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1. Executive summary 

The ISSG Methodological Issues Meeting held in Kavala, Greece (April 28–30, 2025) brought together EU 

experts to improve methodological consistency in fisheries and aquaculture data collection under the Data 

Collection Framework (DCF). Discussions focused on five thematic areas. 

First, in the valuation of capital, Member States presented case studies that highlighted the need to regularly 

update the assumptions used in estimating physical and intangible assets. The use of second-hand vessel 

market data and differentiated approaches by fleet size and type were emphasized as critical for improving 

accuracy. 

Second, in addressing the energy transition in fisheries and aquaculture, the group found significant variation 

and gaps in how Member States collect data on fuel and energy use, particularly for renewable sources. While 

fisheries data is more developed, aquaculture energy data remains limited. Recommendations include 

integrating questions on fuel types into surveys, adopting simplified data collection methods for aquaculture, 

and improving standardization in national reporting formats. 

The third area dealt with distinguishing between low-active and active vessels but also focused on the data 

used to calculate days at sea. The crossing of different sources of information is encouraged including 

geolocation data. The current diversity in how maximum days at Sea and vessel utilization indicators are 

calculated was identified as a barrier to comparability. The group recommended using statistical methods less 

sensitive to outliers.   

The fourth topic addressed feedback from ISSG chairs regarding the future structure of the Regional Work 

Plans (RWPs), calling for greater flexibility, harmonization, and responsiveness to evolving data needs. 

Finally, discussions on social data collection stressed the importance of a harmonized approach among 

Member States. A new list of social indicators was introduced, and Member States were encouraged to 

coordinate pilot studies and define a minimum standard of data collection to support future assessments. 

In conclusion, the meeting highlighted the importance of regular review, methodological alignment, and 

pragmatic solutions to improve data quality, comparability, and policy relevance across the EU’s fisheries and 

aquaculture sectors. 

2. Introduction and Terms of Reference 

The purpose of this meeting was to advance the coordination and methodological consistency of the EU 

Fisheries Data Collection Framework by addressing five areas of focus. These include the valuation of capital 

and associated data challenges, the energy transition in both fisheries and aquaculture sectors, approaches to 

defining and analyzing low-active and active vessels, the enhancement of social data collection efforts, and the 

presentation of insights derived from the ISSG chairs questionnaire on the future RWP. Through 

presentations by Member States, discussions, and synthesis of conclusions, the meeting aims to provide 

actionable recommendations to be submitted to RCG ECON. 

The goals of this ISSG included: 

• Harmonizing methodologies for valuing physical and intangible capital 

• Advancing data collection related to the energy transition in fisheries and aquaculture 

• Clarifying issues around low-active and active vessel classification 

• Improving the collection and comparability of social data 
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• Reviewing outcomes from the ISSG Chairs questionnaire on the future RWP 

Each session included presentations, discussions, and synthesis of conclusions to be submitted to RCG 

ECON as concrete suggestions for future actions. Therefore, the meeting’s ToRs were: 

ToR1: Valuation of capital (Monica Gambino & Loretta Malvarosa) 

• MSs present their case (e.g. Netherlands, Greece, France and Italy) 

• Comparison of results from MS presentations 

• Draw conclusions regarding advancements made to tackle these issues 

• Discussion about the physical capital 

• Discussion about intangible assets 

• Evaluation of problems and challenges on data collection 

• Synthesis of text with conclusions and suggestions to be presented to RCG ECON 

 

ToR2: Energy transition of fisheries and aquaculture (Hans van Oostenbrugge ) 

• MSs present their case (Netherlands, Greece, Belgium) 

• Comparison of National Work Plan methods 

• Discussion (or presentation) on the distinction of energy transition between fleet and aquaculture 

• Discuss suggestions to improve data collection based on each sector’s characteristics (collection 

of information by gear or metier, parallel activities in aquaculture companies). 

• Discussion about the level of detail in data collection regarding vessel level and connection with 

FDI call, which is based on gears 

• Synthesis of text with conclusions and suggestions 

 

ToR3: Low active and active vessels (Olivier Guyader) 

• MSs present their case including methodology and threshold (Germany, Spain, France, Belgium) 

and perspectives 

• Discussion of issues regarding: the vessel utilisation ratio used in the capacity report, clarification 

and calculation of the vessel utilisation ratio indicator, the importance of the indicator for small 

scale fleet, threshold of the indicator regarding small scale fleet 

• Discuss consequences of the low value of the small-scale fleet VUR indicator 

• Synthesis of text with conclusions and suggestions to be presented to RCG ECON 

 

ToR4: ISSG chairs feedback on the Future RWP (Adelbert De Clercq) 

• Presentation of results from ISSG questionnaire on future RWP 

• Discussion of ISSG chairs feedback 

• Draft questions to be submitted to RCG ECON 

 

ToR5: Data collection on social aspects (Angelos Liontakis) 

• Presentation of the new list of social parameters to be collected  

• Discussion on MSs awareness of the new social list and of last September’s meeting conclusions 
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• Discussion between MSs regarding the current implementation of the new list, ongoing pilot 

studies, which parameters are collected 

• Discussion on what is in design towards national and community profiles regarding social data. 

• Discuss the need for ongoing and future pilot studies coordination, in order to:  

a) build common methodological methods  

b) compare data consistently  

c) have a minimum data collection among member states before the next social data call 

• Synthesis of text with conclusions and suggestions to be presented to RCG ECON 

 

3. TOR 1: Valuation of capital (Monica Gambino & Loretta Malvarosa, 

NISEA) 

The purpose of TOR1 was to enhance the discussion around the harmonisation methodologies for the 

estimation of the tangible and intangible capital in the EU fishing sector. The goal is to improve accuracy and 

comparability of capital estimates across Member States (MS). 

The work stems from prior recommendations (2019–2024) to update Perpetual Inventory Method (PIM) 

assumptions and explore intangible capital valuation (e.g., fishing rights). The aim was to analyse national 

practices, identify data challenges, and suggest improvements.  

3.1. MS presentations 

A total of four case studies were conducted to investigate the assumptions employed in PIM to evaluate the 

fishing fleet's capital value and depreciation costs. These studies formed part of a broader effort to harmonise 

the estimates on capital value (tangible and intangible) and to enhance the implementation of the PIM (see 

also RCG ECON report 2023). 

The TOR1 presentations were: 

1. Measuring the value of tangible and intangible capital stock for the italian fishing fleet. Insights from a 

recent data analysis (Monica Gambino, Loretta Malvarosa, NISEA) 

2. Application of the PIM and estimating the value of fishing rights in Finland (Heidi Pokki, Lauri Vesala, 

Joonas Valve, Natural Resources Institute Finland- LUKE) 

3. Investigation of the assumptions for the evaluation of tangible Capital value and Capital costs: The 

case of the Greek fishing fleet (Stamatis Mantziaris, Irene Tzouramani, Angelos Liontakis, Alexandra 

Sintori, Christos Tsirimokos- ELGO) 

4. Methodology testing for re-evaluation of physical capital in France. Update with consideration of 

vessels components lifespan (Olivier Guyader, Marie Dominique Minne- IFREMER) 

 

3.1.1. Case Study: Italy 

Italy presented the findings of a recent analysis carried out in order to check the reliability of the 

assumptions behind the method currently employed and to estimate the tangible and the intangible capital 

stock of Italian fishing fleets. A statistical and econometric analysis was run based on the second-hand market 

price dataset of Italian shipping brokers, covering 1011 transactions collected over period 2015-2018. The 

data set proved to be a valuable source of information including second-hand market values in relation to a 

range of technical characteristics, information on hull materials, length, breadth, engine power in kW, gross 

tonnage in GRT, place and date of construction. Additionally, the data set encompasses details on the engine 



   

 

 

ISSG Methodological Issues Meeting Report 

 

 

5 5 

brand, type of fuel, and engine year. It also includes information on the main fishing gear used by the vessels 

and their geographical location. 

In the context of the valuation of intangible capital, it is important to note that a standardised intangible asset 

valuation does not currently exist within the EU Data Collection Framework (DCF) with specific reference 

to an implicit value of free granted licenses. Following, DCF guidelines three types of fishing rights should be 

distinguished: 

1. Fishing rights that are traded in a market  

2. Fishing rights that are not traded (or not in big enough volumes for a reference price to be 

established) 

3. A combination of a fishing right and a tangible asset (typically the vessel itself), which is traded 

inseparably from one another. The licence is an example of such a combination, which accounts for 

the majority of intangibles in the EU fishery sector.  

The market approach, which makes use of observable market data, can only be applied in cases where 

reliable and sufficient price data are available. This method is generally applied to individual transferable effort 

or catch quotas that are traded regularly and without restrictions, and for which both direct and long-term 

market/fair values are available.  

For markets with few transactions, the valuation is usually estimated using the discounted cash flow method, 

which is suitable for catch or effort individual quotas. This involves calculating the net present value (NPV) 

by estimating annual cash flows (CF), adjusted by discount rates (r). Discount rates compensate for 

risk/uncertainty in future income, e.g. due to lower fish stocks, closed fishing areas, reduced catches quotas, 

or fluctuating fish landings and prices. The discounted cash flow method should only be used when fishing 

rights can be easily identified (i.e. exclusivity, flexibility, security, duration). However, results are sensitive to 

assumptions about interest rate. Additionally, the method is unreliable if the fleet segment is in loss. 

When fishing rights cannot be traded separately by the vessel, a third option is to estimate the value of 

intangibles indirectly using techniques often applied in ecosystem valuation for non-market goods such as 

hedonic pricing regression which is based on the observation that prices of a good traded on the market are 

determined by a set of factors, sometimes implicit. 

Regarding the tangible capital, the adaptation of Perpetual Inventory Method (PIM) consists in continuous 

inventory of fixed capital assets (based on the EU fleet register) and estimates outflows and inflows indirectly, 

based on hypotheses primarily regarding depreciation rates and replacement values of cohorts of tangible 

assets. The choice of a reference price per capacity unit for estimating the gross value of the hull has a 

significant impact on the results of the PIM calculations. Moreover, the uniformity in price per unit of capacity 

across different vintage vessel class also has a significant impact on the reliability of the estimations.  

The hedonic regression based on the second-hand vessel price dataset shows how second-hand prices 

respond to hull material and other physical attributes. This suggests a wider set of physical attributes should 

be utilised to more precisely assess the value of fishing vessels. Hedonic regression also highlights the 

importance of fleet segment as an indicator of the vessel's intangible asset, which includes the type of licence 

held. In Italy, these are freely granted (i.e. no purchase price) and cannot be sold separately from the boat. 

The database of second-hand transactions showed that a number of old boats were sold to transfer licences, 

which calls into question the importance of tangible assets in vessel value, at least for very old fishing vessels. 
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3.1.2. Case Study: Greece 

The Greek case study focuses on assessing the impact of adjustments to the baseline assumptions, including 

the valuation of vessel assets, service life estimations, depreciation rates, and asset share distribution across 

different fleet segments. A key element under review is the Price per Capacity Unit (PCU), defined as the 

current market value of a fishing vessel (including its fishing license) per meter of vessel length. Previously, 

PCU was based on fishers’ subjective estimates of their vessel's sale price. To improve accuracy, a market-

based approach was adopted, surveying 227 second-hand fishing vessels via online classified platforms1. The 

findings reveal an overestimation in the context of socioeconomic data collection (current assumption), with 

PCU values approximately 19% higher than market reality (adjusted assumption). This discrepancy is 

attributed to fishers' limited knowledge of real market conditions at the time of reporting.  

Beyond PCU, the study also revisits the assumptions regarding the service life of major vessel components 

(engine, electronics, and fishing gears), pending detailed results from a 2024 survey. Depreciation rates were 

updated based on official rates from the Greek Ministry of Economy and Finance, replacing previously applied 

rates available from the capital study (FISH/2005/03). Similarly, new data on the distribution of asset shares 

across fleet segments were gathered through expert surveys, acknowledging the heterogeneity of fishing 

techniques rather than applying a single distribution model. 

Simulation experiments comparing the "Business as Usual" (BAU) assumptions and the adjusted Survey 2024-

based assumptions using 2022 fleet data showed substantial impacts. For small-scale fisheries (SSF), Net 

Capital Stock increased by 29%, and Depreciation Costs decreased by 50%. Large-scale fisheries (LSF) 

experienced a 22% rise in Net Capital Stock and a 53% reduction in Depreciation Costs. These changes 

translated into significant improvements in economic performance: SSF Net Profit rose by 39% (equivalent 

to approximately €8.7 million in savings), and LSF Net Profit rose by 48% (about €8.8 million). Net Profit 

Margins improved accordingly, and capital productivity, measured by Return on Fixed Tangible Assets 

(RoFTA), increased by 55% for SSF and 19% for LSF. The simulated net capital stock appears to have increased 

because, according to the adjusted assumptions, significantly lower depreciation rates are applied (i.e. for 

electronics the rate decreased from 50% to 20%) and due to the two different distributions of assets' share 

of total fixed value, considering the heterogeneity on scale (i.e., an increase in the Hull share, from 36% to 

59% and 50% for small-scale and large-scale fisheries, respectively).  

 

3.1.3. Case study: Finland 

Regarding the application of the PIM method in Finland, the difficulty in obtaining fishing vessel price 

information is mainly due to the limited number of fishing vessels built or sold. Data sources used for defining 

the price per capacity unit are: 

• Book values from account surveys for vessels under 12 meters. 

• Insurance values for trawlers (12-24 meters and 24-40 meters) from fishing insurance associations. 

Price per Capacity Unit for Fleet Segments: 

• Vessels using passive gears (0-12 meters): €28,269 per GT (book values). 

• Pelagic trawlers (12-24 meters): €18,231 per GT (insurance values). 

• Pelagic trawlers (over 24 meters): €13,637 per GT (insurance values). 

 
1 If the second-hand fishing vessel market survey is carried out every 4-5 years, then the update in the intervening years can be carried out through 
the Fixed Capital Formation price index valid in the primary sector in Greece (Hellenic Statistical Authority) 
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The following assumptions are used in PIM: 

• Depreciation Rates: Hull: 6.60%; Engine: 16.50%; Electronics: 40%; Other equipment: 23.60% 

• Fleet Segment Depreciation percentages: Vessels using passive gears: Hull (35%), Engine (50%), 

Electronics (7.50%), Other Equipment (7.50%). 

• Pelagic trawlers: Hull (50%), Engine (20%), Electronics (15%), Other Equipment (15%). 

Discounted cash flow method is a valuation method used for determining the value of transferrable fishing 

quotas. The calculation is straight forward: 

1. Calculate ITQs share of catch value. 

2. Calculate gross profit and distribute it per species. 

3. Discount annual cash flows to determine the value of ITQs and sum them up. 

 

3.1.4. Case study: France 

The French case study presented a number of methodologies that were designed to test reference prices 

and other PIM assumptions, including asset shares and their life duration/lifespan. 

Primary analysis sought to undertake a comparative evaluation of the current construction costs of vessels 

against a statistical model. The statistical model was based on a test of Linear Models (LM), Generalized Linear 

Models GLM, and Generalized Additive Models (GAM) and it incorporated a range of vessel characteristics, 

including length, weight (GT), engine power (kW), segment (main gear), year of construction, length category, 

and shipyard. The objective of the study was to obtain an alternative estimate of the construction price of 

vessels as a function of year of construction. This was done in order to overcoming the main issue relating 

to low turnover and the low availability of prices on new-built vessels. It is evident that there has been a 

substantial surge in vessel prices over the past two decades, which is in stark contrast to the prevailing rate 

of inflation. The phenomenon of endogenous inflation is evident, albeit not in a homogeneous manner across 

different fleet segments. 

The analysis also investigated the decomposition of vessel price by main component, according to the 

nomenclature of the Ship Engineering Research Institute of Norway: 

• Processing (Specific equipment for cutting /processing (filleters, surimi)) 

• Electronics (Gateway electronics: navigation and navigation aids fish detection (sounders, sonar), 

devices for communication and location 

• Gears (Fishing gear and equipment for spinning/lifting/storing them (winches, furlers, power blocks, 

shooters, line haulers, net haulers) 

• Engine (Main and auxiliary engines, propellers, engine supply, exhaust system) 

• Hull (Hull, superstructures, mooring, wheelhouse, cranes, catch processing and storage spaces, cold 

production on board, porticos, spaces crews, hydraulic and electrical circuits, safety on board) 

A survey was conducted for the Atlantic (NAO), Mediterranean (MBS) and distant fleets (DWF). The survey 

was based on fishing vessels, experts, vessel owners and banks, and was designed to update the life duration 

(lifespan) of main vessel components. These components were further disaggregated by gear group (towed 

and towed gears) and length classes. The findings suggest that the lifespan delineated within the guidelines 

appears to be underestimated. This has the potential to result in an overestimation of depreciation costs for 

a specific construction price, despite the concomitant increase in construction prices. 
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3.2. Draw conclusions regarding advancements made to tackle these issues 

3.2.1. Discussion about the physical capital 

Although the application of the PIM is founded upon a relatively straightforward calculation, it draws upon a 

vast range of inputs and assumptions, necessitating a meticulous in-depth examination, evaluation and re-

evaluation. When considering the application of the PIM to fisheries, these assumptions are one of the most 

important aspects to be taken into account, as fishing vessels are by nature unique assets. Even vessels with 

similar size characteristics and licensed for the same activity or fishing gear may have had significantly different 

investments on board, including engine, gears or electronic equipment. Therefore, it is imperative to evaluate 

the statistical reliability of the underlying assumptions. As already suggested in previous meeting and 

workshop (RGECON-2023; RCGECON-2022), the findings of the case studies further endorse the critical 

importance of regularly updating PIM assumptions with actual market and technical data to 

ensure realistic capital valuations, depreciation estimates, and economic reporting. 

New data on the distribution of asset shares across fleet segments can be gathered through expert surveys, 

acknowledging the heterogeneity of fishing techniques rather than applying a single distribution model. 

A market-based approach using survey-data of second-hand fishing vessels (also via online classified platforms 

as adopted in the Greek case) is useful to verify diversification of PCU per vintage vessel class rather 

replacement value based on newly built vessels. Second hand market price trends analyses on new vessels 

could be useful to collect information on the economic service of vessels (i.e., at what at age vessels are 

replaced). 

The results of most the analyses confirm that both the share of assets as well the PCU should be more 

differentiated by length categories.  

A comparison with the EU producer price index (classification C301: construction of ships and boats) could 

prove beneficial in terms of updating and harmonising construction prices at EU level. The collation of ad doc 

data facilitates the updating of construction prices, even with limited information. 

In order to ascertain the market share of foreign shipyards, which has the potential to exert a significant 

effect on construction prices (as already highlighted in RCG ECON 2023), it is necessary to conduct a 

thorough investigation. 

In the context of using different sources to estimate the PCU (book value, second-hand market, etc...), it is 

necessary to recall the existing guidelines on the scheme reported in Text Box A, which explain step by step 

how to obtain an appropriate PCU to be used as an input in the PIM method (Workshop on Capital Value 

Estimation, 2019, link: 

https://datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu/documents/d/dcf/2019_workshop_pgecon_capital-value-estimations, 

p.8) 

 

 

https://datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu/documents/d/dcf/2019_workshop_pgecon_capital-value-estimations
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3.2.2. Discussion about intangible assets 

Regarding the application of the discounted cash flow method, fluctuation in future quotas affecting the profit 

should be taken into account. It would be important to nationally define what is the correct timeline used 

for discounting (e.g., 10, 15 years), as it is linked to the national quota system and expected useful lifetime of 

the asset.  

Furthermore, a practical approach to overcome the inapplicability of the method to fleets with permanently 

negative net profits is to use the gross profit instead of the net profit. 

 

3.2.3. Evaluation of problems and challenges on data collection  

The following question must be posed for discussion:  

How may the tangible assets be distinguished from the intangible component (especially for fishing licenses)? 

It is imperative that capital cost estimation encompasses depreciation only of the tangible capital costs; in any 

other scenario an estimation will result in biased estimates, owing to the presence of an intangible component. 

For the application of the discounted cash flow method, the question of what is an appropriate discount rate, 

presents itself? For example, how to value fishing rights for non-quota species is a valid question. Access to 

a database on quotas would help but does not include the transaction prices. 

 



   

 

 

ISSG Methodological Issues Meeting Report 

 

 

10 10 

3.2.4. Synthesis of text with conclusions and suggestions to be presented to RCG ECON 

Importantly, PIM assumptions must be updated on a regular basis with the most recent market and technical 

data, thereby ensuring the accuracy of capital valuations, depreciation estimates and economic reporting. 

In implementing PIM, changing market conditions confirm the need to review (and possibly update) the 

assumptions used at least every four years, based on surveys and a wide range of different sources of 

information. 

In order to take into account, the changing and different economic conditions of the fleets analysed, the 

assumptions of the PIM should be differentiated as much as possible by size and type of fishery. 

Sensitivity analyses should also be performed based on different assumptions: 

On the valuation of intangible assets and considering the absence of a standardised valuation within the EU, 

particularly for rights with no identified features (i.e. duration), it is further recommended that information 

is collected and compared from different sources on a regular basis. For instance, the results obtained from 

the application of market price methods can be evaluated in comparison with those derived from the income 

approach. 

The use of second-hand prices through hedonic regression is an approach that could be considered when 

using fishing rights other than tradable quotas. This is because it allows for the distinction of the impact of 

the various characteristics of the vessel (including the licence) on the final market price. 

In view of the volatility of quota prices, it would be preferable to take the average economic results for the 

last five years into account when calculating the prices. Moreover, it is advisable to use the economic results 

of the vessels which are making the largest profit to estimate quota price levels as the most efficient and 

productive companies make the market for fishing rights. 

 

4. TOR 2: Energy transition of fisheries and aquaculture (Hans van 

Oostenbrugge) 

4.1. Issues to be addressed 

The EU fisheries and aquaculture sector need to transition towards the use of renewable energy sources. To 

monitor the transition, the European Commission needs information for both sectors on the use of 

renewable energy. In this ToR the objective is to recommend potential ways forward to monitor this 

transition through the existing data collection framework. 

The following points needed to be addressed: 

• A comparison of National Work Plan methods 

• Presentations of data collection on fuel/energy use from specific MS (Netherlands, Greece, 

Belgium) 

• A Discussion on the distinction of energy transition between fleet and aquaculture 

• Discuss suggestions to improve data collection based on each sector’s characteristics (collection 

of information by gear or metier, parallel activities in aquaculture companies). 

• A discussion about the level of detail in data collection regarding vessel level and connection with 

FDI call, which is based on gears 
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• A synthesis of text with conclusions and suggestions 

 

4.2. Comparison of methods of data collection of fuel/energy consumption and costs from 

the National Plans  

This section provides an overview of how EU Member States collect data on fuel and energy consumption in 

the fisheries and aquaculture sectors. The review is based on the analysis of Annex 1.2 of each country’s 

national work plan for the 2025–2027 period. The focus lies specifically on the collection of information 

related to fuel consumption, energy consumption, fuel costs, and energy costs. In total, 24 Member States 

are included in this analysis. 

The scope of the review is limited to the methodologies and strategies outlined in the national work plans, 

without considering additional datasets or practices beyond this documentation. Both fisheries and 

aquaculture sectors are covered, where information was available. The review concentrates on the types of 

variables collected, the methods and sources used, estimation strategies applied in case of missing data, and 

any challenges or limitations identified by the Member States. 

The analysis particularly examines whether data collection captures physical quantities (such as fuel 

consumption volumes) or is limited to financial indicators (such as costs). It also considers whether Member 

States apply direct surveys, administrative data collection, or modelling approaches to estimate missing 

information. Where relevant, the report highlights if imputations, extrapolations, or alternative estimation 

techniques are used. Based on this information the potential for monitoring the transition to renewable 

sources of energy in these sectors is examined and recommendations are provided on how to adjust the data 

collection to facilitate this monitoring. 

An important observation is that, although most countries collect some form of fuel or energy-related data, 

the level of detail, consistency, and methodological transparency varies considerably. Some Member States 

combine survey data with administrative sources to improve robustness, while others rely more heavily on 

estimations embedded within broader cost structures. 

Common data sources 

In the collection of data on fuel and energy use in fisheries and aquaculture, a range of sources is utilised 

across EU Member States. For the fisheries sector, several key sources can be identified. Fleet registers are 

a cornerstone, providing essential technical information about vessels, such as size, engine power, and gear 

types. These registers are fundamental for defining the frame population and for calculating effort-related 

indicators. 

Logbooks and sales notes are also widely used. While primarily intended for monitoring catches and landings, 

in some cases these sources contain additional information related to fishing effort. They serve both as 

primary data sources and as tools for cross-validating survey results. 

Fuel reimbursement or subsidy records represent another important administrative source, especially in 

countries where tax exemptions for marine fuel are applied, such as Portugal and Croatia. These records 

enable cross-referencing declared fuel use against official tax filings or subsidy claims, thereby improving the 

reliability of consumption estimates. 

Direct data collection through questionnaires is the most common approach. These questionnaires, 

addressed to vessel owners or skippers, often capture a combination of economic and social information, 

including operating costs, employment figures, and sometimes specific questions on fuel and energy 

expenditures. In some cases, such as in Sweden, data from tax declarations are used to enrich the dataset. 
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Here, economic data obtained through tax returns are matched with fisheries-specific datasets, enabling a 

more comprehensive view of vessel-level operational costs, including fuel expenses. 

In aquaculture, financial statements of enterprises are the primary source of economic information. These 

statements usually contain operational costs, although the degree of detail regarding fuel and energy 

categories can vary. Aquaculture registers, managed by national authorities, provide complementary 

structural data, such as species farmed, production capacity, and employment figures. In addition, online 

surveys or structured questionnaires are commonly deployed to gather more detailed economic breakdowns, 

particularly where direct financial accounts are incomplete or aggregated. 

Many Member States combine these sources to allow for cross-validation and to reduce reliance on any single 

data stream. Cross-checks between administrative data, financial records, and survey responses help to 

improve data consistency and identify potential gaps or inconsistencies in reporting. Table 1 provides an 

overview of the data collected and methods used in the various countries, based on the available information 

from the National Program. 

 

Table 4.2.1 Summary of the available information on data collection of fuel/energy use and costs in the national plans of MS 

Country Fisheries – Fuel/Energy 

Collected 

Aquaculture – 

Fuel/Energy Collected 

Type 

Belgium Yes, fuel consumption and costs 

collected via annual census (direct 

questionnaires, administrative 

sources). No separate energy 

consumption data beyond fuel. 

Yes, included in financial 

accounts via National Bank; 

no direct targeting of 

fuel/energy variables. 

Census (fisheries) + 

Accounts 

(aquaculture) 

Bulgaria Yes, fuel consumption and costs 

collected through census-based 

questionnaires; no separate 

energy consumption data beyond 

fuel. 

Yes, fuel and energy costs 

included in total operational 

costs; no detailed 

breakdown. 

Census (fisheries) + 

Census (aquaculture) 

Cyprus Yes, wide set of variables collected 

through multiple sources 

(logbooks, sales notes, 

questionnaires); includes energy 

consumption and costs. 

No data collected for 

aquaculture in 2025–2027 

cycle. 

Mixed sources 

(fisheries) + No 

collection 

(aquaculture) 

Croatia Yes, fuel and energy consumption 

and costs collected, mainly via fuel 

registry and vessel-level 

questionnaires. 

Yes, included in broader 

operational expenditures; 

collected via structured 

questionnaires. 

Census (fisheries) + 

Census/Sample 

(aquaculture) 

Czech 

Republic 

No fisheries data collected 

(landlocked country). 

Yes, energy costs included 

under operational 

expenditures via probability 

sampling among 

enterprises. 

Not applicable 

(fisheries) + Sample-

based (aquaculture) 
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Country Fisheries – Fuel/Energy 

Collected 

Aquaculture – 

Fuel/Energy Collected 

Type 

Denmark Yes, collected indirectly through 

financial statements and supported 

by AIS/logbook modelling for 

activity estimation. 

Yes, collected via financial 

statements (no direct 

fuel/energy metering). 

Model-based 

(fisheries) + Accounts 

(aquaculture) 

Estonia Yes, fuel and energy consumption 

and costs collected via full 

electronic census, supported by 

auxiliary sources. 

no Census (fisheries) + 

Unknown 

(aquaculture) 

Finland Yes, fuel costs and subsidies 

collected; energy variables 

inferred via administrative and 

survey sources. 

Yes, energy costs included 

in financial data; no separate 

physical measurement. 

Multi-source (fisheries) 

+ Register-based 

(aquaculture) 

France Yes, fuel and energy costs 

collected via stratified sampling 

and economic surveys; energy 

consumption implicit. 

Yes, energy costs part of 

broader operational 

expenses collected via 

economic survey. 

Sample-based 

(fisheries) + Sample-

based (aquaculture) 

Germany Yes, fuel and energy consumption 

and costs collected through full 

census for large vessels and 

sampling for smaller ones; FADN-

based. 

No data collected for 

aquaculture (focus on 

fisheries and processing 

industries). 

Mixed census/sample 

(fisheries) + Not 

collected (aquaculture) 

Greece Yes, fuel and energy consumption 

and costs collected via stratified 

random sampling with face-to-face 

interviews. 

Yes, fuel and energy 

consumption and costs 

collected via annual surveys 

across main aquaculture 

segments. 

Stratified sample 

(fisheries) + 

Sample/census 

(aquaculture) 

Hungary No fisheries data collected 

(landlocked country). 

Yes, fuel and energy 

consumption and costs 

collected via voluntary 

questionnaires for carp 

production. 

Not applicable 

(fisheries) + Voluntary 

census (aquaculture) 

Ireland Yes, fuel and energy consumption 

and costs collected via 

voluntary/mandatory 

questionnaires, logbooks, and 

Sentinel Vessel Programme. 

Yes, fuel and energy use and 

costs collected via census 

survey of all licensed 

enterprises. 

Mixed (survey plus 

admin sources) 

(fisheries) + Census 

(aquaculture) 

Italy Yes, energy consumption and fuel 

costs collected through census, 

based on logbooks, financial 

records, and interviews. 

No detailed information 

available on aquaculture-

specific collection. 

Census (fisheries) + 

Not reported 

(aquaculture) 

Latvia Yes, energy consumption and 

energy costs collected via 

stratified random sampling and 

administrative sources. 

Yes, energy costs collected 

through census-based 

financial record gathering. 

Stratified sample 

(fisheries) + Census 

(aquaculture) 
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Country Fisheries – Fuel/Energy 

Collected 

Aquaculture – 

Fuel/Energy Collected 

Type 

Lithuania No direct collection of fuel or 

energy consumption or costs; 

focus on physical and financial 

capital variables using 

administrative sources and 

estimations. 

No detailed information 

available on aquaculture-

specific collection. 

Census Administrative 

estimation (fisheries). 

Malta Yes, energy costs (fuel 

consumption) collected through 

stratified survey, cross-validated 

with administrative records. 

Yes, energy costs collected 

via stratified sampling of 

aquaculture companies. 

Stratified sample 

(fisheries) + Stratified 

sample (aquaculture) 

Netherlands Yes, fuel and energy use data 

collected at trip level for a panel of 

vessels, estimated via regression 

models. 

Yes, energy costs collected 

for mussels (sample) and for 

oyster/eel (census). 

Panel-based + model 

estimation (fisheries) + 

Sample/census mixed 

(aquaculture) 

Poland Yes, energy consumption and 

energy costs collected via census 

and structured questionnaires, 

validated with administrative 

records. 

Yes, energy costs collected 

via stratified random 

sampling of aquaculture 

farms. 

Census (fisheries) + 

Stratified sampling 

(aquaculture) 

Portugal Yes, fuel and energy consumption 

and costs collected via census with 

cross-validation against tax 

reimbursement records. 

Yes, energy costs collected 

via annual online census 

survey covering all 

aquaculture enterprises. 

Census (fisheries) + 

Census (aquaculture) 

Romania Yes, revenue, cost, energy and 

employment data collected via full 

census, with strong cross-checking 

of fuel and effort variables. 

Yes, energy-related 

economic data collected 

through full census of 

aquaculture enterprises. 

Census (fisheries) + 

Census (aquaculture) 

Slovenia Yes, economic and social variables 

collected via census; no explicit 

reference to energy data 

collection. 

Yes, all economic and social 

variables collected via 

census of marine 

aquaculture. 

Census (fisheries) + 

Census (aquaculture) 

Spain Yes, fuel and energy consumption 

and costs collected via stratified 

random sampling, validated with 

tax reimbursement records. 

Yes, energy costs collected 

via mixed approach (census 

for small strata, stratified 

sample otherwise). 

Stratified sample 

(fisheries) + Mixed 

census/sample 

(aquaculture) 

Sweden Yes, fuel and energy costs 

collected via census, using 

logbooks, sales notes, and tax data. 

Yes, energy costs collected 

through a mandatory online 

census of aquaculture 

enterprises. 

Census (fisheries) + 

Census (aquaculture) 
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4.3. Fuel/energy in fisheries 

The methods used by EU Member States to collect data on fuel and energy use in fisheries vary considerably, 

depending on national preferences, data availability, and administrative structures (see also table 1). Three 

main approaches can be distinguished. 

First, in several countries, fuel use is recorded through administrative systems that track fuel purchases, 

particularly where subsidy or tax relief schemes for marine fuel exist. For example, Croatia maintains a blue 

diesel registry that provides verified fuel consumption data at vessel level. In addition, some countries use 

operational logbooks or effort-related data (e.g., days at sea, engine power) as indirect proxies for estimating 

fuel use, although these do not capture actual fuel volumes. 

Second, a substantial number of countries use questionnaires to collect data on energy/fuel use and costs. 

Some apply sample-based estimation methods. Using stratified random sampling, they collect data from a 

selected group of vessels and extrapolate the results to the wider fleet. This method is designed to balance 

the need for detailed data with the aim of minimising the reporting burden on vessel owners. Sample design 

often takes into account factors such as vessel size, gear type, and fishing activity to ensure representative 

coverage. Another, smaller group of countries adopt a census-based approach, whereby all active vessels are 

required to report their economic and operational data annually. Census methods are typically used in 

countries with smaller fleets or where there is a strong administrative infrastructure supporting mandatory 

data collection. 

Finally, in many Member States, energy-related costs are derived from company accounts (either using 

sample-based estimation or a census). In such cases, operating costs related to fuel or energy are recorded 

within financial statements submitted by fishing enterprises. Sometimes fuel costs are clearly identifiable; in 

other cases, they are embedded within broader categories of operational expenditures. The reliance on 

financial accounts can limit the level of detail available, especially where fuel and energy costs are aggregated 

with other variable costs. 

The diversity in collection methods has clear implications for the resolution, reliability, and comparability of 

fuel and energy data across the EU. Direct measurement systems generally offer more precise vessel-level 

data, while approaches based on financial records or sampling require careful estimation and validation 

procedures to ensure quality and consistency. 

Besides the collection of data on fuel costs and consumption, none of the Member States explicitly mention 

the collection of data on alternative or non-fuel energy sources in the fisheries sector.  

4.3.1. Potential for data collection on renewable energy or fuel in fisheries 

Based on the information from the National programs the following options for data collections of use of 

various energy sources exist: 

1. Questionnaire-based data collection (sample or census) 

For countries that use structured questionnaires—whether through direct interviews, postal surveys, or 

online forms— questions on the use of various forms of energy/fuel can be integrated relatively easily. This 

method allows for adding items such as the type of fuel used (e.g. biodiesel, electric, hybrid), the proportion 

of renewable energy in total fuel use, or whether solar or shore-side electricity is used. Given that this 

approach already depends on operator input, additional questions should remain straightforward and not 

overly technical. This is especially feasible in contexts where smaller vessels dominate and self-reporting is 

routine. 

2. Financial accounts or accounting firm data 
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Where countries rely on company-level financial statements, possibly compiled by accounting centres, it is 

harder to directly observe energy/fuel use by type. However, data collection can still be improved by 

encouraging companies or their accountants to disaggregate energy expenditures where possible. Renewable 

fuel costs could be included as a separate line item or tagged using specific codes in bookkeeping systems. If 

direct reporting is not feasible, an additional short questionnaire could complement the financial data to 

identify use of renewables. This approach may work well for fleets with high financial reporting compliance. 

3. Administrative fuel registries (e.g. fuel subsidy systems) 

In countries where fuel use is recorded through administrative systems—like blue diesel registers or tax 

reimbursement logs—adding a renewable energy component depends on the registry’s structure. If the 

system already records fuel type or supplier-level data, it may be possible to identify biodiesel, e-LNG, or 

other renewables via additional coding. Otherwise, integration could be explored through licensing or subsidy 

conditions, such as requiring vessels using alternative fuels to declare this upon application. This is particularly 

relevant for large-scale fleets with tax relief schemes. 

4. Mixed-method systems (combining administrative sources, surveys, and expert input) 

Many countries apply a combination of data sources. In such cases, it is important to determine which 

components are flexible enough to include extra information on fuel/energy use. Surveys and interviews can 

provide qualitative or quantitative data on various forms of energy use, especially in fleet segments or ports 

known for experimenting with new technologies. In segments covered by administrative records, targeted 

follow-ups could help identify fuel types. This hybrid approach is most useful when dealing with diverse fleets 

and varying data quality. 

4.3.2. Belgian Case presentation 

The project VISTool was presented. The premise of the project is to help fishers improve their business 

model and fishing behaviour in response to many challenges that the fishers face. These challenges include 

restriction of fishing grounds due to off-shore wind farms, closure of Marine Protected Areas (MPA’s), and 

Brexit negotiations, among others. Also, moving stocks due to climate change and fluctuating fuel prices pose 

challenges to fishers. VISTools aims to make the fishing vessel into a data platform. Installing extra specific 

sensors to the regular GPS and weighing scales, including engine sensors to measure fuel usage and RPM, 

torque sensors on gear towing beam and propeller, depth sensors on fishing gear and sensors to measure 

overwater speed. Collating all the sensor data into a single data point related to the fishing trip via a 

concentrator electronic device and giving live dashboards with concentrated data of the sensors to the 

skipper are two unique aspects of this project. Senor data is also used for scientific analyses so that scientific 

advice can flow back relatively fast to the fishers. The live data has had influence on the behaviour of fishers, 

increasing the fishing efficiency and steaming efficiency, and thus reducing their fuel usage. These behavioural 

changes lead to improved fishers business performance. Furthermore, this project is unique in that the vessel 

owner is the owner of all the data and the scientific and collaborating institutes ask permission to use the 

data via data sharing agreements. However, challenges remain in providing valuable data to fishers, in 

determining the value of sensors and in the responsibilities of the costs and maintenance of the sensor 

systems. This project shows that the fishing vessel can become the data platform of the future with ownership 

retained by the vessel owner. Moreover, the data quality and resolution are of such detail that it could be 

used for complete data collection of certain vessel related parameters, fuel usage as currently one of the 

main parameters. 
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4.4. Fuel/energy in aquaculture 

Compared to fisheries, the collection of fuel and energy data in aquaculture is less detailed and less consistent 

across EU Member States. Only a limited number of countries report fuel or energy use as a distinct category. 

In most cases, energy and fuel expenditures are recorded as part of broader operational costs in the financial 

accounts of aquaculture enterprises. 

The primary sources of information are annual company accounts and sectoral surveys. Countries such as 

the Netherlands, Finland, and Spain rely on these financial statements to gather data on operating costs, which 

may include energy expenses without further disaggregation. Specific reporting on fuel or electricity use is 

uncommon and often depends on the level of detail enterprises provide in their accounts. 

The type of production system plays an important role in shaping the data collection approach. Recirculating 

aquaculture systems (RAS), which involve the continuous reuse of water through filtration and oxygenation, 

tend to have higher energy requirements. In countries where RAS is more prominent, there is sometimes 

greater attention to energy use, either through dedicated surveys or more targeted questions in financial 

reporting. Conversely, extensive pond culture systems—common in freshwater aquaculture—have relatively 

low fuel and energy demands. In such cases, energy use is usually included within general operational cost 

estimates without specific tracking. 

Overall, direct measurement of energy or fuel consumption in aquaculture is rare. Most Member States rely 

on estimates derived from financial aggregates or infer energy use indirectly. As a result, the level of detail 

and comparability of energy-related data across countries remains limited, posing challenges for 

comprehensive analysis at EU level. 

Energy data collection in aquaculture faces several challenges, especially in sectors with larger, integrated 

companies or farms that combine multiple activities. Although technical solutions exist to address these 

complexities, in this situation the level of detail and data that are collected also depends on the purpose the 

data should serve. It would be good to validate the purpose with the end user needs. If the primary objective 

is to monitor the transition towards renewable energy (as stated in the TOR), a basic collection of energy 

contract information might be sufficient. However, if the goal is a detailed assessment of energy efficiency 

and associated emissions, this would require far more extensive data collection and modelling efforts. Such a 

step would entail significantly higher administrative burdens and costs. 

Another important point is that energy costs, while financially modest in aquaculture (around 3%), do not 

fully reflect the broader environmental impact of the sector. Other factors, such as species escapes, the use 

of veterinary medicines, and waste production, play a much larger role in the overall environmental footprint. 

Collecting data on these aspects would pose a considerable challenge, partly because it is often not in the 

direct interest of farmers to share such detailed information. 

Therefore, based on the information from the National Plans, it is suggested to adopt a pragmatic approach 

to future data collection efforts. Rather than aiming to collect detailed information on the use of various 

energy sources, the focus should be on collecting key figures that can be used to monitor the transition.  

The most simple approach could be to ask the farmers if and to what extent they use energy from renewable 

sources. Gathering this information will give a general idea about the use of renewable energy and can be 

used as a minimum to comply with the end user needs. 

A potential way forward, could be to start with basic indicators such as diesel consumption (in litres) and 

electricity use (in kWh). This first step could be used to test the feasibility and response rate. A related and 
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important question for the European Commission is whether, and how, they would like to incorporate data 

on the adoption of renewable energy sources in aquaculture. 

Table 4.4.1 Approaches on data fuel or energy data collection. 

Scenario Description Data 

Requirements 

Advantages Challenges 

Basic approach 

to estimate 

contribution of 

renewable 

energy use 

Focus on relative 

contribution of 

renewable energy 

to total energy use 

- Indication of 

renewable energy 

use (e.g. yes/no, 

percentage). 

- Quick insights 

into energy 

transition. 

- Does not distinguish 

between different 

production systems and 

does not assess total 

energy use. 

Basic approach 

to estimate 

total energy use 

and 

contribution of 

renewables 

Focus on overall 

energy use and 

renewable energy 

use at company 

level. 

- Total diesel use 

(litres/year) and/or 

total energy 

consumption 

(kWh/year). 

- Lower burden for 

companies. 

- Limited insight into 

energy efficiency or 

emissions. 

- Based on energy 

contracts and 

general company 

reporting. 

- Easier to 

standardize across 

countries. 

 

Detailed 

approach 

Detailed 

monitoring of 

energy 

consumption, 

efficiency, and 

environmental 

impacts. 

- Energy use linked 

to production 

stages (e.g. 

hatcheries, grow-

out). 

- Enables full 

environmental 

impact assessments. 

- High reporting burden 

for companies. 

- Fuel/energy 

consumption per 

unit of production 

(e.g. kWh per tonne 

fish). 

- Supports 

modelling and 

targeted policy 

interventions. 

- Complex data 

validation. 

- Information on 

energy source 

(diesel, grid, 

renewable). 

- Allows 

benchmarking 

between 

production systems 

and companies. 

- Likely lower 

participation without 

incentives. 

- Data on emissions, 

escape events, 

medicine and waste. 

 
- Significant cost and 

effort for authorities. 

 

4.4.1. Decision tree on implementing data collection on renewable energy or fuel in 

aquaculture 

In aquaculture, the collection of information on renewable energy use can most logically and pragmatically be 

integrated through surveys or interviews, given the sector's current data collection practices. 

In most Member States, economic data for aquaculture enterprises are gathered via structured 

questionnaires, annual financial reports, or through direct interviews with company representatives. These 

instruments already capture operational costs, including energy expenses, though typically not disaggregated 

by energy source. 

Given this structure, the most straightforward and cost-effective way to gather renewable energy information 

is to add a few targeted questions to existing surveys or interviews. These could include: 
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- Whether the enterprise uses renewable energy (e.g., solar panels, biomass heating, wind power, 

green electricity contracts); 

- The share of energy consumption that is renewable; 

- Whether renewable energy use is linked to specific production systems (e.g., hatcheries, 

recirculating aquaculture systems, on-growing units); 

- Any investments in renewable energy infrastructure (optional for more detailed monitoring). 

This approach minimises the burden on companies while still allowing the gradual build-up of renewable 

energy indicators across the sector. It also aligns well with the sector’s diversity: companies with different 

production methods (e.g., RAS versus pond farming) can respond according to their own situation. 

 

4.5. Estimation method & imputation 

To address gaps in data and to derive complete datasets for analysis, EU Member States apply a range of 

estimation and imputation techniques. These methods are crucial for handling survey non-response, filling 

missing financial or operational values, and estimating specific cost components such as fuel use. 

A widely used approach is the Horvitz-Thompson estimator, particularly in cases where stratified random 

sampling designs are applied. This methodology ensures unbiased population estimates by weighting sampled 

observations according to their probability of selection. It is frequently used in fisheries surveys where direct 

data collection from all vessels is not feasible. 

Regression models are another common method, especially when auxiliary variables such as vessel effort 

(e.g., days at sea), engine power, or catch value are available. In these cases, missing values for variables like 

fuel consumption can be predicted based on observed relationships with other operational data. This model-

based approach is useful for linking fuel use to specific activities or fleet segments but depends on the strength 

and validity of the underlying statistical assumptions. 

Mean imputation is often used when simpler methods are appropriate or when sample sizes are too small 

for complex modelling. In such cases, missing values are filled using the average values for similar vessels, fleet 

segments, or aquaculture enterprises within a defined stratum. This technique is particularly common for 

handling small-scale aquaculture data or for filling gaps in cost structures where variability is limited. 

The reliability of all these methods ultimately depends on the quality and availability of auxiliary information. 

Accurate stratification, robust auxiliary datasets, and careful model selection are key factors in ensuring that 

imputations and estimates provide a realistic reflection of actual conditions. 

 

4.6. Challenges and gaps in data collection 

The review of national work plans reveals several common challenges and gaps in the collection of fuel and 

energy data in fisheries and aquaculture. 

One persistent issue is non-response in surveys, particularly among smaller operators. Many small-scale 

fishers and aquaculture businesses either fail to respond to data requests or do not maintain detailed financial 

records, limiting the completeness and accuracy of the collected data. This non-response leads to a heavier 

reliance on imputation methods, which can reduce the precision of national estimates. 

Another challenge concerns the lack of clear and consistent definitions across Member States, particularly 

regarding the distinction between "fuel" and "energy". Some countries treat these as interchangeable, while 

others attempt to separate them, making cross-country comparison and aggregation of results more complex. 
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In many cases, fuel and energy data are not collected directly but are estimated indirectly. Instead of measuring 

fuel use per vessel or production unit, Member States often infer energy costs from turnover, catch volumes, 

or effort variables. While this can provide a rough indication, it introduces additional uncertainty, especially 

when cost structures vary widely between operators or production systems. 

Differences in coverage and methodology between Member States further complicate the overall picture. 

Some countries apply census-based methods, while others use sample-based approaches with varying levels 

of precision. The quality of auxiliary data used for estimation also varies, affecting the robustness of the final 

outputs. 

A major gap identified is the lack of disaggregated data. In many instances, fuel and energy costs are reported 

under broad headings such as "operational expenses", without further breakdown. This lack of detail limits 

the ability to assess energy efficiency, monitor trends in energy use, or evaluate the impact of policy measures 

aimed at reducing carbon emissions in the sector. 

Overall, the current approaches show a strong reliance on indirect estimation and aggregated categories, 

which, while pragmatic, limit the analytical possibilities for targeted energy and climate assessments in 

European fisheries and aquaculture. 

 

4.7. Discussion & conclusion 

The review of national work plans shows that there is a considerable amount of information available on fuel 

and energy data collection in both fisheries and aquaculture. Most Member States provide detailed 

descriptions of their methods and sources. This information can be used to make an inventory of potential 

ways to include extra information (e.g. use of renewable energy) in the data collection plans. However, the 

completeness and comparability of the data vary considerably. 

One of the main observations is that while national programs contain a wealth of information, the structure 

and terminology used are not harmonized. This lack of standardization makes cross-country comparison 

challenging. More detailed and consistent guidelines at EU level could help align definitions, especially 

regarding the distinction between energy and fuel costs, and between direct and indirect measurement 

methods. 

There is also scope for more harmonized approaches to estimation and imputation. Techniques such as 

Horvitz-Thompson estimation, regression modelling, and mean imputation are widely used, but their 

application differs significantly across Member States. A broader discussion on common standards could 

improve both the consistency and the transparency of the resulting datasets. 

 

4.8. TOR 2 Conclusion & Recommendations 

Overall assessment of the data from National plans shows that: 

The analysis of national work plans shows a broad diversity in how data on fuel and energy use are collected 

across EU Member States. For the fisheries sector, fuel consumption and costs are relatively well covered in 

most countries, especially when compared to aquaculture. This is often done through direct measurements 

(e.g. blue diesel registries, tax refund records), detailed questionnaires, or administrative data sources. 

However, the methods differ substantially, and data on types of fuel (e.g. diesel, LNG, biofuels) are still rarely 

collected, even though this information becomes increasingly relevant in light of energy transition policies.  
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In questionnaires, adding fields on fuel type is feasible and already implemented in some cases (e.g. RCG 

ECON report 2025 for fuel use ). For countries without such instruments, a dedicated supplementary 

questionnaire could be introduced. Where financial accounts are the only source, this information is not 

accessible without additional data collection. 

The Belgian study shows that current technical developments allows for detailed real time collection on fuel 

use in fishing vessels, but that this is still under development. This data collection needs a close cooperation 

with the fishing sector and commitment from the sector and science. 

Recommendation: MS start to gather data on fuel use of various fuel types as specified in the regulation 

(EU) 2023/1805 on the use of renewable and low-carbon fuels in maritime transport, (see annex) as from 

2026. As the fuel consumption of the vessel is by far the most important energy source in fisheries, fuel 

consumption of the vessels is used as a proxy for energy consumption.  For MS that use questionnaires, the 

extra information on the type of fuel can be included in the questionnaire. For other MS that do not use 

questionnaires or detailed accounts, additional data collection by questionnaires to fishermen will be needed. 

Data collection from major providers of fuel in fisheries harbours could be used as a fall back option. 

Recommendation: In order to understand the effect of other technical measures which are taken in the 

fisheries sector (catalysers, engine adjustments, additives), a inventory should be carried out. This will 

enhance the understanding of the relationship between energy use and emissions in fisheries. The use of 

other sources of energy use could be included in this study.    

For aquaculture, the overview of the national plans shows that the information on energy use is not available 

yet and data on energy costs are combined with other operational costs in many cases.  

The presentation of the Greek case exemplifies the problems that will arise in data collection of energy 

consumption in aquaculture farms. The group agrees that collection on energy consumption poses enormous 

challenges for data collectors, especially in case multiple source of energy are used and companies carry out 

parallel activities (aquaculture, processing, feed production). Acknowledging the need to gather data on the 

energy consumption and the complexities shown in aquaculture, the group proposes MS to take a pragmatic 

approach on this data collection. 

Recommendation: MS implement a simplified approach by using a questionnaire in which the operators 

are asked to what extent they use renewable energy sources in their companies.  

Recommendation: Pilot studies or a pan European study should be set up in order to develop novel 

modelling approaches to estimate energy consumption in aquaculture. These studies will also look into the 

question how the proportion of renewable energy use can be defined in case of the aquaculture sector, taking 

into account the sources of energy (e.g. electricity,) and the status of production of renewable energy in the 

estimation procedure.  

Overall, data collection remains highly context-specific and dependent on sector structure, enterprise size, 

and available infrastructure. Nevertheless, harmonisation would benefit comparability. The annexes to 

national work plans contain valuable material, but clearer structure and more uniform terminology would 

improve their usability. 

Recommendation: In order for the data collection to comply with the needs for the end users, before 

action will be taken, the group proposes that the EC comments whether with these activities, their data 

needs are covered.  

The analysis of the information in the Annex shows that these annexes provide a rich source of information 

on the activities of the MSs in the data collection. However, in order to enhance the comparability of the 

information included, a more standard approach to the structure of the annex and standardised terminology 
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would be helpful. Possibly AI could be used to restructure the Annexes and facilitate the process of 

standardisation. 

Annex : REGULATION (EU) 2023/1805: Typology of marine fuel types. 

Fuel Class Pathway name 

Fossil heavy fuel oil (HFO – ISO 8217 Grades RME to RMK)  
Light Fuel oil (LFO – ISO 8217 Grades RMA to RMD)  
Marine gasoil (MDO, also includes LSMGO and ULSMGO) 

and/or 

Marine diesel oil (MGO ISO 8217 Grades DMX to DMB)  
Liquefied natural gas (LNG)  
Liquefied petroleum gas (LPG)  
H₂ (natural gas)  
NH₃ (natural gas)  
Methanol (natural gas) 

Biofuels Ethanol – Production Pathways of Directive (EU) 2018/2001 
 

Bio-diesel – Production Pathways of Directive (EU) 2018/2001 

 
Hydrotreated Vegetable Oil (HVO) – Production Pathways of 

Directive (EU) 2018/2001  
Liquefied Bio-methane (Bio-LNG) – Production Pathways of 

Directive (EU) 2018/2001 
 

Bio-methanol – Production Pathways of Directive (EU) 

2018/2001 
 

Other – Production Pathways of Directive (EU) 2018/2001 
 

Bio-H₂ – Production Pathways of Directive (EU) 2018/2001 

Renewable Fuels of Non-

Biological Origin (RFNBO) – e-

Fuels 

e-diesel 

 
e-methanol  
e-LNG  
e-H₂  
e-NH₃  
e-LPG  
e-DME 

Others Electricity 

 

5. TOR 3: Low active and active vessels (O. Guyader, S. Demaneche & C. 

Le Grand) 

The variable “days at sea” (DaS) per fleet segment is a key cross-cutting indicator that plays a crucial role in 

understanding not only landings and economic performance but also social and human dimensions, including 

crew well-being. “Maximum days at sea” per fleet segment are also required and used to calculate vessel 

utilization ratio. Sub-segmentation by level of activity can also be used to separate fleet segments in low active 

and active fleet.  
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The objective of TOR3 was to review the data sources and methodologies employed by Member States for 

key variables and derived indicators related to fishing activity, and to identify potential areas for improvement 

in terms of data quality, consistency, and relevance for policy-making. This included assessing the 

comparability of indicators across countries, evaluating methodological robustness, and exploring 

opportunities for harmonisation or refinement.  

The presentations were divided into four complementary topics including a description of days at sea at EU 

level: 

• Days at sea, 

• Maximum days at sea, 

• Low active (L) vs Active (A) vessels 

• Vessel Utilization Ratio derived from the first two variables 

A questionnaire was sent to DCF national correspondents and/or RCG ECON experts with knowledge on 

the national process to the answer STECF AER (EU Fishing Fleet economic) data call 

(https://dcf.ec.europa.eu/data-calls/aer_en) in anticipation of RCG ECON ISSG: Methodological issues 

scheduled the 28-30th of April 2025 (see annex). 

The questionnaire was divided into three complementary sections, each addressing the following variables: 

(A) total days at sea, (B) maximum days at sea, and (C) sub-segmentation of activity. Each section included 

questions on data sources, methodologies used by countries, as well as comments, reasons, and difficulties 

encountered. The requested information was broken down by country, supra-region, geo-indicator, fishing 

technique, and vessel length classes. 

The questionnaire was completed by 20 out of the 22 MS and the collected data were processed and 

presented to the group. Additional information was provided by experts on more detailed distribution of 

days at sea per vessel length (France) and segments and also for activity (France, Belgium, Germany, 

Netherlands) 

5.1. Days at sea  

 

5.1.1. key figures of days at sea at EU level   

 

In 2022 and according to the STECF AER 2024 data, the 52 815 active vessels registered in the EU spent 

5.075 million DaS. Greece (28%), Italy (20%), Spain (17%) and France (11%) are the main contributors to total 

DaS followed by Portugal (6%) and Croatia (6%). The contribution to total DaS is notably explained by the 

importance of the small-scale fleet (SSF) in these countries. At EU scale, the less than 12 metres vessels 

contributed to 75% of total DaS and most of the DaS come from the MBS supra region where SSF are 

significant followed by NAO and OFR supra regions (see annex for details).  

In terms of fleet segments, the main gear was fixed and drift nets (DFN) with around 1.3 million DaS, PGP 

with around 1 million DaS, DTS (0.7 million) and HOK (0.6 million). The contribution of vessels over 12 

meters was more significant for DTS, PS, TBB, TMs segments (see next figure). 
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Figure 5.1.1.1: Days at sea per country (Left); number of active vessels and days at sea per length categories for 2022 (Right) 

(source: STECF AER 20242) 

 

Figure 5.1.1.2: Days at sea per gear segment and length category for 2022 (source: STECF AER 2024) 

 

5.1.2. Data sources and methods to calculate days at sea 

 

• Data sources  

It was recalled that the definition of Days at Sea (DaS), as adopted by the EU Data Collection Framework 

(DCF), was agreed upon during two dedicated workshops34. For vessels equal to or greater than 10 metres, 

the main data sources used to report DaS were logbooks (used by 19 countries; 95%) and sales notes (used 

by 11 countries; 55%) (see next figure). Additionally, 8 countries (40%) incorporated geolocation data to 

improve, consolidate, or validate their estimates. Some countries indicated that the logbooks they use may 

already include geolocation data. 

 
2 https://stecf.ec.europa.eu/reports/economic-and-social-analyses_en 
3 1ST DCF WORKSHOP ON TRANSVERSAL VARIABLES, ZAGREB (CROATIA), 2015, https://op.europa.eu/publication-
detail/-/publication/18e0fe4f-95b3-4af1-b738-c6dd06cffaee 
4 2nd DCF Workshop on Transversal VARIABLES, NICOSIA (CYPRUS), 2016,  
https://op.europa.eu/publication-detail/-/publication/8c5583fa-c360-11e6-a6db-01aa75ed71a1 

https://op.europa.eu/publication-detail/-/publication/18e0fe4f-95b3-4af1-b738-c6dd06cffaee
https://op.europa.eu/publication-detail/-/publication/18e0fe4f-95b3-4af1-b738-c6dd06cffaee
http://ices.dk/sites/pub/Publication%20Reports/Expert%20Group%20Report/SSGIEOM/2015/WGCATCH%20Report_01.pdf
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Figure 5.1.2.1: Data sources considered to report DaS 

(Vessel >= 10 metres) based on 20 responses to ISSG 

Methodologies questionnaire 

Figure 5.1.2.2: Data sources considered to report DaS 

(Vessel <10 metres) based on 20 responses to ISSG 

Methodologies questionnaire 

For vessels <10 meters, a greater diversity in data sources is often observed due to incomplete and less 

precise fishing data, particularly for smaller vessels, as logbooks are not mandatory in many cases (Guyader 

et al., 20135; ICES WGCATCH, 20166). For vessels under 10 metres, the primary data sources used to 

report Days at Sea (DaS) are coastal logbooks or logbooks (terminology varies between countries), used by 

approximately 70% of the countries. Sales notes are also used by 55% of countries and, in two cases, represent 

the sole data source. In these instances, strong assumptions may be required to estimate DaS. To address 

gaps in declarative data, four countries have implemented sampling schemes to compensate for incomplete 

or missing information. 

• Method for calculation of days at sea 

Fishing activity data for vessels of 10 metres or more is generally available on a "fishing trip by fishing trip" 

resolution. The 24-hour period definition can be applied in this case, which is the main approach used in line 

with regulatory requirements. However, three countries calculate DaS using calendar days—similar to the 

approach for Fishing Days (FD)—particularly in cases involving short fishing trips. Notably, Greece calculates 

DaS based on geolocation data. A wider diversity of methods is observed in the estimation of Days at Sea 

(DaS) for vessels under 10 metres, largely due to the limited precision and completeness of available fishing 

activity data. In most cases, data are only available at the "fishing day by fishing day" level. As a result, countries 

commonly apply the simplifying assumption that:1 Fishing Day = 1 Day at Sea = 1 Fishing Trip. In situations 

where only sales notes data are available, this assumption is further extended to: 1 Sales Note = 1 Fishing 

Day = 1 Day at Sea = 1 Fishing Trip. However, this method introduces a high degree of uncertainty, as sales 

notes data often lack temporal detail and may not correspond precisely to actual fishing effort. To address 

these limitations, some countries have incorporated statistical approaches based on a sampling theory when 

DaS is estimated from sampled data rather than full declarations. This enables a more systematic extrapolation 

of observed activity to the broader fleet segment. In addition, a few innovative national practices have been 

reported. For example, one country uses fuel consumption data to improve the estimation of DaS, under the 

rationale that fuel usage correlates with time spent at sea. Another country estimates an average DaS per 

number of fishing trips for each sale, particularly in fisheries operating from fish ponds (e.g., lobster fisheries), 

applying a raising factor ("rfactor") to approximate effort. Similarly, one country evaluates the completeness 

 
5 O. Guyader, P. Berthou, C. Koutsikopoulos, F. Alban, S. Deman` eche, M.B. Gaspar, R. Eschbaum, E. Fahy, O. Tully, L. 
Reynal, O. Curtil, K. Frangoudes, F. Maynou, Small scale fisheries in Europe: a comparative analysis based on a selection 
of case studies, Fish. Res. 140 (2013) 1–13, https://doi.org/10.1016/j. f ishres.2012.11.008. 
6 ICES (2017). Report of the Working Group on Commercial Catches (WGCATCH), 7-11 November 2016, Oostende, 
Belgium. Ref. ICES CM 2016/SSGIEOM:03. 141 pp.. https://archimer.ifremer.fr/doc/00587/69960/ 
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of available declarative data to calculate an appropriate raising factor, thereby re-evaluating and correcting 

initial estimates. 

For the calculation of total Days at Sea, some countries have indicated that they are using the fecR package. 

The fecR package was developed during the two EU (DCF) methodology workshops held in 2015 in Zagreb 

and in 2016 in Nicosia. Its purpose is to help countries in calculating fishing effort metrics—such as Days at 

Sea and Fishing Days—and in allocating these metrics across gears and areas. It aims to provide a harmonized 

and standardized method for calculating fishing effort across Member States. The fecR package follows the 

principles established (and agreed since under the DCF) during the Nicosia workshop. It is maintained by the 

STECF JRC and is available on the following GitHub repository: https://dcallnet.jrc.ec.europa.eu/gitlab/r-

packages/fecR. Currently, the fecR package can only be applied to vessels carrying logbooks, which may pose 

a challenge for small-scale fisheries (SSF). The RCG ISSG on Metier and Transversal Data Issues 

(https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/rcg-nansea/) has a dedicated task to further develop the fecR package. This year, 

the ISSG has worked on adapting the package for SSF, particularly in cases where data are incomplete. In 

such cases, certain assumptions may need to be applied—for example, the hypothesis that "One Fishing Day 

= One Day at Sea = One Fishing Trip" or the assumption that only one ICES rectangle is crossed per day. 

This new branch of the package is still under development and will be shared via the dedicated GitHub once 

finalized. 

5.1.3. Days at sea: conclusions and recommendations  

The analysis of the survey shows heterogeneity in the use and processing of data on days at sea. 

Whatever vessels size:  

The use of geolocation data for calculating Days at Sea (DaS) should be encouraged when vessels are equipped 

with such technology, as it significantly improves accuracy and allows for the validation of declarative sources.  

Sales note data should be used cautiously, and when it is the primary source, validation or correction 

procedures should be applied to address its inherent limitations.  

Cross-validation of data sources, especially between logbooks, sales notes, and geolocation data, should be 

promoted to ensure consistency and enhance the reliability of DaS estimates. 

The 24-hour period definition for DaS calculation should be applied in accordance with the EU DCF 

methodology whenever possible.  

Specific Recommendations for Vessels <10 Metres 

It is recommended to encourage the installation of geolocation devices on vessels under 10 metres, regardless 

of size, to enhance data precision and reduce reliance on indirect or assumed estimates. 

It is critical to assess the assumptions used in DaS calculations—such as “1 Fishing Day = 1 Day at Sea = 1 

Fishing Trip”—particularly when only sales note data are available. These assumptions should be evaluated 

against the EU-agreed definition (24-hour period), and findings should be documented in national data 

collection programs. 

The completeness of declarative data (e.g., logbooks, coastal logbooks, or sales notes) should be assessed. 

identified gaps or biases should be reported within national programs. Where necessary, it recommended 

applying raising factors based on data quality assessments to improve representativeness. 

 

https://dcallnet.jrc.ec.europa.eu/gitlab/r-packages/fecR
https://dcallnet.jrc.ec.europa.eu/gitlab/r-packages/fecR
https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/rcg-nansea/
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5.2. Maximum Days at Sea (DaS)  

5.2.1. Methods for calculation of maximum DaS 

The transmission of the variable maximum DaS is no longer considered as optional. There is a large diversity 

of methodologies used to calculate Maximum DaS. The main method considered is the average of the top 10 

vessels, used by approximately 50% of the countries. Belgium uses the average of the top 10 vessels but 

bounds it by an upper limit of 280 days. Ireland uses the average of the top 10% of vessels for vessels greater 

than or equal to 10 meters in length, and the maximum for other vessels. Three countries use the maximum 

number of days at sea. Three countries use the 90th percentile (P90) to avoid outliers. Other countries 

would like to use this metric, P90 being less sensitive to outliers than maximum or even a Top10 average. 

Some countries do not report the information under the Data Collection Framework (DCF). Other reports 

the information only for balance capacity reports. 

 

Figure 5.2.1.1: Method used to calculate maximum days at sea based on 20 responses to ISSG Methodologies questionnaire 

It is important to underline that sampling strategies are carried out for small-scale vessels in Italy, Greece, 

and France's outermost regions. In Greece, the vessels' sample method is used to calculate maximum DaS, 

with the maximum estimated according to sampling theory. In Italy, logbook data and a sampling method are 

combined. In France (Outermost regions), the fishing trips sample method is used. As the maximum is not 

computable, incomplete or non-exhaustive declarative vessels data is used, along with fuel data (specifically 

in Guadeloupe) or complementary surveys. These surveys include fishing activity calendars and exhaustive 

scientific surveys across all regions. 

More detailed empirical analysis was carried out for France based on individual data. The example shows that 

the top 10 average and maximum indicators could be significantly impacted by outliers and/or extreme values. 

The 90th percentile (P90) appears to be less sensitive to outliers and more coherent when compared to 

average level by length categories or per fleet segment. The results confirm that the top 10 average is not 

adapted to small segments as in that case, the top 10 average converges to the average and VUR to one. It 

was also noted by the Netherlands that VUR is less sensitive to segment size when P90 is used as a rule to 

calculate maximum DaS. These empirical results were confirmed by a more general statistical analysis in 

which VUR was simulated (1000 days at sea random sample iterations) as a function of maximum days at sea 

indicators (Maximum, average Top 10, P90) and the number of vessels in the segments (see next figure). 
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Figure 5.2.1.2: Simulation of VUR as a function of maximum days at sea indicators (Maximum, average Top 10, P90) and the 

number of vessels in the segments) based on 1000 days at sea random sample iterations 

 

5.2.2.  Maximum Days at Sea: conclusions and recommendations  

The estimation of Maximum Days at Sea can be significantly impacted by outliers and extreme values, 

particularly when using methods like average Top 10 or maximum. These methods are sensitive to anomalous 

data points, which can lead to misrepresentative results. Top 10 and maximum methods are highly susceptible 

to outliers and extreme values. A single vessel with an unusually high number of days at sea can 

disproportionately affect the results. For segments with 10 vessels or fewer, the Top 10 average is inadequate. 

In such cases, the Top 10 average is essentially the average of the entire segment, resulting in a Vessel 

Utilization Rate (VUR) of one, which does not provide meaningful insights. 

The 90th percentile (P90) method is less sensitive to outliers and provides more coherent results. By 

considering the P90, this method effectively limits the impact of the most extreme values, leading to a more 

representative estimation of the average level by length categories. P90 offers a better balance between 

capturing the typical behaviour of the fleet and minimizing the impact of outliers. In any case, outliers should 

be carefully examined, especially when the size of the segments decreases. 

The same recommendations and definitions should be applied to FDI data call 

5.3. Activity indicator  

According to the DCF guidelines, the activity indicator is defined as follows : 

 

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

N=75 N=50 N=25 N=15 N=10 N=5

V
e

ss
e

l U
se

 R
at

io
 (

V
U

R
)

Number of active vessels in the segment 

VUR max VUR top 10 VUR P90



   

 

 

ISSG Methodological Issues Meeting Report 

 

 

29 29 

The 2017 workshop held in The Hague addressed the issue of defining a threshold to distinguish between 

"Low Active" and "Active" segments in the fisheries sector. The discussion focused on testing various socio-

economic indicators, such as the minimum wage and the at-risk-of-poverty threshold, both expressed in 

Purchasing Power Standards (PPS). PGECON 20187 highlighted the advantages and disadvantages of these 

indicators. It was noted that the minimum wage lacks a clear connection to fisheries management, and there 

is a challenge in applying thresholds that accurately reflect real-world conditions. As a potential improvement, 

PGECON suggested exploring alternative approaches, such as considering the number of fishermen onboard 

and the proportion of Gross Value Added (GVA) relative to the value of landings. PGECON 2018 also 

concluded that “although finding the perfect level of a threshold to distinguish between normal activity and 

low activity fishing vessels is impossible, PGECON recommends that a simple, transparent and pragmatic 

approach to this issue is taken”.  

5.3.1. Feedback from the ISSG Questionnaire:  

 According to feedback received from the ISSG questionnaire, several Member States are currently using 

activity indicators (see below for details). These include France (in two outermost regions), Belgium, 

Germany, and the Netherlands. Additionally, other Member States—France, Spain, and Finland—have 

ongoing projects or plans to implement activity indicators in the near future. For a detailed presentation of 

the results, please refer to the annex.  

France (Guadeloupe and French Guiana) 

The activity indicator test for the small-scale fleet (vessels under 12 metres) in Guadeloupe and French Guiana 

was conducted in a context where average economic indicators—both at the global and segment levels—

were perceived by local stakeholders and data users as inaccurate and irrelevant. This perception threatened 

the sustainability of the DCF (Data Collection Framework) data collection process. Although this issue was 

not unique to these regions, Guadeloupe and French Guiana stand out as the only areas where data on days 

at sea are available comprehensively for all vessels. To define a meaningful threshold for activity, statistical 

distributions of various variables (e.g. number of vessels, landings, depreciated capital, net profit, etc.) were 

analysed across categories of days at sea, covering the period from 2008 to 2022. A threshold of 75 days at 

sea was identified as the most appropriate to distinguish between long-term profitable and non-profitable 

sub-fleets. The number of vessels in each segment was also taken into account to ensure statistical robustness 

and avoid overly small sub-segments. Data from the 2020 survey in Guadeloupe helped identify the main 

causes of low activity. One key factor is the aging demographic of vessel operators: a significant portion of 

the fleet is owned by fishers who continue working beyond the legal retirement age. This is often due to the 

need for supplemental income, the desire to remain active, or a wish to pass down their vessels to the next 

generation. A second major factor is the involvement of fishers in complementary activities such as 

construction (building and related craft), tourism, or other sectors. For many, fishing serves as a fallback or 

secondary activity. Other contributing factors include seasonal fishing patterns (e.g., pelagic seasons), illness 

or occupational accidents, engine failures or technical problems, and multi-ownership of vessels. While vessel 

co-ownership is relatively limited in Guadeloupe, it is more prominent in French Guiana. 

Belgium 

A well-structured minimum wage system is present in Belgium, making the ‘minimum income’ variable not 

well suited to estimate activity levels of fleet segments. The ‘days at sea’ variable was explored for data years 

 
7 https://datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu/documents/d/dcf/2018_pgecon 
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2021-2023 but here only data of 2023 is discussed. For 2023, only a single vessel falls under the threshold of 

50 ‘days at sea’, thus preventing confidential reporting of the ‘low active’ vessels. Therefore, ‘days at sea’ and 

‘fishing days’ were not deemed as useful variables to estimate activity level. The transformed ‘total landings 

income’ per vessel (value/10,000) was also explored. Multiple vessels had a transformed ‘total landings 

income’ value under the 50 days threshold. The proportion between the ‘transformed total landings income’ 

and the ‘days at sea’ per vessel was explored as a better measure for low active vessels. This proportion was 

calculated to distinguish between vessels that have a high number of ‘days at sea’ with a low ‘landings income’ 

and vessels with a low number of ‘days at sea’ with a high ‘landings income’ relative to the days at sea. In 

principle, a vessel that spends few days at sea but fishes efficiently and successfully has a high landings income 

and can be called high active. An arbitrary threshold of 0.25 was set under which for 2023, 11 vessels fell. 

These vessels belong to the beam trawler-vessel length 18-24 m and a single vessel in the demersal trawlers 

and/or demersal seiners-vessel length 24-40 m segments. The latter vessel cannot be reported due to 

confidentiality; however, the 10 vessels can be reported retaining confidentiality. The MS decided that the 

calculated proportion is more relevant and will be used as an estimator for activity, while keeping 

confidentiality of reporting always as a priority data quality check.  

Germany 

Germany uses the distinction between “active” and “less active” vessels for the small scale fleet (vessels <12m 

using passive gear). Following the advice of the 2014 The Hague workshop, a threshold based on the value 

of landings is applied. A threshold of 10.000€ was established, following a pragmatic approach. This threshold 

is close to the values that had been discussed during the workshop, namely level of tax exemption, poverty 

line, and part-time minimum wage. Any higher threshold would have resulted in too few “active” vessels 

remaining. The hypothesis that “less active” vessels have a different cost structure was supported by the 

results. Most strikingly, the capital values and thus capital costs were at comparable levels for both active and 

less active vessels, supporting the initial hypothesis. As expected, variable cost and value of landings were 

considerably lower for the less active vessels. For the less active fleet, total costs were higher than the value 

of landings (both expressed as % of the active vessels). However, when including subsidies, values get more 

similar. It has to be stressed that the data collected from the small-scale fishers are not very robust, resulting 

in some uncertainty. However, it appears advisable to continue applying the activity indicator also in the 

future. 

Netherlands 

Within the Dutch fleet a large number of vessels display low/no fishing activities. Many of these vessels remain 

in the vessels register because of administrative reasons. In order to prevent bias in the reported economic 

information of the main EU segments (beam trawlers and demersal trawlers over 12 meter), a distinction is 

made between less active and active vessels. The used threshold is based on the total annual value of landings 

and is set at 50.000 Euro. Application if this threshold results in a rather constant group of around 10-15 

vessels. Because of privacy reasons, the economic information of these vessels is clustered with other 

segments. Within the new data collection platform, however, it was not possible to cluster low active 

segments with other segments without the distinction between low/active activity level. In the coming year 

The Netherlands is looking for ways to enhance the aggregation procedures for small coastal fisheries, 

including the option to distinguish between less active/active fisheries for this part of the fleet. 
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5.3.2. Activity indicator: conclusions and recommendations 

Although the activity indicator is not widely used by countries, there is strong interest in applying activity-

based segmentation, particularly for small-scale fleets with heterogeneous activity levels. It is acknowledged 

that the current segmentation may provide an inadequate representation of the socio-economic realities of 

these fleets when activity levels vary significantly within segments. In such cases, the lack of refined 

segmentation can hinder data usability for end users. 

Vessels under 12 meters are generally less active than those over 12 meters, but they show greater variability 

in days at sea. In particular, vessels under 10 meters often display a bimodal distribution of activity, reinforcing 

the case for sub-segmentation. This approach helps distinguish between professional fishers—who are 

economically dependent on fishing and incur operational costs—and less active fishers, for whom profitability 

is not a central concern. Similarly, sub-segmentation may be relevant for vessels over 12 meters to 

differentiate between more and less efficient operations. 

For countries that apply activity-based indicators, thresholds based on days at sea and minimum turnover are 

considered a practical and effective method for distinguishing between "L" (low activity) and "A" (active) 

segments, provided that vessel-level data are available. While it may not be possible to define a perfect 

threshold to separate normal from low-activity vessels, a simple, transparent, and pragmatic approach is 

recommended—consistent with the previous position of the PGECON. 

Exploratory statistical analyses using individual vessel data are strongly encouraged to support future sub-

segmentation. 
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5.4. Days at sea, maximum and derived Vessel Utilization Ratio (VUR)  

The vessel utilisation ratio (VUR) indicator is the average, for each fleet segment, of the ratio of the effort 

actually deployed to the maximum effort that could be exerted by the fleet8. There are two versions of this 

indicator, based on either observed or theoretical maximum days at sea (220 days). Since 2025, VUR has 

been also calculated by JRC in the context of the EWG Annual Economic Report I and II. in the context of 

EWG Balance/Capacity, VUR < 70% this could indicate technical inefficiency, that may reveal the existence 

of an imbalance, unless it can be explained by other reasons, such as unexpected climatic or man-made events 

or emergency measures as foreseen in the CFP. 

5.4.1. Results of the AER data base processing 

Based on the STECF data set9, days at sea and maximum days at sea information were processed for 2022. 

For 622 active fleet segments considered in the data set, days at sea were available per segment for 524 

segments (84%) and maximum days at sea per segment for 458 (74%). Misreporting of days at sea (Average 

days at sea > 365) were identified for some segments as well as maximum DaS that could be considered at 

low levels (< 50 days) leading to inconsistencies in VUR indicator. These reporting issues undermine the 

reliability of the VUR (Vessel Utilization Rate) indicator for some segments. To address these inconsistencies, 

it is essential to strengthen quality control measures and ensure more accurate and comprehensive reporting 

of both total days at sea and maximum days at sea, which were missing for several segments. 

In order to process the VUR indicators, inconsistent data: average days at sea > 365 days and VURn > 1 were 

removed from the analysis. Of the 412 fleet segments for which a VURn was available, 212 (51%) were below 

the 70% threshold. Of the 520 fleet segments for which a VUR220 was available, 385 (74%) segments had 

values below the 70% threshold (see next figure). 

 

Figure 5.4.1.1: VUR220 and VURn distribution and 70% threshold (red dot line) for 2022 - All countries inconsistent VUR excluded 

(Source: based on STECF AER 2024) 

A significant part of segments under 12 meters are under the 70% threshold. For NAO, it ranged from 62% 

to 100% of the segments (see the following figure). For MBS it concerns around 73% of the segments and for 

OMRs it concerns 40% to 86% of the segments depending on vessel length. Vessel are less active but there 

is also more variability in activity distribution. 

 
8 [Extract COM(2014) 545 final] 
9 Include website link STECF_24-07_AER incl. Re-submitted data for France 
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Figure 5.4.1.2: VUR (Up) and average days at sea (Low) distribution per length categories in NAO supra region for 2022 - All 

countries (Source: based on STECF AER 2024 - see annex for the other supra regions) 

 

Based on the presentation, discussions focused in particular on the relevance of the VUR indicator for small-

scale fisheries. The VUR indicator may lack significant value especially in SSF. For example, in Greece, this is 

due to: 

The significant irregularity and specificity of the Greek coastline. It's impractical to set a uniform maximum 

number of fishing days applicable across mainland and island ports, where the weather conditions could be 

completely heterogeneous allowing or prohibiting fishing. 

Multiple activities among fishers. Their household survival strategies may involve various seasonal activities 

(e.g., fishing, agriculture, tourism). Many fishers, especially in SSF may exchange some effort among different 

economic activities, engaging in more profitable seasonal activities throughout the year (e.g. agriculture in the 

winter). 

In the case of Latvia, difference in levels of activity between vessels are also explained by the fishing rights 

portfolio. These discussions are consistent with the observations outlined above regarding activity levels 

across segments and the explanation of activity variability in French overseas regions, as well as along the 

French Atlantic coast for which a sub-segmentation seems to be relevant. 

5.4.2. Vessel Utilization Ratio: conclusions and recommendations  

For the 2022 reference year, inconsistencies were identified in the AER database regarding the reporting of 

days at sea. In some cases, values exceeded 365 days, while in others, the reported maximum number of days 

at sea was unusually low (fewer than 50 days) for a significant number of fleet segments. Some of these 

anomalies can be attributed to sub-segmentation based on activity levels. These reporting issues undermine 

the reliability of the VUR (Vessel Utilization Ratio) indicator. 
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To address these inconsistencies, it is essential to strengthen quality control measures and ensure more 

accurate and comprehensive reporting of both total days at sea and maximum days at sea, which were missing 

for several segments. 

Statistical analysis of VUR indicates that a large proportion of segments (73%) involving vessels under 12 

meters fall below the 70% threshold, with variations observed across supra-regions. Although vessels under 

12 meters are generally less active than those over 12 meters, they exhibit greater variability in their days at 

sea, contributing to lower VUR values. This variability should be taken into account when defining appropriate 

VUR thresholds for these segments. 

It was also acknowledged that the current definition and interpretation of the VUR indicator may not be 

suitable for small-scale fleets, highlighting the need for a more tailored approach. Considering that it is beyond 

the scope of the ISSG, it is recommended to be examined by the STECF. 

6. TOR 4: ISSGs and Future RWP (Adelbert De Clercq – ILVO) 

6.1. Results from ISSG questionnaire on future RWP  

Feedback on questionnaire of panregional Intersessional Subgroup (ISSG) – Regional Work Plan 

As per DCF regulation, a Regional Work Plan (RWP) for all aspects of the Data Collection Framework has 

to be completed for the next work plan cycle 2028-2030. In previous Work Plan (WP) cycles, useful RWP 

plans were compiled and their intended work was successfully completed leading to improved data collection 

and analyses of biological data. However, for the socio-economic data collection no RWP have been 

suggested. Therefore, the Panregional ISSG-RWP included a term of reference (ToR) to collect information 

on potential updates of the RWP for the 2028-2030 work plan cycle from all aspects of the DCF related 

work, including socio-economic data collection. 

6.2. Methodology 

Due to the timing of receiving the questionnaire from the ISSG-RWP, the RCG ECON chairs decided to 

send out the questionnaire in Excel format, to all ISSG chairs and to the ToR chairs of the ISSG on 

Methodological Issues. Feedback was collected by one of the RCG ECON chairs and collated in a presentation 

that was discussed during the ISSG on Methodological Issues, which took place the 28th to the 30th of May 

2025 in Kavala, Greece. 

6.3. Feedback results 

WHAT ARE THE CHALLENGES FOR THE ISSG? 

Generally most chairs agree on improved harmonisation across methodological approaches among the 

member states as a challenge for the ISSG to tackle. This harmonisation of methodologies can be considered 

as a challenge for every sector the DCF is collecting data from, thus fisheries, fish processing and aquaculture. 

Even though context dependent methods are necessary, a harmonisation of data collection methods will 

improve comparability of data across member states and improve reporting on a regional scale.  

NEW AREAS FOR ISSG WORK TO IDENTIFY? 

Feedback from chairs varied, but agreed that feedback from the Scientific, Technical and Economic 

Committee for Fisheries (STECF) Expert Working Groups (EWG) is necessary. Fuel use, energy use and 

transition to more environmentally friendly energy sources remains an area to be explored in the context of 
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sustainability. Improved segmentation of the fleets rather on a regional level may present a new area. Also, 

improving transparency of data quality and harmonisation of data quality reporting are new areas to work 

on. Furthermore, harmonising the approaches of data quality reporting between DCF related work and other 

European data authorities, such as EUROSTAT is considered to be important future work. 

WHAT DOES YOUR ISSG WANT TO ACHIEVE IN YOUR WORK BY THE END OF 2030? 

Importantly, several ISSG likely face repetitive issues that appear difficult to resolve. Identifying and resolving 

repetitive issues are hoped to be resolved by 2030. Improved harmonisation of methods, exploring possible 

regional approaches for economic analyses, harmonisation of data quality reporting and integration with 

existing European systems (EUROSTAT), transparent metadata reporting and identifying data quality 

indicators are all challenges that the ISSGs under the RCG ECON umbrella would like to address by 2030.  

WHERE CAN WE BENEFIT FORM REGIONAL COOPERATION? 

The chairs were sparce with feedback to this question as it remains unclear under what form regional 

cooperation is exactly expected. It is however clear that the harmonisation of methods of data collection and 

the identification and sharing of best practices would benefit of regional cooperation. 

DO THE AREAS CURRENTLY IDENTIFIED, NEED TO STAY? 

Chairs remained adamant that current topics and working areas are still relevant and need to stay. 

OTHER RWP TOPICS YOU CAN THINK OF? 

Some specific topics were listed as feedback to this question. For the fish processing sector, investigating the 

origin of raw materials related to environmental and social sustainability was suggested as a possible topic. 

How all the online data and reports that the RCGs and ISSGs have generated, can be accessed easily online 

and via an interactive ‘agent’ is another possibility. Easy access to ‘history’ files may improve the occurrence 

of repetitive topics and issues. Working on increased response rates and more streamlined sharing of 

information between MS may also present another topics that can be included in individual ISSGs or in larger 

overarching DCF efforts. 

ANY OTHER 'COOL STUFF' TO BE INCLUDED IN THE ISSG WORK TOWARDS TO FUTURE? 

Opening the DCF data collection to other end users and systems in Europe could be worked towards for 

the future. For example, energy transition is not only relevant for the fisheries, fish processing and aquaculture 

sectors, but also for many other sectors. Furthermore, energy transition issues are always interconnected 

with other sectors as electricity is a wider net based commodity. Investigating alternative fish processing 

possibilities was also mentioned. A framework with time and space for deeper analyses of data issues, 

harnessing machine learning for data analyses, integrating the economic analyses on a larger European scale 

and engaging RCGECON members to work towards improved data quality and reporting of data and data 

quality are other topics that could provide much regional work in the future. 

 

6.4. Discussion 

Not much discussion was invoked by the feedback of the results to the entire ISSG group. The most important 

discussion point was focussed on the fact that it remains unclear what the RWP entails specifically for the 

experts contributing to socio-economic data collection and under which framework the regional work or 
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cooperation has to happen. Is the work that the RCGECON and by extension the ISSGs do not regional 

work? An thus one can pose the questions to include the ISSG work in the RWP or is it possible to suggest 

specific projects under the RWP and having MS who are interested to contribute subscribing to the topics in 

the RWP? Other questions that was asked were what is necessary to come to an RWP, does the RCG-

ECON group want several RWPs or panregional RWPs (the latter seemed to be preferred during the 

discussion). 

6.5. Recommendations 

Following the feedback and discussion of ToR5 on the RWP, the ISSG would like to make the 

recommendation to ask feedback to the Chairs of the Panregional ISSG – RWP to clarify the following points: 

• Definition of the RWP? 

• What is involved in making the RWP? 

• Is RCG-based ISSG work not exactly already what an RWP aims to do? 

• Is it possible to keep Panregional RWPs? 

• Do all MS need to subscribe to the RWPs? 

Secondly, the ISSG group would like to recommend to ask feedback again to the EC on the details of the 

RWP if feedback from the Panregional ISSG – RWP cannot clarify the above points. 

 

7. TOR 5: Data collection on social aspects (Angelos Liontakis ) 

7.1. Presentation of EWG 24-05 proposed set of indicators 

The ToR began with a presentation by Marta Ballesteros, co-chair of the STECF EWG 25-02 on social 

variables. In her talk, she outlined the progress made since the first STECF EWG dedicated to social issues 

in 2019. After discussing the evolution of the concepts of National and Community profiles, she focused in 

particular on a set of indicators proposed by last year’s EWG (EWG 24-05), which consists of 38 indicators 

grouped by different priorities. Among these, 12 easily accessible indicators were identified and are presented 

in Table 1. 

Following the ISSG on social variables held in September 2024, during which an initial clarification of the list 

of variables was made, seven Member States decided to include relevant test studies in their Work Plans. 

Regarding the 12 'low-hanging-fruit indicators,' these seven Member States are willing to explore either the 

full set (BE, ES, HR, NL) or a subset (EL, FI, SE), as shown in Table 1. 

Table 7.1.  

Priority Indicator 
BE 

[25-27] 

EL 

2025 

ES 

[25-27] 

FI 

[25-27] 

HR 

[25-27] 

NL 

[2025] 

SE 

[2025] 

Current 

Conditions 

1. Financial position income        

2. Affiliation to trade unions        

3. Level of professionalization        

Work safety 
4. Min required crew per vessel        

5. Mandatory safety training        

Well being 6. Time away from home – DAS        
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Priority Indicator 
BE 

[25-27] 

EL 

2025 

ES 

[25-27] 

FI 

[25-27] 

HR 

[25-27] 

NL 

[2025] 

SE 

[2025] 

7. Time away from home – nr of 

trips 
       

8. Financial security        

Generational 

renewal 

9. New entrances in the vessels 

register 
       

10. People entering the fishing 

industry 
       

11. Vocational training        

Policy 

measures 

impact 

12. MSP planning        

The agenda continued with the presentation of Stavroula Ntavou regarding social aspects in Aquaculture and 

Processing in Greece. Data collection is primarily accomplished through questionnaires and supplemented by 

published financial accounts and balance sheets. A newly implemented questionnaire was designed to be 

simple, concise, and engaging to respondents, facilitating more accurate and timely data collection. This 

questionnaire is exclusively digital and systematically stored to ensure its future usability. Regarding data 

presentation methodologies, there is still no solution for data linkages. 

7.2. MSs pilot studies on fisheries' social data collection  

Presentations were given by each MS that implement a test study under its Work Plan. Concise presentations 

were given and included the main challenges, the methodologies, the data sources, and the way forward.  

In the case of Croatia, the test study was originally planned to start in the beginning of 2025, according to 

the national Work Plan for data collection in the fisheries and aquaculture sectors (2025–2027). However, 

due to unforeseen limitations in administrative capacity and procurement delays, the launch has been 

postponed until the end of 2025. The aim of the study is to explore available data sources for assessing key 

social issues in the fishing fleet, aquaculture, and fish processing sectors, and to collect missing qualitative and 

quantitative data related to: social and financial status, working conditions, impact of management measures, 

and generational continuity. The study is expected to provide a comprehensive overview of the sector’s social 

structure and trends, assess the potential impacts of policy measures, and offer practical recommendations 

for future data collection. The three-year study will be conducted in two phases. In the first phase (2025), all 

relevant administrative data sources will be analysed to test their usefulness for deriving priority social 

indicators. The second phase (2026–2027) will focus on field data collection and stakeholder consultation 

through structured interviews and surveys. The study will be implemented by the Ministry of Agriculture, 

Forestry and Fisheries (Directorate of Fisheries) in cooperation with a scientific institution, to be selected 

via public procurement. A specific protocol will be developed to collect both qualitative and quantitative data 

from the fishing fleet, aquaculture producers and processing industry, identifying key gaps and proposing a 

sustainable model for future social data collection. 

Sweden will implement a test study for indicator 1 (financial position) and indicator 7 (Well-being - financial 

security). The purpose is to compare average net income (self-employed/employee) with national averages 

and with minimum wages or similar levels in order to understand the financial position and financial well-
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being of fishers in relations to average in Sweden. By using data from Statistics Sweden three comparisons 

will be conducted: 

• Compare DCF data on wages with Statistic Sweden on wages/income of fishers. 

• Compare fishers wages/income against Swedish average wages/income. 

• Adding income from pension, parental leave, etc., to compare fishers and their average in Sweden. 

In the case of Greece, the study's objective is to acquire a nuanced understanding of the Greek fishing fleet’s 

social situation – an important effort given the significant contribution of Small-Scale Fisheries to local 

economies and the social fabric of coastal communities. Moreover, the pilot testing will provide insights 

regarding the feasibility of collecting these variables, identify any challenges that may arise, and offer 

suggestions to effectively address them. 

Belgium is focusing on the 12 new social data indicators aimed to collect more exhaustive social data from 

the fisheries sector. The assessment work in the test study will start at the end of 2025 and will run over the 

course of the current WP cycle (2025-2027). A short presentation was given during the ISSG where each of 

the 12 social indicators were discussed in light of possible challenges related to collecting the data to deliver 

on the new 12 social indicators. Briefly, whether data will be available to provide the social indicators is one 

of the most important challenges and pertains especially to indicators under ‘work safety’ and ‘new people 

entering’ the fisheries sector categories. How fishers will respond to questions about ‘work safety’ and ‘new 

people entering’, as well as how fishers will interpret questions about the same indicators could pose 

challenges in collecting the data, creating a context where low response rates can be expected. Indicators 

such as ‘financial security’ and ‘vocational training’ may not be relevant for the MS. The role of different 

institutions in collecting data may create additional data collection challenges, as the Flemish Government, 

who is responsible for the fisheries sector, may want to be or may not want to be involved in data collection. 

Moreover, the Flemish Government may be against specific social data collection. Lastly, a major data 

collection challenge lies with the fact that social data of international fishers on board of vessels may be 

unknow or difficult to collect, creating a data availability bias for local fishers. The case study presented by 

Belgium hopes to achieve some answers on how feasible social data collection is, how fishers will respond to 

social data collection, what the roles of institutions are and if social data collection can be taken up in regular 

data collection schemes. 

Finally, Finland has committed to producing five out of the twelve social indicators. Current data collection 

and reporting of social indicators are limited and primarily based on employment statistics from Statistics 

Finland. The aim of this pilot study is to explore alternative data sources to support social data reporting. 

Additionally, the reliability and quality of the data must be verified. Potential supplementary data sources 

include Statistics Finland, the National Board of Education, the Finnish Fishermen Association, and the Central 

Register of Commercial Fisheries. Time away from home and the generational status indicators could be 

straightforward to produce utilizing existing data from the DCF, vessel register and The National Board of 

Education. However, the data is currently available only for logbooks so basically trawlers over 12 meters. 

Financial position and material well-being indicators need to be carefully assessed in terms of data availability 

and methodological choices. For example, what assumptions to make regarding employer’s contributions if 

using wage costs and FTE to derive the average wage. Finland does not have a legally mandated national 

minimum wage, and minimum wages for each field are set in collective bargaining agreements. 
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Of the four indicator categories defined/discussed/organised in the relevant meetings mentioned above – 

namely, Social and Financial Status, Working Conditions, Assessment of Management Measures, and 

Generational Status – a set of eight social variables is planned for collection in 2025 within the framework of 

the Greek Pilot Study. The selected social variables include Financial Position/Well-being, Minimum Required 

Crew per Vessel, Time Away from Home, Additional Income Sources, Fishers in Trade Unions, Age of Fishing 

Vessels, New Entrants in the Vessel Register, and Participation in Decommissioning Schemes. Four of these 

variables will be gathered through primary data sources using a probability sampling design fully aligned with 

the existing socioeconomic data collection scheme. The remaining four variables will be acquired from 

secondary sources. 

Initial research on data availability indicates that, for the majority of the variables under investigation, the data 

appears to be available. Nevertheless, for the variables Minimum Required Crew per Vessel and Age of Fishing 

Vessels, despite the availability of data, there are aspects that still require further clarification. In addition, 

two other variables — the Number of Fishers in Trade Unions and the Number of New Entrants in the 

Vessel Register — are also still under investigation, to determine whether relevant and reliable data can be 

sourced for them. Finally, the investigation revealed a lack of available data regarding the Financial Position of 

Vessel Owners as, currently, there is no publicly accessible data from official statistical sources for the average 

national income of the self-employed. To address this, further engagement with national data sources and 

Eurostat is required to assess data accessibility and feasibility. 

In general, significant progress has been made by MSs that declare one-year test study (Greece, Netherlands 

and Sweden) while the rest MSs have mainly started to organize their survey. It is also important to note that 

Greece added three variables from the larger list of 38 indicators in their test study, while Croatia presented 

many more variables that are going to be explored, with some of them not even included in the exhaustive 

list of indicators.  

7.3. TOR 5: Data collection on social aspects – Conclusion  

A synthesis discussion took place where the easy to collect indicators were discussed one by one. The 

main outcomes are provided below: 

1. The definition of most indicators is straightforward; however, indicators like Financial Status require 

careful reconsideration. 

2. Clarification and possibly renaming of the "Financial Position" indicator is necessary due to 

terminological overlap with economic indicators in the Annual Economic Report (AER). 

3. Certain indicators require context-specific considerations (e.g., vocational training) and need to be 

thoroughly discussed among MS. 

4. Comprehensive discussions on RCG ECON meeting regarding methodologies and data sources are 

essential to achieve consistent data collection across countries. 

5. Potential new indicators were proposed, such as benchmarking fisher economic performance against 

societal consumption. 

6. ISSG encouraged additional MSs to voluntarily undertake test studies to accumulate experience. 

7. An ISSG on social variables is recommended for mid-2026 to review completed one-year test studies 

and assess ongoing methodologies and data sources for longer-term studies. 

 



   

 

 

ISSG Methodological Issues Meeting Report 

 

 

40 40 

Long-term Action for Future Coordination: 

1. Establish consistent and comparable methodological frameworks across pilot studies. 

2. Evaluate the necessity for enhanced coordination of ongoing and future pilot studies, building on 

ongoing collaborations and participation of RCGECON and STECF-EWG Social Data experts.  

3. Aim to achieve minimum harmonized data collection and collective experience before the upcoming 

social data call. 

8. Conclusions and recommendations 

Given that each main presenter included conclusions and recommendations separately in both the ToR 

introduction and their presentations, it was generally agreed during the meeting’s discussion that these would 

be presented as the official recommendations at the next annual RCGECON meeting. 

9. Closure of the meeting 
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10. Annexes  

Annex I. List of participants 2025 

Country/ Org. Participant Email Role 

BEL Adelbert De Clercq adelbert.declercq@ilvo.vlaanderen.be RCG chair; RCG expert; 

DEU Jörg Berkenhagen joerg.berkenhagen@thuenen.de RCG expert; 

IRL Sarah Perry sarah.perry@bim.ie RCG expert; 

DG MARE Monika Sterczewska monika.sterczewska@ec.europa.eu EU COM; 

IRL Emmet Jackson emmet.jackson@bim.ie RCG expert; Observer; 

HRV Ivana Vukov ivana.vukov@mps.hr NC; 

FRA Guyader Olivier oguyader@ifremer.fr RCG expert; 

FRA Demanèche Sébastien sebastien.demaneche@ifremer.fr RCG expert; 

FRA Le Grand Christelle Christelle.Le.Grand@ifremer.fr RCG expert; 

IRL Benen Dallaghan ben.dallaghan@bim.ie Observer; Other; 

SLV Edvard Avdic Mravlje edoavdic@gmail.com RCG expert; 

FRA Marie-Dominique Minne 
marie-

dominique.minne@agriculture.gouv.fr 
RCG expert; 

DG MARE Joan Roussoulière-Azzam joan.roussouliere-azzam@ec.europa.eu EU COM; 

IRL Ben Kelly benjamin.kell@bim.ie RCG expert; 

IRL Daniel Toman daniel.toman@bim.ir RCG expert; 

LVA Maksims Kovsars Maksims.Kovsars@bior.lv NC; RCG expert; 

CYP Myrto Ioannou mioannou@dfmr.moa.gov.cy NC; RCG expert; 

ESP Alvaro Mínguez Velasco amvelasco@mapa.es Other; 

ESP María Valiente Viana mvaliente@mapa.es Other; 

IRL John Dennis john.dennis@bim.ie RCG expert; 

HUN Agnes Irma Gyorgy gyorgy.agnes@aki.gov.hu NC; 

ESP 
Maria Dolores Gonzalez 

Villarrubia 
mdgvillarrub@mapa.es Other; 

FIN Joonas Valve joonas.valve@luke.fi RCG expert; 

FIN Lauri Vesala lauri.vesala@luke.fi RCG expert; 

GRC Irene Tzouramani tzouramani@elgo.gr RCG expert; RCG chair; 

SWE Hanna Swahnberg hanna.swahnberg@havochvatten.se RCG expert; 

ESP 
Minguea Marottas, 

Almudena 
aminguez@mapa.es Other; 

GRC Stavroula Ntavou stavdavou@gmail.com RCG expert; 

CZE Vaclava Lamacova lamacova.vaclava@uzei.cz Observer; 

GRC Angelos Liontakis aliontakis@aua.gr RCG expert; 

LTU Edvardas Kazlauskas edvardas.kazlauskas@zudc.lt RCG expert; 

FIN Heidi Pokki heidi.pokki@luke.fi RCG expert; 
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Country/ Org. Participant Email Role 

ITA Loretta malvarosa malvarosa@nisea.eu RCG expert; ISSG chair; 

ITA Monica Gambino monica.gambino@cnr.it ISSG chair; 

ITA Rosaria Sabatella r.sabatella@nisea.eu RCG expert 

NLD Hans van Oostenbrugge hans.vanoostenbrugge@wur.nl RCG expert 

ESP 
Francisco Manuel 

Fernandez Martinez 
fmfernandez@mapa.es Other 

POL Emil Kuzebski ekuzebski@mir.gdynia.pl RCG expert 

ITA Ciorciaro Domenico ciorciaro@mably.it Other 

NLD Justen Steenbergen justen.steenbergen@wur.nl RCG expert 

GRC Christos Danatskos cdanatskos@elgo.gr ISSG chair 

ESP Marta Ballesteros marta.ballesteros@ieo.csic.es RCG expert 

DNK 
Lisbeth Elin Lakjer 

Christensen 
lcr@dst.dk RCG expert 

DNK Charlotte Spliid Hansen chh@dst.dk RCG expert 

BGR Simona Nicheva simona.nicheva@iara.government.bg NC; RCG expert 

BGR Kolyo Zhelev kolyo.zhelev@iara.government.bg RCG expert 

CZE Stanislav Doležal dolezal.stanislav@uzei.cz Observer 

EST Janek Lees janek.lees@ut.ee RCG expert 

LTU Andrius Linauskas andrius.linauskas@zudc.lt RCG expert 

CZE Tomas Kocica kocica.tomas@uzei.cz NC 

PRT 
Inês F. Jorge M. Pereira A. 

Ferreira 
ifferreira@dgrm.pt RCG expert 

FRA Katia Frangoudes Katia.Frangoudes@univ-brest.fr RCG chair 

ROU  Alexandru Gheorgh alexandru.gheorghe@anpa.ro NC 

PRT Suzana Faria Cano sfcano@dgrm.mm.gov.pt RCG expert 

HRV Matija Pofuk matija.pofuk@mps.hr Other 

MLT Jurgen Mifsud jurgen.a.mifsud@gov.mt NC 

MLT Sina Kroebel sina.kroebel@gov.mt RCG expert 
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Annex II. Agenda of ISSG Methodological Issues Meeting 

 

 

  
 

    
        

AGENDA RCG ECON ISSG "Methodological issues"  

Meeting 28-30 April 2025 Nea Peramos Kavala (ATHENS TIME)  

Zoom meeting link https://us06web.zoom.us/j/85138237258?pwd=fnmdjGG3bdGe9uOK6nwNx4NI4GLpzJ.1 

Meeting ID: 851 3823 7258 

Passcode: 435309 

   Chair: Christos Danatskos  

General time schedule:  

Monday starting at 12; other days meeting time ~10:00-17:00; Wednesday ending at 13:00.  

Lunch ~13:00-14:00 , coffee break in the morning and afternoon, see agenda below: 

 

Time 

(EEST, 

Athens 

Time) 

Duration Topic TOR Presenter Rapporteur 
Doc 

No 
 

Monday 28th April   
         

11:45 15 min 
testing 

         

12:00 30 min Welcome and introduction 

Welcome, adoption of the agenda and presentation of TORs 

  
Christos 

Danatskos 

Christos 

Danatskos 
   

    
TOR 1: Valuation of capital 

ToR 

1 

Monica 

Gambino 

Monica 

Gambino 

   

12:30 15 min  

 Presentation (Italy's case) 

1.use of data from the second-hand market  

2. detailed database from a major Italian shipping broker 

3. Issues of low vessel turnover and limited data on new fishing boat prices 

4. Applied hedonic price 

5. Key Findings 

   

12:45 15 min  
Presentation of Finland's case  

ToR 

1 
Heidi Pokki Heidi Pokki    

13:00 15 min  
Presentation of Greece's case 

ToR 

1 

Stamatis 

Mantziaris 

Eirini 

Tzouramani 
   

13:15 15 min  
Presentation  

RCGECON 2024 presentation updated with results - consideration of lifespan 

ToR 

1 

Olivier 

Guyader 

Olivier 

Guyader 
   

13:30 60 min  Break  
         

14:30 60 min 
TOR 1: Valuation of capital-Discussion 

ToR 

1 

Monica 

Gambino 
   

https://us06web.zoom.us/j/85138237258?pwd=fnmdjGG3bdGe9uOK6nwNx4NI4GLpzJ.1Meeting%20ID:%20851%203823%207258Passcode:%20435309
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/85138237258?pwd=fnmdjGG3bdGe9uOK6nwNx4NI4GLpzJ.1Meeting%20ID:%20851%203823%207258Passcode:%20435309
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/85138237258?pwd=fnmdjGG3bdGe9uOK6nwNx4NI4GLpzJ.1Meeting%20ID:%20851%203823%207258Passcode:%20435309
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/85138237258?pwd=fnmdjGG3bdGe9uOK6nwNx4NI4GLpzJ.1Meeting%20ID:%20851%203823%207258Passcode:%20435309
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/85138237258?pwd=fnmdjGG3bdGe9uOK6nwNx4NI4GLpzJ.1Meeting%20ID:%20851%203823%207258Passcode:%20435309
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TOR 1 conclusion 

Comparison of results from MS presentations 

Draw conclusions regarding advancements made to tackle these issues 

Discussion about the physical capital 

Discussion about intangible assets 

Evaluation of problems and challenges on data collection  

Synthesis of text with conclusions and suggestions to be presented to RCG 

ECON  

ISSG Chair 

Monica 

Gambino 

   

  
TOR 2: Energy transition of fisheries and aquaculture 

ToR 

2 

Hans van 

Oostenbrugge 

Hans van 

Oostenbrugge 

 

15:30 15 min 

Presentation 

Overview of available information on energy consumption from EU Member 

States' data collection program annexes. 

Focus on the Netherlands program regarding energy consumption in fisheries 

and aquaculture. 

Discussion of main developments in energy consumption over recent decades. 

Evaluation of whether and how these developments can be monitored using 

current data. 

Identification of challenges in data collection caused by these developments. 

 

15:45 15 min  
Presentation 

Issues regarding energy costs data collection challenges in Greek aquaculture 

ToR 

2 

Christos 

Danatskos 

Christos 

Danatskos 
   

16:00 30 min Break  
         

16:30 15 min 

Presentation 

Results from multiple projects turning fishing vessels into data platforms. 

Various sensors collect data for both commercial and research purposes. 

Toolset provides two main advantages: 

Live tracking enables immediate behavioral changes in fishing practices. 

Collected data supports the development of predictive models. 

Focus of the presentation will be on fuel consumption of fishing vessels. 

ToR 

2 

Adelbert De 

Clercq 

Adelbert De 

Clercq 
   

16:45 
15 min 

Summary of the 1st day 
         

17:00   
END OF A DAY 

         

   
     

   
     

Time Duration Topic 
TOR Presenter Rapporteur 

Doc 

No 
 

Tuesday 29th April   
         

09:45 15 min testing/chat 
         

  TOR 2: Energy transition of fisheries and aquaculture (continues) 

ToR 

2 

Hans van 

Oostenbrugge 

Hans van 

Oostenbrugge 
  

 

10:00 60 min 

TOR 2 conclusion 

Comparison of results from MS presentations 

Draw conclusions regarding advancements made to tackle these issues                                                    

Evaluation of problems and challenges on data collection  

Synthesis of text with conclusions and suggestions to be presented to RCG 

ECON  

 

11:00 15 min 

TOR 3: Low active and active vessels  

ToR 

3 

O. Guyader & 

S. Demanèche 

O. Guyader & 

S. Demanèche 
  

 

Presentation  

Rresults of a questionnaire sent to DCF national correspondents and 

RCGEcon experts. 

Main objective: Identify how MS collect and process data related to vessel 

fishing activity. 

Focus variable: "Days at sea" as a basis for calculating: 

1.Total days at sea, 2.Maximum days at sea 

Potential sub-segmentation of the fleet based on fishing activity levels. 

Activity categorization: Includes classifications such as "Low fishing activity (L)" 

 

11:15 30 min Break  
         

11:45 15 min 

Presentation  

Statistical overview of vessel activity distribution by segment (measured in days 

at sea), focus on the French fleet. 

Include a detailed analysis of key indicators, such as maximum activity and 90th 

percentile (P90) 

Average activity of the 10 most active vessels 

Address issues related to outliers and segments with few vessels. 

Explore the variability of vessel activity within different segments. 

ToR 

3 

 S. 

Demanèche 

O. Guyader & 

S. Demanèche 
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12:00 60 min Presentations 

MSs present their case including methodology and threshold  

ToR 

3 
TBD TBD    

13:00 60 min Break  
         

14:00 45 min 

TOR 3 conclusion 

Comparison of results from MS presentations 

Draw conclusions regarding advancements made to tackle these issues                                          

Evaluation of problems and challenges on data collection  

Synthesis of text with conclusions and suggestions to be presented to RCG 

ECON  

ToR 

3 

O. Guyader & 

S. Demanèche 

O. Guyader & 

S. Demanèche 
   

14:45 30 min 

TOR 4: ISSGs and Future RWP 

ToR 

4 

Adelbert De 

Clercq 

Adelbert De 

Clercq 
  

 

Presentation 

Results from ISSG questionnaire on future RWP  

 

15:15 30 min  
Break  

         

15:45 15 min 
Discussion on future RWP 

ToR 

4 

Adelbert De 

Clercq 

Adelbert De 

Clercq 
  

  
  

TOR 5: Data collection on social aspects  

ToR 

4 
M.Ballesteros M. Ballesteros   

 

16:00 15 min Presentation 

Summary of social data EWG key outcomes 

 

16:15 15 min Presentation 

Aquaculture social data-Greek case 

ToR 

4 
S. Ntavou 

S. Ntavou & 

C. Danatskos 
   

16:30 30 min Presentations 

MSs pilot studies on fisheries' social data collection 

ToR 

4 
TBD TBD    

17:00   
END OF A DAY 

         

   
     

  

 
     

Time Duration Topic 
TOR Presenter Rapporteur 

Doc 

No 
 

Wednesday 30th April   
         

09:45 15 min testing/chat 
         

    
TOR 5: Data collection on social aspects - conclusion  

         

10:00 60 min 

Comparison of results from MS presentations 

Draw conclusions regarding advancements made to tackle these issues                                          

Evaluation of problems and challenges on data collection  

Synthesis of text with conclusions and suggestions to be presented to RCG 

ECON  

ToR 

4 

Angelos 

Liontakis 

Angelos 

Liontakis 
   

11:00 60min 

Drafting the recommendations and the report 

  RCG chairs 
Christos 

Danatskos 
  

 

Discussion:  

1. Summary of ToRs 

2. Conclusions 

2. Recommendations  

 

12:00 30 min Break  
         

12:30 30 min 

Summary, overview of ISSG Report 

  RCG chairs 
Christos 

Danatskos 
  

 

 

13:00   END OF THE MEETING          

 

  



   

 

 

ISSG Methodological Issues Meeting Report 

 

 

46 46 

 

Annex III. Days at sea Questionnaire 

The following questionnaire is to be completed by the DCF national correspondents and/or RCG ECON 

experts with knowledge on the national process to answer STECF AER (EU Fishing Fleet economic) data 

call (https://dcf.ec.europa.eu/data-calls/aer_en) in anticipation of RCG ECON ISSG:  Methodological issues 

scheduled the 28-30 April 2025.  

The objective of the questionnaire is to identify the data collection and processing strategies adopted by MS 

related to vessel fishing activity and the variable "days at sea" to calculate the following variables in answer 

to the STECF AER data call: "Total days at sea", "Maximum days at sea" and "to define, if needed, eventual 

sub-segmentation based on vessel fishing activity“ (A normal fishing activity and L: Low fishing activity). 

The questionnaire must be filled out by fleet segment or by group of segments for simplification.  Please 

include 1 line for each in the excel sheet and split your answer by group of fleet segment(s) if needed 

especially if you have different "data sources/methodologies" which apply considering the fleet segment. 

Once the fleet segment has been characterized, three different items have to be filled:  

1. Total days at sea (in blue from column F to H), 

2. Maximum days at sea (in grey from column I to K). 

3. Sub-segmentation activity (in green from column L to O) 

For each item, information should be provided regarding the available data sources used for the calculation, 

the current methodology applied, and any additional comments. This may include explanations of any 

difficulties encountered, the reasoning behind the choice of data sources, or the methodology selected.  



   

 

 

ISSG Methodological Issues Meeting Report 

 

 

47 47 

 

Annex IV. Presentations 

 

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1JNb5kw2wR8K0ZesiYJ4xt9QbSFKysGL3?usp=drive_link 

 

 

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1JNb5kw2wR8K0ZesiYJ4xt9QbSFKysGL3?usp=drive_link

