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Acronyms

AER
AR

DCF
DCRF
DG MARE
DTMT
ETP

EU MAP
FDI
GFCM
ICES
ISSG

JRC

Med & BS
MS

MSFD
RCG
RDB
RDBES
RDBFIS
RFMO
SAF

sC
STECF
VMS
WGBYC
WGEEL
WKDATA
WP

Annual Economic Report

Annual Report

Data Collection Framework

Data Collection Reference Framework
Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries
Data Transmission Monitoring Tool

Endangered, Threatened and Protected species

EU Multiannual Programme

Fisheries Dependent Information

General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean
International Council for the Exploration of the Sea
Intersessional Subgroup

Joint Research Centre (of the European Commission)
Mediterranean Sea and Black Sea

Member State

Marine Strategy Framework Directive

Regional Coordination Group

Regional Database

Regional Database & Estimation System

Regional Database Fisheries Information System
Regional Fisheries Management Organisation

Stock Assessment Form

Steering Committee

Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries
Vessel Monitoring System

Working Group on Bycatch of Protected Species (ICES)
Working Group on Eels (ICES)

Workshop on data collection and submission (GFCM)
Work Plan
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|I. Executive summary

The Coordination Meeting with End-users of Scientific Data was held online on 21 April 2026, under the
RCG Med & Black Sea ISSG on End-users. The meeting aimed to improve coordination between data
providers, Member States, RCG structures and end-users of scientific data, in light of increasing reporting
requirements, overlapping data calls, tight deadlines and practical constraints identified by Member States.

The meeting confirmed that many of the challenges faced by Member States are not primarily methodological,
but relate to the practical organisation of data collection and reporting. Member States highlighted recurring
issues such as observer access, administrative delays, limited capacity, increasing numbers of data calls,
overlapping or early deadlines, differences in templates and formats, spatial and segmentation inconsistencies,
and parallel data flows.

DG MARE presented data needs and planning for 2026, including the forthcoming Med & BS data call, follow-
up to QualiTrain and DTMT issues, the revised Med & BS stock/species list, RDBFIS developments, quality
annexes of work plans and survey data availability. Member States were encouraged to start preparing
corrections and possible resubmissions linked to QualiTrain and DTMT issues. Particular attention was given
to remaining DTMT issues under the category “Follow up needed (RCG)”, which will require regional
discussion and technical work coordinated through the ISSG on Data Quality, with input from other relevant
groups and experts.

The meeting also addressed the need to ensure consistency between data submitted to JRC and RDBFIS.
Draft Steering Committee decisions concerning the submission of Med & BS, FDI and fleet economic datasets
to RDBFIS were discussed and will be further considered by the RCG Med & BS. The longer-term objective
remains to move towards a more streamlined data flow, with detailed datasets submitted to RDBFIS and
aggregated datasets provided to JRC and other end-users.

ICES provided an update on data requirements and advisory work related to MSFD Descriptor 6, WGBYC
and WGEEL. The planned WGBYC 2026 data call will be published in May, with a deadline for data submission
on 30 June 2026, which was welcomed as more compatible with Mediterranean and Black Sea data availability.
ICES also clarified that regular ICES VMS/logbook data calls do not currently cover Mediterranean and Black
Sea raw VMS/logbook data, which may only be requested through specific ad hoc requests.

The GFCM input highlighted the extent of fisheries data requirements for 2026 and recent developments
under the DCRF and WKDATA. Participants discussed the cumulative workload created by parallel data
requests, the relationship between DCRF biological tasks and SAF requirements, and the need to avoid
duplication where similar data are requested through different channels. Concerns were also raised regarding
parallel data flows, particularly where data may be received both from official national administrations and
directly from experts or regional authorities. A key outcome of the GFCM discussion was the need to
improve communication between RCG Med & BS outputs, DG MARE Unit DI and GFCM contact points
where biological data collection issues affect DCF data collection. A draft recommendation was outlined,
proposing that DCF National Correspondents and RCG Med & BS chairs be included when DG MARE Unit
DIl consults GFCM national contact points on biological data collection issues, and that relevant RCG
recommendations or common positions be presented in technical meetings with GFCM contact points.

The draft decisions and recommendation developed or discussed in the context of the meeting are provided
in Annex IV as draft follow-up items for further consideration by the RCG Med & BS. The Chair concluded
that the meeting had identified key coordination challenges, communication gaps and areas where duplication
could be reduced, and stressed the importance of continued dialogue between data providers, RCGs and
end-users.

Co-funded by
the European Union




2 N
X34 \\\‘ ' . MY

[ \\ Regional Coordination Group
\ iy, Mediterranean and Black Sea
\\‘“’:r

T,

Med&BS ISSG End-users Report

2. Introduction and meeting context

The Coordination Meeting with End-users of Scientific Data was held online on 21 April 2026, under the
RCG Med & Black Sea ISSG on End-users. In 2026, the ISSG End-users was chaired by the HRV—ITA chairing
team, with Enrico Arneri chairing the meeting on behalf of the team.

The objective of the meeting was to exchange information and improve coordination between end-users of
scientific data and data providers in the Mediterranean and Black Sea region, in light of the increasing number
of data requests, overlapping timelines and reporting constraints highlighted by Member States.

The agenda was introduced and adopted without comments (Annex ). The agenda was structured around
the main end-users and related data flows, with the morning session dedicated to DG MARE data needs, data
call planning, governance and system development, and the afternoon session dedicated to ICES and GFCM
data requirements and coordination issues.

In preparation for the meeting, Member States were invited to reply to a short questionnaire on data
collection and reporting challenges. The questionnaire was intended to take stock of national constraints and
to identify common concerns to be discussed with end-users. Eight out of ten Member States replied to the
questionnaire: France, Italy, Malta, Greece, Cyprus, Bulgaria, Spain and Croatia.

The Chair presented a brief overview of the main issues emerging from the replies (Annex [ll). The
responses pointed to recurrent constraints in observer coverage and access to vessels, data gaps and delays,
limited capacity relative to the volume of data to be handled, increasing number of data calls and tight or
overlapping deadlines, as well as harmonisation issues related to templates, formats, segmentation and spatial
definitions.

During the discussion, it was noted that several of these issues are shared by Member States, although the
underlying reasons differ between countries. Examples mentioned included reluctance or practical difficulties
in placing observers on board, administrative delays affecting specific data collection activities, delays in
logbook data availability, large volumes of data to be processed, and additional workload linked to historical
corrections, regional databases and parallel data flows.

The overview also highlighted that the main challenges reported by Member States relate less to data
collection methodology as such, and more to how data collection and reporting are organised in practice, in
particular in terms of coordination, workload, timing and access to data sources. These points provided the
basis for the subsequent discussions with DG MARE, ICES and GFCM.

3. DG MARE data requirements and coordination issues

Venetia Kostopoulou (DG MARE, Unit C3; VK) presented DG MARE data needs and planning for 2026. The
presentation covered DG MARE data calls, the Med & BS data call and related aspects, the STECF calendar,
RDBFIS hosting and data calls, quality annexes of work plans and survey data availability.

VK informed participants that, at the date of the meeting, no information on the 2026 Med & BS data call
had yet been released. The delay was linked to ongoing internal discussions, in particular on Western
Mediterranean stocks and related management elements. No official dates could therefore be communicated
at that stage.
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VK reminded participants of the decision taken at the 2025 RCG Med & BS meeting (Med & BS_2025_D04),
whereby all Member States should address all data issues identified by the QualiTrain project in the 2026
Med & BS data call.

Although the data call had not yet been launched, VK urged Member States to start preparing the data, taking
as a basis the procedure from previous years. In particular, Member States were encouraged to prepare
corrections and possible resubmissions linked to QualiTrain and DTMT issues.

Zeynep Hekim (JRC; ZH) informed participants of changes relevant to the 2026 FDI (Fisheries Dependent
Information) data call. In particular, Table B on refusal rate will no longer be requested, as input is not
harmonised among Member States and Member States do not use the same methodology. This information
will instead be requested in the Annual Report, under Section 2.5. ZH also informed participants that JRC
had prepared data checks to improve consistency between AER and FDI.

VK also informed participants that a possible additional request for VMS and logbook data was under
internal discussion. It was clarified that, if launched, this request would concern Western Mediterranean
Member States only. VK indicated that DG MARE Unit DI was exploring whether information already
available internally could be used instead of launching an additional ad hoc data call.

During the discussion, Alessandro Mannini (Italy; AM) asked whether, in the absence of the official Med & BS
data call, Member States should expect to follow the same procedure as in previous years for resubmissions.
VK clarified that Member States should already start preparing and, once ready, inform DG MARE by email
of the intended resubmissions, following the established procedure.

Participants noted the need for early communication of deadlines, templates and possible additional requests,
in order to allow Member States to plan the work and avoid additional pressure on already tight reporting
timelines.

VK recalled the previous RCG Med & BS discussions on the follow-up to QualiTrain data quality checks.
In the 2025 Med & BS data call, all Member States had been requested to address high-priority data issues
identified by the QualiTrain project. At the 2025 RCG Med & BS meeting, it was decided that all Member
States should address all data issues identified by QualiTrain in the 2026 Med & BS data call.

VK presented the state of play by Member State, based on previous submissions. Bulgaria and Croatia had
addressed all issues in the 2025 Med & BS data call. Greece, Italy and Malta had addressed high-priority issues
in 2025 and were expected to address the remaining issues in 2026. France, Slovenia, Romania, Cyprus and
Spain were expected to address all QualiTrain issues in the 2026 Med & BS data call.

VK then presented the exercise of closing the open data issues in the Data Transmission Monitoring
Tool (DTMT) for the period 2014-2024. The exercise was carried out with the support of two ad hoc
contracts, followed by internal review. VK clarified that the ad hoc contracts provided factual information
and technical input, while the final assessment was decided by Commission services.
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The exercise aimed at closing off around 1,000 outstanding issues for the period 2014-2024, including all
categories: “Satisfactory”, “Unsatisfactory”, “Follow up needed”, “Not assessed”, “Unknown” and
“Unsatisfactory — To be revised”. A Decision Tree on the assessment of issues was developed by the ad hoc
contracts as part of this work. The Decision Tree summarises the issues encountered during the assessment
and proposes assessment categories, while the final assessment remains with Commission services.

For Med & BS data call issues, several categories remain open, as input is still needed before a final decision
can be taken. The open categories include “Follow up needed (end user)”, “Follow up needed (MS)” and
“Follow up needed (RCG)”.

For issues requiring Member State follow-up, VK invited Member States to check the DTMT and provide
replies in the dedicated Member State columns, keeping the previous text and inserting the date of the
response. If needed, Member States should correct the data and request resubmission.

Particular attention was given to the category “Follow up needed (RCG)”. VK explained that this category
includes issues that require regional discussion and agreement, for example on thresholds or on issues that
are not specific to one Member State. VK shared with the ISSG the list of data issues under this category, for
which the RCG Med & BS is expected to take a decision at regional level.

During the discussion, Charis Charilaou (Cyprus; CC) identified five broad categories of issues requiring
regional consideration: SOP, MEDITS, maturity data, raising of discards, and length samples for gears
considered not important. CC suggested that MEDITS-related issues should be addressed by the MEDITS
coordination group, while the other issues could be reviewed by the ISSG on Data Quality.

AM supported the involvement of the ISSG on Data Quality and noted that, for some MEDITS-related issues,
it would be important to clarify whether deviations should be considered an issue, in particular where
oversampling may still fall within the range allowed in the Annual Report evaluation.

Kostas Touloumis (Greece; KT), Chair of the ISSG on Data Quality, noted that the ISSG on Data Quality
could coordinate the work, but stressed that some issues, in particular maturity-related issues, are complex
and require careful preparation. KT underlined the need for close cooperation with the RCG, a clearly defined
scope and the involvement of additional expertise, including stock assessment experts and biologists.

CC suggested that National Correspondents should be invited to nominate relevant national experts to
support the work. Participants agreed that the exercise should be coordinated through the ISSG on Data
Quality, with wider participation of relevant experts, and that outcomes should be submitted to the RCG
Med & BS for decision.

It was clarified that this exercise is linked to the DTMT follow-up and to the need for an RCG opinion on
the way forward. Any outcomes from this work would apply to future data call cycles, as no solutions could
be delivered in time for the current cycle.

VK presented the main outcomes and draft decisions of the RDBFIS Steering Committee meeting held
on |6 April 2026, with a particular focus on data flows and coordination between Member States, RDBFIS,
JRC and end-users.
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Following up on RCG Med & BS 2025 Decision No 5, VK asked participants to discuss the way forward to
ensure harmonised datasets in RDBFIS and JRC. It was recalled that, once Member States update data in JRC,
they should also ask RDBFIS to resubmit data, in order to keep the databases aligned. If, in the future, RDBFIS
becomes the main database with one data call, updating of data should be done in parallel.

Participants were informed that Member States are expected to use RDBFIS to check data before submitting
to the Med & BS data call. The same datasets submitted to JRC should also be uploaded to RDBFIS, including
final datasets and any historical resubmissions. This approach aims to reduce inconsistencies between
submissions, improve transparency across databases and support a more streamlined data flow between
Member States, RDBFIS and end-users.

VK informed participants that DG MARE C3 had launched a number of data calls on behalf of RDBFIS,
including a data call on 2024 acoustics, pelagic trawl and CTD data with a one-month deadline, a data call on
Med & BS, FDI, AER and DCREF data, and a data call on detailed biological data. For the latter two data calls,
consultation with National Correspondents is ongoing to agree on deadlines and content.

The Steering Committee identified several priorities for the next phase of RDBFIS work: moving towards
one data call, harmonising datasets across databases, agreeing on raising procedures and revisiting the CS
template for raising procedures. RDBFIS is expected to propose a revised CS file template and consult
Member States. A first discussion should take place at the RCG Med & BS meeting with all ISSG chairs,
identifying what is important to provide. It was noted that, ideally, all biological data would be included in one
template.

Draft Steering Committee decisions were presented. One draft decision concerned the submission to
RDBFIS of data sent by Member States to JRC under the 2026 Med & BS data call, including 2025 data and
resubmitted historical datasets. A second draft decision concerned the annual upload to RDBFIS of FDI and
fleet economic datasets submitted to JRC.

During the discussion, practical aspects of the draft decisions were clarified, in particular regarding the scope
of the datasets to be uploaded and the alignment of submission deadlines with other DG MARE data calls,
such as FDI and AER. Participants noted that, in practice, datasets are largely finalised after the relevant
working groups, even if formal endorsement by STECF takes place later.

The possible alignment of the RDBFIS submission deadline to the end of November was discussed as a way
to facilitate consistency across data flows. However, this deadline should be treated as part of the draft
decision-making process and confirmed in the context of the RCG Med & BS decision-making process.

VK also informed participants of the ongoing MARE internal work for the relocation of RDBFIS to the
DIGIT cloud, following official correspondence from Director MARE C announcing permanent hosting of
the Med & BS Regional Database. The DIGIT cloud solution is expected to provide supervision, security and
stability. The estimated timeline for transition is approximately one year.

The expected changes for users include minor visual adaptations to align with the Commission environment,
a new URL, the use of EU login for authentication, and a final testing and validation phase. Regarding the
management of the Med & BS Regional Database, a similar solution to the current set-up is envisaged, with a
consortium under a framework contract to oversee the database and ensure its functioning.

For the next Regional Work Plan 2028-2030, it was noted that draft text on RDBFIS should be shared with
the Steering Committee, with comments expected by the end of May.
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VK provided an update on the revision of the Med & BS stock/species list. At the 2025 RCG Med & BS
meeting, it was decided to review the list of stocks included in the Med & BS data call (Med & BS_2025_DO0l),
as the list was considered outdated. The final RCG Med & BS proposal was sent to DG MARE, and a reply
was subsequently provided to the RCG Med & BS.

VK informed participants that, apart from six species that were proposed for deletion by the RCG Med &
BS, for which MARE D1 still considered the need to be included, a common agreement was reached for the
rest. Further clarification on these six species will be provided.

CC raised questions regarding species included in the data call but not covered by the EU MAP, the obligation
to collect biological data for such species, and the definition of the relevant GSAs. CC recalled that the RCG
proposal also referred to the relevant areas, as specified in the EU MAP. VK indicated that DG MARE C3
would clarify these points with Unit D1.

AM noted that, for species removed from the Med & BS data call, landings would still be available through
other data flows, while biological data would no longer be available if they are not planned for collection.

Special attention was given to Corallium rubrum and Anguilla anguilla. The Chair and CC noted that data on
these species are already provided to GFCM and/or ICES and questioned the added value of duplicating
submissions under the Med & BS data call. It was asked whether DG MARE expected the same data as those
already provided to the relevant end-users or different data.

Argyrios Sapounidis (Greece; AS) noted that A. anguilla is a particular case and that WGEEL uses specific
types of data, including data on landings, standing population and age structure, while the work is moving
towards a stronger focus on other life stages and indicators. Participants noted that the data required by
WGEEL are not necessarily reflected in the Med & BS data call template.

Participants also questioned the need to provide red coral and whiting data under the Med & BS data call
where data are already provided to the relevant end-users and no assessment is carried out at EU level. VK
acknowledged the concerns and indicated that further clarification would be sought internally, including on
the need for retaining the relevant species and on the expected data and geographical scope.

VK presented the ongoing exercise of developing guidelines for the evaluation of the quality annexes
in the Work Plans. A number of ad hoc contracts will propose draft guidelines, to be consulted with RCGs
and presented at the relevant EWGs.

It was clarified that quality annexes describe methodologies and processes, not data quality itself. Until now,
annexes have been checked mainly for completeness. The current exercise aims to develop guidance and
best practices, rather than to re-evaluate or score work plans.

The RCG Med & BS and relevant ISSGs will be consulted in order to identify relevant reference
methodologies for the region and end-users, any agreed minimum coverage levels for sensitive species,
regionally coordinated optimisation of sampling effort or other relevant elements. The input may be
complemented, where appropriate, by inputs from dedicated ISSGs.
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During the discussion, CC noted that the ISSGs would need to receive the information in due time. VK
explained that ISSGs should provide input on agreed methodologies for incorporation in the ad hoc criteria.
It was clarified that relevant ISSGs will be consulted, with the aim of consolidating all input at the 2026 RCG
Med & BS meeting. Following this meeting, the ad hoc contracts will incorporate the RCG Med & BS input
into the guidelines.

The discussion identified several possible sources of input for the RCG Med & BS, including MEDITS and
MEDIAS coordination groups, the ISSG on Sampling Optimisation, where case studies have already been
agreed by National Correspondents, the ISSG on PETS, and relevant work carried out under RDBFIS. VK
indicated that she would communicate this point to MEDITS and MEDIAS.

Monika Sterczewska (DG MARE, Unit C3) explained that draft outcomes from the ad hoc contracts are
expected by the end of May 2026. These drafts will be shared with RCGs, including RCG Med & BS, for
feedback. The chairs of the RCG Med & BS would then share the draft with relevant ISSG chairs, so that
input could be prepared for discussion at the RCG Med & BS meeting.

She further clarified that end-user needs and requirements are an important element of the exercise, as end-
users use the data but are not necessarily involved in the quality processes before data are collected and
submitted. The RCG could assist in bringing this perspective into the process. It was also clarified that the
exercise responds to a STECF request and that there was not yet a fully defined approach from the
Commission side.

Discussions will continue within the Expert Working Group on work plans later in the year. The guidelines
will not apply to current work plans, but to future work plan cycles.

Participants welcomed the clarification and stressed the importance of sufficient time for consultation at
regional and national level.

No separate detailed discussion was held under this item. Relevant elements concerning the expected
evolution of data needs were addressed under the preceding agenda points, in particular in relation to the
possible Western Mediterranean VMS/logbook request, the development of RDBFIS as a longer-term data
flow solution, the evaluation of quality annexes and future work plan guidance, and the streamlining of
reporting between Member States, RDBFIS, JRC and end-users.

VK also provided an information point on 2026 survey data availability. The updated Med & BS survey data
were released with a new CC BY-NC-SA licence, one additional year of data and an end-user document for
MEDIAS data. Information on MEDITS data was still pending, with the expectation that it could be included
in a future survey data release.

4. ICES data requirements and advisory cycle

Rui Catarino (ICES; RC) provided an overview of ICES activities relevant to the Mediterranean and Black Sea.
The update covered ICES work related to DG ENV requests, MSFD Descriptor 6, WGBYC, WGEEL and
planned data calls relevant to the 2026 advisory cycle. Ruth Fernandez (ICES; RF) provided additional
information on the WGBYC data call and bycatch-related data requirements.
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RC explained that ICES work relevant to the Mediterranean and Black Sea in the previous cycle mainly
concerned MSFD Descriptor 6, eel and protected species bycatch.

For MSFD Descriptor 6, a data call was held in 2025 to support the development of operational methods for
defining quality thresholds for seafloor integrity, under Descriptor 6, Criterion D6C5. The data call supported
a special request and related technical services on seabed integrity in EU marine waters.

For eel, RC noted that the regular data call supporting the assessment had been answered in good time and
that the requested information had generally been provided. A parallel data call supporting a special request
on eel had also been launched. ICES received most of the data requested, where available, although some
requested information could not be calculated based on the data available.

For bycatch and protected species, RF referred participants to the WGBYC report, which includes an
overview of country participation by data type in response to the bycatch data call.

RC also noted that ICES has in place a procedure to separate advice-related data calls from data calls initiated
by expert groups. This allows recipients to clearly understand the driver and expected use of any ICES data
call.

RF provided an update on issues related to the WGBYC 2025 data call. In 2025, Mediterranean and Black
Sea EU countries were requested to provide data in response to the ICES WGBYC data call. From the eight
relevant countries, Romania and Malta did not submit data in response to the data call.

RF explained that the WGBYC report includes an overview of country participation by data type. The
relevant data types include fishing effort, observer effort for bycatch and bycatch events.

ICES requests data on bycatch events for all marine mammals, marine turtles and seabirds from the
Mediterranean and Black Sea. Data are also requested for fish species listed under the EU Action Plan
“Protecting and restoring marine ecosystems for sustainable and resilient fisheries”.

RF informed participants that the ICES Roadmap for Bycatch of Endangered, Threatened, and Protected (ETP)
Species was updated in 2026, and that eel has been included as a species of bycatch relevance for all ICES
ecoregions, the Mediterranean and Black Sea. Data on eel will be gathered through the WGBYC data call
and shared with the relevant ICES expert groups assessing the status of this species.

RF also clarified that, for the Mediterranean and Black Sea, no agreed Mediterranean-specific fish species list
currently exists for the WGBYC data call. Previous efforts to develop such a list were limited by the lack of
Mediterranean and Black Sea expertise. This may be further considered in the future if there is interest.

The ICES WGBYC 2026 data call will be published in May, with the deadline for data submission on 30
June 2026. Alessandro Mannini (Italy; AM) welcomed this timing, recalling that deadlines before the end of
June are not compatible with national data availability for Mediterranean PETS/bycatch data.
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RC provided an update on ICES work related to eel. He noted that submissions to the regular WGEEL
data call were generally positive and that most requested information had been provided.

RC informed participants that additional data calls related to eel would be issued shortly. One would be the
regular data call supporting the assessment, while another would support the forthcoming eel benchmark
and would require time series for glass eel.

RC explained that the benchmark process is expected to include several steps. A dedicated data compilation
step may not be needed if the requested glass eel time series are compiled according to the agreed
instructions. A data meeting is expected later in 2026, followed by the benchmark meeting itself, where
modelling work would take place.

The link between WGBYC and WGEEL was also noted, as eel has been included as a species of bycatch
relevance in the updated ICES Roadmap for Bycatch of ETP Species. Data on eel gathered through the
WGBYC data call will be shared with relevant ICES expert groups assessing the status of the species.

RC provided an overview of current ICES requests related to MSFD Descriptor 6 and seabed integrity.

The first element concerns recurrent advice on the distribution of mobile bottom-contacting gear fishing
pressure, habitat impact, recovery status and recovery potential, in relation to MSFD Descriptor 6 and the
Nature Restoration Regulation (Regulation (EU) 2024/1991). This advice is expected to be delivered in 2027,
2028 and 2029, following a benchmark in late 2026. The first iteration is expected to be produced by a
workshop, with subsequent iterations by WGFBIT. RC clarified that this work will draw on data from existing
ICES VMS data calls.

The second element concerns a special request and technical services on the application of operational
methods for supporting TG Seabed’s proposal for quality thresholds for seafloor integrity under MSFD D6C5
in EU marine waters. RC explained that this work comprises three elements: data call and data compilation,
which have been completed; technical service to scope methods for quality threshold setting, which has also
been completed; and advice on indicators and threshold-setting methods for D6C5, with example
applications, which is in progress. The advice is expected to be released on |3 May 2026.

RC also informed participants that the original request was extended to address the application of Dé
methods in the context of the Nature Restoration Regulation. This work will form part of the advice to be
released on 13 May 2026.

The 2025 data call supporting the D6 work requested three types of data. Type | concerned time series data
from reference or low-pressure sites, including benthic data and, where available, derived state indicators.
Type 2 concerned pressure-gradient data with minimal environmental variation, including benthic community
data across gradients of human pressure and information on pressures such as abrasion from commercial
bottom trawling, oxygen depletion, pollution and eutrophication. Type 3 concerned pressure-gradient data
stratified by MSFD broad habitat type.

The data call was sent to DCF National Correspondents and ACOM members and observers. Of the
gradients submitted, |17 were Type 2 and more than 100 were Type 3. The identified pressure was bottom
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fishing abrasion in almost all cases, with exceptions including one gradient for oxygen depletion and three
gradients considering bottom fishing abrasion and sand extraction together.

RC stressed that this result should be interpreted with caution. The fact that submitted data were skewed
towards fishing pressure gradients reflects the submissions received, and not necessarily the full availability
of seafloor impact data across all pressure gradients, such as eutrophication or deoxygenation. ICES cannot
determine whether this pattern mainly reflects scientific focus on fishing pressure, bottom fishing as a
widespread non-diffuse pressure, or gaps in national coordination between DCF correspondents,
environment ministries and academia.

RC noted that stronger fisheries—environment linkages at national level would improve completeness and
confidence in data submissions and support more robust ecosystem-based advice. At the same time, he
underlined that gaps in data coverage should not be interpreted as criticism of non-ICES Member States.
Addressing participation and data provision from EU Member States outside ICES is primarily a matter for
the European Commission. ICES’ role is to respond to requests with available data, not to enforce data
provision.

Regional coverage of data from the Dé-related data call was generally good, although there were no
submissions for the Aegean—Levantine Sea and Black Sea.

For 2026, ICES indicated that the WGBYC data call will be published in May, with the deadline for data
submission on 30 June 2026. This timing was welcomed by participants, as it is better aligned with the
availability of Mediterranean and Black Sea PETS/bycatch data.

For eel, RC informed participants that two data calls would be issued: the regular assessment data call and
an additional call supporting the benchmark, focused on glass eel time series.

AM asked for clarification on the type of VMS and logbook data available to ICES for the Mediterranean.
Cecilia Kvaavik (ICES; CK) clarified that Mediterranean and Black Sea countries do not submit raw VMS and
logbook data to ICES under regular data calls. Such data may only be received through specific ad hoc
requests, and regular ICES VMS data calls do not currently cover the Mediterranean and Black Sea.

Leonie O’Dowd (DG MARE; Unit C3) asked whether ICES could provide a written summary of the
information presented, given that no presentation had been prepared. RC and RF confirmed that they would
provide a summary and relevant links after the meeting.

5. GFCM data governance and coordination

VK presented the written input provided by Federico De Rossi (GFCM Secretariat), as the GFCM Secretariat
was not present at the meeting. The presentation covered GFCM fisheries data needs for 2026, the current
data requirements and data call process, outcomes of the 2026 WKDATA meeting and the indicative schedule
of SAC/ACBS working groups.
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Participants raised concerns about the cumulative workload created by parallel data requests from different
end-users, in particular where similar or overlapping data are requested through different channels, templates
or reporting frameworks.

VK presented the GFCM overview of fisheries data requirements for 2026. According to the information
provided by the GFCM Secretariat, 95 compulsory fisheries data topics are expected in 2026, not including
Stock Assessment Forms. Of these, 67% are related to the Data Collection Reference Framework (DCRF),
while 33% are not directly data-driven and relate, for example, to national management measures or plans,
inspection plans, and spatial or temporal restrictions. In addition, |5 stock assessment input data calls in
support of GFCM working groups on stock assessment are foreseen in 2026, of which four had already been
launched.

The GFCM presentation also recalled that the GFCM decision-making mechanism, based on scientific advice
formulated by its subsidiary bodies, relies on comprehensive, reliable and timely fisheries-related data.

VK presented information on the DCRF manual and online platform. The DCRF supports the identification,
collection and transmission to GFCM of fisheries-related data needed to formulate scientific advice in the
Mediterranean and the Black Sea. Recurring submissions include, among others, fishing fleets, fishing activities,
landing ports, catch and effort, biological information on main species, discards and incidental catch of
vulnerable species, and socio-economic variables.

The GFCM data call process also includes an online data submission calendar and deadline reminders, sent
to CPCs two to three weeks before the deadline for data submissions. VK asked whether the one-month
minimum deadline for data calls was generally respected by GFCM, noting that this is the minimum deadline
expected under the DCF framework. AM indicated that, at least for the requests received by Italy, data calls
are generally issued at least one month before the deadline.

The GFCM presentation reported on the streamlining of DCRF transversal and subregional subtasks, with a
reduction from 68 to 39 subtasks for the whole GFCM area of application, while maintaining the overall
scope of data required to support scientific advice and fisheries management.

During the discussion, participants considered whether the streamlining of GFCM data calls had resulted in
a real reduction of reporting burden. AM noted that changes in the GFCM DCRF have not always resulted
in a real reduction of effort, as tasks have sometimes been merged technically without reducing the underlying
reporting burden. He referred in particular to incidental bycatch, where the number of tasks or files may
have been reduced, while the actual information requested remains largely the same.

AM also highlighted inconsistencies between biological templates and stock assessment needs. Participants
discussed the relationship between DCRF biological tasks and the Stock Assessment Form (SAF). AM noted
that, for stock assessment purposes, SAF should be treated as the priority tool and questioned the need to
request the same biological information both through DCRF biological tasks and through SAF. He also noted
that biological DCRF tasks may be difficult to provide where the structure of the template is not fully aligned
with biological or métier-based data collection.
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The Chair stressed the need for a stronger and more coordinated EU position to support Member States in
discussions with GFCM. He questioned whether protected species bycatch data could be submitted through
a common or more closely aligned template for ICES and GFCM, in order to avoid parallel reporting of
similar information.

Participants considered that further alignment between GFCM DCRF biological data requests and SAF
requirements would be needed, in order to reduce duplication and ensure that data requests better reflect
assessment needs.

Susana Naranjo Fernandez (Spain; SNF) raised concerns regarding situations where GFCM data requests are
sent not only to National Correspondents and national administrations, but also directly to experts or
regional authorities. She explained that this has led, in some cases, to inconsistent datasets being used in
assessments, including differences in landings data.

SNF stressed the importance of clearly prioritising official submissions provided through the competent
national authority. Participants supported this concern and noted that similar issues exist across different
RFMOs.

The Chair recalled that this practice may have historical roots, from a period when Mediterranean countries
did not yet have fully established data collection systems and GFCM relied more broadly on available expert
information. However, participants noted that, now that official data collection systems are in place, a clearer
distinction is needed between official submissions and expert inputs.

CC asked for clarification on whether experts can directly submit DCRF tasks, noting that for SAF there may
be cases where experts can provide information directly, while priority should be given to official submissions.
AM clarified that, in practice, this issue occurs particularly in relation to stock assessment processes, where
expert submissions may be possible through more flexible channels.

Participants noted that expert input can be useful, especially for stock assessments and in situations where
detailed technical knowledge is needed. However, they stressed that the use of such input should not create
uncertainty on which dataset is official or should be used in assessments.

The GFCM presentation summarised the outcomes of the 2026 Workshop on data collection and submission
(WKDATA), held in March 2026 in Rome. WKDATA acknowledged the streamlining of data calls under the
DCREF, including the reduction of subtasks from 68 to 39, while maintaining the overall scope of data required
to support scientific advice and fisheries management.

WKDATA also welcomed recent updates to the DCRF, including the update of the DCRF manual, the launch
of the new homepage of the DCRF online platform, updated quality assessment reports up to 2024 and the
development of a data consultation tool to improve accessibility, transparency and monitoring of data
submissions by CPCs.

The presentation further noted that WKDATA discussed the alignment between existing DCRF submissions
and SAF input data requirements, identifying opportunities to reduce duplication through improved
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integration of data processes. WKDATA also considered the establishment of an ad hoc section within the
DCRF platform to allow CPCs to submit required data and information mandated by non-DCRF reporting
requirements.

During the discussion, CC noted that discussions would continue in the GFCM subregional committees and
that Member States could provide input to make the data submitted for stock assessment more meaningful.
It was noted that WKDATA had discussed possible improvements to data requests, including elements such
as gear and monthly data.

The Chair stressed that, for biological data used in assessment, some flexibility is needed. He noted that
common dolphinfish is a particular case where monthly data may be relevant, while this may not be the case
for all species. SNF also referred to the common dolphinfish process and noted that, in that case, the data
needed at the meeting were not fully aligned with the structure of the official template, which allowed data
to be provided only by year.

Participants considered that GFCM data requests should be better aligned with actual stock assessment
needs, while avoiding unnecessary duplication with data already collected or submitted through DCF-related
channels.

CC underlined the importance of effective internal coordination at national level and noted that this may be
more challenging in larger Member States. She asked whether the RCG Med & BS could be more effectively
heard in relation to GFCM issues, especially where GFCM biological data requests have implications for DCF
data collection.

CC proposed that RCG-level agreements, recommendations or common positions on biological data
collection issues should be more systematically communicated to DG MARE Unit DI and GFCM contact
points, in order to improve coherence in subregional discussions.

DG MARE acknowledged the concern and clarified that Unit DI coordinates GFCM matters with national
contact points and that closer alignment with RCG outputs could be explored.

VK informed participants that DG MARE Unit DI had consulted GFCM national contact points on the
outcomes of WKDATA, as input for discussions at the GFCM subregional committees. VK also noted that
the RCG Med & BS recommendation from the previous year, proposing the use of Med & BS data in GFCM,
had been shared with Unit DI. Participants noted the importance of timely communication of such
information to DCF National Correspondents and relevant RCG chairs, in order to allow internal
coordination before GFCM meetings.

Following the discussion, a draft recommendation was outlined. The recommendation proposes that DCF
National Correspondents and the chairs of the RCG Med & BS should be included in copy when DG MARE
Unit DI consults GFCM national contact points on biological data collection issues. It also proposes that
relevant common agreements, positions or recommendations issued by the RCG Med & BS should be
presented for discussion at technical meetings of DG MARE Unit DI with GFCM national contact points.

Participants considered that this could improve communication on issues involving both EU DCF and GFCM
DCRF data collection, reduce duplication and help ensure that regional coordination outputs are taken into
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account in GFCM-related discussions. The draft recommendation will need to be further discussed with DG
MARE Unit DI and submitted to the RCG Med & BS for consideration.

The GFCM input also included the indicative schedule of GFCM fisheries meetings for 2026, including
subregional committees, SAC and ACBS meetings, GFCM technical meetings and stock assessment working
groups. Participants were referred to the GFCM meeting calendar for the latest information on scheduling.

6. Conclusions and follow-up

The meeting confirmed the importance of maintaining regular exchanges between end-users of scientific data,
Member States and the RCG Med & BS, particularly in view of the increasing number of data requests,
overlapping reporting channels and limited national capacity to respond to multiple data calls within short
deadlines.

Several follow-up points were identified during the meeting:

I. Med & BS data call, QualiTrain and DTMT issues
Member States were encouraged to start preparing corrections and possible resubmissions linked to
QualiTrain and DTMT issues, following the established procedure. Remaining DTMT issues under the
category “Follow up needed (RCG)” will require regional discussion. Technical work should be
coordinated through the ISSG on Data Quality, in cooperation with other relevant groups, including the
MEDITS coordination group where appropriate. The outcomes should be submitted to the RCG Med &
BS for decision.

2. Revised Med & BS stock/species list
Regarding the revised Med & BS stock/species list, DG MARE C3 will seek further clarification from Unit
D1 on the species proposed for deletion by the RCG Med & BS but retained by Unit D 1. Clarification is
needed on the expected data, relevant GSAs and the added value of maintaining certain species in the
Med & BS data call where data are already provided through other channels.

3. RDBFIS and harmonisation of data flows
The draft Steering Committee decisions concerning the submission of Med & BS, FDI and fleet economic
datasets to RDBFIS will be further considered in the RCG Med & BS decision-making process. The
possible alignment of submission deadlines, including the end-November deadline discussed during the
meeting, should be confirmed in that context.

4. Quality annexes of work plans/annual reports
Draft outcomes from the ad hoc contracts on WP/AR quality annexes will be shared with RCGs, including
RCG Med & BS, for feedback. Relevant ISSGs and coordination groups will be invited to provide input
on agreed methodologies, minimum coverage levels, sampling optimisation and other elements relevant
for future work plan guidance.

5. ICES data calls and clarifications
Participants took note of the planned WGBYC data call in May 2026, with a deadline for data submission
on 30 June 2026, and of the forthcoming eel-related data calls, including the additional call supporting the
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eel benchmark. ICES also clarified that regular ICES VMS/logbook data calls do not currently cover
Mediterranean and Black Sea raw VMS/logbook data.

6. GFCM data governance and communication

Participants noted the need to improve communication between RCG Med & BS outputs, DG MARE
Unit DI and GFCM contact points where biological data collection issues have implications for DCF data
collection. A draft recommendation was outlined, proposing that DCF National Correspondents and
RCG Med & BS chairs be included in copy when DG MARE Unit DI consults GFCM national contact
points on biological data collection issues, and that relevant RCG recommendations, common positions
or agreements be presented for discussion in technical meetings with GFCM contact points. This draft
recommendation will be further discussed with DG MARE Unit DI and submitted to the RCG Med & BS
for consideration.

The draft decisions and recommendation developed or discussed in the context of the meeting are provided
in Annex |V as draft follow-up items for further consideration by the RCG Med & BS. These include draft
decisions on Med & BS data submission to RDBFIS, FDI and fleet economic data submission to RDBFIS, and
a draft recommendation on improving communication on GFCM biological data collection at EU level.

The Chair proposed to continue chairing the ISSG End-users in the absence of alternative nominations.
Participants expressed agreement with this proposal.

The Chair concluded that the meeting had successfully identified key coordination challenges, communication
gaps and areas where duplication could be reduced. He stressed the importance of continued dialogue
between data providers, RCGs and end-users, and thanked all participants for their constructive
contributions.
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Annex |. Agenda 21* April 2026

Coordination Meeting with End-users of Scientific Data on Data Requirements and
Data Transmission Issues - 21* April 2026

MORNING SESSION (09:00 — 12:30 CET)
End-user: European Commission - DG MARE

09:00 — 09:15  Welcome and meeting outline (Chairs)
09:15-10:30 DG MARE data needs and planning for 2026:

- Schedule of EU data calls and related working groups
- Expected changes in templates and deadlines
- Status of revision of the Med&BS stock list

10:30 — 11:00  Morning session break

11:00—12:30  Governance, coordination and system development:

- Expectations and status of follow-up on Qualitrain corrections and DTMT issues backlog
- Clarification of procedures for additional or urgent data requests (e.g. West Med data request)
- RDBFIS — status and development roadmap, long-term integration and streamlining of reporting
(main RDB SC 2026 meeting conclusions)
- Expected evolution of data needs under new policy developments (2026-2028)
12:30 — 13:30  Lunch break

AFTERNOON SESSION (13:30 — 16:00 CET)
End-user: ICES

13:30 — 15:00 Outcomes of 2025 data calls and working groups:

- Use of 2025 submitted data in ICES advisory outputs relevant for Med&BS
- WGBYC 2025: outcomes, identified data gaps and implications for MS
- WAGEEL 2025: use of submitted data and key findings
- Data adequacy issues observed in 2025 submissions affecting advice
15:00 — 15:30  Afternoon session break

15:30 — 16:00 Planning for 2026 advisory cycle:

- Expected data requirements for 2026 advisory processes
- Timeline of data calls and key working groups
- Methodological developments with implications for MS submissions
- Update on ICES work related to DG ENV requests (MSFD D6 and bycatch monitoring — status
and next steps)
End-user: GFCM

16:00 — 16:30 GFCM Data Governance and Coordination (2025-2026)

- Written input from GFCM (if not attending): key messages and updates
- GFCM fisheries data needs for 2026 and data call process
- Outcomes of WKDATA 2025/2026
- Indicative schedule of SAC/ACBS working groups
16:30 — 17:00  WVrap-up and next steps

- Main conclusions and priorities
- Chairing for 2026
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Annex Il. Participants list 21°° April 2026

EC, DG MARE Venetia Kostopoulou Venetia. KOSTOPOULOU@ec.europa.eu DG MARE representative
EC, DG MARE Georgios Kerametsidis Georgios.KERAMETSIDIS@ec.europa.eu DG MARE representative
EC, DG MARE Leonie O’Dowd Leonie.O'DOWD@ec.europa.eu DG MARE representative
EC, DG MARE Monika Sterczewska Monika.STERCZEWSKA@ec.europa.eu DG MARE representative
EC, JRC Silvia Garbossa Silvia. GARBOSSA@ext.ec.europa.eu JRC representative

EC, JRC Zeynep Hekim (JRC-ISPRA) | Hekim.ZEYNEP@ec.europa.eu JRC representative

EC, JRC Michael Gras (JRC-ISPRA) | Michael. GRAS@ec.europa.eu JRC representative
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ICES Cecilia Kvaavik cecilia.kvaavik@ices.dk ICES Secretariat

ICES Rui Catarino rui.catarino@ices.dk ICES Secretariat

ICES Ruth Fernandez ruth.fernandez@ices.dk ICES Secretariat

STECF Cecilia Pinto Cecilia.Pinto@edu.unige.it STECF representative
Croatia Ivana Vukov ivana.vukov(@mps.hr I(ii? ;&iznf?:i;;gzggglsers
Cyprus Charis Charilaou ccharilaou@dfmr.moa.gov.cy ISSG member

Greece Angeliki Adamidou adamidou@inale.gr ISSG member

Greece Kostas Touloumis touloumisk@elgo.gr ISSG Chair - Data Quality
Greece Manos Koutrakis manosk@inale.gr ISSG member

Greece Argyrios Sapounidis asapoun@elgo.gr ISSG member

Italy Enrico Arneri enrico.arneri@cnr.it 5:5_52026 Co-Chair - End
Italy Bianca Maria Marzocchi biancamaria.marzocchi@meridianaitalia.it ISSG member

Italy Alessandro Mannini alessandro.mannini@irbim.cnr.it ISSG member

Italy Livia Menziani livia.menziani@feampa.eu ISSG member

Malta Sina Kroebel sina.kroebel@gov.mt ISSG member

Romania Alexandru Gheorghe alexandru.gheorghe@anpa.ro ISSG member / NC Romania
Slovenia Tina Blatnik Tina.Blatnik@gov.si ISSG member

Spain Susana Naranjo Fernindez | snaranjo@mapa.es ISSG member / NC Spain

RCGs Secretariat

RCGs Secretariat

Marta Rodriguez Cobas

Mavi Lago

secretariat@fisheries-rcg.eu

vlago@cetmar.or

RCGs Secretariat

RCGs Secretariat
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Annex lll. Synthesis of Member States’ Input on Data Collection and
Reporting Challenges in 2025/2026

|I. General overview

A total of 8 out of 10 Member States responded (France, Italy, Malta, Greece, Cyprus, Bulgaria, Spain, Croatia).

Responses are broadly consistent. The main issues raised are not methodological, but relate to practical constraints
in data collection and increasing pressure from reporting requirements. At the same time, a number of
country-specific examples help illustrate where and how these issues arise in practice.

2. Data collection (2025)
Observer coverage and access to fleets
Several Member States reported difficulties in ensuring observer coverage, although the reasons differ:
e France refers to the impact of the social situation on observer deployment
e Spain highlights reluctance of fishers to take observers on board, as well as vessel size limitations
e Croatia points to limited cooperation of fishers as a key constraint
e Malta notes limited availability of observers (both ICCAT and commercial programmes)
e  Cyprus reports that a number of vessels are not suitable for observer deployment (safety and hygiene reasons)

Taken together, these responses suggest that observer coverage is still constrained by a combination of operational
conditions, fleet characteristics and fisher behaviour, particularly in small-scale and pelagic fisheries.

Sampling and data availability

A number of more specific issues were raised:
e ltaly reports difficulties with sampling of large pelagic species (e.g. dolphinfish, biological sampling)
e Malta notes delays in logbook data and economic surveys

e Greece indicates that data collection for European eel could not be carried out in one area due to
administrative delays (procurement procedure not launched)

These examples show that data gaps are often linked to administrative or logistical constraints, rather than
the absence of monitoring schemes.

Capacity aspects

Capacity constraints are mentioned more indirectly, but still relevant:
e Malta explicitly refers to the lack of an in-house economist
e Spain underlines the scale of the fleet (~8,000 vessels), which translates into large data volumes
e Croatia points to workload related to validation and integration of different data sources

This points to a more general issue of limited capacity relative to the volume and complexity of data to be
handled.

3. Data reporting (2025)
Number of data calls and deadlines
This is one of the most consistently raised issues:
¢ France mentions the increasing number of data calls and changes in deadlines

e Malta refers to early deadlines and overlapping requests (notably GFCM)
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e Spain highlights the workload linked to correcting historical data and populating RDBFIS

e Croatia points to tight deadlines combined with complex requirements

e Bulgaria notes that additional reporting (e.g. regional database) adds to the burden
Overall, there is a clear perception that reporting requirements are increasing, while timelines remain tight.
Harmonisation issues
Several Member States refer to inconsistencies between systems:

e Spain provides the most detailed example, including:

o differences in variables and formats across data calls (AER, FDI, MED, RCG)

o inconsistencies in spatial definitions (FAO areas, GFCM rectangles, CSquares), particularly in the Strait
of Gibraltar

e Bulgaria refers to the lack of harmonisation in segmentations
e Greece notes that similar data are requested in different formats across working groups

These issues require additional processing and, in some cases, interpretation by Member States, which can affect both
efficiency and consistency of reporting.

Duplication and coordination
Some responses point to a lack of coordination between end-users:

e Greece mentions ad hoc requests from working groups, often with short deadlines, including cases where the
same data have already been submitted

e Spain highlights situations where data are requested both from Member States and from experts, creating
uncertainty about which dataset is used

This suggests that parallel data flows and limited coordination increase workload and reduce clarity.
Data availability and timing
Timing issues are also frequently mentioned:

e Malta refers to delays in logbook data and surveys

e Spain links delays to the volume of data and early reporting deadlines (e.g. February—March)

e Croatia notes that validated datasets are not always available in time for reporting

In practice, this leads to difficulties in meeting deadlines that are not fully aligned with when data become
available.

4. Issues raised towards end-users
The messages addressed to end-users are relatively aligned across countries:

¢ France and Malta emphasise the need for more time to respond to data calls and earlier communication of
deadlines/templates

e Greece calls for better coordination between working groups

e Spain raises more structural issues (harmonisation of variables and formats, alignment of deadlines with data
availability, clarity on data use)

e Bulgaria suggests reducing reporting obligations where data are not actively used and improving harmonisation

¢ Croatia highlights the need to simplify data requests and improve conditions for data collection (notably fisher
cooperation)
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Overall, there is a clear request for better planning, coordination and alignment with national capacities.
5. Outlook for 2026
Most Member States do not expect major structural changes:
¢ France, Greece, Spain, Croatia: no major developments reported
e Cyprus: observer coverage paused in GSA25 due to the regional security situation
e Malta: capacity remains affected by limited staff (economics)
e Bulgaria: ongoing improvements to the national database and validation system
This suggests that, while systems remain broadly stable, existing constraints are likely to persist into 2026.
6. Common issues across Member States
Across responses, four recurring themes can be identified:
I. Constraints in data collection
— limited cooperation of fishers (France, Spain, Croatia)
— limitations in observer coverage (Malta, Cyprus)
— administrative and sampling constraints (Italy, Greece)
2. Increasing reporting burden
— growing number of data calls
— overlapping deadlines
— increasing workload (France, Malta, Spain, Croatia, Bulgaria) 2]
3. Lack of harmonisation and coordination
— differences in formats, variables and spatial systems (Spain, Bulgaria)
— duplication of requests and parallel processes (Greece, Spain)
4. Timing and capacity constraints
— delays in data availability (Malta, Croatia)
— large data volumes (Spain)
— misalignment between deadlines and actual data readiness
Final remark

Across Member States, the main challenges relate less to methodology and more to how data collection and
reporting are organised in practice, in particular in terms of coordination, workload, and access to data sources.
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Annex IV. Draft decisions and recommendation for RCG Med & BS

Med&BS 2026 DXX

TOR I &3

Justification

Follow-up actions
needed
Responsible persons

for follow-up actions

Time frame
(Deadline)

Comments

Med&BS_ 2026 DXX

TOR I &3

Justification

Follow-up actions
needed

Responsible persons
for follow-up actions
Time

(Deadline)

Comments

Decision XX. Med & BS Data submission to RDBFIS

RCG Med&BS agrees that MSs upload to RDBFIS the data submitted to JRC under
the 2026 Med & BS data call (2025 and resubmitted historical data).

End-users input - Data requirements and data transmission issues

Regional database

Following up on RCG Med & BS 2024 Recommendation 3, all MS should use
RDBFIS to check data before submitting to the Med & BS data call.

In line with RCG Med & BS 2025 Decision 5 and in order to ensure consistency
between RDBFIS and JRC databases, MS should upload the data already submitted
to the 2026 Med & BS data call (i.e. 2025 and resubmitted historical data sets).
This decision applies for 2026, and it will be revised during the next RCG Med &
BS meeting for the following years.

The goal in the following years will be for Member States to submit detailed data
to RDBFIS, before the data as per Med & BS data call specifications is sent to JRC

MSs to upload to RDBFIS the data submitted to JRC under the 2026 Med & BS
data call (i.e. 2025 and resubmitted historical data sets).

MSs

22

Before end of November 2026.

Decision XX. FDI and AER Annual Data submission to RDBFIS

RCG Med & BS agrees that MSs annually upload to RDBFIS the data submitted to
JRC under the FDI and Fleet economics data calls.

End-users input - Data requirements and data transmission issues

Regional database

In order to ensure consistency between RDBFIS and JRC databases, MS should
upload the data already submitted to the FDI and fleet economics data calls.

MSs to annually upload to RDBFIS the data submitted to JRC under the FDI and
fleet economics data calls.

MSs

By the end of October-.

PN

2 X
"\} .‘ RCGs Secretariat
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Recommendation XX.
level
Med&BS 2026 DXX

TOR |

Justification

Follow-up actions
needed

Responsible persons
for follow-up actions
Time

(Deadline)

Comments

Improving communication on GFCM biological data collection at EU

The RCG Med & BS proposes to be more involved in the coordination of EU
position for GFCM biological data collection, where this has consequences/
affects DCF data collection

End-users input - Data requirements and data transmission issues

In order to improve communication on issues related to biological data collection
that involves both EU DCF and GFCM DCREF, it is considered beneficial to:

- include in cc the DCF National Correspondents and the chairs of the
RCG Med & BS, when MARE D1 consults the GFCM national contact
points

- present relevant common agreements/ positions/ recommendations
issued by the RCG Med & BS for discussion at the technical meetings of
MARE DI with GFCM national contact points

To be discussed with MARE D

MARE C3, MARE DI, National Correspondents, chairs of RCG Med & BS,

.‘ RCGs Secretariat
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