of the EU Member States is that the applicant for the export permit provides 
“documentary evidence that the specimens have been obtained in accordance with the 
legislation in force on the protection of the species in question” (cf. Article 5(4) and 5(2)(b)). 

• Exports from the EU of European eels have been suspended since December 2010, as the 
scientific authorities of the EU Member States have concluded that a “non-detriment finding” 
for the species could not be performed. This assessment has been confirmed again for 2021 
by the competent EU expert Group, the Scientific Review Group, in December 2020. 

Spain Yes. 

• Based on Council Regulation (EC) 1100/2007, establishing measures for the recovery of the 
European eel stock, the management plans for the European eel in Spain were drawn up 
(one national plan, plus 12 plans of the Autonomous Communities) approved by 
Commission Decision dated 1 October 2010. 

• For the international stretch of the Miño river, a joint management plan between Spain and 
Portugal was prepared, approved by Commission Decision dated May 21, 2012. 

• Some measures have been updated by the Autonomous Communities  
• In the framework of the GFCM, Recommendation GFCM/42/2018/1 was adopted, regarding 

a multi-annual management plan for the European eel in the Mediterranean. 
• Regarding closures, these measures are adopted in EU regulations through the annual 

fishing opportunities regulations, both for Atlantic and Mediterranean waters. 
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Sweden Yes. 

• Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2007 establishes measures for the recovery of the stock 
of European eel. This Regulation sets out (i) obligations for the EU Member States to adopt 
eel management plans, (ii) specific measures relating to restocking of glass eels, (iii) 
specific provisions on the reduction of fishing efforts for eels caught in marine waters and 
(iv) provisions on the control and enforcement of import and export of European eels. 

• Key objective is to ensure the escapement to the sea of at least 40% of adult eels relative to 
the escapement levels that would have existed in the absence of human influences. 

• Escapement target is to be achieved in the long term. 
• Various measures were set up under those EMPs such as limiting (professional and 

recreational) fisheries, making it easier for fish to migrate through the rivers, or restocking 
suitable inland waters with young eel. 

• More details on the management framework and implementation of the EMPs can be found 
in the Commission report on the evaluation of the Eel Regulation, published in February 
2020. 

• Since 2018, temporary eel fishing closures have been set at EU level through the so-called 
Fishing Opportunities Regulations under the EU Common Fisheries Policy (CFP). 

• Currently, a 3 consecutive months fishing closure applies to commercial and recreational 
fishing and all life stages of eels in marine and transitional waters. 

• Member States in the North-East Atlantic (incl. adjacent seas of the Baltic and North Seas), 
are required to notify the fishing closure period between August and February, whereas in 
the Mediterranean Sea this period is to be chosen from the whole year. The closures need 
to be consistent with the eel migration patterns. 

• The European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) does not specifically refer to eel 
recovery or the Eel Regulation but initiatives for implementing the Eel Regulation can be 
supported (e.g. via Article 37(2) on direct restocking and Article 54 on aquaculture providing 
environmental services). 

• Its successor, the European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund (for the period 2021-
2027) will continue supporting various conservation measures that may be of relevance to 
the management and conservation of eels. 

• Also relevant is the Joint (European Commission and EU Member States) Declaration on 
strengthening the recovery for European eel, December 2017, and reconfirmed in 

- the “Our Baltic” Declaration of 2020, and 
- General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM) Recommendation 

GFCM/42/2018/1 establishing management measures for European eel in the 
Mediterranean Sea. 
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• The Swedish Eel Management Plan, approved by the EU-Commission in 2009 
includes protective actions in four main areas: stocking, up- and downstream 
migration, fishery regulation.  

• The plan is evaluated every third year, according to article 9, EU regulation 
(1100/2007).  

• During the last years, Sweden have arranged three workshops within the framework 
of Helcom and Baltfish focusing primarily on to share information and discuss 
improved methods of data collection and Baltic stock status assessment, control of 
trade and fishery.   

• In order to increase data and knowledge, Sweden participate in an initiated 
monitoring program on eel migration from the Baltic Sea using a fishing-independent 
technology, acoustic telemetry. An infrastructure of receivers is placed at strategic 
locations such as outlets from lakes and in narrow straits. 

• System is under construction, but eels have been marked and in 2021 the first ones 
are expected results. 

• In addition, European eels are included in Annex B of Council Regulation (EC) No 338/97, 
which implements the CITES provisions in the EU. 

• For Annex B species, one of the conditions for issuance of an export permit by the relevant 
EU Member State is that the applicant for the export permit provides “documentary evidence 
that the specimens have been obtained in accordance with the legislation in force on the 
protection of the species in question” (cf. Article 5(4) and 5(2)(b)). 

• Exports from the EU of European eels have been suspended since December 2010, as the 
scientific authorities of the EU Member States have concluded that a “non-detriment finding” 
for the species could not be performed. This assessment has been confirmed again for 2021 
by the competent EU expert Group, the Scientific Review Group, in December 2020. 

Tunisia Yes. 

• DGPA. 2010.  Eel Management Plan of Tunisia. Technical report of the General Directorate 
of Fisheries and Aquaculture.  Ministry of Agriculture, Tunisia. 108p. 

Ukraine No. 

United Kingdom Yes. 

United States of America Yes. 

• The Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (Commission) has coordinated interstate 
management of American eel (Anguilla rostrata) from 0-3 miles offshore since 2000. 
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• American eel is currently managed under the Interstate Fishery Management Plan (FMP) 
and Addenda I-V to the FMP. 

• Management authority in the exclusive economic zone (EEZ) from 3-200 miles from shore 
lies with NOAA Fisheries. 

• The management unit is defined as the portion of the American eel population occurring in 
the territorial seas and inland waters along the Atlantic coast from Maine to Florida. 

A3: Do monitoring programmes exist for some, or all of, the anguillid species in your country? Please explain your answer and where possible provide 
details including collaborations with other Parties, relevant link(s), reference(s) or additional information, personal experience and/or communications, 
etc. 

Algeria Partially or under development 

• Implementation of the GFCM research program on the European eel Anguilla Anguilla. 
Australia Partially or under development 

• All fisheries provide annual catch and effort reports. Monitoring programs/arrangements can 
be found in assessment reports published on the department’s website: See links in A.2 

Canada Yes. 

• American Eels reared in Atlantic drainages of Canada and the United States are part of a 
common genetic stock, although the American Eel has not been confirmed to be panmictic 
because genetic samples are unavailable for the remainder of the species' range. 

• Recent evaluation of 38 American Eel abundance series in Canada identified 35 as either 
valid or could be considered valid after standardization. 

• The 12 most robust fisheries were used in an examination of abundance trends. 
• The longest data series began in 1952, with most series using data collected through 2018.  
• Trends analysis indicated that American Eel abundance were stable (6 surveys), declining 

(4 surveys) or increasing (2 surveys) (Cornic et al. in press). 
• Because of inter-index variability, it is difficult to postulate a single index that fully reflects 

trends in American Eel in Canada. 
• Status of the available indices in Canada currently appears to be stable. 

Croatia Yes. 

• Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2017 contains general requirements for EU Member 
States for the monitoring of the European eel. 
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• This includes a monitoring under EMPs with the purpose of achieving the escapement 
target, a system related to glass eel restocking, monitoring and reporting of various 
biological data, as well as control and catch monitoring systems. 

• EU Member States have an obligation to collect data related to the European eel under the 
EU Data Collection Framework. 

• Regulation (EU) 2017/1004 of the European Parliament and of the Council establishes an 
EU framework for the collection, management and use of data in the fisheries sector and 
support for scientific advice regarding the CFP.  

• EU data collection framework (DCF) is applicable to eels and covers inland waters, 
specifically establishing a programme for the collection of biological data on all stocks 
caught or by-caught in EU commercial and, where appropriate, recreational fisheries in and 
outside EU waters, including eels.  

• The EU Member States coordinate their data collection activities in regional coordination 
groups. 

• Issues related to diadromous species are subject to pan-European coordination in a 
dedicated subgroup.  

• Data collection in Croatia in 2020 was implemented as a pilot study to establish 
methodology and survey areas for regular monitoring as from 2022 according to 
Regulation (EU) No 2017/1004. 

Cuba No. 

Czech Republic Yes. 

• Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2017 contains general requirements for EU Member 
States for the monitoring of the European eel. 

• This includes a monitoring under EMPs with the purpose of achieving the escapement 
target, a system related to glass eel restocking, monitoring and reporting of various 
biological data, as well as control and catch monitoring systems. 

• EU Member States have an obligation to collect data related to the European eel under the 
EU Data Collection Framework. 

• Regulation (EU) 2017/1004 of the European Parliament and of the Council establishes an 
EU framework for the collection, management and use of data in the fisheries sector and 
support for scientific advice regarding the CFP.  

• EU data collection framework (DCF) is applicable to eels and covers inland waters, 
specifically establishing a programme for the collection of biological data on all stocks 
caught or by-caught in EU commercial and, where appropriate, recreational fisheries in and 
outside EU waters, including eels.  
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• The EU Member States coordinate their data collection activities in regional coordination 
groups. 

• Issues related to diadromous species are subject to pan-European coordination in a 
dedicated subgroup.  

• Until now there have been carried 2 national monitoring projects on catadromous Eel 
migration in the Czech Republic, third (a 2-years) project is planned to be released 
soon. 

Denmark Yes. 

• Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2017 contains general requirements for EU Member 
States for the monitoring of the European eel. 

• This includes a monitoring under EMPs with the purpose of achieving the escapement 
target, a system related to glass eel restocking, monitoring and reporting of various 
biological data, as well as control and catch monitoring systems. 

• EU Member States have an obligation to collect data related to the European eel under the 
EU Data Collection Framework. 

• Regulation (EU) 2017/1004 of the European Parliament and of the Council establishes an 
EU framework for the collection, management and use of data in the fisheries sector and 
support for scientific advice regarding the CFP.  

• EU data collection framework (DCF) is applicable to eels and covers inland waters, 
specifically establishing a programme for the collection of biological data on all stocks 
caught or by-caught in EU commercial and, where appropriate, recreational fisheries in and 
outside EU waters, including eels.  

• The EU Member States coordinate their data collection activities in regional coordination 
groups. 

• Issues related to diadromous species are subject to pan-European coordination in a 
dedicated subgroup. 

Dominican Republic No. 

Estonia Yes. 

• Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2017 contains general requirements for EU Member 
States for the monitoring of the European eel. 

• This includes a monitoring under EMPs with the purpose of achieving the escapement 
target, a system related to glass eel restocking, monitoring and reporting of various 
biological data, as well as control and catch monitoring systems. 
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• EU Member States have an obligation to collect data related to the European eel under the 
EU Data Collection Framework. 

• Regulation (EU) 2017/1004 of the European Parliament and of the Council establishes an 
EU framework for the collection, management and use of data in the fisheries sector and 
support for scientific advice regarding the CFP.  

• EU data collection framework (DCF) is applicable to eels and covers inland waters, 
specifically establishing a programme for the collection of biological data on all stocks 
caught or by-caught in EU commercial and, where appropriate, recreational fisheries in and 
outside EU waters, including eels.  

• The EU Member States coordinate their data collection activities in regional coordination 
groups. 

• Issues related to diadromous species are subject to pan-European coordination in a 
dedicated subgroup. 

• In Estonia, there is dedicated continuous monitoring (with yearly reports) on Narva 
river basin district (stock based solely on restocking). 

• Eel in West-Estonian basin district is being monitored alongside other coastal fish 
under EU Data Collection Framework.   

Finland Yes. 

• Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2017 contains general requirements for EU Member 
States for the monitoring of the European eel, including a monitoring under EMPs with the 
purpose of achieving the escapement target, a system related to glass eel restocking, 
monitoring and reporting of various biological data, as well as control and catch monitoring 
systems. 

• EU Member States are obligated to collect data related to the European eel under the EU 
Data Collection Framework. 

• As noted in the Commission report on the evaluation of the Eel Regulation, “Regulation (EU) 
2017/1004 of the European Parliament and of the Council establishes an EU framework for 
the collection, management and use of data in the fisheries sector and support for scientific 
advice regarding the CFP. This EU data collection framework (DCF) is applicable to eels 
and covers inland waters, specifically establishing a programme for the collection of 
biological data on all stocks caught or by-caught in EU commercial and, where appropriate, 
recreational fisheries in and outside EU waters, including eels”.  

• EU Member States coordinate their data collection activities in regional coordination groups. 
Issues related to diadromous species are subject to pan-European coordination in a 
dedicated subgroup.  
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• An index for the abundance of yellow eels and silver eels along the Finnish coast is obtained 
from fisheries statistics. 

• Both yellow and silver eels are caught as bycatch in professional and recreational fisheries. 
• Eel has been included in the EU Data Collection Programme in Finland since 2017. Since 

then samples are collected along the Finnish coast to estimate the share of yellow/silver 
eels and restocked/wild eels (on the basis of strontium chloride label, only for individuals 
from year-class 2009 and later). 

• Samples are collected in two locations in inland waters as well: lake Kulovesi (Kokemäenjoki 
watershed) and lake Vesijärvi (Kymijoki watershed), where all eels are supposed to be of 
restocked origin due to migration barriers. 

• An index for the silver eels migrating from Finland is obtained from two sites. There is an eel 
trap in the river Vääksynjoki and an echosounder (DIDSON) in Kokemäenjoki under the 
lowest hydro-power dam.  Eels caught in Vääksynjoki are tagged and released into the sea 
at Kymijoki estuary (below hydropower dams). All eels are originally restocked in the lake 
Vesijärvi. 

• During 2014-2020, 1942 eels have been caught and transported to the sea. In total more 
than 3,0 tn of eels have been transported over the hydroelectric power plants. 

Greece No. 

Ireland Yes. 

• Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2017 contains general requirements for EU Member 
States for the monitoring of the European eel. 

• This includes a monitoring under EMPs with the purpose of achieving the escapement 
target, a system related to glass eel restocking, monitoring and reporting of various 
biological data, as well as control and catch monitoring systems. 

• EU Member States have an obligation to collect data related to the European eel under the 
EU Data Collection Framework. 

• Regulation (EU) 2017/1004 of the European Parliament and of the Council establishes an 
EU framework for the collection, management and use of data in the fisheries sector and 
support for scientific advice regarding the CFP.  

• EU data collection framework (DCF) is applicable to eels and covers inland waters, 
specifically establishing a programme for the collection of biological data on all stocks 
caught or by-caught in EU commercial and, where appropriate, recreational fisheries in and 
outside EU waters, including eels.  

• The EU Member States coordinate their data collection activities in regional coordination 
groups. 
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• Issues related to diadromous species are subject to pan-European coordination in a 
dedicated subgroup. 

• A national monitoring programme is carried out by Inland Fisheries Ireland on the 
European Eel. 

• Additional information is supplied by the Electricity Supply Board (ESB), Marine 
Institute and National University of Ireland Galway. 

• The activities are coordinated under a Technical Expert Group on Eel commissioned 
by IFI. 

Japan Yes.  

See A4. 

Malaysia Yes. 

• Landing data is collected throughout the year (not up to species level) 
Morocco Partially or under development 

• On 24/02/2020, the Department of Water and Forests launched a study on the evaluation of 
eel stocks. 

• The objective of this study is to develop a standardized methodology for monitoring the 
population dynamics of eel adapted to Moroccan continental waters and to apply it to the 
main eel fisheries.  

• The completion of the study is scheduled for February 2022. 
The Netherlands Yes. 

• Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2017 contains general requirements for EU Member 
States for the monitoring of the European eel. 

• This includes a monitoring under EMPs with the purpose of achieving the escapement 
target, a system related to glass eel restocking, monitoring and reporting of various 
biological data, as well as control and catch monitoring systems. 

• EU Member States have an obligation to collect data related to the European eel under the 
EU Data Collection Framework. 

• Regulation (EU) 2017/1004 of the European Parliament and of the Council establishes an 
EU framework for the collection, management and use of data in the fisheries sector and 
support for scientific advice regarding the CFP.  

• EU data collection framework (DCF) is applicable to eels and covers inland waters, 
specifically establishing a programme for the collection of biological data on all stocks 
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caught or by-caught in EU commercial and, where appropriate, recreational fisheries in and 
outside EU waters, including eels.  

• The EU Member States coordinate their data collection activities in regional coordination 
groups. 

• Issues related to diadromous species are subject to pan-European coordination in a 
dedicated subgroup. 

• In the Netherlands Wageningen Marine Research is involved in a monitoring 
programme regarding the Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2017 and for the EU Data 
Collection Framework.  

• The monitoring programme for European eel involves:  
- Market sampling: representative samples (usually 150-200 eels) are taken from 

retained catches from commercial fishers each year. 
- Monitoring of glass eel at major entry points (also in cooperation with RAVON);  
- Monitoring and sampling of European eel in designated water bodies (main rivers; 

lakes and even ditches).  
• The outcomes of the monitoring is also input for the stock assessment as described 

in A.4 
• Part of this data is also input for the ICES advise on the European Eel as, for example 

the data for the glass eel monitoring of the locations Den Oever Spuisluis, Ijmuiden, 
Katwijk, Stellendam and Lauwersoog are used for the ICES glass eel recruitment 
indices. 

New Zealand Yes. 

• The same monitoring programmes are used for all QMS fish stocks.   
• These involve compulsory commercial logbook programmes, electronic reporting, and 

requirements for processing firms (all of which must be licensed fish receivers) to provide 
data on vessel and area-specific fishing effort and landings by species, as well as 
destinations of all processed fish. 

• New Zealand does not need to collaborate with other countries to achieve this.   
• We also monitor elver recruitment at hydro dams to provide indices of recruitment strength.  
• Other forms of monitoring that assist with assessments of stock status are detailed in the 

Freshwater eels section of the following link: https://www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/40781  
Norway Yes 

• Institute of Marine Research has established at sea listening buoys recording migration 
• Various monitoring schemes from last 100 years have been established, with most related 

to sea areas. 

https://www.mpi.govt.nz/dmsdocument/40781
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• Upstream in watercourses only one monitoring program is of any length: Norwegian Institute 
for Nature Research and their research station at Ims  

• IMR monitors eels through the research fishery data. Fishers are required to record the 
number of small (under 300 g) and large eels, total weight of small and large eels, the 
number of fyke nets per fishing trip.  

• IMR also carries out an annual mark-recapture survey on the western coast of Norway. This 
survey provides biomass and density estimates for this part of Norway, which are reported 
to ICES.  

• Samples are also regularly taken to obtain data on age structure and presence of the 
swimbladder parasite (Anguillicola crassus).  

Republic of Korea Yes. 

• Exchange of statistical data on eel capture, harvest and stocking and discussions on 
resource conservation between Members of the Informal Consultation on International 
Cooperation for the Conservation and Management of Japanese Eel Stock and Other 
Relevant Eel Species held annually 

Slovakia No. 

Spain Yes. 

• European eel fisheries in Spain take place in waters under the jurisdiction of the 
Autonomous Communities (CC.AA.), in estuaries, estuaries, lagoons, river mouths...so it is 
the CC.AA. that apply the control and surveillance measures based on their planning. 

• Control and surveillance measures are applied from the capture phase to the first sale and 
commercialization. 

• In the case of the international stretch of the Miño river, the Naval Command in Tuy (Ministry 
of Defense) oversees the control and surveillance tasks. 

Sweden Yes. 

• Council Regulation (EC) No 1100/2017 contains general requirements for EU Member 
States for the monitoring of the European eel. 

• This includes a monitoring under EMPs with the purpose of achieving the escapement 
target, a system related to glass eel restocking, monitoring and reporting of various 
biological data, as well as control and catch monitoring systems. 

• EU Member States have an obligation to collect data related to the European eel under the 
EU Data Collection Framework. 
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• Regulation (EU) 2017/1004 of the European Parliament and of the Council establishes an 
EU framework for the collection, management and use of data in the fisheries sector and 
support for scientific advice regarding the CFP.  

• EU data collection framework (DCF) is applicable to eels and covers inland waters, 
specifically establishing a programme for the collection of biological data on all stocks 
caught or by-caught in EU commercial and, where appropriate, recreational fisheries in and 
outside EU waters, including eels.  

• The EU Member States coordinate their data collection activities in regional coordination 
groups. 

• Issues related to diadromous species are subject to pan-European coordination in a 
dedicated subgroup. 

• Every third year the Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (SwAM) 
commission a scientific report and assessment of the eel stock in Sweden. 

• Latest assessment is from 2018. 
• A new report will be published in July 2021.   
• Sweden collect on the basis of a national program within the EU Data Collection 

Framework, manage and make available a wide range of fisheries data needed for 
scientific advice. 

• Annual reports on the implementation of the national data collection programmes to 
the EU Commission. 

• Sweden provides yearly requested information on stock assessment and data on 
harvest, trap-and-transport, glass eel releases, etc. to ICES (Ices datacall).  

• Sweden also participate in ICES/EIFAAC WGeel. 
Tunisia Yes 

• GFCM Research programme on European eel: towards coordination of European eel stock 
management and recovery in the Mediterranean. 

• Research program over 2 years (2021-2022) which includes 4 components or working 
packages, 1 of which is entitled "Establishment of a common framework for the long-term 
biological monitoring of eel in the Mediterranean". 

Ukraine No. 

United Kingdom Partially or under development. 

• Under the eel reg (as retained in GB) and the related Eel Management Plans in place, 
monitoring is carried out to assess progress towards the 40% silver eel escapement target. 
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United States of America Yes. 

Fishery Independent Data Collection: 

• Any state or jurisdiction with a commercial glass eel fishery must implement a fishery-
independent life cycle survey covering glass/elver, yellow, and silver eels within at least one 
river system. 

• If possible and appropriate, the survey should be implemented in the river system where the 
glass eel survey (as required under Addendum III) is being conducted to take advantage of 
the long-term glass eel survey data collection. 

• At a minimum the survey must collect the following information: fishery-independent index of 
abundance, age of entry into the fishery/survey, biomass and mortality of glass and yellow 
eels, sex composition, age structure, prevalence of Anguillicoloides crassus (invasive 
nematode), and average length and weight of eels in the fishery/survey. 

• Survey proposals will be subject to Technical Committee (TC) review and Board approval. 
• States or jurisdictions commercially harvesting less than 750 pounds of glass eels are 

exempt from this requirement. 
• Yellow eel and silver eel survey requirements can be found in Addendum III.  

Fishery Dependent Data Collection: 

• To increase accuracy of reporting, states and jurisdictions with a commercial yellow eel 
fishery will be required to implement a trip level reporting system for both dealer and 
harvester reporting. 

• Dealer and harvester landing catches must submit reports to the state of landing monthly or 
more frequently, if possible. 

• This includes reporting on directed commercial harvest, by trip, (pounds landed by life stage, 
gear type, and catch per unit effort (CPUE)). 

• Cross referencing between dealer and fishery trip level reporting should be conducted to 
ensure accuracy. States with more conservative reporting requirements in place will be 
required to maintain them. 

• States must continue collect biological data, per Section 3.4.1 of the FMP, from a 
representative sub-sample of the commercial catch, if available, to evaluate sex and age 
structure (for yellow/silver eels), length and weight. 

• States must also continue report on the estimated percent of harvest going to food versus 
bait. 
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• States and jurisdictions may continue to petition the Board for de minimis status (met if 
commercial landings are less than 1% of the coastwide total), which exempts them from 
additional fishery dependent monitoring requirements, per Section 4.4.2 of the FMP. 

  

A4: Have stock assessments been developed for some, or all of, the anguillid species in your country? Please explain your answer and where possible 
provide details including collaborations with other Parties, relevant link(s), reference(s) or additional information, personal experience and/or 
communications, etc. 

Algeria Yes. 

• This is a single stock of Anguilla anguilla. 
Australia Yes. 

• Stocks of the two harvested species, A. australis and A. reinhardtii, (assessed as ‘freshwater 
eels’ or ‘river eels’) are regularly assessed by the state jurisdictions that harvest them, and 
these stocks are considered to be stable. 

• There is no assessment undertaken for the population status of the remaining three species 
across their Australian range. 

• Details of stock assessments can be found in Assessment reports for the four target eel 
fisheries are published on the Department’s website:  

- Queensland: http://www.environment.gov.au/marine/fisheries/qld/eel-fishery  
- New South Wales:  http://www.environment.gov.au/marine/fisheries/nsw/estuary  
- Victoria: http://www.environment.gov.au/marine/fisheries/vic/eel  
- Tasmania: http://www.environment.gov.au/marine/fisheries/tas/freshwater-eel  

Canada Partially or under development 

• The Canadian-wide modelling was unable to define biological reference points for the stock 
status of American Eel in Canada. 

• Further data and analysis are needed to reach this long-term goal. 
• Trends in relative abundance are similar to the last assessment in 2012 and recovery plan in 

2014. 
• Commercial landings and fisheries-independent surveys indicated that American Eel 

abundance are stable since 2000 but at low abundance.  
• Section 2.4 (Stock Assessment and Stock Scenarios) of the Elver Integrated Fisheries 

Management Plan describes work that has been completed to develop a stock assessment 
for the Canadian Elver fishery. 

http://www.environment.gov.au/marine/fisheries/qld/eel-fishery
http://www.environment.gov.au/marine/fisheries/nsw/estuary
http://www.environment.gov.au/marine/fisheries/vic/eel
http://www.environment.gov.au/marine/fisheries/tas/freshwater-eel
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Croatia No. 

• The Commission is monitoring the state of European eel stock on a regular basis.  
• This is done through recurrent and ad-hoc requests to the International Council for the 

Exploration of the Sea (ICES) which provides scientific advice on the state of the stock and 
other specific matters related to eels. 

• The Joint EIFAAC/ICES/GFCM Working Group on Eel (WGEEL) provides the stock 
assessment and other analysis in support of ICES scientific advices. For example: 

- ICES Advice on fishing opportunities, catch, and effort, European eel (Anguilla anguilla) 
throughout its natural range 

- Expert Group Report 2020  
- EU request on temporal migration patterns of European eel (Anguilla anguilla)   
• Assessment of the status of the eel stock is done under the framework of ICES, STECF and 

SAC 
Cuba No. 

Czech Republic Yes. 

• The Commission is monitoring the state of European eel stock on a regular basis. 
• This is done through recurrent and ad-hoc requests to the International Council for the 

Exploration of the Sea (ICES) which provides scientific advice on the state of the stock and 
other specific matters related to eels. 

• The Joint EIFAAC/ICES/GFCM Working Group on Eel (WGEEL) provides the stock 
assessment and other analysis in support of ICES scientific advices. For example: 

- ICES Advice on fishing opportunities, catch, and effort, European eel (Anguilla anguilla) 
throughout its natural range 

- Expert Group Report 2020 
- EU request on temporal migration patterns of European eel (Anguilla anguilla) 
• Based on the national legislation the Czech Republic there is annually monitored stock 

assessment recording restocking and harvest data on Eels. 
Denmark Yes. 

• The Commission is monitoring the state of European eel stock on a regular basis. 
• This is done through recurrent and ad-hoc requests to the International Council for the 

Exploration of the Sea (ICES) which provides scientific advice on the state of the stock and 
other specific matters related to eels. 
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• The Joint EIFAAC/ICES/GFCM Working Group on Eel (WGEEL) provides the stock 
assessment and other analysis in support of ICES scientific advices. For example:  

- ICES Advice on fishing opportunities, catch, and effort, European eel (Anguilla anguilla) 
throughout its natural range  

- Expert Group Report 2020 
- EU request on temporal migration patterns of European eel (Anguilla anguilla) 

Dominican Republic No. 

Estonia Yes. 

• The Commission is monitoring the state of European eel stock on a regular basis. 
• This is done through recurrent and ad-hoc requests to the International Council for the 

Exploration of the Sea (ICES) which provides scientific advice on the state of the stock and 
other specific matters related to eels. 

• The Joint EIFAAC/ICES/GFCM Working Group on Eel (WGEEL) provides the stock 
assessment and other analysis in support of ICES scientific advices. For example: 

- ICES Advice on fishing opportunities, catch, and effort, European eel (Anguilla anguilla) 
throughout its natural range  

- Expert Group Report 2020  
- EU request on temporal migration patterns of European eel (Anguilla anguilla)   
• In Estonia, calculations based on commercial and fishery independent observed data 

are used to estimate the escaping silver eel biomass from Narva River Basin District 
eel management unit (EMU). 

• No stock assessment exists for West-Estonian EMU however an annual monitoring 
fyke net survey exists from the beginning of the 1990s covering 6 different sampling 
spots in the coastal areas. 

• Results of monitoring are given as CPUE (N/per fyke day). 
Finland Yes. 

• The Commission is monitoring the state of European eel stock on a regular basis through 
recurrent and ad-hoc requests to the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea 
(ICES), which provide scientific advice on the state of the stock and other specific matters 
related to eels. 

• The joint EIFAAC/ICES/GFCM Working Group on Eel (WGEEL) provides the stock 
assessment and other analysis in support of ICES scientific advices. For example: 

- ICES Advice on fishing opportunities, catch, and effort, European eel (Anguilla anguilla) 
throughout its natural range 
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- Expert Group Report 2020 
- EU request on temporal migration patterns of European eel (Anguilla anguilla) 
• See also A3. 

Greece No. 

• The Commission is monitoring the state of European eel stock on a regular basis through 
recurrent and ad-hoc requests to the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea 
(ICES), which provide scientific advice on the state of the stock and other specific matters 
related to eels. 

• The joint EIFAAC/ICES/GFCM Working Group on Eel (WGEEL) provides the stock 
assessment and other analysis in support of ICES scientific advices. For example: 

- ICES Advice on fishing opportunities, catch, and effort, European eel (Anguilla anguilla) 
throughout its natural range 

- Expert Group Report 2020 
- EU request on temporal migration patterns of European eel (Anguilla Anguilla) 

Ireland  Yes. 

• The Commission is monitoring the state of European eel stock on a regular basis through 
recurrent and ad-hoc requests to the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea 
(ICES), which provide scientific advice on the state of the stock and other specific matters 
related to eels. 

• The joint EIFAAC/ICES/GFCM Working Group on Eel (WGEEL) provides the stock 
assessment and other analysis in support of ICES scientific advices. For example: 

- ICES Advice on fishing opportunities, catch, and effort, European eel (Anguilla anguilla) 
throughout its natural range 

- Expert Group Report 2020 
- EU request on temporal migration patterns of European eel (Anguilla anguilla) 
• A simple Eel Model was created under the Eel Management Plan. 
• French EDA model has been applied to the Irish data on eel to confirm results with 

the Irish model. 
• The data available for eel makes it difficult to create a stock assessment model that 

captures all life stages and all habitats inhabited.   
Japan Partially or under development.  
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• In 2019, the Fisheries Agency of Japan launched a research project with the goal of 
developing a comprehensive assessment of Japanese eel populations. In this research 
project, 34 research institutes are cooperating to understand trends and size of the 
Japanese eel resources and implement risk assessment for those resources. The project is 
multidisciplinary, utilising data/information from various sources (eg. fish catch records, 
population genetics, satellite tag of migration surveys, and monitoring of glass-eel 
recruitment patterns). This will provide essential information for mathematical and statistical 
assessment models that aim to evaluate the sustainability of eel harvest and input of glass 
eels into aquaculture ponds. 

• An estimation of yearly effective population size from genomic data expects to provide a 
fishery-independent indicator of population trends. 

• Since 2012, Japan has regularly exchange various data/information of both adult eels and 
glass eels with China, Korea, and Chinese Taipei under the framework of “the Informal 
Consultation on International Cooperation for Conservation and Management of Japanese 
Eel Stock and Other Relevant Eel Species".  

• In September 2018, a Regional Workshop on Japanese Eel took place in Tokyo, during 
which Japan reviewed existing scientific data and information related to Japanese eel, and 
discussed what kind of scientific research should be conducted in the future from a scientific 
point of view with participants from Korea and Chinese Taipei. 

• In March 2020, Japan intended to hold a scientific meeting inviting eel experts from the 
International Council for the Exploration of the Seas (ICES) and Zoological Society of 
London (ZSL), with attendance of China, Korea, and Chinese Taipei, but cancelled it due to 
COVID-19 pandemic. 

Malaysia No. 

• No stock assessments been conducted yet on anguillid. The focus is more to other species. 
Mexico Partially or under development 

Morocco Partially or under development  

• The terms of reference of the study mentioned in point A3 provide for the development of a 
permanent monitoring program related to the management of the species. This program will 
be built around a battery of indicators relating, among others, to 

- The determination of the elver recruitment rates, in particular through 
- Recruitment rate 
- Estimation of the elver stock  
- Index of abundance 
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- Evaluation of silver eel flows downstream to the sea, by estimating the escapement rate of 
silver eels. 

The Netherlands Yes. 

• The Commission is monitoring the state of European eel stock on a regular basis through 
recurrent and ad-hoc requests to the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea 
(ICES), which provide scientific advice on the state of the stock and other specific matters 
related to eels. 

• The joint EIFAAC/ICES/GFCM Working Group on Eel (WGEEL) provides the stock 
assessment and other analysis in support of ICES scientific advices. For example: 

- ICES Advice on fishing opportunities, catch, and effort, European eel (Anguilla anguilla) 
throughout its natural range 

- Expert Group Report 2020 
- EU request on temporal migration patterns of European eel (Anguilla anguilla) 
• In order to monitor the progress achieved via the implementation of the EMP of the 

Netherlands, every three year an evaluation is submitted to the European 
Commission. 

• The stock assessment is explained in detail in these reports.  
New Zealand  Yes. 

• Attempted to conduct stock assessments for eels in each catchment area for both of the 
main species (A. australis (shortfin eels) and A. dieffenbachii (longfin eels)).  

• Given each species is considered biologically to come from the same New Zealand-wide 
population, it is difficult to come up with reference points by catchment area, but the stock 
status for A. dieffenbachii) has been determined based on the fact that only a small 
proportion of the area of occupation is open to fishing or accessible to fishing.   

• Currently undertaking research into recent developments in spatial stock assessments to 
assess New Zealand longfin eel. 

• Fisheries New Zealand also analyses standardised Catch-Per-Unit-of-Effort (CPUE) trends 
for the fished areas of each catchment, indicating that subpopulations in most catchments 
are either stable or increasing for both species, with a few notable exceptions in highly 
populated regions. 

• The status of both species is meeting management performance measures, including being 
near or above maximum sustainable yield (MSY) related management targets and well 
above biomass limits. 
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• Recruitment indices based on elver counts at hydro dams have fluctuated without trend for 
about 30 years, suggesting that recruitment has remained at healthy levels. 

• The Department of Conservation also produces a periodic Threat Classification Report for 
freshwater species (and other groups of species) that includes both species of eels. 

• A. australis was evaluated as “Not Threatened / increasing” in 2017 using the New Zealand 
Threat Classification System. 

• A. dieffenbachii was evaluated as “At Risk / declining”. 
• Three points need to be noted to put this evaluation into context: 

 

- the Department of Conservation evaluation was based on projected future status, not 
current or recent status.  The criterion used was a projected 10-70% decline over the next 3 
generations.  A generation time for this species is about 40 years, so this criterion only 
requires a projected decrease of 10% over about 120 years. 

- current trends, however, indicate that the status in each catchment is either stable or 
increasing.  The Department of Conservation report states that (p8): “The panel also notes 
that public discourse on the longfin eel portrays the species as being severely threatened 
despite data that indicate otherwise”.  This was the primary reason for recent reductions in 
Total Allowable Commercial Catches that were not informed by scientific analyses. 

- recent stock assessments (2020) by Fisheries New Zealand, reductions in Total Allowable 
Catches and subsequent increases in abundance, along with information indicating that a 
substantial proportion of their habitat is either inaccessible or is in designated conservation 
land (far exceeding 50% in many catchments and 58% overall for the whole country), 
indicates that they are meeting management targets and are well above biomass limits. 

Norway Partiallly or under development 

• See under A.3  
Republic of Korea No. 

Slovakia No. 

•  Anguilla anguilla is introduced in Slovakia 
Spain Yes. 

• In the framework of the Eel Management Plans and the annual and post-assessment 
reports required every three years by EU regulations (see baseline reports on European eel 
assessment, and by country, in ICES). 
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Sweden Yes. 

• The Commission is monitoring the state of European eel stock on a regular basis through 
recurrent and ad-hoc requests to the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea 
(ICES), which provide scientific advice on the state of the stock and other specific matters 
related to eels. 

• The joint EIFAAC/ICES/GFCM Working Group on Eel (WGEEL) provides the stock 
assessment and other analysis in support of ICES scientific advices. For example: 

- ICES Advice on fishing opportunities, catch, and effort, European eel (Anguilla anguilla) 
throughout its natural range 

- Expert Group Report 2020 
- EU request on temporal migration patterns of European eel (Anguilla anguilla) 

Tunisia Yes. 

• GFCM Research programme on European eel: towards coordination of European eel stock 
management and recovery in the Mediterranean. 

• A 2-year research programme (2021-2022) comprising 4 work packages, 1 of which is 
entitled "Establishment of a common framework for eel stock assessment". 

Ukraine Partially or under development 

United Kingdom Partially or under development 

• Summary set out in NDF document attached below. 
United States of America Yes. 

• most recent stock assessment update was finalized in October 2017. 
• Next benchmark stock assessment is scheduled to be peer reviewed in 2022. 

A5: Do mechanisms exist to ensure national/international traceability for some, or all of, the anguillid species harvested and traded in your country? 
Please explain your answer and where possible provide details 

Algeria Yes. 

• Concerning national trade, a system for collecting statistical information on commercial 
catches has been put in place. 

• For international trade, all trade data are recorded at the level of the customs services. 



 

AC31 Doc. 22, Addendum 1 – p. 48 

Australia No. 

Canada Yes. 

• The Government and Licence holders have been working together to enhance the 
traceability of elvers caught in the Maritimes Region. 

• Under licence conditions, a paper trail must be maintained from the river until the point of 
sale. 

• Logbooks are used to document catches at the river, and track transport of elvers from the 
river to the holding facility. 

• Logbooks also record a running total of elvers kept at holding facilities, as well as 
information on sales. 

• Dockside Monitoring Companies independently maintain hail-out and hail-in records, 
monitor some instances of elvers arriving from the rivers to the holding facility to be 
weighed, and monitor all elver sales. 

• Fisheries and Oceans Canada, stakeholders, the Provinces of Nova Scotia and New 
Brunswick, and the Canadian Food Inspection Agency have been working together to 
develop stricter traceability protocols from the point of sale onwards. 

• Sales made in Canada should be reported to the Provinces through regular Buyer Reports. 
• Improving and streamlining reporting procedures from the river to the ultimate destination in 

eel farms will be an ongoing priority for fisheries stakeholders. 
Croatia Yes. 

• Under EU legislation (the Control Regulation), all lots of fisheries and aquaculture products 
(including eel) shall be traceable at all stages of production, processing and distribution, 
from catching or harvesting to retail stage. 

• Fisheries and aquaculture products placed on the market or likely to be placed on the 
market in the Community shall be adequately labelled to ensure the traceability of each lot. 

• In the event of import / export of eels (currently not authorised)), the catch certification 
scheme implemented by the IUU Regulation would apply.  

• Details on the traceability systems and related issues in the EU context can be found in the 
Commission report on the evaluation of the Eel Regulation. 

• The GFCM framework foresees the obligation for establishing a traceability system for 
landings, sales and exports allowing the catches to be traced from the authorised landing 
point to the final destination, whether the specimen is sold alive, dead or transformed. 

• There is a general traceability system in Croatia as there is an obligation to report the 
entire quantity of fish caught via logbook or catch report, fill the transport document 
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for those catches that are transported as well as an obligation to register first sales 
via sales note. 

• A system for traceability of eel, although planned, is not yet in place. 
Cuba Yes. 

• There is a system of fishing licenses for each company, all state-owned, and there is a 
control system for the entire process that includes reports and reports (daily, monthly, and 
annual) on fisheries, transportation, shipping, and international trade. 

• System is monitored at the national level by the Ministerio de la Industria Alimentaria. 
• Only one company is authorized to export. 

Czech Republic Yes. 

• The Commission is monitoring the state of European eel stock on a regular basis through 
recurrent and ad-hoc requests to the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea 
(ICES), which provide scientific advice on the state of the stock and other specific matters 
related to eels. 

• The joint EIFAAC/ICES/GFCM Working Group on Eel (WGEEL) provides the stock 
assessment and other analysis in support of ICES scientific advices. For example: 

- ICES Advice on fishing opportunities, catch, and effort, European eel (Anguilla anguilla) 
throughout its natural range 

- Expert Group Report 2020 
- EU request on temporal migration patterns of European eel (Anguilla anguilla) 

Denmark Yes. 

• Under EU legislation (the Control Regulation), all lots of fisheries and aquaculture products 
(including eel) shall be traceable at all stages of production, processing, and distribution, 
from catching or harvesting to retail stage. 

• Fisheries and aquaculture products placed on the market or likely to be placed on the 
market in the Community shall be adequately labelled to ensure the traceability of each lot. 

• In the event of import / export of eels (currently not authorised)), the catch certification 
scheme implemented by the IUU Regulation would apply.  

• Details on the traceability systems and related issues in the EU context can be found in the 
Commission report on the evaluation of the Eel Regulation. 

• Aquaculture businesses, according to Danish law, are obliged to keep written records 
of purchased and sold ells to ensure traceability.  
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Dominican Republic Partially or under development 

• Export statistics of the General Customs Directorate 
Estonia Partially or under development. 

• Under EU legislation (the Control Regulation), all lots of fisheries and aquaculture products 
(including eel) shall be traceable at all stages of production, processing, and distribution, 
from catching or harvesting to retail stage. 

• Fisheries and aquaculture products placed on the market or likely to be placed on the 
market in the Community shall be adequately labelled to ensure the traceability of each lot. 

• In the event of import / export of eels (currently not authorised)), the catch certification 
scheme implemented by the IUU Regulation would apply.  

• Details on the traceability systems and related issues in the EU context can be found in the 
Commission report on the evaluation of the Eel Regulation. 

• In Estonia, there are no special mechanisms for eel, but there are all the usual rules in 
force stemming from EU legislation set to guarantee traceability of all fresh or 
processed fish. 

Finland Yes. 

• Under EU legislation (the Control Regulation), many fisheries and aquaculture products 
(including eel) shall be traceable at all stages of production, processing, and distribution, 
from catching or harvesting to retail stage. 

• Fisheries and aquaculture products placed on the market or likely to be placed on the 
market in the Community shall be adequately labelled to ensure the traceability of each lot. 

• In the event of import / export of eels (currently not authorised)), the catch certification 
scheme implemented by the IUU Regulation would apply. 

• Details on the traceability systems and related issues in the EU context can be found in the 
Commission report on the evaluation of the Eel Regulation. 

Greece Yes. 

• Under EU legislation (the Control Regulation), many fisheries and aquaculture products 
(including eel) shall be traceable at all stages of production, processing, and distribution, 
from catching or harvesting to retail stage. 

• Fisheries and aquaculture products placed on the market or likely to be placed on the 
market in the Community shall be adequately labelled to ensure the traceability of each lot. 

• In the event of import / export of eels (currently not authorised)), the catch certification 
scheme implemented by the IUU Regulation would apply. 
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• Details on the traceability systems and related issues in the EU context can be found in the 
Commission report on the evaluation of the Eel Regulation. 

• Regarding Greece the Ministerial Decision No. 643/39462 / 01-04-2013 established the 
issue of an attestation by the Regional Fisheries Authorities, called “Attestation of 
Legal Production” for the intra-community movement and trade of eel between 
member states, stating that the quantity Anguilla anguilla for intra-Community 
movement between Member States, has been fished or produced from farming in 
accordance with national and Community legislation and in accordance with the 
approved National Eel Management Plan (HEMP) in the framework of Regulation 
1100/2007. 

• Only with these attestations the CITES Regional Authorities allow the intra-
Community movement of the eel issuing the called “simple permits” in order to 
succeed the traceability requirements for the traded specimens of Anguilla anguilla 
between EU Member States. 

Ireland Partially or under development 

• Under EU legislation (the Control Regulation), many fisheries and aquaculture products 
(including eel) shall be traceable at all stages of production, processing, and distribution, 
from catching or harvesting to retail stage. 

• Fisheries and aquaculture products placed on the market or likely to be placed on the 
market in the Community shall be adequately labelled to ensure the traceability of each lot. 

• In the event of import / export of eels (currently not authorised)), the catch certification 
scheme implemented by the IUU Regulation would apply. 

• Details on the traceability systems and related issues in the EU context can be found in the 
Commission report on the evaluation of the Eel Regulation. 

• There are no eels harvested in Ireland as the fishery has been closed and recreational 
fishery is catch and release. 

• The import of eels is captured by Customs code and volumes monitored by the Trade 
Department of the Central Statistics Office. 

Japan Partially or under development. 

• The national government requires each eel farmer to report the input amount of glass eels 
and production amount of adult eels according to the Inland Water Fishery Promotion Act. 

• 100% traceability for adult eels is being implemented by industry voluntary measures. 
Malaysia Yes. 

• Landing data is collected throughout the year (not up to species level) 
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Mexico • No assessment of the population densities of the species throughout its range. No known 
natural breeding populations of any Anguilla spp. in the eastern Pacific region (Miller et al. 
2009). 

• Breeding populations of any Anguilla spp. in the eastern Pacific region are also unknown 
(Miller et al. 2009). 

• It appears to have been generally common in streams and irrigation ditches until the last 
century. 

• In the Rio Grande, the species is extirpated in the "Falcón" and "Marte R. Gómez" 
Reservoirs. 

• Gómez", its last records in this region were in 1963 and 1967 downstream of the "Marte R. 
Gómez" Dam and in the "Las Lajas" stream (Contreras-Balderas 1996). 

• Information on its biology, distribution and taxonomy is provided. 
Taxonomy 

• Hypothesised that the European eel (Anguilla anguilla) and the American eel (Anguilla 
rostrata) are the same species but are geographic races that differ in the number of species. 

• Geographical races that differ in the number of vertebrae (103 to 111 in the American eel 
and 110 to 119 in the European eel) (Castro-Aguirre et al. 1999). 
 

Biology 

• McEachran and Fechhelm (1998) report that this species remains in the larval stage 
(leptocephali) for at least one year. 

• Metamorphosis into the glass eel stage occurs near the edge of the continental shelf and 
lasts until individuals reach their freshwater or coastal habitat.  

• Glass eels transform into coloured adult eels, continue in freshwater for years until growth is 
complete. 

• At the end of this stage they stop feeding and begin to mature, which is when they begin 
their migration to the sea to reproduce. 

• They spawn in the sea, but growth occurs in estuaries or freshwater. Adults die after 
spawning. 

• Migration takes place at unknown depths. It is believed that spawning grounds are thought 
to be between 20°N and 30°N and 60°W and 75°W. 

• Females are generally larger than males and migrate much further upstream. Maximum 
known size is 150 cm total length (TL); adult males at around 30 to 35 cm TL; females 
mature above 40 cm TL. 
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• The length at which they reach sexual maturity is not known but is assumed to be between 
37 cm and 100 cm TL. 

• Maximum reported age is 43 years (Jessop 1987). 
• In Mexico, the American eel is a potential predator of the blind white lady (Ogilbia pearsei) 

and blind eel (Ophisternon infernale) in the open cenotes of Quintana Roo (Schmitter-Soto 
2006). 

Distribution 

• An anadromous, demersal, subtropical species, found between 0 m and 464 m, in 
temperatures between 4 °C and 25 °C3. 

• It is distributed in the western North Atlantic, south to Greenland, along the Atlantic coast 
from Canada and the United States to Panama, and throughout much of the West Indies 
south of Trinidad, and the Gulf of Trinidad, including Bermuda and the Gulf of Mexico 
(McEachran and Fechhelm 1998. 

• In Mexico, its distribution includes the states of Tamaulipas, Veracruz, Tabasco, Campeche, 
Yucatan and Quintana Roo (Flores-Villela and Fernandez 1994). 

• Not many records of the species in National Collections. In the CNPE (Colección Nacional 
de Peces, Instituto de Biología, UNAM), there are three records, one from a Cenote in 
Yucatán, another from the coasts of Tamaulipas and the last from open waters off Tabasco 
(Espinosa 2012). 

• Collection record of five specimens in the Colección de Ictiofauna Arrecifal del Sur de 
Quintana Roo, México (ECOSUR-CH) in the states of Quintana Roo (Tulum and Xel-Ha) 
and four specimens from the Rio Bravo in Mexico in the Ichthyological Collection of the 
Faculty of Biological Sciences (UANL) in Tamaulipas and Nuevo León (REMIB). 

• In the Biosphere Reserve of Los Tuxtlas Biosphere Reserve, Veracruz, Vázquez-Hurtado et 
al. (2002) report its capture. The specimens collected in this work are deposited in the 
Mexican Fish Collection (COPEMEX). 

• In sampling carried out between 1984 and 1986 in the Laguna Madre de Tamaulipas, 
according to its abundance, it was determined to be a rare species at the site. This record 
corresponds to a specimen captured on the bottom (probably sandy) with a depth of 2 m, 
salinity 11.451 and water temperature 27 °C (Gómez-Soto 1988). 

Morocco Yes. 

• At the national level, a traceability system for fishery products has been put in place with the 
companies that own the fishing rights.  

• At the international level, traceability is ensured through CITES export permits. 
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The Netherlands Yes. 

• Under EU legislation (the Control Regulation), many fisheries and aquaculture products 
(including eel) shall be traceable at all stages of production, processing and distribution, 
from catching or harvesting to retail stage. 

• Fisheries and aquaculture products placed on the market or likely to be placed on the 
market in the Community shall be adequately labelled to ensure the traceability of each lot. 

• In the event of import / export of eels (currently not authorised)), the catch certification 
scheme implemented by the IUU Regulation would apply. 

• Details on the traceability systems and related issues in the EU context can be found in the 
Commission report on the evaluation of the Eel Regulation. 

New Zealand Partially or under development. 

• Such mechanisms have been fully developed domestically (see A3) 
• In terms of international trade, our Statistics Department only records the first receiving port 

and does not differentiate between species. 
Norway Yes 

• All landings of marine resources are controlled by Norges Råfisklag.  
• They also ensure traceability and resource control according to quotas and register of 

fishermen. 
• Packaged and sealed products for domestic trade is marked with 'origin Norway' in 

Norwegian.  
Republic of Korea No. 

• Korea collects import and export data on eels and follows CITES regulations as appropriate 
but does not yet have a mechanism dedicated to eel traceability, e.g. catch documents. 

Slovakia Partially or under development 

• Export and import currently not authorised 

• National CITES legislation - in accordance with the Act. No 15/2005 Coll. on the protection 
of species of wild fauna and flora by regulating trade therein and on the amendment to 
certain acts. 

• Holder of live fish (including Anguilla Anguilla) shall the keep “breeding book”, containing 
specimen holder name, registered office, dates of acquired specimens, species status, 
quantity, source, and breeding data.  
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• Holder of a live animal specimen (including Anguilla anguilla), are obliged to prove the way 
of specimen acquisition to the government authority (on request) by a written statement of 
the way of acquisition.  

• During each change of the holder of a live animal specimen, the specimen holder shall be 
obliged to hand over to the new specimen holder along with the specimen the written 
statement pursuant to letter b) and to keep a copy of it for a period of ten years. 

National legislation on aquaculture  

• Special national Act on aquaculture is in competence of the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 
Development of the Slovak Republic and is under development.  

• In accordance with Article 19a of the Act No 194/1998 Coll. on the breeding and breeding of 
livestock Ministry of Agriculture issues fish farming certificates, based on the application. 

• Fish farming certificates are voluntary. 
Spain Yes. 

• Traceability regulations and the existing national traceability control program are the same 
as for other fishery and aquaculture products. 

Sweden Yes. 
• Under EU legislation (the Control Regulation), many fisheries and aquaculture products 

(including eel) shall be traceable at all stages of production, processing and distribution, 
from catching or harvesting to retail stage. 

• Fisheries and aquaculture products placed on the market or likely to be placed on the 
market in the Community shall be adequately labelled to ensure the traceability of each lot. 

• In the event of import / export of eels (currently not authorised)), the catch certification 
scheme implemented by the IUU Regulation would apply. 

• Details on the traceability systems and related issues in the EU context can be found in the 
Commission report on the evaluation of the Eel Regulation. 

• In 2020 the Swedish national fishery control regulation was tightened.  
• A notification must be made to the Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management 

(SwAM) at least two hours before arrival at port and eel fishermen must report their 
positions of in-water holding cages prior their fishing. This gives better possibilities to control 
trade and IUU-fishing. 

• Sweden has developed a central IT-system for traceability of fish according to the EU 
Control regulation (EG 1224/2009) that will be mandatory for the fish receivers and 
wholesalers. The system is force since January 2019 and will include legally caught eels 
from the ocean. 
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• SwAM participate in a 3-year Nordic project, where the European eel are one of seven 
themes, funded by the Nordic Council of Ministers via North Atlantic Fisheries Intelligence 
Group (NA-FIG). 

• The project will formalise methods for coordination and cooperation between and within the 
Nordic countries by following the value chain of eel fishing and trade and will take action 
against eel-related crime such as illegal fishing and trade. 

• SwAM participate in EMPACT ENVICRIME OA 2.3 “Raise awareness & lessons learned 
about illegal trade of glass eels”, which is prioritised by the MS within the framework of the 
collaboration within the EUROPOL. The project is running for four years (2017-2021) and 
aims to strengthen and enhance multidisciplinary cooperation from a wide perspective to 
tackle organised crime groups in their activities. 

• National authorities and the country administrative boards have worked to use the tools 
supervision and information to promote the conservation status of eels. The purpose is also 
to make it easier for the county administrative boards to supervise compliance with the law 
regarding eels.  

Ukraine No. 

United Kingdom Yes. 

• Catch certificates(?) 
United States of America No. 

• ASMFC does not have any coastwide measures outside of requiring dealer and harvester 
reporting which is explained above.  

• No specific traceability program via the ASMFC’s FMP but individual states may have 
programs for traceability such as Maine’s glass eel fishery 

B. FOR RANGE STATES OF EUROPEAN EEL (Anguilla anguilla) 

B1: Have you made a non-detriment finding (NDF) for trade in European eel (Anguilla anguilla)?  

If “No”, please explain why this is the case. 

If “Yes”,  

a) what information source(s) was used? If possible, please provide NDFs and any relevant reports, links and/or analyses related to sources 
and uses for the NDF (Please indicate if you are happy to share the NDF on the CITES website) 
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b) Was the NDF carried out at a local, national or regional level (i.e. together with other range States, therefore incorporating a large 
proportion of, or the entire population)? 

Algeria No. 

• Data in progress as part of a stock assessment. 
Australia No. 

• Australia is not a range state for European eel and do not make our own non-detriment finding 
for imported species. 

Canada No. 

• Not a range state. 
Croatia No. 

• EU Scientific Review Group (SRG) has confirmed its negative opinion on imports from all 
range States, as well as the zero-export quota for Anguilla anguilla for all Member States, in 
2021. 

• This opinion reflects the critical status of the stock of European eel as well as the scientific 
advice by the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES ) that, "when the 
precautionary approach is applied for European eel, all anthropogenic impacts (e.g. 
recreational and commercial fishing on all stages, hydropower, pumping stations, and 
pollution) decreasing production and escapement of silver eels should be reduced to – or 
kept as close to – zero as possible". 

• SRG is of the opinion that it is currently not possible to make a non-detriment finding for 
trade in European eels. 

• No sufficient data on eel stock/population size to conduct proper NDF. 
• Based on ICES recommendation from 2015, IUCN criteria for population assessment should 

be applied to sexually mature individuals (silver eels) since they represent maximum stock 
biomass. 

• Review of the IUCN assessment for Croatia was done, and species was categorized 
as “Data Deficient” on national level. 

• Historical data on distribution and population size of European eel in Croatia are very 
scarce and doesn’t differentiate between different life stages of eels (glass, yellow or 
silver). 

• More recent and available data refers mostly to glass and yellow eel; however, these 
data are insufficient to provide for the NDF or assessment on recent stock. 
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• Strong implications that there are serious population declines in all-natural habitats. 
• Lack of recent, as well as historical data on population size and life stages are main 

reason why there is no stock assessment or NDF for eels in Croatia. 
Czech Republic No. 

• EU Scientific Review Group (SRG) has confirmed its negative opinion on imports from all 
range States, as well as the zero-export quota for Anguilla anguilla for all Member States, in 
2021. 

• This opinion reflects the critical status of the stock of European eel as well as the scientific 
advice by the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES ) that, "when the 
precautionary approach is applied for European eel, all anthropogenic impacts (e.g. 
recreational and commercial fishing on all stages, hydropower, pumping stations, and 
pollution) decreasing production and escapement of silver eels should be reduced to – or 
kept as close to – zero as possible". 

• SRG is of the opinion that it is currently not possible to make a non-detriment finding for 
trade in European eels. 

Denmark No. 

• EU Scientific Review Group (SRG) has confirmed its negative opinion on imports from all 
range States, as well as the zero-export quota for Anguilla anguilla for all Member States, in 
2021. 

• This opinion reflects the critical status of the stock of European eel as well as the scientific 
advice by the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES ) that, "when the 
precautionary approach is applied for European eel, all anthropogenic impacts (e.g. 
recreational and commercial fishing on all stages, hydropower, pumping stations, and 
pollution) decreasing production and escapement of silver eels should be reduced to – or 
kept as close to – zero as possible". 

• SRG is of the opinion that it is currently not possible to make a non-detriment finding for 
trade in European eels. 

Estonia No. 

• EU Scientific Review Group (SRG) has confirmed its negative opinion on imports from all 
range States, as well as the zero-export quota for Anguilla anguilla for all Member States, in 
2021. 

• This opinion reflects the critical status of the stock of European eel as well as the scientific 
advice by the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES ) that, "when the 
precautionary approach is applied for European eel, all anthropogenic impacts (e.g. 
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recreational and commercial fishing on all stages, hydropower, pumping stations, and 
pollution) decreasing production and escapement of silver eels should be reduced to – or 
kept as close to – zero as possible". 

• SRG is of the opinion that it is currently not possible to make a non-detriment finding for 
trade in European eels.  

Finland No. 

• The EU Scientific Review Group (SRG) has confirmed its negative opinion on imports from 
all range States, as well as the zero-export quota for Anguilla anguilla for all Member States, 
in 2021. 

• This opinion reflects the critical status of the stock of European eel as well as the scientific 
advice by the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES ) that, "when the 
precautionary approach is applied for European eel, all anthropogenic impacts (e.g. 
recreational and commercial fishing on all stages, hydropower, pumping stations, and 
pollution) decreasing production and escapement of silver eels should be reduced to – or 
kept as close to – zero as possible". 

• SRG is of the opinion that it is currently not possible to make a non-detriment finding for 
trade in European eels. 

Greece No. 

• EU Scientific Review Group (SRG) has confirmed its negative opinion on imports from all 
range States, as well as the zero-export quota for Anguilla anguilla for all Member States, in 
2021. 

• This opinion reflects the critical status of the stock of European eel as well as the scientific 
advice by the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES ) that, "when the 
precautionary approach is applied for European eel, all anthropogenic impacts (e.g. 
recreational and commercial fishing on all stages, hydropower, pumping stations, and 
pollution) decreasing production and escapement of silver eels should be reduced to – or 
kept as close to – zero as possible". 

• SRG is of the opinion that it is currently not possible to make a non-detriment finding for 
trade in European eels. 

Ireland No. 

• EU Scientific Review Group (SRG) has confirmed its negative opinion on imports from all 
range States, as well as the zero-export quota for Anguilla anguilla for all Member States, in 
2021. 
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• This opinion reflects the critical status of the stock of European eel as well as the scientific 
advice by the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES ) that, "when the 
precautionary approach is applied for European eel, all anthropogenic impacts (e.g. 
recreational and commercial fishing on all stages, hydropower, pumping stations, and 
pollution) decreasing production and escapement of silver eels should be reduced to – or 
kept as close to – zero as possible". 

• SRG is of the opinion that it is currently not possible to make a non-detriment finding for 
trade in European eels. 

• The commercial fishery is closed in Ireland and no stocking takes place requiring the 
purchase of eels from another range state 

Japan No. 

• Japan is not a range state of the European eel. 
Malaysia No. 

• Malaysia is not a range state. 
Morocco No. 

• Studies to issue a non-detriment finding are underway 
The Netherlands No. 

• EU Scientific Review Group (SRG) has confirmed its negative opinion on imports from all 
range States, as well as the zero-export quota for Anguilla anguilla for all Member States, in 
2021. 

• This opinion reflects the critical status of the stock of European eel as well as the scientific 
advice by the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES ) that, "when the 
precautionary approach is applied for European eel, all anthropogenic impacts (e.g. 
recreational and commercial fishing on all stages, hydropower, pumping stations, and 
pollution) decreasing production and escapement of silver eels should be reduced to – or 
kept as close to – zero as possible". 

• SRG is of the opinion that it is currently not possible to make a non-detriment finding for 
trade in European eels. 

New Zealand No. 

• No catch, export or import this species. 
• Records of imports of Anguilla spp. with the species name not being reported – including 

imports from countries that may be involved in the illegal trafficking of Anguilla Anguilla. 
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• Information reported in the 2018 questionnaire has turned out to be inaccurate – for reasons 
unknown. There it was indicated that trivial amounts of imports of Anguilla spp. of 1,020 kg 
in total from 2009-2014, with no records of imports from 2015-2017; however, the revised 
information (same source but a different, more complete extract) provides much higher 
levels of imports (25-30 tonnes in recent years).  

• By regulation, all eels imported to New Zealand must be pre-cooked. 
Norway No. 

• A general NDF has not been made due to the lack of exports from Norway.  
 

Republic of Korea No. 

• When the exporting country is not a party to CITES, the relevant data cannot be checked. 
Slovakia No 

• EU Scientific Review Group (SRG), which gathers scientific authorities of the EU Member 
States, has confirmed its negative opinion on imports from all range States, as well as the 
zero-export quota for Anguilla anguilla for all Member States (including Slovakia), in 2021. 

• This opinion reflects the critical status of the stock of European eel as well as the scientific 
advice by the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES) that, "when the 
precautionary approach is applied for European eel, all anthropogenic impacts (e.g. 
recreational and commercial fishing on all stages, hydropower, pumping stations, and 
pollution) decreasing production and escapement of silver eels should be reduced to – or 
kept as close to – zero as possible".  

• SRG is of the opinion that it is currently not possible to make a non-detriment finding for 
trade in European eels. 

Spain No. 

• Scientific Authorities of the SRG consider that its preparation for export is not possible. 
Sweden No. 

• EU Scientific Review Group (SRG) has confirmed its negative opinion on imports from all 
range States, as well as the zero-export quota for Anguilla anguilla for all Member States, in 
2021. 

• This opinion reflects the critical status of the stock of European eel as well as the scientific 
advice by the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES ) that, "when the 
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precautionary approach is applied for European eel, all anthropogenic impacts (e.g. 
recreational and commercial fishing on all stages, hydropower, pumping stations, and 
pollution) decreasing production and escapement of silver eels should be reduced to – or 
kept as close to – zero as possible". 

• SRG is of the opinion that it is currently not possible to make a non-detriment finding for 
trade in European eels. 

Tunisia No 

• The quantity exported has never exceeded the annual quota 
Ukraine No. 

United Kingdom Yes. 

• Information source(s) used:  
- Species-specific stock assessment 
- Fisheries dependent data 
- Ecosystem modelling 
- Fisheries models 

• Copy of NDF was provided 
• NDF was carried out at local/sub-national and national levels 

United States of America No.  

• U.S.A is not a range state for European Eel 
B2: What, if any, restrictions apply to the harvest and/or trade in glass eels in your country? Please explain your answer and where possible provide 
details on the measures in place, when they came into force, penalties, etc. 

Algeria Strict measures to limit harvest and / or trade 

• Prohibition of capture of individuals (glass eels, eels) not having the minimum market size 
except those intended for breeding, the capture of which is subject to the authorization 
provided by the administration in accordance with the provisions of the executive decree. n ° 
04-188 of July 7, 2004 fixing the methods of capture, transport, marketing and introduction 
into aquatic environments of broodstock, larvae, fry and spat as well as the methods of 
capture, transport, storage , importation and marketing of fishery and aquaculture products 
that have not reached the minimum regulatory size intended for breeding, cultivation or 
scientific research. 
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• Compliance with the minimum market size when capturing eels in accordance with the 
provisions of Executive Decree No. 04-86 of March 18, 2004 setting the minimum market 
sizes of biological resources, amended and supplemented. 

Croatia Limited restrictions on harvest and/or trade. 

• Temporary fishing closures apply at EU level (See A2). They include also the glass eel life 
stage in marine and transitional waters for commercial and recreational fishing. 

• WKEELMIGRATION report provides some information on the fishing closures. 
• MS have various measures on restricting fishing set. 
• In Croatia, this species is strictly protected in part of its range within two protected 

areas (National park “Krka” and Nature park “Vransko jezero”), while in other parts of 
its range fishing is allowed in compliance with fishery management plans. 

Czech Republic Strictly enforced measures to restrict harvest and/or trade 

• As provided for in point A.2, temporary fishing closures apply at EU level. They also 
include the glass eel life stage in marine and transitional waters for commercial and 
recreational fishing. 

• The WKEELMIGRATION report provides some information on the fishing closures. 
• MS have various measures on restricting fishing.  
• In the Czech Republic the fishing of glass eels is not permitted. 

Denmark No restrictions on harvest and/or trade 

• Temporary fishing closures apply at EU level (See A2). They also include the glass eel life 
stage in marine and transitional waters for commercial and recreational fishing. 

• WKEELMIGRATION report provides some information on the fishing closures. 
• MS have various measures on restricting fishing set. 
• Denmark has no veterinary restrictions; hence eels are not susceptible to any notable 

fish diseases. 
Dominican Republic Limited restrictions on harvest and / or trade 

• Export quota system per company from the season October 2020 to March 2021, and 
closure of capture from March to October. 

Estonia No restrictions on harvest and/or trade                                  

• Temporary fishing closures apply at EU level (See A2). They also include the glass eel life 
stage in marine and transitional waters for commercial and recreational fishing. 
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• WKEELMIGRATION report provides some information on the fishing closures. 
• MS have various measures on restricting fishing set. 
• In Estonia, there are no restrictions because glass eels do not reach Estonian coast 

and there is no harvesting. 
• Glass eels are bought (either from France or UK) and stocked to some of Estonian 

lakes yearly and these operations are monitored by the Environmental Board. 
• There are also 2 eel farms in Estonia that buy glass eels or elvers, grow them and sell 

for consumption. 
Finland Limited restrictions on harvest and/or trade. 

• Temporary fishing closures apply at EU level, including the glass eel life stage in marine and 
transitional waters for commercial and recreational fishing. 

• The WKEELMIGRATION report provides some information on the fishing closures. 
• MS have various measures on restricting fishing.  
• No wild glass eels migrate to Finnish coast. Earlier studies have shown that all 

naturally migrating eels have reached yellow-eel stage when arriving to Finnish 
waters. 

• Glass eels captured elsewhere in the EU are restocked to Finnish waters. 
• Import of glass eels from other EU countries requires a permission from Finnish Food 

Authority.   
Greece Strictly enforced measures to restrict harvest and/or trade 

• Temporary fishing closures apply at EU level (See A2). They also include the glass eel life 
stage in marine and transitional waters for commercial and recreational fishing. 

• WKEELMIGRATION report provides some information on the fishing closures. 
• MS have various measures on restricting fishing set. 
• Regarding Greece according to the Royal Decree 142/1971, A 49, fishing for eel 

smaller than 30cm is totally prohibited for commercial exploitation in Greece. 
Ireland Strictly enforced measures to restrict harvest and/or trade    

• Temporary fishing closures apply at EU level (See A2). They also include the glass eel life 
stage in marine and transitional waters for commercial and recreational fishing. 

• WKEELMIGRATION report provides some information on the fishing closures. 
• MS have various measures on restricting fishing set. 
• Ireland has introduced a full ban on eel fishing everywhere and all year round. 
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• In Ireland commercial eel fishing was suspended in 2009 with a byelaw prohibiting 
the issuing of fishing licences. 

• Conservation of Eel Fishing (Prohibition on Issue of Licences) Bye-law No. 858, 2009. 
Malaysia No restrictions on harvest and/or trade. 

• No study been conducted yet on eels in general, including the identification and distribution 
of eel species in Sabah water. 

Morocco Strict measures to limit harvest and / or trade 

• Eel fishing within the framework of a leasing of fishing rights is framed according to the 
specifications provided for by Law No. 130-12 on inland fishing and aquaculture. 

• The latter has set several restrictive measures to ensure responsible fishing, including a 
fishing quota for glass eels set at 2,000 kg and a ban on the trade and export of glass eels 
and eels not exceeding 12 cm. 

• All the quantities of glass eels caught must be intended exclusively for fattening in a 
breeding facility that the company must dispose of. 

The Netherlands Strictly enforced measures to restrict harvest and/or trade    

• Temporary fishing closures apply at EU level (See A2). They also include the glass eel life 
stage in marine and transitional waters for commercial and recreational fishing. 

• WKEELMIGRATION report provides some information on the fishing closures. 
• MS have various measures on restricting fishing set. 
• In the Netherlands no glass eel fisheries are allowed.  
• Minimum landing size of eel in the Netherlands is 28 centimetres (see: article 5.b of 

the Uitvoeringsregeling visserij). 
• Only in case of scientific research, are glass eels harvested in very limited numbers, 

when appropriate documentations and licenses are issued.  
• No commercial harvest of glass eels. 
• Note: EU measures in place for international trade: 0-exportquotum en import ban 

(negative opinion EU SRG) for Anguilla anguilla 
New Zealand Strictly enforced measures to restrict harvest and/or trade    

• Not permissible to catch or retain eels less than 220 grams; however, the regulated size of 
escape holes in eel nets ensures that few individuals less than 300 grams are caught. 

• No glass eels are harvested or exported. 
Norway Strictly enforced measures to restrict harvest and/or trade 
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• Ban on catching of glass eels. This product has never been of interest for Norwegian 
fisheries  

Republic of Korea Strictly enforced measures to restrict harvest and/or trade.    

• Article 68 (Penalty) of the Wildlife Protection and Management Act provides that a person 
who has exported, imported, transferred or introduced an internationally endangered 
species or product therefrom or a person who has failed to register or falsely registered a 
husbandry facility for an internationally endangered species is subject to imprisonment of up 
to 3 years or criminal fine of up to KRW 30 million. 

• Article 69 (Penalty) of the Wildlife Protection and Management Act provides that a person 
who has used an internationally endangered species or product therefrom for the purposes 
of import or introduction or a person who has captured, harvested, purchased, received, 
assigned, or mediated for receiving or assigning, owned, occupied or displayed an 
internationally endangered species is subject to imprisonment of up to2 years or criminal 
fine of up to KRW 20 million. 

• Article 17 (Confiscation) of the Wildlife Protection and Management Act provides that an 
internationally endangered species or product therefrom that has been imported or 
introduced without authorization or that is used for purposes other than the original purposes 
for the import or introduction or an internationally endangered species or product therefrom 
that has been captured, harvested, purchased, received, assigned or displayed without 
authorization is subject to confiscation.   

Slovakia No restrictions on harvest and/or trade. 

• Only obligations in relation to trade in glass eel (intra EU trade) (See A.5) 
Spain Some restrictions on catching or trade. 

• The regulation regarding catches is established in each Autonomous Community by its 
management plan and regional reference regulations. 

• In the case of the international section of the river Miño (TIRM), the regulations are included 
in its management plan and in the annual Fishing Edict approved within the Permanent 
Commission of the TIRM. 

• The C.A. Andalusia has prohibited European eel fishing in all its phases since the start of 
the management plans in 2010. 

• Regarding trade, the European eel is included in Annex II of CITES, and within the 
framework of the EU regulations, the import and export of European eel and its products 
with third countries is prohibited. 
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Sweden Strictly enforced measures to restrict harvest and/or trade    

• Temporary fishing closures apply at EU level (See A2). They also include the glass eel life 
stage in marine and transitional waters for commercial and recreational fishing. 

• WKEELMIGRATION report provides some information on the fishing closures. 
• MS have various measures on restricting fishing set. 
• Sweden has no glass eel fishery. 
• Glass eels are imported to one facility in Sweden for quarantine before release in 

nature and culture. 
• Handling is controlled by the County Administrative Board regarding national 

legislation.    

Tunisia Strict measures to limit harvest and / or trade 

• The decree of September 28, 1995 regulating the exercise of fishing is the main 
implementing text of law n ° 94-13 of January 31, 1994. It includes the conservation 
measures fixing the minimum catch size for the eel. at 30 cm. 

Ukraine Strictly enforced measures to restrict harvest and/or trade 

• In accordance with the Order No 29 of 19 January 2021 of the Ministry of Environmental 
Protection and Natural Resources of Ukraine European Eel is listed in the Red Data Book of 
Ukraine. 

• Pursuant to the Law of Ukraine “On the Red Dada Book of Ukraine” taking Red Data Book 
species from the wild is prohibited except for scientific and conservation purposes under 
special permit issued by the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Natural Resources of 
Ukraine based on a finding of the National Red Data Book Commission. 

United Kingdom Strictly enforced measures to restrict harvest and/or trade 

• Fishing authorisations and fishing season 
• Catch certificates 

United States of America Strictly enforced measures to restrict harvest and/or trade    

• Regarding the American eel, only two states allow for the harvest of glass eel. Maine and 
South Carolina.  

• FMP restricts the amount of harvest for Maine to 9,688 lbs. 
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• For any state or jurisdiction managed with a commercial glass/elver eel quota, if an overage 
occurs in a fishing year, that state or jurisdiction will be required to deduct their entire 
overage from their quota the following year, on a pound for pound basis. 

• Any state or jurisdiction with a commercial glass eel fishery is required to implement daily 
trip-level reporting with daily electronic accounting to the 9 state for both harvesters and 
dealers to ensure accurate reporting of commercial glass eel harvest. 

• State of Maine’s swipe card system is used by the state as a dealer report. 
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AC31 Doc. 22 
Addendum 

Anexo 2 

Resultados preliminares del estudio mencionado en la Decisión 18.198,  
párrafo d), recopilados por ZSL 

Según los datos de la FAO, las capturas mundiales de anguilas alcanzaron un máximo de 26.053 t en 1973, tras 
lo cual disminuyeron a 8.151 t en 2018. Por otro lado, la producción mundial de anguilas ha aumentado de forma 
constante con el correr del tiempo y alcanzó más de 277.000 t en 2018 debido a la expansión de la cría. La cría, 
que se produce principalmente en Asia oriental, utiliza anguilas juveniles silvestres como semilla, y representó 
el 97% del suministro mundial total en 2018. 

Los datos del comercio indican que, en el último decenio, la mayor parte del comercio de angulas/crías de 
anguila para las explotaciones procede de América y del sudeste asiático, mientras que Europa y África 
desempeñan un papel mucho menor en este suministro.  

Al momento de redactar el presente documento, se habían recibido respuestas al cuestionario del Anexo 3 de 
la Notificación 2021/018 de 25 Partes: Argelia, Australia, Canadá, Croacia, Cuba, Dinamarca, Eslovaquia, 
España, Estados Unidos de América, Estonia, Finlandia, Grecia, Irlanda, Japón, Marruecos, México, Noruega, 
Nueva Zelandia, Países Bajos, Reino Unido, República Checa, República de Corea, Singapur, Suecia y Túnez. 

Veintitrés respuestas representaban a Estados del área de distribución de 10 de las 16 especies de anguilas, y 
dos respuestas eran de Estados que no son del área de distribución, aunque una tenía una anguila europea 
introducida. 

• Veinte Partes informaron de la importación o exportación de2 anguilas desde 2018. 

Australia, Canadá, Cuba, Dinamarca, Eslovaquia, España, Estados Unidos de América, Estonia, 
Finlandia, Grecia, Japón, Marruecos, Nueva Zelandia, Países Bajos, Reino Unido, República Checa, 
República de Corea, Singapur, Suecia, Túnez. 

o De ellos, solo dos exportan la anguila europea incluida en la CITES fuera de su área de 
distribución. 

Marruecos, Túnez 

• Nueve Partes declararon tener pesquerías de angulas: 

Australia, Canadá, Cuba, España, Estados Unidos de América, Japón, Marruecos, Reino Unido, 
República de Corea 

o Estas se destinan a insumos acuícolas a nivel nacional o internacional; algunas también se 
utilizan para la repoblación a nivel nacional o internacional. 

Uso interno: Japón, Marruecos, Reino Unido 

Exportación: Australia, Canadá, Cuba, Estados Unidos de América3 

Se pidieron aclaraciones: España, República de Corea 

• Veintiún Partes declararon tener pesquerías de anguila amarilla o plateada. 

 
2 Esto incluye el comercio entre los Estados miembros de la UE: Dinamarca, Eslovaquia, España, Estonia, Finlandia, Grecia, Países 

Bajos, Reino Unido, República Checa, Suecia (hasta el 31/12/20). Estos países no exportaron fuera de la UE. 
3  En 2019 se utilizó una asignación interna muy pequeña para la acuicultura en los Estados Unidos de América (<100 kg). 
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Argelia, Australia, Canadá, Croacia, Dinamarca, Eslovaquia, España, Estados Unidos de América, 
Estonia, Finlandia, Grecia, Japón, Marruecos, Noruega, Nueva Zelandia, Países Bajos, Reino Unido, 
República Checa, República de Corea, Suecia, Túnez 

o Se destinan al consumo interno o a la exportación para su elaboración o consumo. 

Interno: Argelia, Canadá, Croacia, Dinamarca, Eslovaquia, Estonia, Finlandia, Japón, Noruega, 
Nueva Zelandia, Países Bajos, Reino Unido, República Checa, Suecia 

Exportación: Australia, Canadá, Estados Unidos de América, Marruecos, Nueva Zelandia, 
Túnez 

Se pidieron aclaraciones: España, Grecia, República de Corea 

• Trece Partes informaron de la cría de anguilas; cabe señalar que la mayoría de los datos fueron 
presentados por Partes de fuera de Asia Oriental y, por tanto, no representan la mayor parte de la 
capacidad de cría mundial. 

Australia, Canadá, Dinamarca, Eslovaquia, Estados Unidos de América, Estonia, Grecia, Japón, 
Marruecos, Países Bajos, República Checa, República de Corea, Suecia 

o Esta se destina al consumo interno o a la exportación para su elaboración o consumo, y 
también se utiliza para la repoblación a nivel nacional o internacional.  

Interno: Dinamarca, Eslovaquia, Estonia, Grecia, Japón, Países Bajos, República de Corea, 
Suecia 

Exportación: Estados Unidos de América, Marruecos, República de Corea4 

No se puede informar por motivos de confidencialidad: Australia, Canadá 

Información no disponible: Australia 

Se pidieron aclaraciones: República Checa 

o En los casos en que se dispone de datos, la cría parece haber disminuido en el último 
decenio, con una reducción tanto del número de establecimientos como de la capacidad total. 

o Sin embargo, esto no siempre fue proporcional e indicaba que los establecimientos pequeños 
cerraban y los de mayor capacidad seguían produciendo. 

o Hubo dos casos en los que la capacidad de cría del país aumentó. 

• La mayoría de las Partes no han proporcionado o no han podido proporcionar información relativa a 
los cambios en la demanda. 

• En cuanto a los retos de la gestión de la anguila, las respuestas de la UE (11 Partes) indicaron que 
una reciente evaluación del reglamento sobre la anguila (Reglamento (CE) Nº 1100/2007 del Consejo) 
señalaba que, a pesar de los avances en la reducción del esfuerzo pesquero, las fugas aún no 
alcanzaban los niveles deseados, la mortalidad no relacionada con la pesca no había disminuido 
significativamente en el último decenio, y que “...la recuperación de la anguila europea llevará muchos 
decenios, dado el largo ciclo de vida de la especie”.  

Fuera de la UE, se indicó que había dificultades relacionadas con la observancia en las pesquerías 
de angulas y la trazabilidad debido a que los compradores consolidaban las capturas de múltiples 
pescadores. Se ha propuesto aumentar las multas y las penas de prisión como medida preventiva de 
la infracción. 

 
4 La exportación de anguilas de piscifactoría de los Estados Unidos de América es muy reducida (<25 kg). 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2007:248:0017:0023:ES:PDF
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• Las Partes informaron en diferente grado acerca de los sistemas nacionales de trazabilidad. 

o En general, este parece seguir siendo un punto débil para poder garantizar que la captura y el 
comercio de anguilas sean legales y sostenibles.  
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