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Executive summary  

The 2024 Regional Coordination Group for Large Pelagics (RCG LP) held its annual technical meeting in Olhão, 

Portugal, from June 24 to June 26. The meeting brought together experts from eight Member States—Portugal, 

France, Spain, Ireland, Italy, Croatia, Cyprus, and Greece—alongside representatives from the European 

Commission, ICCAT, and the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC). Hosted by the Portuguese Institute for 

the Sea and Atmosphere (IPMA), the meeting focused on aligning data collection systems, enhancing 

collaboration, and addressing key issues in the management of large pelagic species. 

Key discussions during the meeting covered several critical areas, including updates to the Regional Work Plan 

(RWP), improvements in data collection protocols, and the development of regional databases. There was a 

particular focus on increasing observer coverage and standardising bycatch data collection, particularly in 

fisheries for tropical tunas. Discussions around the implementation of Electronic Monitoring Systems (EMS) 

and collaboration on projects aimed at reducing the impact of fisheries on endangered species also marked 

significant progress. 

The meeting emphasised the need for enhanced coordination across regional subgroups, with a particular 

focus on stock-specific restoration efforts and compliance with the Nature Restoration Law. The Intersessional 

Sub-Groups (ISSGs) for Bluefin Tuna and Tropical Tunas made significant advances in areas such as genetic 

sampling, tagging programs, and electronic monitoring. Despite these efforts, the need for greater cooperation 

and more active engagement from National Correspondents was highlighted, particularly in relation to the 

formation of a pan-regional ISSG for Mediterranean Sea Large Pelagics, which remains stalled. 

The 2024 RCG LP report outlines the decisions and recommendations made during the meeting, providing a 

clear roadmap for the continued development of data collection systems and collaborative research initiatives. 

The group's commitment to sustainable fisheries management, along with its emphasis on improving data 

reliability and transparency, serves as a model for future regional coordination efforts. 
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1. Introduction 

The Regional Coordination Group on Large Pelagics (RCG LP) held its 2024 Technical Meeting in Olhão, 

Portugal, from June 24th to 26th. Hosted by the Portuguese Institute for the Sea and Atmosphere (IPMA), the 

meeting gathered experts and National Correspondents from eight EU Member States: Portugal, France, Spain, 

Ireland, Italy, Croatia, Cyprus, and Greece. Alongside representatives from the Member States, participants 

from the European Commission, ICCAT, and the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC) were also in 

attendance, adding to the breadth and depth of the discussions. 

Ireland, as agreed with Portugal and the RCG LP M.S., continued in its role as interim chair until the end of 

August 2024. This extension was put in place to ensure continuity of leadership during the RCG LP’s crucial 

annual cycle, including the Technical Meeting. 

A significant focus this year was on the development of the Large Pelagics Regional Database (LP RDB) and its 

alignment with the broader Regional Database & Estimation System (RDBES), which is being adopted as a 

common data exchange format among Member States. The meeting also featured updates from several 

Intersessional Subgroups (ISSGs), particularly on the development of regional work plans (RWPs) and the ISSG 

dedicated to bluefin tuna (BFT). The BFT ISSG provided updates on initiatives such as Close-Kin-Mark-

Recapture (CKMR) and genetic sampling programs, highlighting the growing role of genetic data in enhancing 

stock assessments. Discussions within the ISSG for tropical tunas also underlined the complexities of managing 

observation programs and maintaining data integrity across various fleets and regions. 

Key discussions during the meeting covered several critical areas, including updates on the RWP, developments 

in a common database format for an eventual regional database, and efforts to improve observer coverage. 

Enhancing bycatch data collection and standardizing methodologies across Member States were key topics, 

with a renewed emphasis on ensuring high-quality, consistent data for stock assessments. The advancement of 

Electronic Monitoring Systems (EMS), especially in tropical tuna fisheries, was also a central topic, reflecting 

the increasing importance of technological solutions in fisheries management and compliance. 

Moreover, the meeting underscored the need for greater coordination among the ISSGs, which continue to 

play a pivotal role in addressing specific technical and scientific challenges. Notable progress was reported in 

the ISSGs for Bluefin Tuna, including advances in genetic sampling, tagging programs, and the implementation 

of EMS. 

The RWP remained a key area of progress, aimed at streamlining data collection at the regional level, enhancing 

coordination between countries, and reducing duplication of efforts. Feedback from the Scientific, Technical, 

and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF) has been instrumental in shaping the RWP, which continues 

to evolve through collaborative efforts across multiple ISSGs. 

Lastly, ICCAT-related discussions focused on data transmission challenges and the role of regional databases 

in meeting ICCAT’s requirements. Integrating these databases with the needs of RFMOs remains a priority as 

Member States work toward more cohesive and efficient data management systems. 

The outcomes of the 2024 RCG LP Technical Meeting, including the recommendations and decisions made, 

will guide the group’s future work. These outcomes will be further discussed and formalized at the upcoming 

Liaison and Decision Meetings in Brussels later this year, ensuring the RCG LP stays aligned with the latest 

scientific and policy developments. 
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The detailed agenda is reported in ANNEX II.  
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2. Terms of Reference  

This year, 4 major Terms of Reference (ToRs) were identified: 

 

1. RCG LP structure, organisation and links.  

The aims of this section were to present and discuss the current structure approval of the RCG LP 

and of each subgroup, make a status check on each subgroup and promote the possibility of the group 

to express suggestions improvement or modifications in the structure/organisation.  

 

2. Available data, data transmissions and gaps.  

The section deals with RFMOs feedback and summaries of possible issues, like data transmission 

failures or potential collaboration in data calls.  

 

3. Regional database.  

This point is related to the development of a regional database for the RCG LP. A primary focus of 

the meeting was on the development of a regional database for large pelagic species. Discussions were 

centered on the progress of the ICES Regional Database and Estimation System (RDBES) and how to 

better align it with the data needs of RCG LP. The integration of various data formats and submission 

forms for ICCAT was a major concern. 

 

4. Sampling and regional working plans.  

This last matter continues the work initiated during the last 2020 EU-ICCAT coordination meeting 

and aims to provide a global overview of observer coverage by country and métier. This ToR continued 

the work initiated in previous EU-ICCAT coordination meetings, focusing on observer coverage by 

country and métier. It also included discussions on the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on surveys 

and assessments and aimed to provide a comprehensive overview of ongoing sampling efforts and their 

regional coordination. 
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3. Progress report on ToRs and work plan 

3.1. Feedback from Commission  

COM gave an update on DCF-related activities including the next steps for regional and national work plans 

2025-2027; the DCF IT platform; new timelines for the data transmission and monitoring tool (DTMT) and 

the successful grants to support scientific advice for fisheries. COM also gave a detailed update on changes and 

implementation timelines of the new Control Regulation which came into force in Jan 2024.  

Regional work plans in their final form are approved by STECF EWG 24-08 which runs concurrently with 

the RCG LP meeting in the last week of June. The national WP will need to incorporate relevant RWP parts 

and requires sufficient time for preparation and implementation. Therefore, no modifications in the RWP 2025-

2027 should be introduced after STECF or during the implementing period. New regionally agreed activities 

may be incorporated in amended national WP 2026 and 2027 while the first draft of the RWP 2028-2030 

should be submitted to STECF in October 2026.  

In addition to national elements of the RWPs, the NWPs 2025-2027 should incorporate marine action plan 

activities; reflect improvements related to identified data collection issues (NWP, AR and DTMT); integrate 

pilot study results into regular data collection and introduce new pilot studies reflecting end-user needs. 

The DCF IT platform development is in progress and currently in phase 3 which includes the upload of the 

2023 Annual Reports. Most MS experienced difficulties during upload and investigations and feedback 

communications are ongoing between COM and the NCs to resolve the technical problems. Validation rules 

for uploading WP 2025-2027 are being fine-tuned and should be ready in summer. WP submission will contain 

both workflows, through email (mandatory) and the platform (voluntary). 

The DTMT assessment cycle has been modified and will run in the STECF EWG 24-08 AR assessment 

group for the first time in its current form. This entails that only high severity issues are to be assessed by the 

June STECF expert group while the low severity issue will be assessed in the following STECF EWG on NWP 

assessments in late autumn so MS can resolve remaining DTMT issues during the following data uploads. 

Feedback columns have been added to the DTMT to track follow ups and responsibilities. COM also informed 

on the 6 winning projects in the Scientific Advice for Fisheries (SAF) grants, which include very relevant 

projects to the RCG LP such as the ITunnes “Improving tropical TuNa biological knowledge for eNd-usErS” 

which was presented during the update on tropical tunas and SECWEB 2.0 “Evolving the on-line working 

environment, tools and services of the RCGs Secretariat for the RCGs’ community”. For follow up calls, 

experts can monitor the CINEA Call site: https://cinea.ec.europa.eu/funding-opportunities/calls-

proposals/emfaf-call-proposals-scientific-advice-fisheries_en . 

The revision of the control regulation 1224/2009 concluded 5 years after the initial Commission proposal 

in 2018 and entered into force in January 2024. The next step is the implementation with some provisions 

applying immediately, other provisions after 6 months, 2 years and 4 years or in 2029/2030.The revision of the 

regulation was a complex process as it encompassed the amending of 6 Regulations, including EFCA, IUU and 

SMEFF in addition to 1224/2009. COM presented the main changes in the revised Control Regulation which 

include:  

https://cinea.ec.europa.eu/funding-opportunities/calls-proposals/emfaf-call-proposals-scientific-advice-fisheries_en
https://cinea.ec.europa.eu/funding-opportunities/calls-proposals/emfaf-call-proposals-scientific-advice-fisheries_en
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• Full digitalization of tracking & catch reporting for all catching vessels, including obligations for small 

scale, recreational & fisheries without vessel;  

• New tools for the control of the landing obligation with REM/ CCTV and continuous monitoring of 

engine power; 

• Traceability along the supply chain for all fisheries and aquaculture products being fresh, frozen, 

processed & imported; 

• Harmonisation of the sanctioning system; 

The main changes for small vessels include electronic catch reporting, which is mandatory for all catching 

vessels (logbook, landing declaration, transhipment declaration), with timelines of January 2026 for 12-15m 

vessels with no more derogations and January 2028 for vessels below 12m, whereby all catch reporting 

documents will be electronic (takeover declaration, sales note, transport documents) with no more paper. 

The Tracking of fishing vessels will apply to 12-15m from Jan 2026 with no more derogations and from Jan 

2028 for vessels below 12m. However, MS can grant derogations for vessels below 9m until 2030. The data in 

the logbooks will have new & more precise data with the obligation for all EU vessels (also outside EU waters) 

+ EU and non-EU vessels in EU waters to report unique fishing trip identification numbers, common fleet 

register (CFR)/vessel identification number. For vessels ≥ 12m the reporting will include time of catches, 

information per fishing operation (“haul by haul”) and rreporting of lost gears. Reporting of sensitive species 

will have consistency with the Technical Measures Reg. (Art 6(8)) and requires the following legal references 

to consider: 

• PROHIBITED SPECIES (Annexes II and IV of Directive 92/43/EEC, Annex I of Regulation (EU) 

2019/1241, Council Regulation (EC) 1967/2006, Council Regulation (EU) 2021/91, Regulation (EU) 

2022/109, and applicable RFMOs legislation)  

• MARINE MAMMALS (Annexes II and IV of Directive 92/43/EEC, and applicable RFMOs legislation) 

• MARINE REPTILES (Annexes II and IV of Directive 92/43/EEC, and applicable RFMOs legislation) 

• SEABIRDS (Annex I and Article 4(2) of Directive 2009/147/EC, and applicable RFMOs legislation) 

• OTHER SENSITIVE SPECIES (Annexes II and IV of Directive 92/43/EEC, and applicable RFMOs 

legislation) 

• + Directive 2008/56/EC (MSFD) 

Reporting of sensitive species will require additional information on incidental catches of sensitive species. For 

catches of sensitive species referred to in Art 10(1),10(2) & 11(1) of the TM, it will include the quantities in 

Kg live-weight, or, where appropriate, no. individuals and whether injured, dead or released alive.  

The revised control regulation also includes new rules for fishing without a vessel. This applies to all 

commercial operators fishing without a vessel, e.g. shell gathering, spare fishing, fishing from the shore. It 

requires operators to record their catches electronically once a day & submit data to MS. Member States 

record catch data & submit the records to COM before the 15th of each month (as for all other catch and 

effort data). These obligations will enter force 4 years after entry of the regulation.  

For recreational fisheries, the new regulation requires electronic recording of catches by fishers from Jan 

2026 for species subject to Union conservation measures, such as seabass in the Atlantic, cod and salmon in 

the Baltic, BFT, SWO). Recreational fishers must use an electronic system to register & report their catches 

every day. From Jan 202X Member States will also need to collection data for all species covered by fishing 

opportunities, a multiannual plan and/or subject to the landing obligation. Coastal Member States are required 
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to collect data on catches from recreational fisheries using their own methodology and report these data to 

COM once a year. The use of electronic catch recording will be expanded by 1/1/2030 to species subject to 

fishing opportunities, multiannual plans or the landing obligation, when the scientific advice from STECF, ICES 

or equivalent scientific bodies indicates that recreational fishing is having significant impact on mortality. This 

will include fisher registration and catch electronic recording. The Commission will update the list of species 

& frequency of reporting through Implementing Act.  

Implementation & timeline are as follows: In the short term of 6 months, The development of IT tools 

will commence for the small-scale fisheries and recreational fisheries. In the medium term of 2 years, the 

existing implementing act will be reviewed (e.g. Logbook) and new detailed rules (e.g. on control of the external 

fleet, on recreational fisheries) will be adopted. In the long-term, i.e. 4 years, detailed rules on remote 

electronic monitoring, traceability, and fishing without a vessel will be adopted. For rrecreational fisheries, 

ICES/STCF will be consulted to define the list of species for electronic catch reporting.  

Follow up discussions included a question from France on the use of national reporting applications for 

recreational fisheries and the compatibility with the EU APP. COM explained that national applications can be 

used and there will be possibilities to link national APPs to the EU one.  

 

3.2. ISSG Regional Work Plan  

3.2.1. RCG LP Regional Work Plan – State of play 

Objectives 

The first morning of the meeting was dedicated to the presentation and the validation of the Large Pelagic 

Regional Work Plan (LP RWP). As introduction, a global overview was made to display the place of this item 

in our current work and especially for explaining to the participants how this process could support and 

optimise our future.  

Achievements 

At the scale of each European Members State (MS), we must develop, in a time of 3 years a National Work 

Plan (NWP, the next is for the period 2025-2027). The aim of this has, inside this element, an overview of data 

collection relevant to their region, fisheries and sectors. This NWP is composed of two documents, one text 

document called “text boxes” and another through tables in an excel file. In addition, they are analysed by the 

EU’s Scientific Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF) and each NWP is associated with an 

annual report, which aim to provide annual feedback on NWP expectations.  

Create an NWP could be a painful moment and provide only an overview country by country. Furthermore, 

it could be difficult from this document to have a global view regarding a region (that means by several 

countries) and highlighted needs for example in terms of cooperation between countries. In the same guideline 

of what a RCG aim to do, a RWP plan to move the NWP at a regional scale and at the end optimise and 

facilitate our work. The project Fishn’Co (https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/fishnco/) addressed the need to develop 

RWP for RCG NANSEA, Baltic, ECON and for LP. Fishn´Co ended in 2023, the work on RWP development 

was carried through a pan-ISSG at the end of the project and continue to move forward. 

In addition, the figure below shows what the integration of RWP could change in the global dynamic.  

https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/fishnco/
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Figure 3.2.1: Global dynamic with the integration of the RWP 

With an RWP, maximum of the work moves at the regional scale, that means that we mutualise our resources 

and at the end we reduce the work at the national scale. We could keep an NWP, but we don’t repeat all the 

information present in the RWP. In fact, the NWP contain only item specific to the country, which one how 

don’t have any kind of coordination between countries, and we make a link between a global RWP to specific 

NWP. In theory, we can imagine that the NWP became useless in the future because most of the information 

is already in the RWP.  

 

Workplan for 2024 – 2025  

• Globally increase the participation of the RCG LP experts into the pan-ISSG RWP development 

 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

LP_2024_D01: Approve the LP RWP which was submitted in Oct. 2023 and have it endorsed by 

MS in their NWP in Oct. 2024 

LP_2024_R01: The RCG LP recommends to the pan regional ISSG RWP the inclusion of the all 

the RCGs chairs and at least two national experts from each RCG, in order to encompass the 

development of LP RWP for 2028-2030. 

LP_2024_R02: The RCG LP request a clear decision from the ISSG RWP as how to integrate the 

RWP into the NWP in October 2024. 

 

 

 



 

RCG LP 2024 REPORT  

Progress report on ToRs and work plan 

     
 

11 

3.2.2. RWP Table 2.1 

Achievements 

Since the last discussion on the LP RWP during the RCG LP 2023 annual meeting feedback has been received 

from the STECF with the need to develop a table 2.1 inside our RWP to be consistent with the other RWPs. 

As a reminder, this table 2.1 is the list of required species/stocks and provide a base for several other tables, 

like the one regarding the sampling effort. In addition, this table is according to the document commission 

delegated decision 16.7.2021, which define which stock must be followed by areas. Furthermore, this table 

also contains information regarding landings, TAC or percentage of landing at the EU member’s scale.  

In addition, the presentation of the R package rwptool was made (https://ob7-ird.github.io/rwptool/). This 

package aims to support our work on the RWP/NWP plan design. So far, we can produce a template for the 

table 2.1, by crossing several inputs and in the future, he will be able to provide connection between an RWP 

and an NWP. 

The main discussion about the LP RWP draft was related to the input use for producing the template of the 

table 2.1. For the LP, the only input available so far come from EUROSTAT data and after checking, it seems 

that some values may be strange and not reflect the reality. In addition, the latest year available for the 

reference period is 2022 and not 2023. That means that, even is taking n-2 instead of n-1 does not change the 

global appreciation of the time reference period, we don’t have the latest data available. For example, the 

other RWP of NANSEA & Baltic use the RDBES data as input and the template produce, after experts’ 

verification, match more with the reality of the fisheries. Furthermore, it’s very important to have a full 

validation of these values because the implications behind that could be important, especially in terms of 

sampling effort allocated by country.  

For this reason, the group decide not to share among the LP RWP the values associated with the table 2.1, 

but only the global structure of the table. This structure is directly linked to the commission delegated decision 

16.7.2021. In addition, the possibility to use RFMOs data as input has been suggested. This suggestion was 

tested a long time ago but without any implementation so far. It could be interesting to investigate that in the 

future.  

Furthermore, the group decide to keep the global structure using aggregated areas and not to try to improve 

the repartition by splitting species area by area. This improvement was suggested initially by the pan-ISSG RWP 

development. After discussion this decision was made for: 

− Keep consistency between the template and the commission delegated decision 16.7.2021. In this 

reference document, the area is merged according to the RFMOs areas of interest. 

− Keep a relevant allocation of the TAC repartition in the process. These values come from the FIDES 

data input and are not displayed for all the species concerned area by area, but more by stock that 

means they cover several areas. 

These discussions and a lot of pending questions associated, highlighted the need for the scale of the RCG LP 

to allocate more resources among the pan-ISSG RWP development. Feedback and expertise over RCGs, like 

the NANSEA and the Baltic could be very useful for us, especially because they are more in advance on several 

subjects related to this topic. Therefore, the group recommended to the ISSG to request the participation of 

all the RCGs chairs and at least two experts of each RCGs. This recommendation should be started discussed 

during the next liaison meeting. 

https://ob7-ird.github.io/rwptool/
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Workplan for 2024 – 2025  

• Study the feasibility to use the RFMOs data as input for generating the template of the table 2.1 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

 

 

 

3.3. ISSG Tropical Tunas 

3.3.1. Sub-ISSG Tropical Tuna – Observers Coordination 

Objetives 

The group’s main objectives are the coordination of the onboard data collection and monitoring of the tropical 

purse seine fleet operating in the Atlantic and Indian Oceans, as well as the preparation of the EU data provision 

to ICCAT and IOTC. 

Achievements 

The purse seine observer coordination ISSG meeting was held in Sete, France (IRD), from the 17th to the 

18th of May in a hybrid format, with the participation of 26 people. Among the participants were 

representatives from the Spanish institutes IEO and AZTI, the French institute IRD, Electronic Monitoring 

System (EMS) providers, purse seine industry representatives, and other countries involved in the sampling, 

such as Seychelles. The meeting was co-chaired by Philippe Sabarros (IRD) and Jon Ruiz (AZTI). 

Main topics discussed were the following:  

− Update of the achieved observer coverage: French coverage under the DCF has been around 15-20% 

during the last few years, while it has been around 10-15% in the Spanish case. In addition, the industry 

has been contributing to increase the observation coverage to values close to 100% through their 

private monitoring programs, complementing the DCF sampling with both regional observers’ and EM 

programs.  

− Different tagging programs were presented whose main objective is studying the post-release survival 

rate of sharks and rays. A tagging workshop has been organized and material will be shared among 

interested MSs.  

− Update to the onboard sampling protocol and reference tables: The list of species was updated based 

on the new taxonomy approved for Mobula genus rays. In addition, 37% of the ength-Weight 

relationships of the bycatch species has been updated.  

− The last version of the common observer database (ObServe V9) has been deployed in each institute, 

which now permits the synchronization of reference tables between institutes. A new template for 

FOB monitoring was also discussed.  

− Several quality indicators and R tools for data cleaning were proposed.  

LP_2024_R03: RCG LP recommends to use only the global structure of Table 2.1 in the LP RWP 

without any associated values  
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− EM is acquiring greater relevance in the monitoring of the purse seine fleet, especially now that the 

EM minimum standards have been adopted both by ICCAT and IOTC. The group discussed the 

capabilities of the EMS to monitor the different data fields included in the observer program, as well 

as the possibilities of AI for future developments in the EMS. 

− Two European H2020 projects dedicated to reducing the impact on ETP species have recently started 

(REDUCE and MARINE BEACON). In both cases, there is a specific task related to developing a new 

methodology for raising Bycatch data from the purse seine fleet. Therefore, this is a task or need 

under the responsibility of this ISSG, which has never been carried out due to resource constraints. 

The group agrees on the need for these two projects to collaborate and coordinate. 

Discussions during the RCG technical meeting 

Once the outcomes of the meeting were presented, the discussion moved on to the progress of some of the 

recommendations made by the group last year. 

Regarding the safety protocol for observers, the group has not made progress on the task. In fact, it is not 

even clear that this is a task for the ISSG, which is more focused on data quality and sampling design. 

Regarding the standardization of EMS programs (common protocol for image review), no progress has been 

made, and each provider has its own software and way of working. Additionally, there is a discussion about 

the possibility of the group to share its experience on EMS-related matters with the ISSG EMT.  

Finally, the importance of collaboration between the REDUCE and Marine Beacon projects has been 

highlighted, and how the case study of the purse seine fleet can be very useful for other case studies due to its 

greater observation coverage 

 

Workplan for 2024 – 2025  

• Study possible deviations from planned to achieved observation coverage. 

• Continue updating the observers’ common tools (Observe software, sampling protocol, and reference 

tables) 

• Development of a common sampling approach for the EMS programs 

• Continue developing common data quality indicators. 

• Establish a common bycatch-raising procedure. 

• Search for opportunities for future join analysis/papers 

 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

LP_2024_R04: Develop common data quality indicators and data cleaning tools. 

LP_2024_R05: Develop a common bycatch data raising procedure. 

 

Two European H2020 projects dedicated to reducing the impact on ETP species have recently started 

(REDUCE and MARINE BEACON). In both cases, there is a specific task related to developing a new 
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methodology for raising Bycatch data from the purse seine fleet. Therefore, this is a task or need under the 

responsibility of this ISSG. The group agrees on the need for these two projects to collaborate and coordinate 

 

3.3.2. Sub-ISSG Tropical Tuna – Purse Seine Data Management 

Objectives 

The Sub-ISSG Tropical Tuna – Purse Seine Data Management (PSDM)group has a core focus on the 

coordination and improvement of data collection from purse seine fisheries targeting tropical tuna in the 

Atlantic and Indian Oceans. One of its primary objectives is to ensure the systematic collection and monitoring 

of onboard data. This includes both regional observer programs and the increasing use of Electronic Monitoring 

Systems (EMS). The adoption of EMS has become critical due to the expansion of private monitoring programs 

and the establishment of EMS standards by RFMOs like ICCAT and IOTC. 

Another key objective of the group is to ensure that data collected through EU programs is efficiently provided 

to ICCAT and IOTC. As these regional fisheries management organizations rely on accurate and timely data 

for stock assessments and management decisions, the PSDM group plays an essential role in maintaining 

compliance with the data submission requirements and timelines set by these organizations. Ensuring that this 

data is shared effectively helps to facilitate the sustainable management of tropical tuna stocks. 

Improving the quality and coverage of data collection is also a central goal of the PSDM group. This involves 

standardizing data collection protocols across Member States, particularly in relation to bycatch species and 

fishing efforts. To achieve this, the group has developed tools like the T3R package for data cleaning and 

processing, which ensures that data submitted by various Member States is consistent and reliable. This 

harmonization of data collection efforts enhances the overall quality of the information available for fisheries 

management. 

The group is also dedicated to advancing the coordination of tagging programs, with a particular focus on 

programs that study the post-release survival rates of bycatch species such as sharks and rays. Additionally, 

the PSDM group is responsible for developing a common bycatch data-raising methodology, which will further 

contribute to the accurate tracking of bycatch in tropical tuna fisheries. This work helps ensure that bycatch 

data is effectively incorporated into fisheries management strategies, promoting more sustainable fishing 

practices. 

Achievements 

In 2023-2024, the Sub-ISSG Tropical Tuna – Purse Seine Data Management (PSDM)group made significant 

strides in observer coverage and onboard data collection. French observer coverage under the DCF was 15-

20%, and Spain's around 10%, with private monitoring programs pushing total coverage near 100%. These 

efforts, including the use of regional observers and Electronic Monitoring Systems (EMS), improved data 

collection across tropical tuna fisheries. 

The group also updated key protocols, including revising species lists and updating 37% of length-weight 

relationships for bycatch species. Additionally, the latest version of the observer database, ObServe V9, was 

introduced to enhance data synchronization and sharing among institutes. 
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EMS became more important as ICCAT and IOTC adopted minimum standards. The group explored EMS 

capabilities and AI potential to improve data analysis. They also engaged with the REDUCE and MARINE 

BEACON H2020 projects to develop methodologies for raising bycatch data, focusing on reducing impacts on 

endangered species. 

Ongoing tasks include developing a standardized bycatch data-raising procedure and improving data quality 

indicators. The group remains committed to updating observer tools and collaborating with projects to 

enhance data consistency across the EU and regional fisheries. 

Workplan for 2024 – 2025  

The group's work plan for the coming years focuses on several key areas to improve data management and 

coordination. A primary objective is to continue monitoring and analyzing deviations between planned and 

achieved observer coverage, ensuring high levels of coverage are maintained. This will involve working closely 

with both regional observer programs and private monitoring initiatives, which have been instrumental in 

achieving nearly 100% coverage. Accurate and extensive observer data is critical for both national and regional 

fisheries management. 

Another priority is the development of a standardized approach for Electronic Monitoring Systems (EMS). 

With EMS playing a growing role in purse seine fisheries, the group aims to harmonize how data is collected 

and processed across different Member States. This standardization will enhance the quality and comparability 

of data, making it easier to integrate EMS data with that from traditional observer programs. 

The group also plans to focus on improving data quality by continuing the development of common data quality 

indicators and data cleaning tools. These tools will help ensure that data submitted to RFMOs like ICCAT and 

IOTC meets the required standards, facilitating better stock assessments and fisheries management. This aligns 

with the group's commitment to maintaining high data integrity and reliability across all reporting systems. 

Finally, the group is working on establishing a standardized procedure for raising bycatch data. This task, which 

has been a long-standing objective, is essential for accurately assessing the impact of purse seine fisheries on 

non-target species such as sharks and rays. Additionally, the group will explore opportunities for collaborative 

analysis and joint publications with projects like REDUCE and MARINE BEACON, which are dedicated to 

reducing the impact of fisheries on endangered species. 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

The Sub ISSG made several recommendations based on their discussions in 2023-2024: 

1. Develop Common Data Quality Indicators and Data Cleaning Tools: The group recommended 

creating standardized data quality indicators and tools for data cleaning. This is critical for 

maintaining a minimum quality of data, especially since data from observer programs across 

Member States (e.g., Spain and France) are pooled for reporting to RFMOs like ICCAT. Having 

consistent validation protocols and quality indicators ensures the reliability and accuracy of the 

data. 

2. Establish a Common Bycatch Data-Raising Procedure: This recommendation has been a 

longstanding objective for the group. Due to resource constraints, it has not yet been fully 

implemented. However, the group recognizes the need for a unified methodology for raising 
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bycatch data, especially with the increased observer coverage provided by private monitoring 

programs. This task is considered essential for accurate bycatch assessment and reporting.  

These recommendations highlight the group's commitment to improving the quality and consistency of data 

collection and reporting within the purse seine fisheries, particularly in areas such as bycatch management and 

data quality assurance. 

  

3.4. ISSG Bluefin Tuna 

3.4.1. State of play and genetic sampling for CKMR 

Achievements 

Advances on CKMR that were discussed during different ICCAT WG have been presented. A study showed 

that epigentic ageing could be used for BFT, which has numerous advantages for BFT CKMR including reduced 

costs and simplified logistics.  

A model-based sampling design has been carried out, which yielded an initial sampling scheme that was deemed 

achievable by the different experts. This sampling scheme involved several EU MS. Other considerations related 

to logistics (sampling tools), protocols and costs were also discussed. One important aspect was the need for 

a tissue bank to centralize samples.  

Overall, no major red flag was identified regarding the various aspects of CKMR approach for BFT. Provided 

that the ICCAT Commission accepts CKMR for BFT, a timeline was presented where analyses of already 

available samples would start in 2025 and sampling could be starting in 2025-2026. This will allow to provide 

first CKMR estimates in time for the MSE review. If CKMR for EBFT is to be agreed upon by the ICCAT 

Commission, BFT sampling will need to be amended to meet new requirements. Discussions during the RCG 

highlighted that sampling activities related to this could be included in NWP under test studies. 

 

Workplan for 2024 – 2025 and onwards 

CKMR seems so far on good track, timeline and future steps  

2024: Study design, sampling feasibility, rough budget and existing sample inventory  

2025: Initiate EBFT CKMR, pending funding and decision from the Commission, starting with analysis of 

currently available samples  

2025-2026: Field seasons for further sampling and genetic analyses  

2027: Deliver ‘Medio CKMR’ estimate to inform the MSE review  

2028-2029: Field seasons for sampling and genetic analyses  

2030: Deliver ‘Grande BFT CKMR’ estimate and options for development of a CKMR-based MP.  

In years to come: 

• Sampling will become a key aspect for BFT WG future work  
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• If CKMR for EBFT is to be agreed upon by the Commission, BFT sampling will need to be amended 

to meet new requirements  

• Timeline and process to be defined for the relevant aspects of BFT sampling to be considered under 

the DCF 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

The ISSG Bluefin Tuna recommended developing a coordinated sampling programme for CKMR, contingent 

on ICCAT's decision to use the method for eastern Bluefin tuna stock assessment. This would require 

updates to existing DCF sampling schemes and work plans to meet the new data needs. Additionally, the 

group emphasised the importance of centralising biological samples in a tissue bank to support CKMR 

activities, with sampling expected to begin in 2025-2026, feeding into the management strategy evaluation 

(MSE) review. 

LP_2024_R06: Develop a CKMR coordinated sampling programme 

 

3.4.2. GBYP vs DCF sampling 

DCF and GBYP Sampling: Issues and Coordination Challenges 

The coordination between the Data Collection Framework (DCF) and the Grand Bluefin Tuna Year 

Programme (GBYP) has raised concerns, particularly regarding the effectiveness of biological sampling for large 

pelagic species such as Bluefin tuna. Both programmes aim to collect essential data for stock assessment and 

management, but discrepancies in their implementation have led to significant challenges. 

The GBYP, led by ICCAT, is specifically designed to meet the needs of Bluefin tuna stock assessments. It has 

developed robust sampling protocols, including initiatives like Close-Kin Mark-Recapture (CKMR), which 

require high-quality biological samples and extensive data on the species. However, the DCF, operated at the 

EU level, does not always align with the targeted objectives of the GBYP, leading to gaps in data collection. 

One key issue highlighted during the 2024 RCG meeting was that DCF sampling schemes for large pelagics 

often fail to fully meet the demands of stock assessments, particularly regarding data precision and coverage. 

A major challenge identified is the lack of coordination and integration between DCF and GBYP. For example, 

the DCF has been criticised for not providing adequate metadata on sample locations and for unclear 

information about the processing or analysis of collected samples. This has made it more difficult to share data 

between the two programmes, ultimately affecting the efficiency of stock assessments and research efforts. 

To address these challenges, it has been recommended that DCF sampling activities be updated to align more 

closely with ICCAT’s requirements, especially for projects like CKMR. Increased collaboration between 

ICCAT, DCF, and GBYP is essential to ensure that biological sampling for Bluefin tuna is streamlined, 

transparent, and meets the necessary scientific standards. Improved coordination will also facilitate better 

traceability of samples, enhance data use, and enable more effective management of Bluefin tuna stocks in the 

Atlantic and Mediterranean regions. 
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3.5. ICCAT feedback 

3.5.1. Bluefin tuna sampling and summary of data needs and way forward 

Small progress has been achieved during 2023-2024, with the exception that there is now available information 

on what has been collected in terms of data for ICCAT species by member state. 

Workplan for 2024 – 2025  

The main tasks for 2024 -2025 as regards ICCAT would be: 

• to make available additional information on where collected biological samples are stored and provide 

contact details. This would allow ICCAT to reach out to the responsible persons, aiming to request 

access to the required biological samples. 

• in case the Close-Kin-Mark-Recapture project for bluefin tuna is approved by ICCAT in late 2024, to 

start working cooperatively and coordinately on a common ICCAT-EU/DCF sampling program to 

cover the project needs, both in terms of the number of samples and geographic cover of the sample 

collection.  

 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

LP_2024_R07: To further enhance the ICCAT-EU/DCF cooperation and coordination, the DFC 

sampling activities should be updated to be aligned with ICCAT needs, aiming an effective and efficient 

planning, collection and provision of access to samples to ICCAT (as one of the end-users of the 

program). 

LP_2024_R08: Develop metadata database to store and keep updated information on biological 

samples collected in the past within DCF for ICCAT species, namely in terms of the responsible 

persons, where are the samples stored at the member states level and whether sample were 

processed and/or analyzed, to facilitate access to these to the end-user. 

LP_2024_R09: Consider a data call for ICCAT to have effective access to biological samples 

collected within EU-DCF. 

 

 

3.6. ISSG Baitboat/pole and line 

3.6.1. Stay of play ISSG since 2022-2023 and way forward 

This subgroup of live bait rod boats was created based on the importance of these artisanal fisheries and the 

existence of the use of the same fishing method for the capture of pelagic tunas within the framework of the 

European Union. This subgroup is characterized by presenting technical characteristics and problems common 

to two member states, mainly Portugal and Spain. As a summary, the most identifying technical characteristics 

of this fishery are listed below:  

− artisanal fishing or semi-industrial fishing;  

− use a live bait to fish.  

The number of sailors depends on the size of the vessels and the season period, from two or three sailors to 

25 people in the biggest ones. The level of technology on board they have depends on the vessel size and the 
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fishing grounds they use; larger vessels are normally used. The fishing grounds are around the islands for the 

smallest vessels and off shore for the bigger ones. There are different fishing strategies depending on the size 

of the vessels and the species targeted.  

 

For tropical tunas, big-eye tuna (Thunnus obesus), yello fin tuna (Thunnus albacares), and skip jack (Katsuwonus 

pelamis), fishing to "free school" is the main fishery strategy, especially in the smallest vessels. Using the vessel 

like a FAD in the middle-sized vessels, fishing in groups made by two or three vessels ("pesca a manchas"), or 

sharing FAD between vessel groups in the Dakar area in bigger vessels (semi-industrial fishery). For temperate 

tuna fishing albacore (Thunnus alalunga) and blue fin tuna (Thunnus thynnus), fishing strategies are always free-

school; these species are very mobile and do not remain static under the boat or FAD. The times of fishing 

trips range from one day for the small vessels to around ten days for the biggest ones. They use ice to conserve 

the fish and land fresh fish normally. 

 

Currently, in waters outside the European Union, there are four groups of bait boats that use similar fishing 

strategies for tuna species. The first group, known as “Dakar Bait Boat," after a historic activity of more than 

40 years, fishing tropical tunas in the waters of Senegal and Mauritania, has reached an extreme situation as a 

result of numerous problems related to obtaining bait in traditional fishing grounds and competitions with 

other industrial fisheries. In 2024, only three European bait boats will continue to operate in this area. The 

second group of bait boats are the boats from the Canary Islands. Currently, about 260 pole boats are still 

active in this area. This fleet has five target species of tuna, capturing an annual average of about 7,000 thousand 

tons. They are seasonal catches due to the biology of these migratory species, the most important being the 

bigeye (T. obesus), the skipjack (K. pelamis) due to their volume of catches, and the bluefin tuna (T. thynnus). 

due to its higher sales price. The fishing area is located between the island channels and coastal areas for 

smaller boats and around the islands, reaching remote areas more than 500 miles from the islands for larger 

boats.  A third group of pole boats are the Azores and Madeira boats. In 2020, there were 69 ships in Madeira 

and 17 in the Azores. These fleets share fishing areas to catch tuna, the Azores boats fish in the waters of 

Madeira and vice versa. This fleet captures an annual average of about 7,000 tons for the total of the five target 

species, the most important by volume of catches being the big eye (T. obesus) and the skipjack (K. pelamis) by 

volume of catches and the tuna. red (T.thynnus) by market value. A fourth group of pole boats would be the 

boats whose target species is the albacore (T. alalunga) in the Cantabrian Sea and the North Atlantic area. This 

fleet, mainly concentrated in the ports of Cantabria and the Basque Country, consists of about 60 ships, which 

capture an annual average of about 11,000 tons. Also important by-catch are bluefin tuna (T. thynnus) and 

bigeye tuna (T. obesus). 

 

Spain and Portugal track and monitor the fishing activity of these fleets. Size sampling programs are developed 

during unloading in port and also biological sampling in the laboratory, all within the Data Collection 

Framework program. 

 

Workplan for 2024 – 2025  

The need to develop future coordination actions between these groups of fishing vessels has been identified. 

Sampling protocols for collecting size data, taking the necessary samples for growth studies, and exchanging 

data for the standardization of abundance indices would be some of the most urgent to develop. Also, develop 

joint research programs on the biology and migrations of tuna species in these important areas of the North 



 

RCG LP 2024 REPORT  

Progress report on ToRs and work plan 

     
 

20 

Atlantic. The group agreed to initiate new contacts between Portugal and Spain, to begin the revitalization of 

this sub-group. 

 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

No recommendations nor decisions. 

 

3.7. IOTC feedback 

3.7.1. Summary of data needs and gaps regarding LP data 

Since its establishment in 1996, the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC) has developed and implemented 

several Conservation and Management Measures (CMMs), which include specific provisions on the nature and 

characteristics of the data that must be collected and reported by each Contracting Party (CP). The IOTC 

Data Reporting Guidelines describe the datasets to report using the IOTC forms to the Secretariat.  

The European Union is a major actor within the IOTC, with several active coastal and large-scale fisheries 

flying the flags of France, Italy, Portugal, and Spain. In 2022, the EU contributed approximately 18% of the total 

tropical tuna catch in the Indian Ocean. While the EU fisheries are well monitored both at sea and on land, 

and characterised by good observer coverage for their purse seine component, there are ongoing issues with 

data reporting that need to be addressed. This includes submissions after the deadline, a lack of information 

on raising levels for discard data, limited size data coverage in some fisheries, data reported only for swordfish 

in the Spanish large-scale longline fishery, and low observer coverage for Spanish and Portuguese longline 

fisheries in recent years. 

Workplan for 2024 – 2025  

• Provide more feedback to the EU from the IOTC Secretariat to tackle the different issues and increase 

the data compliance level. 

 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

No recommendations nor decisions. 

 

3.8. ISSG Regional Database 

3.8.1. State of play for test study/case proposition 

Objectives 

In the context of ongoing discussions regarding the development of a future large pelagics (LP) regional 

database (RDB), an update was provided on the progress of the associated Intersessional Subgroup (ISSG). 

As a reminder, this ISSG was established in 2021 following a recommendation from the RCG LP to address 

the complex task of developing a regional database for LP data. Since its inception, the group has included 

representatives from the nine LP countries involved in the RCG LP, key end users (ICCAT, IOTC, and FDI), 

https://www.iotc.org/cmms
https://data.iotc.org/reference/latest/guidelines/
https://data.iotc.org/reference/latest/guidelines/
https://data.iotc.org/reference/latest/forms/
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experts from other regional database structures (RDBES and RDBFIS), and members of DG MARE, providing 

additional support. 

Achievements  

The work of this ISSG in 2024 was guided by two key elements: 

1. During the 2023 RCG LP annual meeting, the group recommended adopting the RDBES data format 

as a common framework for data exchange. This marked a significant shift from the previous year's 

discussions, where the focus had been on database structure rather than format. This change was 

driven by unresolved issues, such as database hosting and data confidentiality, which had previously 

hindered consensus. The decision was made to prioritize progress by addressing simpler tasks first (a 

"low-hanging fruit" approach), while postponing more complex questions for future discussions. 

2. However, during the 2023 liaison meeting, this recommendation was rejected by three member 

states—Croatia, Greece, and Malta—due to concerns about the RDBES data format, particularly its 

compatibility with ICCAT data requirements. 

In response, the ISSG proposed a test study on the RDBES data format with LP data in 2024 to address the 

concerns raised during the 2023 liaison meeting. A comprehensive proposal was circulated at the beginning of 

the year to National Correspondents (NCs) for their feedback on the approach. 

- - Do they agree with the overall proposal to conduct a test using the RDBES format with LP data?   

- - Is their country willing to participate in this test? 

A full version of the proposal was available in the annex IV. 

To summarise feedback: 

- 5 countries agree to participate: France, Portugal, Ireland, Italy and Cyprus, 

- 3 countries do not agree to participate: Croatia, Spain and Greece, 

- 1 country which did not answered: Malta. 

A detailed feedback document is available in annex V. 

- Following this feedback, the ISSG clarified that the goal is to keep the process straightforward and 

accessible, focusing on manageable steps (a "low-hanging fruit" approach). The group established the 

scope of the upcoming test study as follows: 

 

- Focus on a single species: The study will primarily target *Thunnus alalunga* (ALB, FAO code), with 

the possibility of expanding to other species depending on the fisheries involved and the relevance of 

additional data. 

  

- Distribute the effort among the participating countries: Four countries that agreed to the proposal 

will divide the workload, aiming to cover as many large pelagic fisheries as possible. Each country will 

focus on collecting biological data (e.g., sex, age, maturity, length, weight, stomach sampling) as this 

type of data is more easily shared and involves fewer confidentiality concerns. France has proposed 

covering purse seine and bait boat fisheries, while Cyprus will focus on the longline fishery, building 

on their previous national efforts. 
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-  Generate output forms for IOTC and ICCAT: The study will produce output forms for the fisheries 

tested in relation to these two RFMOs. The remaining RFMOs under the jurisdiction of the RCG LP 

(IATTC and WCPFC) will be included in future phases but are not part of this initial test. 

Furthermore, the ISSG raised several key questions to guide the discussion: 

• Should we store data within the RDBES structure during the test? 

• What human and financial resources will be allocated for this test? 

• Consider a potential link to the RDBFIS project, but keep in mind that the primary objective is to test 

the LP data in the RDBES format. 

• Define a roadmap and outline the next steps to move the process forward. 

 

Following the presentation, several discussions took place during the meeting. 

  

Regarding the feedback on the test study proposal, Spain highlighted the challenges of initiating a new data call 

related to this test, primarily due to the limited resources available. Like Portugal and France, Spain is involved 

in several RCGs, with their fishing activities spread across multiple regions. This adds complexity and requires 

additional resources to meet the varying needs of the RCGs, which may have different perspectives. The use 

of the RDBES system by some countries and the RDBFIS system by others exemplifies this challenge. It was 

reiterated that the global guideline for this test study is to keep it as simple and accessible as possible. The 

effort should be divided among the participating countries, building on previous work and tests conducted 

using the RDBES. For instance, Cyprus and France have already tested integrating LP data into the RDBES. 

Additionally, some countries have responded to one or more RDBES data calls, and these outputs could be 

leveraged for this test. The primary goal of this test is to evaluate the RDBES data format itself. If multiple 

countries follow the same data collection processes (e.g., sampling methods), only one test would be necessary 

to validate or invalidate the approach. The objective is not to include as much data as possible but to test the 

format across various LP fisheries. 

  

During the discussions, there was some confusion surrounding the global aim of developing a regional database, 

which was clarified. The goal of a regional database is straightforward: simplify the work rather than complicate 

it. In practical terms, this means shifting national efforts to the regional level, thereby reducing the burden at 

the national level through shared efforts on a regional scale. The RDB should be able to prepare and provide 

data for end users, such as RFMOs like ICCAT or IOTC, or the JRC for the FDI data call. This requires the 

data model to store information at a lower level of aggregation to allow for manipulation and preparation for 

data calls. While this primarily concerns data preparation, data quality and processes (e.g., raising or correction 

methods) are also within the scope of an RDB, allowing mutualisation of efforts. 

  

Furthermore, the RDB is not intended to store data in the exact format required by end users. For instance, 

it could be problematic to store FDI data in the same format as that used in the JRC database. This would 

mean storing identical information in two places without any connection, creating issues for data correction 

or manipulation, as the two datasets might not remain consistent. If the aim is data quality or control, 

addressing errors solely at the FDI level would not resolve issues at the source (i.e., the lower data level or 

associated processes). Ultimately, this would not simplify data production, nor would it shift the effort from 

national to regional levels. Instead, it would maintain national-level effort, create additional regional-level effort, 

and complicate the system overall. 
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The group confirmed its intention not to create a new format or system for the future LP RDB. The goal 

remains to find a common format or approach between the RDBES and RDBFIS systems. 

  

The integration of RDBES into RDBFIS was also discussed in light of the RDBFIS presentation, which mentioned 

the inclusion of hierarchy no. 10 in the RDBFIS database. However, it became clear that while the hierarchy is 

included, there is no connection between the RDBES and RDBFIS data models. This lack of integration does 

not simplify the global process, as data stored in one format cannot easily be converted to the other. The 

same issue arises if the RDBES database stores the RDBFIS data model on its server without a connection 

between the two. For example, if a country must handle both systems to produce a data call for end users, 

one part of the data would be in RDBES format and the other in RDBFIS. Without a link between the two, 

the country would need to apply separate processes for quality checks, treatments, raising procedures, or data 

manipulation, losing the advantage of an RDB and failing to reduce complexity or mutualise effort. 

  

Further discussions addressed the RDBFIS data model, which is based on the FishFrame/COST format 

established in 2009 through the European project COST (FISH/2006/15). This format does not fully meet the 

needs of all end-user data calls, such as the FDI, particularly because it lacks detailed descriptions of sampling 

strategies and data linkages, which must be provided by experts. The RDBES was developed to address the 

limitations of the FishFrame/COST format. 

  

Regarding the scope of the test study, the group agreed on the current proposal as a starting point. 

Additionally, the group kept the option open for other countries to join the test, especially if the initial proposal 

evolves and becomes clearer and more accessible. Italy, for example, expressed interest in joining the test 

study, particularly in relation to its previous work on longline fisheries. 

  

Finally, the issue of resource support, both human and financial, was discussed. The group agreed that this 

support should not replace the commitment of member states participating in the test study. The knowledge 

gained over the past years, particularly through RDBES data calls and related discussions, should be utilised to 

optimise the effort. The need for additional support will be discussed within the ISSG, and options such as EU 

grants or framework contracts may be explored to address these needs. 

 

Workplan for 2024 – 2025  

• Among the ISSG, make a review of which countries want to be a part and optimise the effort between 

then regarding the perimeter defines and accepted during the meeting.  

• In addition, define a global roadmap with clear threshold of what we want to do into the test study. 

 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

LP_2024_D02: Agree that the perimeter of the test study on integration of large pelagic data into 

the RDBES format to produce at least ICCAT data submission forms, is the one defined in this 

report 

LP_2024_D03: Agree, at least for the countries which committed to participate, to allocate at 

minimum one week of NE time to the RDBES format test study 
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3.9. Pan regional coordination  

3.9.1. ISSG Metiers and Transversal Issues 

Objectives 

Main aim of the group is to maintain the list of DCF metiers on level 6 and level 7 developed since 2018 and 

now used for data calls in ICES and STECF. The ISSG serve also, in the last 3 years, as a forum to discuss 

harmonization of methods used in MS to estimate fishing activity data in global. The ISSG tackle with 6 tasks 

during the 2023-2024 period for which main results have been presented during the RCG LP meeting when 

full details could be found in the ISSG report. 

Achievements 

Feedbacks from ISSG “Metier and transversal variables” have been presented during the RCG LP meeting on 

the 25th June 2024. The ISSG has 15 members and had four 1.5 to 2 hours online meeting during the last year. 

Considering the task “maintaining métier codes and other reference lists and scripts”, the ISSG discussed and 

reviewed requests from MS (Malta, Germany, Azores and Norway) and RCG (LDF and LP).  Requesters have 

been invited to participate in one online meeting to discuss it with the group. Finally, ISSG agreed to add or 

correct 10 métiers in the métiers reference lists (no update for the RCG LP), some other requests were 

rejected and some others need further discussion in other groups (e.g. RCG LP to include information on 

School type/FADs in the métiers reference lists). ISSG update métier description reports from 2024 RDBES 

data call and consider that the aims of them is to assist MS in defining métiers, to help in 

harmonization/homogenization between MS and also to support end-users when they have to 

combine/concatenate métiers for their needs. At this stage, it is applied on RDBES data (therefore for FAO 

area 27) and not available for RCG LP fisheries. Nevertheless, RCG LP members should be aware about these 

developments which could be applied to their fisheries if their data are calculated in the RDBES format. Further 

developments are envisaged for the 2024/2025 period on this issue.  

ISSG continue also its work regarding “cross-validation” methods following information received from a 

questionnaire sent out last year. The questionnaire focused on RCG NANSEA & Baltic fisheries but could be 

an input for all RCGs. Work in this year was devoted to three specific topics with the aim to identify 

common/standard practices and highlight practices which could have the potentiality to enhance data quality. 

Full details are available in the ISSG report. The final aim of this work is to suggest and develop best practices 

guidelines for cross-validation methods to improve the estimates with the objective to enhance fishing activity 

data quality and completeness. Further work is envisaged for 2024/2025 period for other topics not covered 

this year.  

ISSG works also on a draft template to document methods used for processing fishing activity data to answer 

RDBES data call (CE and CL tables) which, at this stage, do not concern RCG LP but could be an input for the 

group discussion in the development of a RCG LP Regional Data Base. ISSG aims also to continue to follow-

up the development of the fecR package to calculate harmonized/homogenized fishing effort metrics between 

MS also for SSF fisheries but has to postpone to next year most of the tasks on this issue because of a lack of 

time and available members.  
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ISSG continue to follow the development under RCG ECON of an alternative fleet segmentation and was in 

the contact with the chairs of the RCG ECON fleet segmentation workshops to get an update on the status 

of the work. As they were no coordinated actions planned at the moment, ISSG do not have any specific task 

on this issue this year. Anyway, ISSG continue to consider that the two approaches are linked and that a new 

alternative fleet segmentation should consider the métiers practiced especially for the pre-segmentation step 

discussed during the workshop. This should be discussed in LM how ISSG could help on this specific issue.  

Finally, the ISSG made an overview of what is required in the EU-MAP table 6 and what is optional/mandatory 

in the existing Control regulation Implementation Act as an input for the new control regulation and specially 

to suggest revision for the associated implementation act. 

 

Discussion during the RCG LP meeting:  

ISSG was requested from RCG LP members to include information on School type/FADs in the métiers 

reference lists. RCG LP members were invited to participate in one online meeting to discuss it with the group. 

Following this discussion, the ISSG group agreed and proposed to include this new information as optional 

information in the DCF level 7 métier codes reference list for LP fisheries. The proposal was to inform further 

in the métier code DCF level7 (after the group of species targeted) about the “FADS/School type” used 

distinguishing three different cases (no information will mean is unknown, the proposed codification is in line 

with IOTC): 

1) “Fishing on schools associated with anchored floating objects (“_AF”) 

2) “Fishing on schools associated with drifting floating objects (“_DF”) 

3) “Fishing on free schools (un-associated with floating objects (“_FS”) 

and to discuss further the proposal during the RCG LP meeting. 

The proposal was discussed in the RCG LP meeting. Although it is an important information for LP fisheries, 

the group highlight the difficulty to inform further this information for artisanal fisheries (difficulty to calculate 

fishing activity data at a more disaggregated level for small-scale fisheries). Therefore, the optional status of 

this new asked information has been reaffirmed. The DCF level6 remain the minimum, homogenized and 

harmonized level to be provided for all the fisheries. For LP fisheries, for which this new information is available, 

the proposal has been approved and should be included in the métier reference lists by ISSG for the next 

period. At this stage the proposal is to add this possibility only for LP fisheries in RCG LDF area but the 

eventual need to add them also in other RCGS’ LP fisheries (e.g. in RCG Med&BS area) should be further 

discussed. 

The follow-up of the inclusion of “target species” into the RCG LP métiers reference list DCF level 7 was also 

discussed. As for the previous proposal, the need was reaffirmed for industrial fisheries but also the difficulty 

to have this detailed information for artisanal fisheries. Therefore, the optional status of this new asked 

information, since last year, has been also reaffirmed. 

Finally, no other update needs in métiers and species references lists for RCG LP fisheries was highlighted by 

the group. 
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Regional Work Plans  

ISSG has provided text about agreed methods for assigning métier codes and principles for effort calculation 

for vessels carrying logbooks and for SSF to be added to the future updates of RWPs.  

Workplan for 2024 – 2025  

• Continue following and evaluating the implementation of the métier codes on a pan-regional level 

and maintaining métier codes and other reference lists and scripts.  

• Update and further develop métier description report, so that it can produce a multiannual report 

and can take the RDBES data license into account for making a public report. 

• Continue the analysis of questionnaires sent out in spring 2023, to evaluate the use of cross-

validation methods in MS to combine data coming from different declarative sources, the ongoing 

standard practices and develop, on this basis, best practices guidelines, with a specific focus on the 

RDBES CE and CL tables. 

• Evaluate eventual feedbacks on the draft template elaborated in 2024 to document methodologies 

applied to inform RDBES CE & CL tables 

• Continue following up on the development of the fecR package to calculate fishing effort metrics that 

are harmonized/homogenized between MS.  

• Regarding RCG ECON economic fleet segmentation, the plans for development on this should be 

discussed at Liaison meeting 

 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

LP_2024_R10: Include DCF level 7 as optional information the School type/FADs in the RCG LP 

métiers reference list 

Following a request from RCG LP members it has been approved to include information on School 

type/FADS in the métiers reference lists by the group as an optional possibility at DCF level 7. 

 

3.9.2. RDBFIS II project – The Regional Database for the Mediterranean and Black Sea 

We are currently in the second phase of implementing RDBFIS (the Regional Database and Fishery Information 

System for the Mediterranean and Black Seas). The first phase started in January 2021 and was completed in 

February 2023. The current phase started in April 2023 and is expected to be completed by March 2025. 

 

The data structures in the system incorporate information from various data calls (Med&BS, FDI, AER, 

GFCM/DCRF), experimental samplings (MEDITS & MEDIAS), detailed biological sampling (including fishing and 

biological information such as haulID, depth, longitude & latitude, sampling date, length, sex, maturity), 

Eggs&Larvae, PETS, stomach contents, recreational fisheries, and alien species. 

 

Several tools are integrated into RDBFIS for data visualization, data quality checks and processing (RoME, 

RDBQc, processing, BioIndex). Regarding processing, detailed biological sampling data can be used to create 

datacall tables. A tool has developed to estimate spatial fishing effort and landings from small-scale fisheries 

(most vessels are not equipped with a positioning system), based on multi-criteria decision analysis (this tool 
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will be presented in the first training). An open access tool also has been developed to illustrate the evolution 

of fleet dynamics in Europe, with possible links to landings, discards, and value variables (FDI Table A). 

 

RDBFIS advantages: 

• Centralized database system hosting aggregated DCR/DCF data sets including MEDITS, MEDIAS & BS 

surveys as well as detailed biological data, AER data and DCRF data 

• Common syntax and consistency procedures ensures the quality of the uploaded data 

• The MS can visualize and manipulate their data 

• A “Processing” package support the creation of the datacalls 

• Other tools are included in the system (spatial effort & landings for SSF, fleet analysis, data entry forms 

for stomach contents, alien species, …)    

 

Two data calls are currently running to populate the RDBFIS database with aggregated data, detailed biological 

data, MEDITS and MEDIAS.  

 

During the first phase of RDBFIS, we held extensive discussions with Member States and ICES experts to 

address compatibility issues between the two regional databases. Due to significant differences in sampling 

schemes, it was not feasible for Med&BS MS to adopt the RDBES scheme (national databases are based on the 

Med&BS data collection sampling scheme). Nevertheless, RDBFIS has incorporated the RDBES structure to 

support Member States that may wish to transition to this structure. While RDBFIS can host (keep) data in 

RDBES format, it currently lacks quality control and processing routines. However, to avoid duplication of 

efforts, RDBFIS can adopt and integrate existing routines developed for RDBES, with appropriate adjustments 

(e.g. common exchange format for LP database; see slide 7 RCG LP ISSG RDB). 

 

In conclusion, the RDBFIS consortium remains at RCG LP disposal for further explanations and open to 

cooperation. 

 

3.9.3. SECWEB 2.0 project – Evolving the on-line environment, tools and services of the RCGs 

Secretariat for the RCGs community 

Objectives 

The objectives of the RCGs Secretariat during the period have been the following: 

− To carry out the basic regular activities of the RCGs Secretariat as they were agreed as an outcome 

of the SecWeb project (January 2021 – end of February 2023). 

− To manage the financial plan and specific conditions of the funding with the MS and the EC. 

− To help the financial viability of the RCGs Secretariat by preparing and submitting a proposal under 

CINEA EMFAF-2023-PIA-FisheriesScientificAdvice. The proposal for the Project 101156582 — 

SECWEB 2.0. 
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Achievements 

From March 2023 until the end of February 2024 the RCGs Secretariat was run by Fundación CETMAR with 

the financial support of the Member States, and a service contract, for a specific set of activities, by the 

European Commission. 

The work carried out involved the development of the following activities; Management of the regular 

correspondence with all RCGs; Maintenance of basic protocols and procedures; Maintenance of virtual 

working spaces (on CETMAR MS teams environment); Updates and formatting of documents and templates; 

Maintenance of website, newsletter, and social media; Promotion and support to registration to the RCGs 

SHs database; Generation of new support/guidance documents; Preparation support, attendance and reporting 

to all RCGs TMs, DM and LM; Support to 5 consultation processes; Support to ISSG activities (7 ISSGs); 

Regular meetings with RCGs chairs (under request); Management of funding sources (contractual procedures 

with MS and EC, reporting, invoicing, etc); Preparation and submission of SECWEB 2.0. 

During this period the RCGs Secretariat achieved the following specific outcomes: 

- The RCGs Secretariat delivered support services to all the RCGs and 7 ISSGs 

- The communication tools and platforms were maintained and updated 

- From the activities under the Service Contract by the EC: 

o Support the preparation, accomplishment and reporting of the LM 

o The following guidance / hand over documents were produced: 

Discover Regional Coordination Groups for Fisheries Data Collection 

RCGs Secretariat Functions and working protocols 

Regional Coordination Groups. Virtual repositories and working spaces. An overview 

Compilation of common documents formats 

 

New outputs are available at the RCGs website in a new section that is currently under development 

(https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/secretariat/). 

 

- SECWEB 2.0 project proposal was successfully submitted and granted for funding, and the contract signed 

to start in June 2024. 

 

Workplan for 2024 – 2025  

RCGs Secretariat regular activities 

− Support to RCGs meetings preparation and reporting  

− Addressed partly through SecWeb2.0 (~74%) 

 

SECWEB 2.0 project implementation 

The SECWEB 2.0 project aims to improve the online working environment, tools, and services of the Regional 

Coordination Groups (RCGs) Secretariat for the RCGs community. 

https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/1.-Discover_RCGs_v1.2.pdf
https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/2.-Functions-Working-Protocols_RCGs-Secretariat_v1.1.pdf
https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/5.-Overview_Virtual-RepositoriesWorkingSpaces_v1.1.pdf
https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/4.-RCGs_Common-Document-Formats_v1.1.pdf
https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/secretariat/


 

RCG LP 2024 REPORT  

Progress report on ToRs and work plan 

     
 

29 

Enhance the effectiveness of the RCGs Stakeholders Database through the systematization / automation of 

frequent processes: 

− DB systematic update – e.g. alert system 

− Connection with registration to meetings and events and consultations processes 

− Validation of appointed experts by NCs 

Develop new web-based tools and content sections enabling better regular interactions processes: 

• e-Library 

• Consultation processes. 

• Follow up of RCGs recommendations and decisions. 

• Direct channel/forum for the end-users of the RCGs work. 

• Some flexibility to adapt to requests (in the project scope) 

The Secretariat will promote the involvement of policy stakeholders, scientists, and concerned end-users in 

co-design and co-creation efforts to deliver value added products and content. 

 

 

 

Through SECWEB 2.0 actions it is expected that RCGs 

gain efficiency in their interactions and with this, enable 

further capacity to respond to their commitments 

regarding improved data quality, increased stakeholder 

participation, enhanced scientific advice, and better-

informed fisheries management decisions.  

 

 

 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

During the technical meeting the national experts and RCGs Secretariat had a fruitful exchange of questions 

and ideas on how to promote/reinforce the work of the RCG LP as a whole and in particular the ISSGs.  

The appointment of national experts to the various ISSGs is a key question as some ISSGs have been inactive 

in recent years. The Secretariat commented that a possible approach to this issue is to develop a master list 

where national correspondents are asked to appoint/review the experts assigned to each group. The list will 

be review on yearly basis.  

The Secretariat delved into the idea to develop a e-library and the possibility to make available not only the 

ISSG reports but also any working manuals/documents that the group might use as a reference for their work.  
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Other topics discussed were the possibility to develop organizational email addresses that represent a function 

or a responsibility rather than an individual, in particular for the RCG/ISSG chairs. And a e-calendar containing 

information about the different RCG related meetings.  

The feedback received during and after the meeting it will be used as an input to draw the consultation process 

as part of the co-design process during SECWEB 2.0 project. 
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4. RCG LP moving forward 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

LP_2024_R011: NCs to nominate national experts to participate in RCG LP ISSGs. Ask NCs to 

communicate with their NEs to check on their availability to participate in RCGs/ ISSGs in general 

and to propose new members. 

 

For the second consecutive year, we are compelled to reiterate the recommendation to form a pan-regional 

ISSG on Mediterranean Sea Large Pelagics, collaborating between the RCG LP and thev RCG Mediterranean 

and Black Sea. Despite recognising the benefits of a cooperative approach, there has been no significant 

progress in advancing this initiative, leaving an important issue for Mediterranean countries unresolved. 

To move forward, it is essential that National Correspondents (NCs) from Mediterranean EU Member States 

within the RCG Lactively engage in this process. Their availability and participation are critical for addressing 

the specific challenges of large pelagics in the Mediterranean Sea and for creating a unified sampling and 

management framework. The failure to act on this recommendation last year was due to it not reaching the 

RCG Mediterranean and Black Sea in time for their technical meeting, thus stalling its implementation. 

This year, we recommend prioritising communication between both regional coordination groups early in the 

process to ensure the recommendation is considered and acted upon at the upcoming RCG Mediterranean 

and Black Sea meeting. Establishing clear lines of communication, especially with key figures like George 

Tserpes, is essential to overcoming the current inertia. Additionally, it is important that the ISSG Longline 

Mediterranean Large Pelagics structure is finalised, and collaboration mechanisms with other RCGs, 

particularly on shared topics such as sampling and data collection, are agreed upon. 

In summary, to prevent further delays and ensure the recommendation moves forward, it is crucial that 

Mediterranean NCs from the RCG LP are fully engaged, and that this issue is given the priority it deserves 

within both RCGs. Effective collaboration will benefit not only the Mediterranean region but also the broader 

goals of large pelagic fisheries management on a regional scale. 

Recommendation 07. Pan-regional ISSG Mediterranean Sea Large Pelagics 

LP_2023_R07 
Progress in forming pan-regional ISSG Mediterranean Sea large pelagics fisheries 

between the RCG Mediterranean and Black Sea and RCG LP. 

TOR 1 

Present and discuss the current structure approval of the RCG LP and of each 

subgroup, make a status check on each subgroup and promote the possibility of 

the group to express suggestions improvement or modifications in the 

structure/organisation.  

Justification 

At the RCG LP technical meeting in 2023, a request was placed for updates on 

progress on the forming of the ISSG on Mediterranean Sea Large Pelagics. 

Currently there has been no progress on the creation of this ISSG. This ISSG will 

be pan-regional and will therefore require nominations from the member states 
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Recommendation 07. Pan-regional ISSG Mediterranean Sea Large Pelagics 

involved in the two parent regional coordination groups. RCG LP needs guidance 

on what additional needs this ISSG requires. 

Follow-up actions 

needed 

MS (NC) to nominate experts to the ISSG  

RCG LP and RCG Med & BS to coordinate on pan-regional ISSG logistics.   

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions MS, RCG LP chairs, RCG Med & BS chairs 

Time frame 

(Deadline) 
Prior to RCG Med BS TM in 2024. 

Comments  
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5. AOB 

Malta's Failure to Assume Chairing Responsibilities for RCG LP T.M. in 2024. 

Under the rotation agreed upon at the 2022 Brussels Decision Meeting, Malta was designated to take on the 

primary chairing role of the RCG Large Pelagics (RCG LP) for 2024, with Dr. Jurgen Misfud appointed as the 

principal chair and Dr. Dalia Reis of Portugal as co-chair(incoming chair). Despite this clear agreement, Malta 

has completely failed to engage with either the RCG LP outgoing chair (IRL) or the RCG secretariat through 

the second half of 2023 and the first seven months of 2024. There has been no communication from Malta 

regarding their intention—or apparent inability—to fulfil this critical responsibility. Furthermore, Malta was 

conspicuously absent from the meeting held in Olhão, Portugal, despite their obligation as the designated main 

chair. 

Ireland, stepping in as a temporary measure, extended its chairing duties into 2024 to support Portugal's 

incoming co-chair for an additional eight months, through to the end of August 2024, to ensure the RCG's 

Technical Meeting was properly co-chaired. However, it has been explicitly stated that Ireland will not continue 

in this capacity beyond that deadline. Moreover, the recommendations and decisions from this year's RCG 

Technical Meeting must be presented in Brussels in September at the Liaison and Decision Meetings, 

necessitating that Malta and Portugal assume the chairing responsibilities as originally agreed. 

Malta’s failure to communicate or take ownership of their agreed-upon role is a serious breach of the 

commitment made at the 2022 Brussels meeting, where the randomised chairing rotation was determined and 

agreed upon with Malta's full participation. This ongoing lack of engagement and accountability has not only 

been noticed but was also a significant point of discussion during the June 2024 RCG LP Technical Meeting in 

Olhão, Portugal. It is now a matter of grave concern for the RCG LP.  

Malta is hereby expected to immediately clarify their position to the RCG LP N.C.s and N.E.s as well as the 

RCG Secretariat and assume the responsibilities they committed to in 2022. Further delay or inaction is totally 

unacceptable. 
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6. Next meeting and RCG chairing 

RCG LP will meet 2-4 June 2025 in Cyprus, venue to be confirmed. 

The RCG LP 2024 meeting will be followed up with a RCG Decision meeting, taking one-day meeting for the 

National Correspondents and RCG chairs in Brussels. The date of the decision meeting, 25th September 2024. 

Following the chairs rotation system, the RCG LP chairs for 2025 the chairs are Dalia Reis (PRT) as main chair 

and Ioannis Thasitis (CYP) as co-chair. 
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7. List of decisions and recommendations  

RCG LP  2024 Technical meeting  

List of decisions and recommendations 

Decision 01. Approve the LP RWP submitted in Oct. 2023 and endorsed by MS in their 

NWP 

LP_2024_D01 Approve the LP RWP which was submitted in Oct. 2023 and have it endorsed 

by MS in their NWP in Oct. 2024 

TOR 4 Sampling and regional work plans 

Justification 

The approval of the LP RWP ensures alignment with Member States’ National 

Work Plans (NWPs). The RWPs are designed to be a guiding framework, but 

their adoption within NWPs solidifies their use at the national level. As 

discussed, this alignment is key for maintaining consistency and fulfilling 

obligations 

Follow-up actions 

needed 
Approve the LP Regional Work Plan which is endorsed by the RCG LP’s 

Member states in their National Work Plans.  

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 
NCs /Member States 

Time frame 

(Deadline) 
Decision Meeting 2024 

Comments  

 

Decision 02. Agree the perimeter of the test study on integration of large pelagic data into 

the RDBES format 

LP_2024_D02 Agree that the perimeter of the test study on integration of large pelagic data 

into the RDBES format to produce at least ICCAT data submission forms, is 

the one defined in this report. 

TOR 3 Regional database 

Justification 

This decision focuses on ensuring data consistency and compatibility with 

ICCAT data submission forms. The integration into the Regional Database and 

Estimation System (RDBES) is key to improving data quality and meeting 

international obligations.  

The RDBES project has been a central focus for regional coordination, 

especially as the RDBES system is set to replace InterCatch for stock 

assessments 

 

Follow-up actions 

needed 
Agree the perimeter of the test study outline in the 2024 T.M. report 
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Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 
NCs /Member States 

Time frame 

(Deadline) 
Decision Meeting 2024 

Comments  

 

Decision 03.  Agree to allocate at minimum one week of NE time to the RDBES format 

test study 

LP_2024_D03 Agree, at least for the countries which committed to participate, to allocate at 

minimum one week of NE time to the RDBES format test study 

TOR 3 Regional database 

Justification 

Allocating adequate time for this test study is essential to ensure that countries 

can contribute meaningfully to the RDBES pilot phase. This decision emphasizes 

the commitment of Member States to support regional data integration efforts. 

Previous discussions highlighted the importance of transparent data collection 

and management as part of the RDBES roadmap. 

Follow-up actions 

needed 
Agree for countries participating in the test study to allocate one week of 

National expert time and nominate this expert.  

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 
NCs /Member States 

Time frame 

(Deadline) 
Decision Meeting 2024 

Comments  

 

Recommendation 01. RCG LP recommends to ISSG RWP the inclusion of all RCGs chairs 

and at least two experts from each RCG  

LP_2024_R01 The RCG LP recommends to the pan regional ISSG RWP the inclusion of the 

all the RCGs chairs and at least two national experts from each RCG, in order 

to encompass the development of LP RWP for 2028-2030 

TOR 1 RCG LP structure, organisation and links 

Justification 
The inclusion of more experts ensures diverse input and alignment across 

regions, improving the robustness of the RWP for 2028-2030. 

Follow-up actions 

needed 
Nominate and agree chair and two NE from each RCG LP to participate and 

follow ISSG RWP developments.  

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 
ISSG RWP to chairs of the concerned RCGs 

Time frame 

(Deadline) 
 

Comments  
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Recommendation 02. RCG LP request clear guidance from the ISSG RWP on how to 

integrate the RWP into the NWP in Oct. 2024 

LP_2024_R02 The RCG LP request a clear guidance from the ISSG RWP as how to integrate 

the RWP into the NWP in October 2024. 

TOR 4 Sampling and regional work plans 

Justification 

Clear instructions are needed to align Member States' NWPs with the RWP, 

avoiding inconsistencies and ensuring compliance with ICCAT and DCF 

requirements 

Follow-up actions 

needed 
 

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 
ISSG RWP to instruct MS 

Time frame 

(Deadline) 
 

Comments  

 

Recommendation 03. RCG LP recommends using only the global structure of Table 2.1 in 

the LP RWP without associated values 

LP_2024_R03 RCG LP recommends using only the global structure of Table 2.1 in the LP 

RWP without any associated values  

TOR 4 Sampling and regional work plans 

Justification 

By focusing on the structure of Table 2.1 without associated values, the RCG 

ensures consistency in the data collection process, especially for international 

data calls 

Follow-up actions 

needed 
Agreement from ISSG RWP 

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 
ISSG RWP /RCG LP 

Time frame 

(Deadline) 
 

Comments  

 

Recommendation 04. Develop common data quality indicators and data cleaning tools 

LP_2024_R04 Develop common data quality indicators and data cleaning tools 

TOR 2 Available data, data transmissions and gaps 
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Justification 

There are many working documents presented by the EU in the tuna RFMOs, 

where data from the observer programs from ESP and FRA are pooled. In this 

process, it is essential to maintain a minimum quality of the data, which must 

be achieved through common data validation protocols and quality indicators. 

Standardised data validation is essential, particularly as MS  pool their observer 

data for submission to RFMOs. Quality indicators like those proposed in the 

"Qualitrain" initiative are vital. 

Follow-up actions 

needed 
Follow up with Qualitrain  

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 
RCG LP chair 

Time frame 

(Deadline) 
 

Comments  

 

Recommendation 05.  Develop a common bycatch data raising procedure  

LP_2024_R05 
Develop a common bycatch data raising procedure 

TOR 2 Available data, data transmissions and gaps 

Justification 

Historical attempts to develop a unified bycatch data methodology have been 

hindered by resource and time constraints within the respective institutes. 

However, with the recent increase in observer coverage from private 

monitoring programs, the urgency to address this gap has diminished. Despite 

this, it remains a crucial goal for the group, as standardizing the bycatch data 

collection process is essential. Now, with improved observation coverage, the 

group recommends prioritizing the development of a common methodology to 

ensure consistency and reliability across all programs. 

Follow-up actions 

needed 
 

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 
 

Time frame 

(Deadline) 
 

Comments  

 

Recommendation 06. Develop a CKMR coordinated sampling programme  

LP_2024_R06 Develop a CKMR coordinated sampling programme, pending ICCAT´s 

Commission decision in November 2024 

TOR 4 Sampling and regional work plans 
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Justification 

Pending ICCAT’s decision, developing a coordinated Close-Kin Mark–

Recapture (CKMR) program for Bluefin Tuna is crucial for improving stock 

assessments. 

Follow-up actions 

needed 

Amend BFT sampling to meet new requirement to be included in the NWP 

and RWP 

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 
 

Time frame 

(Deadline) 
November 2024, ICCAT´s Commission 

Comments  

 

Recommendation 07.  Enhance the ICCAT-EU/DCF cooperation and coordination 

LP_2024_R07 To further enhance the ICCAT-EU/DCF cooperation and coordination 

TOR 2 Available data, data transmissions and gaps 

Justification 

The DFC sampling activities should be updated to be aligned with ICCAT needs, 

aiming an effective and efficient planning, collection and provision of access to 

samples to ICCAT (as one of the end-users of the program). Strengthening 

coordination between ICCAT and EU/DCF is essential for efficient sampling 

and the provision of biological samples, ensuring alignment with ICCAT data 

needs 

Follow-up actions 

needed 
 

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 
 

Time frame 

(Deadline) 
 

Comments  

 

Recommendation 08.  Develop metadata database to store and keep updated information 

on biological samples collected in the past within DCF for ICCAT species 

LP_2024_R08 Develop metadata database to store and keep updated information on 

biological samples collected in the past within DCF for ICCAT species 

TOR 2 Available data, data transmissions and gaps 
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Justification 

The development of a metadata database is crucial to enhance the traceability 

and accessibility of biological samples that have been collected over time within 

the Data Collection Framework (DCF) for ICCAT species. This 

recommendation stems from the need to ensure that biological samples, often 

spread across various Member States (MS), are adequately documented and 

easily accessible to end-users such as researchers, ICCAT, and other relevant 

stakeholders. 

A centralized metadata database would address the following concerns: 

• Traceability: Where biological samples are stored, which 

institutions are responsible for them, and whether they have been 

processed or analyzed. 

• Access: It facilitates access for ICCAT or other end-users to samples 

that are needed for scientific assessments, including stock assessments 

and studies on ecosystem impacts. 

• Transparency and Organization: This database would provide an 

organized repository for historical data, ensuring that samples are not 

overlooked and can be efficiently utilized in future research 

Follow-up actions 

needed 

• Identify Responsible Persons: Determine the individuals or 

institutions responsible for managing the biological samples at the 

Member States (MS) level. 

• Catalog Sample Locations: Establish where the samples are 

physically stored across MS and ensure this information is recorded in 

the metadata database. 

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 
 

Time frame 

(Deadline) 
 

Comments  

 

Recommendation 09.  Consider a data call for ICCAT 

LP_2024_R09 Consider a data call for ICCAT to have effective access to biological samples 

collected within EU-DCF. 

TOR 2 Available data, data transmissions and gaps 

Justification 

The recommendation to consider a data call for ICCAT is aimed at ensuring 

that ICCAT has effective and streamlined access to biological samples collected 

under the EU Data Collection Framework (DCF). By formalising a data call, the 

process of sharing biological samples, which are crucial for stock assessments 

and other scientific evaluations, can be standardized and made more efficient. 
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The biological samples collected under DCF programs, especially for species of 

interest to ICCAT, are often spread across various Member States. A formal 

data call would: 

• Enhance Access: Provide ICCAT with timely access to the samples 

it needs for various research and conservation projects. 

• Standardization: Ensure that all Member States are aligned in terms 

of how samples are shared, reducing inconsistencies in data provision. 

• Coordination: Strengthen coordination between the EU-DCF and 

ICCAT, allowing for more effective planning and utilization of 

biological data in ICCAT stock assessments 

 

Follow-up actions 

needed 

The data call should be designed to align with ICCAT’s specific requirements 

for biological data, ensuring that the data collected under DCF is fully utilized 

in regional fisheries management. The recommendation is for RCG LP, in 

coordination with ICCAT and Member States, should prepare a formal data 

call specifying the types of samples needed and the timeline for data 

submission. 

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 
RCG LP chair, ICCAT coordination and MS experts/correspondents.  

Time frame 

(Deadline) 
 

Comments  

 

Recommendation 10.   Include DCF level 7 as optional information the School type/FADs 

in the RCG LP métiers reference list 

LP_2024_R10 Include DCF level 7 as optional information the School type/FADs in the RCG 

LP métiers reference list 

TOR 2 Available data, data transmissions and gaps 

Justification 

This recommendation is focused on improving the granularity of data related 

to fishing operations by including optional information on School type and 

Fish Aggregating Devices (FADs) at DCF level 7 in the RCG LP métiers 

reference list. The motivation behind this recommendation is to provide a more 

detailed classification of fishing activities, specifically around the use of FADs, 

which play a significant role in tropical tuna fisheries. 

By allowing the inclusion of this information, the RCG LP aims to: 

• Improve Data Quality: More detailed data on school type 

(whether free schools or associated with FADs) can enhance the 

quality of catch and effort data, which is critical for stock assessments. 
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• Align with ICCAT Requirements: ICCAT has increasingly 

focused on FAD-related activities, and including this level of detail 

helps align EU-DCF reporting with ICCAT’s data needs for FAD 

management. 

• Support Ecosystem-Based Management: Understanding the 

impact of different fishing methods, such as FAD vs. free school 

fishing, is important for ecosystem-based fisheries managemen 

 

Follow-up actions 

needed 

Amend the Métiers Reference List: Update the RCG LP métiers 

reference list to include the optional DCF level 7 information for School 

type/FADs, ensuring that this classification can be used in future data 

reporting. 

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 
ISSG Métiers and transversal issues chairs 

Time frame 

(Deadline) 
Intersessional period 2024-2025 

Comments  

 

Recommendation 11. NCs to nominate national experts to participate in RCG LP ISSGs 

LP_2024_R011 NCs to nominate national experts to participate in RCG LP ISSGs. Ask NCs to 

communicate with their NEs to check on their availability to participate in 

RCGs/ ISSGs in general and to propose new members.  

TOR 1 RCG LP structure, organisation and links 

Justification 

This recommendation is aimed at enhancing the efficiency and expertise within 

the Intersessional Sub-Groups (ISSGs) by ensuring that each National 

Correspondent (NC) nominates relevant national experts (NEs) to participate 

in RCG LP ISSGs. The ISSGs are critical for addressing specific issues within the 

RCG LP framework, such as data management, sampling methodologies, and 

stock assessments. Having a well-rounded group of experts from various 

Member States will ensure that the ISSGs have the necessary knowledge and 

skills to meet the technical challenges of large pelagic fisheries management. 

Key reasons for this recommendation include: 

• Strengthening Expertise: By involving national experts from each 

Member State, the ISSGs can benefit from diverse technical 

knowledge and expertise, improving the quality of the outputs. 

• Consistency in Participation: Ensuring that NCs regularly check 

the availability of their national experts and update the list of 

participants will lead to better continuity and consistency in ISSG 

work. 
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• Enhanced Collaboration: This initiative will foster stronger 

collaboration across Member States, allowing for more coordinated 

and effective regional management of large pelagic species 

 

Follow-up actions 

needed 

• Nominate National Experts: NCs should identify and nominate 

national experts with relevant expertise to participate in the ISSGs 

and communicate this information to the RCG LP Secretariat. 

• Update ISSG Participant Lists: The list of ISSGs and their national 

experts should be reviewed and updated regularly, ensuring it reflects 

the latest changes in participation from each Member State. 

• Coordination with RCG Chairs and Secretariat: NCs should 

liaise with the RCG chairs and the RCG Secretariat to ensure that the 

list of participants is maintained accurately and that new members are 

properly onboarded 

 

Responsible persons 

for follow-up actions 
NCs/RCG chairs/RCGs Secretariat 

Time frame 

(Deadline) 
2024 Liaison meeting  

Comments  
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MS Name Email Role 
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FRA Antoine Duparc antoine.duparc@ird.fr National expert 

PRT Cristina Rosa  crosa@dgrm.mm.gov.pt National correspondent 

ITA Enrico Arneri enrico.arneri@cnr.it National expert 

ESP Enrique Rodriguez-Marin  enrique.rmarin@ieo.csic.es National expert 

ESP Francisca Salmerón Jiménez paqui.salmeron@ieo.csic.es National expert 

IRL Hans Gerritsen  hans.Gerritsen@Marine.ie National expert 

IRL Hugo Maxwell  hugo.maxwell@marine.ie RCG chair; natioanl expert 
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ESP Vanessa Rojo  vanessa.rojo@ieo.csic.es National expert 
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DNK Josefine Egekvist  jsv@aqua.dtu.dk ISSG Metier and transversal 

issues chair 
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MS Name Email Role 
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FRA Sébastien Demanèche  sebastien.demaneche@ifremer.fr ISSG Metier and transversal 
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GRC Stefanos Kavadas  stefanos@hcmr.gr 

RDBFIS II project 

coordinator 

End users 

  Dan Fu  Dan.Fu@fao.org NFITD 
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Annex II: Agenda  

Day 1, 24/06/2024 

Time Duration Subject Presenter(s) 

9:30 30min Testing N/A 

10:00 30min Welcome and introduction RCG chairs 

10:30 60 min ISSG RWP - Table 2.1 Mathieu Depetris 

11:30 15 min Coffee break   

11:45 60 min ISSG RWP - Table 2.1 (continued) Mathieu Depetris 

13:35 70min Lunch   

14:45 15min ISSG bluefin tuna  Tristan Rouyer 

  45min Discussion in plenary   

15:45 15 min ICCAT   Miguel Santos (in person) 

  15 min Discussion in plenary    

16:15 30min 
ISSG Tropical Tunas ( sub-ISSG Oberserver coord. 

and PSDM) 
Jon-Ruiz Gondra 

16:50 15min Coffee break   

17:05 30 min 
ISSG Tropical Tunas ( sub-ISSG Oberserver coord. 

and PSDM) 
Antoine Duparc and Pedro Pascual  

  15 min Discussion in plenary    

17:50 40 min  ISSG RWP- Table 2.1 (continued) Mathieu Depetris 

18:30   End of the day   

 

Day 2, 25/06/2024 

Time Duration Subject Presenter(s) 

9:00 30min Testing and organisation arrangements   

9:30 15 min RWP - Table 2.1  
Mathieu Depetris/ Hugo Maxwell/ 

Leonie O'Dowd 

  15 min Discussion in plenary    

10:00 30min IOTC  Emmanuel Chassot  

  15 min Discussion in plenary    

10:45 15min ISSG Baitboat/pole and line  Pedro Pascual 

  15min Discussion in plenary    

11:15 20 min Coffee break   

11:35 15 min RCGs Secretariat & SECWEB 2.0 Susana Rivero 

  15 min Discussion in plenary    
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Day 2, 25/06/2024 

12:05 25min 
Commission update on control regulations & 

feedback on DCF  
Leonie O'Dowd 

  15min Discussion in plenary    

13:00 15min 
EU Project:  the Regional Database for the 

Mediterranean and Black Seas 
Martina Zilioli & Stefanos Kavadas 

  10min Discussion in plenary    

13:35 70min  Lunch   

14:45 75min ISSG RDB  Mathieu Depetris/ David Currie 

16:00 15min ISSG Metiers and Transversal Issues 
Sébastien Demaneche and Josefine 

Egekvist 

  25min Discussion in plenary    

16:45   End of the day   

 

Day 3, 26/06/2024 

Time Duration Subject Presenter(s) 

9:00 30min Testing and organisation arrangements   

9:30 20 min ISSG RWP Joel Vigneau 

9:50 30 min Discussion in plenary    

10:20 40 min Regional Work Plan - Discussion in plenary Mathieu Depetris and Joel Vigneau 

11:00 25min Coffee break and Group Photo    

11:25 40 min RCG LP 2025, venue and chairs Chair and Secretariat 

12:05 40 min  RDB format testing  Mathieu Depetris  

12:45 75 min Lunch time   

14:00 60 min RDB format testing  Mathieu Depetris  

15:00 90min Recommendations and Decisions  Chair and Secretariat 

16:30 10 min Coffee break   

16:40 25min Recommendations and Decisions  Chair and Secretariat 

17:05 15 min AOB – chairing issues Chair 

17:20   End of the meeting   
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Annex III: Group photo 
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Annex IV: Proposal for next steps for the RCG LP Regional Database 

In accordance with the Regulation (EC) 2017/1004, Regional Coordination Groups (RCGs) should aim to 

develop and implement procedures, methods, quality assurance and quality control for collecting and 

processing data with a view to enabling reliability of scientific advice to be further improved. The global idea 

behind that is to “move” a maximum amount of coordination from national level to regional level, to increase 

transversality, efficiency, and durability of the global data collection processes. 

According to this framework, one aim of the RCG is to develop a regional database. Behind this database and 

all the ecosystem around (such as quality checks treatments or raising processes), the ultimate purpose is to 

simplify the global workflow of data and in addition, to increase their robustness. The main result for the RCG 

members will be a reduction in the national resources allocated by a mutualisation of these at the RCG regional 

scale. Currently all EU Member States (MSs) carrying out fisheries activities are required to report fisheries 

data either to the RFMOs managing the area where the fishery occurs (e.g. GFCM, ICCAT, IOTC, etc) or to 

the EU STECF (e.g. the DCF Fisheries Dependent Information data call – FDI) or to a Management Advisory 

Body (e.g. ICES). Figure 1 below summaries the current global situation. 

 

Figure 1: Current situation of data preparation 

Each data call has its own specific data requirements, aggregation level and formats which requires each MS to 

create different protocols for data extraction and manipulation. Use of a single common data format for 

fisheries data preparation would reduce the workload and allow the development of common tools or 

processes for all MSs. Figure 2 summarises an example of a possible situation using the system described above.  

 

Figure 2: Future situation of data preparation 
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In the specific case of the RCG LP, which is not a regional group in the spatial sense, rather it shares common 

interests in the sustainable exploitation of highly migratory species managed by international Tuna RFMOS, the 

number of data calls and data formats for submission to the RFMOs and to the EU has been increasing steadily. 

Ideally, each MS would submit all its Large Pelagics1 fishery data including Fleet, Capacity, Effort, Landings, 

Catches, Discards and Biological Data to a common EU database however owing to regional differences, MSs 

will submit the data from Mediterranean fisheries to RDBFIS (permanent hosting not yet defined; it is currently 

temporarily hosted by HCMR under a framework contract) and the data from fisheries on other Oceans to 

RDBES (hosted by ICES).  

Furthermore, the recent outputs and feedback from the 2023 Liaison Meeting (LM) regarding the 

recommendation of the 2023 RCG LP annual meeting demonstrated just how complicated the subject is, 

especially when it involves finding a consensus. To summarise the last state of play, during the RCG LP 2023 

annual meeting the group recommends using the RDBES data format as a common data format at the RCG LP 

scale for the future regional database. In opposition to our previous discussions and to consider the global 

evolution of the context, instead of trying to select a unique database, the group focused on selecting a 

common data format. During the 2023 LM, MSs did not unanimously agree this recommendation. The main 

reason is the fear of the veracity of the RDBES data format for large pelagic data and by association to produce 

the ICCAT data format.  

In order to move forward and not remain at this impasse, the RCG LP ISSG focused on the large pelagic 

regional database development would like to propose the following solution;                  We would like to 

perform a test of the RDBES data format from the beginning (preparation of our large pelagic data in the 

RDBES data format) to the end (preparation of the RFMO data format, with a focus on ICCAT related to the 

2023 LM outputs).  

A more concrete proposal would need to be developed and constructed soon amongst us, particularly 

regarding the scope and limits of our test, however the global framework will be as follows (in broadstrokes): 

- Perform a test of the RDBES data format with integration of large pelagic data. We propose to focus 

at least on biological data2, especially due to the facility to share this kind of data among MSs. 

Furthermore, we would like to give and allow MS the opportunity to submit other kinds of data related 

to their LP fisheries.   

- Perform a test for the preparation of ICCAT and IOTC data from the RDBES data format. 

A summary of the test is displayed in the figure 3 below. 

 

1Large Pelagics refers to all species managed by Tuna RFMOs, regardless of the maximum/common size of 
the species or if they are local or highly migratory. 
2 Data from biological measurements (e.g. sex, age, maturity, length, weight, stomach sampling) of individual fish or groups 

of fish. These data are stored in the FM and BV tables in the RDBES data format. 
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Figure 3: Test situation 

Therefore, the ISSG would like to request feedback from national correspondents before the 29th  of February 

on the following: 

- Do you agree with the current proposal? 

- If not, could you please explain why and propose an alternative which answer to your need(s). 

- Do you want to integrate your country in this test process?  

Consider that your feedback right now is just a piece of the entire global process of decision that we have 

among the RCGs structure (from each working group to the liaison meeting at the end). As specified above, 

a more concrete proposals and associated structure(s) will follow.  

 For now, we only require your feedback for this first step. 
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Annex V: Detailed feedback from NCs to the test study proposal 

 

• NO - Croatia (Ivana Vukov) 

Please see below the position of Croatia on the proposed RDB LP testing scenario. 

- Do you agree with the current proposal?  

No. 

- If not, could you please explain why and propose an alternative which answer to your need(s). 

Croatia supports implementation RDBFIS database for the Mediterranean and Black Sea. We have thus far not 

used the RDBES format and this would unnecessarily burden us with another reporting format, taking into 

account that we have a different reporting procedure both for ICCAT, as well as for other end-user of large 

pelagics data (such as the FDI data set and so on). In addition, it is planned to include large pelagics data into 

RDBFIS in the future.  

-  Do you want to integrate your country in this test process?  

No. Unfortunately, both on the level of administration as well as the Institute of Oceanography and Fisheries, 

we do not have available experts to dedicate for the testing. 

• YES - Cyprus (Myrtho Ioannou) 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback on the current proposal. We agree with the proposal and 

Cyprus has already completed voluntarily the first task of preparing and uploading biological data of ALB LLD 

fishery into RDBES platform during the first RDBES Data Call. 

Regarding the integration of Cyprus in the test process, we would be interested in participating and make the 

dataset available to the group for the preparation of necessary scripts to transform the RDBES format into 

ICCAT related data call format. 

• YES - Portugal (Cristina Rosa) 

Our answer is yes to both questions. 

The RDBES format allows the import of data from large migrators and the creation of reports compatible with 

the requirements of RFMOs, allowing biological data relating to large pelagic to be treated in the same way as 

remaining PNAB/DCF data, saving time and human resources. 

IPMA has been working in the process for a long time, so IPMA is available to integrate the test process.  

• NO – Italy (Maria Vittoria Briscolini) 

Dear Secretariat, 

here below the position of Italy on the Regional Database on Large pelagics 

- Do you agree with the current proposal?  
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No. 

- If not, could you please explain why and propose an alternative which answer to your need(s). 

The Italian position is to support the implementation of the RDBFIS database, also in view of a future 

development which will include the integration of the forms "Large pelagics - ICCAT, IOTC, etc." into this 

database. In addition, the proposal for a single regional database raises some doubts about the possibility of 

duplication of effort in data entry by national experts. 

- Do you want to integrate your country in this test process?  

No 

• NO – Spain (Maria Pilar Vara del Río) 

- Do you agree with the current proposal? 

Currently, Spain cannot agree in the current proposal. 

- If not, could you please explain why and propose an alternative which answer to your need(s). 

Regarding the current proposal, these are our concerns: 

i) Data Reporting to t-RFMOs: Spain is already committed to providing data to various t-RFMOs, including 

ICCAT, IOTC, IATTC, and WCPFC. Each t-RFMO has specific data requirements and deadlines, making data 

aggregation and self-checking a complex and time-consuming process. 

ii) Tight Deadlines: The t-RFMOs operate on tight schedules for data provision, necessitating immediate 

preparation of data for different regions throughout the year. 

iii) Insufficient Staffing: There is a lack of adequate staff to manage both t-RFMO data requests and the new 

regional database. 

iv) Lack of IT Support: There is a lack of dedicated IT staff to provide technical support for the new data 

processing procedures. 

vi) Database specificities: In the case of the tropical purse seine fleet, the main one in terms of large pelagic 

catches, the process would possibly imply a complete modification of the current RDBES database and 

estimation procedures, or the need of a significant number of assumptions and processes from the flag state 

to adapt to any existing format. 

To mention some of the specificities:  

(1) the unit of sampling in the purse seine fishery is the well, usually containing information from different sets- 

hence locations, dates, set types, etc ;  

(2) Sampling is not random, but stratified into two weight categories (under and over 10 kg);  

(3) measurements can be carried out in fork or pre-dorsal length and needs of a matrix of conversion;  

(4) the process to correct species composition considers the above, and also the catch declaration by 

commercial category on a set by set basis. 
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The proposed alternative is sending the data already submitted to t-RFMOs to the ISSG for integration into 

the regional database. This solution leverages existing data and alleviates the burden on the team. 

- Do you want to integrate your country in this test process?  

It is not possible for Spain to participate in this process. 

  

• NO – Greece (Kostas Katsafaros) 

Regarding the above-mentioned subject, we kindly inform you that Greece agrees with the current proposal. 

Unfortunately, we will not be able to participate at this exercise as we are currently trying to populate the 

RDFIS database, and the human resources are limited. 

We would also like to note that the RDFISH database is not hosted by the GFCM, as you mention, but 

temporarily by the HCMR, thus this point should be erased from the text.  

• YES - France (Anais Roussel) 

We agree with the current proposal of the RCG LP, and France will integrate our data in this test.  

• YES – Ireland (Linda O’Hea)  

We agree with this proposal and would like for Ireland to be included in this testing process. 


