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Executive summary 

The 2026 RCG NANSEA and RCG Baltic Report - Part 1 summarizes the work carried out under various 

Terms of Reference (ToRs) during the second year of the current 3-year cycle, with significant contributions 

from various intersessional subgroups (ISSGs). The Technical Meeting (TM), held in June 2026, served as a 

forum for presenting ISSG outcomes, evaluating progress, discussing recommendations and decisions, and, in 

particular, finalising the draft Regional Work Plan (RWP) 2028-2030. 

ToR 1: Improve the alignment between data collection and end-user needs (by region) 

Work under this ToR focused on dialogue with end users and the follow-up of recommendations. The 

dialogue between the RCG and end users is done through the ISSG ‘End-users’, which consists of RCG chairs, 

Commission and ICES as the primary end-user. The group met virtually throughout the year to discuss 

recommendations and other relevant developments. Furthermore, topics concerning the dialogue between 

RCGs and end-users were discussed in plenary during the technical meeting. 

The European Commission (COM) provided feedback on the development of evaluation criteria for Quality 

Annexes, the latest status of the DCF IT platform, the timelines for the RWP submission and STECF evaluation 

and the funding of the RCG secretariat. Updates were also given on the closing of data transmission issues 

from previous years, and on policy developments, particularly on the negotiations on the next Multiannual 

Financial Framework (MFF) and the evaluation of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP). Updates on 

implementation of revised Control Regulation were also presented with focus on the technical 

implementation for SSCF and recreational reporting. 

ICES clarified differences between two types of data calls (issued by ICES or by WGs (Working Groups), 

which respectively imply and not imply mandatory response from Member States under the DCF). ICES also 

offered updates on benchmark plan and reports, as well as on development of the Stock Information Database, 

and on the ICES dataXplorer and fisheriesXplorer. 

The ISSG End users focused on better aligning data collection with end-user needs for stock assessment 

following up on a recommendation from 2025-2026. Some progress was made, with feedback on data used in 

assessment at stock-specific level received from some ICES stock assessment WGs, but with further feedback 

from numerous others needed in 2026-2027. New platforms (for follow up of recommendations and for 

collaborative work environment) developed under SecWeb project hosted in the RCG website will start 

being used in 2026. In support of improving alignment between data collection and end-user needs, a dialogue 

was held between RCG ECON and RCG NANSEA & Baltic. The exchange focused on increasing mutual 

understanding of economic and biological data collection frameworks, discussing end-user requirements, and 

identifying areas where closer cooperation could improve consistency in data collection, reporting and 

regional planning. Particular attention was given to data harmonisation, confidentiality considerations, fleet 

segmentation approaches and future data needs for scientific assessments and management advice. 

ToR 2: Implement and maintain data quality in data collection   

This ToR focuses on coordinating and harmonising work and methods within the regions and overviews of 

fisheries and sampling. The ISSGs on ‘RDBES catch, effort and sampling overviews’, ‘Metier and transversal 

variable issues’, ‘Electronic Monitoring Technologies’ and ‘Surveys’ are working on this ToR. In addition, 
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feedback from the ICES WGRDBESGOV (Working Group on Governance of the RDBES) and ICES RDBES 

Core Croup were given. A decision for a new ISSG on ‘Genetics’ under this ToR was agreed on.  

The Regional Database & Estimation System (RDBES) remains central to data quality and transparency for 

stock assessment, with full implementation for nine selected stocks targeted for 2027. The RDBES Core 

Group provided feedback on developments. Most MS successfully uploaded commercial landings, effort, and 

sample data to the RDBES in response to the 2026 data call. Future developments include Upload Log, 

recreational data formats, stock coordination estimates and several functionalities (quality checks, inventory, 

migration from InterCatch to RDBES CEF - Catch Exchange Format and SCF - Stock Coordination Format). 

APIs (Application Programming Interface) for download and upload of RDBES and CEF data have been 

developed. 

The WGRDBESGOV proposed a full trial for nine selected stocks to prepare for the full implementation of 

the RDBES in 2027, covering the entire workflow from data upload to stock coordination. A series of training 

working groups and workshops implemented and planned in 2026, 2027 and 2028 give support for data 

submitters, national estimators, and stock coordinators. Improved communication with these three latter 

groups of people is needed, with work towards this in progress with ICES and RCGs secretariat. 

WGRDBESGOV prepared a document outlining options for data access governance for discussion at the 

RCG NANSEA & Baltic and with NCs (National Correspondents). 

The ISSG for ‘RDBES catch, effort and sampling overviews’ continued to prepare and further develop tables 

and graphical outputs based on RDBES data. The ISSG produced the Table 2.1 for the RWP and requested 

feedback from MSs about the content, so that the process could be revised as needed and a revised version 

of the Table can be created in time for the submission of the RWP 2028-2030 in October 2026. Furthermore, 

in addition to creating sampling overviews outputs as in previous years, the ISSG worked towards improved 

quality checks useful for the regional level and national level. 

The ISSG "Métier and Transversal Variables” maintains métier codes and reference lists and evaluates any 

requests for adding codes. The fecR package for calculating fishing effort was further developed. Work was 

also done regarding including gear modifications in the métier codes, and an inventory of trials with traplines 

as a new gear. A proposal was made towards the publication of outputs while respecting confidentiality rules, 

for discussion at the Technical Meeting. The ISSG is continuing to follow and provide feedback to the RCG 

and beyond on the new Control Regulation. A workshop is planned for 2027/2028 for developing best practice 

guidelines regarding cross-validation methods and methodological challenges to calculate fishing activity data 

estimates. 

The ISSG on Surveys successfully managed cost-sharing agreements for key surveys. The ISSG highlighted that 

surveys are under increasing pressure and need proactive planning, for which regional coordination is 

essential. Specifically, the ISSG emphasized that prioritisation frameworks must be agreed before problems 

occur and recommended the need for survey planning groups to define survey-specific priorities, based on 

species/stock and/or spatial requirements for analytical purposes, considering as a minimum, stepwise 

reductions of 10% in total survey effort, up to the point at which the survey cannot be conducted meaningfully. 

The ISSG on Electronic Monitoring Technologies (EMT) has further clarified its role as advisory and 

coordinating for other ISSGs, RCGs, and expert groups where EMT can support data collection. Guidance 

and template for data sharing agreements were made available. The proposal of a workshop about the use of 

EM in research vessels was discussed with other relevant working groups (e.g. WGTIFD - Working Group 
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on Technology Integration for Fishery-Dependent Data) and at the Technical Meeting, and a proposal for a 

Theme Session at the ICES Annual Science Conference 2027 will be submitted.  

A new ISSG on the use of Genetics as a tool in data collection was agreed to be put forward as a decision 

since the RCG NANSEA & Baltic recognized the relevance of this topic for meeting end user needs, and since 

other ways of work have proved inefficient (e.g. topic addressed under other ISSGs where relevant, topic 

addressed in plenary). 

ToR 3: Assess impact of new legislation on data collection 

Follow up of the implementation of the Control Regulation was continued, especially by the ISSGs: Métiers 

and transversal variables; Evaluation of the data collected for the SSF at EU level; and Recreational Fisheries. 

ToR 4: Revision and update of Regional Work Plans 

The development and preparation of a draft of the Regional Work Plans (RWPs) 2028-2030 for the NANSEA 

and for the Baltic received special attention of the RCGs during the season 2025-2026. This development and 

work were led by the ISSG RWP, which organized and planned the work, including: intersessional meetings 

with all ISSGs (all together, and when needed with specific ISSGs - and when needed also including end users); 

a physical workshop in early 2026; and further dedicated time slots in plenary at the Technical Meeting. All 

ISSGs worked on preparing the contents for the RWP in the topics concerning that ISSG.  

ISSGs that feed into this ToR are Diadromous Fishes, Case Study - Trawl fishery in Iberian Waters, Case 

study - Freezer trawler fleet exploiting pelagic fisheries in the Northeast Atlantic, Case study - Fisheries for 

small pelagics in the Baltic, Identification of case studies of ETP species bycatch monitoring, Evaluation of data 

collected for the SSF at EU level, Regionally coordinated stomach sampling and Recreational fishery.  

The three ISSGs for Regional Sampling Plan case studies presented the status of their work. In the ISSG ‘Case 

Study on the small pelagic in the Baltic Sea’ focus was given to the alignment among countries of the data 

uploaded into the RDBES, aiming at allowing for next steps in estimation. The case study is integrated in the 

RWP 2028-2030. The ISSG ‘Case study Freezer trawler fleet exploiting pelagic fisheries in the Northeast 

Atlantic’ is working towards a harmonized protocol and a full regional sampling plan, and the RWP 2028-2030 

includes length sampling, whereas age sampling is included as a test study. The ISSG ‘Case Study of the trawl 

fishery in Iberian Waters’ progressed with a pilot study in 2026 of sampling of landings of Portuguese vessels 

in Spanish ports, during the regular implementation of the national work plan of Spain. The pilot study is 

integrated in the RWP 2028-2030 as a case study. 

The ISSG on ‘Evaluation of data collected for the Small-Scale Fisheries (SSF)’ highlighted the main challenges 

in implementing the new Control Regulation, including e.g. legal/regulatory, technical/operational, timing, 

compliance/enforceability aspects. The ISSG further emphasizes that it is not clear yet how the implementation 

in SSF is across MS, including whether national solutions or the European Commission solution (app) will be 

used for monitoring and reporting. 

The ISSG ‘Identification of case studies for ETPs bycatch monitoring’ highlighted that continuous monitoring 

of the EU Control Regulation's implementation regarding ETPs bycatch is paramount. The integration of data 

on monitoring of ETPs bycatch into the RDBES is key, and it is necessary to know the current level of such 

integration, as well as what is the current monitoring coverage across the fisheries in each region and to 

identify sampling needs. 
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The ISSG ‘Diadromous Species’ highlighted the progress in cooperation with end users, notably through the 

inclusion of DCF and data needs as an explicit ToR within WGEEL, and emphazised the need for a similar 

approach in other relevant Assessment Working Groups (AWGs). Special attention was given to the 

preparation of content for the RWP (in test studies when more appropriate) concerning data relevant to 

WGEEL, WGNAS and WGBAST. The DIASPARA project provided guidance on data needs for assessment 

for eel and salmon, as well as on data storage solutions. Ongoing work continues regarding EU/DCF data 

storage infrastructure (RDBES) for diadromous data, by WGBAST and WGEEL with ICES. Further 

collaboration on recreational data collection for diadromous species is continuing with the ICES WGRFS 

(Working Group on Recreational Fisheries Surveys) and the ISSG on ‘Recreational Fisheries’. Potential issues 

relating to cooperation with NASCO (North Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organization) were identified 

during the Technical Meeting and will require further attention. 

ISSG ‘Recreational fisheries’ focused especially on following up on the Control Regulation and preparing the 

RWPs 2028-2030. The RWPs will include coordinated sampling approach for candidate species, while other 

species are considered for test studies; the species to be included differ between the NANSEA and the Baltic. 

The ISSG also focused on identifying main unresolved issues and concerns in the data collection on 

Recreational Fisheries and possible pathways for improvement a series of recommendations were proposed 

to this aim. 

The ISSG ‘Regionally coordinated stomach sampling and analysis’ continued work on coordinating work in the 

North Sea and also in the Baltic. The ISSG focused on exchange and cooperation with the main identified end 

user (WGSAM - Working Group on Multispecies Assessment Methods) and initiated exchange with another 

end user (WGIPEM - ICES Working Group on Integrative, Physical-biological and Ecosystem Modelling). An 

intercalibration workshop for stomach analysis methods will be organised in the end of 2026. The ISSG 

emphasized the importance of MS participating in the RWP incorporating stomach content analysis (and not 

just collecting) in NWPs and of the data upload to the ICES stomach database. 

The overarching ISSG on ‘Optimized and Operational Regional Sampling Plans’ was on hold and will continue 

on hold in 2026-2027, as no need for reactivation was identified. 

ToR 5: Propose ways to improve the regional coordination and feedback on regional issues  

ISSG ‘National Correspondents’ focused strongly on the future financing of fisheries data collection. This 

concern has become even more relevant in the context of discussions on the future EU financing framework 

for 2028–2034, where a reduction in available funding for fisheries data collection is anticipated. A common 

letter from the National Correspondents was prepared and circulated in March 2026, followed by a letter 

from ICES. The letter from NCs warned that reduced or non-safeguarded budgets would threaten long-

standing time series, regional cooperation and Member States’ ability to meet their legal obligations, and 

therefore called for stable, ring-fenced funding for fisheries data collection. 

At the same time, the Regional Work Plans for 2028–2030 are being prepared with the ambition of further 

strengthening data collection. Therefore, the ISSG NC group prepared a separate section in RWP addressing 

future funding and the risks associated with potential budget cuts.  

One further step was discussed during the TM, namely the establishment of a pan-regional ISSG National 

Correspondents group or a separate RCG National Correspondents. Further consideration will be needed 
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on how best to address this approach, while ensuring that National Correspondents remain closely connected 

to the Technical Meetings and the scientific community. Finding the best way to establish such a group will be 

one of the key tasks for 2026-2027.  
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1. Administrative details  

 

Regional Coordination 

Regional Coordination Group North Atlantic, North Sea & 

Eastern Arctic (RCG NANSEA) 

Regional Coordination Group Baltic (RCG Baltic) 

Year of Appointment 

with the current cycle 
2 

Reporting year within 

the current cycle (1,2 or 3) 
2 

Chair(s) 

RCG NANSEA: Rita Vasconcelos, Portugal & Laura Lemey, 

Belgium 

RCG Baltic: Vilda Griuniene, Lithuania 

 

Meeting venue Meeting dates 

Virtual Meeting  2 June 2026 

Ifremer Centre Atlantique, Nantes, France 

(Physical meeting) 
9 - 12 June 2026 
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2. Terms of Reference  

1. Improve the alignment between data collection and end-user needs (by region) 

− Communication with end-users, follow up on recommendations. 

 

2. Implement and maintain data quality in data collection 

− Documentation of QC procedures, Fisheries overviews, sampling overview, follow implementation 

and development of RDBES, incorporating new methods in data collection. 

 

3. Assess impact of new legislation on data collection 

− Control regulation, marine protected areas, etc. 

 

4. Revision and update of Regional Work Plans 

− Revise existing and include new agreements.  

− Follow up in table 2.1 species. 

 

5. Propose ways to improve the regional coordination and feedback on regional issues 

− Governance, continue the support by RCG Secretariat in developing and adopting tools and 

procedures for regional cooperation and coordination.  
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3. Summary of Work plan RCGs 2025-2027  

 

 Year 1 (2025) Year 2 (2026) Year 3 (2027) 

End-user 

Needs 

Fine tune dialogue & assess 

additional needs 

Fine tune dialogue & assess 

additional needs (cont.) 

Fine tune dialogue & assess 

additional needs (cont.) 

RCG role in Benchmarks 

Cont. review end-user needs 

Exchange of recommendations 

RCG role in Benchmarks 

Cont. review end-user needs 

Exchange of recommendations 

RCG role in Benchmarks 

Cont. review end-user needs 

Exchange of recommendations 

Data 

Quality 

Procedures and 

documentation 

Transition to RDBES, 

electronic data capture 

Transition to RDBES, 

electronic data capture 

Work on data quality of RDBES 

data for RCG purposes 

Work on procedures relating 

to data quality (communication 

between end-users and data 

submitters) 

Documentation of methods 

used for RDBES data by MS 

Follow data from revised Control 

Regulation 

Following the implementation of 

RDBES in ICES stock assessment 

Follow data from revised 

Control Regulation 

According to the RDBES 

roadmap full implementation of 

RDBES in ICES stock assessment 

Regional 

Sampling 

Plans 

Review & progress Review & progress Finalise 

Review potential regional 

sampling plans that can be 

added to RWP 2028-2030 

Finalise and agree on operational 

proposals for regional sampling 

plans to be forwarded to the 

regional work plan 2028-2030 

Refine text and content for 

adoption 

 

Regional 

Work 

Plan 

Set up basic structure, test 

procedure 

Enhance structure, review 

procedure 
Finalise 

Prepare for RWP 2028-2030 Finalize and agree on RWP 2028-

2030, to be submitted by 

October 2026 

Incorporate agreed sampling 

regional plans in NWPs 
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4. List of Outcomes and Achievements of RCG NANSEA and Baltic in 

this delivery period 

During the second year of the 3-year term of RCG NANSEA and of RCG Baltic the work under each ToR 

has been carried out by designated inter sessional subgroups (ISSGs). During the RCG TM ISSGs presented 

their main outcomes and asked for feedback to the group. As a result of the discussions, decisions, 

recommendations, and tasks for the ISSGs were agreed. 

The RCG NANSEA and RCG Baltic 2026 report is composed of three parts: 

• The overview of the work done by ToR at the 2026 Technical Meeting (TM) can be found in this Part 

I of the report. 

• In Part II the recommendations and decisions endorsed by the RCG are presented. They will be 

looked at during the Decision Meeting (DM) in September.  

• Detailed progress, outcomes and deliverables achieved in all ISSGs are described in Part III report 

“Reports on intersessional subgroup (ISSGs) work 2025-2026”. 
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5. Progress report on ToRs and workplan 

5.1 ToR I Propose ways to improve the alignment between data collection and end-user 

needs (by region) 

During this year’s meeting, progress has been made under ToR 1 as follows: 

• Feedback from the European Commission 

• Feedback from ICES  

• Feedback from the ISSG ‘End-users and RCGs’ 

 

5.1.1 Feedback from the European Commission 

Objectives 

Update on DCF-related activities: 

• Data transmission issues, AR, Quality Annexes; 

• IT platform; 

• Secretariat; 

 New Round of Regional Workplans. 

• Policy updates on: 

Projects funded under SAF grants “Improving scientific knowledge to strengthen scientific advice for fisheries”: 

• MFF (Multiannual Financial Framework 2028-2034); 

• Implementation of the revised Control Regulation (CR); 

• Evaluation of the Common Fisheries Policy. 

Achievements   

COM update on DCF-related activities: 

• The RCG was briefed on the analysis of DTMT backlog issues and the closing of “follow up” and to 

“be revised” issues by DGMARE. Based on the completion of four STECF ad hoc contracts, internal 

reviews within DGMARE and end-user consultation, ca 3650 outstanding data transmission issues 

were closed off for the period 2014 – 2024. For ICES, there were 913 issues of which 813 were 

resolved, while 91 issues were closed as not ok. COM has agreed a feedback loop with ICES to review 

whether MS have followed up on outstanding issues in the next data call. 

• Background was provided on the STECF ad hoc contracts for the development of assessment criteria 

for the DCF quality annexes and the RCG was invited to provide feedback. After refusal rates are no 

longer required in FDI reporting, the NWP/AR template has been updated to include this information, 

while feedback is still required from the RCG on the proposed text for sampling optimisation.  

• The DCF IT platform was the official reporting channel for AR 2025 submission, and the current 

maintenance contract is in place until July 2027 for bug fixing and developing new functionality such 

as search and compare. The platform has improved comment handling, added sort by column and 
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resolved certain workflow issues. All MS and their experts were thanked for the work and close 

engagement during the last reporting and evaluation cycle.  

• On the RCGs secretariat, the NCs were reminded to approve the activity report before September. 

The financial scheme currently in place for 2026 was decided by MS in the Decision Meeting 2025, 

while 2027 budget for procurement has been secured by COM for 2027. The task list coordinated 

through the NC group will be integrated into the technical specifications for procurement.  

• COM reminded of the timelines leading to the next cycle of regional work plans of 2028-2030 which 

requires submission of regional workplans in October 2026, evaluation by STECF in November with 

possible revision in summer 2027.  

 

Fig. 5.1.1 Timelines for the submission of the 2028-2030 RWP.  

Policy updates:  

Six projects under the 2023-SAF grants “Improving scientific knowledge to strengthen scientific advice for 

fisheries” are coming to an end (https://cinea.ec.europa.eu/news-events/news/six-projects-improve-scientific-

knowledge-fisheries-are-ready-kick-2024-06-20_en). There are close linkages with the RCG on several 

projects including a.) DIASPARA DIAdromous Species: moving towards new PARadigms to achieve holistic 

scientific Advice; b.) ImproFish, Improving the science basis of the fisheries management of the Gulf of Bothnia 

herring; c.) GenDC, improving stock assessment and sustainable management of marine fisheries through 

integrated genetic data and SECWEB 2.0, evolving the on-line working environment, tools and services of the 

RCGs Secretariat for the RCGs’ community. It is hoped that relevant outputs can be effectively integrated 

into DCF work on a national and regional level. Five new projects were funded under the  2025-SAF grants  

and commenced in September 2025 (https://cinea.ec.europa.eu/news-events/news/five-new-eu-funded-

projects-will-advance-scientific-knowledge-fisheries-2025-11-21_en) with important links to the RCG work 

on effort analysis for SSCF (EM4SSF- Enhancing Monitoring for Sustainable Small-scale Fisheries); use of survey 

data (IMBUS Implementing More and Better Use of ICES Survey data); condition of Baltic herring (REMINDER 

Revealing Mysid abundances to better understand changes in herring condition in the Baltic Sea) and quality 

control for age reading and biological data (Smart4SAM SmartDots for Monitoring, Accuracy and Reliable 

Training of essential biological data - Quality assurance for Stock Assessments). In follow up discussions, the 

RCG expressed the desire to have more formal communication on these projects to ensure a close 

integration into the DCF core work.  
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On the MFF (Multiannual Financial Framework 2028-2034), COM summarised the current proposal in relation 

to fisheries and aquaculture and highlighted that negotiations are ongoing. The work by the RCGs and their 

NCs, ICES and EFFARO on raising awareness on the importance of fisheries data collection was 

acknowledged.  

Relating to the implementation of the revised Control Regulation (CR) COM provided a brief update on the 

development of the SSCF and RecFish Apps and the new reporting requirements concerning fishing activities 

(logbooks). After Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2025/2196 was adopted in October 2025, the 

Commission prepared the detailed technical specifications for the data exchange that include the new 

requirements for Fishing Activities. Member States were consulted through the relevant Commission 

Working Group and the specifications were finalised in February 2026. The Commission is supporting MS to 

implement the new requirements in the UN/FLUX data exchange and has set a timeline for December 2027 

for the completion of this work, but delays are possible due to the complexity of the changes and resource 

constraints in the Member States.  

The evaluation of the CFP Regulation was published on 30 April 2026 

(https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/documents-register/detail?ref=SWD(2026)120&lang=en). The evaluation 

provides an evidence-based assessment of whether the CFP Regulation is still fit for purpose and where 

lessons can be learnt. As such, it is a diagnosis of what has worked, what has not worked and the reasons 

why. The basis for the evaluation was the 2011 Impact Assessment, which defined a baseline as well as 

projections for 2022 based on specific indicators. These baseline and projections were compared over time 

to produce trends and underpin the final analysis. The evaluation used the mandatory 5 Better Regulation 

evaluation criteria of effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, relevance and EU added value. 

The evaluation considers that, all in all, the CFP Regulation remains a very important and relevant tool to 

manage a common natural resource and related economic activities in a changing world. Regarding the main 

findings for the fishing sector, the evaluation found that the CFP Regulation has made significant progress in 

reducing overfishing in great part thanks to data collection and scientific advice. The proportion of stocks 

fished at sustainable levels has increased from 50% in 2014 to 63% in 2022. However, the objective of 

maintaining and restoring fish stocks (biomass/abundance of stocks) above levels capable of producing MSY 

has not yet been met across the board. Regarding socio-economic sustainability, the evaluation found that it 

has not met expectations: the fishing sector still has problems with profitability, low levels of investments, 

wages and employment. The main reasons for this include: the decreasing landings (due to slow recovery of 

stocks) which means the basis for profit is not there; insufficient adjustment of fleet capacity to fish stocks: 

too many vessels that need to share a smaller amount of landings; high energy dependency and rising 

operational costs. Regarding, the scientific basis for decision-making, there has been very clear improvement, 

notably through improved data collection and the wider availability and use of scientific advice. 

Before proceeding with the next steps, it is important to have a shared diagnosis especially as concerns the 

reasons for specific challenges. This exchange matters because we are entering a period with several major 

policy milestones where these findings will be highly relevant. First, the upcoming “Vision policy package”, 

which will include: (i) the Vision 2040 for fisheries and aquaculture; (ii) an External Action Strategy and (iii) an 

Energy Transition Roadmap. In parallel, the Commission is preparing a Communication on Coastal 

Communities, where the resilience of coastal areas will be central. The findings will also feed into the 

development of the Ocean Act, which aims to strengthen coherence across ocean-related policies. Finally, 

https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/documents-register/detail?ref=SWD(2026)120&lang=en
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these conclusions are relevant for the Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) discussions, because delivering 

the objectives of the CFP and the wider ocean agenda depends not only on rules, but also on the use of public 

funding as an effective enabler to deliver on policy and reforms and support the right funding priorities and 

implementation capacity. In follow up discussions, the RCG drew linkages between the outcome on the CFP 

evaluation relating to data and science and the importance of securing future DCF funding. 

5.1.2 Feedback from ICES 

ICES presented an update on several key processes relevant to the RCGs, including developments in data call 

procedures, data submissions, data exploration support tools (ICES Xplorer suite, benchmarks, the Stock 

Information Database (SID), the Transparent Assessment Framework (TAF), and the collaboration between 

ICES and the RCGs. 

The presentation highlighted that the shared objective of supporting sustainable fisheries through robust data 

collection, transparency, collaboration, and mutual understanding is what keeps supporting high-quality 

scientific advice. ICES maintains continuous dialogue with RCG Chairs and the RCG Secretariat through both 

formal and informal channels. The aim is to strengthen coordination, improve understanding of data collection 

issues, and refine how recommendations are formulated and exchanged.  

The two types of ICES data calls were described, where data calls issued by ICES support advice requests, 

special requests, and services delivered under Memoranda of Understanding. They may request both open 

and restricted access data and operate under strict deadlines, and member states are obliged to comply under 

the DCF. In contrast, data calls issued by ICES Expert Groups support scientific work not directly linked to 

advisory outputs and can only request open-access data and member states are not obliged to reply to these 

data calls. All current and upcoming data calls can be found here: https://data.ices.dk/DataCalls/listDataCalls. 

The ICES Data Policy distinguishes between open-access (CC BY 4.0) and restricted-access data, where open-

access data represents the majority of ICES data and is generally available with acknowledgement and citation 

requirements. Restricted-access data are governed by legislation or sensitivity considerations, and access is 

granted according to specific use cases and governance procedures. The scale of data collection activities was 

illustrated by 2025 statistics, where 33 data calls generated 563 submissions. The presentation also reviewed 

the data feedback process, including initial reviews by ICES through communication with the National 

Correspondents, followed by a response evaluation, and final review by the DTMT. Future work will focus 

on establishing a reporting process for stocks and areas where data are not collected because fisheries are 

absent or species are not exploited.  

Several developments within ICES were presented, including the ICES Xplorers suite of applications aimed at 

improving accessibility and usability of ICES information products. AdviceXplorer integrates stock and advice 

databases, whereas FisheriesXplorer combines assessment, catch, mixed-fisheries, bycatch, and VMS 

information, while DataXplorer supports data discovery and exploration. Updates were also provided on the 

Stock Information Database (SID), which is being migrated to a new platform and further integrated with 

other ICES systems (e.g. ICES vocabulary and SAG - Stock Assessment Graphs / ASD - Advice and Scenarios 

Database). The progress on the Transparent Assessment Framework (TAF) was presented, including ongoing 

work on national estimation templates. Collaboration between the TAF and RDBES teams aims to streamline 

assessment workflows and support more standardised and transparent stock assessment processes. The 

benchmark process was presented as a key quality assurance mechanism used to evaluate and implement new 

scientific methods, analyses, and datasets within ICES advice. The process includes prioritisation, planning, 
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data workshops, benchmark workshops, review by the Benchmark Oversight Group, and final approval by 

ACOM – Advisory Committee. Emphasis was placed on timely data preparation and workshop planning. All 

current and future benchmarks can be found here: https://www.ices.dk/about-ICES/how-we-

work/Pages/benchmarks.aspx 

  The presentation described the recommendation exchange system between ICES groups and RCGs. A 

structured review and sense-checking process has been established to improve communication and ensure 

recommendations are appropriate before formal circulation. Ongoing follow-up and communication between 

ICES and the RCGs were identified as important components of the process. The process will be moved to 

the SecWeb 2.0 going forward.  

The presentation concluded by ICES encouraging continued support and collaboration with the RCGs and 

will focus on three key areas: responding to data needs, feedback on SID developments, and establishing 

reporting procedures for cases where data are unavailable because fisheries or stocks are absent. 

5.1.3 Feedback from ISSG ‘End-users and RCGs’ 

This ISSG aims to maintain the dialogue between data providers (RCGs) and end users in order to identify 

effective processes to meet end-user needs and support RCGs in prioritising activities related to future data 

collection, storage and transmission functions. The ‘Mandates and remits of the RCG NANSEA & Baltic’ 

document specifies what the RCG can facilitate. This document is available at the RCG website: 

https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/rcg-nansea/. 

Progress during 2025/2026 

The ISSG End users continued to facilitate communication between RCGs and the main end users (ICES and 

the European Commission), through dedicated intersessional meetings held in September 2025 and March 

2026. Discussions focused on follow-up of recommendations, end user needs, RDBES-related developments, 

data confidentiality issues and preparation of the Regional Work Plans (RWPs) 2028–2030. 

The ISSG also continued to support the recommendations process between RCGs, ICES and the European 

Commission. Particular attention was given to the transition from the current tracking system (GitHub based 

and managed by ICES, and used by the RCG NANSEA & Baltic) to the new one (Microsoft based and hosted 

in the RCG website, developed under the SecWeb project, and to be used by all RCGs not just NANSEA & 

Baltic). During the Technical Meeting, practical arrangements and timelines for the transition were discussed. 

It was agreed that all new recommendations arising from the 2025–2026 cycle onwards should be managed 

through the new recommendation platform hosted on the RCG website. It was also agreed that 

recommendations from previous years that remain open should be transferred to the new system to ensure 

continuity, traceability and a complete overview of ongoing actions. It was further agreed that the current 

system would be phased out following completion of the transition.  

Attention was also given to the transition from the current collaborative workspace used for document 

sharing and communication by RCG NANSEA & Baltic chairs, participants and ISSGs chairs and participants 

(Microsoft based SharePoint, hosted by ICES) to the new one (also Microsoft based SharePoint, but hosted 

in the RCG website - restricted member area, developed under the SecWeb project). During the Technical 

Meeting, practical arrangements and timings for the transition were discussed and it was agreed in general 

that the new SharePoint would be used starting immediately after the Liason meeting 2026 report is published 

(which is usually in the first week of November). It was also agreed that the contents of the current SharePoint 

https://www.ices.dk/about-ICES/how-we-work/Pages/benchmarks.aspx
https://www.ices.dk/about-ICES/how-we-work/Pages/benchmarks.aspx


 

RCG NANSEA AND RCG BALTIC 2026 REPORT - Part 1 

Progress report on ToRs and workplan 

 

 

 

17 

would be copied to the new SharePoint. It was also agreed that the current system would no longer be used 

after that date. 

ICES (which hosts the current system), the RCGs Secretariat and RCG Chairs will continue working during 

the intersessional period on the practical implementation of these transitions regarding both the 

recommendations platform and the sharepoint. The discussion also touched upon longer-term developments 

regarding digital collaboration tools. While the two new systems hosted within the RCG website (i.e. 

recommendations platform and sharepoint in member area) are Microsoft-based solutions, participants noted 

ongoing discussions at European level concerning the development and wider use of EU-based digital 

infrastructures. 

The ISSG further discussed future cooperation with end users and other relevant organisations. It was agreed 

that direct cooperation should remain focused on the main end users of RCG outputs, namely ICES and the 

European Commission.  

A broader discussion was also held regarding cooperation with other relevant bodies whose activities may 

benefit from RCG outputs or whose work is linked to data collected under the DCF framework. To avoid 

confusion between formal end users and a wider group of stakeholders, these other organisations were 

considered as "other relevant bodies" rather than end users. The discussion included organisations such as 

OSPAR (Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-East Atlantic), HELCOM 

(Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission), BALTFISH (Baltic Sea regional fisheries body), 

ASCOBANS (Agreement on the Conservation of Small Cetaceans of the Baltic and North Seas), ACCOBAMS 

(Agreement on the Conservation of Cetaceans of the Black Sea, Mediterranean Sea and contiguous Atlantic 

Area) and NASCO, which was specifically highlighted following discussions within the ISSG Diadromous group. 

Participants considered whether regular sharing of Annual Reports, recommendations and other relevant 

outputs could provide a sufficient basis for strengthening cooperation and awareness of RCG activities with 

such "other relevant bodies". It was agreed that further work is needed to better define the objectives, scope 

and practical modalities of such communication. Consequently, improving communication and cooperation 

with other relevant organisations will be included as one of the ISSG End user tasks during the next 

intersessional period. 

Recommendation 2025_R01 remained a key topic during the 2025–2026 cycle. The recommendation 

requested ICES assessment working groups to provide structured overviews of the data used in stock 

assessments. This work has become increasingly relevant given growing resource constraints, uncertainty 

regarding future funding and the increasing need for Member States to prioritise data collection activities. A 

better understanding of which data are directly used in stock assessments, which data support broader 

scientific objectives and where future needs may arise will provide a stronger basis for discussions on 

priorities, optimisation of sampling programmes and future data collection requirements.  

 

Initial feedback from several ICES assessment working groups was presented during the Technical Meeting 

and was welcomed as a valuable first step towards improving transparency on data use in stock assessments. 

The ISSG End users and ICES will continue work on this in 2026-2027.  

During the Technical Meeting, the Commission highlighted that in 2025/2026, other DG MARE units had 

requested technical-scientific input from RCG NANSEA & Baltic on specific topics (e.g. Control Regulation), 

further demonstrating the value of strengthening dialogue between the RCG and the Commission. 
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Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

1. Communication channel between ICES and RCG Chairs; 

2. Communication channel between the European Commission and RCG Chairs; 

3. Support implementation of the SecWeb platform and transition from the current 

recommendation management system; 

4. Follow up implementation of Recommendation 2025_R01 regarding transparency of data use in 

stock assessments; 

5. Continue discussions on end user involvement and cooperation with other relevant 

organisations. 

 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

No recommendations or decisions. 

 

5.1.4 Feedback from dialogue with RCG ECON 

A dialogue between RCG NANSEA & Baltic and RCG ECON explored opportunities to strengthen 

collaboration between economic and biological data collection activities of fisheries and to improve 

consistency across reporting processes. The exchange covered ongoing efforts to harmonise data used for 

the Annual Economic Report (AER) and Fishery Dependent Information (FDI), including the outcomes of a 

consultation within the RCG ECON community on the impact of data homologation on workflows, economic 

results and data quality. Participants discussed challenges arising from differences in definitions, fleet 

segmentation approaches and reporting practices across economic and biological data collection frameworks, 

as well as the need for improved communication and coordination between expert groups, assessment groups 

and end users. Particular attention was given to confidentiality requirements for economic data and the 

challenges these create for reporting, fleet segmentation and the protection of sensitive information. The 

dialogue also addressed the collection and reporting of fuel consumption data, opportunities to improve 

consistency between economic and fishery-dependent data collection frameworks, and the further alignment 

of methodologies, definitions and Regional Work Plans (RWPs). In addition, experiences related to the 

evaluation of RWP quality annexes were discussed, with the aim of identifying possible common approaches 

and lessons learned. Overall, the exchange contributed to a better mutual understanding of the respective 

data collection frameworks and highlighted areas where closer collaboration could improve data quality, 

comparability and efficiency in support of scientific advice and fisheries management. 
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5.2 ToR 2 Implement and maintain data quality in data collection 

 

During this year’s meeting, progress has been made under ToR 2 as follows: 

• Feedback from the ‘WGRDBESGOV’  

• Feedback from the RDBES Core group  

• Feedback from the ISSG & SG ‘RCG catch, effort and sampling overviews’ 

• Feedback from the ISSG ‘Métier issues’ 

• Feedback from the ISSG & SG ‘Surveys’ 

• Feedback from the ISSG on ‘Electronic Monitoring Technologies’ 

5.2.1 Feedback from the ‘WGRDBESGOV’  

The Regional Database and Estimation System (RDBES) is a fundamental tool for regional coordination. It is 

designed to store detailed data on catch, effort and sampling data from commercial and recreational fisheries 

with details on the applied sampling designs. Additionally, the database allows for storage of information on 

monitoring of bycatch of Endangered, Threatened and Protected Species (ETP) together with variables needed 

to assess the impact of fisheries on these species. The RDBES has replaced the previously used RDB FishFrame 

database and is planned to gradually replace the existing ICES InterCatch database and in future will provide 

exports to STECF Fisheries Dependent Information database. The governance function of the RDBES is 

provided by ICES WGRDBESGOV. This group is composed of representatives from ICES Member Countries, 

EU Regional Coordination Groups (RCGs) and ICES Data Centre. Also, the Commission and end-users are 

invited to the meetings. The group meets annually in November and intersessionally throughout the year. 

The planned dataflow of the RDBES will enable full traceability and reproducibility starting from the raw 

samples collected in the field up until the raised stock estimates (Figure 5.2.1.1). For a successful 

implementation of the dataflow, a series of RDBES related WGs and WKs were given in 2025 to support 

national data submitters, national estimators and stock coordinators. The RDBES core group, who is 

responsible for the operational development of the RDBES also continued its work for specifying the data 

model and providing the support to data submitters. Two RDBES data calls were issued in 2025; (i) the 2025 

joint ICES and RCG NANSEA and Baltic RDBES data call, and (ii) the 2025 RCG LDF RDBES data call.  

To get prepared for the full implementation of the RDBES, which includes phasing out of the ICES InterCatch 

database, WGRDBESGOV planned to do a trial for nine selected stocks (i.e. her.27.25-2932, sol.27.8ab, 

sol.27.7fg, whg.27.7b-k, bll.27.3a47de, ple.27.420, tur.27.4, mac.27.nea, pil.27.8c9a). The trial shall include all 

steps of the workflow, from the upload of detailed data to RDBES, through the production of the national 

estimates, to the stock coordination (Figure 5.2.1.1). The stocks selected were intended to cover different 

ICES Working Groups, areas and countries, to involve as many countries as possible. The first stage of the 

trial was covered at the workshop WKRDBES-RaiseStock2, which took place in 2025. The objectives of the 

workshop were to produce national estimates required for selected stocks using the data extracted from the 

RDBES. In 2025, the WGRDBES-StockCoord worked on developing the national Catch Exchange Format 

(CEF), which will replace the national estimates data format used in the InterCatch. Initial version of the CEF 

format was presented and reviewed at the WKRDBES-RaiseStock2.  



 

RCG NANSEA AND RCG BALTIC 2026 REPORT - Part 1 

Progress report on ToRs and workplan 

 

 

 

20 

During WGRDBESGOV 2025 it was decided that, provided that all systems are up and running in time, the 

nine selected stocks will fully transition from InterCatch to RDBES in 2027. 2026 will be a testing year, where 

RDBES data and estimates of these stocks will be included in the RDBES Data call. In addition, a series of 

RDBES related WGs and WKs are planned for 2026 (Table 5.2.1.1) to support the national data submitters, 

national estimators and stock coordinators. WKRDBES-Flow will act as a general rehearsal covering the 

production of the national estimates and the stock coordination, using RDBES data within the Transparent 

Assessment Framework (TAF) environment.  

Data access 

WGRDBESGOV prepared a document outlining the options for data access governance. Three options for 

data access governance have been defined having different implications for National Correspondents 

workload:  

I) Strict default aggregation – every detailed data request triggers countries approval 

II) Pre-authorised access for selected WGs only 

III) Hybrid model – pre-authorised access for selected WG, additional detailed data requests trigger 

country approval 

During the Technical Meeting the Hybrid model (option III) was identified as the preferred option. 

WGRDBESGOV will come up with the initial list of ICES WGs with pre-authorised access after the meeting 

organized on September the 2nd which then needs to be approved by the NCs during the Decision meeting. 

Access to aggregated RDBES data 

Issues related to the publication of aggregated RDBES outputs have been discussed. A dedicated subgroup of 

the RCG NANSEA & Baltic, working with representatives from ISSG NCs, EU DG-MARE DCF, RDBES, 

WGRDBESGOV, ISSG Overviews, ISSG Metier and transversal variables, has been created to propose new 

rules for publishing RDBES outputs. The subgroup work was initiated at the RCG NANSEA Baltic Technical 

Meeting and will continue working intersessionally. 
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Table 5.2.1.1. WGs and WKs planned in 2026 to give support to national data submitters, national estimators and 

stock coordinators  

 

 

Figure 5.2.1.1. RDBES workflow 
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5.2.2 Feedback from ICES RDBES 

In February 2026 the joint ICES and RCG NANSEA and Baltic RDBES data call was sent. It requested the 

detailed data to be uploaded for all species by the 1 April like previous years for commercial landings, effort 

statistics and commercial sampling data for data collected in 2025.  

A new data request was added to the data call requesting national estimation data in the Catch Estimates 

Format, CEF, for the nine selected stocks to be used in WKRDBES-Flow. The data should be uploaded the 1 

June 2026. 

The CEF data consist of national catch and distributions data; national spatial landings details; and national 

effort, equivalent to the InterCatch upload level. All EU member states have uploaded the requested detailed 

data, and it looks promising for the CEF data for the nine stocks, see table 5.2.2.1. 

Table 5.2.2.1. Overview of number of catch records uploaded for the nine selected stock by the member states 

Number 

catch 

records 

uploaded 

Brill 

bll.27.3a47

de 

Herring 

her.27.2

5-2932 

Mackerel 

mac.27.ne

a 

Sardine 

pil.27.8c9

a 

Plaice 

ple.27.42

0 

Sole 

sol.27.7f

g 

Sole 

sol.27.8a

b 

Turbot 

tur.27.

4 

Whiting 

whg.27.7

b-ce-k 

Gran

d 

Total 

Belgium 107  30  93 42 10 76 66 424 

Denmark 238    222   96  556 

England 135     57  51 117 360 

Estonia  10        10 

Germany 108    179   100 8 395 

Latvia  58        58 

Lithuania  23        23 

Netherlan

ds 219    218   94 16 547 

Poland  154 38       192 

Scotland 15  71  12   37 5 140 

Spain   254 143  8 66  5 476 

Sweden 1094 158 204  722   168  2346 

Grand 

Total 1916 403 597 143 1446 107 76 622 217 5527 
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The RDBES Core Group, which specifies the RDBES and deals with issues and works under the 

WGRDBESGOV, focused on finalising the information fields for the Upload Log. The Upload Log should be 

uploaded by each country right after the detailed RDBES data have been uploaded. It gives information about 

potential missing data.  

During the spring of 2026 ICES RDBES team developed the API for uploading of the national estimates (i.e. 

inCEF format) including the authentication for accessing data through the API. It could already be used by 

countries to upload, check and download the national estimates according to the data call. Development of 

the API for the Stock Coordination Format (SCF) have started. Currently the Upload Log is sent as 

spreadsheet attached to an email, but in the autumn of 2026 the plan is to include the Upload Log in the 

RDBES, as well as the recreational fisheries data should be included in the RDBES. 

5.2.3 Feedback from the ISSG ‘Regional Overviews‘  

During the RCGNANSEA & Baltic RWP Workshop of January 2026, it was agreed to rename this group from 

“ISSG on RDBES fisheries and sampling overviews” to “ISSG Regional Overviews”. 

 

The ISSG Regional Overviews reviewed the current status of the regional overview products and discussed 

priorities for improving the quality and usability of the outputs delivered to end users. 

Particular attention was given to the following topics: 

− Table 2.1:  

Participants agreed on the need for Member States to check the information in the Table 2.1 and 

provide feedback to ISSG chairs, with the objective of ensuring consistency and completeness. It was 

acknowledged that recently introduced TACs and quota regulations may not yet be fully reflected in 

the Table. Regarding access to FIDES (Fisheries Information System) data, a first contact was already 

established with the COM to define the required information from FIDES and to identify solutions 

for the ISSG to gain access to the data directly. As an alternative, some NCs made themselves available 

to provide the data. 

− Quality checks on sampling data:  

Participants considered these checks essential for identifying issues that may affect stock assessments, 

including inconsistencies in biological measurements and other data quality problems. Although the 

development of quality reports currently falls under the remit of ICES WGRDBESGOV, it was 

acknowledged that initial development could begin within the RCG.  

Several improvements were proposed: 

 the production of country-specific outputs in the quality overview to facilitate feedback from 

national experts and the identification of data issues 

 the development of pilot quality control reports incorporating additional indicators (e.g. 

length-weight relationships). The ISSG ‘Case study Small Pelagics in the Baltic’ volunteered to 

participate in the pilot quality report 

 the creation of national validation reports that could be run by Member States after data 

submission, in a similar way as CL and CE reports are presently run.  
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To strengthen communication and improve the resolution of data quality issues, two proposals 

received broad support. The first was the organisation of a dedicated meeting approximately two 

weeks before the annual RCG Technical Meeting to review quality-control outputs and allow Member 

States to investigate and justify identified inconsistencies. The second was the nomination by each 

Member State of a contact point for data quality issues and at least one expert to receive training on 

ISSG Regional Overview tools and workflows.  

In addition, any additional validation rules identified during the analysis of biological data will be 

reported to ICES for its potential implementation in the RDBES upload process. 

− Use of RDBES overviews to support ICES Assessment Working Groups (AWGs).  

Participants agreed on the need to re-establish dialogue with ICES regarding the production and 

ownership of these overview products. Templates developed for WGBFAS some years ago may be 

used as starting point, but further developments are needed to adapt them to RDBES data and to 

move from a species-based to a stock-based reporting approach. The ISSG can provide support for 

these developments, and ICES needs to decide who will be responsible for producing the overviews 

for the AWGs. An idea was raised that relevant AWGs would need to assign one or two experts to 

maintain scripts, update outputs, and ensure continued operational use of the overviews. 

− Development of new overview reports 

Participants agreed that future developments should involve representatives from the relevant ISSGs 

from the outset to ensure that outputs adequately address end-user needs. 

− Participation and organization of the ISSG work 

Several improvements in the internal organization of the ISSG were proposed, such as assigning each 

member to specific tasks or projects and, when necessary, requesting support from National 

Correspondents to fill identified capacity gaps. Other ideas included continuing the training activities 

initiated this year and enhancing collaboration between new and experienced participants. 

− Confidentiality: 

Confidentiality considerations raised during the plenary session will be incorporated into future ISSG 

activities and data products. 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

 

1. Improve quality checking of the sampling data at both regional and national levels. This may 

include: 

a. improvement of current regional sampling overviews 

b. production of national validation reports to be run by Member States after data 

submission 

c. strengthen communication to improve the resolution of data quality issues 

2. Prepare Case Study Overviews (end users driven), upon request from RCG or ISSG chairs 

3. Produce final version of Table 2.1 for the RWP 

4. Make scripts available to ICES AWG (e.g. Baltic stocks) and give support if needed  
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5. Identify additional validation rules needed in the upload of biological to the RDBES, and report 

to ICES. 

 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

 

NANSEA_BALTIC_2026_R01: RCG NANSEA & Baltic recommends ICES WGRDBESGOV to 

continue incorporating biological data quality checks developed by the ISSG Overviews, to be performed 

during the data upload. 

 

5.2.4 Feedback from the ISSG on "Métier issues and transversal variables" 

The ISSG presented requests for new métier codes received in 2025/2026.  

These included requests from Norway (to add target assemblage code for marine mammals), the Baltic Sea 

region (to include mesh size ranges for freshwater métiers), and France (addition of métier codes from RCG 

NANSEA and MEDITERRANEAN, as well as for RCG LDF following the incorporation of the small-scale 

coastal fisheries from the Outermost Regions into its scope). These requests have been finalized during the 

period 2025-2026. 

Additionally, the ISSG received requests to add métier codes highlighting gear modifications. As the current 

DCF level 6 métier definition in the EU-MAP includes the last two placeholders as “mesh size and other 

selective devices”, the ISSG raised for discussion at the Technical Meeting whether this could be expanded to 

also cover other gear modifications (e.g., traplines, Spanish flying doors on trawls, or longline modifications). 

The ISSG highlighted that it is working to balance the addition of more detailed métier codes with the need 

to maintain harmonization across countries, to avoid an excessive fragmentation of metier codes and to limit 

the reporting burden for Member States (MS). In particular, the ISSG highlighted that the information included 

in métier codes should be based on what is reported in logbooks, and some detail regarding gear technology 

may be better captured via observer programmes. At the same time, there are valid reasons to increase the 

level of detail, for example to better capture the different degree of seafloor impact, as used in ICES VMS 

reporting. 

A request from WGBFAS regarding alignment of métier codes with the new technical regulation was also 

discussed, alongside the need to include more gear technology parameters in the métier system. It was agreed 

to retain alignment with the current system, relying on information that can be derived from logbook data. 

Consequently, codes for selective devices in line with the technical regulation will be added. In addition, 

following a request from Germany, collecting bags will be included in the Pandalus fishery métier codes. 

In the end, it was agreed to include gear modifications within métier codes by revising the definition of the 

last two positions from “selection device/mesh size” to “gear modification/device configuration”. This change 

will better address Member State needs and is formulated as a formal decision of the RCG, noting that it 

represents a minor adjustment to the EU-MAP level 6 definition. Furthermore, this will allow to propose a 

short-term solution for a dedicated métier code to report “Traplines”, an emerging fishing practice with 

hybrid longlines combining hooks and traps. 
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The ISSG has produced, based on the last available RDBES data, annual and multiannual métier description 

reports, which are currently not publicly shared. A method has been tested whereby figures exclude 

aggregated data where fewer than three vessels are represented (based on encrypted vessel IDs). A 

corresponding table indicates the proportion of effort/landings removed. This approach will be further 

developed in the context of data confidentiality work. 

The ISSG has finalized the analysis of questionnaires on cross-validation methods used by Member States, with 

the aim of identifying common or standard practices and highlighting approaches that may have the potential 

to enhance data quality. The assessment also covers methodologies for reporting effort and landings data to 

the RDBES through the analysis of a documentation template completed by MS in response to the 2026 

RDBES data call. 

To advance this work, the ISSG will prepare in 2026/2027 and organise in 2027/2028 a physical workshop to 

discuss and develop best practices guidelines for cross-validation methods and methodological challenges in 

estimating fishing activity data. All RCGs (NANSEA & Baltic, Med & BS, LDF, LP, and ECON), as well as ICES 

WGRDBESGOV and persons involved in governance of RDBFIS, will be invited. This is formalised as a decision 

of the RCG. 

The ISSG also finalized an inventory of trials and use of traplines in Member States. Of the 17 countries that 

responded, four indicated that they currently have, or plan to initiate, trials involving trapline fisheries targeting 

swordfish. 

The ISSG noted that some species are reported at different taxonomic levels in the RDBES landings table 

(e.g., monkfish, megrims, horse mackerel), which should be taken into account when analysing RDBES data. 

Improvements have been made to the fecR package (hosted on the JRC GitLab) for standardized calculation 

of fishing effort metrics (e.g., Days at Sea, Fishing Days), based on agreed principles. Work is ongoing to 

incorporate these updates into the official version of the package. A request was raised at the Technical 

Meeting to expand the documentation and to increase the visibility of the package (especially as it is not 

anymore available on the CRAN). This will be discussed in the following work period. 

The ISSG also evaluated the revised EU Control Regulation comparatively with the DCF/RCG and scientific 

requirements. Key high-priority variables identified include gear type, mesh size, and gear dimensions (e.g., 

gillnet length/height, number of hooks). A significant challenge remains the indirect estimation of soak time, 

which must be derived from operational data and may therefore lead to inconsistencies across Member States. 

It was agreed that National Correspondents (NCs) will draft an email regarding information needed from 

Control Regulation for DCF/RCG and scientific purposes for circulation to relevant national 

ministries/agencies. Inputs can be provided until September 2026, after which additional groups may be invited 

to contribute. 

The ISSG will continue to monitor implementation of the new Control Regulation, with a particular focus on 

improving information on gear variables and small-scale fisheries (SSF), to better support EU-MAP Table 6 

requirements within the Regional Work Plans (RWP). 

In the end, the ISSG provided input to the ISSG RWP 2028-2030, including revised text for Textbox 3.1 (along 

with the ISSG SSF), an ambition-level table, and a long-term strategy for ISSG work. 

 



 

RCG NANSEA AND RCG BALTIC 2026 REPORT - Part 1 

Progress report on ToRs and workplan 

 

 

 

27 

 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

1. Continue maintaining métier codes and other reference lists and scripts. Follow and evaluate 

the implementation of the métier codes on a pan-regional level.  

2. Update and further develop métier description report (annual and multiannual).  

3. Consolidation of questionnaire-based analyses on the use of cross-validation methods and 

documentation of methodologies applied to calculate fishing activity data estimates to inform 

RDBES CE and CL tables, in preparation for a dedicated workshop planned for 2027/2028 with 

the aim to establish best practice guidelines for improving data quality. 

4. Maintain and develop the fecR package for the calculation of fishing effort metrics. 

 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

 

NANSEA_BALTIC_2026_D01: NCs of NANSEA & Baltic to agree that in the Métier codes, gear 

modifications can be included in the last two placeholders of the codes (although these are only for 

selective devices as currently defined in EU-MAP table 5), moving from using these two placeholders for 

“selective device/mesh size” to a broader definition of “gear modification/device configuration”, to better 

answer end user needs and MS requests. 

NANSEA_BALTIC_2026_D02: NCs of NANSEA & Baltic to agree that ISSG Métier and transversal 

variables will organize in 2027/2028 a physical workshop to discuss and develop best practice guidelines 

regarding cross-validation methods and methodological challenges to calculate fishing activity data 

estimates. And to ensure time allocation and funding for participation of relevant participants. All RCGs 

(NANSEA & Baltic, Med&BS, LP, LDF, and ECON), together with ICES WGRDBESGOV and persons 

involved in governance of RDBFIS will be invited. 

 

5.2.5 Feedback from the ISSG ‘Surveys’ 

The ISSG Surveys did not meet during the Technical meeting in 2026. During the intersessional work, the 

workplan for 2026-2027 were already prepared and one recommendation was formulated. The ISSG surveys 

is expected to continue executing its tasks in 2026-2027. 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

 

 The most anticipated remaining ToRs have already been identified as follows: 

1. RWP 2028-2030 contribution if needed 

2. Follow up on requests to develop a survey-specific cost-sharing based on previous ISSG 

work. 
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3. Monitor and discuss the implications of external factors' influence on surveys from a 

DCF perspective and react when appropriate and requested. 

4. Monitor the regionalisation process within ICES (e.g. ICES NETSEA) and act as the focal 

point for RCG contact. 

5. Respond to requests, recommendations and proposals addressed to the RCG regarding 

surveys, including proposals for substantial changes to the design, set-up or other aspects 

of the survey impacting MS's Work Plan, effort and/or budget allocation, or obligations. 

Consider requirements to facilitate future review processes. 

6. Identify, list and suggest improvements to EU-MAP. 

  

Depending on the final plan, at least one physical/hybrid meeting is foreseen in early 2027 to progress 

with the abovementioned tasks. 

 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

NANSEA_BALTIC_2026_R02: RCG NANSEA & Baltic recommends that ICES survey planning 

groups define survey-specific priorities, based on species/stock and/or spatial requirements for analytical 

purposes. As a minimum, stepwise reductions of 10% in total survey effort should be evaluated, up to 

the point at which the survey cannot be conducted meaningfully. Reductions should be expressed using 

survey-appropriate metrics (e.g. number of stations, hauls, or nautical miles), with any resulting reduction 

in sea days considered an outcome rather than the primary measure. The aim is to define survey 

priorities in advance to enable well-informed ad hoc prioritisation decisions and to support consistent, 

transparent choices in the event of sustained survey restrictions. 

 

5.2.6 Feedback from the ISSG on ‘Electronic Monitoring Technologies’ 

During the 2025/2026 period, the ISSG on Electronic Monitoring Technologies (EMT) held three meetings 

covering data sharing, EM(T) inventories, research vessel applications of EM(T), Regional Work Plan (RWP) 

update, and stakeholder acceptance of EM(T). A summary of these meetings and their conclusions was 

presented and discussed during the TM in Nantes. 

A notable development was the expansion of the ISSG EMT scope from a primarily North Sea and Baltic focus 

to a broader perspective, with the participation of representatives from MS in the Mediterranean Sea and 

Black Sea, together with other RCG members (RCG LDF and RCG LP). Concomitantly, the ISSG EMT 

meetings involved one or several other ISSG chairs to discuss the integration of EM(T) to their specific needs. 

Overall, the ISSG EMT activities evolved from cataloguing EM(T) initiatives towards addressing practical 

implementation issues such as data sharing, standardisation, governance, integration of EMT into RWP, and 

creating value for end users (i.e. fishers). Future work is expected to focus on cost-effective AI-assisted review 

processes, onboard analytical capabilities, and identifying situations where EMT can effectively complement 

(or replace when relevant) traditional sampling methods. In preparation for the 2028-2030 Regional Work 

Plans, the ISSG EMT examined how EMT could contribute to future fisheries data collection. A process was 

proposed to identify existing gaps in data collection with the help of other ISSGs, and incorporating resulting 

recommendations into RWP development. It can be emphasised that the overall objective is for EMT to 



 

RCG NANSEA AND RCG BALTIC 2026 REPORT - Part 1 

Progress report on ToRs and workplan 

 

 

 

29 

complement (and not necessarily to replace) existing monitoring programmes by improving data coverage, 

timeliness, and consistency where clear benefits can be demonstrated. While the concept was generally well 

received during the TM, relatively few concrete data needs were submitted during and after the meeting, 

revealing that some ISSGs may need more time to consider how EMT might be useful for their specific needs 

and before use cases can be defined. Consequently, the discussion in plenary concluded that broader guidance 

and capacity building should precede targeted implementation efforts, which will be a focus of the ISSG EMT 

in the coming work year.  

During the TM plenary, it was mentioned that the ISSG EMT should develop a structured and transparent 

advice process to support requests and/or needs from e.g. other ISSGs, RCGs, or expert groups (e.g. ICES 

WG). Rather than establishing a new Term of Reference for each topic, the ISSG chairs proposed to have 

one single overarching topic on “advisory framework” under which each individual requests could be treated 

as dedicated cases. This approach provides a greater flexibility while ensuring consistency, efficiency, and 

traceability. The advisory framework is expected to support not only the evaluation of EM systems, but also 

of other emerging EMT and analytical approaches that contribute to fisheries data collection and scientific 

observation. In practice, the ISSG EMT will take on an advisory role where incoming requests should be 

treated consistently using a common structure with a defined workflow covering submission, screening, 

prioritisation, assignment of experts, documentation of evidence, and follow-up of recommendations. 

Advisory outputs should be based on a common structure describing the monitoring objective, target 

variables, operational context, technology readiness and suitability, expected data and metadata requirements, 

validation needs, governance considerations, stakeholder acceptance, costs and benefits, and anticipated added 

value relative to existing monitoring approaches. This framework will facilitate comparison between 

technologies and cases, promote consistency across regions and fisheries, and support the transfer of 

knowledge between groups. 

In addition, the discussion during the TM recognised the importance of developing guidance on data 

governance, including e.g. data-sharing arrangements, anonymisation procedures, access rights, long-term 

stewardship of imagery datasets, and the reuse of data for training and validating AI models.  

Finally, the idea to propose a theme session for the ICES Annual Science Conference 2027 in relation to EM 

for research vessel applications (EM4RV) was well received during the TM. While participants considered the 

EM4RV concept relevant and timely, it was also discussed that such a proposal should clearly demonstrate its 

broad scientific value and avoid overlap with previous sessions. For instance, a session on AI in fisheries science 

is already planned for the ASC in Brest in September 2026. A wider scope encompassing EMT for research 

vessels was well received, allowing inclusion of emerging EMT beyond traditional EM systems, such as machine 

learning (ML) -based measurement and other observation tools. It was also agreed to seek input from 

colleagues involved in related ASC sessions to refine the concept and maximise its relevance across the ICES 

community. 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

1. Provision of structured advice on the use and implementation of Electronic Monitoring 

Technologies 

a. Define how requests are submitted, screened, prioritised, assigned to experts, 

documented and followed up. 
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b. Create a reusable advice structure covering objective, target variables, operational 

context, technology suitability, validation, governance, risks and expected added value. 

2. Study cases 

a. SSF and geotrackers: summarise ongoing initiatives and further support demonstrations 

of suitability of different ping rates for several monitoring objectives. 

b. EM for research vessels: help define the workshop/theme-session scope and draft an 

ICES ASC 2027 abstract by the end of August 2026. 

c. RDBES and fishing-activity variables: clarify how variables measured or inferred by EM/AI 

should be encoded and harmonised. 

d. Underwater cameras: follow up the new ToR proposed by Joni and identify links with 

species detection/identification and CV-model training datasets. 

3. Continue/initiate collaborations with WGTIFD, and other relevant groups on EM inventories, 

surveys, data stewardship and implementation guidance. 

4. Continue the promotion of EM as a benefit to fishers. 

5. Develop the ISSG EMT’s advisory role by providing structured advice on individual requests, 

with a focus on cost-efficient EM/AI solutions and their potential to complement traditional 

sampling.  

a. Advisory outputs should follow a common structure, including monitoring objective, 

target variables, technology suitability, data/metadata needs, validation, governance, 

stakeholder acceptance and expected added value 

b. Focus on cost-efficient AI-assisted review, possible onboard analysis, and where EM can 

improve or complement traditional sampling. 

6. Explore ICES’ potential role in EM/AI data stewardship and harmonisation, while advancing 

specific work on research vessels, fishing activity and geotracker initiatives. 

 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

No recommendations or Decisions 
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5.3 ToR 3 Review impact on management measures on data collection  

Follow up of the implementation of the Control Regulation was continued, especially by the ISSGs: Métiers 

and transversal variables; Evaluation of the data collected for the SSF at EU level; and Recreational Fisheries. 

 

  



 

RCG NANSEA AND RCG BALTIC 2026 REPORT - Part 1 

Progress report on ToRs and workplan 

 

 

 

32 

5.4 ToR 4 Development and implementation of Regional Workplans (RWP) 

During this year’s meeting, progress has been made under ToR 4 as follows: 

• Feedback from ISSG ‘Optimized and Operational Regional Sampling Plans’ 

• Feedback from ISSG ‘Case study of fisheries for small pelagics in the Baltic’ 

• Feedback from ISSG ‘Case study freezer trawler fleet exploiting pelagic fisheries in the Northeast 

Atlantic’ 

• Feedback from ISSG ‘Towards a regional sampling plan - Case Study of the trawl fishery in Iberian 

Waters’ 

• Feedback from ISSG ‘Evaluation of the data collected for the SSF at EU level’ 

• Feedback from ISSG ‘Optimization of ETP bycatch sampling’ 

• Feedback from ISSG ‘Diadromous species’ 

• Feedback from ISSG ‘Recreational fisheries’ 

• Feedback from ISSG ‘Regionally coordinated stomach sampling’ 

• Feedback from ISSG ‘Regional Work Plan’  

 

5.4.1 Feedback from ISSG ‘Optimized and Operational Regional Sampling Plans’ 

The overarching ISSG on ‘Optimized and Operational Regional Sampling Plans’ was on hold and will continue 

on hold in 2026-2027, as no need for reactivation was identified. 

 

5.4.2 Feedback from ISSG ‘Case study of fisheries for small pelagics in the Baltic’ 

As the small pelagic in the Baltic is now included in the RWP 2028-2030 the sampling program will continue 

and be further developed and aligned.  

During the presentation of the ISSG outcomes on small pelagic fisheries in the Baltic, issues related to data 

confidentiality were discussed. The current RDBES data policy is outdated and requires revision. As an initial 

step, National Coordinators should agree on an appropriate level of data aggregation. 

In Annex 1.1 of the RWP, several figures produced by the overview group have now been included. This 

appears to conflict with the existing RDBES data policy, which permits the use of only a single figure. However, 

the policy is unclear. If its primary objective is to prevent the identification of individual fishers, then overview 

maps showing sampling levels and métiers, river plots, or landing data by harbour should arguably not fall 

under the “one figure” limitation. Additionally, it remains unclear whether this rule applies per 

report/publication or per fishery. 

During 2025-2026, the main activities of the ISSG included a workshop focused on data uploaded to RDBES, 

aimed at ensuring consistency and a common understanding of variables across Member States. This workshop 

resulted in a set of recommendations, followed by a feedback meeting with data providers. The ISSG also 

contributed to the development of the new RWP. 



 

RCG NANSEA AND RCG BALTIC 2026 REPORT - Part 1 

Progress report on ToRs and workplan 

 

 

 

33 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

 

1. Evaluate national contributions to the regional sampling program and discuss improvements on 

how the landings of all MS can be sampled, estimated and provided for the end-users. 

2. Continue the work towards common estimation procedure. 

3. Work to optimize sample size within a given sample. 

4. Evaluate the overviews plot produced for this case study.  

5. Align sampling of fleet segment presently outside the common sampling frame (small scale 

fishery) 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

NANSEA_BALTIC_2026_R03: The RCG NANSEA & Baltic recommends ICES to evaluate and 

update the Data policy for RDBES. Making it possible to use as a minimum 3 types of output produced 

by the ISSG Regional Overviews including river plot, landings of sprat and herring by MS and ICES square 

and landings by MS and metier in combination with sampling level.   

 

5.4.3 Feedback from ISSG & SG ‘Case study freezer trawler fleet exploiting pelagic fisheries 

in the Northeast Atlantic’  

The pelagic freezer fleet was identified as a candidate for a regional sampling approach. The current sampling 

of the fleet, which is largely Dutch owned and operate under the flags of the Netherlands, Germany, France, 

UK (England), Poland, and Lithuania is conducted by the Dutch and German research institutes. The aim of 

the sampling is to collect biological information of the target species and monitor incidental bycatches. 

Although there exists a degree of cooperation, different approaches to sampling are adopted by the two 

countries. A regional sampling plan would harmonise the approach, would be less likely to have gaps in 

coverage whilst also resulting in increased efficiency.  

So far, simulation studies have been conducted to investigate annual sampling coverage for a suite of 

preselected stocks under various sampling schemes including random selection of individual fishing trips and 

vessels. Furthermore, the ISSG developed a sampling protocol which was tested during several pilot studies.  

During 2025/2026 a harmonized sampling protocol regarding length sampling was agreed by the ISSG. 

Furthermore, in the second half of 2025 an exchange took place between DEU and NLD to ensure that all 

age samples collected within the pilot study of the same species x area combination in the same year and 

quarter conducted by both the Dutch and German sampling programme were fully processed (including the 

age reading). At present, simulations are being conducted to investigate the optimal methodology of collecting 

age samples.  

Due to still ongoing analysis with regards to the age sampling, the ISSG chose to go for a stepwise approach 

for integration in the RWP 2028-2030. In a first step the length sampling was fully integrated in the RWP 

2028-2030 under Section 2.5. However, the age sampling is still considered as a test study and under Section 

1.2 and will be integrated in the RWP in a later stage depending on the outcome of the analysis. 
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Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

The following tasks have been identified during the RCG meeting in 2025 for the attention of the ISSG 

in 2026/27:  

1. Finalise simulation study of age data collected within the 2025 DEU and NLD pilot studies 

2. Further develop the harmonized protocol for sampling the EU freezer trawler fleet 

3. Depending on outcome of Tasks 1 and 2: run the NLD market sampling programme executing 

its current protocol simultaneously with the NLD observer programme executing the 

harmonized protocol for sampling the EU freezer trawler fleet for a considerable amount of 

time (e.g. half year or 1 year) 

4. Depending on outcome of Tasks 1, 2, 3: develop harmonized raising methodology for conducted 

sampling of the EU freezer trawler fleet 

5. Work towards a regional sampling plan to be integrated into RWP 

 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

No Recommendations or Decisions 

 

5.4.4 Feedback from ISSG ‘Towards a regional sampling plan - Case Study of the trawl 

fishery in Iberian Waters’ 

In the ISSG report of 2025 the following work plan was suggested for 2025/2026, as well as for the following 

years: 

1. June 2025-2026 

• June 2025-December 2025: consider and conceptually prepare the inclusion of the data from the 

regional sampling plan into the RDBES. 

• Calendar year of 2026: implementation of the pilot study. 

2. June 2026-May 2027 and June 2027-May 2028: 

• Calendar year of 2026: implementation of the pilot study. 

• June 2027-May 2028: analyse results of the pilot study (data for 2026, available in April 2027). 

• Define future steps. 

  

The work developed in 2025-2026 is presented in detail in Part III of this report. Here we present a summary: 

Task “consider and conceptually prepare the inclusion of the data from the regional sampling 

plan into the RDBES” 

It is planned for the data from the pilot study to be submitted to the RDBES by IEO-CSIC (Spain) with the 

same upper hierarchy as the one used for on shore sampling data on those fisheries in the National Work 
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Plans of Portugal and Spain. It is also planned that data will be used by IEO-CSIC to perform stock level length 

estimations for ICES stock assessment working groups. 

Task “implementation of the pilot study” 

Preliminary survey 

In the calendar year of 2025, the preliminary survey continued to be implemented to register the presence of 

Portuguese vessels landing in Spanish ports to assess its occurrence within the framework of the random 

sampling process, as well as to register the possibility of those landings being sampled. According to feedback 

provided by field samplers, no objections or operational difficulties are anticipated from the Portuguese 

trawler fleet if sampling were to be conducted at ports such as Avilés, A Coruña, or Ribeira. However, in 

Vigo, the inclusion of the Portuguese fleet in the sampling program may encounter logistical or operational 

constraints. 

Pilot study 

In the calendar year of 2026, the pilot study of the regional sampling plan consisted of incorporating into the 

national sampling plan of Spain (and following its protocol) the sampling of landings in ports of Spain (in ICES 

Subdivisions 27.8.c and 27.9.a - only North Spanish waters) from Portuguese vessels operating with bottom 

trawl fisheries targeting fish. The pilot study was implemented by IEO-CSIC (Spain) and is planned to continue 

during the calendar year of 2026. 

The pilot study was included in the RWP 2028-2030, more precisely in section Text Box 1a: Test studies 

description. 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

1. June 2026-May 2027 and June 2027-May 2028: 

• Calendar year of 2026: implementation of the pilot study. 

• June 2027-May 2028: analyse results of the pilot study (data for 2026, available in April 

2027). 

• Define future steps. 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

No Recommendations or Decisions. 

5.4.5 Feedback from ISSG & SG ‘Evaluation of the data collected for the SSF at EU level’ 

 

During the 2025–2026 period, the subgroup has prioritised improving coordination across different thematic 

groups, particularly those dealing with métiers and transversal issues, and electronic monitoring. This 

collaborative approach aims to better align methodologies and ensure consistency in SSF data collection across 

regions. At the same time, particular attention has been given to monitoring the implementation of the revised 

EU Fisheries Control Regulation, recognising its significant implications for data collection, reporting 
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requirements, and operational practices. The group has also worked on identifying the most relevant outputs 

from ISSG overviews in order to strengthen coordination and streamline future work, while advancing the 

development of a regional sampling plan to be integrated into forthcoming Regional Work Plans. 

In parallel, initial contributions have been made to the Regional Work Plans for the 2028–2030 period. 

Members have participated in regional coordination meetings and collaborated with other groups to prepare 

draft text, particularly in relation to fishing activity. This work reflects a proactive effort to ensure that SSF 

considerations are fully incorporated into long-term planning processes and that technical approaches remain 

coherent across regions.  

A central element of the work carried out during this period, concerns the implementation of adapted control 

devices for the 10–12 metre fleet segment under the new EU Control Regulation. The current situation across 

countries is highly heterogeneous, with most still at early or transitional stages of implementation. Although 

some countries show more advanced levels of preparedness, full deployment has not yet been achieved, and 

implementation is expected to progress gradually over the coming years.  

Different implementation pathways are emerging, with some countries relying on the EU-provided application 

while others develop or adapt national systems. The EU solution appears more common in contexts where 

implementation is still at an early stage, whereas more advanced countries tend to build on existing national 

fisheries systems or design dedicated tools tailored to their operational needs.  

Despite ongoing progress, several challenges remain. Legal uncertainty persists in some cases, particularly 

regarding detailed reporting obligations. Technical feasibility also represents a major constraint, especially for 

small vessels facing limitations related to connectivity, power supply, and the feasibility of real-time reporting 

at sea. In addition, implementation timelines are considered demanding, and questions remain regarding 

compliance and enforceability, particularly where systems depend on private mobile devices.  

Feedback from the SSF sector highlights further concerns. Awareness of the new regulatory requirements 

appears uneven, suggesting that outreach and communication efforts may need to be strengthened. Fishers 

have expressed concerns about the practical operability of the systems, especially the challenge of entering 

data in real time while carrying out fishing activities. The requirement to use private mobile phones is also a 

sensitive issue, alongside broader concerns related to data protection and privacy.  

Overall, the implementation process is advancing but remains uneven, incomplete, and in some cases delayed. 

A hybrid model combining EU-level tools and national solutions is likely to emerge. Ensuring successful 

implementation will require clear guidance, technically feasible and user-friendly tools, and continued 

engagement with the SSF sector to address operational realities and build trust.  

Finally, the subgroup has strengthened collaboration with other intersessional groups and regional 

coordination bodies, such as RCG ECON and RCG Med & BS. These efforts aim to enhance pan-regional 

collaboration on SSF-related topics and to promote the exchange of knowledge and best practices across 

regions. 
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Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

1. Collaboration with ISSG EMT and Metiers and Transversal to align SSF topics and tasks. 

2. Further monitor the implementation of the EU Control Regulation and Implementing Act. 

3. Determine key outputs from ISSG Overviews that are crucial for improved coordination in SSF 

data collection. 

4. Plans to meet with RCG ECON and RCG MED & BS for potential panregional collaboration in 

some SSF topics. 

 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

No Recommendations or Decisions. 

 

5.4.6 Feedback from ISSG ‘ETP species sampling’ 

During the intersessional period covered between 2025-2026, the ISSG ETP subgroup advanced its 2025–

2026 workplan aimed at optimizing the sampling of endangered, threatened, and protected (ETP) species 

bycatch across EU fisheries. The work was structured around four interrelated tasks, supported by close 

collaboration with WGBYC, WGRDBES, and the Regional Coordination Groups (RCGs). 

Under the first task, the subgroup reviewed the ISSG metiers/transversal Commission document in the 

context of the new Control Regulation and its Implementing Act, emphasizing the need to strengthen key 

fishing-effort variables, such as soak time and number of nets, that are critical for producing reliable bycatch 

estimates. The second task focused on compiling information on sampling programmes, drawing on RDBES 

data, the ICES bycatch monitoring inventory, and the WGBYC 2025 area x métier risk assessment, with the 

current situation summarized by ecoregion.  

The third task addressed the integration of ETP species data into the RDBES through a series of joint WGBYC 

and WGRDBES meetings, an initial assessment of whether the RDBES can meet WGBYC needs, and a 

questionnaire to be issued under the WGBYC 2026 data call or following it; decisions on the data format are 

expected by the end of 2026, with a potential workshop in early 2027. The fourth task contributed draft ETP 

bycatch sections to a regional sampling plan for integration into the Regional Work Plan, building on the 

roadmap and ambition levels discussed at the Oostende meeting in January, in work led by ISSG RWP. 

Looking ahead, the ISSG intends to follow up on the implementation of the Control Regulation and its effect 

on sampling, assess whether scientific recommendations are being adopted through each Member State in 

what concerns the Implementing Act, advance the incorporation of ETP bycatch data into the RDBES, 

strengthen pan-regional coordination across the RCGs, and engage relevant but under-represented 

entities/structures such as ASCOBANS, OSPAR, HELCOM. 
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Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

1. Follow up of the EU Control Regulation and the Implementing Act implementation. 

2. Collaborate with WGBYC and ISSG Overviews to gather information on sampling programs for 

ETP species (including considered metiers, their coverage, etc.). 

3. Work alongside WGBYC and WGRDBESGOV to incorporate ETP species data into the RDBES, 

initial outputs and analysis. 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

NANSEA_BALTIC_2026_R04: RCG NANSEA & Baltic recommends ICES to formally notify the 

RCG NANSEA & Baltic of any revisions or updates to the ICES ETP species list, and to consult the RCG 

in such revisions or updates. 

5.4.7 Feedback from ISSG ‘Diadromous Species’ 

The ISSG on Diadromous Fishes met online on 3–5 March 2026 and presented its outcomes during the 

physical RCG Technical Meeting 2026. The ISSG continued its work to improve the coordination of data 

collection for diadromous fish species under the DCF and to strengthen communication between RCGs, ICES 

Expert Groups (EGs), and other end users. 

The ISSG continues to serve as a coordination platform for exchanging information and best practices on data 

collection for diadromous species, with a particular focus on European eel, Atlantic salmon, and sea trout. 

One of its primary objectives is to improve the alignment between DCF data collection and stock assessment 

requirements by maintaining close collaboration with the relevant ICES EGs, including WGEEL, WGNAS, 

WGBAST, WGTRUTTA and WGDIAD. 

A major focus during the intersessional period was the continued collaboration with the DIASPARA project 

(DIAdromous Species: moving towards new PARadigms to achieve holistic scientific Advice). The project has 

provided important guidance on end-user requirements for eel and salmon assessments and has significantly 

improved the understanding of how mandatory DCF data should be collected, managed, and stored. In 

particular, DIASPARA has developed recommendations on biological sampling requirements, regional 

coordination through Regional Work Plans (RWPs), and future solutions for storing diadromous fisheries data 

within the ICES data infrastructure. 

The ISSG continued its efforts to strengthen the integration of DCF requirements and Regional Work Plans 

into the Terms of Reference (ToRs) of the relevant ICES Expert Groups. The inclusion of "DCF, RWP and 

data needs" has already been established as a recurring generic ToR for WGEEL, while corresponding 

proposals continue to be pursued for WGNAS and WGBAST. 

Work on the EU/DCF data storage infrastructure (RDBES) for diadromous fish data is ongoing. WGBAST, 

WGEEL, and WGNAS continue to develop practical solutions for exporting data from their existing databases 

into RDBES. The ISSG recognises that further work is required to establish harmonised long-term storage 

solutions for mandatory DCF data on diadromous species. 
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Regional Work Plans remained another key topic during the meeting. The ISSG presented and discussed the 

first draft RWPs for eel, salmon, and sea trout in the Baltic and North Sea (NANSEA) regions for 2028–2030. 

During the discussions, several minor issues were identified that will be addressed in collaboration with the 

corresponding ICES EGs, with the aim of finalising the draft RWPs in summer 2026. The ISSG considers RWPs 

to be an important instrument for harmonising data collection methodologies and improving the consistency 

and comparability of assessment data across regions. 

The ISSG also continued its collaboration with ICES WGRFS and the ISSG on Recreational Fisheries to 

improve the collection and harmonisation of recreational fisheries data for diadromous species. It was 

proposed that relevant members of WGRFS should regularly participate in WGEEL, WGBAST, and WGNAS 

meetings to strengthen the link between recreational fisheries data collection and stock assessment end users. 

A new issue discussed during the meeting concerned the uncertainty surrounding future advisory 

arrangements for North Atlantic salmon. Due to current funding constraints within NASCO, ICES advice 

through WGNAS may be temporarily suspended from 2027 onwards while alternative advisory arrangements 

are being considered. Although the future advisory framework remains uncertain, the ISSG emphasised that 

the biological data requirements are expected to remain largely unchanged. The subgroup therefore considers 

it essential that Member States continue their national Atlantic salmon monitoring programmes and maintain 

existing long-term datasets to safeguard future stock assessments and scientific advice. 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

The ISSG agreed on the following tasks for the coming intersessional period: 

1. Continue direct exchange with ICES Expert Groups to ensure that DCF data collection remains 

aligned with end-user requirements for stock assessment.  

2. Implement outcomes and recommendations from the DIASPARA project to improve DCF data 

collection, biological sampling and Regional Work Plans for eel, salmon and sea trout.  

3. Continue efforts to establish "DCF, RWP and data needs" as recurring Terms of Reference for 

WGNAS and WGBAST while maintaining the existing ToR in WGEEL.  

4. Strengthen collaboration with WGRFS and the ISSG on Recreational Fisheries to further 

harmonise recreational fisheries data collection for diadromous species.  

5. Continue the development and coordination of Regional Work Plans for eel, salmon and sea 

trout in the Baltic, NANSEA and Mediterranean & Black Sea regions.  

6. Continue work on harmonised data storage solutions within RDBES and support cooperation 

between ICES database developers and diadromous fish Expert Groups.  

7. Review existing DCF requirements and identify potential improvements to EU-MAP for 

diadromous species where necessary. 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

NANSEA_BALTIC_2026_R05: RCG NANSEA & Baltic recommends ICES to add “DCF, RWP and 

data needs” amongst the generic ToRs of ICES Assessment Working Groups. If this cannot be achieved, 

ensure that "DCF, Regional Work Plans and data needs" remain recurring Terms of Reference for 

WGEEL and are introduced as recurring ToRs for WGNAS and WGBAST. 
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NANSEA_BALTIC_2026_R06: RCG NANSEA & Baltic recognises the current uncertainty regarding 

future advisory arrangements between ICES and NASCO and recommends Member States to continue 

national North Atlantic salmon monitoring programmes irrespective of ongoing discussions on future 

advisory structures. Maintaining long-term time series and core datasets remains essential for future 

scientific advice and fisheries management. 

5.3.8. Feedback from ISSG ‘Recreational fisheries’ 

The intersessional subgroup on recreational fisheries (ISSG Recreational Fisheries) focuses on the 

coordination of data collection and advice for regional work plans for marine recreational fisheries (MRF). 

This includes moving towards robust monitoring programmes, evaluating end users’ needs for MRF data 

collection, coordinating national surveys of MRF, and defining potential thresholds.  

Control Regulation 

The introduction of the current Control Regulation was continuously accompanied by several meetings with 

the European Commission throughout 2025/2026.  

Regional Work Plans 

The development of Regional Work Plans (RWPs) Baltic & NANSEA and the associated ambition levels for 

recreational fisheries data collection in the future involved several meetings with ISSG RWP in 2025/2026 and 

has required a great deal of work.  

In summary, the following content has been included in the RWPs NANSEA & Baltic 2028-2030:  

Regionally coordinated data collection is and will be required for priority candidate species, in the case of the 

Baltic western Baltic cod (Gadus morhua), Baltic salmon (Salmo salar) and Baltic Sea trout (Salmo trutta trutta), 

and in the Northeast Atlantic and North Sea regions for seabass (Dicentrarchus labrax) and pollack (Pollachius 

pollachius). At the same time, as test studies for potential future inclusion in a following RWP: plaice 

(Pleuronectes platessa) is included in the Baltic region, whereas Iberian sparids (Diplodus sargus, Diplodus vulgaris 

and Sparus aurata) are proposed for the NANSEA regions; and bluefin tuna (Thunnus thynnus) is proposed for 

inclusion in the RWP of the RCG Large Pelagics. 

The RWP also refers that regional coordination should support: consistency of catch estimates across 

Member States; comparability of data for shared stocks; identification of minimum biological and catch 

information required by stock assessments; efficient integration of recreational fisheries data into RDBES and 

assessment processes.  

The RWP also states that MS are to develop sampling approaches following the guidance provided by the 

ISSG Recreational fisheries, have their survey methods reviewed by WGRFS, and upload recreational 

fisheries data collected under the DCF into the RDBES. 

 

In addition to what is included in the RWP, this ISSG highlights that MRF data collection should be carried out 

through adaptive sampling approaches among MS, addressing the following aspects: 
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- MS should conduct annual multispecies surveys to establish time series data and account for 

interannual variability, 

- MS should progressively include economic and social variables in their sampling programs, although a 

clear roadmap, its assessment and follow-up methods still need to be defined and agreed 

- Assessment of MRF sampling methodologies followed by MS (e.g., variables, spatial and temporal 

resolution, etc.) should be reviewed by WGRFS, through the Quality Assessment Tool (QAT).  

- MS should understand the characteristics of each covered fishery (e.g., fishing platforms, fishing gears, 

etc.) and therefore, close collaboration is required between scientific and institutional communities.  

- For diadromous species, data collection should cover both the marine and freshwater components. 

RDBES 

Progress on the RDBES is continuously monitored by this ISSG and was also addressed during the WGRFS 

meeting (June 2026). Just recently ICES has stated that they are now ready to integrate recreational data into 

the RDBES using the data formats provided during the last WGRFS data call. Support for this process will 

continue. 

EUMAP 

In addition, the ISSG Recreational Fisheries follows implementation of the EUMAP and its potential 

implications for MRF data collection (e.g., identification of candidate stocks not actually included in sampling 

programs and with relevant concerns regarding conservation and/or management issues). 

Collaboration across RCGS 

Intersessional outreach to RCG Med & BS and RCG LP is expected through contact with their respective 

chairs and, in certain cases, even participating in their meetings to present the role of ISSG Recreational 

Fisheries and identify potential collaboration opportunities, especially regarding the proposed – and previously 

mentioned– test studies. Closer collaboration with assessment-related groups may also contribute to the 

inclusion and use of MRF data in stock assessments for certain species. These efforts aim to enhance pan-

regional collaboration on recreational fisheries-related topics and to promote the exchange of knowledge and 

best practices across regions. 

Current Challenges and Future Coordination Needs 

Several concerns and challenges have been raised in discussions regarding the implementation of the Control 

Regulation, the underutilization of MRF data in stock assessments, the lack of MRF data collection in some 

Member States, and, especially, during the development of the RWP roadmap for 2028-2030; these concerns 

could potentially affect other intersessional subgroups.  

1. Background 

Recreational fisheries contribute substantially to the removals from several commercially and ecologically 

important fish stocks in European waters with high economic and social value. For a number of fish stocks, 

recreational catches have become increasingly relevant for stock assessments, scientific advice, and fisheries 

management decisions. Consequently, there is a growing need to ensure that recreational fisheries data are 

collected, analysed, and reported in a manner that allows their effective integration into assessment processes. 
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Since 2008, under the Data Collection Framework (DCF) Regulation, the collection of catch data for certain 

species has become mandatory according to the different marine regions. These species for which catch data 

collection was required, were initially considered priority species, given their likely contribution to fishing 

mortality from recreational fisheries. As recreational fisheries sampling was a new activity for most EU 

Member States (MS), the implementation of sampling programmes has been gradual, with markedly different 

levels of implementation across MS for various reasons, including limited knowledge of how to conduct such 

sampling, practical implementation difficulties, and insufficient human and financial resources. In view of these 

challenges, the European Commission allowed MS to begin by carrying out test studies, with the dual objective 

of assessing the impact of recreational fisheries removals of the different target species and using these studies 

as a pilot phase prior to their full implementation as routine sampling programmes. STECF subsequently 

carried out an evaluation of these test studies. 

Accordingly, and while significant progress has been made through the work of MS, ICES WGRFS, and the 

RCG ISSG Recreational Fisheries, substantial challenges remain and need to be addressed. These challenges 

extend beyond the scope of individual sampling programmes (under the national work plans of MS for the 

DCF) and require continued coordination between scientific experts, regional coordination groups, national 

coordinators, assessment working groups, and fisheries managers. 

2. Need for Improved Recognition of Recreational Fisheries Data 

Despite the increasing importance of recreational fisheries, awareness of the complexity of collecting 

representative recreational fisheries data remains limited. Recreational fisheries differ fundamentally from 

commercial fisheries in terms of participant behaviour, fishing practices, platforms, accessibility of fishers, and 

data collection methodologies. Reliable estimates of catches and fishing effort require tailored survey 

approaches, robust sampling designs, and long-term time series. 

There remains a need to improve understanding among end users, managers, and decision-makers regarding 

the following aspects: 

− the resources required to collect reliable recreational fisheries data; 

− the importance of maintaining consistent time series; 

− the uncertainties associated with recreational fisheries estimates; 

− the consequences of missing or interrupted data series for stock assessment and management advice; 

− the potential impact of the recreational fisheries not only in terms of catch and effort, but also in light 

of its significant socioeconomic importance. 

The ISSG Recreational Fisheries could serve as a communication platform for MS to exchange best practice 

in survey methodologies, prepare common guidance and identify issues for different frameworks (e.g., 

stakeholders, end-users, institutional and scientific community) while benefiting from the expert work 

developed under WGRFS. 

3. Strengthening Links Between Data Collection and Stock Assessment 

ICES WGRFS supports the development and harmonisation of marine recreational fisheries data collection 

programmes, evaluates survey methodologies and data quality, promotes the integration of MRF data into 

stock assessments, and identifies emerging scientific and managament challenges. As part of this work, WGRFS 

has developed a methodological Quality Assessment Tool (QAT) to support the evaluation of recreational 
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fisheries surveys. However, with regard to the coordination of data collection by MS, the non- collection of 

data remains a challenge that cannot be solved by the scientific community alone. 

To ensure that all Member States report data consistently, coordinated action between the actors directly 

related with this issue combined may be necessary as well as continuous assessment of data completeness. 

Closer collaboration between recreational fisheries experts and ICES stock assessment working groups 

should be encouraged to ensure that data collection is aligned with assessment requirements. For many stocks, 

recreational fisheries data are not yet routinely included in stock assessments, even where recreational 

catches may be significant and data are already required from MS in the ICES Fisheries Data Call. Within the 

ICES framework, it should be ensured that recreational fisheries data are included in the assessment, at least 

when these data are requested by stock assessment working groups through the ICES Fisheries Data Call 

(which implies a mandatory response from MS) and reported by MS. Where such inclusion does not take 

place, the reasons for excluding these data from the assessment should be duly justified. On the other hand, 

it should also be ensured that cases of non-reported data enter the Data Transmission Issues pipeline (initiated 

by assessment working groups identifying data requested and not reported, even if not used) between ICES, 

Commission and MS. In addition, in what concerns close collaboration with Commission, the National Work 

Plans of MS should at least routinely include collecting catch data for the mandatory species defined under 

the EU MAP, and the reasons for any gaps in data collection, as reported in the Annual Reports, should be 

analysed in detail. 

Different approaches treated within ICES WGRFS may also contribute to improving these limitations, namely 

questionnaires on MS to generate an overview of availability of data collected in national work plans and 

associated survey methods.  

The ISSG considers that particular attention should be given to the following points: 

− defining the minimum biological data and catch information required by the assessment groups, as 

well as an agreed minimum periodicity and resolution, to obtain robust time series of catch and effort 

estimates; 

− identification of stocks for which recreational fishery removals can significantly influence stock 

dynamics; 

− promotion of the operational use of recreational fisheries data in assessments where appropriate; i.e., 

regular evaluation of the inclusion of recreational fishing mortality in stock assessment of these 

identified stocks (considering that interannual variation may be high so that the likelihood of inclusion 

in such assessments may depend on the specific year); 

− regular exchange between the ICES assessment working groups, WGRFS, and the RCGs NANSEA & 

Baltic (and ISSG Recreational Fisheries) to ensure that data collection on recreational fisheries 

continuous to be aligned with the needs of stock assessment and management. 

4. Coordination Challenges Arising from New Regulatory Requirements 

Recent and ongoing developments related to fisheries control and monitoring requirements may have 

significant impact on data collection in the recreational fisheries sector. These developments place additional 

demands on coordination between the scientific community and management authorities. 

There is a need to evaluate how the current Control Regulation (CR) and the associated reporting 

requirements will affect existing recreational fisheries sampling programmes, and whether opportunities exist 
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to improve data availability and data quality, while avoiding duplication of effort. The current CR will provide 

an additional data source, voluntary reporting for research purposes may be significantly affected by mandatory 

reporting requirements. Therefore, there is a clear need for awareness-raising and/or information campaigns 

targeting the recreational fisheries community through the relevant stakeholders. 

Given that these issues may extend beyond the remit of the ISSG Recreational Fisheries, a more fluid 

communication channel (if not coordination) across multiple ISSGs, RCGs, and relevant policy bodies may be 

necessary. 

What is essential, however, is that the data collected under the Control Regulation are made accessible to 

scientists, as is already the case for the transversal data collected under this Regulation for commercial 

fisheries, such as logbooks, VMS data, and other relevant sources. 

5. Data Management and RDBES Integration 

Recently recreational fisheries data formats have been successfully incorporated into the RDBES. Further 

work is needed to test data formats and ensure the full integration of recreational fisheries data into RDBES 

workflows. WGRFS data calls and regional coordination activities will continue to be used to ensure further 

progress; however, differences in data completeness, reporting formats, data structures, and accessibility 

continue to limit regional analyses. 

Continued efforts are required to: 

− harmonise and ensure reporting practices; 

− improve interoperability of national datasets; 

− facilitate regional data sharing; 

− support the incorporation of recreational fisheries information into assessment processes. 

For this to happen, continued coordination between WGRDBESGOV, WGRFS, the RCGs and the RDBES 

Core Group is essential. 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

1. Follow-up on Roadmap for Regional Work Plans (2028-2030), namely 

Baltic: Cod, sea trout, salmon; and as test study (for potential future inclusion in a 

following RWP) - plaice; 

NANSEA: Pollack, seabass; and as test study (for potential future inclusion in a 

following RWP) - Iberian sparids; 

In what concerns LP (Large Pelagics): Bluefin tuna 

2. Control Regulation 2023/2842 follow up: implementation challenges 

3. EUMAP follow-up 

4. Development of the RDBES to incorporate MRF data 

5. Panregional corporation (e.g., RCG-MED/ISSG-Recreational, RCG-LP, WGRFS, etc.) 
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Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

NANSEA_BALTIC_2026_R07: The RCGs NANSEA & Baltic recommend to ICES that stock 

Assessment Working Groups (AWGs) work together with ICES WGRFS to continuously evaluate the 

selection of the stocks in which recreational fisheries removals are relevant so that they should be 

incorporated into the corresponding ICES Fisheries Data Call and stock assessment. It is also 

recommended that data requested in the Data Call but non reported by MS is identified by the AWGs 

in the Data Transmission Issues pipeline, and that data reported but not used in the advice is identified 

in the advice sheet together with reasons. RCGs should continuously be updated on the data 

requirements, especially concerning the selected stocks. 

NANSEA_BALTIC_2026_R08: The RCGs NANSEA & Baltic recommend to Commission detailed 

attention to National Work Plans of MS at least routinely including collecting catch data for the 

mandatory species defined under the EU MAP, and attention to the reasons for the under 

implementation of such data collection reported in the Annual Reports. 

 

NANSEA_BALTIC_2026_R09: The RCGs NANSEA & Baltic recommend MS to conduct their 

surveys on Recreational Fisheries with a multispecies sampling design, and ensuring continuity of data 

collection to identify species caught, fishing patterns (spatial/temporal), and relative catch levels, ensuring 

alignment with EU-MAP requirements and supporting regional harmonization across MS. This would 

also ensure that the expertise needed to conduct surveys is maintained at MS level. 

 

NANSEA_BALTIC_2026_R10: The RCGs NANSEA and Baltic recommends RCG ECON to assess 

the importance of socioeconomic data collection on recreational fisheries, either defining or suggesting 

specific variables that should be incorporated into routinary MRF data collection.  

 

NANSEA_BALTIC_2026_R11: The RCGs NANSEA and Baltic recommend to MS to support the 

development of harmonised reporting procedures for recreational fisheries data within RDBES. 

 

NANSEA_BALTIC_2026_R12: The RCGs NANSEA and Baltic recommend to the Commission to 

work together with WGRFS and ISSG Recreational to evaluate how the recently implemented Control 

Regulation (CR) and reporting requirements interact with existing recreational fisheries sampling 

programmes, and that such data collected under CR are accessible to the scientific community directly 

involved in RCG or ICES WG frameworks. 

 

5.4.8 Feedback from ISSG ‘Regionally coordinated stomach sampling and analysis’ 

Three major topics were discussed during the subgroup meeting held on Wednesday 10 June 2026. 

1. It has been confirmed that Pierre Cresson’s term as co-chair will end in autumn 2026 and that Karolina 

Wikström (SLU) will take over as the new co-chair at that time. 

2. Then, most of the discussion was about the organization of the intercalibration workshop on stomach 

content analyses, in Boulogne-Sur-Mer in November 2026. Some key aspects that will have to be 

considered during preparation of the meeting were mentioned: 



 

RCG NANSEA AND RCG BALTIC 2026 REPORT - Part 1 

Progress report on ToRs and workplan 

 

 

 

46 

a. To allay some fears, it is important to clearly communicate that the workshop will not involve 

testing or scoring the ability to analyse stomachs. It will, however, be an opportunity to share, 

discuss and calibrate working practices. 

b. Clearly, a single workshop will not be enough to address the differences in practices among 

laboratories, and these differences will persist even after numerous workshops. However, it is 

important to identify the variables whose production through different protocols or practices 

could lead to inconsistencies in data usage before or during the workshop, and to begin 

standardising the protocols for obtaining this data during the workshop. The aim would be to 

address the 'unsaid parts' of the work, i.e. working habits that seem too trivial to be included in 

protocols, but which may bias results.  

c. Due to logistical constraints, such as the limited size of the facilities and the limitation on the 

number of participants for safety reasons, this workshop will mostly be open to technical staff 

who are actually involved in stomach analyses. It was suggested that technicians in almost all 

countries are not accustomed to participating in such workshops and have concerns relating to 

the level of proficiency in English, which could hinder effective communication, as well as their 

tendency to work alone. This point should be taken into account during the preparation of the 

workshop and a specific social event should be organised to facilitate networking and ensure the 

success of the meeting. During the plenary presentation, discussions suggested building on the 

experience of otolith age-reading intercalibration workshops, which may have encountered 

similar issues. An online pre-meeting with all participants could be helpful in this respect. Notably, 

every participant will be informed before the meeting of the topics to be discussed, allowing them 

to prepare. Some of these topics could relate to issues they face in their daily practice that could 

be solved by others, or to their appraisal of the manual of stomach content analysis. 

3. The third topic was data upload and sharing in the dedicated ICES database, particularly in light of 

concerns raised by the ISSG and ICES WGSAM about the formatting. It was suggested that a 

governance group dedicated to the database be created. This group could potentially operate under 

the umbrella of ICES SCICOM and could address the concerns of data producers and users, ensuring 

that the quality of the data is sufficient. 

Pierre Cresson (Ifremer) and Matthias Bernreuther (Thünen Institute) presented the outcomes of the ISSG 

“Regionally coordinated Stomach Sampling” during the technical meeting 2026. 

Following the plenary presentation, several questions were raised and discussed.  After the importance of 

mandatory stomach analysis was mentioned, the discussions focused on the potential for an official call for 

stomach data issued by ICES or by WGSAM.  However, given the worrying financial situation surrounding 

cuts to DCF funding, if MS are forced to analyse stomachs without increased resources, there is likely to be 

issues related with the trade-off between analysing stomachs and halting other tasks. 

It was also discussed that ecosystem-based management has now become an integral part of ICES policy, that 

data on trophic level derived from stomach contents could play a key role in this, and that this could serve as 

a catalyst for advancing the analysis of stomach contents. 
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Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

1. Coordinate the stomach sampling programmes and analyses of stomach contents in the North 

and Baltic Seas. 

2. Plan and conduct a workshop to intercalibrate and compare stomach content analysis methods 

between all countries involved in the collection and analysis programme. 

3. Initiate discussion and exchange with the ICES Working Group on Integrative, Physical-Biological 

and Ecosystem Modelling (WGIPEM) regarding their end-user needs. 

4. Continue the work on the evaluation methodology for the ongoing North Sea sampling 

programme. 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

NANSEA_BALTIC_2026_R013: RCG NANSEA & Baltic recommends Member States participating 

in the North Sea International Bottom Trawl Survey (IBTS) to incorporate into their national work plans: 

stomach sampling, stomach content analysis, and upload of the resulting data to the ICES stomach 

database. 

5.4.9 Feedback from ISSG ‘Regional Work Plan’ 

Text and tables of RWP NANSEA 2028-2030 and RWP Baltic 2028-2030 have been drafted during first half 

of 2026. The ISSG RWP met in 5 online meeting and in one physical workshop in January to guide all ISSG to 

progress their RWP topic related parts. Draft text for each section has been presented in the online meetings. 

During the RCG TM there were timeslots planned every day to focus mainly on the written agreements for 

each section of the draft RWP NANSEA and RWP Baltic for the period 2028-2030. Other suggestions for 

adjustments in text and tables were also raised and will be considered in the updated version.  

An extra timeslot was held during the TM to discuss the content in Text Box 2.4 Recreational fisheries. The 

outcome of the discussion was to take the draft text from the RWPs and divide it into two parts: the first to 

be kept in the RWPs, and the second to be moved to the RCG Report part 1 including drafting of 

recommendations where relevant. 

The Level of Ambition tool has been updated and uploaded with the latest information, but was not presented 

during the TM. The tool will be available at the RCG website (https://fisheries-rcg.eu/level-of-ambitions/). 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

1. Follow up on inputs made during RCG TM, finalize and send the RWP NANSEA and RWP Baltic 

for decision in September 2026  

2. Table 2.1 to be circulated for review by MS and final version integrated in RWP draft version  

3. Follow up on the feedback from evaluation by STECF (October / November) 

4. Set up a plan for revision of the RWPs in case funding will be decreased from 2028 

https://fisheries-rcg.eu/level-of-ambitions/


 

RCG NANSEA AND RCG BALTIC 2026 REPORT - Part 1 

Progress report on ToRs and workplan 

 

 

 

48 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

No recommendations or Decisions. 
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5.5. ToR 5 Propose ways to improve the regional coordination and feedback on regional 

issues  

During this year’s meeting, progress has been made under ToR 5 as follows: 

• Feedback from ISSG & SG ‘National Correspondents’ 

• Feedback from the RCGs Secretariat, SECWEB 2.0 project 

• Review the process made in the RCG NANSEA and RCG Baltic in 2025-2026 

• ISSGs for season 2026 – 2027 

 

5.5.1 Feedback from ISSG & SG ‘National Correspondents’ 

The ISSG NC met during the TM in hybrid form with pan-regional attendance of most NCs.  

Four topics were addressed during the session:  

1. Data confidentiality and interim way forward (WGRDBESGOV chairs present) 

2. RWP and funding aspects (ISSG RWP chairs present) 

3. Future DCF funding, identify areas/projects at risk when financing drops, identify key areas to focus 

on to limit the impact 

4. Transformation of the ISSG NC into RCG NC 

One outstanding and ongoing topic was not directly discussed; the 2027 update to the cost-sharing 

agreements for the IBWSS and IESNS surveys. This update will be done prior to the 2026 Decision Meeting 

in cooperation with the MS involved in the respective agreements. 2 proposals for decisions were drafted to 

accommodate the decision.  

1)  The WGRDBESGOV chairs outlined (in plenary) various issues regarding data confidentiality and access 

to data, in particular access to effort and landings data and the dissemination thereof once the data has 

been processed and used for advice or other purposes. The specific issues are described in more detail 

in a separate document to be circulated to NCs prior to decision meeting and to be presented there as 

well, and to be documented in the Liaison Meeting report. Concerning data access, the ISSG NC chairs 

proposed a preferred solution for approving access to the data: a hybrid approach granting pre-approved 

Working Groups access to RDBES data, compiled by WGRDBESGOV in cooperation with ICES. ICES 

may implement an automated system to register and monitor approvals. Concerning data dissemination: 

pending further development of rules on data dissemination, e.g., through a dedicated WK following the 

outcomes of the 2026 questionnaire on national data confidentiality rules, a precautionary approach was 

proposed based on the current working methods as applied, e.g., under the CIBBRiNa project. As a basis, 

data is not further disseminated unless the 3-5 entities-per-stratum rule is met. The NC-chairs proposed 

3 vessels as EU GDPR rules do not hinder publication of these data types. Further refinement of this 

approach is foreseen following follow-up discussions on the questionnaire outcome. Both the proposal 

concerning data access and the proposal concerning data dissemination have led to proposed decisions. 

Key elements addressed during the discussions were: 

• Avoid overly complex administration concerning access and avoid the situation where it is necessary 

to ask each individual fisher for approval to use their data, as the data ownership lies with the various 

national entities responsible for, e.g. control data.  
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• General feeling that the impasse needs to be broken and it is necessary to move forward, yet huge 

steps can’t be taken in this phase; these topics need to be addressed with caution as different levels 

of sensitivity (e.g. different sensitivity applies to incidental bycatch compared to landings data) are 

observed and no one-size-fits-all solution may apply.  

• Follow-up procedures should keep a focus on the goal of dissemination of data, as the key goal is to 

serve DCF/CFP purposes and not necessarily beyond these purposes, as these may also be outside 

the remit of the RCGs. 

2)  The ISSG RWP Chairs drew attention (in plenary) to the proposed paragraph on funding conditions 

included in the draft RWP NANSEA and RWP Baltic. The paragraph acknowledges that future funding 

arrangements may differ significantly from current expectations and could affect the scope, timing, and 

delivery of activities described in the RWPs. 

The ISSG NC welcomed the proposed text and agreed to include it in both RWPs. To promote a 

consistent approach across regions, it was further agreed to share the text with the coordinators of the 

other RWPs for consideration and possible inclusion in their respective plans. 

Following this proposal, the discussion revolved around whether decisions, e.g. on survey priorities and 

potential reductions, can be coordinated at the regional level, noting that National Work Programmes 

remain legally binding and that national considerations may prevail. RCGs may, in the end, have limited 

influence over national funding decisions. Also, concerns were raised about how funding shortfalls should 

be communicated and managed. Some MS indicated that funding constraints are expected to become an 

immediate issue, while for some MS, the effect may be reduced during the first couple of years under the 

new financial regime. The ISSG noted that decisions on funding and implementation cannot be made 

within the RCG framework alone. At the same time, there was broad support for maintaining close 

communication between Member States to share information on emerging constraints and potential 

impacts on surveys. 

It was also noted that the Regional Work Plan may need to be refined during the June 2027 resubmission 

process, and that any longer-term consequences of funding reductions should be reflected in the National 

Work Plan submissions due in October 2027.  

3) With the aim of quickly identifying areas/projects at risk when financing drops, a pan-regional brainstorm 

session was held through a digital tool. MS were invited to list areas they feel are directly at risk. By 

grouping and combining the output of the session, a top-10 list of key areas could be identified, some 

more general than others, but the overview clearly highlights various topics for further consideration: 

1. Survey reductions and loss of monitoring coverage 

2. Observer programmes and bycatch monitoring 

3. Funding shortages/inability to finance activities 

4. Loss of expertise, capacity and staff 

5. Research vessel and equipment replacement/maintenance 

6. Innovation and development of new methods 

7. Time series continuity and data quality 

8. Data processing and databases 

9. Regional cooperation and coordination 

10. Recreational fisheries data collection 
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The greatest concerns relate to maintaining survey programmes and monitoring coverage under reduced 

funding. Many countries also highlighted risks to observer programmes, bycatch monitoring, scientific 

expertise, and the ability to replace ageing research vessels and equipment. Several participants stressed 

that budget pressures could jeopardise long-term time series, innovation, and the implementation of new 

policy requirements. Regional cooperation, data systems, and recreational fisheries monitoring were also 

identified as areas that may become increasingly difficult to sustain if funding declines.  

Following the session, the group further discussed how potential funding reductions could be 

implemented while minimising risks to the delivery of obligations. It was noted that the complete 

discontinuation of e.g. a survey could increase the risk of non-compliance, whereas a “salami-slicing” 

approach, involving smaller reductions across a range of activities, may help to reduce that risk. 

In line with the discussion under 2), questions were raised about how the consequences of national 

decisions could be assessed, particularly where reductions in one Member State may affect regionally 

coordinated surveys, shared time series, or the work of other countries. The group also considered 

whether it would be useful to seek input from end users on what level of reduction would be acceptable 

without compromising the quality of scientific advice. However, it was recognised that, as long as the 

discussion remains largely hypothetical, obtaining a meaningful response may be difficult. It was noted 

that the ISSG surveys proposed a specific request towards survey planning groups to explore the impact 

of different levels of budget reductions [see ISSG Surveys recommendation R03]. Another concern worth 

further consideration towards a possible solution is whether the current level of survey effort can always 

be justified in areas with relative limited fisheries activity, and it was suggested that this could be reviewed 

where resources become limited. Some MS have already indicated that they are exploring possible areas 

for budget reduction, including reductions in survey effort, participation in working groups, the 

development of new methodologies and technologies, and regional coordination activities. These 

examples illustrate the range of activities that may come under pressure, if funding levels decline, even 

though these activities are now considered crucial to the successful execution of current and future the 

data collection programmes, both nationally and under the remit of the RCGs. 

4) The ISSG discussed the idea of establishing a pan-regional RCG for National Correspondents (RCG NC). 

In general, it was noted that the role of NCs has changed over the years. Besides coordinating national 

and regional data collection activities, NCs are increasingly involved in topics that affect all Member States, 

such as data confidentiality, data access procedures, RDBES implementation, and the funding and 

governance of the RCG Secretariat, as well as future DCF funding issues as outlined under 3). 

The ISSG pointed out that the current ISSG NC operates under the RCG NANSEA & Baltic framework, 

while many of the topics discussed are relevant to all RCG regions. As a result, not all regions are formally 

(and immediately) represented in discussions of issues that are increasingly pan-regional. The group also 

noted that many strategic and financial decisions are ultimately taken or endorsed by NCs, despite NCs 

being organised as an ISSG within the current RCG structure, resulting in an unbalanced hierarchical 

structure. The group considered that the current governance structure may no longer fully reflect NCs' 

roles and responsibilities.  

Possible advantages of a pan-regional structure were discussed. These included stronger cooperation 

among NCs, shorter communication lines, easier exchange of experience among Member States, and 

improved coordination on pan-regional issues. The group noted that efficient communication and the 
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distribution of information would be among the main objectives. A pan-regional structure could serve as 

an information hub and provide a formal, straightforward way for NCs to communicate and coordinate. 

In general, the idea of transforming into an RCG NC to improve communication between NCs was 

supported, and it was noted that the current situation is not ideal and that a more structured approach 

could simplify interactions and coordination. It was stressed that any new arrangement should remain as 

simple and practical as possible and should avoid creating unnecessary bureaucracy. Questions were raised 

regarding the position of such a group within the existing governance structure and whether a new 

structure would replace the current ISSG NC or operate alongside it. The current idea is the latter as 

NCs will continue to participate in the respective RCGs. Others suggested that the group could primarily 

act as a liaison and coordination platform between existing RCGs. It was noted that a pan-regional 

structure could help streamline procedures and improve consistency across RCGs. Support was also 

expressed for exploring digital solutions, such as a dedicated forum or collaboration platform, to facilitate 

rapid consultation and information exchange between meetings. 

The Commission indicated that it was not in favour of creating an additional RCG at this stage. It was 

noted that establishing a new RCG outside the current sea-basin approach could be a lengthy process. 

Alternative solutions were suggested, including making better use of existing structures where all Member 

States are represented, such as RCG ECON, or exploring other mechanisms for pan-regional 

coordination. 

The ISSG also discussed intermediate solutions. One suggestion was to start with a joint forum or group 

and evaluate its added value before considering more formal governance changes. It was noted that the 

ISSG on Diadromous Species already operates across multiple regions and could serve as an example of 

a group that effectively performs a pan-regional coordination role without formally being an RCG. 

Overall, there was support for the view that the issue may require further consideration. While there 

was broad support for improving communication, coordination and representation of NCs at the pan-

regional level, there was no consensus yet on the most appropriate governance model. The ISSG agreed 

that the proposal requires further refinement and that additional time is needed to reflect on the different 

options and their implications before any concrete proposal is developed further. 

 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

1. RWP updates as required 

2. Activities related to the services provided by the Secretariat if needed: Funding, follow-up 

SECWEB 2.0, governance.  

3. Data confidentiality and publications concerning data calls 

4. Monitor developments concerning future DCF funding. 

5. Follow-up identification of key areas/topics at risk and identify methods to measure impact 

across MS and initiate communication concerning potential impact 

6. Setup cost-sharing agreements for IBWSS and IENSNS 

7. Review and refine proposal regarding transformation to ‘RCG NC’ and explore options to 

optimise pan-regional NC communication  

8. Identify, list and suggest improvements to EU-MAP 
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Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

NANSEA BALTIC_2026_D03: Renewal of cost-sharing agreements for WHB survey 2027 (IBWSS) 

(DK, DE, ES, FR, IR, NL, SE). 

NANSEA BALTIC_2026_D04: Renewal of cost-sharing agreements for IESNS survey (ASH)  

(DK, DE, IR, NL, SE) 

NANSEA BALTIC_2026_D05: A decision introducing a minimum threshold of three vessels in each 

aggregation of published data, except for where specific national restrictions apply1.  

(BEL, DEU, DNK, ESP, EST, FIN, FRA, IRL, LTU, LVA, NLD, POL, PRT, SWE) 

NANSEA BALTIC_2026_D06: A complementary decision providing an exemption from NANSEA 

BALTIC_2026_D05 for a predefined set of standard outputs.  

(BEL, DEU, DNK, ESP, EST, FIN, FRA, LTU, LVA, NLD, POL, PRT, SWE) 

 

5.5.2 Feedback from the RCGs Secretariat, SECWEB 2.0 project 

Objectives 

The Secretariat continues to execute its regular administrative and operational duties to support the RCGs 

network. The objectives for this period have been to keep and improve the service, mainly through the 

operationalisation of the tools co-designed with the RCGs chairs and experts under the framework of the 

SECWEB 2.0 project. 

The RCG Secretariat is managing a high-workload period by running regular operational services in parallel 

with the SECWEB 2.0 project, which focuses on improving digital tools, documents and agenda management, 

and automated consultation processes. To ensure thorough testing, finalization, and integration of the 

SECWEB 2.0 tools with the RCG network, a three-month, no-cost extension has been requested from 

CINEA, aiming for full operationalization in 2026 and also for time to present the outcomes of this initiative 

in all the RCGs TMs.  

The Secretariat is currently managing significant staff shortages through internal contingency, and the objective 

is to minimize the impact of this situation for the network. Contingency includes cross-organisational support, 

capacity redistribution and recruitment to cover basic administrative support functions, internally. 

Governance, including reporting and strategic decisions support is improving with the support of ISSG NCs. 

The Secretariat plans for delivery of the yearly report by the end of August maintaining flexibility regarding 

timing for the financial invoicing for Member States. 

 

1 Following countries have restrictions beyond the three vessels rule: France, Spain and Ireland: the threshold will be 

minimum five vessels. Germany: the value of landings may not be published. 
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Achievements   

Basic service streams are getting consolidated and established for the network. In synthesis: 

• Daily Communication: Managing routine correspondence and maintaining network protocols. 

• Database Management: Updating registries of appointed experts across all RCGs and Inter-Sessional 

Subgroups (ISSGs). 

• Website and document repositories management. 

• Meetings Support: Providing logistical backing, in person support and reporting services for the 

network both annually and intersessionally. 

• Information dissemination: Deploying regular updates via the official website and the network 

newsletter. 

• Reporting: Preparing the annual activity report for the upcoming 2026 decision meeting, following the 

previous report issued in September 2025, and the 2025 Decision 02 text for ISSG National 

Correspondents. 

The SECWEB 2.0 project runs in parallel with regular Secretariat services as a complementary initiative. It is 

designed to develop and deliver upgraded digital tools that optimize how the Secretariat serves the wider 

network. The primary areas of development focus on: 

• Upgrading website infrastructure, document management, and repositories. 

• Improving the events register and automating consultation processes (e.g., automated reminders). 

• Building support tools for intersessional work such as the tracking of recommendations and decisions. 

• Enabling access to shared intersessional workspace at the ISSGs level. 

•  

Timeline Extension for SECWEB2.0 and Rationale 

An official request has been submitted to CINEA for a short, three-month project extension. This extension 

does not stem from delays in core development, but rather from strategic alignment with the RCG event 

calendar: 

• Avoidance of Extra Meetings: The original plan required a dedicated final meeting to present project 

developments, which would overburden the crowded RCG calendar. 

• Integration with Technical Meetings: The extension allows the project team to utilize scheduled annual 

RCG technical meetings to present updates directly to all relevant groups. 

• Testing and Troubleshooting: The extra timeframe guarantees a buffer period for users testing, 

allowing the contracted technical service team to resolve any software bugs before final deployment. 

• The three-month extension has no financial implications and does not alter the committed project 

deliverables. 

 

Points of discussion 

Proposals & Benefits of a Shared Space 

Participants expressed broad support for establishing a dedicated Intersessional workspace managed by the 

Secretariat to centralize, organize, and maintain relevant information. It was noted that a shared, pan-regional 
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platform could enhance collaboration and facilitate information exchange across regions. A suggestion was 

also made to create a dedicated folder for general information related to TM and RCG data. 

Technical & Access Challenges 

Concerns were raised about the use of a Microsoft-based platform, particularly regarding accessibility for 

some institutions and potential limitations associated with a US-based service. It was emphasized that the 

selected platform should ensure reliable access for all users, while also providing comprehensive data 

management capabilities, including the preservation of historical records and archives. 

Governance & Long-Term Strategy 

It was clarified that the decision on the platform should be made by the RCG. Participants also stressed the 

importance of adopting a long-term strategic perspective, ensuring that the selected solution aligns with the 

group's future needs and objectives over the coming years. 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

1. Continue the basic support for the whole period (2027 depends on renovated commitments 

and/or sources of funding) 

2. Capitalise on SECWEB 2.0 outputs maximising the use of the project outputs across the RCGs 

network 

3. Increased efficiency and harmonization of some basic procedures among RCGs and the 

secretariat itself thanks to the full operationalization of the SECWEB2.0 outputs. 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

No recommendations or decisions. 

 

5.5.1 Review the process made in the RCG NANSEA and RCG Baltic in 2025-2026 

During the RCG NANSEA & Baltic Technical Meeting (TM) 2026, feedback on the work carried out by the 

ISSGs during the 2025–2026 period was presented by the ISSG Chairs, followed by discussions within the 

RCG and agreement on tasks for 2026–2027. In addition, presentations were delivered by the European 

Commission and ICES, including updates on RDBES developments from both the ICES Secretariat and 

WGRDBESGOV. A dedicated session was organised on the SECWEB 2.0 project, focusing on newly 

developed tools. A dialogue session was also held with RCG ECON, during which participants discussed 

opportunities to strengthen communication, collaboration and connections between RCG NANSEA & Baltic 

and RCG ECON. Several dedicated timeslots were allocated to the development of the Regional Work Plan 

(RWP) 2028–2030, with discussions focusing primarily on reaching agreement on the proposed arrangements 

to be included in the RWP. Dedicated subgroup sessions were organised for the ISSG Regionally Coordinated 

Stomach Sampling and the ISSG RDBES catch, effort and sampling overviews. Furthermore, a hybrid pan-

regional National Correspondents (NC) meeting was held during the TM, addressing topics such as data 
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confidentiality and access, cost-sharing agreements, the development of the RWP, future DCF funding 

arrangements and other cross-regional issues of common interest. Finally, a newly developed sampling 

registration tool smart phone app developed by DTU Aqua was presented.  

 

5.5.2 ISSGs for season 2026 – 2027 

Based on the intersessional work carried out during 2025–2026, all active ISSGs presented their results and 

progress during the Technical Meeting. The ISSG structure once again proved to be an effective mechanism 

for achieving regional coordination and addressing technical and methodological issues at regional level. The 

proposed activities and tasks for 2026–2027 have been endorsed by RCG NANSEA and Baltic and will be 

presented to the National Correspondents at the Decision Meeting for approval and allocation of the 

necessary expertise and resources. An overview of the ISSGs is provided in Table 5.5.6.1. 

The annual meeting between the RCG Chairs and ISSG Chairs, organised prior to the start of the 

intersessional period (in November), has become an integral part of the RCG annual cycle. The meeting 

provides an opportunity to report back from the Liaison and Decision Meetings, discuss upcoming priorities 

and practical arrangements, and ensure a common understanding of roles, responsibilities and expectations. 

ISSG Chairs were reminded of the importance of early planning and communication with participants to 

ensure effective engagement throughout the intersessional period. The RCG Secretariat continues to support 

both RCG and ISSG activities, including communication, participant management and the maintenance of the 

RCG website and collaboration tools. 

As several topics are relevant to multiple ISSGs, continued coordination between ISSGs was encouraged. 

Cross-cutting issues such as emerging sampling methodologies, data management developments and end-user 

needs often benefit from closer collaboration between ISSGs and, where appropriate, joint discussions may 

be organised. 

A dedicated discussion was held on the integration of genetics-related activities within the RCG framework. 

Previous attempts to accommodate genetics topics within existing ISSGs have revealed limitations, namely 

struggling to effectively address these activities within their current scope and expertise. At the same time, 

discussions within the RCG highlighted the growing importance of genetic methods and genetic data for 

fisheries data collection. As a result, the establishment of a new ISSG on Genetics was proposed. The objective 

of this ISSG would be to provide a coordinated platform for genetics-related data collection activities within 

the RCG framework, focusing on harmonization, comparability and integration into the DCF, while avoiding 

duplication of scientific advisory work undertaken elsewhere. The proposal will be considered during the 

Decision Meeting. Subject to approval, participation would be sought from genetic and non-genetic experts 

bringing knowledge on a range of perspectives, notably on end-user needs, data incorporation, links with 

different types of activities of MS under NWPs and RWPs. 

The Technical Meeting also included discussions on the future organisation of pan-regional activities, 

particularly in relation to Genetics and Emerging Monitoring Technologies (EMT). While the value of increased 

cooperation across RCG regions was widely recognized, participants noted that a formal pan-regional ISSG 

structure would require approval by the NCs and could introduce complexity. It was therefore considered 
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preferable, at this stage, to continue these activities through informal and flexible cooperative arrangements 

across regions while maintaining strong links between relevant groups. 

Finally, the ISSG NCs proposed transforming the current ISSG NC into an RCG NC structure as a potential 

way to address topics that increasingly extend beyond individual RCG regions. However, no formal 

transformation was agreed at this stage. Further discussions will be undertaken during the next intersessional 

period to improve communication between NCs and explore possible models for future cooperation. 

Participants from the RCG emphasised the continued importance of maintaining participation of all NCs during 

physical RCG meetings, as their input are considered essential for regional coordination and was a pivotal 

conquest from previous years which should not be jeopardized under a new NC structure. 

 

Table 5.5.6.1. ISSGs overview for season 2026 – 2027, blue rows indicate new ISSGs, grey rows indicate inactive 

ISSGs. New incoming chairs are marked in red.  

TOR Topic ISSG ISSG short name ISSG chairs 

TOR 

1 

End-users and 

RCGs 

End-user and RCG interaction End-user and RCG RCG chairs 

TOR 

2 

Data Analysis 

and Quality  

RDBES catch, effort and sampling 

overviews 

RDBES overviews Ana Cláudia Fernandes, 

Lucia Zarauz 

Métier and transversal variable 

issues 

Métier/transversal Sébastien Demaneche 

Josefine Egekvist 

Data Quality Quality On hold 

Electronic Monitoring Technologies EMT Gildas Glemarec 

Sander Delacauw 

Genetics - NEW Genetics 

Naiara Rodriguez- 

Ezpeleta, Sarah Maes 

Regional 

Database 

ICES WGRDBESGOV – not a real 

ISSG WGRDBESGOV 

Maciej Adamowicz,  

Harriet van Overzee 

RDB Core group – not a real ISSG 
RDBES Core group 

Henrik Kjems-Nielsen 

TOR 3 

Implication of 

management 

measures on 

data collection   

 

TOR 

4 

Regional 

Work Plans 

Regional Work Plans RWP Maria Hansson 

Els Torreele 

Diadromous 

Fishes 

Diadromous Fishes Diadromous Josefin Sundin 

Simon Weltersbach 

Marko Freese 

Surveys Surveys Surveys Sieto Verver  

Christoph Stransky  

Optimized and Operational Regional 

Sampling Plans 

Umbrella On hold 
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TOR Topic ISSG ISSG short name ISSG chairs 

Regional 

Sampling 

plans 

Case Study on the trawl fishery in 

Iberian Waters 

CS Iberian Waters  

Rita Vasconcelos 

Case Study on freezer trawler fleet 

exploiting pelagic fisheries in the 

NEA 

CS pelagic freezer 

trawler 

Harriet van Overzee  

Jens Ulleweit 

Case study on fisheries for small 

pelagics in the Baltic  

CS small pelagics 

Baltic 

Katja Ringdahl  

Marie Storr-Paulsen 

Evaluation of the data collected for 

the SSF at EU level 

SSF Estanis Mugerza 

Maksims Kovsars 

Optimisation of ETP bycatch 

sampling 

ETP Estanis Mugerza 

Christian von Dorrien 

Regionally coordinated stomach 

sampling 

Stomach sampling Karolina Wikström, 

Matthias Bernreuther 

Recreational fishery Recreational Harry Strehlow 

Eneko Bachiller 

TOR 

5 

Governance National Correspondents NC Anna Hasslow 

Anja Boye 

Sieto Verver 

 

 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

NANSEA BALTIC_2026_D07: NCs of NANSEA & Baltic to agree on proposed ISSGs to work 

during season 2026-2027 and ensure that experts and manpower are assigned to ISSG work. 
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5.6. AOB  

The RCGs Secretariat continues to maintain and further develop the RCG website (www.fisheries-rcg.eu), 

enhancing its role as the main communication, visibility and collaboration platform for the RCGs. In addition 

to providing an overview of RCG activities and hosting news items, the website now incorporates several 

tools developed under the SecWeb 2.0 project, including the RCG calendar, a recommendation management 

platform and a collaborative SharePoint environment within the restricted members area. ISSG Chairs are 

encouraged to keep the RCGs Secretariat informed of planned meetings so these can be added to the RCG 

calendar, and to contribute content for ISSG pages and news items. Following agreement at the Technical 

Meeting, the new SharePoint environment will become the primary collaborative workspace from November 

2026 onwards. Furthermore, all recommendations and decisions arising from the 2025–2026 cycle onwards 

will be managed through the new recommendation platform following the 2026 Decision Meeting. To ensure 

continuity and traceability, recommendations from previous cycles that remain open will also be transferred 

to the new system. 

  

https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/
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6. Conclusions 

The combined back-to-back RCG NANSEA & Baltic Technical Meeting format continues to provide an 

effective balance between information sharing, discussion and decision-making. The approach of combining a 

virtual day dedicated to presentations and preparatory discussions with a subsequent physical meeting has 

enabled participants to make more efficient use of the time available for interaction, subgroup work and 

agreement on recommendations and decisions. Remote participation during the physical meeting remained 

possible for participants and presenters unable to attend in person; however, the presence of ISSG Chairs 

onsite, almost fully achieved, is considered important to facilitate coordination across groups and ensure 

effective discussions. Feedback received from participants also highlighted the value of creating additional 

opportunities for interaction and networking during the Technical Meeting. Future Technical Meetings will 

therefore seek to provide dedicated opportunities for new participants to introduce themselves and their 

areas of expertise, allow more space for presentations on new developments and emerging topics, and, where 

appropriate, make greater use of smaller discussion groups to facilitate focused exchanges and collaboration. 

 

The ISSG structure continues to work well and allows a broad range of experts to contribute to the work of 

RCG NANSEA & Baltic. The annual meeting between RCG Chairs and ISSG Chairs, held prior to the start of 

the intersessional period (in November) to report back from the Liaison and Decision Meetings and prepare 

upcoming ISSG activities, has proven valuable and has become a regular part of the RCG annual cycle. 

 

The work of the RCGs continues to be supported by the RCG Secretariat, which assists especially the RCG 

Chairs, supports communication and coordination activities, and maintains and further develops the RCG 

website and associated collaboration tools. 

 

During the 2025–2026 cycle, several important achievements were made. Among others, these included the 

continued implementation and further development of the RDBES data call process in support of both RCG 

and ICES data needs, substantial progress towards the finalisation of the Regional Work Plans (RWPs) 2028–

2030, and the initiation of work to further improve transparency regarding the use of fisheries data in ICES 

assessment working groups by identifying current assessment data needs which is essential for better aligning 

data collection priorities with end user needs. In addition, significant progress was made under the SecWeb 

2.0 project, including the development of new tools for recommendation management and collaborative 

working, which will be implemented during the next cycle. 

The main priorities of the RCG NANSEA & Baltic for the next cycle will be the finalisation of the RWPs 2028–

2030, the continued work on aligning data collection with end-user needs, especially in a possible context of 

limited funding, and in practical terms the transition of RCGs to the use of new digital collaborative and the 

recommendations and decisions management tools supporting the RCGs hosted through the RCG website. 
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7. Next meeting 

The RCG NANSEA and RCG Baltic 2026 meeting will be followed up with the Liaison Meeting and RCG 

Decision Meeting for NCs (22-24 September 2026). 

Preliminary dates and venue for the next RCG NANSEA and RCG Baltic TM are 1 June 2027 for the virtual 

one-day meeting, and 8-11 June 2027 in Santa Cruz de Tenerife, Spain, for the physical meeting.  

The chairs for the RCG NANSEA 2026 are Laura Lemey (Belgium) and Linda O’Hea (Ireland); for RCG Baltic 

2026 Vilda Griūnienė (Lithuania). 

  

https://maps.app.goo.gl/5NdR2HDYucrXwEox6
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Annex 1: List of Participants  

Country/ 

Org. 

Name Email Comment In person / 

Online 

PT Rita Vasconcelos rita.vasconcelos@ipma.pt Chair of RCG NANSEA  

BE   Laura Lemey laura.lemey@ilvo.vlaanderen.be Chair of RCG NANSEA  

LT Vilda Griuniene vilda.griuniene@zum.lt Chair of RCG Baltic  

BE Adelbert De Clercq Adelbert.DeClercq@ilvo.vlaandere

n.be 

Chair of RCG ECON Online, invited 

for discussion 

 Adriana Villamor Adriana.villamor@ices.dk ICES Online 

PT   Ana Cláudia Fernandes acfernandes@ipma.pt ISSG chair; RCG expert In-person 

FR Anaïs Roussel anais.roussel@mer.gouv.fr National Correspondent In-person 

DK   Anja Boye angabo@aqua.dtu.dk National Correspondent; 

ISSG chair 

In-person 

SE   Anna Hasslow anna.hasslow@havochvatten.se National Correspondent; 

ISSG chair 

Online  

SE   Anna Persson anna.s.persson@slu.se Other In-person 

LT   Antanas Kontautas antanas.kontautas@ku.lt   Online 

IT Carmen Ferra Vega carmen.ferravega@cnr.it Other Online 

ICES Cecilia Kvaavik cecilia.kvaavik@ices.dk ICES In-person 

DE   Christian Von Dorrien christian.dorrien@thuenen.de ISSG chair In-person 

DE   Christoph Stransky christoph.stransky@thuenen.de National Correspondent; 

ISSG chair 

In-person 

FR Claire Laspougeas Claire.Laspougeas@ifremer.fr  Online 

IE   David Currie david.currie@marine.ie RCG expert Online 

ES   David Espino García david.espino@ieo.csic.es RCG expert In-person 

LT Edvardas Kazlauskas edvardas.kazlauskas@zudc.lt RCG expert Online 

BE   Els Torreele els.torreele@ilvo.vlaanderen.be National Correspondent; 

ISSG chair 

In-person 

ES   Eneko Bachiller ebachiller@azti.es ISSG chair Online 

ES   Estanis Mugerza emugerza@azti.es ISSG chair In-person 

FR   Florent Renaud florent.renaud@ifremer.fr RCG expert In-person 

DK   Gildas Glemarec ggle@aqua.dtu.dk ISSG chair In-person 

IE   Gráinne Ní Chonchúir grainne.nichonchuir@marine.ie RCG expert In-person 

SE Hanna Swahnberg  hanna.swahnberg@havochvatten.se Chair of RCG ECON Online, invited 

for discussion 

NL   Harriet Van Overzee harriet.vanoverzee@wur.nl ISSG chair In-person 

DE   Harry Strehlow harry.strehlow@thuenen.de ISSG chair Online 

FI   Heikki Lehtinen Heikki.Lehtinen@gov.fi National correspondent In-person 

ICES Henrik Kjems-Nielsen henrikkn@ices.dk ICES Online 

PT Inês Fernandes 

Ferreira 

ifferreira@dgrm.pt Other Online 

PL   Irek Wójcik iwojcik@mir.gdynia.pl National correspondent In-person 
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Country/ 

Org. 

Name Email Comment In person / 

Online 

ES Irene Rabanal irene.rabanal@ieo.csic.es Other Online 

LT   Irina Chant irina.chant@zuv.lt RCG expert In-person 

ES   Isabel Bruno isabel.bruno@ieo.csic.es RCG expert Online 

FI Jani Helminen jani.helminen@luke.fi RCG expert In-person 

DE   Jens Ulleweit jens.ulleweit@thuenen.de ISSG chair In-person 

PL   Joanna Pawlak jpawlak@mir.gdynia.pl Other In-person 

LT Jolita Nečiūnienė jolita.neciuniene@zum.lt  RCG expert Online 

FI   Joni Tiainen joni.tiainen@luke.fi RCG expert In-person 

SE   Josefin Sundin josefin.sundin@slu.se ISSG chair Online 

DK Josefine Egekvist  jsv@aqua.dtu.dk ISSG chair In-person 

SE   Karolina Wikström karolina.wikstrom@slu.se RCG expert In-person 

PL   Katarzyna Krakówka kkrakowka@mir.gdynia.pl RCG expert In-person 

SE   Katja Ringdahl katja.ringdahl@slu.se ISSG chair In-person 

COM Leonie O'Dowd leonie.o'dowd@ec.europa.eu European Commission In-person 

IE   Linda O'Hea linda.ohea@marine.ie National Correspondent Online 

ES   Lucía Zarauz lzarauz@azti.es ISSG chair In-person 

FI Lucy Cotgrove lucy.cotgrove@luke.fi RCG expert Online 

PL   Maciej Adamowicz madamowicz@mir.gdynia.pl RCG expert In-person 

PT   Mafalda Rangel 

Malheiro Dias De 

Oliveira 

mrangel@ualg.pt RCG expert Online 

LV   Maksims Kovšars Maksims.Kovsars@bior.lv National Correspondent; 

ISSG chair 

In-person 

SE   Maria Hansson maria.hansson@slu.se ISSG chair In-person 

ICES Maria Makri maria.makri@ices.dk  Online 

ES Marián Torres marian.torres@cd.ieo.es  Online 

DK   Marie Storr-Paulsen msp@aqua.dtu.dk RCG expert In-person 

DE   Marko Freese marko.freese@thuenen.de ISSG chair In-person 

ES   Marta Rodríguez 

Cobas 

mcobas@cetmar.org RCGs Secretariat In-person 

PL Marta Szymańska mszymanska@mir.gdynia.pl RCG expert In-person 

EE   Matis Mägi matis.magi@agri.ee National Correspondent In-person 

DE   Matthias Bernreuther matthias.bernreuther@thuenen.de ISSG chair In-person 

COM   Monika Sterczewska monika.sterczewska@ec.europa.eu European Commission In-person 

ES   Naiara Rodríguez-

Ezpeleta 

nrodriguez@azti.es  Other  Online 

SE   Nuno Prista nuno.prista@slu.se Other; RCG expert In-person 

FR   Pierre Cresson Pierre.Cresson@ifremer.fr ISSG chair In-person 

EE   Redik Eschbaum redik.eschbaum@ut.ee RCG expert In-person 

SE   Ronja Risberg ronja.risberg@slu.se RCG expert In-person 
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Country/ 
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Name Email Comment In person / 

Online 

BE   Sander Delacauw Sander.Delacauw@ilvo.vlaanderen.

be 

ISSG chair In-person 

BE Sarah Maes Sarah.Maes@ilvo.vlaanderen.be RCG expert Online  

FR   Sébastien Demanèche sdemanec@ifremer.fr ISSG chair In-person 

NL   Sieto Verver sieto.verver@wur.nl National Correspondent; 

ISSG chair 

In-person 

DE   Simon Weltersbach simon.weltersbach@thuenen.de ISSG chair In-person 

PT Susana Faria Cano sfcano@dgrm.mm.gov.pt National Correspondent 

substitute 

Online 

ES   Susana Naranjo 

Fernández 

snaranjo@mapa.es  National Correspondent In-person 

ES   Susana Rivero 

Rodríguez 

secretariat@fisheries-rcg.eu RCGs Secretariat Online 

DE   Sven Stötera Sven.stoetera@thuenen.de RCG expert In-person 

LT Tomas Zolubas tomas.zolubas@ku.lt RCG expert Online 

DE   Uwe Krumme uwe.krumme@thuenen.de RCG expert In-person 

COM Venetia Kostopoulou Venetia.KOSTOPOULOU@ec.eur

opa.eu 

European Commission Online 

 PL Wiktoria Dołęga wdolega@mir.gdynia.pl RCG expert In-person 
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