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1. Executive Summary 

This report presents the outcomes of the ISSG meeting titled “Exploring Options for Data Collection for 

New Social Variables,” held virtually on September 18–19, 2024. The meeting focused primarily on social 

indicators in the fisheries sector rather than aquaculture and seafood processing sectors.  

Participants, including several experts, gave presentations on various social indicators. 

The meeting featured presentations from several participating experts, with particular emphasis on 

generational renewal in Croatia and the socioeconomic impacts of EU conservation measures. The main 

focus was on the so-called “forthcoming” indicators — twelve social indicators identified by the STECF EWG 

24-051 as indicators that can be taken up directly in an EU data call as ready for inclusion in an EU data call. 

These indicators are expected to be prioritized in pilot studies under the upcoming Work Plans Programming 

Period (2025–2027). 

These “forthcoming” indicators are part of a broader set of 38 social indicators. According to STECF EWG 

24-05, these twelve were selected because they are relatively easy for Member States (MSs) to develop, 

collect, and report - referred to as “low-hanging fruit.” The rationale behind this classification is that data for 

most of these indicators are already being collected or can be accessed with minimal additional effort by MSs. 

In addition to the twelve “forthcoming” indicators, the ISSG group also considered other variables labelled 

as “potential” indicators. These are distinct from “other” indicators, as they also require relatively low effort 

from MSs to explore and implement. 

Following the STECF EWG 24-05 approach, social indicators were organized into four main categories, which 

were discussed in detail during the two-day meeting: 

• Social and Financial Status 

• Working conditions 

• Assessment of management measures 

• Generational status 

 

During the meeting, the ISSG group confirmed that many of the indicators proposed by STECF EWG 24-05 

are indeed feasible for MSs to collect and could be included in pilot studies during the 2025–2027 Work Plan. 

While the ISSG group’s proposed list largely aligns with that of EWG 24-05, some differences were noted. 

The group also identified key challenges related to data collection and reporting, which are addressed in this 

report. 

Furthermore, the ISSG group proposed nine additional social variables — distributed across the four 

categories above — as “potential” indicators. These are considered relatively easy to collect, and in some 

cases, data may already exist from other sources. The proposed variables are: 

✓ Social and Financial Status 

o Social status in society/quantitative: 5-Likert-Scale (STECF EWG 23-17 p. 27); per Owner/crew and 

per SSF/LSF; symbolic capital according to Pierre Bourdieu; perception in the general population.  

o Social status in society/qualitative: Self-perception; perceived social status in community/society 

✓ Working Conditions – Work Safety 

o Age of Vessel (Quantitative): Measured in years, indicating the potential risk associated with older 

vessels 

 
1 European Commission, Joint Research Centre, Scientific Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF) – Social Data in 
Fisheries (STECF-24-05), Ballesteros, M., Kraan, M., Tardy Martorell, M., Virtanen, J., and Guillen, J. (editors), Publications Office of 
the European Union, Luxembourg, 2024, https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/461821, JRC138977. 

https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/461821
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✓ Assessment of management measures 

o Additional income to support fishing continuity (as % of total income or time allocated to 

fisheries/total employment) 

✓ Generational status 

o Reduced potential for recruitment of fishers: Rules about bringing not adults/ people without safety 

training on board  

o Number of new entrants in fishing insurance schemes 

o Number of participants in decommissioning schemes  

o Entrants no longer in the vessel register potential 

o Entrants no longer in  fishing insurance schemes 

Finally, the ISSG group recommended convening another meeting in the first half of 2025. This follow-up 

meeting will focus on designing the data collection procedures for the social indicators that MSs intend to 

include in the 2025–2027 Work Plan. The table below presents the twelve “forthcoming” indicators identified 

by STECF EWG 24-05, alongside the additional variables proposed by the ISSG group. 

 

Table 1. List of variables identified as easier to collect by STECF EWG 24-05 (on the left) and by ISSG group (on the 

right).  

 

STECF EWG 24-05 RCG ISSG group 

• Financial position–quantitative–compare average net 

income (self-employed/employee) with national 

averages (Owner/crew-SSF/LSF) 

• Nr of fishers in trade unions–quantitative–per fishing 

fleet 

• Working conditions–work safety–quantitative–min 

required crew per vessel 

• Working conditions–work safety–qualitative–

mandatory safety training–yes/no 

• Working conditions–wellbeing–quantitative–time away 

from home-DAS 

• Working conditions–wellbeing–quantitative–time away 

from home-nr of trips 

• Working conditions–wellbeing–quantitative–financial 

security – average wage in comparison with national 

minimum wage 

• % of sea allocated to other uses / Priority areas for 

fishing – quantitative–EEZ Territorial sea, marine use 

zone 

• Level of professionalization–nr of years working as a 

fisher-quantitative 

• Nr of people entering the fishing industry–nr of people 

enrolled and recent graduates of mandatory safety 

training–quantitative 

• Nr of people entering the fishing industry–Nr of people 

enrolled in fisheries vocational training–quantitative 

• Nr of people entering the fishing industry – Nr of new 

entrants in the vessel register–quantitative 

• Financial position crew-Compare the average wage of 

fishing crews (standard calculated indicator in AER 

expressed in €/year) with the average annual salary of 

employees in the MS concerned. 

• Financial position vessels’ owner (skipper) = Divide the 

DCF variable net profit (€/year) by the total number of 

owners and compare it with the average annual income 

of self-employed workers in the MS addressed. 

• Nr of fishers in trade unions (quantitative) 

• Working conditions–work safety-min required 

crew/vessel (quantitative) 

• Working conditions–work safety – mandatory safety 

training (quantitative) 

• Working conditions–well-being - time away from home 

in days at sea (quantitative) 

• Working conditions–well-being - financial security - 

average wage in comparison with national minimum 

wage (quantitative)  

• % of sea allocated to other uses / Priority areas for 

fishing (quantitative) 

• Level of professionalization - nr of years working as 

fisher (quantitative) 

• Nr of people entering the fishing industry- Nr of people 

enrolled in fisheries vocational training (quantitative) 

• Nr of people entering the fishing industry - Nr of new 

entrants in the vessel register (quantitative) 
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2. Background and Terms of Reference 

This meeting followed up on Recommendation 3 and discussions from ToR 5 of the RCG ECON 2024 

meeting. The indicators under discussion were developed by the STECF EWG on Social Issues (see ToR 4 in 

the RCG ECON report).  

The social indicators under discussion were initially developed by the STECF Expert Working Group (EWG) 

on Social Issues (refer to ToR 4 in the RCG ECON report). These indicators aim to enhance the 

understanding of the social dimension of the fisheries sector, with a focus on areas such as financial status, 

working conditions, and generational renewal. The primary objective of the ISSG meeting was to refine these 

indicators and prioritize those deemed suitable for immediate pilot testing. The group focused particularly 

on the indicators identified by STECF EWG 24-05, referred to as “forthcoming” indicators, which are 

considered ready for inclusion in pilot studies. In parallel, the meeting also explored the remaining social 

indicators proposed by EWG 24-05 to assess whether additional ones could be considered relatively easy to 

implement. 

Although final decisions regarding the pilot studies are pending and will need to be made in the coming weeks 

to be included in the National Work Plans (NWPs), the discussions of this ISSG meeting will contribute 

substantially to the upcoming technical meeting. The aim of the pilot studies will be to test indicator definitions 

and data collection procedures, ultimately providing best practices and guidance for improved data collection 

efforts. 

Accordingly, the ISSG meeting aimed to: 

▪ Discuss the set of social indicators proposed by EWG 24-05; 

▪ Identify methodological issues related to data collection; 

▪ Evaluate challenges and propose solutions for implementation; and 

▪ Compare data collection practices across different Member States (MSs). 

The discussions were structured around the following groups of social indicators: 

▪ Social and Financial Status (ToR1) 

▪ Working Conditions (ToR2) 

▪ Assessment of management measures: Impact of EU conservation measures on fishing communities 

in terms of employment, working conditions and potential social conflict (ToR3) 

▪ Generational status (ToR4) 

▪ objective of this meeting was to explore options for the collection of new social variables within 

fisheries, focusing on indicators highlighted in the STECF EWG and recommended by RCG ECON 

(Recommendation 3). The primary focus was on forthcoming indicators, with discussions expanding 

to include potential indicators identified by the expert group. 

3. Introduction 

The meeting commenced with a presentation by Angelos Liontakis and Maraja Riechers, who outlined the 

meeting's main objectives, agenda, and Terms of Reference (ToRs). After that: 

• Hans van Oostenbrugge (RCG ECON Chair) provided an overview of the role and structure of 

RCG ECON, emphasizing the importance of socioeconomic data within the fisheries sector. 

• Joan Roussoulière-Azzam (DG MARE Policy Officer) presented recent policy developments, 

emphasizing the need for enhanced data collection to support informed policy-making decisions. 
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Following these opening remarks, the group formally adopted the agenda and reviewed the ToRs of the 

meeting. The initial focus was on improving methodologies for collecting social indicators and addressing 

challenges encountered in previous pilot studies. The original ToRs, organized by thematic groups of variables, 

are provided in Annex II. However, based on a proposal by Marloes Kraan and Marta Ballesteros, chairs of 

the STECF EWG 24-05, the group agreed to begin with the 12 indicators identified by EWG 24-05 as suitable 

for immediate inclusion in an EU Data Call. It was suggested that, time permitting, the group would then 

proceed to discuss the remaining 26 indicators. This proposal was accepted, and as a result, discussions were 

guided by a revised set of ToRs. 

Following this structure, the remainder of the report is organized as follows: 

✓ Section 4 discusses the “forthcoming” indicators by thematic group. 

✓ Section 5 presents the “potential” indicators by thematic group. 

✓ Section 6 presents “other” interesting indicators by thematic group. 

✓ Section 7 summarizes the key outcomes and conclusions of the meeting. 

✓ Section 8, the Annex of the report, presents the Agenda, ToRs, List of participants, participants’ 

presentations and Test study template in the Work Plan. 

4. Forthcoming Indicators  

4.1  Social and Financial Status 

The group identified Social Status as a key indicator for understanding how fishers are perceived within 

their communities relative to other professions. Measuring social status helps establish the societal standing 

of fishers, which may influence their participation in community activities and access to services and support 

networks. This is particularly relevant for small-scale fisheries, where social capital plays a critical role in 

community integration and resilience. 

However, the group noted that defining and measuring “social status” consistently across different cultural 

contexts poses a significant challenge. Cultural variations may influence both the perception and self-

assessment of social status, potentially resulting in inconsistent data across Member States. Additionally, the 

applicability of this indicator to aquaculture and fish processing sectors is limited. Fish farmers and fish 

processing workers may experience different social dynamics compared to wild-capture fishers, and as such, 

tailored adjustments in survey design would be required to capture these distinctions accurately. 

Several Member States expressed interest in piloting this indicator, though concerns were raised about the 

feasibility of data collection in remote or hard-to-reach fishing communities. The ISSG emphasized the value 

of this indicator and recommended that cultural differences in perception be carefully considered in survey 

methodologies. 

In contrast, the Financial Status of fishers appears to be more straightforward to assess using a range of 

existing or easily developed indicators. Financial status is critical for evaluating the economic stability and 

resilience of fishers and their capacity to maintain a sustainable livelihood. It is particularly useful for identifying 

disparities between different fleet segments (e.g., small-scale vs. large-scale fisheries) and between 

occupational roles (e.g., crew vs. vessel owners). 

By analyzing income levels and comparing them with national averages, policymakers can gain insight into the 

economic challenges and inequalities within the sector. Also, the group noted that differences in income 

reporting methods across Member States could hinder comparability. To address this, the ISSG 

recommended that data collection account for seasonal income fluctuations and informal income sources, 
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especially in small-scale fisheries. Overall, the group strongly supported the inclusion of financial status 

indicators and emphasized the importance of enhancing income data accuracy in future data collection efforts. 

The forthcoming indicators identified under this thematic group are listed below. 

4.1.1. Financial Position (Quantitative) 

Description: This indicator aims to compare average income of fishers—both self-employed (vessel owners) and 

employees (crew)—with national income averages. The comparisons should be made between owners and 

crew in Small-Scale Fisheries (SSF) and Large-Scale Fisheries (LSF). Make use of DCF income, personal costs 

+ national averages (EU level) and at MS level (DCF income, personal costs). Existing economic data from 

the EU Data Collection Framework (DCF) can be used alongside national averages, which are usually available 

in the national (micro) census to estimate the financial position of fishers: 

• Financial position crew = Compare the average wage of fishing crews (standard calculated indicator 

in AER expressed in €/year) with the average annual salary of employees in the MS concerned. 

• Financial position vessels’ owner (skipper) = Divide the DCF variable net profit (€/year) by the 

total number of owners and compare it with the average annual income of self-employed workers 

in the MS addressed. 

Challenges: Those calculations enable only rough estimations. Net profit may be not relevant to be compared 

with other sectors, mainly due to the inclusion of Inputted value of unpaid labour, that usually is comes from 

family labour. Also, some fishing companies might be legal entities and in consequence, the financial position 

of owners (individuals) might be overestimated (in particular when it comes to LSF and DTS). Additionally, 

the national average salary and income data might be collected using different methodologies, leading to 

discrepancies in the comparative analysis. Financial data may be inconsistent or incomplete, requiring careful 

validation for statistical significance. Experts should review if such a comparative calculation is feasible to 

indicate if the financial position of fishing individuals is below or above national averages. If proven technically, 

further comparison with the average salaries of employees and income of self-employed workers in other 

sectors (e.g., aquaculture, white fleet, or agriculture) and/or minimum subsistence levels inside the MS 

addressed could follow. Ultimately, the results of these comparative calculations can indicate how attractive 

fisheries are as a profession from a financial perspective, particularly when compared to other sectors. 

Data Sources: The Annual Economic Report (AER), National Statistical Authorities, and EUROSTAT provide 

essential data. However, additional financial information from other sectors may be needed for a 

comprehensive analysis. 

Level: up to segment level 

4.2.2. Nr of fishers in trade unions (quantitative) 

Description: The indicator not only reflects the degree of fishers' collective bargaining power, but also 

underlines the importance of their role in shaping work-related policies. This indicator is a key component 

in ensuring that fishers' views are listened to and that their rights and welfare are considered, thereby 

supporting the overall sustainability and governance of the fisheries community. 

This indicator measures the proportion of fishers who are members of trade unions and serves as a proxy 

for the sector’s collective bargaining capacity. It reflects the extent to which fishers are organized and capable 

of advocating for better working conditions, fair wages, and labor rights. In this sense, it highlights the role of 

fishers in influencing work-related policies at both national and EU levels, contributing to improved 

governance and the overall sustainability of the sector. Trade union membership not only indicates the 
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presence of formal labor representation but also signals the engagement of fishers in institutional processes 

that affect their livelihoods. The indicator thus supports efforts to ensure that fishers’ perspectives are 

integrated into decision-making, particularly in relation to social protection and working standards. 

Challenges: The collection of reliable data for this indicator presents several challenges. Unionization levels 

vary significantly across regions, fleet segments, and Member States. In small-scale or informal fisheries, union 

representation may be limited or entirely absent. Additionally, the structure, function, and influence of trade 

unions differ among countries, making cross-country comparisons difficult. Cultural factors, lack of awareness, 

and distrust toward formal institutions may further discourage fishers from joining unions, leading to 

underreporting or incomplete datasets. Moreover, the mere number of union members does not necessarily 

reflect the effectiveness or influence of the union itself. In some cases, unions may be present but lack the 

institutional strength to impact policy or improve working conditions. Overall, The ISSG acknowledged the 

relevance of this indicator in promoting labor rights and improving working conditions in the fisheries sector. 

It was recommended that pilot studies initially focus on regions with established trade unions to facilitate 

data collection and methodology development. At the same time, opportunities should be explored to 

support and strengthen unionization efforts in regions with weaker labor organizations. The group also 

proposed that this indicator be extended to include workers in the aquaculture and fish processing sectors, 

where labor rights and organization are equally important. 

Data Sources: Secondary sources: National sources; trade union registers 

Level: up to segment-level to highlight differences in unionization rates across various types of fisheries and 

regions 

4.2  Working Conditions 

Work Safety 

The ISSG identified Work Safety as a critical dimension in the fisheries sector, where occupational risks, 

including injury and fatality, are significantly higher than in many other industries. This topic also holds 

relevance for aquaculture, although the types of risks differ. In contrast, the applicability to the fish processing 

industry is more limited, as safety concerns there relate to different operational contexts (e.g., equipment-

related injuries or repetitive strain). Several Member States expressed interest in piloting work safety 

indicators, particularly those with well-established maritime safety frameworks. Under the category of 

forthcoming indicators, two specific indicators were highlighted: 

4.2.1. Work safety-minimum required crew per vessel (quantitative) 

Description: This indicator analyzes trends in crew size reductions on fishing vessels, particularly when such 

reductions are driven by efforts to cut operational costs. These cost-saving practices may increase the risk 

of accidents and compromise overall onboard safety. The issue is especially relevant in Large-Scale Fisheries 

(LSF), where reduced crew numbers can lead to excessive workloads, fatigue, and decreased ability to 

respond to emergencies—factors known to elevate the likelihood of accidents. In Small-Scale Fisheries (SSF), 

vessels are frequently operated by a single fisher. While this may not stem from deliberate cost-cutting, single-

operated vessels present their own significant safety challenges, due to the absence of support in the event 

of technical failures, health issues, or emergencies at sea. 

This indicator aims to: a)Track the number of fishers operating alone in the SSF fleet; b) Monitor reductions 

in crew size in LSF over time and c) Identify where safety risks are most concentrated across different fleet 

segments. 
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By analyzing these patterns, policymakers and stakeholders can assess whether safety regulations on minimum 

crew requirements are being followed and whether economic pressures are undermining safety standards. 

The findings can support the design and enforcement of targeted safety regulations to better protect fishers 

across all vessel types. 

Challenges: Data collection may be challenging due to differences in crew size regulations across MSs, as well 

as variances in enforcement of minimum safety requirements. In some cases, vessels may underreport the 

number of crew members to avoid labor costs, making it difficult to obtain accurate data. There is also the 

challenge of accounting for differing risks between SSF and LSF. While the risks in single-operated vessels in 

SSF may be different from those in under-crewed LSF, both require specific safety measures that might not 

be easily comparable. Experts need to develop methods to address and measure these distinct safety concerns 

across different fleet segments. 

Data Sources: fleet registry; National sources 

Level: up to segment level, to get a differentiation of safety risks across different fleet types 

4.2.2. Work safety – mandatory safety training (quantitative) 

Description: This indicator measures whether safety training is mandatory for crew members (binary variable: 

yes/no). Also, the frequency of mandatory training is crucial in maintaining safety standards and ensuring that 

fishers are well-prepared to handle the various risks associated with their work (if yes, what is the frequency 

in years). In some MSs, safety certifications must be renewed periodically, while other regions may have 

different standards. By tracking this indicator, one can identify gaps in safety training across fleets. 

Challenges: A significant challenge is the variability of safety training requirements across MSs. Different 

countries have different standards for mandatory training frequency and certification renewal, which can 

complicate cross-country comparisons. Also, simply tracking whether safety training is mandatory does not 

necessarily reflect the quality or comprehensiveness of the training itself. The indicator could be limited if the 

training programs do not sufficiently address modern safety challenges or new technologies. 

Data Sources: MSs’ maritime safety authorities; Training providers and certification agencies 

Level: national fleet level 

Well-Being 

The ISSG emphasized the importance of capturing the well-being of fishers as a core element of understanding 

the human dimension of the fisheries sector. The group focused on two key aspects: time spent away from 

home, and material well-being. These dimensions reflect both the emotional and economic realities of fishers’ 

lives, providing valuable insights into their overall quality of life and the personal costs associated with a career 

at sea. Time away from home can have significant consequences on family relationships and personal well-

being, while material well-being relates to a fisher’s ability to support themselves and their households 

financially. Together, these indicators offer a more holistic view of work-life balance and social sustainability 

in the fisheries sector.  

Data collection for these indicators can be implemented through structured surveys, interviews, and time-

logging records from vessel operators. However, several challenges exist. Well-being is inherently subjective, 

and perceptions may vary widely depending on cultural, individual, and socioeconomic factors. This variability 

complicates efforts to ensure consistency and comparability across Member States. 
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A key issue identified by the group is the trade-off many fishers face between securing financial stability and 

maintaining a balanced personal life. Long periods at sea may be necessary to generate adequate income, but 

such absences can negatively impact family life and social integration. At the same time, material well-being is 

influenced by a combination of factors, including household composition, income level, and access to local 

services and infrastructure, further complicating cross-country comparisons. The group noted that well-being 

is a relevant concern not only in wild-capture fisheries but also in aquaculture and fish processing sectors. 

While the nature of the work differs, stressors related to job security, work-life balance, and financial stability 

remain important in all subsectors. 

Several Member States expressed interest in piloting well-being indicators, although concerns were raised 

about the feasibility of capturing subjective measures across diverse cultural contexts. The ISSG supported 

the inclusion of these indicators in future pilot studies and made the following recommendations: 

• Develop standardized approaches to measure time away from home; 

• Identify key drivers of material well-being in different fleet segments; 

• Consider expanding the scope of this indicator to aquaculture and fish processing sectors. 

Under the category of forthcoming indicators, the following indicators are included: 

4.2.3. Well-being-time away from home in days at sea (quantitative) 

Description: This indicator measures the amount of time fishers spend away from home, which directly impacts 

their personal lives, family relationships, and overall well-being. It is quantified by calculating the total days at 

sea undertaken by fishers annually. This indicator helps policymakers and stakeholders to evaluate the social 

sustainability of fishing practices and to develop strategies that support the well-being of fishers and their 

communities. 

Challenges: Several challenges may arise in collecting and interpreting this data. A major challenge is accounting 

for variability across different fisheries and regions. Different fleet segments and MSs may have varying 

practices for recording days at sea and trip numbers. In Small-Scale Fisheries (SSF), trips are often 

shorter and more frequent, sometimes without formal documentation, leading to potential underreporting. 

Also, ensuring consistency in data collection methods across different regions and fleet segments is essential 

for meaningful comparisons but can be challenging due to diverse practices. Additionally, well-being is a 

subjective experience, and while time away from home is a quantifiable factor, its impact may vary depending 

on the individual fisher's personal and family circumstances. The indicator might not fully capture the 

psychological and emotional effects of long absences from home, requiring supplementary qualitative data to 

provide a comprehensive picture. Finally, fishing activities are often seasonal, with periods of intense activity 

followed by downtime. This seasonality must be accounted for when analyzing the data to avoid 

misinterpretation. 

Data Sources: Already collected under DCF up to segment level 

Level: up to segment-level, allowing for analysis across different fleets, gears, and regions.  

4.2.4. Well-being-time away from home in nr of trips (quantitative) 

Description; challenges, level and data source : See above, but instead of number of Days, consider number 

of trips. By analyzing these two variables, one can determine the average trip length (in days at sea) and gain 

insights into the work patterns and time commitments required in different fisheries segments.  
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4.2.5. Well-being-financial security (quantitative)  

Description: This indicator measures the financial security of fishers by comparing their average wage with the 

national average wage and the national minimum wage. Financial security is a critical aspect of well-being, as 

it directly affects the ability of fishers to support themselves and their families, invest in their livelihoods. This 

indicator is particularly important in assessing the attractiveness of fisheries as a profession and the 

socioeconomic stability of fishers, especially in comparison to other labor-intensive sectors such as 

agriculture or construction. 

Challenges: There are several challenges in calculating and interpreting this indicator. Firstly, income variability: 

Fishers’ income can vary widely depending on the season, region, and segment of the fleet. For example, in 

Small-Scale Fisheries (SSF), income may be irregular, and many fishers may rely on supplementary income 

from other sources. These fluctuations can make it difficult to calculate an accurate "average wage." This 

seasonality needs to be accounted for when calculating average wages, as it can skew financial security 

estimates. Also, there is a need for careful consideration for comparing wages between self-employed fishers 

(vessel owners) and crew members who are employees introduces complexities, as the structure of income 

for self-employed fishers can include profits and inputted value of unpaid labor. 

Data Sources: DCF Data contain income-related data for fishers; EUROSTAT and National Statistical 

Authorities provide data on national average wages and minimum wages, which are necessary for comparison. 

Level: up to segment-level to identify variation across segments and regions. 

4.3  Assessment of management measures: Impact of EU conservation measures on fishing 

communities in terms of employment, working conditions and potential social conflict 

4.3.1. % of sea allocated to other uses / Priority areas for fishing (quantitative)  

Description: The indicator is the percentage (%) of the marine space designated for non-fishing uses (e.g. 

aquaculture, renewable energy, tourism, other forms of management conservation OMFC, etc.) as stated in 

the official Marine Spatial Plans approved under MSP Directive (2014/89/EU). While this indicator does not 

necessarily mean that fisheries are excluded from these areas, it signals potential displacement, conflicts, or 

restrictions that fishers may face when other maritime sectors claim priority access to marine space. 

Furthermore, some countries do not include coastal areas in their MSP and only include offshore waters, 

leaving out important fishing grounds for SSF in Marine Spatial Plans. 

Challenges: some countries did not have an approved MSP (Conflicts between different maritime sectors can 

make data difficult to interpret, and there is often resistance to reallocation from fishing grounds). This 

indicator can be unpacked into several sub-indicators because the percentage can be calculated in comparison 

to the total EEZ or to the territorial sea, the latter allowing, for instance, a zoom in SSF. The unit of analysis 

is existing statistical units such as ICES rectangles or GFCM GSA. The findings provide a descriptive overview. 

According to the specific features of each plan, related metrics can be developed. For instance, some MSP 

plans to allocate priority areas for fishing, while others consider fishing takes place everywhere and does not 

need specific allocation. The methodological steps should guide how to address this plurality. 

Data source: data is already available for most MSs, and existing tools such as the EmodNet data layer on MSP 

harmonised across EU countries may provide support for visualization, 

Level: National level. 
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4.4  Generational status 

4.4.1. Level of professionalization-nr of years working as fisher (quantitative) 

Description: This indicator measures the level of professionalization within the fisheries sector by analyzing 

the number of years agents have worked as fishers. The assumption is that fishing, to a large extent, involves 

"learning on the job," making the number of years of experience a key indicator of skill level, professionalism, 

and expertise. By assessing the years of experience alongside educational background (already collected under 

DCF), this indicator can provide insights into the professional development of fishers. In addition, the 

indicator could be combined with other indicators (such as the indicator 10 regarding vocational training) to 

offer a more comprehensive picture of professionalization in the sector 

Challenges: Currently, this information is not collected systematically. However, the data could be easily 

included in future social data calls by adding a simple question: "Number of years working as a fisher." This 

addition would require the participation of fishers, and depending on survey responses, it may provide data 

only on certain groups (e.g., vessel owners) and not the broader fishing workforce (e.g., crew members). 

Data Source: not existing but can ‘easily’ be expansion of the social data call-adding one question ‘nr of years 

working as fisher’.  

Level: up to segment-level to compare among segments and MSs 

4.4.2. Nr of people entering the fishing industry-Nr of people enrolled and recent graduates of 

mandatory safety training  (quantitative) 

Description: This indicator measures the number of individuals enrolled in and graduating from mandatory 

safety training programs, which many MSs require fishers to complete in order to fish commercially. Records 

of enrollment thus present a promising indicator for the number of people entering the fishing industry, in 

different manners. 

Challenges: While this indicator offers valuable insights into workforce renewal and generational turnover in 

fisheries, it has limitations. For instance, some individuals may complete the mandatory safety training but 

ultimately choose not to work as fishers. Thus, the indicator captures potential entrants rather than 

confirmed new workers. Nevertheless, enrollment and graduation rates from these programs provide a useful 

indication of interest in joining the industry and the capacity for new labor to meet the industry's needs. Also, 

it is expected that there is no standardized reporting among MSs agencies regarding enrollment and 

completion in mandatory safety training. Finally, the requirement for mandatory safety training may differ 

between SSF and LSF, with SSF potentially having fewer formal requirements. This disparity may affect the 

completeness and comparability of the data across segments. 

Data Source: MS relevant governmental agencies, training providers 

Level: up to segment-level to capture differences in enrollment and completion rates between different types 

of fisheries. 

4.4.3. Nr of people entering the fishing industry- Nr of people enrolled in fisheries vocational 

training (quantitative) 

Description: This indicator monitors the number of individuals enrolled in and graduating from vocational 

training programs specifically related to the fisheries sector. It serves as a proxy for assessing the 

attractiveness of fisheries as a career path, the sector’s capacity-building efforts, and its potential for 

generational renewal. Vocational training plays a key role in equipping fishers with the necessary skills to 

adapt to evolving technologies, safety standards, and regulatory requirements—thereby improving both safety 
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and professionalism within the sector. Enrollment in vocational training is often a precursor to entry into the 

fishing industry, particularly in Large-Scale Fisheries (LSF), where more complex operations and stricter 

compliance requirements necessitate formal training. In contrast, Small-Scale Fisheries (SSF) tend to rely more 

on informal or on-the-job training, which may not be captured through formal data collection. As a result, 

this indicator may primarily reflect new entrants into more formalized or industrial fisheries operations while 

underrepresenting entry into SSF. By tracking trends in vocational training enrollment over time, 

policymakers and stakeholders can gain insights into the workforce renewal capacity of the sector and 

evaluate the effectiveness of education and training initiatives in supporting a sustainable labor supply. 

Challenges: Challenges arise in regions where training participation is not mandatory or where informal 

training practices are common. Fishers may acquire skills on the job or through informal networks, which 

may not be captured by this indicator. This indicator is relevant for aquaculture and fish processing industries, 

where vocational training programs may also be necessary to ensure worker safety and compliance with 

regulations. Vocational training is more common for larger vessels and formalized fishing operations. Data 

collection can be inconsistent across countries (e.g., MSs may have varying systems for recording vocational 

training enrollment and graduation rates. In some cases, there may be gaps in data collection, or the data may 

be aggregated with other non-fisheries vocational training programs, making it difficult to isolate fisheries-

related figures). 

Data Sources: MS relevant governmental agencies, training providers. 

Level: up to segment-level 

4.4.4. No of people entering the fishing industry-Nr of new entrants in the vessel register 

(quantitative) 

Description: This indicator counts the number of new entrants into the vessel registry, offering insights into 

the growth and generational renewal trend, as well as the overall attractiveness of the fishing sector as a 

career path. Assuming that new vessel registrations are generally linked to younger or new fishers entering 

the industry, it provides a direct measure of generational renewal within the sector. Overall, the Group 

recognized the importance of tracking new entrants to the fisheries sector as a key indicator of generational 

renewal and long-term sustainability. The ISSG supported this indicator as a valuable measure of generational 

renewal but recommended that it be complemented with additional data on crew members and younger 

workers who may not yet be vessel owners. The ISSG also emphasized the importance of tracking new 

entrants in small-scale and informal fisheries, where vessel ownership may not be the primary path to entering 

the industry. 

Challenges: Several Member States were interested in piloting this indicator, particularly in regions where the 

aging fishing workforce is a pressing issue. However, concerns were raised about how well this indicator 

reflects overall workforce renewal, especially in regions where crew members and informal workers are not 

captured. The indicator primarily captures vessel owners and may not provide a full picture of crew members 

entering the sector. Additionally, simply registering a vessel does not guarantee that the owner is actively 

fishing, as some vessel owners may only register vessels for tax or administrative reasons. 

Data Sources: National vessel registries and fisheries administrative sector.  

Level: up to segment-level, allowing for analysis of generational renewal across different segments of the fishing 

industry 
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5. Potential Indicators  

5.1  Social and Financial Status 

5.1.1. Social status in society/quantitative: 

The ISSG underlined the importance of capturing the perceived social status of fishers as a means to better 

understand their position within local communities. This quantitative indicator, based on a 5-point Likert 

scale (as proposed by STECF EWG 23-17), enables comparisons between fishers and other professions, 

distinguishing between vessel owners and crew, as well as between small-scale and large-scale fisheries. It 

offers insight into the level of respect and recognition fishers receive—factors that can shape their access to 

community resources and influence their social integration. Drawing from Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic 

capital, the indicator reflects how fishers are valued by the wider public and supports a deeper understanding 

of their societal role. 

While the indicator is relatively easy to implement using structured surveys, challenges remain, particularly 

in ensuring cross-cultural comparability and capturing the perspectives of remote or smaller fishing 

communities. Pilot studies have already shown regional variation, with fishers in Northern Europe generally 

enjoying higher perceived status than their Southern counterparts. Though applicable in aquaculture, the 

indicator may be less relevant for fish processing. The ISSG recommended continued development of this 

indicator, with particular attention to regional and cultural sensitivities to ensure consistent and meaningful 

data across Member States. 

5.1.2. Social status in society/qualitative:  

The ISSG acknowledged the importance of capturing the qualitative dimension of social status, focusing on 

how fishers perceive their own position within their community and society at large. This self-perception 

offers valuable context to complement quantitative assessments and can reveal underlying factors influencing 

fishers' sense of identity, respect, and societal value. Unlike externally assessed measures, this indicator aims 

to understand the personal and often nuanced experiences of fishers as social actors within their local 

environments.  

Although inherently subjective, perceived social status can be systematically explored through open-ended 

survey questions or scaled responses, potentially using adapted Likert-type tools. However, care must be 

taken to ensure cultural sensitivity and consistency across Member States, as self-perception is shaped by 

diverse regional, economic, and social factors. The ISSG emphasized the value of this indicator, especially in 

small-scale fisheries, where the social visibility and perceived worth of fishers may significantly influence their 

engagement with community life and access to local resources. 

5.2  Working Conditions 

5.2.1. Work safety-Age of Vessel (Quantitative):  

The ISSG emphasized the relevance of vessel age as a key indicator linked to work safety in the fisheries 

sector. Older vessels are often associated with increased safety risks, as they may lack modern equipment, 

updated safety features, or proper maintenance. Measuring vessel age—typically in years—can help identify 

segments of the fleet where crews may be more vulnerable to accidents or hazardous working conditions. 

This is particularly important in small-scale fisheries, where vessel renewal tends to be slower and access to 

modern safety technology more limited. 

Data on vessel age is generally accessible through national fleet registers, making it one of the more 

straightforward work safety indicators to implement. However, the ISSG noted that data on related variables, 
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such as reported injuries and fatalities, is more difficult to obtain, especially in regions with weaker safety 

reporting systems. Minor injuries are often underreported, and variations in data collection practices across 

Member States hinder comparability. To address these issues, the group recommended that pilot studies 

initially focus on areas with older fleets and well-developed safety regulations. They also suggested exploring 

methods to improve the documentation of minor incidents, particularly in small-scale fisheries. Given the 

relevance of safety concerns in other sectors, the group supported expanding the scope of this indicator to 

aquaculture as well. 

5.3  Assessment of management measures: Impact of EU conservation measures on fishing 

communities in terms of employment, working conditions and potential social conflict 

5.3.1. Additional income to support fishing continuity  

The ISSG highlighted the importance of tracking additional income sources as a means to understand the 

economic resilience and livelihood strategies of fishers. This indicator measures the share of income derived 

from non-fishing activities—expressed either as a percentage of total income or as the proportion of time 

allocated to fisheries relative to total employment. It provides insight into the extent to which fishers rely on 

supplementary income to maintain their fishing activity, especially in regions where earnings from fishing alone 

are insufficient to sustain livelihoods. 

While data on primary income sources may be available through employment or tax records, capturing 

detailed information on secondary activities often requires targeted surveys. The ISSG noted that this 

indicator is particularly relevant for small-scale fisheries, where income diversification is common and often 

essential for household stability. However, differences in how income and employment are recorded across 

Member States may affect comparability. The group recommended further exploration of this indicator in 

pilot studies, with a focus on improving data collection methods that account for informal work and seasonal 

variability 

5.4  Generational status 

5.4.1. Reduced potential for recruitment of fishers: 

 The ISSG identified the reduced potential for recruitment of new fishers as a significant concern for the long-

term sustainability of the sector. This indicator reflects structural and regulatory barriers that may limit entry 

into the profession, such as rules preventing minors or individuals without mandatory safety training from 

boarding vessels. While such regulations are essential for ensuring safety at sea, they can also contribute to 

declining interest in the profession, especially in small-scale fisheries where informal recruitment traditionally 

played a larger role. The indicator sheds light on the shrinking pool of potential entrants, particularly among 

younger generations, and highlights the importance of accessible pathways into the sector. Data may be drawn 

from safety training requirements, labor regulations, and vessel crew records. However, the ISSG noted that 

further investigation is needed to better understand how regulatory frameworks, generational attitudes, and 

safety protocols interact to influence recruitment. The group recommended exploring this indicator through 

pilot studies in regions experiencing labor shortages, with a focus on identifying both regulatory bottlenecks 

and opportunities for youth engagement and skill development.  

5.4.2. Number of participants in decommissioning schemes  

The ISSG acknowledged the number of participants in decommissioning schemes as an important indicator 

for assessing labor market dynamics and workforce sustainability in the fisheries sector. As emphasized by 

the STECF EWG, tracking exits from the sector—whether due to voluntary retirement, participation in 
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decommissioning programs, or financial hardship—offers valuable insights into the economic viability of 

fisheries and the broader challenges related to generational renewal.  

This indicator is well-defined, focusing primarily on fishers who leave the sector through formal mechanisms 

such as state-funded decommissioning schemes or early retirement incentives. Data are generally available 

from national fisheries administrations, labor authorities, or insurance bodies. However, the group pointed 

out that this indicator tends to capture vessel owners, while data on crew members or informal workers—

who may also leave the sector but without formal documentation—remain limited. Differentiating between 

voluntary and involuntary exits is another methodological challenge, as the reasons behind sectoral 

departures are not always clearly recorded. Several Member States expressed interest in piloting this 

indicator, particularly in regions where decommissioning is actively used to manage fleet capacity. 

Nevertheless, concerns were raised about the difficulty of collecting reliable data on non-registered workers. 

The ISSG recommended that pilot studies aim to expand data coverage to include crew members and 

informal labor, and also proposed exploring the relevance of this indicator in aquaculture and fish processing, 

where labor exits may follow different patterns but still provide valuable information for employment and 

policy planning. 

6. Other Indicators 

6.1  Social and Financial Status 

6.1.1. Number of fishers (crew) under SER/working under written contract 

The ISSG emphasized the importance of formal employment contracts as a key element in securing labor 

rights and social protections for fishers. This indicator tracks the number of crew members working under 

written contracts that explicitly define employment conditions, including wages, working hours, health and 

safety standards, and access to social security benefits such as pensions and healthcare. In a sector where 

informal labor arrangements are common, especially in small-scale fisheries, the presence of formal contracts 

is essential for ensuring adequate protection and decent working conditions.  

The indicator is well-defined and can be measured using data from national labor departments, social security 

registries, or through direct reporting by employers and fishers. While such contracts are more common in 

large-scale fisheries and in the aquaculture and fish processing sectors, they remain limited in small-scale or 

informal operations. Challenges include underreporting in areas where informal employment is widespread 

and variability in the content and enforcement of contracts, even when they exist. Several Member States 

expressed interest in piloting this indicator, particularly where formal labor regulations are well-established. 

The ISSG supported its use as a valuable measure of labor protection and recommended that pilot studies 

prioritize regions where written contracts are rare, exploring both the barriers to formalization and 

strategies to promote comprehensive contract adoption across all segments of the fisheries sector. 

6.1.2. Number of fishers working for a cooperative under agreement. 

The ISSG highlighted the importance of cooperatives in promoting labor formalization within the fisheries 

sector, particularly in regions where informal employment remains prevalent. This indicator tracks the 

number of fishers employed under formal agreements within cooperative structures, offering insight into the 

extent to which such organizations provide secure working conditions, social protections, and access to 

collective resources. By measuring participation in cooperatives with established agreements, the indicator 

contributes to understanding labor security and organizational support in the sector.  

Data for this indicator can be obtained through cooperative membership records or surveys with cooperative 

managers and fishers. While the indicator is well-defined, challenges arise due to the uneven distribution and 
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formalization of cooperatives across Member States. In some areas, cooperatives may not exist or may 

operate informally, making reliable data collection more difficult. The indicator is also applicable to 

aquaculture, where cooperative structures are becoming more common, though it may be less relevant for 

the fish processing industry. The ISSG supported this indicator as a useful tool for assessing labor organization 

and formalization, recommending that pilot studies focus on regions with established cooperatives, while also 

exploring ways to capture similar arrangements in small-scale and informal fisheries. They also suggested 

extending its use to aquaculture, where collective labor structures are gaining importance. 

6.1.3. Number of contracts with social security and working conditions specification. 

The ISSG, building on the input of the STECF EWG, underscored the importance of tracking the number of 

fishers employed under formal contracts that explicitly define both social security entitlements and working 

conditions. This indicator captures the extent to which fishers are protected through employment 

agreements that include provisions such as wages, working hours, occupational safety standards, healthcare, 

and pension coverage. In a sector where informal or self-employment remains widespread, particularly in 

small-scale fisheries, such contracts are critical for ensuring fair labor conditions and long-term security. 

While this indicator is clearly defined and can draw on data from labor ministries, social security registries, 

or direct reporting by employers and fishers, challenges persist in areas where informal employment 

dominates. Even when contracts are in place, they may lack comprehensive clauses covering social 

protections. The indicator is especially relevant in large-scale fisheries and in aquaculture and fish processing 

sectors, where formal employment is more common. Several Member States expressed interest in piloting 

this indicator, particularly those with established regulatory frameworks for labor protection. The ISSG 

supported its inclusion as a core measure of labor formalization and recommended focusing efforts on regions 

where such contracts are still rare, alongside initiatives to promote the adoption of comprehensive, well-

specified employment agreements across the wider fisheries workforce. 

6.1.4. Number of fishers with contracts through employment agencies 

The ISSG acknowledged the increasing role of employment agencies in labor arrangements within the fisheries 

sector, particularly in large-scale or industrialized operations. This indicator aims to capture the number of 

fishers employed through such agencies, shedding light on trends in outsourced labor and the implications 

this may have for working conditions, wages, and access to social protections. While employment agencies 

can offer formal contracts, the level of protection and benefits provided may vary significantly, raising 

concerns about consistency in labor standards. 

This indicator is well-defined and focuses specifically on employment relationships facilitated by agencies, 

rather than direct hiring by vessel owners or cooperatives. It is most relevant in larger fisheries and 

aquaculture operations where agency-based hiring is more common, though it holds limited applicability in 

small-scale or informal fisheries, where such arrangements are rare. Data can be sourced from agency 

employment records or targeted surveys with fishers and employers. The ISSG noted the importance of 

distinguishing between agencies that provide comprehensive labor protections and those that do not, as well 

as the challenges in collecting reliable data in regions with limited oversight. While several Member States 

expressed interest in piloting this indicator, the group emphasized the need to assess the quality of agency-

provided contracts and to ensure that agency-employed fishers enjoy equal rights and protections as those 

hired directly. 

6.1.5. Number of fishers with no social security or deficient coverage. 

The ISSG recognized the number of fishers without social security or with deficient coverage as a critical 

indicator for assessing vulnerability within the fisheries labor force. Fishers lacking access to adequate 
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protections—such as healthcare, pensions, or unemployment benefits—are at significantly greater risk of 

financial insecurity, particularly in regions where informal or self-employment is widespread. This indicator 

aims to measure the extent of these gaps by identifying individuals either completely excluded from social 

security systems or covered only partially. 

The indicator is well-defined and particularly relevant in small-scale and informal fisheries, where formal 

employment structures are often weak or absent. Data can be gathered through employment and insurance 

records, or directly via surveys with fishers. However, challenges persist, including underreporting due to 

reluctance or lack of awareness among fishers about their own coverage status. While aquaculture and fish 

processing sectors tend to have more structured labor systems, the ISSG noted that social protection gaps 

may still exist there as well. Several Member States expressed strong interest in piloting this indicator, 

especially in areas where informal labor dominates. The ISSG emphasized its importance for identifying and 

addressing structural vulnerabilities and recommended pilot studies in regions with limited coverage, 

alongside efforts to develop strategies that improve social protection access for underserved groups 

6.2  Working Conditions 

6.2.1. Deprivation Index 

The ISSG highlighted the Deprivation Index as a valuable indicator for assessing the socio-economic 

conditions of fishers, especially in vulnerable or marginalized communities. Developed by the STECF EWG, 

this composite index captures multiple dimensions of deprivation—including income level, access to basic 

services, housing quality, and indicators of social exclusion. By combining these factors, the Deprivation Index 

helps to identify communities at heightened risk of poverty and social marginalization, thereby informing 

targeted interventions aimed at improving living standards and supporting long-term resilience. 

While conceptually well-defined, the indicator is relatively complex to implement due to the wide range of 

data required. Accurate calculation of the index depends on consistent, regionally disaggregated data on 

income, education, housing, and service access—data that may not always be readily available or uniformly 

collected across Member States. In some cases, proxy data may be used, though this may reduce precision. 

Data collection will require collaboration with national statistical authorities and may involve field surveys 

and interviews with fishers and their households, which can be particularly challenging in remote or under-

resourced areas. Despite these difficulties, the ISSG strongly supported piloting the indicator, recognizing its 

potential to reveal deeper structural challenges in the sector. The group also recommended exploring its 

applicability in aquaculture communities, where similar socio-economic vulnerabilities may exist. 

6.2.2. Job Satisfaction (Qualitative/Quantitative) 

The ISSG identified job satisfaction as a key factor influencing both the well-being and long-term productivity 

of fishers. This indicator captures how satisfied fishers are with various aspects of their work, including wages, 

working conditions, job security, and workplace relationships. Since job satisfaction is closely linked to 

retention rates, it plays an important role in assessing the sustainability of the fisheries workforce and the 

attractiveness of the profession. 

The indicator combines both qualitative and quantitative dimensions. Subjective elements reflect fishers’ 

personal perceptions of their work, typically gathered through surveys or interviews, while objective aspects 

may include measurable data such as wage levels, working hours, or contractual security. However, job 

satisfaction is inherently influenced by individual expectations, cultural norms, and local economic conditions, 

which may lead to variability in responses across regions. In some areas, social or cultural factors may also 

discourage open expression of dissatisfaction, potentially limiting the accuracy of the data. Despite these 
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challenges, several Member States showed interest in piloting this indicator. The ISSG endorsed its inclusion, 

emphasizing the need for standardized approaches to capture both subjective and objective aspects of 

satisfaction. They also recommended expanding its scope to aquaculture and fish processing sectors, where 

worker satisfaction similarly affects retention and performance. 

6.2.3. Social Support (Qualitative/Quantitative) 

The ISSG emphasized the importance of understanding the social support networks available to fishers, 

recognizing their significant role in shaping well-being, resilience, and overall quality of life. This indicator 

seeks to capture both the qualitative and quantitative dimensions of social support, including the presence of 

family and kinship ties, community-based organizations, cooperatives, and access to government assistance 

programs. Strong support systems can act as a buffer against economic hardship, environmental stress, and 

social isolation—particularly in times of crisis or instability. 

While moderately well-defined, the indicator presents challenges in terms of standardization, given that the 

concept of social support varies widely across cultural and regional contexts. Data collection may involve a 

combination of surveys and interviews to assess fishers’ perceptions of their support systems, along with 

institutional data on access to community programs or formal assistance. Contextual factors—such as family 

structures, local governance, and the role of civil society—can significantly influence the availability and quality 

of support. Several Member States expressed interest in piloting the indicator, especially where strong 

community-based networks already exist. However, concerns were raised about the difficulty of capturing 

qualitative aspects consistently across regions. The ISSG supported the inclusion of this indicator and 

recommended that pilot studies focus on refining the definition of social support and integrating both 

subjective and objective elements. They also encouraged its extension to aquaculture, where similar support 

systems are equally important in promoting the well-being and stability of workers. 

7. Discussions and Concluding remarks 

The discussion highlighted the need for a structured and coordinated approach to testing new social 

indicators within the context of fisheries data collection. A dedicated methodological session was proposed 

to be held with the objective of collectively examining the feasibility and implementation of these indicators 

across Member States. This session would offer an opportunity to align methodologies, share experiences, 

and prepare for the potential integration of such indicators into national and EU-level data collection 

frameworks. 

Concerns were raised regarding the applicability of certain indicators—particularly in sectors such as 

aquaculture and processing—where structural differences and data availability might pose limitations. It was 

emphasized that the purpose of pilot studies is to evaluate precisely these kinds of challenges and to assess 

whether the proposed indicators are meaningful, relevant, feasible, and useful from the perspective of both 

data providers and end-users. For example, while some indicators, such as average income, may offer 

straightforward comparability, others may require further adaptation to account for national specificities, 

such as the prevalence of small-scale fisheries. 

Several participants highlighted the importance of understanding the policy relevance and practical utility of 

each indicator. It was noted that some indicators may have limited analytical value in isolation, and that a 

multi-indicator approach—capturing diverse dimensions such as working conditions, generational renewal, 

and socioeconomic resilience—would provide a more robust and nuanced assessment of the social status of 

the fisheries sector. 
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In terms of methodology, two main data sources were identified: (i) primary data collected under the existing 

socioeconomic survey framework, and (ii) secondary data from administrative registers. The alignment of 

new social variables with the sampling design of the regular socioeconomic module was considered essential 

for consistency and efficiency. Additionally, the integration of secondary data—where available—could 

reduce the administrative burden and support timely reporting. 

There was general agreement on the need for flexibility in the design and implementation of pilot studies, 

while also recognizing the potential benefits of a minimum common methodological framework to ensure 

comparability and facilitate coordinated analysis. It was acknowledged that differences in national capacities 

and resource availability must be taken into account to avoid overburdening MS. 

In addition, clarification was sought regarding the formal requirements of the pilot studies, including whether 

they must be included in National Work Plans (NWPs) and what their expected outputs should be. While 

the pilot studies are intended to be exploratory, it was agreed that clearly defined objectives, data 

requirements, and evaluation criteria are essential to ensure meaningful outcomes. The importance of building 

synergies between ISSG and existing expert and working groups was underlined, particularly to take 

advantage of the current policy momentum and avoid duplication of efforts. Opportunities for collaboration, 

peer exchange, and joint resource mobilization were encouraged as means to maximize impact and support 

long-term integration of social indicators into fisheries data collection. To maintain momentum, it was 

proposed to continue this work in a follow-up meeting, potentially in conjunction with the upcoming ISSG 

session planned to be hosted in Kavala, Greece. This would allow further refinement of the indicators, 

discussion of early pilot results (where available), and planning of next steps.  

Overall, the group expressed interest in continuing the exploration of methods for integrating social 

indicators into fisheries monitoring. While certain challenges were acknowledged, the discussion offered 

valuable insights and contributed to shaping a shared understanding of possible next steps toward a more 

coordinated and policy-relevant approach. 
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8. Annex  

Annex I: Agenda  

ISSG Meeting: Exploring options for data collection for new social variables  

18-19 September 2024, Virtual 

 

AGENDA 

The meeting will be online 

Chair: Angelos Liontakis and Maraja Riechers 

It will start at 10 a.m. on September 18th and finish at 17 p.m. on September 19th.  

September 18th 

Time   Item Description 

10:00 

10:30 

Time to connect and 

brief round of the 

table and in 

information on the 

meeting 

[for colleagues attending online: please do try to connect 

at least a few minutes before 11:00 in order to have time 

to solve potential technical issues] 

10:30 

10:45 

Presentation by 

RCG_Chairs 

Background on the RCG_Econ: role, structure, 

preparation of the report. The ISSG in the context of 

RCG_Econ 

(Presentation by RCG_Chair: Hans van Oostenbrugge) 

10:45 

11:00 

Presentation by DG 

MARE 

(Presentation by Joan Roussouliere) 

11:00 

11:15 

Adoption of the 

agenda and 

presentation of TORs  

Terms of Reference overview. Background information 

necessary to set the scene (e.g., EWG social report; 

relevant recommendations from RCG_Econ, previous 

works, etc.)  

(Presentation by Marloes OR ISSG chairs (?): Angelos 

Liontakis and Maraja Riechers) 

11:15 

11:30 

Coffee Break 

11:30 

13:00 

TOR 1: Social and 

Financial Status 

indicators 

  

• Discussion on potential social indicators to be 

collected under pilot studies.  

• Methodological issues 

• Evaluation of collection problems and possible 

challenges 

(Presentation by Marloe Kraan, co-chair of STECF EWG 

24-05) 

13:00 

14:00 

Lunch break 

14:00 

14:30 

TOR 1: Social and 

Financial Status 

indicators 

(continued) 

• Comparison of social indicators collection under 

different pilot studies 

(Presentation by TBD) 

14:30 

15:30 

TOR 2: Working 

Conditions indicators 

 

• Discussion on potential social indicators to be 

collected under pilot studies.  

• Methodological issues 
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(Presentation by TBD) 

15.30 

16:00 

Coffee Break 

16.00 

17:00 

ToR 2: Working 

Conditions indicators 

(continue) 

• Evaluation of collection problems and possible 

challenges 

• Comparison of social indicators collection under 

different pilot studies 

(presentation by TBD) 

September 19th 

09:00 

11:00 

TOR 3: Assessment of 

management 

measures: Impact of 

EU conservation 

measures on fishing 

communities in terms 

of employment, 

working conditions 

and potential social 

conflict 

• Discussion on potential social indicators to be 

collected under pilot studies.  

• Methodological issues 

• Evaluation of collection problems and possible 

challenges 

• Comparison of social indicators collection under 

different pilot studies   

 

(presentation by TBD) 

11:00 

11:30 

Coffee break 

11:30 

13:00 

TOR 4: Generational 

status indicators 

• Discussion on potential social indicators to be 

collected under pilot studies.  

• Methodological issues 

• Evaluation of collection problems and possible 

challenges 

(presentation by Svetlana Visnic (Croatian expert) 

13:00 

14:00 

Lunch Break 

14:00 

14:30 

TOR 4: Generational 

status indicators 

Comparison of social indicators collection under different 

pilot studies  

(presentation by TBD) 

15:30 

16:00 

Coffee break 

16:00 

16:30 

TOR 5 Discussion on potential pilot studies among MSs 

16:30 

17:00 

AOB, Wrap up and 

Conclusions 

Preparation of the meeting report and list of 

recommendations to be presented and endorsed by next 

RCG_ECON 

 

 

 

  



  

 

ISSG Exploring options for data collection for new social variables 

 

22 

Annex II: Terms of Reference  

RCG ECON ISSG:  Exploring options for data collection for new social variables  

(Following RCGECON Recommendation 3) 

Chairs:  Angelos Liontakis and Maraja Riechers 

Type of Event: Online 

Dates:  18-19 September 2024 (start of the meeting at 10:00 CET on 18 September, end of the meeting at 

17:00 CET on 19 September) 

Venue: Virtual 

Organized by: Agricultural Economics Research Institute, ELGO DIMITRA and Agricultural University of 

Athens 

Number of days: 2 days 

ToR1: Social and Financial Status 

• Discussion on potential social indicators to be collected under pilot studies.  

• Methodological issues 

• Evaluation of collection problems and possible challenges 

• Comparison of social indicators collection under different pilot studies 

Indicators:  

1. Social status in society/quantitative 

2. Social status in society/qualitative 

3. Financial position/ quantitative 

4. Number of fishers (crew) under SER/working under written contract 

5. Number of fishers working for a cooperative under agreement. 

6. Number of contracts with social security and working conditions specification. 

7. Number of fishers with contracts through employment agencies 

8. Number of fishers in trade unions. 

9. Number of fishers with no social security or deficient coverage. 

 

ToR2: Working Conditions 

• Discussion on potential social indicators to be collected under pilot studies.  

• Methodological issues 

• Evaluation of collection problems and possible challenges 

• Comparison of social indicators collection under different pilot studies 

Indicators:  

A. Work Safety 

A1. Age of Vessel (Quantitative): Measured in years, indicating the potential risk associated with older vessels. 

A2. Fatalities & Injuries (Quantitative): Number of fatalities and injuries, highlighting the physical risks involved 

in fishing. 

A3. Number of Crew on vessels (Quantitative): The indicator should analyse the trend of reducing the 

number of crew on vessels with the aim of cutting costs, all of which increases risks of accidents on board. 

This pertains to LSF, but not SSF. 

A4. Medical Certificates (Quantitative): Presence and age of medical certificates, ensuring fishers' health and 

fitness for work. 
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A5. Mandatory Safety Training (Quantitative): Whether safety training is mandatory and its frequency, 

ensuring ongoing safety education for crew members. 

B. Well-being 

B1. Time Away from Home (Quantitative): Measured in days at sea and number of trips, reflecting the impact 

on personal life. Number of trips allows us to quantify the average trip length (in days).  

B2. Time Away from Home (Qualitative): Satisfaction with time spent at sea, work mode of the vessel, and 

well-being while at shore (of both fisher and their family). 

B3. Material well-being (Quantitative): Average wage comparison with national average and minimum wage. 

B4. Deprivation Index (Quantitative): Proxy for security and access to services, reflecting broader socio-

economic conditions. 

B5. Social support (Quantitative and qualitative): Different metrics of social capital, relations within 

community, with work colleagues, social isolation and loneliness. 

 

ToR3: Assessment of management measures: Impact of EU conservation measures on fishing 

communities in terms of employment, working conditions and potential social conflict 

• Discussion on potential social indicators to be collected under pilot studies.  

• Methodological issues 

• Evaluation of collection problems and possible challenges 

• Comparison of social indicators collection under different pilot studies 

Indicators:  

1. Uses of the marine sea-% of sea allocated to other uses / priority areas for fishing 

Additional income to support fishing continuity 

2. Impact on social resilience.  

3. Institutional change  

4. Legitimacy 

5. Impact of measures on /from lens of RISK ASSESSMENT 

 

ToR4: Generational status 

• Discussion on potential social indicators to be collected under pilot studies.  

• Methodological issues 

• Evaluation of collection problems and possible challenges 

• Comparison of social indicators collection under different pilot studies 

Indicators:  

1. Nr of years working as fisher 

2. Reduced potential for recruitment of fishers 

3. Number of people enrolled and recent graduates of mandatory safety training 

4. Number of people enrolled and recent graduates of fisheries vocational training 

5. Number of new entrants in the vessel register 

6. Number of new entrants in fishing insurance schemes 

7. Number of participants in decommissioning schemes 

8. Entrants no longer in the vessel register 

9. Entrants no longer in in fishing insurance schemes 

 

ToR5: Discussion on potential pilot studies among MSs 

ToR6: AOB  
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Annex III: List of participants 

Name Email Role 

Angelos Liontakis  aliontakis@aua.gr ISSG co-chair 

Maraja Riechers  Maraja.riechers@thuenen.de ISSG co-chair 

Ágnes Irma György  gyorgy.agnes@aki.gov.hu National Correspondent; 

Alexandra Sidori sintori@elgo.gr RCG expert; 

Almudena Minguez Matorras aminguez@mapa.es RCG expert; 

Brian Paul Zammit  brian-paul.zammit@gov.mt Observer; 

Christelle LE GRAND christelle.le.grand@ifremer.Fr RCG expert; 

Christos Danatskos cdanatskos@elgo.gr RCG expert; 

Cristina Pita c.pita@ua.pt ICES WGSOCIAL Chair 

Dubec Jiří  Dubec.Jiri@uzei.cz National Correspondent; 

Duco CLARINGBOULD  Duco.CLARINGBOULD@ec.europa.eu DG MARE 

Eirini Tzouramani tzouramani@elgo.gr RCG expert; RCG chair 

Emil Kuzebski emil.kuzebski@gmail.com RCG expert; 

Fanny Barz  fanny.barz@thuenen.de RCG expert; 

Hanna Swahnberg hanna.swahnberg@gmail.com RCG expert; 

Hans van Oostenbrugge hans.vanoostenbrugge@wur.nl RCG expert; RCG chair 

Inês Fernandes Ferreira ifferreira@dgrm.pt RCG expert; 

Ivana Vukov ivana.vukov@mps.hr National Correspondent; 

Janek  Lees  janek.lees@ut.ee RCG expert; 

Joan ROUSSOULIERE-

AZZAM   

Joan.ROUSSOULIERE-

AZZAM@ec.europa.eu DG MARE 

Judy Cassar judy.cassar@gov.mt RCG expert; 

Justyna Dyrynda jdyrynda@mir.gdynia.pl Observer; 

Kolyo Zhelev  kolyo.zhelev@iara.government.bg RCG expert; 

Lauri Vesala  lauri.vesala@luke.fi RCG expert; 

Lisbeth Christensen lcr@dst.dk RCG expert; 

Maksims Kovšars  Maksims.Kovsars@bior.lv RCG expert; 

María Dolores González 

Villarrubia mdgvillarrub@mapa.es RCG expert; 

Marloes Kraan marloes.kraan@wur.nl 

Chair of the Social EWG 

STECF 2024; 

Marta Ballesteros marta.ballesteros@ieo.csic.es 

Chair of the Social EWG 

STECF 2024; 

Milena Arias Schreiber milena.schreiber@gu.se EWG social expert; 

Monica Gambino monica.gambino@cnr.it RCG expert; 

Monika STERCZEWSKA  Monika.STERCZEWSKA@ec.europa.eu DG MARE 

Myrto Ioannou mioannou@dfmr.moa.gov.cy National Correspondent; 

Nathalie Steins nathalie.steins@wur.nl 

ICES Human Dimensions 

Steering Group Chair; 

Olivier Guyader oguyader@ifremer.fr RCG expert; 

Pokki Heidi  Heidi.Pokki@luke.fi RCG expert; 

Sarah Perry Sarah.Perry@bim.ie RCG expert; 

Secretariat RCGs secretariat@fisheries-rcg.eu Observer; 

Stamatis Mantziaris  smantziaris@elgo.gr RCG expert; 

Suzana Faria Cano  sfcano@dgrm.pt RCG expert; 

Svjetlana Višnić Novaković  svjetlana.visnic@mps.hr RCG expert; 

Vasilia Konstantidelli vkonstantidelli@elgo.gr RCG expert; 

Voula Ntavou     
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Annex IV: Presentations 

Brief presentation by Hans van Oostenbrugge (RCG co-chair) 
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DG MARE Main focal point on social variables Joan Roussouliere presentation 
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Marloe Kraan, co-chair of STECF EWG 24-05 presentation 
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Svetlana Visnic (Croatian expert) presentation 
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Annex V: Work Plan Template 

Text Box 1a: Test studies description  

General comment: This text box fulfils Chapter II, section 1.2 of the EU MAP Delegated Decision annex. 

Name of the national test study: 2XXXXX 

For national studies, specify the aim of the test study and whether it fulfils national needs, regional needs, and/or 

particular end-user needs, i.e. who will be using its outcomes. In the methodology, summarise risks and mitigation 

measures. Also describe how the study aims to inform future data collection activities.  

 

1. Aim of the test study 

 

2. Duration of the test study 

 

3. Methodology and expected outcomes of the test study 

 

(max 900 words per study) 
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