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| ISSG End-users and RCGs

1.  Background

The aim of this ISSG is to maintain the dialogue between data providers (RCGs) and end users (ICES and/
Commission) aiming at identifying effective processes to meet end-user needs and allow the RCG to prioritize
its activity relating to future data collection, storage and transmission functions. The ISSG was established as
an intersessional subgroup in 2018. During the RCG NANSEA and RCG Baltic Technical meeting in 2020 it
was decided that this ISSG should have a more generic focus. It was therefore decided to keep the annual
information meetings between ICES and the RCG chairs to ensure good cooperation and to be able to follow
progress over time.

1.2 Work-plan

Suggested tasks for the ISSG work 2025/2026;

) Communication channel between ICES and RCG chairs;
2) Communication channel between the COM and RCG chairs;
3) Follow the SecWeb 2.0 project regarding development of recommendations platform;

4) Follow up on needs for communication with end-users based on inputs from TM;
5) Support process for RWP 2028-2030.

1.3 Progress during 2025/2026

The ISSG had online meetings with ICES in September 2025 and with ICES and European Commission in
March 2026, to share information and follow up on recommendations and action points.

17-09-2025 End user meeting with ICES
13-03-2026 End user meeting with ICES and European Commission

1.3.1 ISSG End-users meeting 17-09-2025

Attendees:
Name & Surname Organisation Role & position
Josefine Egekvist RCG NANSEA RCG Co-chair
Rita Vasconcelos RCG NANSEA RCG Co-chair
Vilda Grilniené RCG Baltic RCG Co-chair
Cecilia Kvaavik ICES End-user
Jan De Haes ICES End-user
Henrik Kjems-Nielsen  ICES End-user
Marta Cobas RCG Secretariat Observer
Agenda:

) Communicate 2025 recommendations,
2) Go through GitHub for pending recommendations from ICES to RCG and vice versa.

N

Co-funded by
the European Union

X LR P—
(A *\ RCGs Secretariat
W\ - W
W ,5,5;

s e




457
I Lt . . .
A \\ Regional Coordination Group

4
b

N 777 X

NN
A D . . "

. P\\' \\ Regional Coordination Group

North Atlantic N -7, Baltic

N ) N o7
\\ ::f’ North Sea & Eastern Arctic \T‘\ ::f}

RCG NANSEA AND RCG BALTIC 2026 REPORT - Part lll
I. ISSG End-users and RCGs

3) Tasks for End-user ISSG 2025/2026.
4) AOB.

The RCG chairs reminded about the year wheel and route of recommendations between RCGs and ICES. A
Github has been previously set up to keep the communication throughout the year regarding
recommendations both from/to ICES.

COMMUNICATION CHANNEL BETWEEN ICES, DGMARE AND RCG CHAIRS

ROUTE OF RECOMMENDATIONS

|
| Qly, [ Q@ | 2, @, .Q3,,Q4,.Ql,..
l End-user meeting I \ Technical meeting 1 . Liaison meeting (Q3,,)
’ ICES presents ICES recs, ] ISSGs work on | Response to ICES recs | | | ICES work on RCG recs, —
ICES recs,, | Status RCG recs, |
RCG recs, .

ICES recs,, | forwarded to
ISSGs

RCG recs, communicated
to ICES

{7 mpemcosmncs Ke€P €ach other updated throughout the year

2 https://github.com/orgs/ices-eg/projects/2

The recommendations discussed at the 2025 RCG TM directed to ICES were presented. The list of
recommendations is available in the report 2025 RCG NANSEA & Baltic Annual Meeting Report — Part |I.

These recommendations were also added to the recommendations GitHub. Pending recommendations from
2024 and 2023 were also discussed. See the list of recommendations and follow-up actions dealt with in this
first meeting and in the second one (referred further ahead) in Annex |. Recommendations from ICES to the
RCGs were discussed and commented on the recommendations GitHub. Several recommendations led to
more extensive and in-depth discussions_and to further intersessional work.

1.3.2 ISSG End-users meeting 13-03-2026

Attendees
Name & Surname Organisation Role & position
Laura Lemey RCG NANSEA RCG Co-chair
Rita Vasconcelos RCG NANSEA RCG Co-chair
Vilda Griliniené RCG Baltic RCG Co-chair
':\?\/ :\:};‘ﬂ RCGs Secretariat Co-funded by
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Cecilia Kvaavik ICES Secretariat End-user
Jan De Haes ICES Secretariat End-user
Henrik Kjems-Nielsen ICES Secretariat End-user
Monika Sterczewska DG MARE End-user
Leonie O’Dowd DG MARE End-user
Marta Rodriguez Cobas = RCG Secretariat Observer

The main objective of this RCG ISSG meeting is to review and comment on the end user needs and
interaction.

Agenda:

) Communication channel between ICES, DG MARE and RCG Chairs
2) Follow-up on end-user needs at a general level

3) RDBES-related topics

4) Data confidentiality issues

5) RCG recommendations from 2025 and pending recommendations
6) ISSG End-User actions for the 2025/2026 season

7) AOB

The RCG chairs introduced the scope of the ISSG End users and the tasks for 2025-2026._

1.3.3 Communication channel between ICES, DG MARE and RCG Chairs

One of the main tasks of the ISSG is to foster the communication channel between ends users and RCGs
throughout the RCGs annual cycle. GitHub has been previously set up to keep the communication throughout
the year regarding recommendations both from/to ICES and another from/to European Commission.

Currently, the ISSGs have received ICES recommendations from 2025, and they are working on those, to give
a follow-up at the 2026 RCG NANSEA & Baltic technical meeting in June.

1.3.4 Follow-up on end-user needs on a general scale

Regarding the development of a recommendations platform under the follow up of the SECWEB 2.0 project,
the idea is to have the platform used by all RCGs. The content of the already existing recommendations
GitHub will need to be integrated.

The RCGs Secretariat has developed an initial solution, which was presented at the end of 2025, in a dedicated
meeting, and the platform is currently in the preparation and co-design phase. End users are expected to be
involved at a later stage, once the initial concept has been further developed, with broader feedback and input
planned during the RCGs Annual Technical Meeting. In conclusion, the development of the platform is of
strong interest to both the Regional Coordination Groups (RCGs) and end users. Continued and timely
engagement of end users throughout the co-design and co-development process will be important to ensure
that the platform is practical, relevant, and aligned with users’ needs.

The RCG Chairs noted that this year the focus will be on the preparation and timely submission of the
Regional Work Plan (RWP). Several recommendations from end users — European Commission and ICES -
are also closely linked to the preparation of the RWP. A focused discussion on RWP topic is planned for
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during the Technical Meeting, also in light of the need for MS to prioritize data collection activities due to
funding limitations.

1.3.5 Data confidentiality issues

From the European Commission update was provided on the data confidentiality workshop. A small working
group, involving ISSG NC Chairs and Josefine Egekvist, is collecting information from Member States on
national legislation, with particular focus on data restrictions and aggregation approaches.

As a summary, the ISSG End-user group reinforced the value of these developments this topic, since it is a
recurrent issue in many different fora. There is the willingness to cooperate both from the RCGs and
end user’s side.

1.3.6 RDBES related topics

The joint RCG-ICES-WGRDBESGOV RDBES data call was launched with a deadline of | April 2026, later
extended to 10 April. The procedures for expert use of RDBES data are clearly outlined in the 2026 RDBES
data call, including the process for obtaining access to the data. Chairs are required to request access, and
users must sign the conditions of data use. It is important to ensure that this procedure is clearly
communicated within the ICES Secretariat, particularly among data officers, so that the process is consistently
applied and users are well informed on how to proceed.

1.3.7 Third countries related issues

No issues in 2025-2026.

1.3.8 RWP 2028-2030

On 19-21 January, the ISSG RWP meeting was organized in Ostend, Belgium, with the participation of all
RCG NANSEA & Baltic Chairs. The meeting was dedicated to reviewing and discussing key elements for the
development of the Regional Work Plans 2028-2030, including the general chapter, ambition levels, data
collection at regional level, ETP considerations in future RWPs, and cross-cutting topics such as the role of
EMT. Through subgroup discussions and plenary exchanges, participants shared feedback from ISSG work,
addressed outstanding issues, and worked towards finalizing common text and identifying next steps. The
work timeline is shown in the graph below.

ToR for 1SSGs: Potentional updates of RWPs to be finalized in 2026 for RWPs 2028-2030
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With regard to ambition levels, discussions focused on strengthening regional coordination in data collection
through harmonized approaches, common methodologies, and improved data-sharing practices. It was agreed
that the ISSG End-user would continue following the existing approach, while further improving and building
on the activities already carried out.

In addition, throughout 2025-2026, both the NANSEA and Baltic Regional Work Plan 2028-2030 chapters
falling under the responsibility of the RCG NANSEA & Baltic Chairs, as well as relevant ISSG End-user topics,
were reviewed in detail and updated accordingly.

1.4 Roadmap/follow-up
Suggested tasks for the ISSG work 2026/2027
) Communication channel between ICES and RCG chairs,
2) Communication channel between the European Commission and RCG chairs,

3) Follow the SECWEB 2.0 project regarding development of a recommendations platform,
4) Discuss broader end-user involvement within the RCG process.

1.5 SG Participants

Name E-mail RCG Role MS
Vilda Grilniené vilda.griuniene@zum.It Baltic Chair EST
Rita Vasconcelos rita.vasconcelos@ipma.pt NANSEA Chair PRT
Laura Lemey laura.lemey@ilvo.vlaanderen.be NANSEA Chair BEL
'\’\f/ \,\::," RCGs Secretariat Co-funded by
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ANNEX I.

I.I.  Recommendations list

I.1.  Recommendation from RCG to ICES

2025_RO01: Recommendation to ICES (ACOM) in preparation of RWP 2028-2030 to request for all AWG in
2026 to make an overview of data used for stock assessment, similar to overview of already prepared by
WGNSSK in 2024. A dialogue should be established between ICES and RCG on the information needed.
These overviews to be forwarded to RCG chairs. The ISSG end-user will bring it to the technical meeting in
2026-2027 — open.

It was discussed in the 2025 -09 -17 ISSG End user meeting that a standardized overview of data used in stock
assessments would support preparation of the 2028-2030 Regional Work Plans and help align priorities
between ICES working groups and Regional Coordination Groups. The template and approach previously
developed by WGNSSK in 2024 were presented as a useful basis for this exercise. The importance of acting
quickly, given the timeline for the RWP process, was also highlighted.

It was agreed that ICES would liaise with the ACOM Chair and/or FRSG to explore inclusion of this exercise
in the 2026 AWG Terms of Reference and circulate the WGNSSK template to RCGs for further
consideration._Between this first inter-sessional meeting of 2025-2026 and before the second one, there were
extensive developments and interactions between ICES and the ISSG about this recommendation. A template
file was agreed and was sent out on February |7th by email by ICES to stock assessment working groups and
requested for a response before the Technical Meeting of the RCG NANSEA & Baltic in June 2026. The topic
of the email was “FRSG task related to RCG NANSEA/Baltic and DCF assessment data use”. The template
file requested for information to be provided for each stock x* country *x data type combination, and the
questions asked were:

A: WG*

B: Stock*

C: Country*

D: Research Survey at sea or Commercial fisheries or Recreational Fisheries**
E: If Research Survey aAt Sea: survey code*

F: If Research Survey aAt Sea: survey description®

G: If Commercial fisheries: Catch component®*

H: If Commercial fisheries: Onshore or Onboard**

|: If Recreational fisheries: Catch component™*

J: If a time series is used: indicate years. For example: 2004 to assessment year —| (missing: 2017,
2018)

K: Variable**

L: If Variable is Age Length Key or Maturity: specificy further (1)**
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M: If Variable is Age Length Key or Maturity: specificy further (2)**
N: Use of the variable by the WG**

O: If use of the variable by the WG is "Currently not used directly in the assessment model, but (...)"
specify further how it its used and in the case of "planned for future inclusion" specify the time
frame for implementation and reason

P: Has a quantitative analysis been previously made about the importance of this variable for the
assessment? (e.g. percentage contribution of variable in the model, sensitivity analysis of input data).

Q: Comments
R: Name of the person answering and role (e.g. data provider, stock assessor, stock coordinator)

The file was prepared with closed code lists in order to standardize responses: for the variables marked with
an asterisk, following ICES vocabulary; and for the variables marked with two asterisks following other
codes. Furthermore, and an example was provided.

2025_R03: The RCG NANSEA & Baltic recommends that MS are requested to document methodologies
applied to calculate fishing activity estimates to inform RDBES CE and CL tables, using the suggested template
in the RDBES data «call 2026.

Request included in RDBES Data Call 2026 — closed.

2025_R04: Recommendation for ICES WGBYC to conduct a preliminary analysis regarding the integration
of ETP species data into the RDBES. The analysis should include a comparison between data submitted for
the WGBYC data call and the RDBES data call. This is to clarify if all data that are currently requested in the
WGBYC data call are also submitted to the RDBES.

Preliminary analysis to be conducted at the WGBYC September 2025 meeting, supported by ICES Secretariat
with RDBES extracts; further work on harmonising bycatch data formats is planned through collaboration
between the WKRDBESGOV and WGBYC workshop — open.

2025_RO05: Recommendation to add “Provide information on potential data needs the EU regional
workplans, in relation to DCF data collection” as recurring ToR for WGNAS and WGBAST (and ensure it
stays in the ToRs for WGEEL). A recurring ToR on data needs for RWPs will be included in WGNAS and
WGBAST. Follow-up by ICES is ongoing — open.

2025_RO07: ICES WGBIFS to report back to the RCG NANSEA & BALTIC on the result of the evaluation of
the new sampling strategy. [ICES WGBIFS Chairs] Evaluation will be carried out during BITS Q4 2025 and QI
2026, with results reported back to the RCGs. Feedback is expected after WGBIFS meeting 2026 and follow-
up discussion is planned. — open.

2025_R12: ICES to streamline all data calls through one channel, as ICES is the requester (not an individual).
This will enhance follow-up actions, registration of data submission, data security, and allow for review under
the DTMT procedures between ICES and the Commission. — open, recommended for closure.

Concerns were raised by National Correspondents regarding Working Group chairs sending direct data
requests outside the formal ICES process. It was clarified that only formal ICES data calls under the DCF are
binding, while Working Group-level requests are informal and Member States are not obliged to
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respond. On the 2025 -09 -17 ISSG End users meeting it was decided that ICES will reiterate that only formal
ICES data calls are binding and will follow up directly with the identified Working Group to ensure future data
requests are submitted through official ICES channels. Update from ICES in 2026-03-13 - the official guidelines
were adopted late last year and are now in place; implementation is ongoing. Member States are not obliged
to respond to requests outside the official data call, though they may do so voluntarily — open.

2024_R06 — RCG recommends ICES to organise in 2024/2025 a workshop to establish the needs in terms
of data acquisition, storing, and sharing for developing and implementing Al to review data from electronic
monitoring (EM) sources, and particularly to complement data collection onboard RV with EM. Addressed
under WGTIFD and RCG ISS EMT; coordination is ongoing to avoid duplication — open.

2024_R16 — In the context of diadromous fishes data collection, RCG recommends ICES to: i) identify
relevant group(s) for RCG and ICES interaction to target the data collection to end-user needs (e.g., WGEEL,
WGBAST, WGNAS); and ii) inform such group(s) of the need for this interaction for developing the Regional
Work Plans for data collection.

Follow-up with WGNAS, WGBAST and WGEEL Chairs — Further follow-up with WGNAS, WGBAST and
WGEEL — open.

RCG_2023 ROI: Recommendation to ICES WGRDBESGOV to consider how ICES can take over the
outputs created by ISSG RDB Overviews for ICES (WGs, Benchmarks) - Ongoing work in ISSG Overviews.

2023_RO08 — Explore the feasibility and ensure the resources required for hosting the existing databases
which are serving end-user needs of WGEEL in ICES servers. Progress in project DIASPARA;_possibility to
upload River data in RDBES remains incomplete; follow-up with WGDIAD is needed — open.

I.1.2 Recommendations from RCG to EC

2025 RII: Recommendation that the format of RWP 2028-2030 will be based on the format used in RWP
2025-2027 - no actions needed.

2025_R02: Add to the NWP/RWP/AR Annex |.I the following questions: 'Was there an effort to optimize
the sampling design and sampling protocols?' 'Documentation of efforts to optimize the sampling design and
sampling protocols'

STECF looked at this during the Evaluation Group workshop. RCG to propose short instruction line for
the template.

2024_R09: RCG recommends establishing a dialogue between the COM (DGMARE and DGENYV) and
Member States about the expectations from the Marine Action Plan and what is possible under the DCF.

Progress through the Joint Special Group to which the RCG Chairs have been invited as observers.

2024_R05: COM to set up a Workshop for NCs to clarify data confidentiality concepts and find the best
solution for the RDBES Data License.

Preparatory work done in 2025-2026. — open.

2024_R07 - RCG NANSEA and Baltic would like to ask the survey groups (EOSG) if benthic VME species
are sampled according to the survey protocol and if a species ID manual exist for the area (maybe national)
Please forward the materials to the ISSG Survey chairs - open
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2023_R02: The RCG recommends that when giving new legislative proposals on fisheries control, the
European Commission takes into account that adequate estimation of bycatch rates to meet the conservation
objectives of the CFP, requires adequate monitoring of PETS incidental bycatch, adequate data on fishing
effort, as well as adequate monitoring of PETS species abundance and distribution. The proposals from the
European Commission should include the enforcement for all fishing vessels to report in the relevant catch
documents all events of incidental bycatch of PETS, and obligation and enforcement to report fishing effort
variables listed in EU-MAP Table 6, in a manner that allows for adequate estimation of fishing effort (see ICES
WGBYC reports).

The New Control Regulation (EU) 2023/2842 entered in force in 2024, and delegated 2025/1766 and
implementing decisions 2025/2196 entered in force in 2025.

2023_RO05: Provide solutions for continuation of scientific monitoring in spatially restricted zones. — open.

- Sent to Spatial Group at COM. Shouldn't affect research surveys at sea unless it impacts the conservation
values. If there are specific issues (national examples) these should be brought by ISSG Surveys. RCG Chairs
communicated to ISSG Surveys Chairs.

I.1.3 Recommendations from ICES to RCG

ICES 2025_039 — WGNSSK wants resource allocation for grey gurnard age reading for analytical
assessment. Age reading prioritisation. Will be discussed at the Technical Meeting — open.

ICES 2025_047 - WGWIDE recommends to WGCATCH and the Regional Coordination Group
(NANSEA) to consider appropriate sampling of horse mackerel in 27.4.c, 27.7.d and 27.7 .e.

Feedback to ICES that further coordination is needed between relevant working groups (WGWIDE,
WGCATCH) on catch data flow needed by WGCATCH to advice on sampling needed is needed. — open.

ICES 2025_055 - JWGBIRD recommends exploring a pilot study for stomach sampling of birds taken as
bycatch.

End users have been identified (i.,e. WGSAM) and further discussion on stomach data use by end
users is needed. Feedback from ISSG ETPs is that this is beyond the scope of the RCG. — open.

ICES_ 2025 008: WGBFAS recommends that RCG — ISSG Métier and Transversal Variables Issues consider
adding a métier code for the three existing OTB Cod ends and for the five new bottom trawl gears (according
to EU 2024/3093) in the Baltic Sea. ISSG Métier & Transversal Variables Issues Chairs will establish an internal
procedure for_ handling métier code requests and provide feedback to ICES — open.

ICES_2025_009: Herring and sprat show high concentration in the Gulf of Finland. However, the eastern
part of the area is not sampled, and it is unclear whether the whole stock distribution area is covered by
BASS. WGBFAS recommends conduct a pilot study to address the possible need to reallocate or increase
the present survey effort to extend the survey area to cover Gulf of Finland.
Decided: ISSG Surveys will evaluate development of a pilot study and consider adapting the next data call
accordingly — open.

ICES_2025_057: JWGBIRD recommends that the ISSG on ETP species bycatch work with WGBYC and
JWGBIRD to explore a dedicated workshop focused on bycatch of the critically endangered Balearic
shearwater. The workshop would aim to improve current bycatch estimates and to review current population
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estimates, existing reference points (e.g., 1% rule), data limitations and future needs, and possible
mitigation measures.

Feedback from ISSG EPT is that reference points and estimates are beyond the scope of the RCG. — open.

ICES 2024_003 — WKPETSAMP3 recommendation on sufficient sampling for better monitoring of high
bycatch risk fisheries.

ISSG PETs dealing with this topic.; — open.
ICES 2024_004 - WKPETSAMP3 recommendation on coordination of regional sampling plans.
ISSG PETs dealing with this topic — open.

ICES 2024_005 - WKPETSAMP3 recommendation on data quality procedures in sampling programmes ETP
species.

To be transmitted by ICES to WGCATCH regarding sampling protocols — open.
ICES 2024_018 - WGRDBESGOV recommendation on FDI export module development plan.

Chairs of WGRDBESGOV considered this recommendation to remain open. We are aware that ICES systems
must first be fully operational, including national estimations. Only then it makes sense to develop the exports
to FDIL. It is therefore very important to allocate resources in the development of national estimations using
the RDBES detailed data — open.

ICES 2024_019 - WGRDBESGOYV recommends the RCGs to revise the roles and permissions developed
by WKRAISE&TAF (I & 2) and define what do they need for their work. Background, during the
WKRAISE&TAF (I & 2) workshops, the RDBES/TAF roles and permissions were defined with a focus on the
ICES stock assessment process. RCGs need to revise these roles and permissions and check if they fulfil their
needs, or whether they need different specifications. More details can be found in Annex 7.

Work ongoing on definitions and reporting with RDBES and TAF groups; phased implementation
underway — ongoing.

ICES 2024_063 — WGBIE recommend to support the inclusion of these survey data into the DCF/DC-MAP
for further use for seabass stocks assessment.

In the NWP of France 2026-2027 there is a "Nourdem" research survey for "Nourriceries estuaires de Seine,
Loire, Gironde and Douarnenez". — closed.

ICES 2022_173 — WGSINS recommendation: increase the survey participation for the Downs Recruitment
Survey (DRY) in the second half of April (from 2024 onwards).

Communicated to ISSG Surveys for discussion at the next meeting— open.

ICES_2024_065: WGBIE recommended that the RCG NANSEA supports the implementation of an annual
data collection framework of genetic material of hake and monkfish.

— ICES will contact WGBIE and/or WGAGFA. — open.
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ICES 2024 094: WGBAST recommended studies and methods of estimate of recreational catches for
salmon and sea trout are needed.

Interaction between ISSG Diadromous and ISSG Recreational needed here. — open.
ICES_2024_110: HAWG recommend Contribution to Q3 sprat larvae pilot surveys.

IGGS Surveys dealing with this topic. — open.

1.1.4 Closed recommendations in 2025-2026

ICES 2022_009 - WGQUALITY recommendation regarding developing a graphical informed / uninformed
strata report using the RDBES data format.

ISSG Overviews prepared the requested outputs — closed.

ICES 2022_131 — WKEVUT recommendation: on the cCatch lottery approach_as used in Norway, and the
eventual possible improvements on the to at-random sampling.

Sent to WGCATCH. — closed.

2025_R03: The RCG NANSEA & Baltic recommends that MS are requested to document
methodologies applied to calculate fishing activity estimates to inform RDBES CE and CL tables, using the
suggested template in the RDBES data call 2026.

Follow-up assigned to ISSG Surveys and included in RDBES Data Call 2026 — closed.
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2. ISSG Regional overviews

2 ISSG Regional overviews
2.1 Background

The intersessional subgroup on Catch, Effort and Sampling Overviews was established in 2018 to support the
Regional Coordination Groups (RCGs) by preparing data analyses and overviews ahead of the Technical
Meetings, facilitating evidence-based discussions and reducing duplication of work across regions. The main
role of the subgroup is to provide tools and analyses that support decision-making within the RCGs,
particularly in relation to regional work plans (RWPs), sampling schemes, and the identification of
inconsistencies or gaps in fisheries and sampling data.

The subgroup operates pan-regionally, involving members from RCG North Atlantic and North Sea, Baltic,
and Long-Distance Fisheries. It works throughout the year in a self-organized manner, and is chaired by Ana
Claudia Fernandes (IPMA, Portugal) and Lucia Zarauz (AZT], Spain), with continuous interaction with RCG
chairs and other ISSGs.

2.2 Work-plan

ToRs and work plan (specific tasks) as defined in the RCG 2025 report are presented below. In brackets it s
shown the section of the report where this task is covered:

I. Develop the multiannual fisheries overviews code for producing new reports using the RDBES data
format [Section 6]

2. Sampling/annual fisheries overviews: Prepare this information focusing on specific case studies, after
identification of the relevant information to include (input from Small Pelagics in Baltic RWP, Iberian
CS, Freezer trawlers, SSF, others) [Section 4, 5 & 6]

3. Identify the relevant information that can be used in the RWP [Section 9]
4. Make scripts available to AWG (e.g. Baltic stocks) and give support if needed [Section 9]

5. Prepare a table with inconsistencies identified in the biological data related to length measurement
types, maturity, etc. ICES to send it to data submitters to check their national data. [Section 3]

6. Validation rules needed for biological data can be listed and added in the ‘Issues’ list in the RDBES
GitHub [Section 3]

7. Provide input data for Table 2.1 of the RWP, in collaboration with ISSG RWP experts that developed
the code. [Section 9]
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2. ISSG Regional overviews

The group met in biweekly online meetings (via Teams) from February to May 2026, addressing specific tasks,
reviewing progress and adjusting workloads. Nine group meetings were held. Minutes were circulated after
each meeting to keep a record of the progress achieved and the tasks ahead.

During the first meeting, the tasks planned for 2025/26 were revised. The group planned to produce the
annual and sampling overviews based on the scripts that are already available, and to focus further
development on the requests received from other RCG ISSG (i.e. the CS Multiannual Overviews for the CS
Baltic, or table 2.1 for ISSG Regional Work Plan). The requests made to this ISSG aimed to get responses to
specific needs identified by the subgroups, provide data and figures that support decision-making, highlight
gaps in the data collection and ultimately improve regional sampling designs.

RCG dates determine the deadlines of the group work, which were initially set as the following:

February — April: Time to progress in the different tasks.
I'st April (delayed to the 10th): Deadline for the RDBES data submission, although there were several
resubmissions due to errors or incomplete data for some countries, during April and May.

4th May (delayed to 29 May, through a request made to RCG chairs): Deadline for producing the
ISSG report with description of the work performed and all overviews should also be made available
to the RCG (Sharepoint).

9-12 June: The work developed by this ISSG will be presented in the RCG NANSEA & BA Technical
Meeting.

8t June: Deadline for submitting data to the RCG LDF data call.

22-26 June: The draft of the LDF's annual fisheries overview and Table 2.1 of the RWP are to be
uploaded to SharePoint.

2.3 Progress during 2025/2026

2.3.1 Organization of the work

The SharePoint (SP) for RCG Intersessional Work was used to hold documents, protocols, minutes,

presentations and final overviews (04. Working documents/2 ISSG Regional Overviews). The RDBES data
extractions were placed in a restricted SharePoint that only ISSG participants working with the data have
access to (RCG data).

Data access was managed following the procedure defined in the RDBES Data Call. ISSG chairs designated
the members who needed to use the data and requested access for them via e-mail to the ICES
Professional Officer. In the email, a motivation for the data access request was included. All data users
signed in the confidentiality conditions for using the data before they were given access to the restricted
RCG data Sharepoint. The list of data users is updated every year by ISSG chairs.
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2. ISSG Regional overviews

All the R-scripts are stored in GitHub. Several projects were created in the RCG-RDBES-Overviews
repository, which were used to define the tasks and assign them to participants. Participants were advised
to use branches and pull requests during the development of the scripts. Commits on the latter are
reviewed by other participants prior to merging the code changes to the main branch. The group
coordinated part of the work with RDBES visualize (https:/github.com/ices-tools-dev/RDBESvisualise).
The guidelines to harmonize the coding style and best practices defined in previous years (some of them
borrowed from WGRDBES-EST) were followed.

The format agreed for RDBES data extraction was used. RDBES data does not include UK countries as a
flag country, but they may be present in the cases of landings abroad.

2.3.2 Training

One of the issues identified in the previous years was that some participants were not sufficiently familiar
with the scripts and the use of GitHub. In order to address this, two training sessions were organised to
help participants become familiar with the code and the GitHub workflow. During these sessions, the
scripts and folder structure were presented, together with an overview of the main functionalities of
GitHub (including cloning repositories, creating branches, pushing changes, managing pull requests,
resolving conflicts, and applying general best practices). In addition, participants had the opportunity to
run test versions of the overviews and gain hands-on experience with GitHub.

2.3.3 Data preparation

This process includes 3 types of data: |. auxiliary data that is used to translate the RDBES data (e.g. fleet
register, species list, country codes, etc.); 2. Commercial effort and landings data; 3. Sampling data.

|. Auxiliary files
The following auxiliary tables need to be updated yearly

- Fleet register data: New extraction of the EU Fleet Register and update for the 2025 fleet

- Country code list: Identification of the missing codes after the first extraction of the RDBES
data

- Species list: Extraction of the latest version of the species lists on the ICES vocabulary
(SpecWoRMS and SpecASFIS) and updating the information for species missing in the file used
as input data for the overviews

2. Commercial Landings and Effort

Data preparation included basic validation checks, country-specific corrections, the creation of new
variables (i.e. fleet segment, country, scientific name, catch group, area name, RCG...), and data formatting.
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2. ISSG Regional overviews

The final data preparation was delayed due to several resubmissions required to correct errors or
complete missing information in the data submitted by some countries, during April and May. The scripts
from last year were used and some code adjustments for improvement were made, when needed.

3. Sampling

For tables CS, the scripts from last year were used. The input data were produced using the RDBES
Estimation Object function (RDBEScore package), which joins the different CS tables from the
different hierarchies in one single object.

The workload and capacity of this ISSG to perform the Quality Checking (QC) of sampling data were
discussed. QC of RDBES data falls under the responsibility of the WGRDBESGOV subgroup on
Quality, as the RDBES contains data from third countries outside the RCG remit. Nevertheless, this
ISSG can develop and perform specific QC procedures on the sampling data in relation to RCG work
(i.e. in data used to produce the Overviews, in order to ensure that the reports are accurate and
coherent). A disclaimer is needed to clarify that this QC does not reflect the full picture of the RDBES
sampling data because it only covers EU countries.

Identified errors and inconsistencies are listed below:

- There were inconsistencies in the data downloaded, with data outside RCG areas and
incomplete tables. As an example, data from the BA were found in the data set for the
NANSEA, including incomplete/missing tables for several hierarchies. There might be a
problem with the filters by area in the RDBES data download by RCG chairs.

- Additional checks and data validation tools needed in the RDBES data upload process. A
GitHub issue has been posted in the Repo about this (# 231)

* BVvalueMeas validation:
o Sex, InfoParasite, InfoGenetic, OtolithCollected have null values
e Maturity have not valid SMSF scale
e Age have -9 and -99
* In the Baltic, there are some countries uploading data for DEsampScheme =
“Baltic SPF regional” with the national sampling scheme type (DEsampSchemeType),
not the regional
= Year from FTarrivalDate shall be equal than DEyear

- There are many species having different types of length measurements FMtypeMeas
(LengthTotal, LengthPinchedTail, ForkLength, LengthMantle, etc) depending on the Country
and Sampling Scheme. For assessed stocks, this may not be a problem if conversion factors
are provided for those measurements which are different than the Measurement type for
assessment (FMtypeAssessment). However, the field FMtypeAssessment is filed in by each
data provider and there is not a reference table to inform about the different measurement
types used in the assessment of each stock. Such a reference table would be useful increase
the quality of the data and the estimates
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- Another issue found is that the FT table is optional in HI3, and without it we don’t have
information of the vessel and of the trip. This may be relevant to get a regional overview of
the n° of trips sampled or n° of unique vessels sampled, as data from H|I 3 will not be included.

The database structure allows missing information to stay undefined (e.g., age = -9). This means that
parameters such as age do not have to be added for a fish if the data is not available in the national
datasets. This helps avoid adding unnecessary values that could affect the fish data in the database. As
a result, the database does not store effectively empty records and keeps the data more accurate.

2.3.4 Annual overview (link)
To produce the annual fisheries overview, the scripts from last year were used, with some modifications.
One of the most important changes performed was the use of FlagCountry instead of LandingCountry to
summarise the information presented in the overviews.
A new version of the scatterpie map was also developed with code rewritten in a clearer and more
structured way, adapted to the RDBES format, and improved in terms of visual appearance and map
projections. Scatterpie maps have now been incorporated into the annual overviews.

2.3.5 Sampling overview (link)
To produce the sampling overview, the scripts from last year were used, with minor changes

2.3.6 Multiannual Case Study Overview: Small Pelagics in the Baltic (link)
The ISSG considers that multiannual case studies overviews are a useful tool to answer the needs of the
ISSG. By incorporating the multiannual dimension to them, the ISSG decided that the development of the

multiannual fisheries overviews, as they were developed with RDB data (task ), was not longer needed.

The multiannual Case Study overview was produced in close collaboration with the ISSG CS small pelagic
Baltic. Some selected figures from the overview have been included in the RWP.

The overview was structured in the following sections:

Introduction
General information of the small pelagic species landings

Total landings and number of samples collected - Regional routine
Total landings by harbour (TOP 20)

Total landings by Statistical Rectangle

Total landings by Area

Landings abroad, small pelagics
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file:///C:/Users/lzarauz/Downloads/MultiannualCaseStudyOverview_2025_BA.html%23introduction
file:///C:/Users/lzarauz/Downloads/MultiannualCaseStudyOverview_2025_BA.html%23general-information-of-the-small-pelagic-species-landings
file:///C:/Users/lzarauz/Downloads/MultiannualCaseStudyOverview_2025_BA.html%23total-landings-and-number-of-samples-collected---regional-routine
file:///C:/Users/lzarauz/Downloads/MultiannualCaseStudyOverview_2025_BA.html%23total-landings-by-harbour-top-20
file:///C:/Users/lzarauz/Downloads/MultiannualCaseStudyOverview_2025_BA.html%23total-landings-by-statistical-rectangle
file:///C:/Users/lzarauz/Downloads/MultiannualCaseStudyOverview_2025_BA.html%23total-landings-by-area
file:///C:/Users/lzarauz/Downloads/MultiannualCaseStudyOverview_2025_BA.html%23landings-abroad-small-pelagics
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2. ISSG Regional overviews

2.3.7 ISSG ETPs Overview (link)

2.3.

ISSG ETPs requested information on the sampling coverage of ETP species by ecoregion, ICES area and
métier, with the aim of assessing the current situation and compare it with the high-risk fisheries identified
by WGBYC.

During the data analysis the following issues were raised:

Some hierarchies (5, 7, 8, 9 and 13) do not have the table FT, and therefore, the information about the
sampling Type (at-sea” or “on-shore”) is not available. Hierarchies 5, 7, 8 and 9 were assigned to sampling
type “OnShore” and hierarchy |3 was assigned to sampling type “AtSea” due to the different tables
contained. However, RDBES documentation states that these hierarchies can potentially be used for both
sampling as well.

The estimation object created during the data preparation (createRDBESEstObject) does not pick up the
variables SAnumberTotal/ SAnumberSampled, which reports the number of individuals sampled and is
relevant for the analysis of ETP data. It doesn’t maintain either the variable Sampler, present in several
tables, which indicates whether the data was collected by control authority, cameras, observers or self-
sampling.

For some registers, the species list name (SLspeclistName) is not reported

The overview was structured in the following sections:

- Introduction

- Methodology

- Sampling effort table: Multiannual table summarising the number of total trips (CE) and the
number of trips sampled at sea (CS) by ecoregion and metier level 3, for each of the RCGs

- Sampling effort heatplot: Multiannual faceted heatmap showing total fishing effort by country
and gear, with bubble sizes indicating the number of sampled trips, was included for each
ecoregion

- Species list table: a summary table showing the content of the different species list tables (SL)

8 Table 2.1 for the Regional Work Plan

The scripts developed for the previous RWP were reused as a basis for the current work, with several
adaptations. The rwptool repository (https:/github.com/OB7-IRD/rwptool) was initially retained to
preserve the established workflow and file structure. However, as ISSG members do not have write
access to the repository, a local clone was created to allow the required modifications and facilitate the
successful execution of the code.

Initially, a document was prepared to understand the workflow and describe the main steps required to
produce Table 2.1. This document, together with all additional files provided by Kirsten, is stored in the
ISSG SharePoint under 2026 Meeting Documents/VWorking documents/ISSG Regional Overviews.
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The production of Table 2.1 requires data from several sources, including EUROSTAT, RDBES, and FIDES.
The group was unable to access FIDES data directly, as access is restricted to National Correspondents.
Consequently, assistance was requested from the RCG Chairs and the ISSG RWP. The required data
were subsequently provided and stored in the RCG Data SharePoint.

For future exercises, the process for accessing FIDES data should be reviewed and streamlined to facilitate

the timely production of Table 2.1.

During the preparation of Table 2.1, several challenges were encountered:

Multiple species reference files were identified, and none of them appeared to be fully up to
date. Priority was therefore given to updating the species list used directly by the code that
generates Table 2.1.

The input files containing area definitions required review. In previous exercises, a separate
file containing RDB areas was used, and it was necessary to verify the consistency between
these area definitions and those currently reported in RDBES.

Several functions are available to read and prepare the input datasets (FIDES, EUROSTAT,
and RCG Control List data). Initially, it was not clear that these functions are called directly
from the main script used to generate Table 2.1, which added complexity to understanding
the workflow and debugging the code.

A script is available to prepare and correct the linkage file, which links the different source
datasets used in the analysis. Understanding its structure and workflow, as well as producing
the updated input file required for Table 2.1, proved to be a time-consuming task.

o The RMarkdown script available in the rwptool package documented the corrections
applied to the previous version of the linkage file. Reapplying these corrections
resulted in duplicated records and, consequently, generated several errors when
running the main script.

o To avoid these issues, the previously applied corrections were commented out in the
RMarkdown script. Additional updates were also made for species whose scientific
names had changed since the previous version of the file.

In the previous Table 2.1 preparation, RCG RDB CL data was used as RCG agreed statistics —
now it will be RCG RDBES CL data. There was a need to change the names of the table fields
accordingly.

Since the members of this group do not have write access to the rwptool package repository
(e.g. scripts and source files), several modifications had to be made outside the package. As a
result, functions and files that were previously sourced from the package are now sourced
locally within the main script.

Started to run the main script for Table 2.1, using the reference period 2023-2025 — errors
came up because the latest year available in the EUROSTAT website is 2024 — needed to
change the reference period to 2022-2024.

The main objective was to ensure that the code could be successfully executed and that a draft version

of the table would be available before the RCG TM. Due to time constraints, it was not possible to verify

whether any new species/area TAC combinations had been introduced between 2024 and 2026.
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2. ISSG Regional overviews

Nevertheless, the first version of Table 2.1 was compiled and finalised on 27 May and circulated to the
chairs of the RCG NANSEA, RCG Baltic, and ISSG RWP for review and feedback.

Further validation of the information included in the table is still required. Feedback will be requested
from Member States, particularly regarding the identification of any missing species/farea TAC
combinations.

For the RCG LDF, an R Markdown (Rmd) file was developed to explore the data, generate Table 2.1, and
export the final output. The code and associated data were made available through the ISSG SharePoint.
For the RCG NANSEA and Baltic regions, Table 2.1 was produced using the rwptool scripts. However,
these scripts currently run only in a local environment. The group still needs to determine an appropriate
solution to make the rwptool codebase accessible for collaborative development and maintenance in the
future.

2.3.9 Other issues

e Outputs of the ISSG were used to identify relevant information to be included in the RWP. In

particular:
o Table 2.1
o Total landings and number of samples collected for the CS small pelagics in the Baltic

e The ISSG was not contacted by ICES in relation to the scripts and the overviews.

e The handling of confidential data in plots and tables was discussed by the subgroup. This is a
recurrent discussion which reflects a main concern of this ISSG. It was reminded that data can be
shared and used within RCGs and RCG subgroups for internal work, but publication requires
additional checks for confidentiality. The group agreed to include a disclaimer in all reports, to
ensure that no confidential or sensitive data is published or shared with external groups.

o The publication of the selected plots for the Baltic CS in the RWP is considered correct
(as they were already published in the previous RWP)

e The workload within this ISSG remains concentrated among a small number of members. There
is a need to explore collaborative working approaches and organisational solutions that can
improve workload distribution, strengthen participation, and support the achievement of the
ISSG’s objectives.

2.4 Roadmap/follow-up

The work of the subgroup will be presented during the 2026 RCG TM. There is also some time for subgroup

work planned.

2.4.1 To be discussed at the TM

Several issues have been identified to be discussed at the TM:

-l

RDBES:
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Other:

2. ISSG Regional overviews

Inconsistencies in the data downloaded by RCG chairs (data outside RCG areas and
incomplete tables)
Additional checks and data validation tools in the RDBES data upload process, to prevent
errors (BVvalueMeas, InfoGenetic, InfoParasite, Maturity scale, DEsampScheme,
FTarrivalDate...).
limitations due to information absent in some hierarchies:
* the FT table is optional in HI3: n° of trips sampled or n° of unique vessels sampled
cannot be calculated
= H5, H7, H8, H9 and HI3 do not have the table FT, and therefore, the information
about the sampling Type (at-sea” or “on-shore”) is not available.
Potential need for additional variables in the estimation object (createRDBESEstObject)
needed to work with ETP data (ie SAnumberTotal/ SAnumberSampled, Sampler).
Potential need for a reference table informing about the different measurement types used in
the assessment of each stock
For some registers, the species list name (SLspeclistName) is not reported

Find solution for accessing FIDES data ()
Ensure that the length measurements (FMtypeMeas) collected by different countries are
comparable.
Confirm the handling of confidential data:
* Data can be shared and used within RCGs and RCG subgroups for internal work, but
publication requires to fulfil the data policy
= A disclaimer to be included in all reports, to ensure that no confidential or sensitive
data is published or shared with external groups.
= The publication of the selected plots for the Baltic CS in the RWP is considered
correct (as they were already published in the previous RWP)
Explore collaborative working approaches and organisational solutions that can improve
workload distribution, strengthen participation, and support the achievement of the ISSG’s
objectives.

2.4.2 Tasks for next year

They will be better defined after discussion with the group, but the plan is to focus on:

Case Study Overviews (answering the needs of RCG ISSG)
Improving quality checking in the Sampling Overviews
Produce final table 2.1
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2. ISSG Regional overviews

2.5 SG Participants

Name E-mail MS

Ana Claudia Fernandes (chair) acfernandes@ipma.pt PRT
David Currie David.Currie@Marine.ie IRL
David Espino Garcia david.espino@ieo.csic.es ESP
Eros Quesada Eros.quesada@slu.se SWE
Jonathan Rault jonathan.rault@ifremer-.fr FRA
Jonathan Stounberg jostou@aqua.dtu.dk DEN
Danique van Wijk danique.vanwijk@wur.nl NLD
Katarzyna Krakowka kkrakowka@mir.gdynia.pl POL
Lucia Zarauz (chair) lzarauz@azti.es ESP
Maksims Kovsars maksims.kovsars@bior.lv LVA
Marta Szymanska msuska@mir.gdynia.pl POL
Sven Stotera sven.stoetera@thuenen.de DEU
Thomas Cloatre thomas.cloatre@ifremer.fr FRA
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3. ISSG Métier and transversal variable issues
3 ISSG Meétier and transversal variable issues

3.1 Background

The ISSG “Métier and transversal variables” focuses on harmonizing, across EU Member States, methods used
to compile fishing activity data, i.e. effort metrics and landings by species in both weight and value. It aims to
promote harmonized estimation of fishing activity variables across EU Member states by acting as a
coordination platform for consistent data processing methods for transversal data.

Established in 2018 with an initial workshop on assigning métier codes to transversal data, its scope has
expanded since 202| to address all aspects of calculating fishing activity variables, particularly in support of
the RDBES database development. The group has since evolved into a long-running permanent RCG subgroup,
providing operational guidance and harmonization tools to EU Member States. All outputs—reports,
reference lists, scripts and documentation—are publicly available through the RCG GitHub repository GitHub
and on the RCG website.

A key output from the ISSG over the years, has been the development of a standardized, regionally agreed
reference list of DCF métier codes at levels 6 and 7, complemented by reference materials, documentation,
and scripts to ensure consistent application in assigning métier codes across datasets and countries, including:

e New standardized and harmonized list of métier codes on DCF level6 regionalized by RCG (and DCF
level7 especially for LP fisheries since 2023), which was approved by RCG’s in 2020 and in the
September 2020 Liaison meeting, it was agreed by the NCs that the new codes for métiers and
reference lists are used and implemented by the MS.

e Reference lists:

o Reference species list on how to group species (into group of species on DCF level5)
o Reference areas list establishing the link to RCG area
o Reference gears list on how to group gears (into gear DCF level4 and gears’ group)

e Script that can assign métier codes using a specified data input format. It also has functionalities |) to
propose an estimate of métiers where all needed information is not available and 2) to refine the
“rare” métiers firstly assigned by the general algorithm focusing on the year*vessel main métiers, in
order to limit the multiplication of métiers calculated.

e Manual explaining the background, script, input format and reference lists

e GitHub repository (RCGs/Metiers at master - ices-eg/RCGs (github.com)) where all the material is
available (reports, métier lists, reference lists, script, manual)

The new métier codes are now being requested in ICES (RDBES and VMS/Logbook) and STECF FDI data calls.
The ISSG maintains and updates the regionalized DCF métier reference lists (levels 6 and 7), evaluate requests
for new codes against established principles, communicate changes to ICES and JRC and ensure their

consistent use and coherent implementation across ICES and STECF data calls (e.g., RDBES, VMS/Logbook,
or FDI).

In 2021, the group changed name to ‘ISSG on Métier and transversal variable issues’. Following that, its work
has expanded to developing harmonized approaches for effort estimation in small-scale fisheries, to
contributing to tools development such as the fecR package, and to enhancing transparency and consistency
in national methodologies through targeted questionnaires and inventories of cross-validation practices and
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3. ISSG Métier and transversal variable issues

calculation methods used for fishing activity estimates, particularly in support of RDBES data submissions (CE
and CL tables).

The ISSG is chaired by Sébastien Demaneche, Ifremer, France and Josefine Egekvist, DTU Aqua, Denmark.

3.1.1 Work-plan
ToRs and work plan (specific tasks) for 2025/2026.

I. 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 if relevant further develop métier description report (annual and multiannual).

3. Finalize the analysis of questionnaires sent out in spring 2023, to evaluate the use of cross-validation
methods in MS to combine data coming from different declarative sources, the ongoing standard
practices. Develop, on this basis, best practice guidelines, with a specific focus on the RDBES CE and
CL tables.

4. Evaluate documentation of methodologies applied to inform RDBES CE & CL tables, i.e. collect and
analyse the templates provided by countries (in answer to the RDBES 2026 data call), to document
MS methods used to estimate fishing activity data for RDBES CE & CL tables

5. Continue following up on the development of the fecR package to calculate fishing effort metrics that
are harmonized/homogenized between MS.

6. ldentify potential issues with how grouped species are reported to the RDBES and provide guidelines.
Evaluate and provide feedback on the ICES species list relation between FAO code and aphialD.

7. Make an inventory of the use of the new gear traplines in EU MS.

8. Work towards RWP 2028-2030

¢ Finalize the Roadmap for RWP 2028-2030
e Decide on what ambition level the different parts in the ISSG work is aiming for in 2030 and
map current stage

3.2 Progress during 2025/2026

The ISSG had the following online 1.5 - 2 hours meetings during 2026:

15-01-2026 ISSG meeting to prepare for the RWP workshop

27-01-2026 ISSG startup meeting to discuss and allocate the tasks and plan the work for 2026

18-02-2026 = ISSG meeting focused on following up on requests for métier codes

19-03-2026 = Meeting to follow up on ISSG tasks

21-04-2026 Meeting to finalize ISSG tasks and report (deadline 24 May)

18-05-2026 Meeting to prepare for RCG NANSEA & Baltic annual technical meeting & address a
request from Commission on feedback regarding new control regulation.

Changes in metier codes have been communicated to ICES and JRC.

3.3 RWRP 2028-2030

During 2025-2026, the ISSG on Métier and Transversal Variables had a dedicated task (Task 8) to prepare its
contribution to the RCG Regional Work Plan (RWP) 2028-2030, with a particular focus on defining strategic
priorities, ambition levels, and a roadmap for the period up to 2030. This work responds to the decision to
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3. ISSG Métier and transversal variable issues

move beyond a “book of agreements” approach and towards a more explicit, coordinated strategy across
RCGs.

Initial discussions took place in January 2026 in preparation for the ISSG RWP workshop, where all I1SSG
chairs were invited. The group reviewed the structure of the RWP 2025-2027 and the ISSG’s existing inputs,
in particular Textbox 3.1 on Fishing Activity Variables Data Collection Strategy, with previous agreements on
métier codes, effort calculation methods, and the application of the Nicosia principles. The group also
discussed the position of these inputs within the RWP structure, notably whether they should be reflected
under Textbox 3.1 or Section |.b, and raised this with the European Commission during subsequent I1SSG
meetings.

Following clarification from the European Commission, it was agreed that the ISSG’s contributions for RVWP
2028-2030 should be consolidated within Textbox 3.1. The ISSG therefore drafted an updated version of this
text, building on prior agreements while integrating new elements related to the implementation of Control
Regulation (EU) 2023/2842, which will increase the available data on fisheries acitivites. In particular, the
revised text addresses expected improvements in fishing activity reporting for small-scale fisheries (SSF) and
passive gears, and highlights the need for coordinated monitoring of data availability, quality and consistency
during the transition period up to 2030.

Parallel to this, the ISSG worked on defining ambition levels for its different core activities, using the revised
ambition level framework agreed at the RWP workshop. The group discussed current coordination levels and
desired ambition by 2030 for key topics, including:

e Governance and maintenance of métier codes and allocation methods,

e Calculation of fishing effort metrics following agreed principles (including Nicosia and developments
such as fecR),

e Cross-validation of fishing activity data between data sources,
e Support for effort reporting improvements for SSF and passive gears.

A draft ambition-level table, prepared following the workshop and updated definitions, was reviewed and
revised during the February and March ISSG follow-up meetings and agreed.

In response to a request from the ISSG RWP, the group also developed a strategic narrative for 2028-2030,
outlining:

e The ISSG’s core tasks

e Collaboration with other ISSGs (notably SSF and EMT) and RCGs (including RCG ECON)

e Priorities regarding fishing activity and effort reporting under the new Control Regulation, especially
for SSF and passive gears

e Development of cross-validation approaches between data sources to improve fishing activity data
quality.

Objectives and approaches have been defined for each area in line with the agreed ambition levels. It was
agreed that this strategic component should be explicitly reflected in the updated Textbox 3.1. Accordingly,
Textbox 3.1 for RWP 2028-2030 will combine agreed practices and methodological principles endorsed by
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3. ISSG Métier and transversal variable issues

Member States, and a concise strategy describing how the ISSG will work towards its objectives and ambition
levels by 2030.

The finalized Textbox 3.1, together with the ambition level table and roadmap, have been submitted to the
ISSG RWP and will subsequently be reviewed by STECF as part of the RWP 2028-2030 process.

In addition, the ISSG produced an overview comparing the DCF requirements set out in Table 6 with
information reported under the former Control Regulation (EC) No 1224/2009 and the new Control
Regulation, as implemented by Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2025/2196. The new Control
Regulation is expected to cover the requirements for fishing activity variables specified in DCF Table 6 to a
much greater extent. This is achieved through the introduction of logbook and position data reporting for all
vessels, including small-scale fisheries (SSF), reporting by haul, and additional mandatory variables such as the
number of hooks and lines and the length of nets. The overview also specifies the gear dimensions to be
reported for each gear type under the new regulatory framework. This overview is provided in Annex |.

3.4 Roadmap/follow-up

3.4.1 Suggestions for the next step in intersessional work (tasks for 2026/2027)

I. 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. Maintenance of the fecR package for the calculation of fishing effort metrics

The table below outlines the indicative long-term planning of expected ISSG activities to support the
achievement of the ambitions set out in the RWP 2028-2030.

Task 26/27 27/28 28/29 29/30

Maintenance of métier codes, reference lists, and associated X X X X
scripts; follow-up and evaluation of the pan-regional
implementation of métier codes

Update and further development of the métier description report = X X X X
(annual and multiannual)
Consolidation of questionnaire-based analyses on the use of X

cross-validation methods and documentation of methodologies

applied to inform RDBES CE and CL tables, in preparation for a

workshop planned for 2027/2028.

Workshop on cross-validation methods and methodologies X
applied to calculate fishing activity data estimates to inform

RDBES CE and CL tables aiming to establish best practice

guidelines for improving data quality.
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Maintenance of the fecR package for the calculation of fishing X X* X* x*
effort metrics

Alignment of definitions and methodologies in response to data X

calls

Inventory of the availability of fishing activity data following the X X

implementation of the new Control Regulation
* If needed

3.4.2 Suggestions for the next step in intersessional work (tasks for 2026/2027)

5. Continue maintaining métier codes and other reference lists and scripts. Follow and evaluate the
implementation of the métier codes on a pan-regional level.

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

7. 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.
8. Maintenance of the fecR package for the calculation of fishing effort metrics

The table below outlines the indicative long-term planning of expected ISSG activities to support the

achievement of the ambitions set out in the RWP 2028-2030.

Task 26/27 27/28

Maintenance of métier codes, reference lists, and associated X X
scripts; follow-up and evaluation of the pan-regional
implementation of métier codes
Update and further development of the métier description report | X X
(annual and multiannual)
Consolidation of questionnaire-based analyses on the use of X
cross-validation methods and documentation of methodologies
applied to inform RDBES CE and CL tables, in preparation for a
workshop planned for 2027/2028.
Workshop on cross-validation methods and methodologies X
applied to calculate fishing activity data estimates to inform
RDBES CE and CL tables aiming to establish best practice
guidelines for improving data quality.
Maintenance of the fecR package for the calculation of fishing X X*
effort metrics
Alignment of definitions and methodologies in response to data
calls
Inventory of the availability of fishing activity data following the
implementation of the new Control Regulation
* If needed

28/29

X

Xk

29/30
X

Xk
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3. ISSG Métier and transversal variable issues

3.4.3 Main outcomes from the ISSG 2025/2026

Task Main outcome
. Métier Baltic Sea (freshwater métiers): Following consultation with relevant
requests Member States (MS), agreement was reached to add métier codes with specified

mesh size ranges.

France: Agreement to add requested métier codes for RCGs NANSEA and
MEDITERRANEAN, as well as for RCG LDF following the incorporation of the
small-scale coastal fisheries from the Outermost Regions into upcoming RCG
LDF discussions.

Norway: Agreement to add target assemblage code MAM (Marine Mammals)
for the Norwegian whale fishery.

Spain: A request for métier codes reflecting gear modifications (flying doors and
longline modifications) led to a broader discussion on métier definitions, to be
raised at the RCG TM level.

Traplines: Linked to the discussion above; clarification needed on whether
traplines constitute a new gear or a gear modification, with suggested
approaches for coding.

RCG Med & BS: Request to split métier reference lists between the
Mediterranean and Black Sea. The ISSG analysed currently used métiers and
prepared suggestions to be presented and discussed at the RCG Med & BS TM.

WGBFAS: Request to align métier codes with the new technical regulation,
also linked to the discussion on handling gear modifications within métier codes,
to be raised at the RCG TM level.

Germany: Request to add codes for collecting bags to the Pandalus fishery
métier codes. It was agreed to postpone this request until next year, following
discussions at the RCG TM.

2. Métier reports | Annual and multiannual métier reports were updated using the newly uploaded
2026 RDBES data. Additional functionality was implemented to exclude outputs
where fewer than three vessels are represented, and to summarise the totals
removed due to confidentiality. This exploratory work will inform a proposal
aimed at enabling the public release of such reports while ensuring compliance
with confidentiality requirements.

3. Inventory of More in-depth analysis of the replies related to the final three remaining
cross-validation additional topics from the 2023 questionnaire, with the aim of identifying
methods common or standard practices used across Member States and highlighting those

practices that may have the potential to enhance data quality (i.e., suggest best
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3. ISSG Métier and transversal variable issues

practices).
4. Templates completed by MS in response to the 2026 RDBES data call were
Documentation compiled and summarized by the ISSG.

of methods for
RDBES CE and

CL data

5. fecR Continued work on improving fishing effort calculations for small-scale fisheries
within the fecR package, especially by improving documentation for the two new
2025 branches: “ssf_handling” and “EffortDisaggregation” in preparation to their
integration into the JRC main branch (official version of the R-package).

6. Species ICES species codes (AphialDs and FAO codes) were analysed, and cases of

analysis duplicate or inconsistent coding were identified (e.g. multiple FAO codes for the
same AphialD and vice versa).
For three case studies on megrim, monkfish, and horse mackerel, an analysis was
carried out on RDBES data comparing reporting approaches across countries to
assess whether MS report catches at grouped or species-specific levels.

7. Traplines A questionnaire was circulated to National Correspondents (NCs) to carry out

inventory an inventory on ongoing trials involving the new fishing gear traplines across EU
Member States. Responses were summarised, confirming that trials are currently
ongoing in France, Portugal, Spain, and Greece.

8. RWP The ISSG provided input to the ISSG RWP, including revised text for
Textbox 3.1, an ambition-level table, and a long-term strategy for ISSG work.

Request from The ISSG received a request from the European Commission (DG-MARE, DCF

DG-MARE team) concerning mandatory gear variables under the revised new EU Control
Regulation. The ISSG will prepare a response regarding the relevance for
scientific analysis and DCF purposes of these variables; this work will continue
beyond the report deadline.

3.4.4 Points for discussion in the RCG NANSEA TM 2026

A
W

- o=

Criteria for including gear modifications in métier codes. Level 6 of the EU-MAP Table 5 is currently
defined as “mesh size and other selective devices”. While codes for selection panels are already
included, further clarification is needed on the extent to which gear modifications should be reflected
in métier codes. Key issues include the purpose and appropriate level of detail needed to be informed
for DCF Level 6 to meet scientific and end-user requirements, criteria for introducing a new
distinction (e.g., environmental impact or changes in species composition), and discussed the risk of
excessive fragmentation with the need to balance detail vs usability and stability of reference lists. This
has implications and impacts for time series continuity, potential data reuploads, existing métier R-
scripts, downstream data use by experts and existing aggregation procedures and the role of métier
codes as harmonised, pan-regional identifiers. At the same time, gear modifications affecting selectivity
or seabed impact may be relevant for scientific advice. There is a need also to clarify whether emerging
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3. ISSG Métier and transversal variable issues

fishing practices should be better appropriately captured at DCF level6 or DCF level7. In this context
raised a discussion considering which data would be better collected through observer programmes
(e.g., reported in RDBES CS table) rather than declarative reporting. Link with logbooks reporting
requirements and gear technologists’ requests.

e Presentation of a proposal solution aimed at enabling the public release of métier description reports
while ensuring compliance with confidentiality requirements.

e Discuss the proposal for a dedicated workshop to be held in 2027/2028, focusing on cross-validation
methods and methodological issues related to the estimation of fishing activity data—particularly for
the RDBES CE and CL tables—with the aim of establishing best-practice guidelines to improve data
quality.

e Presentation of the FecR package improvements made and next steps needed to include them into
the JRC main branch (official version of the R-package).

3.4.5 Points for discussion in the RCG Med & BS TM 2026

e Proposal to split métier lists between the Mediterranean (GSAs [-27) and Black Sea (GSAs 18-30) to
accommodate different mesh size ranges and better reflect Black Sea gillnet fisheries. The ISSG’s
analysis of currently used métiers and suggested approaches will be presented for discussion. A key
issue to discuss will be: how to allocate existing métiers between the two lists (full duplication vs
regional selection).

3.4.6 Points for discussion in the RCG LDF TM 2026

e France’s proposal for additional métier codes for RCG LDF Metier reference list to be presented and
discussed. It follows the incorporation of OFR fisheries (esp. small-scale coastal fleets from the
outermost regions) into upcoming RCG LDF discussions.

3.4.7 Points for discussion in the RCG LP TM 2026

e Presentation of the traplines inventory and discussion on the appropriate treatment of traplines within
the métier framework, whether traplines should be classified as a new gear or remain treated as a
modification of drifting longlines, as well as the implications for EU legislation and official gear code
reference frameworks.

Task 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.

The métier codes are now requested in several major data calls including STECF FDI data call and ICES data
calls (VMS/Logbook and RDBES). Within this task, requests for new métier codes to add and revision of other
reference lists (area, gear or species) are evaluated, approved and implemented. The current métier reference
lists (DCF level6 & level7) and other reference lists (e.g., species reference list) elaborated by the group are
available in the following GitHub: https://github.com/ices-eg/RCGs/tree/master/Metiers. ICES and JRC are
informed on any updates done on the reference lists.
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Request for adding mesh sizes to métier codes for freshwater species in the Baltic

Following a request from Finland, the ISSG reviewed mesh-size information in the RCG Baltic métier reference
list for freshwater fisheries (FWS). Finland highlighted that, while mesh-size data are available for several
freshwater fisheries, particularly gillnet fisheries, corresponding mesh-size ranges are currently not
implemented in the Métier Level 6 codes for these target species groups in the Baltic Sea. This limitation has
implications for ICES bycatch risk assessments, including WKSUP analyses and advice.

Following internal ISSG discussions, the group agreed that, for fishing gears where mesh-size ranges are already
defined for other target species groups in the Baltic Sea, these existing ranges should be extended to
freshwater fisheries. This applies to nets (GNS, GTR), trawls (OTB, PTB, OTM, PTM), and Scottish seine
(SSC). This approach avoids introducing new mesh-size breakpoints specific to freshwater fisheries and
ensures consistency with the existing Baltic Sea métier structure and with other fisheries.

At the same time, the ISSG emphasised the importance of maintaining flexibility in reporting. Therefore, it
remains possible to report freshwater fisheries without specifying mesh-size ranges (i.e. using the generic
“>0_0_0" option). This allows continued use of historical reporting practices and accommodates cases where
mesh-size information is not available (e.g., not collected in logbooks), or cannot be reliably provided,
particularly for small-scale fisheries.

In contrast, for gears such as pots and traps (FPN, FPO, FYK), longlines (LLS), and miscellaneous gears (MIS),
no mesh-size ranges are currently defined in the métier reference lists and there is no reporting requirement
for such information. In addition, mesh-size data for these gears are often not available or only partially
available in declarative data (esp. logbooks data). The ISSG therefore agreed to leave the métier codes for
these gear types unchanged.

A draft updated list of Baltic Sea FWS métier codes reflecting this proposed approach was circulated to Baltic
Member States for consultation. Responses from Member States generally supported the proposed alignment
with existing Baltic Sea mesh-size classes (initially developed to be aligned with the current regional technical
regulations) and the continuation of the generic “>0" option. Member States confirmed that freshwater
species catches are largely taken by small-scale fisheries using passive gears and that selective devices are
generally not used in freshwater fisheries (and therefore do not need to be included in the métier reference
list for freshwaters fisheries). Some Member States provided additional information on national mesh-size
classes and their partial alignment with the proposed ranges; however, introducing alternative or additional
mesh-size breakpoints specific to freshwater fisheries was not supported, as this would reduce consistency
with existing métier coding structures and other target assemblages and were proposed solely from a
statistical perspective considering clustering methods of reported data.

At its subsequent meeting, the ISSG considered the consultation responses and agreed to proceed with the
originally proposed list of freshwater métiers, in order to maintain alignment with existing mesh-size classes
already implemented in the Baltic Sea métier reference lists and reduce reporting burden. The ISSG noted
that, while national mesh-size classes do not always map one-to-one onto existing métier classes, maintaining
harmonised ranges across fisheries is preferable for pan-regional consistency, time-series stability, and
interoperability with ICES data calls.
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3. ISSG Métier and transversal variable issues

Following confirmation by the countries concerned, the updated Baltic Sea freshwater métier list will be
communicated to ICES and the JRC for implementation.

Request from France for updates to métier reference lists for RCG NANSEA, Mediterranean (MBS)
and Outermost Regions (RCG LDF)

During the 2026 work cycle, France (Ifremer) submitted requests to the RCG ISSG on Métier and Transversal
Variables for additional métier codes to integrate into the métier reference lists for RCG NANSEA (NAtl and
NSEA), RCG MBS (the Mediterranean) and RCG LDF following the incorporation of the small-scale coastal
fisheries from the Outermost Regions into upcoming RCG LDF discussions.

RCGs NANSEA and MBS additional métier codes requests

France requested the inclusion of additional métier combinations in the reference lists of RCG NANSEA (Natl
& NSEA) and MEDITERRANEAN. These combinations correspond to established fisheries operated by the
French fleet and involve gear codes and target assemblage codes already defined in the métier reference lists,
but whose specific combinations had not previously been included. The request was documented in detail,
including information on main target species, fishing techniques, and the approximate number of vessels
involved with total landings estimated.

The ISSG reviewed the request during meetings held on |18 February and 19 March 2026 and agreed that the
proposed combinations represent operational fisheries. Their absence from the reference lists was identified
as creating inconsistencies between observed fishing activities and reporting structures.

The ISSG therefore agreed to:

¢ Add the requested combinations as new DCF level 5 métier codes for the relevant RCGs (NAtl,
NSEA, and MBS).

¢ Introduce the corresponding DCF level 6 mesh-size ranges, applying the same mesh-size classes
already defined for the respective fishing gears in other métier combinations.

¢ Maintain the existing structure and logic of the métier reference lists, ensuring consistency across
areas and avoiding the introduction of new or region-specific mesh-size definitions.

The updates covered five new métier combinations for RCG NAtl, three for RCG NSEA, and five for the
Mediterranean (MBS). A consolidated list of Level 6 métier codes, including mesh-size classes where applicable,
was developed and approved at the ISSG follow-up meeting on 19 March 2026. ICES and the JRC were
subsequently notified for implementation.

RCG LDF additional métier codes requests

France subsequently submitted an additional request to update the métier reference lists for RCG LDF
following the incorporation of French OFR fisheries (particularly small-scale coastal fisheries from the
outermost regions) into upcoming RCG LDF discussions. As these fisheries differ significantly from the long-
distance fisheries currently covered, an update of the RCG LDF métier reference list is required to include
the codes corresponding to these fisheries. The request covered a comprehensive set of fisheries practiced
across the French overseas territories and was supported by a complete documentation detailing fishing
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3. ISSG Métier and transversal variable issues

techniques, main target species assemblages, regional coverage, and information on estimated number of
vessels involved and total landings.

The proposed additions comprise multiple DCF Level 5 métiers involving hand and pole lines, trolling lines,
nets (gillnets, trammel nets, and drift nets), seines, traps, diving fisheries, and a mixed fishery conducted on
Fish Aggregating Devices (FADs), where multiple hook-based gears (drifting longlines (LLD), hand and pole line
(LHP), and trolling lines (LTL)) are used in combination sometimes within the same trip, all targeting similar large
pelagic species without the ability to distinguish catches by individual gear regarding the available data. These
fisheries are well established in the Outermost Regions, and several of them are critical either for current
data reporting or for maintaining historical time series. Most proposals combine existing fishing gear codes
and target species group codes already individually defined in the framework, but not yet included under RCG
LDF.

The ISSG reviewed the request and agreed that the proposed métier definitions reflect clearly identifiable and
operational fisheries in the French Outermost Regions. For gears where mesh-size information is not relevant
or not collected (e.g. diving, handlines, trolling, mixed FAD-associated fisheries), mesh-size reporting should
remain set to “0_0_0". For net and seine gears, mesh-size reporting should retain the generic “>0_0_0”
option at this stage, pending further information and in order to preserve flexibility and consistency with
historical data. The introduction of these métiers improves coverage and representativeness of fisheries in
the Outermost Regions without altering existing coding principles.

Based on this assessment, the ISSG agreed to add the requested métiers to the RCG LDF reference lists, as
an intermediary solution enabling France to report these fisheries in upcoming data calls (esp. RCG LDF data
call). ICES and the JRC will be informed of these additions for incorporation into the métier reference lists
and associated validation systems.

Then the proposal —including the mixed FAD fishery—uwill be further reviewed by RCG LDF, with a view to
formal validation or revision/correction of the updated reference list at their July annual technical meeting,
including consideration of similar fisheries in other outermost regions (e.g., Madeira and the Azores).

Request regarding metier code for Norwegian whale fishery

The ISSG discussed the reporting of the Norwegian whale fishery in relation to ICES VMS data and the current
métier and target assemblage framework. Norway reported a specific fishery targeting marine mammals
(namely whales), which does not fit within the existing RCG target assemblage codification. As a result, this
activity has historically not been reported to ICES, despite being conducted in practice and reported to other
international bodies.

It was highlighted that the absence of an appropriate target assemblage code constrains the ability to provide
a complete and transparent overview of all fisheries when responding to ICES data calls. While acknowledging
that whaling is atypical compared to most ICES reported fisheries, the ISSG considered it preferable to enable
reporting rather than excluding these activities altogether.

To address this, the ISSG agreed to introduce a new target assemblage group code, “MAM” (Marine
Mammals), which could be used specifically for whale fisheries. This solution would allow Norway, should
it choose to do so, to report whaling activities consistently within the ICES VMS framework. The group noted
that this code would not appear in the current EU-MAP Table 5 but could still be used for ICES data reporting
purposes.
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The ISSG communicated this recommendation to ICES Secretariat representatives. ICES indicated that while
the proposal is supported in principle, revisions to the métier lookup tables are unlikely to be implemented
in time for the current “VMS & logbooks” data call due to the workflow already being frozen. As an interim
workaround, ICES suggested that, if Norway submits whaling-related VMS data before the new code is
formally implemented, métiers could temporarily be recoded as MIS_MIS_0_0_0, noting that these fisheries
do not have benthic impacts but remain valuable for broader analytical and overview purposes.

In parallel, the ISSG identified the need to further examine the gear component of the métier coding.
Specifically, the group will consult with Norway to determine whether the current gear classifications
adequately describe whaling activities or whether a specific gear code (e.g. for harpoon fisheries) is required.
Any agreed updates would need to be communicated to both ICES and the JRC.

The group will revisit this topic in the next period, taking into account Norway’s reporting intentions especially
for the “VMS & logbooks” data call after a prolonged reporting hiatus and any feedback received from ICES
following ongoing discussions along with technical details availability.

Request from Spain for métiers codes reflecting gear modifications

The ISSG on Métier and Transversal Variables considered a request from Spain to introduce specific métier
codifications reflecting two fishing practices that involve gear modifications with potential environmental
benefits: the use of flying doors (Puertas Voladoras) on bottom trawls fisheries targeting demersal species, and
the use of semi-pelagic longlines targeting hake in the Atlantic, commonly referred to as Piedrabola. Available
scientific studies indicate that both practices may contribute to reduced seabed impact, and that the Piedrabola
configuration may also improve selectivity. Spain therefore requested that these practices be distinguishable
at DCF métier level 6, in order to better reflect their adoption and effects in fisheries data reporting.

For bottom trawls equipped with flying doors, the ISSG agreed that this configuration should not be
considered as a new gear type, but rather as a modification applicable to existing bottom trawl métiers, and
therefore addressed at DCF level6 rather than level5. The group considered that this distinction could be
accommodated within the current métier structure by extending the interpretation of the fields originally
dedicated to selective devices and mesh-size—related information. Specifically, it was proposed to use the
second “0” position to indicate the presence of a trawl door modification, and the third “0” position to specify
the type of modification using a three-letter code. In this context, the value “5” in the second position would
indicate a trawl door modification, and the code “TSD” would be used in the third position to denote Puertas
Voladoras. The resulting structure would follow the format XXX_XXX_MeshSizeRange_5_TSD. Spain
indicated that this distinction would be relevant for several target assemblages, including OTB_DEF,
OTB_MCD and OTB_MPD in the RCG North Atlantic, and OTB_DEF, OTB_DWS and OTB_MDD in the
RCG Mediterranean and Black Sea. This approach allows a clear distinction between conventional bottom
trawls and those equipped with flying doors, while keeping DCF level 5 unchanged.

Spain also requested a distinction between semi-pelagic longlines (Piedrabola) and traditional demersal longlines
(LLS), particularly for hake fisheries in the Atlantic. Similar gear designs are currently used in the Azores and
Portugal and are reported under existing LLS métiers without further differentiation. Spain highlighted the
importance of maintaining consistency across data calls and noted that a comparable distinction has also been
requested within the AER framework, under the concept of floated demersal longlines (FDL). The ISSG
discussed whether this differentiation should be introduced at métier level 6 or level 7, taking into account
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the need to avoid unnecessary fragmentation of métiers. It was agreed that, given the deliberate nature of the
gear modification and its demonstrated selectivity benefits, the distinction could be introduced at DCF level 6,
while retaining the existing LLS métiers unchanged.

The proposed approach for Piedrabola mirrors that for flying doors, by extending the interpretation of the
second and third “0” positions. The value “6” in the second position would indicate a longline modification,
and the code “FDL” in the third position would specify the Piedrabola configuration. The resulting codification
would be LLS_DEF_0_6_FDL, while the existing métier LLS_DEF_0_0_0 would remain unchanged. The
ISSG agreed that this new distinction should apply prospectively only, without retroactive modification of
historical time series, which would remain aggregated.

During the discussion, the ISSG emphasised the importance of avoiding excessive fragmentation of métier
codes. The group agreed that new distinctions at DCF level 6 should only be introduced where there is a
clear and demonstrable added value, such as meaningful reductions in seabed impact, improved selectivity, or
significant changes in species composition. It was also noted that these proposals further extend the
conceptual role of the second and third “0” fields, moving beyond their original focus on selective devices and
mesh-size ranges associated towards a broader notion of gear modification or gear impact with the second
“0” position to indicate the type of gear modification (e.g., 5 = trawl door modification) and the third “0”
position to specify the device configuration (e.g, FDL = “Piedrabola”). The group recognised that this
conceptual evolution requires clarification and, in the longer term, the development of a more structured
framework to ensure consistent assessment of future requests.

Several technical considerations were highlighted. The introduction of three-letter codes (TSD, FDL) in the
final field represents a departure from the expected numerical format and may require updates to existing
métier R-scripts, which will need to be tested and adapted as necessary. Reconstructing historical time series
using the new codification would be resource-intensive; consequently, the new codes would apply from their
date of implementation onwards, creating an acknowledged break in time series. The ISSG also noted that
downstream data uses by experts, including métier aggregation processes and analyses conducted within
INTERCATCH, STECF FDI, ICES RDBES and VMS-based workflows, may be affected and will require review
to ensure consistency.

The ISSG agreed to submit this issue for discussion at the next RCG Technical Meeting. Key issues to discuss
will include: the purpose and appropriate level of detail needed to be informed for métier reference list at
DCF Level 6 & 5, the definition of clear criteria for introducing a new DCF level6 métier distinction (e.g.,
environmental impact, selectivity improvement or changes in species composition), and the risk of excessive
fragmentation with the need to balance detail vs usability and stability of reference lists.. The agreements
seeking to be reached will be:

e agreement on clear, objective and consistent criteria for future métier updates,

e confirmation of the appropriate scope and granularity of DCF Level 6,

¢ validation or adjustment of the proposed coding approach, and

e guidance to ensure long-term consistency, stability, transparency and usability of the métiers
reference lists.

In the meantime, the proposal remains under consideration and will be refined based on the outcome of this
discussion. Finally and subject to RCG agreement, the group proposed that the métier reference lists be
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updated using the proposed coding structure with in the second “0” positions, “0” indicating no gear
modification (including no selective devices), “5” indicating trawl door modification, and “6” indicating longline
modification, and in the third “0” position specifying the modification type (“TSD” for Puertas Voladoras and
“FDL” for Piedrabola). Once validated, ICES and the JRC would be notified of the agreed updates.

Traplines — reporting solution for an emerging fishing practice

The ISSG on Métier and Transversal Variables discussed a request from the European Commission, STECF,
and the RCG Large Pelagics (LP) concerning the reporting of an emerging fishing practice referred to as
traplines. Traplines are a hybrid longline configuration in which hooks are combined with trap components.
As traplines are not yet formally recognised in EU legislation and no dedicated gear code exists, an interim
reporting solution is required to allow consistent data collection within the DCF framework.

The group agreed to distinguish clearly between a short-term reporting solution and a longer-term
classification decision. Any long-term solution will depend on whether traplines are formally recognised as a
new gear type in EU legislation, which would necessitate the introduction of a dedicated gear code. Pending
such recognition, the ISSG considered it necessary to implement an interim approach that enables Member
States to report this activity in a harmonised and transparent manner.

Building on principles previously applied to other gear modifications, the ISSG agreed to treat traplines, for
the interim period, as a modification of existing drifting longlines (LLD), therefore to be reported at DCFR
level6 rather than DCF level5. Based on discussions with RCG LP, it was noted that traplines are used in
combination with LLD and are primarily deployed in swordfish fisheries. The group further agreed that the
distinction should be introduced at DCF métier level 6, which underpins most analytical work and reporting,
rather than at level 7, which is primarily used to distinguish target species or fishing modes (e.g. FAD-related
or school-type fishing). Introducing the distinction only at level 7 was therefore considered insufficient.

Given that the first “0” position in the métier code is already reserved for mesh-size ranges and embedded in
existing scripts, the ISSG agreed to introduce the interim modification in the second and third “0” positions
(following the same structure as for Spain’s request), extending their original role beyond selective devices to
a broader concept of gear modification. For clarity and transparency, a three-letter code was preferred over
a numerical value. The agreed interim codification at DCF level 6 is LLD_LPF_0_6_TPL, where “6” denotes
a generic longline modification and “TPL” specifies the use of traplines. This code can be applied across
relevant RCGs (LDF, MBS, NAtl, and NSEA). As traplines are primarily used in swordfish fisheries, the practice
may be further specified at DCF level 7 as LLD_LPF_0_6_TPL_SWO. At this stage, the ISSG agreed that
there is no need to introduce this distinction at level 7 for fisheries characterised by school-type or
FAD-related fishing.

The ISSG acknowledged that this interim codification further modifies the conceptual role of the second and
third “0” fields, which were initially dedicated to selective devices which will have to be discussed at the next
RCG TM (see above Spain’s request). This change will therefore need to be clearly documented in the métier
reference lists and communicated to data users. The agreed approach is explicitly temporary and responds to
an immediate need from the European Commission and STECF to collect information on trapline use, while
allowing time for a more informed decision on their formal classification. The broader question of whether
traplines should ultimately be considered a distinct gear type or a modification of existing longlines will depend
on discussions in other fora. In this context, the ongoing ISSG Task 7 work on establishing an inventory of
trapline use provides an important evidence base.
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The metier code and principles will be presented for discussion at the RCG TM seeking specific additional
outputs regarding:

e agreement on the long-term status of traplines (whether traplines should be classified as a new gear
or remain treated as a modification of drifting longlines)

e confirmation (or adjustment) of the proposed reporting approach, and

e guidance on transitioning from this interim solution to a formal codification.

The group also noted the need to clarify whether emerging fishing practices should be better appropriately
captured at DCF level6 or DCF level7.

GNS_DEF métiers in the Black Sea - proposal to split MED & BS reference lists

The ISSG on Métier and Transversal Variables discussed the need to better reflect the gillnet fisheries targeting
demersal species (GNS_DEF) in the Black Sea, with particular attention to the use of very large mesh sizes
(2400 mm) that it is a legal obligation to use in this region. This issue has been raised previously, as the current
combined RCG MED&BS métier reference list only allows reporting of mesh-size ranges <16 mm and =216 mm,
which does not adequately reflect Black Sea fishing practices.

The group noted that mesh sizes 2400 mm are specific to the Black Sea and are not used in Mediterranean
gillnet fisheries. Introducing such a mesh-size range into the existing combined MED&BS reference list would
therefore either create overlapping métiers or require Mediterranean Member States to revise historical
submissions in order to accommodate a new coding structure. To avoid these impacts, the RCG MED&BS
had previously identified the splitting of the combined reference list into two distinct regional lists as the most
appropriate way forward, namely a Mediterranean reference list (MED; GSAs |-27) and a Black Sea reference
list (BLS; GSAs 28-30).

The ISSG agreed with this approach and undertook preparatory work to support further discussion at RCG
MEDA&BS level. For the proposed Black Sea métier reference list, the ISSG developed an initial proposal to
introduce three mesh-size ranges for nets métiers (<I6 mm, 16-399 mm, and 2400 mm) namely for
GNS_DEF, thereby allowing the explicit representation of Black Sea gillnet fisheries. The Mediterranean
reference list would retain its existing structure, with the two current mesh-size ranges (<I6 mm and
2|6 mm), unchanged.

To underpin this work, a preliminary analysis of effort data submitted to the STECF FDI data call for the
period 2013-2024 was carried out, with GSAs grouped between Mediterranean and Black Sea regions. The
analysis aimed to identify which métiers are currently reported in each region, assess their alignment with the
existing MED&BS combined métier reference list, and identify potential inconsistencies requiring
harmonisation or further additions. The results confirmed the substantial use of large-mesh GNS_DEF métiers
in the Black Sea, notably codes corresponding to mesh sizes 2400 mm, and also highlighted additional issues
requiring consideration, such as transcoding needs (e.g. FPFO_MOL_0 0 0 to FPO_MOL_>0_0_0) and the
potential need for other region-specific métiers.

The ISSG identified several open questions that require resolution in close collaboration with the RCG
MED&BS. These include whether the Mediterranean reference list should retain the full current MED&BS
métier structure unchanged, whether the Black Sea reference list should include only region-relevant métiers
or replicate the full list, and how collaboration, validation, and implementation of the two separate métiers
reference lists should be organised in terms of process and timeline. The group also noted that implementing
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this change would have wider implications, including updates to the regional reference lists used for RCG
allocation to clearly distinguish the two regions (MED vs BS), testing and possible adaptation of métier R-
scripts to accommodate the two new distinct regional lists, and the revision of the entire historical Black Sea
data time series to ensure consistency with the new BS métier reference list.

In light of these considerations, the ISSG agreed to submit the proposal to the RCG MED&BS and to organise
a dedicated meeting with the regional chairs. The aim of this meeting will be to clarify the proposed approach,
agree on the distribution of métiers between the MED and BS métiers reference lists, and establish a clear
and realistic work plan for development, validation, and implementation. The ISSG informed the RCG
MED&BS chairs accordingly, noting that the handling of GNS_DEF métiers in the Black Sea should be
addressed through this structured, region-specific approach.

WGBFAS Request on Bottom Trawl Gear Codification (Baltic Sea)

The ISSG on Métier and Transversal Variables considered a request from ICES WGBFAS to introduce
additional métier codes for bottom trawl fisheries in the Baltic Sea, with the aim of reflecting the
implementation of new technical measures under Regulation (EU) 2024/3093. These measures introduce a
range of new gear configurations and, in most cases, require the use of a Roofless selection device, alongside
specific codend constructions such as modified T90 codends and square-mesh codends.

WGBFAS recommended that the ISSG explore the possibility of introducing distinct métier codes to account
for both the three existing codend configurations currently in use and the five new bottom-trawl gear
configurations introduced by the regulation. In follow-up correspondence with the WGBFAS Chair, detailed
technical feedback was provided by a gear technologist. This feedback highlighted that the current DCF level 6
métier framework has inherent limitations in representing the technical complexity of modern fishing gears.
In particular, it was noted that the existing coding structure does not capture information on panel type or
position, mesh orientation, or combinations of multiple selection devices; that T90 is treated as a selective
panel rather than as a codend design; and that the focus of level 6 métiers is largely restricted to codend
characteristics, without accounting for upstream selection devices such as Roofless systems or grid
configurations.

The gear technologist suggested that addressing these issues would require a more fundamental restructuring
of the métier codification system, potentially involving additional variables or suffixes to identify combinations
of devices (e.g. Roofless devices combined with specific codend types or lastridge rope configurations), or
even a more comprehensive redesign of the level 6 structure in the longer term.

The ISSG acknowledged that these observations are technically valid from a gear-technology perspective.
However, the group noted that the level of detail implied by the proposed changes goes beyond what can
realistically be captured through fishing activity data reported in declarative systems such as logbooks and
sales notes. The ISSG emphasised that any information included at DCF level 6 must remain reportable by
fishers in a consistent and reliable manner, preserve time-series continuity, and remain fit for the primary
analytical uses of métier data, including stock assessment, effort analysis, and monitoring of fishing activities.

In this context, the ISSG highlighted the distinction between fishing activity data, which require stable and
pragmatic codification, and observer-based or on-board sampling data, which are better suited to capturing
detailed gear characteristics such as selection device configuration, panel orientation, grid dimensions, or
combined gear components. This discussion is consistent with earlier reflections within the ISSG, including
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those arising from previous requests submitted by Spain, concerning the appropriate purpose and level of
detail of DCF level 6 métiers.

The group therefore concluded that the request from WGBFAS raises broader and more structural questions
that cannot be adequately addressed through the ad hoc introduction of additional métier codes. Instead,
there is a need to clarify the intended scope of DCF level 6, define objective criteria for introducing new
métier distinctions, and determine which aspects of gear design should be collected through other data
channels such as sampling observer programmes (e.g., on-board sampling).

It was agreed that these issues should be taken forward to the next RCG Technical Meeting, where the
requests from WGBFAS and Spain can be considered jointly. The discussion will focus on revisiting the
purpose and scope of métier DCF level 6, assessing implications for time series and downstream data use, and
developing a structured framework for evaluating future requests for changes to the métier reference lists.

Key points for discussion will include:

¢ what information should be captured at DCF level6,

o the appropriate level of detail needed to meet scientific and end-user requirements, and

e which data would be better collected through observer programmes rather than declarative
reporting!

The group also stressed the importance of defining requirements based on data needs (rather than current
data availability or what it is collected at this time, the group considered as a circulate discussion confronting
what is needed from scientific perspective and what is collected from administrative side), and of clarifying the
distinction within the RDBES framework between data reported in activity tables (e.g. CE/CL) and sampling
data (e.g. CS), while ensuring a balanced and practical framework for reporting.

As a next step, the ISSG informed WGBFAS that their concerns will be addressed within this broader
RCG-level discussion, rather than through immediate modifications to the métier reference lists, and
expressed willingness to continue collaboration, including links with gear-technology expertise and relevant
working groups.

Request from Germany regarding collecting bags in OTB_CRU pandalus fishery

A metier code is requested for trawl fishery with collecting bags in OTB_CRU pandalus fishery. The métier
code OTB_CRU_32-69_0_0, which is currently used to describe the pandalus fishery, includes two additional
métier codes associated with the use of selection panels:

e OTB_CRU_32-69 2 22
e OTB_CRU_32-69 4 22

For Germany, the mesh size of the collecting bags used in this fishery is reported to be in the range 130-
40 mm. However, further clarification is required regarding both the type of selection device employed and
the corresponding sorting-grid dimensions.

The ISSG agreed to postpone further work on this issue until next period 2026/2027, following the RCG
Technical Meeting broader discussion on the potential inclusion of gear modifications within métier codes. As
an initial indication, possible future métier code formulations could include OTB_CRU_32-69 2_130-140 or
OTB_CRU_32-69 2 2120, subject to further technical clarification and agreement.
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3. ISSG Métier and transversal variable issues

Task 2: Update and if relevant further develop métier description report (annual and multiannual).

The ISSG continued work on updating and further developing the métier description report (annual and
multiannual), based on effort (CE) and landings (CL) data from the RCG RDBES 2026 data call.

In parallel, the ISSG initiated further discussion on the possibility of making the métier description report
publicly available while complying with confidentiality rules. As part of this exploratory work, the métier
description scripts were updated to:

¢ Count the number of vessels associated with each table or plot output in the report, based on
encrypted vessel identifiers

e Exclude outputs where fewer than three vessels are observed, reflecting commonly applied
confidentiality thresholds in many Member States

e For each table or plot, include a supplementary table quantifying the impact of this threshold reporting
the percentage of data that would be removed as confidential under this rule

This approach is flexible and can be applied consistently across different aggregation levels and explanatory
variables, while ensuring that EU-confidentiality rule is respected through application of the three-vessel rule.
The ISSG noted, however, that confidentiality thresholds are not fully harmonised across countries (e.g., some
Member States apply a five-vessel rule or additional dominance criteria). The current implementation
therefore serves as an illustrative example to support further discussion, rather than as a final agreed
approach.

The ISSG also noted data quality limitations in some submissions (e.g. placeholder encrypted vessel identifiers),
which may affect vessel counts and, consequently, the application of confidentiality rules. These issues are
being followed up with data providers and are expected to improve with the most recent RDBES submissions.

To further inform the discussion, the group agreed that it would be useful to complement the filtered métier
description report with additional summary analyses or graphical outputs illustrating how much landings or
effort are removed under different confidentiality thresholds and aggregation levels.

The final aim will be to enable partial public access to reports while respecting confidentiality. ISSG notes that
confidentiality is often used to justify non-publication without alternatives; this proposal offers a practical way
forward.

This work will be presented as a basis for discussion at the upcoming RCG NANSEA & Baltic Technical
Meeting.

Task 3: Finalize the analysis of questionnaires sent out in spring 2023, to evaluate the use of cross-
validation methods in MS to combine data coming from different declarative sources, the ongoing

standard practices. Develop, on this basis, best practice guidelines, with a specific focus on the RDBES
CE and CL tables.

This task work has been based on the replies from a questionnaire populated in 2023 (sent from the ISSG to
NCs in spring 2023) regarding methodologies used by MS to calculate fishing activity estimates. The
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3. ISSG Métier and transversal variable issues

questionnaire evaluates especially the use of cross-validation methods in MS to combine data coming from
different declarative sources.

As the replies to the questionnaire were both very comprehensive and diverse, they were first summarized
in the 2023 ISSG Métier and transversal variables issues report. The two last years the group focused on
seven different specific topics: a) the types of declarative data considered, b) the algorithms/methods used to
cross-validate or combine the data, c) the methods used to estimate or assess the value of landings, d) the
methods used to consolidate the species composition, e) the methods used to consolidate the “vessel fishing
effort” especially if geo-localisation data are considered for that, f) the methods used to consolidate the gear
mesh size, gear dimension and gear fishing effort or soaking time and g) the methods used to consolidate the
spatialization of fishing effort and landings especially if geo-localisation data are considered for that.

This year, the work consisted of a more in-depth analysis of the replies related to the final three remaining
additional topics from the questionnaire, with the aim of identifying common or standard practices used across
Member States and highlighting those practices that may have the potential to enhance data quality (i.e., suggest
best practices):

e The algorithms/methods used to assess/evaluate the fishing metier by fishing
trips/sequences/operations

e Would you consider that the cross-validation/combination method applied is useful to
complete/improve the completeness of the national fishing activity data?

e In the end, have you any other concerns to share with the group regarding the data “cross-
validation/cross-checking/combination” method/tool actually in place in your country to
assess/evaluate fishing activity variables? Please add anything you think valuable to consider to develop
best practices guidelines regarding fishing activity data cross-validation tools.

Overview of conclusions for these different topics are summarized hereunder.

Topics Description Potential to enhance data quality
The Most countries broadly follow | = Integrating complementary data (e.g,,
algorithms/methods the ISSG principles when licenses, regulations), dedicated surveys,
used to assess/evaluate = defining métiers, but only two and/or expert knowledge is key to
the fishing metier by | explicitly report using the ISSG accurately defining métiers. Flexibility for
fishing trips / sequences = R-script for allocation. In countries to incorporate these elements
| operations practice, most rely on national helps better reflect real fishing
algorithms or workflows strategies, overcome limits in reported
adapted to their own data, data, and produce more robust and
fisheries, and operational meaningful métier estimates.
contexts.
= There is a need to standardise the level
These national approaches at which métier estimation is
often integrate conducted, as it currently varies within and
complementary data across countries due to differences in data
sources, such as administrative availability and resolution. This lack of
information or expert harmonisation reduces consistency and
knowledge. comparability, since results can differ

depending on whether analyses are done
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Would you consider
that the cross-
validation/combination
method applied is
useful to
complete/improve the
completeness of the
national fishing
activity data!?

An important issue concerns
the standardisation of the
level at which métiers should
be defined, as this currently
varies across countries and
depends largely on data
availability.

Some countries consider the
full species composition
profile rather than relying
solely on the dominant landed
species or species group.

Two main approaches

across countries:

1. Some consider
mandatory reporting
sufficient to ensure
comprehensive
coverage, integrating
multiple datasets only
useful to improve
accuracy and consistency.

2. Others take a more
integrative approach,
combining and cross-
validating multiple data
sources to enhance
completeness and
quality, particularly to
identify and fill data

gaps.

Limits of single data source:
Reliance on a single dataset is
widely seen as a major limitation,
increasing uncertainty in both
the completeness and quality of
fishing activity estimates.

=

=

3. ISSG Métier and transversal variable issues

at the fishing operation, sequence, trip, or
more aggregated levels.

At finer scales (e.g., DCF level 7),
considering the full species
composition—rather than just dominant
species or groups—is crucial. This
underscores the need for methods like
clustering to better distinguish mixed
fisheries from more targeted fishing
strategies.

When only sales note data are
available—lacking key information such as
gear or location—reliable métier
estimation depends even more on
combining species composition analysis
with complementary data and expert
knowledge.

Cross-validation is key for accessing
variables available only in specific
datasets (e.g., landing values from sales
notes). It is also widely seen as a way to
produce more robust estimates, as
combining multiple sources generally yields
more reliable estimates than relying on a
single dataset.

Position data, complementary data
useful to refine spatial resolution.

Assessing completeness remains a key
challenge, particularly for fleets relying
on a single data source and for SSF.
Improvements expected with the new EU
control regulation.
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3. ISSG Métier and transversal variable issues

Use of position data: Vessel
position data are generally
considered complementary,
mainly used to refine spatial
resolution for specific needs.
Their integration remains limited
and rarely systematic.

In the end, have you any = Combining multiple data = Overall, cross-validation methods
other concerns to sources (e.g., declarative data, could significantly improve both data
share with the group sales notes, VMYS) is inherently completeness and accuracy by
regarding the data complex, particularly in integrating the most reliable and complete
“cross-validation/cross- | situations that deviate from the information available for each individual

’

checking/combination” | standard “one trip—one sale” fishing trip.
method/tool actually in | structure. Such cases increase
place in your country to | the difficulty of data integration = = Align with EU requirement which call

assess/evaluate fishing | and reinforce the need for for a single, validated, and consistent
activity variables? robust algorithms to stream of fishing activity data to meet end-
Please add anything you | correctly link records and avoid users needs.
think valuable to double counting.
consider to develop = EU-level harmonisation and guidance
best practices Questions raised regarding needed, esp. best practice guidelines for
guidelines regarding the regulatory status of cross-validation and data-combination
fishing activity data outputs produced by cross- algorithms agreed at EU-level
cross-validation tools. validation algorithms that
integrate multiple data = Capacity building and knowledge
sources, particularly sharing to promote.

concerning when such results
can be considered “official”
data. This highlights the need
for EU-level recognition,
underpinned by transparent,
consistent, and well-
documented methodologies, as
well as agreed best-practice
guidelines.

More details can be found in annex 2, where for each question, the first paragraph “Summarized information”
presents information detailed in the last years’ report to introduce new readers and in the second paragraph
some of the practices are discussed more in depth especially regarding their potential to enhance data quality.
Finally, the replies by country related to the topic have been summarized and are presented in the appendix
of the annex (one appendix by topic).

ISSG agreed to highlight these methods and encourage their further exploration, while noting that more
detailed guidelines and discussions are required before they can be formally recommended. This applies, for
example, to the use of geolocation data to cross-validate or refine fishing effort metrics derived from logbooks,
or to improve reported fishing areas (only main ICES rectangle have to be reported). It will also be necessary
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3. ISSG Métier and transversal variable issues

to clarify and validate at EU-level the regulatory status of outputs produced by cross-validation algorithms
integrating multiple data sources, particularly regarding when such results can be considered “official” data.

Final ISSG’ aim on this task will be to combine all the results and conclusions and from that
develop a best practices guidelines document regarding cross-validation methods to
calculate/improve fishing activity data with a specific focus on the RDBES fishing activity data
(i.e., variables asked in the RDBES tables CE&CL) and an objective of enhancing fishing activity
data quality and completeness.

For that, it will be discussed next year the work plan and best options to advance and coordinate this
development. This will build on a consolidated synthesis of insights from recent and earlier reviews of Member
States’ responses to the 2023 questionnaire, considering ongoing national cross-validation practices. It will
also support the preparation of a dedicated workshop (planned for 2027 or 2028), in line with the ISSG’s
ambition for the 2028-2030 Regional Work Plan and linked to Task 4 activities (see below). The workshop
will provide focused time to address methodological issues (with a specific focus on the RDBES CE and CL
tables), including the implications of the new EU Control Regulation, and so cross-validation approaches for
improving fishing activity data. One of the outcomes expected will be a structured work plan for establishing
best practice guidelines.

Task 4: Evaluate documentation of methodologies applied to inform RDBES CE & CL tables, i.e. collect

and analyse the templates provided by countries (in answer to the RDBES 2026 data call), to document
MS methods used to estimate fishing activity data for RDBES CE & CL tables

The template for documentation of RDBES CE and CL data was requested to be completed by Member States
when submitting data in response to the RDBES data call 2026. Responses from countries have been collected
and are available on the ISSG SharePoint. They have been compiled and summarized below.

For 2025-2026, the group agreed to limit work on this topic to this initial review and synthesis of countries’
responses to the template. A more in-depth analysis is planned for next period 2026-2027, focusing on
methodological challenges identified in the responses, with the aim of improving harmonisation and
standardisation of fishing activity variable estimates and identifying best practices across Member States. This
work will also assess the need for additional guidelines to enhance comparability, consistency, and overall data
quality in fishing activity data estimates, especially to complete RDBES CE and CL tables. It will feed into future
ISSG activities and a dedicated methodological workshop planned for 2027 or 2028, alongside ongoing work
on cross-validation methods (see above). The group also agreed that the template does not need to be
submitted annually; instead, countries should be allowed to update it only when methodologies change or
clarifications are needed.

I.  Scientific vs official landings weight.

Are there differences between official and scientific landings weights submitted in CL data? If yes, please provide a brief
explanation of the differences and describe the calculations that caused the differences.

All responses indicate that there are no differences between official and scientific landing weights submitted
in CL data.

& NN
X3 Sy
A \\  RCGs Secretariat
-\\‘ - N
R\
W o7
Ao P—04

Co-funded by
the European Union

43




477\ 477N
\ " " . 9 '\ . - .
\\ Regional Coordination Group N \\ Regional Coordination Group
N 1 A W\ Wi
_Z 77/ North Atlantic 2, Baltic
N North Sea & E

RCG NANSEA AND RCG BALTIC 2026 REPORT - Part lll

3. ISSG Métier and transversal variable issues

Il. Describe data basis (origin) and data sources for official (what would be reported by the
administration agencies) and scientific values (including adjustments made by scientific
institutes) of transversal variables*.

For official values, data are derived from administrative census and validated reporting data. For large-scale
fleets (LSF), the primary sources are electronic logbooks, vessel registers, and geolocation systems (e.g. VMS),
with high temporal and spatial resolution. For small-scale fleets (SSF), official data are based on monthly catch
reports, coastal logbooks (where applicable), and sales notes, which are more aggregated and may rely on
proxy assumptions (e.g. trip definitions from landing events). These datasets are processed through
standardised national validation rules and aggregation workflows to produce official statistics.

For scientific values, the same core administrative sources are used but are further processed and enhanced
through analytical methods. This includes: integration of VMS/AIS or other geolocation data to improve spatial
and effort allocation; reconciliation of inconsistencies between logbooks, sales notes, and fleet registers; and
application of estimation models where direct observations are missing (e.g. inference of trips, effort, or gear
use). Additional adjustments may include disaggregation of aggregated SSF data, correction of reporting gaps
or biases, and incorporation of supplementary survey data (e.g. fishing activity census or stratified sampling
surveys) to refine estimates.

Landings weight is mainly derived from a combination of logbooks and sales notes, often integrated within
national systems (e.g., census databases or platforms like SACROIS). For large-scale fleets, logbooks are the
primary source, while for small-scale fleets (<10 m), sales notes or monthly catch reports are frequently used.
Some countries also incorporate geolocation data, landing declarations, or fleet registers to improve spatial
allocation. Scientific data generally matches official sources, with little to no methodological differences.
Overall, this variable is consistently populated and standardized.

Landings value is primarily based on sales notes, which provide first-sale prices and landed value. Where
direct value data is missing (e.g., small-scale or direct sales), values are often estimated using average prices
per species, derived from sales notes, statistical surveys, or official price databases. Additional sources may
include: economic surveys of fisheries; national statistical questionnaires; average annual price datasets.
Scientific data typically follows the same approach as official data. However, compared to landings weight, this
variable shows greater variability and uncertainty, due to missing value data for some fleet segments or limited
access to sales information in certain cases.

Number of fractional trips derived from logbooks, often combined with sales notes and geolocation data
(e.g., VMS). In some cases, trips are reconstructed or proportionally allocated based on fishing activity (time
or area). For small vessels, monthly reports or landing data may be used, assuming one day = one trip.

Number of dominant trips based on logbooks and sales notes, with trips assigned using dominance rules
(e.g., main activity, species, or area). Some countries allocate trips based on maximum fishing time in a given
area. Small-scale fleet data may rely on sales notes or simplified reporting.

Days at sea calculated mainly from logbooks (departure/return dates) or geolocation data, with some
countries using algorithms. For small vessels, it is often estimated from landing events (e.g., one landing = one
day at sea). In some cases, the official variable is reported as NA.
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Fishing days derived from logbooks, representing actual fishing activity days within trips. When unavailable
(especially for small vessels), it may be estimated from landing dates or assumed equal to days at sea. Coverage
is uneven, with some countries not estimating for small-scale fleets.

Vessel fishing hour based on logbook haul information or geolocation data, when available. In some systems,
it is estimated from landings and vessel characteristics when direct data is missing. However, this variable is
often not populated, not submitted, or unavailable for small-scale fleets and certain gears.

kW Days at sealfishing days or GT Days at sealfishing days calculated as days at seaffishing days X
vessel engine power (kWV)/ vessel gross tonnage (GT), with kW or GT obtained from the vessel register. One
country indicated NA for official variables.

kW Fishing hours based on fishing hours from logbooks (haul data) combined with vessel power (kW) from
registers. However, this variable is often not available, not calculated, or optional, especially for small-scale
fleets.

GT Fishing hours based on fishing hours (logbooks) X vessel gross tonnage (GT). Similar to kW fishing
hours, this variable is frequently not populated or optional, due to limited availability of detailed haul or time
data.

Soaking meter hour mostly derived from logbooks, sometimes complemented by census surveys and
monthly journals. Calculated only when soaking time and gear length are reported. Data availability is
inconsistent, with many cases not populated or submitted, as it is often optional. Scientific data generally the
same as official.

Number of hauls/sets mainly based on logbooks, either as direct counts or estimated from trips. Additional
inputs include census data and sales notes. Methods vary across countries: some use direct counts of hauls
from logbooks, while others estimate the number of hauls using proxies such as fishing trips or fishing days
when haul-level data is not recorded. In addition, data are often missing or not estimated for small vessels
(e.g., <10 m) because they may not report detailed haul information in logbooks or use simplified reporting
systems. Scientific and official sources are usually aligned.

Gear dimensions collected mostly from logbooks when gear details (e.g., net length) are reported, with
some support from surveys. This variable shows significant data gaps, with many countries reporting it as not
populated or not calculated. It is also sometimes treated as an optional variable. Scientific data generally
mirrors official sources, with limited additional processing. Availability is particularly limited for small-scale
fleets, where gear characteristics are often not reported.

Ill. Description on methods used to determine métier level 6 codes.

Do you use the script developed by the RCG ISSG métier and transversal variable issues? Does the script require
national adaptations or additions? If you do not use the script by ISSG, do you use similar algorithms to assign metier
codes? If you do not use similar algorithms, specify.

While the RCG ISSG script provides a common reference framework, its direct implementation is inconsistent
across respondents. A majority rely primarily on national or independent algorithms with a further use the
ISSG script, most often with national adaptations. Only one report on no use of script without definition on
methodological approach.

The national or independent algorithms used might be grouped into:
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e Species composition—based approaches, where métier is determined by dominant or high-value
landed species.

e Rule based gear and mesh size classifications, often aligned with national legislation or predefined
fishing practices for SSF.

e Hybrid systems, combining multiple data sources such as logbooks, sales notes, vessel census data,
and historical analyses of target assemblages.

e National scripts, later harmonised by mapping outputs to the RCG métier list.
e Do not know where to find script.

Despite this diversity in implementation, most approaches remain conceptually aligned with ISSG principles,
particularly for Level 6 métier assignment. However, national adaptations are widespread, reflecting
differences in data structures, fisheries characteristics, and the need to integrate additional information
sources. 6 of |3 countries use the script developed by the RCG ISSG with or without adoptions.

Does your source data contain all the information needed to assign metier codes? If not, specify.

Most responses indicate that source data are generally sufficient to assign métier codes. Larger-scale fisheries
(LSF) typically have complete information, while small-scale fisheries (SSF) often lack key details (e.g., gear,
mesh size). Where data are incomplete or not explicit, métier codes are derived using rules, algorithms, or
proxy variables. Some cases require manual adjustments or inference using additional data (e.g., surveys,
observers). 8 countries confirm the full data availability.

Is the target assemblage determined post factum using dominance criteria as in the script by ISSG or is it known from
declarative forms? Please specify which dominance criteria was used and indicate the specific fleet segment if different
dominance criteria were applied.

9 responses indicate that target assemblage is determined post factum using dominance criteria, often
following the ISSG script. Dominance is typically based on landings (value or weight) or overall catch
composition. In some cases, additional rules are applied (e.g., different fishing areas in one trip require few
metier, mesh size, or tie-breaking criteria). A few countries use tailored or fleet-specific algorithms, sometimes
incorporating vessel behaviour or multivariate analysis. Declarative forms are rarely used; only limited cases
report target assemblage directly. One country knows the target species by gear, reducing the need for
dominance-based assignment.

How do you deal with a situation where a metier code could not be assigned? If there are cases where data on the
target assemblage is available but no information on gear is available, please describe the metier allocation method.

Most cases are resolved through algorithms or supplementary data (e.g., fishing activity calendars or vessel
registers) to estimate missing métier information. Where gear data are missing but target assemblage is
known, assignment is often based on the vessel’s usual métier or similar trips. Some workflows rely on manual
review or expert judgement for unresolved or atypical cases. A small number of cases are assigned to generic
codes (e.g., MIS_MIS_0_0_0), typically when data are insufficient or of low importance. In one country system
the metier allocation may stop until manual correction is completed. Some countries report very few or no
such cases due to high data completeness.

gE W R Co-funded by
: = L the European Union

46



N 4 ;\\\\\
(NN . s e X4 NN . P
A \\ Regional Coordination Group . r\~ \\ Regional Coordination Group
W _ 22 North Atiantic N .S Baltic
T North Sea & Eastern Arctic ==

LT

RCG NANSEA AND RCG BALTIC 2026 REPORT - Part lll
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Do you identify rare metiers? If yes, specify if you reassign rare metiers and what methods (e.g., vessel patterns) and
thresholds you apply?

8 countries do not explicitly identify rare métiers. Where applied, rare métiers are identified using thresholds
(e.g. <1%) or by comparison with known vessel activity patterns. Some systems restrict possible métiers based
on vessel history or survey data. Reassignment is often based on gear, catch composition, and historical vessel
behaviour. Expert judgement is commonly used to validate or reassign unlikely or inconsistent métiers. In
some cases, similar métiers are grouped to better reflect actual fishing activity.

Other information.

Only one country’s responded. Métier allocation is performed at a detailed level (fishing sequence
day*gear*mesh size*dimension), allowing multiple métiers within a single trip if gear or target changes. The
process prioritises dominant landed species (or aggregated groups) as the main criterion, with gear used as a
secondary factor due to potential misreporting. The vessel activity patterns (e.g. fishing calendars) define the
set of plausible métiers, improving consistency.

IV. Description on methods used to calculate vessel effort (days at sea and fishing days)
variables.

Is fishing effort calculated according to the principles specified at the 2nd Workshop on Transversal Variables, Nicosia,
20167

All respondents confirm that fishing effort is calculated in line with the principles from the 2nd Workshop on
Transversal Variables (Nicosia, 2016).Implementation is typically through national algorithms or tools, often
combining multiple data sources (e.g. logbooks, VMS, landing data). Some systems include validation and
correction steps (e.g. cross-checking declarative data with geolocation data).A few limitations are noted,
particularly where key variables (e.g. gear details, coastal fisheries data) are missing.

Do you use the fecR package to calculate fishing effort? If not, do you use similar algorithms to those implemented in
the fecR package? If you do not use similar algorithms, specify how you distribute effort to areas and gears?

Use of the fecR package is mixed: 4 countries use it directly, while others do not. Where not used, most
respondents implement similar algorithms based on the Nicosia workshop principles, often adapted in R, SQL,
SAS, or other national systems. Adaptations are commonly made to account for national data structures, fleet
segments (e.g., SSF), or spatial differences (e.g., outside ICES areas). There are cases, when effort is distributed
proportionally to catch when detailed data are lacking. Partial use is also observed: applied to logbook data
but not to coastal fisheries.

Does your source data contain all the information needed to calculate effort of small-scale fleet? If not, specify, e.g., is
the assumption | sales note = | fishing trip = | fishing day used?

Source data for small-scale fisheries (SSF) are often incomplete, particularly due to the absence of logbooks.
A common assumption is applied where data are missing: | sales note = | fishing trip = | day at sea = | fishing
day. This assumption is widely used but recognised as a simplification and potential underestimate of actual
effort. Where available, additional data (e.g., logbooks, monthly reports) are used to refine and improve
estimates. In certain cases, effort is reconstructed from aggregated data (e.g., monthly reports) using modelling
approaches.
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V. Description of methods used to calculate gear effort variables.

Specify methods used to report gear effort (scientific soaking meter hour, scientific number of hauls/sets, gear
dimensions).

Mainly the countries relying primarily on logbook data for gear effort variables (e.g., hauls/sets, gear
dimensions, soaking time). Scientific soaking meter hours are calculated where possible using gear dimensions
(e.g., net length) multiplied by soaking time. Scientific number of hauls/sets is typically derived from logbook
entries or simplified assumptions (e.g., one haul per entry or per day for SSF). Gear dimensions are taken
directly from reported data, sometimes requiring assumptions or calculations (e.g., multiplying number of
gears by unit length). For passive and active gears, effort may be distributed across gears and fishing days using
proportional or equal allocation rules. One country was highlighted that high-resolution geolocation data (e.g.,
~30-second intervals) could reliably support the estimation of gear-specific fishing effort. Several countries do
not report these variables at all or there is a lack of sufficient data to make analyses.

Is there a difference between reporting for large-scale fleet and small-scale fleet?

There are no methodological differences in estimating fishing effort metrics (e.g., mesh size, gear dimensions,
soaking time) between large-scale and small-scale fleets; the same approaches are applied in both cases. The
main distinction lies in the quality, resolution, and availability of data. Large-scale fleet (LSF) vessels (>10 m)
report through European logbooks, providing detailed and complete data at haul level, allowing effort to be
calculated directly. In contrast, when small-scale fleet (SSF) vessels (<10 m) report via monthly declarative
forms, resulting in aggregated and less detailed data. For vessels without logbooks, effort is inferred from sales
notes, where one vessel ID and landing date are assumed to represent a single haul/set, meaning effort
information is not directly available and must be used algorithms. This gap is expected to widen with the
increasing use of geolocation and on-board observation data, which are commonly available in LSF. To address
these limitations, supplementary sources such as the Annual fishing activity calendar census survey are
important for filling data gaps and improving estimates for small-scale fleets.

VI. Description on methods used to provide spatial information on landings and effort.

What is a source of information on statistical rectangle for LSF and SSF? If it is estimated, please provide description
of methods.

For LSF, the primary source of information is fishing logbooks (including electronic logbooks), which contain
directly reported statistical rectangles or precise fishing positions. When available, geolocation data such as
VMS are used to validate or refine these positions by recalculating rectangles from coordinates. In cases of
missing or inconsistent logbook information, spatial data may be estimated using VMS. Data processing
workflows often include consistency checks between reported rectangles and coordinate-based estimates to
ensure accuracy. For SSF, spatial information is limited. The main sources include monthly coastal logbooks,
landing declarations, and sales notes, which often lack explicit or precise spatial references. As a result,
statistical rectangles are frequently inferred rather than directly reported, for example by using the landing
port as a proxy. In some cases, SSF vessels are assigned to a single or simplified rectangle, or spatial patterns
are reconstructed using vessel behavior or historical activity. In one case, integrated system such as SACROIS
apply algorithms to consolidate, validate, and complete spatial information by combining declarative data
(logbooks and declarations), geolocation data (e.g., VMS), and supplementary sources like the Annual fishing
activity calendar census survey.
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How is the exclusive economic zone determined, e.g., is it based on declarative data or determined using position data?
Please separate by LSF and SSF

For large-scale fleets, the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) is primarily determined using position data from
logbooks and VMS, with geolocated information used to assign fishing activity to the correct EEZ and cross-
checked against reported declarative data. For small-scale fleets, EEZ attribution mainly relies on declarative
sources (e.g., coastal logbooks or sales notes), often using proxies such as statistical rectangles, port of landing,
or national fishing areas. Where spatial detail is insufficient or ambiguous, estimation methods and consistency
checks are applied to align records with EEZ boundaries and ensure comparability across fleets. As this field
is not mandatory, few countries are not providing data.

Do you validate spatial information (statistical rectangles, FAO areas, EEZ) using other data sources, e.g. VMS, AlS,
etc.? How do you deal with missing or mismatching data? Please separate by LSF and SSF.

For large-scale fleets (LSF), spatial information (statistical rectangles, FAO areas, EEZ) is routinely validated
by cross-checking logbook declarations against VMS/AIS position data and coordinate derived estimates.
Where inconsistencies or missing values occur, VMS is typically used to correct or refine the spatial
assignment; unresolved cases may require manual review depending on national procedures.

For small-scale fleets (SSF), validation is generally more limited due to lower availability of geolocation data.
Checks are mainly internal consistency controls against declared spatial fields (e.g., ICES rectangles, FAO
areas, fishing areas), with corrections applied where possible using lookup tables, national mapping rules, or
vessel activity patterns. In some cases, missing or inconsistent data may be left unfilled or subject to manual
correction rather than automated imputation. 5 countries are not using VMS or other spatial data for
validation.

VII. Information on FDI related fields.

In the data model, there are fields required by FDI database, i.e., ‘Fishing Technique’, ‘Mesh size range’, ‘Supra Region’,
‘Geographical indicator’, ‘Specific conditions to technical measures’, ’Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ)’, ‘Exclusive
Economic Zone Indicator (EEZI)’, ‘Deep Sea Regulation’, ‘Official vessel hours at sea’, ‘FDI confidentiality code’. Do you
provide data in all FDI related fields in the data submitted to the RDBES? Please briefly describe the methodology used
to complete the FDI fields. Please specify the reasons if you do not submit data.

FDl-related fields are generally provided in RDBES submissions, though completeness varies by country and
data flow. Where fully implemented, fields are derived using harmonised rule-based or algorithmic methods
drawing on logbooks, fleet registers, metier classifications, and the Annual Fishing Activity Census Survey. Key
variables such as Fishing Technique, Mesh size range, EEZ/EEZI, Deep Sea Regulation, and vessel hours at sea
are typically calculated at either trip or vessel level using structured mappings (e.g., dominant gear rules for
Fishing Technique; species thresholds: more than 100 kg of deep-sea species landings, vessel hours at sea:
number of hours from departure to arrival to harbour). Spatial fields (EEZ/EEZI) are derived primarily from
declarative and geolocation data. However, 4 countries report partial or no coverage of certain fields due to
system limitations, differing data flows, or lack of direct equivalents in RDBES. In such cases, fields may be left
unpopulated, filled using proxy data, or aligned with FDI/AER submissions rather than directly generated within
the RDBES workflow. For confidentiality MS applied the thresholder: less than 3-5 vessels or 3 companies’
rules.
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Are values of the relevant FDI fields (Supra Region, Geographical indicator, Fishing Technique) aligned with the values
provided to the AER data call?

In most cases, the FDI fields Supra Region, Geographical Indicator, and Fishing Technique are aligned with
those reported in the AER data call, as they are typically derived from the same data sources and harmonised
methodologies. However, in some cases alignment is described as partial or still in progress, with differences
arising from separate processing scripts, timing of updates, or ongoing harmonisation work. Where
discrepancies exist, they are generally limited to specific fields (most often the Geographical Indicator) or are
expected to be resolved through continued alignment of data workflows.

Task 5: Continue following up on the development of the fecR package to calculate fishing effort metrics

that are harmonized/homogenized between MS.

The ISSG continued its work on developing the fecR package in terms of calculating fishing effort metrics for
small scale fleet (SSF). For this part of the fleet the information on fishing activity is often limited or incomplete.
The function named ‘ssf_complete’, which was developed in 2025 for the imputation of missing values in SSF
data, has been further improved. The function fills in missing data following the agreed principles. There are
several assumptions, which are checked one by another when filling in missing data in the columns: date of
fishing operation, date of trip departure, time of trip departure, date of trip return, time od trip return, unique
identifier for fishing trip, rectangle. In case one of the date columns is empty, it is supplemented based on the
values from other date columns. The function follows the rule agreed for SSF saying that one fishing trip is
equivalent to one day at sea and to one fishing day.! Additionally, the function provides the possibility to
specify the maximum length overall of the SSF vessels. By default it is set to 12 meters, but it can be adjusted
according to the national fleet characteristics. The function prints a brief summary of its execution along with
information on the number of rows where data were imputed. In 2026 the work focused also on creating
documentation of the new features. A help description has been added to the function and the vignette ‘FecR:
Handling small scale fisheries’ has been created. In addition, a sample dataset is provided with the
‘ssf_complete’ function to explain how it works.

An additional function has been developed in 2025 to split the fecR outputs into different levels of resolution
(‘disaggFunction’). This function facilitates the inclusion of the fecR estimates in RDBES because the resolution
of effort calculation in the fecR functions, in line with the Nicosia methods, differs from that later adopted in
the RDBES. While the RDBES resolution is the default resolution proposed for disaggregating effort estimates
in this new function, other resolutions are also supported. The function requires the presence of an id_link
in the fecR output (provided through the effort argument) and in an auxiliary dataset composed of the RDBES
uniqueKey fields (provided through the aux_file argument). The function returns the fecR output merged with
the disaggKey, with fishing days and days at sea redistributed according to the specified disaggregation. Help
file and a vignette with example data have been developed for the function.

The source code of the fecR package is located on GitLab repository hosted by the JRC. The new features
developed by the ISSG have been added in a separate development branch, called ‘dev’. It is planned to inform

' Castro Ribeiro, C., Holmes, S., Scott, F., Berkenhagen, J., Demaneche, S., Prista, N., Reis, D., Reilly,

T., Andriukaitiene, ., Aquilina, M., Avdi¢ Mravlje, E., Calvo Santos, A., Charilaou, C., Dalskov, ., Davidiuk, .,
Diamant, A., Egekvist, ., Elliot, M., loannou, M., Jakovleva, I. Kuzebski, E., Ozernaja, O., Pinnelo, D., Thasitis,
., Verlé, K., Vitarnen, J., Wojcik, I..Report of the 2nd Workshop on Transversal Variables. Nicosia, Cyprus.
22-26 February 2016. A DCF ad-hoc workshop EUR; doi
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the JRC about the work done by the ISSG and ask to test the new features. Once approved, the development
branch could be merged with the main branch of the fecR repository.

The work on the fecR package is planned to continue in the next season. Future work involves developing
key functional and unit tests for the new functions and package, and setting them in production after contacts
with JRC. Some new functionalitiescan also be developed like analysis of vessels patterns that supplement the
filling in of missing information on rectangle, fishing gear, etc.

Task 6: Identify potential issues with how grouped species are reported to the RDBES and provide

guidelines. Evaluate and provide feedback on the ICES species list relation between FAO code and
aphialD.

Task 6 addresses potential issues related to the reporting of grouped species in RDBES Catch and Landing
(CL) data, with a particular focus on the consistency and use of FAO species codes and their linkage to
AphialDs. The task aims to (i) identify challenges and inconsistencies in current reporting practices across
Member States, (ii) evaluate the ICES reference lists linking FAO codes and AphialDs, and (iii) provide guidance
on appropriate reporting practices, especially where aggregated commercial codes are used.

The agreed actions for 2025-2026 are to identify potential issues in the reporting of grouped species to
RDBES and to evaluate the ICES species list, in particular the relationship between FAO codes and AphialDs,
and to provide feedback where improvements are needed.

To address this task, the ICES reference relationship between FAO species codes (ASFIS) and AphialDs was
extracted using a generic extraction script. The resulting reference file was made available in CSV format for
further analysis.

Based on the 2026 RDBES submissions, an overview of species codes reported by Member States was
produced, focusing on how CL data were submitted with respect to species grouping. Three species groups
were selected as initial case studies: monkfishes, megrims, and horse mackerels. These species were chosen
because they are widely reported across Member States and are known to exhibit differing reporting practices,
ranging from aggregated commercial codes to species-specific reporting.

The ICES reference lists linking FAO codes and AphialDs were analysed and issues detected are presented in
Appendix IV. The comparison between these two data ‘sources’ revealed a limited number of recurring
inconsistency patterns. Two main types of issues were identified:

I. Single FAO codes linked to multiple AphialDs, for example AZC and BRI. These reflected the
coexistence of accepted and unaccepted AphialDs or inconsistent taxonomic status for the same
taxon. They represent clear inconsistencies that should be reported back to ICES for correction, as
they may lead to ambiguity in species identification and downstream analyses.

2. Multiple FAO codes linked to a single AphialD, identified in 14 cases. In several of these cases,
some FAO codes were found to be outdated and are no longer included in the 2025 ASFIS list (e.g.
Brachirus niger, Kajikia audax, Platichthys solemdali). These correspond to deprecated classifications and
should be replaced by currently valid codes. Accordingly, updates of the official reference lists are
required.
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Seven of these cases can be explained by ecological or habitat-based distinctions (e.g. marine vs.
freshwater groups in Crustacea and Mollusca), or by fisheries-oriented classifications such as pelagic
versus demersal categories (e.g. Perciformes, Actinopterygii). In addition, differences were observed
between species-level codes and broader aggregated categories (e.g. “Not Elsewhere Included”, NEI),
reflecting different levels of reporting resolution rather than true inconsistencies.

The remaining unresolved inconsistencies should be clearly flagged to avoid double counting by
Member States when responding to data calls.

Overall, this analysis confirms the importance of systematically using both identifiers, FAO codes (ASFIS) and
their corresponding AphialDs, when responding to data calls, and of maintaining a clear, consistent relationship
between the two types of information in ICES reference tables.

The analysis of 2026 RDBES submissions for monkfishes, megrims and horse mackerels highlights substantial
differences in reporting practices among Member States.

For monkfishes, some countries predominantly report at an aggregated level using commercial group codes
such as MNZ (Lophius spp.) or ANF (Lophiidae), whereas others provide species-specific data using codes
such as ANK (Lophius budegassa) and MON (Lophius piscatorius). Similar patterns are observed for megrims,
where aggregated reporting (LEZ: Lepidorhombus spp.) may coexist with species-level reporting for
Lepidorhombus boscii (LDB) and Lepidorhombus whiffiagonis (MEG). In contrast, horse mackerels are more often
reported at species level directly from declarative CL data (e.g, HOM, JAA, HMM), although aggregated
reporting (JAX: Trachurus spp.) may still occur in some countries.

The updated tables presented below (NANSEA and Baltic) illustrate these patterns using percentages rather
than absolute landings, with country-specific shares summing to 100 %. This presentation supports data
confidentiality while clearly demonstrating differences in taxonomic resolution across countries and species
groups.

NANSEA Monkfish
Species Species Reporting
Code Species Name Level PT DK NL SE
125802 | GROUP | Grouped species Group level 0 0 1 0 100 10 0 0 0
125493 | ANF Lophiidae Species level | 16 100 | 20 | 100 0 0 0 0 0
126554 = ANK Lophius budegassa | Species level | 17 0 44 0 0 68 0 0 0
126555 = MON Lophius piscatorius | Species level | 67 0 34 0 0 22 100 100 @ 100
NANSEA Horse mackerel
Species Species Reporting
(ofeT [} Species Name Level
125946 GROUP | Grouped species Group level 100 0 0 11 0 84 2 0 0 0
126820 HMM Trachurus mediterraneus = Species level 0 0 0 4 18 O 0 0 0 0
126822 | HOM Trachurus trachurus Species level 0 100 100 85 82 16 80 | 100 100 | 100
126821 | JAA Trachurus picturatus Species level 0 0 0 o 0 0 17 0 0 0
NANSEA Megrim
Species Species Reporting
Code Name Level PT
126122 GROUP | Grouped species Group level 56 68 46 100
127145 LDB Lepidorhombus boscii Species level 0 10 0 0 51 0 0 0 0
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127146 | MEG Lepidorhombus whiffiagonis | Species level = 44 | 22 | 54 0 40 100 100 100 @100

Baltic Monkfish

Species Species Reporting
Code  Species Name Level
125802 GROUP | Grouped species Group level 0 99

125493 | ANF Lophiidae Species level | 90 0 0 0
126555 = MON Lophius piscatorius | Species level | 10 1 100 100

These findings reflect a well-known gap between commercial reporting categories and scientific species
requirements. For some species groups, particularly monkfishes and megrims, experts indicate that precise
species identification is often difficult or uncertain in declarative data sources such as logbooks or sales notes.
In such cases, reporting aggregated commercial codes in CL data may be more reliable than attempting
uncertain species-level identification.

In contrast, species-level information can be derived more robustly from scientific sampling (CS) data, such as
on-board observer programmes or onshore and auction sampling, where species identification is more feasible
and accurate. For horse mackerels, species-level reporting from declarative data is often possible and reliable,
reducing the need for subsequent disaggregation.

These observations support a structured and species-dependent approach: aggregated commercial codes may
be acceptable in CL data where necessary, provided that species-level disaggregation is subsequently derived
using CS data and clearly documented methodologies. Such approaches are already applied in practice for
certain species in some countries (e.g. France and Portugal).

The group emphasises that transparency is key. Any method used to derive species-level information from
aggregated CL data should be fully documented, including calculation procedures and scripts, and made
available through the ICES Transparent Assessment Framework (TAF). Clear documentation is essential to
ensure correct interpretation by data users and to avoid double counting or misuse of derived estimates.

To improve consistency and transparency across Member States in data call responses, the group will highlight
and present the coding issues identified in the monkfish, megrim and horse mackerel case studies at the RCG
NANSEA & Baltic technical meeting. The objective will be to clarify, for each species, what can be reliably and
precisely reported in RDBES CL data and what requires further refinement using CS (sampling) data to
calculate proportional rates to apply. These case studies will serve as concrete examples to support discussion
and contribute to a more harmonised, formalised, and transparent reporting framework.

Task 7: Make an inventory of the use of the new gear traplines in EU MS.

As part of the ISSG work programme for 2025-2026, the ISSG on Métier and Transversal Variables initiated
an inventory of the use of traplines across EU Member States, in collaboration with the RCG Large Pelagics
(LP). Traplines are a hybrid longline fishing practice combining hooks with trap components, currently being
tested primarily in swordfish fisheries. While there are indications that this gear is already used in experimental

NN . KM Co-funded by

A \\  RCGs Secretariat * * .
= LWL the European Union

*

53



- ., .
Nw 47 AN

NN
LN )\ . - .
\ \\ Regional Coordination Group
S\ - : i >
iy, orth Atlantic W _—.77/, Baltic
S e North Sea & Eastern Arctic ==

:.@‘ Regional Coordination Group

RCG NANSEA AND RCG BALTIC 2026 REPORT - Part lll

3. ISSG Métier and transversal variable issues

or trial contexts, it is not yet recognised by an official EU gear code, creating challenges for monitoring,
reporting, and harmonised data collection.

The inventory responds to information needs identified by STECF (STECF 25-01, Section 6.9) including its
extent of use, deployment areas, and key technical characteristics needed to describe it (e.g., gear dimension)
and contributes to the 2026 RCG ISSG task to document emerging gears. It also supports ongoing discussions
on interim and longer-term approaches to métier codification for traplines.

Questionnaire development and circulation

A structured questionnaire was drafted by the ISSG chairs to collect standardised information on national
trapline trials. The questionnaire was reviewed by the chairs of RCG LP and the final version was circulated
by the RCG Secretariat on || March 2026 to National Correspondents (NCs) and Member States via the
Secretariat’s consultation tool.

Member States were given one month to respond, with a submission deadline set for 13 April 2026. NCs
were asked to forward the questionnaire to relevant national experts involved in experimental, research, or
commercial trials.

Scope of the inventory
The questionnaire was designed to capture a comprehensive overview of trapline use, including:

e The existence and status of national trapline trials (research or commercial);

e Spatial and temporal extent of the trials (ICES and/or FAO areas, duration, seasonality);

e Fleet and effort characteristics (number and size of vessels, trips, soak time);

e Catch characteristics, including target species, species composition, and observed changes in
bycatch;

e Technical characteristics of the trapline gear (e.g. number and proportion of trap components, trap
design and materials);

e Current data recording practices and identifiability of traplines in observer data and logbooks;

¢ Availability of scientific or technical documentation.

Responses

Responses were received from |6 countries: Bulgaria, Croatia, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece,
Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Spain and Sweden. Among these, only 4 countries
reported ongoing or past trials using traplines in longline fisheries targeting swordfish: Greece, France,
Portugal and Spain. The responses have been compiled and are synthetized below, providing a consolidated
overview of trapline use across the EU, along with contextual information on how the gear is applied in
practice.

The task is now considered completed and will be reported to the RCGs at the upcoming technical
meetings.

Greece

Areas: 37.3.1: Aegean and 37.2.2: lonian.
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There are no responses to other questions than the areas, and the comment: ‘Greece has observed increasing
interest in the use of trapline fishing gear, although it is currently only used occasionally by fishers. Therefore,
in collaboration with research institutes, the country is planning to implement a monitoring and reporting
framework for this type of gear.’

France

France conducts commercial trials under permits in GSA 7 and 8. 56 vessels are involved and it is year-round,
but the swordfish season is generally from April to October. The vessel lengths are 6.99 - 17.76, and an
average of 9.96 meters. The average gear soaking time is the same as for hooks targetting swordfish as they
are on the same line. The target species is swordfish. Since there is no official FAO code for this gear, it is
still too early to determine the species composition, but observers will be collecting data during 2026.

Regarding longline configuration in trials, the average number of hooks per set is 1000-1500 according to the
two vessels that have volunteered the information. The average number of traplines per set is 50-60 traplines.
The average percent traplines per set is 4-5% of trapline.

The traplines are not commercially manufactured, but made by the fisher. The gear code currently recorded
from the trials is LLD. The traplines trials are not yet identifiable in declarative data (e.g., logbooks).

Portugal

Portugal conducts commercial trials under permits in the ICCAT area. They are ongoing starting in March
2025 and ending in December 2026. 24 vessels participate in the trials. The length of the vessel ranges from
I5 to 41 m LOA. And they average number of trips per year with trapline trials are 40 to 60.

The pilot project collecting fishery-dependant data the soaking time is the same as regularly used by the fleet.
Traplines are used as substitutes for hooks in some of the gangions in the longlines. There does not seem to
be any clear operational changes in terms of soaking time or handling when traplines are used. The target
species are mostly swordfish and blue shark. Bycatch includes other tunas, other billfishes and other sharks.
Occasionally the fleet captures vulnerable species such as marine turtles.

Regarding observed changes in species compositions or bycatch in trials, catches with traplines are more
species selective, capturing almost exclusively adult swordfish, with no incidental catches of turtles or seabirds.

The configuration varies by set. Typically, the longlines have between 800-1200 terminal gangions, with the
percentage of traplines ranging between 0% and around 40%. It typically has between 6 and 8 rings, with the
smallest ring perimeter usually being between 120-150cm. The material of the traplines is usually
monofilament and the colour mostly transparent.

The gear code used to record the traplines in trials is TPL. In observer data and logbooks designed for the
pilot project study the trapline trials are identifiable. In observer forms and the special designed logbooks for
the pilot project contain fields to identify catch and effort from traplines.

Reference: Coelho, R, Lino, P., Barbosa, C., Rosa, D., 2026. The use of traplines in the Portuguese pelagic
longline fleet operating in the eastern Atlantic. ICCAT swordfish data preparatory meeting. Madrid, Spain, 23-
27 March 2026. ICCAT SCRS/2026/016. (document not yet available online)
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Spain

Spain has research trials authorised nationally on traplines in longline fisheries targeting swordfish in FAO
areas 37 (Mediterranean Sea), 27, 34, 3| and 47. The experimental trial began in March 2025 and has been
extended throughout 2026. The traplines/loops are used year-round. In the Mediterranean area 37.1, the
experimental trial began in late June, early June 2025 and has been extended throughout 2026. The traplines
(loops/traps) were used only during the experimental trial, although they had been used to a lesser extent
since 2023.

Atlantic Ocean

Four vessels from the distant-water fleet operating in the Atlantic Ocean are involved in traplines trials, the
average vessel length is 28.67 m (25-32), with four trips with trapline trials per year. The average soak time
before hauling is 6 hours, and the average soak time after hauling is 18 hours. The main target species in the
trials are Swordfish and BSH. More data are needed to describe changes in species composition or bycatch in
the trials.

Regarding longline configuration in the trials, the average number of hooks per setis | 115.89, and the average
number of traplines per set is 26.5 lazos/set. The average percent of traplines per set is 2.4%, and the number
of rings is between 6 and 8. The perimeter of the smallest ring is 94 cm, the material used for the rings is
nylon with white and nylon color. The traplines can be both commercial and fisher made.

In observer data and logbooks, the traplines are recorded with a national gear code.
Mediterranean Sea

37 vessels from the Mediterranean Sea are involved in traplines trials. The mean length of the vessels operating
in the Mediterranean Sea is 18.43 (12.35-25.2), with 76 trips per year. The average soak time before hauling
is 23 hours, and the average soak time after hauling is 36 hours. The main target species in the trials is
Swordfish. More data are needed to describe changes in species composition or bycatch in the trials.

Regarding longline configuration in the trials, the average number of hooks per set is between 1090 and 1600
hooks, and the average number of traplines per set is 723 lazos/set. The average percent of traplines per set
is 42%, and the number of rings is between 4 and 7. The perimeter of the smallest ring is 150 cm and the
material used for the rings is nylon with white, yellow, blue and nylon color. The traplines can be both
commercial and fisher made.

In observer data and logbooks, the traplines are recorded with a national gear code.
References:

Baez J.C., Alegria A., Macias D., Moreno ., Borrego-Santos R., Salmerdn F., Garcia-Barcelona S., Rueda L.,
Puerto M.A., Goémez-Vives M. & Macias D. (2026). Development and results of the pilot project on the
efficacy of traplines/loops in the Spanish longline fleet in the ICCAT area. SCRS/2026/051.

Macias D., de la Rosa |.M., Garcia-Barcelona S., Alegria A., Rueda L., Baez ].C. (2025). Spatiotemporal
distribution and bycatch associated with surface longlines using looplines in the western Mediterranean.
SCRS/2025/098. Collect. Vol. Sci. Pap. ICCAT, 82(6): I-16.
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Rueda L., Macias D., Moreno J., Borrego-Santos R., Alegria A., Salmerén F., Garcia-Barcelona S., Ortiz de
Urbina J.M. & Béez J.C. (2026). Preliminary results on the use of traplines in the swordfish longline Spanish
fishery in the mediterranean sea. SCRS/2026/047.

Task 8: Contribution to the Regional Work Plan (RWP) 2028-2030

This task is described in the section ‘RWP 2028-2030’.

Extra task: Request from DG-MARE on mandatory gear variables under the revised Control Regulation

DG-MARE has requested the ISSG on Métier and Transversal Variables to provide scientific feedback on the
gear-related reporting variables introduced or amended under the revised new EU Control Regulation
framework, in particular those specified in Annex XVl of Commission Implementing Regulation
(EU) 2025/2196. The request focuses on assessing the relevance of existing and newly mandatory logbook
variables for scientific analysis and DCF purposes, building on previous consultations of the scientific
community during the development of Annex Xl of Regulation (EC) No 404/2011, helping define scientific
priorities to facilitate effective implementation.

DG-MARE provided the ISSG with a comparative overview of reporting obligations under the former and
revised regulations, highlighting variables that were previously optional and have become mandatory, as well
as entirely new reporting requirements. The consultation specifically seeks scientific input on the usefulness
of these variables for métier identification, improved fishing effort estimation, and broader scientific analyses,
including the use of newly introduced technical specifications such as mesh type, gear dimensions, and
gear-related devices.

Following discussions with DG-MARE, it was agreed that the ISSG will structure its feedback by assessing the
relevance of the identified variables from a scientific and DCF perspective, with particular attention to those
variables classified as newly mandatory or newly introduced. The ISSG will prioritise variables by categorising
them as essential, important, or not scientifically necessary, in order to highlight key scientific priorities and
support the implementation process of the revised Control Regulation. Where feasible, the ISSG will also
consider consulting relevant scientific experts with experience in gear-related analyses and ICES expert groups
(e.g., WGCATCH).

Expected outcome: A structured assessment of mandatory gear variables, clearly identifying those that are
critical for scientific and DCF purposes versus those of lower priority. The results will provide targeted input
to DG MARE to support the technical implementation of the revised new EU Control Regulation.

DG-MARE has welcomed this proposed approach and confirmed its relevance for the technical
implementation process of the Control Regulation. While the ISSG report deadline is 2 May 2026, the timeline
agreed with DG-MARE foresees delivery of the ISSG’s substantive feedback by the end of May 2026.
Consequently, the detailed assessment and prioritisation of gear reporting variables will be finalised and
transmitted to DG-MARE after the adoption of this ISSG report and will be documented in subsequent ISSG
communications and reporting.
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ANNEX 3.1.: ISSG overview of DCF requirements versus former and
new Control Regulations

Variables, which are required by
Regulation/Implementing Regulation

DCF - Commission

Delegated Decision and available by Control

Implementing

Variables Delegated Decision Former Control Regulation (EC) No Regulation (EU)
(EU) 2021/1167 1224/2009 2025/2196 (new
Control framework)
Number of vessels v v v
GT, kW, Vessel age Vv v Vv
Days at sea v v v
Hours fished (optional) Date and time of
Time of catches recorded for vessels fishing activity
v 212 m LOA recorded in logbook
Fishing days v v v
kW * Days at sea v Can be derived Can be derived
GT * Days at sea v Can be derived Can be derived
kW * Fishing days v Can be derived Can be derived
GT * Fishing days v Can be derived Can be derived
Number of trips v v v
Number of fishing
operations Live weight by operation for vessels v (by haul/fishing
v 212 m LOA operation)
Length of nets (m) *
soaktime (days) Gear type, technical specifications and
v dimensions (optional) v
Number of nets/length Number of nets only for
LNP, LNB, LNS, LN,
FCN, FCO, FG, DRB,
Gear type, technical specifications and DRH, DRM, DRX+
v dimensions (optional) length for all nets
Number of hooks, Gear type, technical specifications and
number of lines v dimensions (optional) +
Numbers of pots, traps Required for FPO, FYK
and FIX; no numbers of
Gear type, technical specifications and FSN, FSN,FWR, FAR
v dimensions (optional) and FPN)
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Number of FADs/buoys Where gear
attachments, FADs,
Acoustic Deterrent
Devices (ADDs), as
defined in Article 6(44)
of Regulation (EU)
2019/1241, or other
devices, including
devices allowing the
use of derogations, for
example, from the
landing obligation, are
Gear type, technical specifications and used, they shall also be
v dimensions (optional) reported.
Number of support
vessels Fishing vessels other than catching
vessels shall provide position data, the
unique fishing trip identification
number, the unique fishing trip
identification number(s) related to the
catches, the quantities in kilograms live
weight or, where appropriate, in number
v of individuals of each species v
Value of landings, total .
and by commercial Exemption for sale notes the sales up to
species 10 kg of fishery products or for salmon
(Salmo salar) caught in the Baltic Sea,
the threshold shall be two
v individualsper consumer per day v
Live weight of landings,
total and by species v v v
Average price per
species v Can be derived Can be derived

Vessel data (ID,
position, course,
speed)

Required in primary form
to the national
institutions
implementing national
work plans

For fishing vessels of less than 12
metres in length overall only position.
Exemption until 31 December 2029,
fishing vessels of less than 9 metres in
length overall.

from 10 July 2027
monitoring devices
shall transmit the
vessel position data, at
least once every 30
minutes. Every 60
minutes when the
fishing vessel is:
conducting fishing
operations beyond the
outer limits of the
territorial sea; and not
conducting fishing
activities within fishing
restricted areas

Depth

CIF fishing depth is
regulated in the area

N
\

\
‘A RCGs Secretariat
4

Y

RN Co-funded by
' the European Union

60



s LS

H AN
AN

X
"

.

N <Y, North Atlantic

N o2
\i‘f}* North Sea & Eastern Arctic
T,

i) Regional Coordination Group

;277 NN

Y2 . .
\ r\( :\, Regional Coordination Group
\\‘\‘\ _Z. 75, Baltic

N T -

S

RCG NANSEA AND RCG BALTIC 2026 REPORT - Part lll

3. ISSG Meétier Issues - Annex

where the operation
takes place

Soak time (hours)

In fisheries subject to a Union fishing
effort regime the time of setting and the
completion of fishing operations using
the static gear

The date and time of
the activity shall be
recorded in the
logbook after
completion of the
activity.

Gear type

As defined on the
Master Data Register
on the website of the
European
Commission.

Mesh size

CIF (compulsary if
applicable) when using
meshed gear

Mesh type

CIF (compulsary if
applicable) when using
meshed gear

ear dimensions:

OTB, TBN, TBS, PTB,
OTM, PTM

Model of trawl
(optional) and
perimeter of opening

TBB

Beam length of each
beam and number of
beams towed by the

vessel

OTT, OTP, TB

Model of trawl
(optional); perimeter of
the opening of each
trawl; and number of
trawls simultaneously
towed by the vessel

SDN, SSC, SPR, SX, SV

Overall length and
maximum height of
seine lines

BS

No dimention specified

PS, PS1, PS2, LA, SUX

Length and (maximum)
height of nets

LNP, LNB, LNS, LN

Maximum perimeter of
each net and number
of nets used (if >1)

FCN, FCO, FG

Maximum perimeter of
each net/device and
number of
nets/devices used (if
>1)
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DRB, DRH, DRM, DRX

Width of each dredge
and number of dredges
used (if >1)

GN, GNS, GND, GNC,
GNF,GTN, GTR, GEN

Overall length and
height of nets

FPO

Number of pots (e.g.
creels) used

FYK

Overall length and
height of wings and
leaders of each fyke
net; and number of fyke
nets used

FSN

Length and height of
frame

FWR

Total length and height

FAR

Length and height
underwater; length and
height aerial

FPN

Overall length and
height of wings and
leaders

FIX

Dimensions and
description of each
gear; number of the
gears used

62

LHP, LHM, LVT, LTL, LX

Total number of lines;
total number of hooks;
and size of hooks

LLS, LLD, LL

Overall length of lines;
total number of hooks;
and size of hooks

HAR,MHI,MPM,MPN,
MSP,MDR,MDV,HMX,
MIS

Dimensions and
description of each
gear; number of the
gears used

Notes:

In the case of fishing without a vessel,
each coastal Member State shall record
all data relating to catches and fishing
effort.
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Annex 2: Questionnaire on cross validation methods used by MS to
combine data from different sources

Based on the information gathered from the questionnaires distributed in spring 2023—which serve as the
foundation for ISSG's work on this topic—the ISSG is evaluating the use of cross-validation methods in
Member States (MS) to combine data from different declarative sources. The group is also detailing current
common and standard practices, with the ultimate goal of suggesting and developing best practice guidelines
for cross-validation methods to enhance standardization, homogenization, and harmonization among Member
States in estimating fishing activity, with a specific focus on the variables requested in the RDBES CE and CL
tables.

The questionnaire replies were summarized in the 2023 report. Last two years, due to the large and diverse
nature of the information collected, the group focused on seven different specific topics: a) the types of
declarative data considered, b) the algorithms/methods used to cross-validate or combine the data, c) the
methods used to estimate or assess the value of landings, d) the methods used to consolidate the species
composition, e) the methods used to consolidate the “vessel fishing effort” especially if geo-localisation data
are considered for that, f) the methods used to consolidate the gear mesh size, gear dimension and gear
fishing effort or soaking time and g) the methods used to consolidate the spatialization of fishing effort and
landings especially if geo-localisation data are considered for that.

This year, the work consisted of a more in-depth analysis of the replies related to the final three remaining
additional topics from the questionnaire, with the aim of identifying common or standard practices used across
Member States and highlighting those practices that may have the potential to enhance data quality (i.e., suggest
best practices):

e The algorithms/methods used to assess/evaluate the fishing metier by fishing
trips/sequences/operations

e Would you consider that the cross-validation/combination method applied is useful to
complete/improve the completeness of the national fishing activity data?

e In the end, have you any other concerns to share with the group regarding the data “cross-
validation/cross-checking/combination” method/tool actually in place in your country to
assess/evaluate fishing activity variables? Please add anything you think valuable to consider to
develop best practices guidelines regarding fishing activity data cross-validation tools.

For each topic, the summarized information detailed in the 2023 report is repeated, followed by a more in-
depth discussion of some of the practices especially regarding their potential to enhance data quality. Finally,
the replies by country related to the topic have been summarized and are presented in the appendix of the
annex (one appendix by topic). The ultimate goal of this work is to consolidate all results and conclusions and
to develop, on this basis, a best practice guidelines document.
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The algorithms/methods used to assess/evaluate the fishing metier by fishing
trips/sequences/operations.

Summarized information

Some countries are using the script developed by the ISSG, others have developed similar methods within
their own software systems.

Resumed of practices and discussion on potential to enhance data quality
Eleven out of twelve countries provided a response.

In general, countries follow the principles developed by the ISSG on “Métiers and Transversal Variables issues”
when defining métiers. However, only two countries explicitly report using the ISSG R-script for métier
allocation. Most have developed national algorithms or workflows tailored to their specific data structures,
fisheries, and operational contexts.

These national approaches often integrate complementary data sources, such as administrative information
(e.g., licenses, gear and mesh size regulations, spatial restrictions) or expert knowledge. This expertise may
derive from in-depth understanding of regional fisheries or from dedicated surveys, such as the annual census
of vessel fishing activity calendars conducted in France. Overall, maintaining flexibility in métier allocation
methods is essential to accommodate these expert-based inputs. This is particularly important given the
limitations of declarative data, which may be incomplete, imprecise, or affected by misreporting—especially
with regard to declared fishing gear. Incorporating expert knowledge not only improves the reliability of
métier definitions, but also helps limit unnecessary proliferation of métiers and ensures greater consistency.
Moreover, it allows better capture of the intended fishing strategies of fishers, rather than relying solely on
observed outcomes recorded in declarative data.

An important issue concerns the standardisation of the level at which métiers should be defined, as this
currently varies across countries and depends largely on data availability. In some cases, only aggregated
monthly data are available, while in others, detailed information exists at the fishing operation (haul) level.
Consequently, métier allocation is performed at different scales—haul, fishing sequence, trip, or vessel x
month—and may even vary within a country depending on the data source available or the gear type used.
This lack of harmonisation is significant because the level of aggregation directly influences the results,
particularly when determining dominant species or species groups in value. For example, outcomes may differ
depending on whether calculations are performed at the haul or trip level. Addressing this issue is becoming
increasingly important with the implementation of the new EU control regulation, which will expand the
availability of high-resolution, haul-level data. Establishing clearer guidance on the appropriate level for métier
allocation would therefore improve consistency and comparability across countries.

Some countries consider the full species composition profile rather than relying solely on the dominant landed
species or species group. This distinction is less critical at DCF level 5, where targets are already aggregated
into broader groups, but becomes more important at DCF level 7 (national level), where finer resolution is
required. In this context, clustering approaches based on species composition may be needed to distinguish
between broad, mixed-species fisheries and more specifically targeted ones.

One country highlighted a specific challenge when fishing activity data are derived solely from sales notes,
which lack key information such as gear and precise fishing location (beyond landing site). In such cases, the
use of complementary data and expert knowledge—potentially through dedicated surveys—is essential.
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Combined with analysis of species composition landings profile, these inputs can support a more reliable
estimation of métiers.

Overall, the integration of complementary data (e.g., administrative information such as licenses and
regulations) or dedicated surveys, combined with expert knowledge, is essential for accurately defining
métiers. Allowing flexibility for countries to incorporate such expertise into their methodologies is
crucial to better reflect actual fishing strategies, address limitations in declarative data, and ensure
more robust and meaningful métier estimations.

There is a need to standardise the level at which métier estimation is performed, as it currently varies
across—and sometimes within—countries, largely depending on data availability and resolution. This
lack of harmonisation affects the consistency and comparability of results, since outcomes (e.g.,
dominant species determination) can differ significantly depending on whether calculations are carried
out at the fishing operation, fishing sequence, fishing trip, or even more aggregated levels.

The consideration of full species composition, rather than only dominant species or species group,
becomes particularly important at finer scales (e.g. DCF level 7), where greater precision is required.
This highlights the need for methods—such as clustering approaches—to better distinguish between
broad, mixed-species fisheries and more specifically targeted fishing strategies.

When only sales note data are available, lacking key information such as gear and location, the use of
complementary data and expert knowledge—combined with species composition analysis—is
essential for reliable métier estimation.
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Is all the fishing trips resulting from the data cross-validation/combination covered by all the
data sources considered or is some fishing trips covered only by a part of the data sources

considered resulting from an incompleteness of the data sources. In this case, would you
consider that the cross-validation/combination method applied is useful to complete/improve
the completeness of the national fishing activity data?

Summarized information

Some countries consider their data complete, while others are aware of missing data.

Resumed of practices and discussion on potential to enhance data quality
Eleven out of twelve countries provided a response.

Several countries consider fisheries data to be complete once reporting is mandatory and effectively enforced
assuming that mandatory reporting alone ensures comprehensive coverage. In this approach, completeness is
primarily tied to compliance: if reporting obligations are properly applied and controlled, primary data
sources—such as logbooks, coastal monthly journals, or sales notes—are assumed to capture all fishing
activity, even when monitoring relies on a single dataset (e.g., small-scale vessels tracked only through coastal
logbooks). The emphasis is therefore on enforcement and data quality at the source, while combining datasets
is mainly seen as a way to improve accuracy and consistency rather than to fill gaps.

However, some countries note that legal frameworks also shape data limitations. Reporting requirements
often vary by vessel size (e.g., logbooks typically mandatory only for vessels above 10 m, or 8 m in the Baltic),
meaning that datasets can be “complete” from a regulatory perspective but still lack detail or precision. In this
sense, data limitations are directly linked to the scope of legal obligations.

Other countries take a more integrative approach, considering the combination and cross-validation of
multiple data sources as essential for both completeness and quality. Integrating datasets (e.g., logbooks, sales
notes, VMS data) can improve coverage, fill gaps, and supplement missing information, even if assumptions are
required when data are partial (e.g., when only sales notes are available). Cross-validation is also seen as a
way to produce more robust and reliable estimates, detecting inconsistencies, strengthening estimates, and
increasing overall confidence in the data, based on the premise that information derived from multiple sources
is generally more reliable than that from a single dataset. In addition, cross-validation is necessary to access
key variables available only in specific sources—for example, using sales notes to estimate landings’ values—
making cross-validation a prerequisite for building comprehensive datasets with all the needed variables.

Reliance on a single data source is widely viewed as a major limitation, particularly when key variables are
missing (e.g., sales notes lacking gear or effort information). In such cases, both completeness and quality are
more uncertain. This issue is especially significant for small-scale fisheries, where reporting requirements have
historically been weaker. Recent regulatory developments, especially the new EU control regulation, are
expected to improve this situation by strengthening reporting obligations and increasing data coverage.

Additional sources, such as vessel position data (e.g., VMS), are sometimes used to refine spatial information
or verify reported activity, but their use remains generally limited and case-specific rather than systematic.

Finally, some countries go further by explicitly assessing data completeness through dedicated methods, such
as comparisons with independent surveys or the development of gap indicators. Such countries consider it
particularly important for fleets monitored through a single data source, where cross-validation cannot reveal
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missing data. In such cases, complementary information provides a way to verify whether mandatory reporting
truly ensures comprehensive coverage, especially for small-scale fisheries that are more prone to data gaps.

Two main approaches across countries:

o Some countries consider mandatory reporting sufficient to ensure comprehensive
coverage. In this view, integrating multiple datasets mainly serves to improve accuracy
and consistency rather than to address data gaps.

o Others adopt a more integrative approach, considering that combining and cross-
validating multiple data sources is essential to enhance both completeness and quality,
especially to identify and fill potential data gaps.

Role of cross-validation: Cross-validation is often necessary to access key variables available
only in specific sources (e.g., sales notes for estimating landing values). It is also widely seen as a
way to produce more robust and reliable estimates, based on the premise that information
derived from multiple sources is more reliable than from a single dataset.

Limits of single data source: Reliance on a single dataset is widely seen as a major limitation,
increasing uncertainty in both the completeness and quality of fishing activity estimates.

Use of position data: Vessel position data are generally considered complementary, mainly used
to refine spatial resolution for specific needs. Their integration remains limited and rarely
systematic.

Assessing completeness: Evaluating data completeness remains a key challenge, particularly
for fleets relying on a single data source and for small-scale fisheries, which are more prone to
gaps. Improvements are expected with the new EU control regulation.
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In the end, have you any other concerns to share with the group regarding the data ‘“cross-
validation/cross-checking/combination’ method/tool actually in place in your country to

asses/evaluate fishing activity variables? Please add anything you think valuable to consider to
develop best practices guidelines regarding fishing activity data cross-validation tools. Provide
also any references and time period of implementation (since when the algorithm applied?).

Summarized information

NA.

Resumed of practices and discussion on potential to enhance data quality
Only four out of twelve countries provided a response.

A country highlighted the inherent complexity of combining multiple data sources (e.g., declarative data, sales
notes, VMS data, ...), especially in more complex scenarios. These include cases where catches are partially
retained onboard and sold during subsequent trips, or when a single sales note aggregates landings from
multiple trips. Such situations go beyond the more common “one trip—one sale” structure and make data
integration significantly more challenging. This underscores the importance of a robust combination algorithm
to ensure correct linkage of records and to avoid double counting when elements are not properly matched.

Two countries raised questions about the regulatory status of outputs generated by cross-validation
algorithms that integrate multiple data sources. In particular, it remains unclear when such outputs can be
considered “official” data, given that they derive from combined and processed information rather than a
single primary source. This highlights the need for formal EU-level recognition to clarify and strengthen their
legal status. Such recognition would require transparent, consistent, and well-documented methodologies and
cross-validation algorithms, supported by agreed best-practice guidelines. One country noted that these
approaches are already endorsed at national level, but would benefit from broader validation and formal
approval across the EU.

One country emphasized the strong added value of this methodology for improving the estimation of landing
values. By strengthening the linkage between declarative data—particularly landings declarations—and sales
notes, cross-validation algorithms can provide more accurate estimates than approaches based on average
prices by species. Improving this linkage is therefore key to enhancing the overall accuracy of fisheries landings
value estimates in the EU. This can be achieved either through more robust combination algorithms that
account for complex scenarios, or by improving data structures to enable direct matching between datasets,
for example through shared identifiers.

e Overall, it seems that developing cross-validation methods could significantly improve both data
completeness and accuracy by integrating the most accurate and complete information available
for each individual fishing trip.

e This also aligns with EU regulatory requirements—particularly Article 145 of Regulation (EU)
404/201 |—which call for a single, validated, and consistent stream of fishing activity data to meet
end-users needs.

e EU-level harmonisation and guidance: Therefore, there is a clear need to develop EU-level
best-practice guidelines for cross-validation and data-combination algorithms (e.g. integrating
declarative data, sales notes, and VMS data). These should support harmonised fishing activity
estimates, strengthen the regulatory status of outputs, and ensure their reliable use in official data
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calls and fisheries management. This requires transparent, robust methodologies—particularly for
linking declarative and sales data—alongside capacity building, ultimately improving data
consistency and the accuracy of estimates, including the estimated total value of EU fisheries
landings.

e Capacity building and knowledge sharing: Countries with less advanced cross-validation
systems should leverage the experience of others through structured knowledge exchange to
support the development of their own approaches based on available data sources. This includes
developing adaptable frameworks and combination algorithms capable of handling both simple and
complex scenarios, beyond the simpler “one trip—one sale” structure. Such efforts are essential
to avoid issues like double counting and to enable Member States to adopt these methods as
official, EU-recognised data frameworks for fisheries management.
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Appendix | - The algorithms/methods used to assess/evaluate the fishing
metier by fishing trips/sequences/operations.

(resume and extract by country).

Germany

Fishing métiers, submitted to the RDBES datacall, are evaluated by applying the R-script developed by the
ISSG on “Métier and Transversal Variables issues”.

Denmark

Fishing métiers are evaluated by applying the R-script developed by the ISSG on “Métier and Transversal
Variables issues”.

The R-script is applied at the haul level when data are available; otherwise, it is run at the fishing sequence
level, defined as the combination of vessel and fishing date.

Spain

The method used to define métiers is area-dependent and varies across regions. The areas considered are:
ICES area, Mediterranean area, East-Central Atlantic fisheries, Tuna and tuna-related fisheries, and long-distance
fisheries. This approach does not consider the R-script developed by the ISSG on “Métier and Transversal
Variables issues”.

For some fisheries, métiers are assigned directly based on expert judgment, for example using administrative
criteria such as fishing licenses or established métier classifications specific to certain geographical areas. In
other cases, métiers are defined based on catch species composition profiles, sometimes derived through
multivariate analyses and combined with declared gear types and, where relevant, mesh size.

The algorithm is applied at the trip level across all regions.
Estonia

The method used to define métiers is gear-dependent and differs for active and passive gears. This approach
does not consider the R script developed by the ISSG on “Métier and Transversal Variables issues”.

For active gears, Estonian fisheries in the Baltic Sea primarily target small pelagic fish (SPF). Accordingly, target
species are assigned directly to the SPF group based on expert knowledge, rather than derived from catch
species composition profiles.

For passive gears, target species groups were not defined until recently. They are now estimated using multiple
logistic regression models developed from historical data, incorporating declared landing weights by species,
ICES area, and month. These model outputs are subsequently validated through expert panel review and
judgment.

Finland

The method used to define métiers is not clearly specified; however, it is possible that the R script developed
by the ISSG on “Métier and Transversal Variables issues” is used to infer them.

Finland indicates that, in cases of uncertainty, inferred métiers may be validated through consultation with
fisheries scientists, and the assigned métier may be reviewed and corrected based on this expert judgment.
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France

The method used to define métiers does not consider the R-script developed by the ISSG on “Métier and
Transversal Variables issues”, but follows similar principles while placing strong emphasis on expert-based
information.

This information is drawn from an annual, expert-validated census survey that collects vessel fishing activity
calendars at the vessel—year level. These calendars provide a comprehensive overview of each vessel’s typical
fishing practices and serve as the primary reference for identifying potential métiers at the vessel-month level.
Métier allocation is then refined by combining this information with catch composition, particularly the
dominant, in value, landed species (or species groups), using a hierarchical species aggregation approach to
distinguish between single-species targeting and broader assemblages.

Greater weight is given to the fishing activity calendars than to declared gear information, as this information
present often incompleteness or, imprecision issues and could be affected by misreporting. Consequently,
declared gear plays a secondary role compared with the expert-derived activity information.

Assignment is carried out at the fishing sequence level, defined as “vessel x fishing trip X fishing day x gear X
mesh size X dimension”. Métier estimation is produced at DCF level 7 (national level); which could be
aggregated to DCF level 5, to address national needs and specificities.

Overall, the use of vessel fishing activity calendars ensures that the approach prioritizes the intended fishing
strategy of fishermen, as captured in the calendars, rather than relying solely on operational outcomes
reported in declarative data.

Ireland

The method used to define métiers depends on vessel length and does not consider the R-script developed
by the ISSG on “Métier and Transversal Variables issues.”

For vessels 210 m, métiers are determined using a dedicated algorithm that combines declared gear, landings
species composition, and expert knowledge, with particular reliance on expert input due to limitations in
logbook data quality.

For vessels <10 m, fishing activity is derived from sales notes, which generally lack sufficient information—
especially on gear—to reliably define métiers. As a result, métiers are typically not evaluated for this segment,
although in a few specific cases they may be inferred from landings species composition.

Lithuania

Métiers are defined based on the declared gear, although no details are provided on how target species groups
are determined. It is also unclear whether the method consider the R script developed by the ISSG on “Métier
and Transversal Variables issues.”

The algorithm is applied at the trip level but allows for multiple métier assignments within a single trip if gear
and/or mesh size change. In practice, métiers are assigned at the “trip X gear X mesh size” level.
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Latvia

The method used to define métiers varies by fishery and does not consider the R-script developed by the
ISSG on “Métier and Transversal Variables issues.”

For open-sea fisheries, métiers are directly derived from declared gear and mesh size, no information is
provided on how target species groups are defined.

For coastal fisheries, métiers are determined using gear and mesh size information regulated under Latvian
fishing rules, used as a supplementary input. These regulations define, at the municipality level, the number of
authorized fishing gears, their associated permitted mesh sizes, and allocate them to individual fishermen.

The Netherlands
NA
Poland

The method used to define métiers does not consider the R-script developed by the ISSG on “Métier and
Transversal Variables issues,” but follows similar principles. Métiers are derived from information declared in
logbooks or coastal logbooks, particularly the fishing gear used, and from the determination of target group
of species based on dominance criteria, i.e., the species assemblage contributing to the highest share of
landings within a given fishing sequence.

Métiers are assigned at the fishing sequence level, where a sequence is defined as the combination of vessel,
fishing day, location, and gear.

Sweden

The method used to define métiers varies according to gear type (passive or active) and the data source
available (logbooks or coastal journals). It does not appear to consider the R-script developed by the ISSG on
“Métier and Transversal Variables issues.”

For logbook, métiers are primarily defined from declared gear, with no further detail provided on how target
species groups are determined. Assignments are made either at the haul level for active gears or at the fishing
sequence level (vessel x fishing day X gear) for passive gears.

For coastal journals, where data are available at monthly resolution, métiers are derived from available catch
data disaggregated by fishing gear and location.

Overall, métier assignment is performed at three different levels depending on data source availability and
gear type: haul level, fishing sequence level (vessel X fishing day X gear), or aggregated level (vessel X month
X gear X |location).
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Appendix Il - Is all the fishing trips resulting from the data cross-
validation/combination covered by all the data sources considered or is
some fishing trips covered only by a part of the data sources considered
resulting from an incompleteness of the data sources. In this case, would
you consider that the cross-validation/combination method applied is
useful to complete/improve the completeness of the national fishing
activity data?

(resume and extract by country).

Germany
Germany indicates that data sources are complete and cover all fishing trips.
Denmark

Denmark indicates that data availability depends on vessel length but is considered complete within the scope
of regulatory requirements for each fleet segment. Sales note data cover all fisheries, while logbook data are
fully available for vessels above 10 m (8 m in the Baltic), where they are mandatory. These datasets are further
complemented by positional data when available, as well as fishing fleet register.

Spain

Spain indicates that, following the implementation of its cross-validation (“consumption”) algorithm, the
resulting database is considered complete, covering all fisheries and vessels and including all data required
under Council Regulation. Nevertheless, output controls are conducted, and additional checks are applied
when missing data are suspected.

Estonia

Estonia indicates that fishing activity data are derived from a single source, with no cross-validation across
datasets. The data are considered complete, covering all fisheries, vessels, and fishing trips, supported by the
legal obligation for fishers to report the required information.

Finland

Finland identifies data completeness issues in coastal fisheries covered by Coastal Logbook (CLB) data which
apply to vessels under 10 m targeting non-quota species, also due to the absence of complementary sales data
in these cases. In addition, CLB data itself present limitations, which require the use of strong assumptions
when estimating fishing activity, particularly for fishing effort metrics. Ongoing projects are underway aiming
to address these gaps and improve both data completeness and the quality of fishing activity estimates.

In contrast, for other fisheries covered by other type of data systems such as logbooks, Finland considers the
data complete, with full coverage of vessels and fishing trips and no major completeness issues.

France

France indicated that combining and cross-validating multiple data sources (logbooks, sales notes, and
geolocation data) through the SACROIS system enhances both the completeness and the precision of fishing
activity data. This integration helps address gaps in declarative reporting being supplemented by other sources
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(such as sales notes and/or geolocation data) to fill missing or incomplete information. Fishing trips derived
from multiple validated datasets are considered more reliable and of higher quality than those based on a
single source.

Based on SACROIS outputs, France also produces completeness and data gap indicators, showing that around
two-thirds of fishing activity records are fully cross-validated, while the remainder are reconstructed using
available information to maximise coverage. Overall, SACROIS is therefore regarded as a key tool for
optimising the use of all available data sources in building national reference fishing activity datasets.

In parallel, France highlighted the role of the annual fishing activity calendar survey (scientific census survey),
which complements declarative data, supports estimation where coverage is partial (e.g., only sales notes
available), and assesses data completeness across fleet segments and regions. Combined with SACROIS
results, it has helped identify and evaluate significant data gaps, incomplete fishing activity information in
outermost regions and the Mediterranean, especially for small-scale fleets (<12 m), with more pronounced
data limitations. In these cases, when available data remain insufficient, France applies complementary
approaches such as additional data collection (e.g., catch assessment surveys) or re-estimation methods based
on the calendar survey.

Ireland

Ireland indicates that it does not generally combine multiple data sources to estimate reference fishing activity.
Instead, the approach depends on fleet size: for vessels 210 m, reference data are derived exclusively from
logbooks, while for vessels <|10 m, they rely solely on sales note data.

Cross-validation between logbooks and sales notes is not routinely performed. Ireland noted that sales note
data have only recently become available, were historically incomplete and still contain gaps, with limited
ability to link them to logbook trip information. As a result, estimates for vessels <|0 m—based solely on
sales notes—may be affected by data incompleteness.

For specific data calls and requests requiring spatial resolution finer than ICES statistical rectangles, Ireland
may combine logbook and VMS data to improve the spatial accuracy of fishing activity estimates.

Lithuania

Lithuania indicated that reference fishing activity estimates rely on mandatory primary data sources (logbooks,
landing declarations, and sales notes), supported by legal reporting obligations. Consequently, efforts to
address data completeness focus on improving the quality of these primary data rather than on developing
methods to combine or cross-validate multiple sources.

Latvia

Latvia indicated that the Latvian Fisheries Integrated Control and Information System (LFCIS), including
logbooks and coastal logbooks, is considered complete and covers all fishing trips and fishing activities of
Latvian vessels.

The Netherlands
NA
Poland

Poland indicated that EU logbooks and coastal logbooks are the primary and exhaustive sources of fishing trip
data, supported by mandatory reporting obligations, ensuring comprehensive coverage of fishing activities.
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Sweden

Sweden indicated that the Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (SWAM) collects fisheries data
in line with EU legislation, including logbooks, monthly coastal journals, landing declarations, sales notes, and
VMS data, all linked via a unique identifier and supported by mandatory reporting obligations. This provides
comprehensive coverage of Swedish vessels. Several cross-checks and validations are applied to ensure data
quality.

SwWAM supplies the core datasets used to estimate fishing activity, which are then further processed by SLU.
SLU builds the reference fishing activity dataset using these inputs, with varying levels of precision depending
on the source—for example, logbooks provide more detailed information than monthly coastal journals,
which are used for fleets not subject to logbook requirements.
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Appendix lll - In the end, have you any other concerns to share with the
group regarding the data “cross-validation/cross-
checking/combination’ method/tool actually in place in your country to
asses/evaluate fishing activity variables? Please add anything you think
valuable to consider to develop best practices guidelines regarding
fishing activity data cross-validation tools. Provide also any references
and time period of implementation (since when the algorithm applied?).

(resume and extract by country).

Germany
NA
Denmark

Denmark highlighted that combining logbook and sales note data can be challenging, especially when situations
deviate from a simple “one trip—one sale” structure. While straightforward cases can be easily matched and
cross-validated, more complex scenarios create difficulties and complicate the linkage— for example, when
catches are partially retained onboard and sold during subsequent trips, or when a single sales note aggregates
landings from multiple trips. This can result in unmatched records and potential double counting as both data
sources could be used independently.

To address this, Denmark has developed algorithms to handle standard cases, for example by linking sales
notes to several recent trips (e.g., the last three) or by splitting aggregated sales notes where possible.
However, these solutions do not fully resolve more complex situations, highlighting the limitations and
challenges of current methods for integrating logbook and sales note data.

Spain

No comments.

Estonia

NA

Finland

No input provided, as Finland has not yet developed any software-based validation tool.
France

France emphasizes that its cross-validation framework is designed to produce a single, coherent and highly
reliable dataset for each fishing trip by integrating all available information in the most effective way by making
the best use of each data source. Depending on data availability, fishing trips are reconstructed either through
the reconciliation of multiple sources (e.g., declarative data, sales notes, VMS data) or from a single primary
source supplemented by estimates generated through the SACROIS algorithms. These estimates may draw
on auxiliary information such as “vessels’ fishing activity calendars exhaustive census survey” to ensure
completeness and consistency.
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This process aims to ensure that key variables—such as spatial landings by species and fishing effort data
series—are validated, harmonised, and consolidated into a consistent and quality-controlled data flow. It aims
to build a dataset compiling the most accurate and complete information for each individual
fishing trip.

Within this framework, France considers the SACROIS algorithm a major improvement in both data
completeness and accuracy. The system is continuously updated and enhanced, incorporating new data
sources and evolving validation procedures. It also produces quality and completeness indicators that help
determine when SACROIS outputs can serve as the official reference dataset, and when complementary
approaches (e.g., catch assessment surveys or fishing activity calendar census survey-based re-estimations) are
still required.

SACROIS is also aligned with EU regulatory requirements (notably Regulation (EU) 404/201 I, Article
145), which call for a single validated and consistent fishing activity data stream to meet end-user needs.

Finally, France highlighted that the results of the SACROIS system have been formally endorsed at
national level in France and now constitute the official reference framework for fishing activity data
for several French fishing fleets. They are used for regulatory monitoring (quotas, fishing effort regulation,
DCMAP requirements, fleet capacity estimation, ...), answering official data calls (conducted under EU or RFMOs),
responses to international statistical obligations (FAO, Eurostat), as well as supporting fisheries management,
scientific advice, or academic research.

Ireland

Ireland expressed interest in learning from other countries’ approaches to routinely cross-validate and
integrate data sources such as logbooks, sales notes, and VMS data.

At the same time, Ireland noted that official Irish fisheries statistics are currently derived directly from declared
data, particularly logbooks, and are used for formal data call submissions. If cross-validation methods produce
estimates that differ from these official figures, the underlying methodologies must be transparent, well-
documented, and reproducible, given that such discrepancies are likely to raise questions about both the
results and the methods used. This also raises broader questions about the status of outputs derived from
integrated datasets—specifically, the extent to which they can be considered “official” statistics.

In this context, Ireland emphasised the need for consistency, robust validation, and clear algorithm
documentation, ideally supported by EU-level or cross-country alignment to ensure harmonised approaches
across Member States. Ensuring that methods are systematically reviewed, validated, and applied consistently
is seen as essential before such approaches can be fully integrated into official reporting systems.

Lithuania
No input provided, as Lithuania has not yet developed any methods to cross-validate fishing data sources.
Latvia

No input provided, as Latvia has not yet developed or implemented any specific methods to cross-check
fishery data.

The Netherlands
NA
Poland
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NA
Sweden

Sweden highlighted specific challenges in estimating prices, landings value, and related aspects such as usage
and quality of landings, as this information is primarily derived from sales notes. They noted that stronger
integration between sales notes and landings declarations (esp. derived from logbooks) could significantly
improve these estimates.

In particular, Sweden emphasised the need for a bidirectional reporting system linking vessel landing
declarations and first-hand buyer sales reporting. Currently, fishermen and buyers report through separate,
unconnected processes, which can lead to inconsistencies or mismatches. A closer linkage between these
reporting streams would enable more reliable price estimation, strengthen cross-validation between
declarations, and improve the overall accuracy of landings value estimates for Swedish fisheries.
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Appendix IV - Table summarising the inconsistencies identified
between FAO (ASFIS) codes and AphialDs

With regards to FAO codes with multiple aphia-ids:
FAO code Species Name Aphia code Considerations
AZC Acanthogorgia armata 125348 aphia accepted
AZC Acanthogorgia armata 1396251 unaccepted aphia
BRI Gonostomatidae 863613 Gonostomatidae Small & Lynn, 1985 (not clear if is accepted)
BRI Gonostomatidae 125601 accepted aphia for Gonostomatidae Cocco, 1838
\With regards to scientific names / aphia ids with several FAO codes: Differences between ASFIS codes are in blue
Columns from ASFIS code list -> ISSCAAP_Group Taxonomic_Code English_name

HNG Brachirus niger 712917 31" 155220103001 Black sole
WZN Brachirus niger 712917 Not present in 2025 ASFIS code list
LU Carlarius heudelotii 712438 Not present in 2025 ASFIS code list
SMC Carlarius heudelotii 712438" 33" 141029103801 Smoothmouth sea catfish
CRU Crustacea 1066~ a7 2990XXXXXXXX013 Marine crustaceans NEI|
FCX Crustacea 1066” 41 2990XXXXXXXX011 Freshwater crustaceans NEI
IHU Echinocardium cordatum 124392 Not present in 2025 ASFIS code list
KsP Echinocardium cordatum 124392” 76" 605711101001 Sea potato
DWS Elasmobranchii 10193" 38 1990XXXXXXXX062 Deep-water sharks NE|
SKX Elasmobranchii 10193 f 38 1990XXXXXXXX061 Sharks, rays, skates, etc. NEI|
FGX Gobiidae 125537 13 1501091XXXXX022 Freshwater gobies NEI
GPA Gobiidae 125537 33 1501091XXXXX023 Gobies NEI
:::: gonos:oma?:ae ig::;i Aphiaissues already reported above

onostomatidae
KIJ Kajikia audax 712907 Not present in 2025 ASFIS code list
MLS Kajikia audax 712907 36~ 155527102202 Striped marlin
MOF Mollusca 51" 51 3990XXXXXXXX014 Freshwater molluscs NEI
MOL Mollusca 51" 58 3990XXXXXXXX016 Marine molluscs NEI
PAL Palaemonidae 106788 45 2289251XXXXX046 Palaemonid shrimps NEI
PPZ Palaemonidae 106788” 41 2289251XXXXX045 Freshwater prawns, shrimps NEI
DPX Perciformes 11014~ 34 1990XXXXXXXX101 Demersal percomorphs NEI
PPX Perciformes 11014” 37 1990XXXXXXXX102 Pelagic percomorphs NEI|
BWP Platichthys solemdali 1264298~ 31" 155212107803 Baltic flounder|
QbQ Platichthys solemdali 1264298 Not present in 2025 ASFIS code list
HoM Stramonita haemastoma 140417" 52" 370128012601 Two-row rock shell
KEW Stramonita haemastoma 140417 Not present in 2025 ASFIS code list
DIA Actinopterygii 10194~ 25 1990XXXXXXXX111 Diadromous fishes NEI|
FIN Actinopterygii 10194” 39 1990XXXXXXXX109 Finfishes NEI
GRO Actinopterygii 10194” 39 1990XXXXXXXX107 Groundfishes NEI
Mzz Actinopterygii 10194” 39 1990XXXXXXXX110 Marine fishes NEI
PEL Actinopterygii 10194” 39 1990XXXXXXXX108 Pelagic fishes NEI
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4. ISSG Electronic Monitoring Technologies
4 ISSG Electronic Monitoring Technologies

4.1 Background

The ISSG EMT (Electronic Monitoring Technologies) was created in 2021. The ISSG was formed in response
to the rapid growth of electronic monitoring technologies (EMT) in recent years in the field of fisheries
monitoring. The goal of this ISSG is to cast a light on the initiatives taking place in EU MS in relation to EMT,
highlight the most promising technologies, gather knowledge and share it with MS and, where possible,
promote new collaborations between MS. These EMT include e.g. video acquisition systems coupled with
position trackers and gear sensors (EM — Electronic Monitoring) that can monitor the entire fishing activity of
vessels over extended periods (to collect data on fishing activity and biological data on catches), electronic
measuring boards (to collect biological data) used by scientific observers, and mobile phone apps that facilitate
reporting of catches by fishers. In addition, the ISSG aims to identify and describe the ongoing work in the
different MS to automatise the identification of catches from annotated video/images using machine learning
algorithms (i.e. computer vision). Such models require a large amount of training data to reach acceptable
levels of accuracy and the resources (including cost) to produce such massive training datasets may be
unattainable for individual MS. This ISSG constitutes a platform that can help promoting the development of
a shared database of annotated data between participating MS that respects intellectual property rights to
allow the rapid development of ML models tailored to the monitoring of fisheries. Moreover, following the
discussions at the Technical Meeting in Lysekil (Sweden) in 2025 the ISSG EMT started to contact and
exchange with other ISSG and RCG to identify areas where EMT could help fill data collection gaps in different
MS. Furthermore, at the Liaison Meeting of 2025 it was proposed by the chairs of the RCG Mediterranean &
Black Sea that this ISSG would become fully pan-regional (i.e. across all regions and RCGs) and this proposal
was supported by the chairs of the RCG NANSEA & Baltic. After the Liaison Meeting, this proposal was sent
to the chairs of the ISSG which agreed with the proposal. Consequently, National Correspondents of
countries that were previously not included in the ISSG were contacted to nominate national experts for the
ISSG, the list of participants was updated, and such participants have already been invited to ISSG meetings of
the period 2025-2026.

The ISSG EMT is chaired by Gildas Glemarec (since 2022) and Sander Delacauw (since 2024).

4.2 Work-plan

I) Update/Complete the inventory of labelled data owned by the MS that could be used now or in the
future for training identification/classification models.

2) Continue the discussion and examination of the possibilities that these labelled data are shared
between MS without breaching privacy and ownership concerns.

3) Review the Blue Paper from the EU project OptiFish on the inventory of data collection technologies
used in the different member states.

4) Continue the discussion on the elaboration of a methodology to collect and annotate pictures and/or
video footage of catches (fish, shellfish, and other organisms) onboard research vessels that may be
used for the development of machine learning algorithms for species identification/classification.

5) Task in relation to the next RWP:

a) Elaborate a questionnaire to send to all relevant ISSG chairs to identify where EMT could help
fill data collection gaps in different MS.
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b) Review questionnaires and coordinate input to the RWP 28-30 with other ISSGs.

c) New section to insert to the RWP 2028-2030: “Interest of EMTs as tools for fisheries data
collection”.

d) Finalize the Roadmap for RWP 2028-2030

e) Decide on what ambition level the different parts in the ISSG work is aiming for in 2030 and
map current stage

6) List the possible benefits of EM(T) usage for fishers that could increase engagement to EM
programmes.

4.3 Progress during 2025/2026

The 2025/20256 ISSG EMT work consisted of 3 meetings between November 2025 and April 2026, as well
as intersessional work through email exchange.

A questionnaire sent to all MS representatives in the ISSG to map the EM initiatives ongoing throughout the
EU. It was decided that, unlike previous years, this year the ISSG would not develop its own questionnaire
(nor update its previous), and instead it would rely on the questionnaire that the ICES Working Group on
Technology Integration for Fishery-Dependent Data (WGTIFD) does on this topic and that will be made
publicly available this year through a web interface (EM4fish.com; currently not online at the time of writing).
This decision was taken in coordination with WGTIFD aiming at facilitating information sharing and avoid
duplication of work by the WG and the ISSG and by the people/institutions responding to these solicitations.
The WGTIFD questionnaire was shared with the ISSG EMT members (task 3). In addition, the ISSG EMT
members were tasked to complete the inventory of labelled data owned by the MS that could be used now
or in the future for training identification/classification models (task I). As a complement of these two referred
information requests, the ISSG EMT reviewed and discussed the Blue Paper, created under the initiative of
the EU Horizon project Optifish, that focused on the inventory of data collection technologies used in Europe
(task 3). An important part of the discussions that the ISSG EMT had this year concerns the availability, use,
and possible standardization and sharing of annotated imagery data for various purposes, including the
development of computer vision models (task 2). The elaboration of a methodology to collect and standardise
EM data on research vessels (task 4) was only briefly covered during this year’s meetings but the idea was
presented to the ICES WGTIFD during their annual meeting following the recommendation from the RCG
NANSEA & BALTIC, and the result of this meeting was presented to the ISSG EMT members. Furthermore,
the consideration of what the role of the ISSG EMT can be to support the implementation of regional work
plans (task 5) took a large part of the discussions both within the ISSG EMT group as well as between the
ISSG EMT and other ISSGs. Finally, while EM technologies, and particularly camera-based EM continues to be
perceived unfavourably by a part of the fishing sector, hindering a wider scale implementation, the ISSG EMT
group investigated ways to make EM more attractive to fishers, highlighting the benefits in terms of e.g. catch
process efficacy, easier reporting (task 6).

Tasks 1 & 2: Information from Member States about imagery and labelling datasets

Since its creation, the ISSG EMT has worked on identifying and inventorying current initiatives to collect and
annotate imagery data from EM programmes in the EU. Originally, the ISSG EMT focused on the availability
of labelled data within different national monitoring programmes and the feasibility of sharing these data
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beyond individual programmes. One of the objectives of tasks | and 2 is to highlight similarities and differences
across MS and the meetings discussions also addressed the potential for standardization to support
automation efforts. While full standardization was not an immediate goal, identifying common practices could
help facilitate collaboration and potential data sharing.

Data sharing: a central issue for EM and Al development

One of the key bottlenecks for scaling Al-enabled EM or Al-assisted EM reviews is: i) the necessity to collect
and annotate large volumes of imagery data to build robust Computer Vision (CV) models, and ii) the need
for model integration in the EM (review) workflow. This requires on the one hand the elaboration of
consistently labelled datasets tailored to the objectives of the model training and, on the other hand, the close
collaboration with EM providers to incorporate these Al models to the onboard EM systems (e.g. edge
computing) or as an Al-assistant integrated to the EM review software that can run locally or in the cloud. In
all cases, this rapidly increases the overall cost for individual monitoring programmes, and data and technology
sharing across EM users could facilitate development and future implementation. However, sharing imagery
raises recurring concerns: privacy (crew visible, vessel identifiers), ownership (national programmes,
responsibility), and legal/GDPR liability. Nonetheless, a core point seems to be that the limiting factor is
typically governance/legal clarity and institutional risk, rather than technical capability — however, it ought to
be emphasised that the technology for anonymising footage (e.g. face blur) is not fool-proof and might never
be 100% accurate.

The ISSG EMT discussed current European initiatives working on easing data exchange and EM development
across the EU. One such example is the EU Horizon project EcoCatch, a European research project, where
CV models developed at ILVO (Belgium) use data from EM vessels in Denmark provided by DTU Aqua. ILVO
and DTU signed a data sharing agreement to enable this collaboration, which demonstrates that labelled data
from fishing vessels can be shared without breaching privacy and ownership concerns. This formal bilateral
data sharing agreement, designed to be reusable as a template for other Member States, is a concrete
mechanism to “operationalise” data exchange in Europe. The agreement was reviewed by legal experts in
both MS and clarifies potential legal issues, including, but not limited to:

e Scope of use and purpose limitation (data used only within defined projects; no onward sharing;
prevents “scope creep”).

e Ownership and intellectual property (imagery remains property of the provider; no IP transfer;
results/derived outputs governed by project rules, with disclosure of relevant results to the
provider to avoid conflicts).

e Privacy and anonymisation requirements (faces blurred, vessel markings masked, identifiable
elements removed; tattoos/partial identifiers were explicitly mentioned as potential identifiers;
emphasised as foundational when people/vessel IDs appear in footage).

e Liability and risk limitation (data provided “as is”; no warranties; liability limited to direct damage;
indirect damages excluded; described as often a prerequisite for public institutes/authorities to
share data).

e Confidentiality and practical data security (beyond general language: encryption, password
protection; example workflow via secured OneDrive; no third-party sharing; no retention on
personal devices after task completion; emphasis that agreements often fail when they stay too
high-level in terms of detail).
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e Duration and termination clauses (tied to project duration in EcoCatch; termination possible for
breach/with notice; important nuance: data already obtained may continue to be used for the
defined project even after termination to avoid abrupt disruption; confidentiality persists).

e Applicable law/jurisdiction and GDPR (professional contact details only; separate data sharing
agreement needed if broader personal data processing occurs).

The data sharing template is specific to the needs of the EcoCatch project but is a starting point and can be
adapted case-by-case depending on goals/timelines and contractual context. There are yet differences in
national interpretations of what counts as shareable data once anonymised (e.g., concerns that in some
contexts anonymised/processed imagery might still be treated conservatively, especially in a national context
where the fishing sector is seeing EM unfavourably). The ISSG EMT discussion highlighted that in the EcoCatch
setup, the shared dataset is prepared to comply with the agreement (e.g., blurred polygons for humans), but
acceptability from the fishing sector still depends on contractual arrangements and on trust on other involved
parties. The discussions based on the EcoCatch data sharing agreement provided a solid ground that will likely
initiate more data sharing between MS.

Moreover, within task I, the ISSG EMT members were tasked to complete a questionnaire to update the
“inventory of labelled data owned by the MS that could be used now or in the future for training
identification/classification models”. This inventory was produced and shared with group members in previous
years, and the summarised results are presented in the last reports. With new members joining the ISSG EMT
in the period 2025/2026, we thought that an update was needed. The inventory template was sent as a Word
document to ISSG EMT Members by the Secretariat though e-mail on February 2nd 2026; reminders were
sent on February 26t before the ISSG EMT meeting in early March, and again on April 20t before the last
meeting of the ISSG EMT. Nevertheless, no additional answers were received by the time of writing this
report, so no update of the inventory is presented this year. We will consider the relevance of reiterating the
“data call” next year and examine the reasons for the lack of responses this year. Currently, it can be
hypothesized that this may have been a consequence of e.g. insufficient time from ISSG EMT members for
providing answers, fatigue from ISSG EMT members in providing answers to multiple requests, and/or
insufficient clarity in e-mail or in-meeting reminders to distinguish between the different on-going inventories.
In subsequent years, such issue will need to be addressed before issuing new information requests to ISSG
EMT members.

VIAME platform demonstration (Marine Beacon context)

Robin Faillettaz (ISSG EMT member from France) presented VIAME, the open-access platform used by
IFREMER to access, annotate, and share fisheries-related imagery data. The VIAME platform is hosted on a
local HPC infrastructure, ensuring local control over where the data that are stored and who has the rights
to access them. User access is done via a web-based interface through a private secured tunnel (VPN).

VIAME is described on its GitHub depository (https://github.com/viame/VIAME) as “a computer vision
application designed for do-it-yourself artificial intelligence including object detection, object tracking,
image/video annotation, query-based search, image mosaicing, image enhancement, size measurement, multi-
camera data processing, rapid model generation, and tools for the evaluation of different algorithms. Originally
targeting marine species analytics, VIAME now contains many common algorithms and libraries, and is also
useful as a generic computer vision toolkit.” In essence, the platform is an integrated environment that can
support all important steps to build, train, and test CV models, including but not limited to data upload,
annotation (bounding boxes, masks, and/or labels), running pre-trained detectors and trackers, training and
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evaluating CV models, deploying those models on videos/images, and exporting models for embedded
deployment scenarios. The main interest is thus that VIAME can combine the “full loop” from annotation to
deployment in one place. Compared to other, similar tools like CVAT (used e.g. in Belgium or in Denmark),
VIAME is able to perform annotation directly. It supports import/conversion from multiple formats/tools
(including CVAT and other common annotation formats), so a switch from one platform to the other is
possible. In any case, the annotation tool is less important as long as the images/videos and annotations can
be converted and imported.

In addition to the basic annotation capabilities, specific tools are being added to VIAME within MarineBeacon,
such as automatic dataset reporting and advanced data-sharing between users. The IFREMER-hosted VIAME
provides an accessible workflow for secure data sharing to granted users. In practice, all or a selection of data
can be flagged as sharable to other users, who are then able to browse and request those data under specified
conditions. Other users can preview datasets in read-only mode (e.g. preview up to 5% of frames regardless
of dataset size, to assess relevance, but this can be modified) and, if they are interested, they can submit a
request for access to the data owner. Then, the owner of the data explores the datasets offered by the
requesting user and selects one to be share in exchange. In the future, when sharing between data owners is
the norm, expanding this peer-to-peer (two-way) process — where to request data from someone, one
typically needs to offer data back (“exchange”), rather than a one-directional “take”, would be highly beneficial
to all MS/users. A previous idea to weight exchanges by “value/scarcity” was abandoned to avoid creating
perverse “capitalism” incentives based on who has the most annotations.

VIAME data sharing has so far been applied mainly within the EU Horizon project Marine Beacon and under
the specific project’s agreements. However, the intention is to open it at least to sister projects (i.e. other
EU-funded projects using EM data or other fisheries catch imagery data) once the platform is stable, potentially
with separate instances or stricter governance for more sensitive EM data (e.g. bycatch of ETP species).
Providing tutorials for account setup and onboarding (e.g. guiding new users through their first interactions
and helping them understand how to use the software features effectively) are practical next steps for partners
that want to upload data and test exchanges between projects.

Inventory of EMT use in the EU

After meetings and discussions in 2025 and early 2026 with the chairs of the ICES working groups WGTIFD,
WGMLEARN, and WGCATCH, it appeared that the inventory of EMT use in the EU was partly duplicating
what some of these groups are already doing or intend to do. Especially, WGTIFD started a large survey to
map EM programmes worldwide, asking for details on e.g. programmes objectives, resources, fleet coverage,
or use for scientific assessments, as well as information on eventual Al development in these programmes.
The survey form is available online (Global inventory of electronic monitoring programmes to collect fishery-
dependant data). WGCATCH under its Electronic Monitoring ToR has also performed questionnaires to its
members. Because the WGTIFD approach was more structured and had a wider potential outreach
(WGTIFD includes many representatives from Europe and from North America), the ISSG EMT group agreed
that the WGTIFD questionnaire could be used, acknowledging that in its current form, some information on
labelling and data annotation availability would not be available. The questionnaire was sent to ISSG EMT
Members by the Secretariat though e-mail on February 2nd 2026; reminders were sent on February 26t before
the ISSG EMT meeting in early March, and again on April 20t before the last meeting of the ISSG EMT. At
ISSG meetings, the ISSG EMT chairs presented the questionnaires to the group members, encouraging all
members to complete it — in particular to expand the questionnaire coverage to the large pelagic and long-
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distance fisheries RCGs, and to the new members of the ISSG EMT from the Mediterranean and Black Sea. In
the end of April 2026, the ISSG EMT chairs were given access to the results of the questionnaires. Because of
the short time window before releasing this report, we present here a very succinct overview of the results,
based on our preliminary analysis. Free-text responses were harmonised into categorical variables where
required. Countries and regulatory status were standardised textually; gear types were classified by primary
gear reported. No imputation of missing values was performed. As responses were voluntary, the dataset
represents only a partial picture of EU fisheries and although no formal QC/QA has yet been carried out, a
preliminary check indicates that not all MS responded and not all programmes were reported through the
questionnaire, and that this is not representative of all EU fisheries. Because of the quantity of textual data to
treat, generative Al (Microsoft CoPilot) was used as a tool to extract the most relevant information from the
questionnaire’s responses; Al-generated summaries were systematically reviewed by the ISSG EMT chairs and
shared with the ISSG EMT members.

The questionnaire’s responses comprise 24 EM programmes from the EU, representing a broad cross-section
of fisheries monitoring initiatives across Europe and international waters (e.g. IOTC; IATTC; WCPTFC).
Programmes range from long-running operational schemes initiated around 2010 to recently launched pilots
and trials beginning in 2024-2026. The responses reflect substantial diversity in programme maturity,
objectives, and implementation contexts, underscoring the rapid evolution of EM as a core component of
fisheries monitoring and control frameworks. Geographically, the dataset is dominated by Northern European
Member States, with Denmark and France accounting for a significant share of reported programmes.
Additional contributions come from Sweden, Belgium, Finland, Estonia, Portugal, Cyprus, and multinational
fisheries operating under Regional Fisheries Management Organisations (RFMO). This distribution reflects
both historical investment patterns in EM and current policy priorities related to the Landing Obligation and
ETP species bycatch monitoring priorities. Although the dataset is based on voluntary, self-reported
information from programme representatives (and is therefore not representative of all EU fisheries), it
provides a robust qualitative and quantitative snapshot of current EM practice, innovation, and challenges. The
breadth of fleet segments covered is notable, encompassing small-scale coastal vessels under 10 metres,
medium-sized demersal trawlers, and large pelagic trawlers exceeding 90 metres. As such, the dataset
demonstrates that EM is no longer a niche technology, but a versatile monitoring approach applied across
diverse operational contexts.

Small-scale coastal fisheries, particularly set net fisheries, feature prominently in programmes focused on ETP
species bycatch monitoring, where EM provides an alternative or complement to onboard observers. At the
other end of the spectrum, large pelagic trawlers employ EM within Fully Documented Fisheries frameworks,
aiming to achieve comprehensive catch documentation and support both compliance and scientific estimation
of catch composition. In terms of gear coverage, bottom trawls, set nets, and pelagic trawls are the most
frequently reported gear types. These gears are associated with higher risks of discarding or sensitive species
bycatch, which partly explains their prioritization for EM deployment. Other gear types, such as longlines and
seines, are represented primarily in pilot or research contexts. The geographic areas of operation correspond
largely to ICES divisions in the Baltic Sea, North Sea, and Northeast Atlantic, with some programmes operating
in RFMO-managed waters.

Monitoring objectives reported in the questionnaire cluster around three main themes: compliance with the
Landing Obligation, monitoring of bycatch of Endangered, Threatened, and Protected species, and scientific
data collection to support monitoring and assessment frameworks. Many programmes explicitly report
multiple objectives, reflecting a growing trend toward hybrid control—science use of EM data. Compliance-
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focused programmes prioritize verification of catch handling, discarding behaviour, and adherence to technical
measures. In contrast, science-oriented programmes emphasize improved estimation of bycatch rates, catch
composition, and spatial patterns of fishing effort, often within the context of the Data Collection Framework.
The use of EM data in stock assessments remains limited but is emerging in some programmes, particularly
where processed data products, rather than raw video, can be transferred to scientific institutions. Several
respondents note that EM data are currently used for research projects, pilot analyses, or method
development rather than routine assessment input. As emphasised by the ISSG EMT in the past, this reflects
both technical challenges and governance constraints related notably to data ownership, data privacy, and
access rights (e.g. GDPR and similar legislations), and to standardization of EM data. A prominent cross-cutting
theme in the questionnaire responses is the rapid expansion of interest in artificial intelligence (Al) applications
within EM programmes. The majority of respondents indicate that Al is either under development or planned.
Although no programme reported fully operational Al-assisted review of EM data among the EU respondents
at the time of writing this report, Robin Faillettaz mentioned that France is planning to have Al-assisted EM
review implemented later this year (2026). Commonly cited applications include automated species
identification, detection of bycatch events, recognition of fishing activities such as hauling or sorting, and
privacy-related masking of people or identifying information to address e.g. GDPR requirements. While these
developments hold promise for improving review efficiency and reducing costs, respondents consistently
report technical limitations. Challenges include variable image quality, overlapping catches, fast-moving fish on
sorting belts, poor lighting conditions, and species similarity, all of which complicate reliable automated
analysis. As a result, most programmes currently rely on human reviewers, with Al used in a supportive or
experimental role.

While incomplete in its coverage, the analysis of the responses to this questionnaire from the EU shows that
EM has matured into a flexible and widely applicable monitoring tool in Europe, capable of supporting both
compliance and scientific objectives across diverse fisheries. While Al development is advancing rapidly, most
applications remain pre-operational, reinforcing the importance of maintaining adequate human review
capacity and avoiding premature reliance on automated outputs for management decisions. It also emphasises
the need for adequate coordination between the various monitoring programmes to help standardise EM data
collection (particularly imagery data) where needed prevent working in silos on similar problems. Finally, the
voluntary and self-reporting nature of many EM programmes highlights the importance of stakeholder
engagement and incentive structures in achieving effective EM coverage.

Task 3: Inventory of data collection technologies (Optifish Blue Paper)

Within the ISSG EMT, Task 3 focuses on the inventory and structuring of data collection technologies used
in electronic monitoring (EM) and related systems. Over the past year, this work has been strongly driven by
the Horizon Europe OptiFish project, in particular through the development and presentation of Deliverable
D2.1 entitled ‘Blue Paper: requirement standards’, hereafter referred to as Blue Paper.

The Blue Paper defines requirement standards for digital catch monitoring systems in European fisheries.
Rather than describing specific technologies or vendors, the document adopts a technology-agnostic approach,
focusing on the conditions under which monitoring becomes reliable, scalable, and interoperable across
fisheries. This work was presented within the ISSG EMT by Sander Delacauw as a concrete contribution to
Task 3, providing a structured overview of the current state of data collection technologies and identifying
key requirements for their future deployment.
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A central motivation for this work is the strong heterogeneity of European fisheries. Differences in gear types,
vessel layouts, catch handling processes, and environmental conditions have historically resulted in fragmented
EM deployments, often referred to as “technical islands”. These inconsistencies lead to non-interoperable
datasets, limiting the ability to compare results across fleets or to scale monitoring approaches at regional or
EU level. The Blue Paper addresses this by proposing standardisation at the level of minimum requirements
and performance thresholds, rather than prescribing fixed system configurations. This ensures flexibility for
operators while enabling comparability and integration of data across monitoring programmes.

The document identifies several key challenges that currently limit the effectiveness and scalability of data
collection technologies. First, many monitoring systems still rely heavily on manual data collection and human
observation, which introduces variability, increases workload for crew and reviewers, and limits long-term
consistency. Second, regulatory fragmentation across regions leads to inconsistent reporting formats and
compliance requirements, complicating both implementation and data integration. Third, the intrusiveness of
EM systems remains a critical factor: systems that interfere with fishing operations or require significant crew
interaction are unlikely to be adopted in practice. Finally, data security and confidentiality are essential
concerns, as catch data are commercially sensitive and imagery may contain identifiable information. Robust
solutions for encryption, secure storage, and controlled access are therefore a prerequisite for trust and
acceptance.

To address these challenges, the OptiFish approach focuses on defining performance-based standards that
specify minimum requirements for monitoring systems (e.g. image quality, frame rate, metadata), while
remaining technology-agnostic. In addition, supporting elements such as agreement templates and reporting
frameworks are considered to ensure consistent implementation across monitoring programmes. The overall
objective is to enable reliable and scalable data collection, while improving data quality and facilitating
interoperability across fisheries contexts.

From a technological perspective, the Blue Paper covers three main domains. The first is electronic monitoring
systems, including cameras, positioning systems, and auxiliary sensors (e.g. hydraulic or winch sensors),
combined with software pipelines for video review. These systems can operate in manual, hybrid, or
increasingly automated modes. The second domain is the Al layer, which includes computer vision methods
for object detection, instance segmentation, species classification, stereo-based length estimation, and privacy-
preserving techniques such as face masking. The third domain is environmental DNA (eDNA), including
metabarcoding approaches for community-level analysis and targeted methods such as qPCR/dPCR. Together,
these technologies form a complementary framework for monitoring catches and fishing activities.

In addition, the Blue Paper explicitly considers the role of synthetic data in Al development. Synthetic data
can be used to expand the training domain, for example by simulating rare species, occlusions, or varying
environmental conditions, thereby reducing annotation costs and improving model robustness. However, it
is emphasised that synthetic data cannot replace real-world observations and must always be calibrated against
real samples to ensure reliability.

A critical aspect of the work concerns the definition of standardisation itself. Given the variability in fishing
operations, standardisation cannot be based on uniform hardware configurations or fixed camera setups.
Instead, it focuses on defining minimum requirements related to data quality, metadata, annotation protocols,
and system performance. These include, for example, requirements on camera positioning and field of view,
minimum resolution and frame rate, metadata completeness, annotation consistency, and data integrity
mechanisms such as redundancy and encryption. In parallel, practical aspects of operation are considered,
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such as cleaning procedures, monitoring of image quality, and real-time feedback to the crew when system
performance degrades.

The proposed requirements will be validated through a series of pilot studies covering different catch handling
contexts, including pelagic pumping systems, sorting belts, sorting tables, deck sorting, and direct sorting in
small-scale fisheries. These pilots demonstrate that monitoring solutions must be adapted to vessel-specific
layouts and workflows, and that a one-size-fits-all approach is not feasible. Instead, the requirement-based
framework allows different implementations to coexist while ensuring that they produce comparable and
reliable data outputs.

An important component of the Blue Paper is the treatment of data integrity and system reliability. Within
the OptiFish project, the terminology used to describe system integrity mechanisms was critically reviewed
and refined. Initially, the concept of ‘anti-tampering’ was used to describe mechanisms aimed at detecting
potential manipulation of monitoring systems. However, this term was found to be inappropriate, as it implies
an interpretation of intent and suggests deliberate wrongdoing, which is not aligned with the role of scientific
monitoring. As a result, the concept was revised within OptiFish and reframed as ‘anomaly detection’, and
this updated terminology has since been consistently communicated.

Anomaly detection focuses on identifying observable deviations in system performance, such as blocked or
contaminated lenses, poor image quality, hardware malfunction, data transmission failures, or corrupted data
streams. These are objective, measurable events that can directly affect data quality. By detecting such
anomalies in real time or during post-processing, the system enables corrective actions, either by the crew
(e.g. cleaning a lens) or through automated logging and flagging mechanisms. This creates a feedback loop that
improves the reliability and completeness of the collected data.

This distinction is critical: anomaly detection is concerned with ensuring data quality and integrity, not with
interpreting behaviour or assigning intent. It supports the production of robust, verifiable datasets, which can
then be used for scientific analysis, management, or control purposes by the appropriate stakeholders. By
focusing on measurable system states rather than inferred actions, this approach aligns with the role of
scientific monitoring as a provider of factual, unbiased information.

Finally, the Blue Paper is conceived as a living document. It represents the current state of knowledge and
available technologies but will evolve as pilot studies progress and new insights are generated. The outcomes
of these pilots will feed into updated standards and, ultimately, into implementation guidelines at European
level. In parallel, efforts have already been initiated within the OptiFish project to develop a second, updated
version of the document, building on ongoing pilot results and feedback from stakeholders.

In addition, the Blue Paper and its supporting materials have been shared with ISSG EMT members through
the group’s communication channels, ensuring that the content can be reviewed, discussed, and further aligned
with ongoing EMT activities.

ToR 4: EM for research vessels

An important part of the data input for stock assessments, especially data on stock abundance in EU waters,
comes from fisheries-independent surveys (e.g. IBTS, BITS) collected by research vessels (RV). While several
RVs now incorporate various electronic technologies (ET) for monitoring (examples are given in the ISSG
EMT reports from previous years), camera-based EM is not widely adopted. EM has great potential for
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fisheries-independent data collection, including possible reduced workload, increasing sampling effort, or
acquisition of quality imagery data of fish or other marine organisms that could be used for training CV models.

The ISSG EMT originally discussed ways of standardising and sharing imagery data collected onboard RVs to
create a bank of labelled images/films that could be used among research institutes across the EU and thus
help develop more accurate CV models. As the technical aspects for such standardisation were beyond the
scope of the ISSG EMT, a recommendation from the RCG NANSEA & Baltic was sent to the WGTIFD
working group in 2024 with the following description: “In the RCG there is an interest to initiate partnerships
between fisheries institutes to complement data collection onboard RV with EM and start collecting and
labelling imagery data of catches to train detection/classification open-access or shared models that would be
beneficial to all. It was agreed that a workshop could be organised by ICES in the coming year to kick start
this work in the NANSEA and Baltic regions”.

The WGTIFD working group only considered and discussed the “EM for RVs” topic during their annual
meeting in Copenhagen in April 2026. A short time (~30 minutes) was allocated during the meeting to examine
this recommendation but triggered interesting thoughts. The discussion started with acknowledging that a
workshop aiming solely at standardising the way to collect, store, and annotate EM imagery data might not be
enough, and that EM systems onboard research vessels could be a platform for interesting projects which
cannot be tested on commercial vessels (in particular for CV Al model development with less constraints on
data privacy than on commercial vessels). Still, a workshop was seen as beneficial to explore how EM on RV
could be used to increase monitoring or reduce monitoring effort/costs while keeping quality high. Such
initiative should also involve other expert groups like WGMLEARN, which could use this as a “user case” in
their working group’s ToR. Beyond the EU, WGTIFD members from the UK or the US voiced their interest
in participating and sharing experiences.

Eventually, WGTIFD members present at the meeting agreed that “EM for RVs” could be proposed as or
within a theme session for the ICES ASC 2027. At the ISSG EMT meeting it was noted that having such a
workshop at the ICES ASC 2027 could be interesting for possibly having participants from more diversified
contexts beyond the DCF. On the other hand, it could result in lower adhesion from DCF-related participants,
as some of them might not have a budget to participate to scientific conferences such as the ICES ASC 2027.
It was acknowledged that there are advantages and disadvantages to both approaches. The setting for the
workshop was left open for further discussion.

Task 5: Regional Work Plan and Electronic Monitoring Technologies & Collaborations with other ISSGs

During the current reporting period, the ISSG EMT actively contributed to the development of the Regional
Work Plan (RWP) 2028-2030 through participation in dedicated RWP meetings and targeted interactions
with other ISSGs. The group positioned itself as an advisory and facilitative body, aiming to support other
ISSGs in identifying where Electronic Monitoring Technologies (EMT) could realistically contribute to
addressing data gaps and improving data collection efficiency.

An initial structured approach was proposed by the ISSG EMT, based on a three-step process. First, individual
ISSGs were encouraged to conduct internal reflections to identify their key data gaps, operational bottlenecks,
and constraints, and to assess where EMT could potentially provide added value. Second, based on these
identified needs, targeted exchanges were proposed between ISSGs and relevant EMT experts, favouring
small, focused discussions over large plenary meetings to ensure practical and solution-oriented outcomes.
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Third, these exchanges would lead to structured and realistic inputs to the RWP, aligned with DCF objectives
and tailored to specific fisheries contexts.

To support this process, the ISSG EMT engaged with other ISSGs in multiple ways. Chairs of other ISSGs
were invited to EMT meetings to provide context on their specific challenges and to initiate discussions on
potential EMT applications. In parallel, the proposed working approach was presented and discussed during
RWP meetings, with the intention of creating a coordinated and bottom-up process across ISSGs. Supporting
materials were developed and shared to facilitate internal discussions within ISSGs, helping chairs to structure
reflections on data gaps, feasibility, and constraints related to EMT.

Despite these efforts, the implementation of the proposed approach remained limited during the reporting
period. While the methodology was generally well received, most ISSGs did not yet reach the stage of
formulating concrete EMT-related needs or structured feedback. This resulted in a circular dependency,
where the ISSG EMT required specific input from ISSGs to provide targeted advice, while ISSGs themselves
were not yet sufficiently familiar with EMT capabilities and/or did have a view on how these could be used in
a regionally coordinated way between MS to clearly articulate such needs.

As a result, the initial plan to develop detailed, ISSG-specific EMT contributions to the RWP proved difficult
to realise within the available timeframe. This highlighted that, at the current stage, a more general and cross-
cutting approach is required. The role of the ISSG EMT will therefore evolve towards providing broader
guidance on EMT potential, while continuing to build awareness and understanding within other ISSGs. More
targeted interactions are expected to develop in the future as familiarity with EMT increases and concrete
use cases emerge.

Task 6: What can be done to make EM(T) attractive to the fishing sector?

Task 6 was introduced as a new task within the ISSG EMT during the current working year, reflecting the
growing recognition that the successful implementation of Electronic Monitoring Technologies (EMT) depends
not only on technical feasibility, but also on stakeholder acceptance and perceived value for the fishing sector.
Within this context, the group initiated discussions on how EMT can become more attractive and acceptable
to fishers, and which incentives or practical benefits could support wider adoption.

A key input to this task was provided through a dedicated presentation by Sissel Kolls Bertelsen (DTU Aqua),
focusing on EM implementation, fisher incentives, and the broader implications for fisheries management
systems. Her work provided a structured perspective on how EM could move beyond its traditional role as a
monitoring or control tool and instead support more adaptive and flexible management approaches (see: link

to publication).

The presentation highlighted that EM is increasingly seen as unavoidable in the medium to long term,
particularly considering evolving policy frameworks and the need for more comprehensive and reliable catch
documentation. However, acceptance by the fishing sector remains strongly dependent on whether EM is
perceived as an additional control burden or as a tool that provides tangible benefits.

Two main pathways for creating value were presented. The first relates to operational flexibility. Under
current management systems, many technical measures (e.g. gear specifications) are used as indirect tools to
control catch composition, partly due to limited observability of actual catches. With EM systems providing
more complete and reliable catch documentation, there is potential to move towards more output-based
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management approaches. In such a system, fishers could gain increased flexibility in how they operate, for
example in terms of gear choice or fishing strategies, as long as catches are properly documented and
accounted for. This concept can be summarised as ‘flexibility under responsibility’, where increased freedom
is coupled with full transparency of fishing activities.

The second pathway relates to information and decision support. EM systems generate large amounts of data
that, if appropriately processed, can provide direct operational benefits to fishers. Examples include real-time
or near-real-time information on species composition, size distributions, and quota uptake, as well as warnings
for potential choke species or inefficiencies in fishing practices. Such information could support more informed
decision-making at sea, improve quota utilisation, reduce unwanted catches, and ultimately increase economic
returns.

Building on this presentation, the ISSG EMT discussed how these concepts could be translated into practical
approaches to improve acceptance of EM systems. A central theme emerging from these discussions is the
need to shift the narrative of EM from a surveillance-based approach towards a value-driven approach.
Historically, EM has been primarily associated with compliance monitoring, which has contributed to
resistance from fishers. It was emphasised that, for EM to be widely adopted, a ‘data in — value out’ principle
could be key, where the data collected through EM systems are translated into meaningful and actionable
outputs for the fishing sector.

In addition, several cross-cutting conditions for successful adoption were identified. First, tangible and
immediate benefits are more effective than abstract or long-term promises. Second, co-design with the fishing
sector is essential, ensuring that EM-derived outputs align with actual operational needs. Third, trust and
transparency are critical, including clear communication on data use, ownership, and governance, and a clear
separation between scientific monitoring and enforcement objectives.

The discussions also highlighted that broader system-level incentives may be required. These may include the
possibility to simplify certain regulatory measures, reduce control burden, or introduce more flexible
management approaches. At the same time, it was acknowledged that such changes require careful
consideration, as well as gradual implementation and alignment between scientific, regulatory, and fishing
sector stakeholders.

Overall, Task 6 highlights that making EM(T) attractive to the fishing sector requires a combination of
technological capability, clear value creation, stakeholder involvement, and appropriate governance
frameworks. While initial work, strongly informed by the presentation and subsequent discussions, has
identified key pathways and enabling conditions, further work is needed to translate these concepts into
practical, operational solutions that can be implemented across diverse fisheries contexts.

4.4 RWP 2028-230

Within the RWP 2028-2030, Electronic Monitoring Technologies (EMT) are positioned as a key enabler to
address increasing pressure on Data Collection Framework (DCF) resources while maintaining or improving
data coverage, quality, and timeliness.

The contribution of the ISSG EMT to the RWP focuses on the potential of EMT to complement and enhance
existing data collection approaches rather than replace them. EMT can support improved documentation of
catches (e.g. species composition, bycatch, discards), increase spatial and temporal resolution of fishing activity

AL ‘;‘ o RN Co-funded by
"R s DL the European Union

91



S LT
- AN - AN
Iz ‘\t‘ ' . - 47 \~‘\ ' . -
N \\ Regional Coordination Group NA \\ Regional Coordination Group
A\ < North Atlanti A\ < e
k\\; == '/; orth Atlantic ) Q\; = 7 altic
N~ :::' North Sea & Eastern Arctic ; :;_"4'

RCG NANSEA AND RCG BALTIC 2026 REPORT - Part lll

4. ISSG Electronic Monitoring Technologies

data, and reduce reliance on labour-intensive observer programmes. In addition, EMT can facilitate the
development of Al-assisted workflows, enabling more efficient processing of large volumes of imagery data
and supporting standardisation across Member States.

A key aspect highlighted in the RWP is the role of EMT in improving consistency and comparability of data
across regions. By promoting common requirements, data structures, and annotation practices, EMT can help
reduce fragmentation between national monitoring programmes and support regional coordination. This is
particularly relevant for addressing shared challenges such as bycatch monitoring, small-scale fisheries data
gaps, and integration of new data streams into assessment frameworks.

At the same time, in the RWP it acknowledged that there are important constraints and challenges related to
EMT implementation, including initial investment costs, data governance and privacy considerations, and the
need for stakeholder acceptance, particularly from the fishing sector. As such, EMT is not presented there as
a one-size-fits-all solution, but rather a targeted tool that should be applied where it provides clear added
value in relation to specific data gaps and operational constraints.

Overall, the RWP positions EMT as a strategic component of future fisheries data collection, with an emphasis
on coordinated development, gradual integration into existing frameworks, and alignment with DCF
objectives. The contribution of the ISSG EMT provides a high-level framework to guide this integration, while
leaving room for more detailed, fishery-specific applications to be developed in subsequent iterations.

4.5 Roadmap/follow-up

In the past year and following the decision taken at the last Liaison Meeting, National Correspondents of
countries that were previously not included in the ISSG EMT were contacted to nominate national experts
for the ISSG. Consequently, the number of participants — and the geographical scope — of the ISSG EMT in
the period 2025-2026 expended to include not only MS from the NANSEA and Baltic, but also from the
Mediterranean and Black Sea, together with representatives from the RCG Large Pelagics and the Long-
Distance Fisheries. If not anything else, this demonstrates the interest for EMT in the context of monitoring
fisheries in Europe and beyond.

While the EU Control Regulation calls for all vessels above |8 metres to be equipped with EM from 2028,
the concrete implementation, the possible interest of these new data for the DCF, and the possible
harmonisation of these data streams at EU level will be challenging. These topics are and will continue to be
discussed in the ISSG EMT in the future to facilitate a smooth integration of EMTs for fisheries data collection.
The questions we asked last year in the same section of the report are still of interest for the future of the
DCF: can we do “better”, or at least cheaper, while keeping the data flows at least as good as they are today?
Can we use EM to replace some of the “traditional” data collection? Can EM be used in a more cost-efficient
manner, e.g. with the development of Al assisted processes that could reduce EM reviewer person-hours?
Can (part of) the EM review process be done automatically onboard the vessel (e.g. the analysis of catch
composition)? Etc. Thanks to the expertise of its participants, the ISSG EMT can play a role in shaping the
RWP, or on the practical implementation EMT in collaboration with other ISSGs. Furthermore, in line with
task 4 (“EM for RVs”), members of the ISSG EMT will help in better defining the setting for implementation
of the workshop and the abstract for its proposal.
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5 ISSG Surveys

5.1 Background

The RCG NANSEA & Baltic 2020 specified the scope of the RCGs regarding surveys as follows: “Given the
expectation that survey designs, planning and task-sharing might change in the foreseeable future, RCGs are expected
to play a more substantial role in the decision-making process when it comes to budget and/or national implications.
The scope of the RCG will continue to focus on the budgetary aspects and national obligations in relation to proposed
changes to a survey. It may be needed to rubberstamp and approve the current survey effort by MS to act as a baseline
to measure and evaluate future modifications against. RCG mandates are described in the respective RoPs and these
cover survey subjects as well.”

In line with this scope, the ISSG on surveys underpins the substantial role of the RCGs in DCF surveys in the
future.

The current chairs of the ISSG on Surveys are Sieto Verver (NLD) and Christoph Stransky (DEU).

5.2 Work-plan

ToRs and work plan (specific tasks) for 2025/2026:

[) Prepare RWP 2028-2030 contribution:

a) Maps (develop)

b) Text (update)

c) Tables (update and add drop-down)

d) Pilot studies (review outcomes and further integration, suggest new studies on EMT, genetics
etc.)

e) Finalize the Roadmap for RWP 2028-2030

f) Decide on what ambition level the different parts in the ISSG work is aiming for in 2030 and
map current stage

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

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.

5.3 Progress during 2025/2026
The ISSG on Surveys met in Oostende, Belgium, 21-22 January 2026 and online on |6 April 2026

ToR |: Prepare RWP 2028-2030 contribution
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The ISSG updated Text Box 2.6 and Table 2.6 of the RWP and contributed to the general sections. A new
test study on eDNA sampling and analysis on/from the IBTS was drafted and integrated into Text Box la. The
group also provided ambition levels for the RWP implementation related to surveys.

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

Since 2016, the RCG ISSG on Surveys (or its predecessors) worked on a universal mechanism for cost-sharing
of surveys, in line with the requirements defined in the DCF. The ISSG aimed to provide a comprehensive
overview of all surveys and MSs contributions to facilitate general and specific discussions on cost-sharing for
any survey at any time. The mechanism has been successful for the IBWSS and ASH. However, no other
requests have been made over the last years to work out a cost-sharing model for a specific survey. Given
the effort required to create a comprehensive and correct overview for all surveys, while no specific requests
or needs are specified by the MS, the ISSG proposes to leave the idea of producing this overview and stresses
that the methodology and background data is available, should a specific request be made to the group. The
ISSG can then assist in setting up or proposing cost-sharing agreements, based on specific needs. For the
upcoming ISSG work plan, the ISSG thus proposes to close this ToR until a specific request is made.

ToR 3: Monitor and discuss the implications of external factors' influence on surveys from a DCF perspective
and react when appropriate and requested

The outcomes of two very relevant ICES Expert Groups were presented by the respective chairs at the ISSG
meeting in January:

e  Workshop to Develop an ICES Survey Mitigation Strategy (WKDISM)
e  Workshop on Unavoidable Survey Effort Reduction 3 (WKUSER3)

It became clear that spatial reductions in survey areas based on a variety of external factors (e.g. offshore
wind farms, marine protected areas, military restrictions) are now of increasing concern and can only be dealt
with by international collaboration on solutions, minimising the risk of significant loss of survey area coverage
and data quality. Based on a schematic representation by WKUSER3, the ISSG developed a flowchart
illustrating the necessary steps to follow in the event of unavoidable reductions in survey effort.

In recent years, surveys have increasingly faced a range of challenges and constraints, including increased
human activities in and around survey areas, reduced vessel availability, and budgetary disruption. At the same
time, these surveys remain fundamental to stock assessments and sustainable fisheries management. As
pressures on surveys grow, there is a clear need for a structured and transparent approach to evaluate
changes, guide decision-making, and prepare for future change. To support this, a roadmap was developed
within WKUSERS3 to help illustrate how to prepare for change in surveys. This roadmap is divided into three
stages:

I) assessing the need for change
2) assessing the type of change, and
3) the decision-making process.

Within the ISSG surveys, this roadmap was used to illustrate two survey change scenarios:

I) the sudden breakdown of a vessel, and
2) significant, sustained budget cuts requiring prioritisation of surveys.
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We only focused this exercise on the latter two stages, the type of change and the decision-making process,
as the need or cause for a change was considered evident. This exercise was undertaken as a preliminary step
to better understand how the roadmap could be applied in practice, to identify who would be involved at
each stage of the process, to clarify roles and responsibilities, and to explore how decisions would be made.
It should be noted that this was an exploratory exercise, intended to test the approach rather than to establish
fixed procedures.

The first step within the roadmap was to assess the type of change. The vessel breakdown scenario was
characterised as a forced, ad hoc, temporary, single and minor change. In contrast, the scenario involving the
large budget cuts represents a forced, planned, multiple and permanent change, and is therefore classified as
a major change.

After identifying the type of change, the decision-making process is followed. For the vessel breakdown
scenario, the first step is to assess whether an alternative vessel is available. If this is not the case, the survey
working groups should be contacted to explore whether other participating countries can take over part of
the sampling effort. In this context, the ISSG recommends that survey working groups proactively anticipate
such scenarios and establish clear prioritisation schemes (e.g. for 10% or 20% reductions in sampling effort),
identifying which stations should be prioritised. If no redistribution of sampling effort is possible among
participating countries, the assessment working groups should be informed to evaluate the impact on stock
assessments.

Here, the ISSG emphasises the importance of a clear understanding of each survey's contribution to different
stocks, enabling prioritisation of certain stocks if necessary. Depending on the region, survey or assessment
working groups may also consider whether survey indices can be modelled. If this is not feasible, a joint
evaluation should be undertaken between the two working groups to assess whether continuing the survey
by participating countries remains relevant, or whether their contribution to assessments becomes negligible
under the reduced sampling scenario.

In the budget-cut scenario, the RCG plays a central coordinating role. They inform both survey and assessment
working groups about the budget reductions and their implications for ongoing surveys, and communicate
potential risks associated with these changes to DGMARE. Assessment working groups are expected to
evaluate and document the impacts on stock assessments, including identifying which stocks should be
prioritised under reduced survey availability.
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Element of choice? 'Surprise’ factor Duration of change

Ad hoc Planned Temporary  Permanent

Glcs changes changes changes changes

\ Continue /
decision making

process

Minor
change

|

Resource needs?
Communication
needs?
Research?

v

T therean

—

Scale of change

Yes, agree with working group on
priority stations to sample

5. ISSG Surveys

Extent of change

alternative vesselto  —» Yes, check impact of vessel change
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5. ISSG Surveys

In this context, the ISSG recommends that working groups anticipate such major changes by maintaining a
clear overview of which surveys and data sources are used for each stock, understanding the potential impacts
on assessments, and exploring alternative data collection methods within existing assessment frameworks. At
the same time, survey working groups should assess whether the impacts of budget cuts can be minimised
through contingency measures or alternative approaches. This may include prioritising key stations, adapting
sampling designs (e.g. reducing steaming time by sampling in one quarter), or investigating alternative data
collection methods (e.g. eDNA). Both survey and assessment working groups then provide the RCGs with a
structured overview of the risks associated with reducing or discontinuing certain surveys, along with
proposed prioritisation options and potential alternative data collection methods. The RCGs compile and
communicate this information to DGMARE and, in accordance with the roadmap, indicate whether the
associated risks are acceptable or unacceptable. Final decisions on which surveys, stocks or approaches to
prioritise ultimately rest with DGMARE.

RECOMMENDATION TO BE FORMATTED

Recommendation XX: 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.

RCG_2026_XX: RCG NANSEABAL recommends that 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.

Follow-up actions needed: ICES Survey planning groups and where relevant ICES AWG
Responsible person: ~ RCG chairs & ICES
Time frame: Decision meeting 2026

ToR 4: Monitor the regionalisation process within ICES (e.g. ICES NETSEA) and act as the focal point for RCG contact

The ICES Working Group on Network for Surveys towards Ecosystem Advice in the Greater North Sea
(WGNSNETSEA) had two online core group meetings in 2025 and will have a physical meeting 26-30 Oct
2026 in Copenhagen (ICES HQ).

WGNSNETSEA is currently being further developed, and the ISSG will monitor these developments and
remains available to provide input to the group.

ToR 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

The ISSG was not made aware of any substantial changes in surveys, but is concerned with the unclear
prospective DCF funding under the Union's Multiannual Financial Framework for 2028 and beyond (cf. actions
under the ISSG NCs).

ToR 6: Identify, list and suggest improvements to EU-MAP.
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5. ISSG Surveys

The ISSG did not identify any further needs to improve the EU-MAP.

5.4 RWP 2028-2030

Describe the content of the RWP from the ISSG.

As outlined above, the ISSG contributed updates of the general section (new eDNA test study), Text Box 2.6
and Table 2.6.

5.5 Roadmap/follow-up

The work plan for 2026/2027 depends on the results of the discussion on the future of this ISSG at the TM
in June. The most anticipated remaining ToRs have already been identified as follows:

[) Prepare RWP 2028-2030 contribution:

a) Maps (develop)

b) Text (update)

c) Tables (update and add drop-down)

d) Pilot studies (review outcomes and further integration, suggest new studies on EMT, genetics
etc.)

e) Finalise the Roadmap for RWP 2028-2030

f) Decide on what ambition level the different parts in the ISSG work is aiming for in 2030 and
map the current stage

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

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.

5.6 SG Participants

Name E-mail MS
Angeles Armesto Lopez angeles.armesto@ieo.csic.es ESP
Anja Gadgard Boye angabo@aqua.dtu.dk DNK
Bartel Vertongen bartel.vertongen@ilvo.vlaanderen.be BEL
Christoph Stransky (Co-chair) christoph.stransky@thuenen.de DEU
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5. ISSG Surveys

Elor Sepp elor.sepp@ut.ee EST
Florent Renaud florent.renaud@ifremer-.fr FRA
Graham Johnston graham.johnston@marine.ie IRL
Juha Lilja juha.lilia@luke fi FIN
Kai Wieland kw@aqua.dtu.dk DNK
Laura Lemey laura.lemey@ilvo.vlaanderen.be BEL
Linda O'Hea linda.ohea@marine.ie IRL
Maksims Kovsars maksims.kovsars@bior.lv LVA
Maria Hansson maria.hansson@slu.se SWE
Marie Storr-Paulsen msp@aqua.dtu.dk DNK
Naiara Rodriguez-Ezpeleta nrodriguez@azti.es ESP
Sieto Verver (Co-chair) sieto.verver@wur.nl NLD
Tiit Raid tiit.raid@ut.ee EST
Vilda Griuniene vilda.griuniene@zum.lt LTU
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6. ISSG Regional Work Plan

6 ISSG Regional Work Plan

6.1 Background

Describe the establishment of the intersessional subgroup and the rationale behind it. Also, identify chair(s) and the
aim of the ISSG.

In 2022 the ISSG/RWP was given the mandate to develop Draft Regional Work Plan taking over the Fishn’Co
project and then follow-up on the RWP development in 2023 onward. It was also recommended that the
status of the ISSG/RWP was pan-regional.

The RWPs to be dealt with within the ISSG RWP are RWP NANSEA, RWP Baltic and RWP Large Pelagics
and alignment with RWP Med & BS was demanded. The RWP socioeconomics are dealt with within RCG
ECON. In October 2024 the RWPs mentioned above for the period 2025-2027 were decided.

All ISSGs chairs, RCG chairs, NCs and secretariat are invited participants in the group.

The ISSG is chaired by Els Torreele (llvo, Belgium) and Maria Hansson (SLU-Aqua, Sweden).

6.2 Work-plan

ToRs and work plan (specific tasks) for 2025/2026.

e A roadmap for developing the RWP 2028-2030 to be developed in relation to all ISSGs
contributing to RWPs.

e Update bilateral agreements in NWP tables 2.1 and 2.5. Is it the MS sampling or the vessel flag
country that reports the sampling scheme.

e Consider how to use new methods (e.g., genetics, EMT) to reach end-user needs on regional level.

e Update and revise the level of Ambition tool

e Update the general introduction of the RWPs

6.3 Progress during 2025/2026

Describe meetings and the work progress during the last year - overview of 2025/2026 subgroup work, including
difficulties encountered caused by external influences. If applicable, describe communication between ISSG, relevant
ICES EGs and other end users.

6.3.1 Calendar of meetings ISSG RWP

A set of meeting have taken place to guide as best as possible all ISSG to progress and write their RWP topic
related parts. During the meetings, form all ISSgs, feedback was given about how they progress, their
challenges and where needed additional one-to-one meetings were scheduled. Not all of these are give in the
overview below.

2025 September- Work in respective ISSG to be taken further based on the outcome
December (roadmap) from RCG TM and in relation to text and tables in the
RWPs
September- Work on general parts in the RWPs (by ISSG RWP chairs)
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6. ISSG Regional Work Plan

December

14 October Refresh and present Gannt summary
Present the input from ISSG RWP 2028-2030 content made in TM
June
ToR for the workshop in January

2026 January ISSG RWP Workshop

18 March ISSG RWP meeting; update on the status of RWP work and collect
feedback from every ISSG

13 April Text and tables ready from every ISSG - level on content/ambition
level/details based on previous brainstorm and discussions

21st of April Coordination meeting ISSG RWP, ISSG RF, RCG Chairs and DG
MARE

5th of May first draft of RWP NANSEA 2028-2030; RWP Baltic 2028-2030 -
level on details based on previous brainstorm and discussions

June RCG TM presentation of draft RWP NANSEA 2028-2030; RWP Baltic 2028-
2030;
Decision on agreements

6.3.2 Workshop January 2026

6.3.2.1 Advancing the 2028-2030 RWP: Insights from the RCG NANSEA & Baltic January Workshop
2026

The RCG NANSEA & Baltic — Regional Work Plan Workshop 2026, chaired by Els Torreele and
Maria Hansson, took place from 19 to 21 January 2026, hosted in hybrid format at Innovocean Ostend
(ILVO), Belgium, with broad participation from Member States, ISSG Chairs, and technical experts

connected online. The event brought together the regional community to advance cooperation and prepare
the foundations for the Regional Work Plan (RWP) 2028-2030.

A central part of the workshop focused on reviewing the General Chapter and Textbox Ib, ensuring the
information is up to date, coherent across regions, and reflective of pan-regional collaboration needs.
Participants highlighted the importance of maintaining clear references to end-users, aligning methodologies,
and strengthening coordination both within and across RCGs.

Another key theme was the review of the Levels of Ambition (LoA) infographic. ISSGs worked on
refining existing topics, identifying outdated elements, and considering whether certain themes might be
merged, while acknowledging that not all topics lend themselves to consolidation. Participants agreed that
ambition levels should motivate progress but not function as binding requirements, and that not all groups
should aim for the maximum level due to differences between Member States, feasibility constraints, and the
varied nature of data sources. Defining the meaning of each level within the context of each ISSG was seen as
an important step to ensuring realistic and functional ambition pathways.

Cross-cutting discussions also addressed the evolving role of Electronic Monitoring Technologies
(EMT) and emerging tools such as Al-based image processing. Discussions pointed to the need for clearer
definitions, better alignment across Member States, and an understanding of the legal and practical constraints
that shape EMT adoption. Harmonisation of sampling methodologies and improved data formats were also
highlighted as shared objectives across ISSGs.
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6. ISSG Regional Work Plan

ISSGs presented updates on their ongoing work, including methodological revisions, ambition level
adjustments, planned case studies, and identification of remaining data gaps. Participants recognised the value
of cross-regional communication for ensuring consistency and strengthening the scientific basis of regional
data collection. The workshop achieved fully the objectives and next steps were outlined, including follow-up
meetings in the spring and preparation of the first draft of the RWP in May.

For the ISSG Recreational fisheries, a separate meeting was planned after the closing of the workshop, to
move forward with the recreational fisheries chapter of the RWP 2028-2030. From previous discussions, it
was clear that difficulties emerged in identifying concrete new elements and that ISSG Recreational Fisheries
had raised several blocking issues.

A meeting took place the 2Ist of April, in coordination with the chairs of ISSG RWP, the chairs of the
RCGNANSEA & RCG Baltic and DGMare representatives. A folluw-up communication with the ISSG RecFish
chairs was organized and resulted in a start of the regional coordination for the recfish data collection. The
points below were adressed during the discussions and a start for regional coordination is embedded in the
draft RWP 2028-2023

o Key difficulties around recreational fisheries data collection were discussed.

e A species-based / candidate-species approach was identified as a practical way forward for the
RWP.

e |t was highlighted that the RWP should focus on feasible and actionable elements.

e ISSG Recreational Fisheries will prepare a draft text for the Baltic and North Sea regions, to be
circulated in early May and discussed at the technical meeting in June.

6.3.3 Fundamental changes in the RWPs 2028-2023
6.3.3.1 RWP 2028-2023 & the new Marine Fund

The commitments and activities described in the draft RWP 2028-2023 are based on the current funding
structure and levels under the EMFAF. As the current EU funding framework is expected to change,
potentially towards a broader European Fund for economic, social and territorial cohesion, agriculture and
rural development, fisheries and maritime, prosperity and security for the period 2028-2034, the
implementation of the work plan will depend on the availability and level of financial support under the future
EU programme.

6.3.3.2 CONTENT

Table 2.1. must be updated with the results from the data call 2026; the timing is still a constraint here. In
the previous RWP 2025-2027, there was little time in between the data call and the submission of the RWP.
Although there was a rethinking planned about the timing, this remains a challenge to align the update of the
table and the data call. An additional issue raised with Table 2.1 is that experts doing this task, do not have
direct access to the FIDES database, and need to find ways to have an up to date download of these data.
Having the Fides data is crucial to check and validate the Table 2.1. A solution for the future need to be found.

Electronic monitoring and genetic tools, both subjects have been been explicitly mentioned in the RWP
2025-2027; these areas will need a more regional coordinated approach in RWP 2028-2030. A different
approach is presented in the draft RWP 2028-2030.

ISSG Diadromous confirmed their willingness to develop a RWP in 2028-2030.
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6. ISSG Regional Work Plan

Regarding case studies (CS) and multilateral and bilateral agreements, the group reflected about the
gain or not of having CS included in the RWP. Having the CS in the RWP has an extra binding layer from MS,
however, it does not guarantee the involvement of third countries. How to make the involvement of third
countries more binding still remains an issue.

In the RWP 2028-2030, the concept of ambition levels is elaborated and applied for the first time.

The main purpose of the Levels of Ambition tool (https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/level-of-ambitions/ ) is
to inform and support the design of the Regional Work Plans by:

e Assessing the current status of regional coordination activities for data collection across regions and
thematic focus areas (TFA);

e Setting goals for how coordinated work should evolve (e.g., from no coordination to joint data
collection) in each area;

¢ Helping Member States and RCGs identify gaps and progress toward agreed levels of ambition;

e Serving as a visual reference and planning tool to guide cooperation and harmonization in regional
fisheries data collection under the EU Data Collection Framework.

Six areas of strategic importance for collaboration within regions are introduced:

I. RDBES centralization and data management development

2. The 3R (Reduce-Refine-Replace) principle

3. Establishing stronger communication between RCGs, particularly between RCG ECON and other
RCGs

4. Communication with end-users of data

5. Pan-regional coordination and optimized sampling coverage.

6. Electronic Monitoring Technologies (EMT), Artificial Intelligence (Al) and genetic methods

ISSG ETP

The regional coordination on Incidental catches of sensitive species is under development in the RCG ISSG
on ETP (Endangered, Threatened, Protected Species). Work to improve sampling methodologies, data
capture, analysing and storing of data is ongoing work in MS within NWPs as well as in several other projects.
As the ETP data collection becomes more and more important wthin the support of the CFP and it is
highlighted by the chairs as crucial topic for the future, it was agreed that extra attention should be paid to
improve the regional work of ETP data collection.

6.3.4 PROGRESS - FOLLOW UP

6.3.4.1 Steps towards RWP 2028-2030

Since all ISSGs has the ToR “Potential updates of RWPs finalized in 2026 for RWPs 2028-2030", the ISSG RWP
focused during 2025-2026 their work on the request to all ISSGs to have internal discussions during their

regular meetings and report back on some questions i.e. on how to develop the RWP 2028-2030 in relation
to their ISSG.

Based on all the discussions and the Workshop ISSG RWP, a draft RWP 2028-2030 will be circulated the 5t
of May to the NCs, DGMare and the RCG/ISSG chairs. The RWP and the comments received will be

Co-funded by
the European Union

106



https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/level-of-ambitions/

NN

47 477N
1A N1 . . . A D . . .
. r\\ \\ Regional Coordination Group . r\i };, Regional Coordination Group
' ‘\\‘\ _22 North Atlantic ' \Q\‘ _Z2 Baltic

N T North Sea & Eastern Arctic ?‘\":’:‘v;

RCG NANSEA AND RCG BALTIC 2026 REPORT - Part lll

6. ISSG Regional Work Plan

integrated in an updated version before the RCG TM meeting in June. In follow—up of the TM in June, the
timeline below will be followed to develop a final RWP NANSEA and RWP Baltic by 15t of October 2026.

2026

June adjustments of RWPs based on feedback of the RCGs and the NCs

July-september adjustments of RWPs based on evaluation by the STECF EWG and STECF
y-sep Plenary

September Decision RWPs presented to NCs

Meeting

15 October Deadline for submission on Draft RWPs 2028-2030
November - Evaluation by STECF - to be confirmed if this is still valid
December

6.4 Roadmap/follow-up

Describe the roadmap of future actions and the follow-up needed by this subgroup and highlight the questions for
RCGs to consider, including [if applicable] key points, main outcomes, what needs to be decided, and suggestions for
the next step in intersessional work (future tasks).

6.4.1

In preparation of the RCG TM

A draft RWP 2028-2023 being available and to be circulated 2-3 weeks before the RCG TM June
2026.

The use of the ambition level tool is started and to become a ToRs of the RCGs.

Key questions in RCG TM

Agreement by the NCs on the formulation related to the impact of the new Marine Fund
Agreement on the six areas of strategic importance and develop actions for the future RCG work.
To discuss and decide on all agreements formulated in the two RWP 2028-2030 (NANSEA and
Baltic region).

To discuss and agree on the draft text prepared by the ISSG Recreational fisheries and ISSG ETP for
the Baltic and North Sea regions.

Follow-up of the updated ambition levels as guidance tool for the ISSGs
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6.4.3 ISSG Worskhop ISSG RWP January 2026 - Agenda
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WKRWP 2028-2030
19-21 January 2026 in Innovocean Ostend (ILVO), Belgium

Time (CET, Brussels .
Topic Presenter

Time

09:00-09:15 Welcome & intro & house rules Els
09:15-10:00 "Setting the scene" Maria
10:00-10:30 Coffee

10:30-11:30 Topic "General chapter - section 1" Maria

- Introduction
- Discussion in subgroups on: 'SECTION 1: GENERAL INFORMATION/Data collection framework at
regional level' and 'Textbox 1b - Other data collection' (template with questions)

11:30-12:15 Presentation and discussion on outcome of the subgroups Maria
12:15-12:30 Summarize the outcome on General chapter

12:30-13:30 Lunch

13:30-16:00 Topic "Ambition levels" Els

- Introduction
- Discussion in subgroups

16:00-17:00 Plenary - feedback form ISSGs

09:00-09:10 Start of the day & agenda Maria

09:10-10:15 ETP in future RWP Els - 15'

10:15-10:30 Coffee

10:30-11:00 ETP in future RWP (continuation)

11:00-12:30 Cross cut topics- role of EMT Els - 5 min intro
Sander and Gildas

12:30-13:30 Lunch

13:30-16:00 1SSG and RWP 2028-2030 Maria

16:00-17:00 Feedback from 1SSG work Maria

18:30-.... SOCIAL DINNER

09:00-09:10 Start of the day & agenda Els

09:10-10:30 Outstanding issues and finalizing text Maria & Els

10:30-11:00 coffee :)

11:00-13:00 Next steps & wrap up of the meeting Maria & Els

6.5 SG Participants

Name E-mail MS
Els Torreele els.torreele@ilvo.vlaanderen.be Belgium
Maria Hansson Maria.hansson@slu.se Sweden
Susana Rivero Rodriguez  srivero@cetmar.org RCG secretariat
Josefine Egekvist jsv@aqua.dtu.dk Denmark
Rita Vasconsuelos rita.vasconcelos@ipma.pt Portugal
Vilda Griuniene Vilda.Griuniene@zum.lt Lithuania
Charis Charilaou ccharilaou@dfmr.moa.gov.cy Cyprus
Pedro Lino lino@ipma.pt Portugal
loannis Thasitis ithasitis@dfmr.moa.gov.cy Cyprus
Maksims Kovsars Maksims.Kovsars@bior.lv Latvia
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8. ISSG Case Study Freezer Trawler Fleet Exploiting Pelagic Fisheries in the Northeast Atlantic

8 ISSG Case Study Freezer Trawler Fleet Exploiting Pelagic Fisheries in
the Northeast Atlantic

8.1 Background

The EU freezer trawler fleet targeting small pelagic species (mackerel, herring, horse mackerel, blue whiting,
sprat and argentine) in the North Atlantic and North Sea was identified by the RCG as a potential candidate
for the development of a regionally coordinated sampling plan. The current sampling of the fleet, which is
largely Dutch-owned and operates under the flags of the Netherlands, Germany, France, UK (England), Poland
and Lithuania is conducted by the Dutch and German research institutes. While there exists an element of
cooperation, the national sampling schemes differ in extent and methodology and there is no formal
arrangement or harmonisation.

Currently, the Dutch sampling consists of 2 separate programmes; an on-board observer programme and a
market sampling programme. The observer programme is a continuation of the Dutch discard sampling
programme and is mainly conducted under the remit of bycatch monitoring, whereas the market sampling
programme samples the catch for the purposes of informing assessment working groups. The German
sampling consists of an on-board observer programme where catch is sampled, for the purpose of informing
assessment working groups, and bycatch is monitored. The primary purpose of this ISSG is to propose a
statistically robust regional sampling scheme for the European pelagic freezer trawler fleet aiming to both
monitor the pelagic target species and the incidental bycatches. An observer programme, rather than a market
sampling programme, was identified as the most suitable regional sampling scheme (RCG NA NS&EA RCG
Baltic, 2022) as it is the most efficient approach to meet the two monitoring aims.

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.

Ultimately, under a regional sampling plan, the two sampling programs are completely harmonized and thus
interchangeable. To do so, the methodology must be similar and vessel selection needs to be coordinated
regionally rather than nationally.

8.2 Work-plan

The following tasks were identified during the RCG meeting in 2024 for the attention of the ISSG in 2025/2026:

I. Analyse 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 Taks | and 2: run 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. /2 year or | year)

4. Depending on the outcome of Tasks 1,2,3: develop harmonized raising methodology for conducted
sampling of the EU freezer trawler fleet

5. Identify if any output from ISSG Overviews could be useful for the ISSG work

6. Work towards a regional sampling plan to be integrated into RVVP

a. Finalize the Roadmap RWP 2028-2030
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b. Decide on what ambition level the different parts in the ISSG work is aiming for in 2030 and
map current stage

8.3 Progress during 2025/ 2026
The work of the ISSG in 2025/2026 focussed on Tasks [, 2, 5 and 6.

Task 1

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*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.

Task 2

A harmonized sampling protocol regarding length sampling was agreed by the ISSG. Within the sampling
protocol the sampling of first ten fishing hauls of a sampled trip is mandatory, followed by every second haul
thereafter, providing it fits within the working time regulations (e.g. mandatory rest periods).

Task 5

The ISSG “Case Study Freezer Trawler Fleet Exploiting Pelagic Fisheries in the Northeast Atlantic” supports
and appreciates the work of the ISSG “Fisheries Overviews”. However, as it is not possible to easily extract
the pelagic freezer trawler fleet operating under different flags and in different areas we are not using the
overviews momentary.

Task 6

The ISSG “Case Study Freezer Trawler Fleet Exploiting Pelagic Fisheries in the Northeast Atlantic” worked
forwards the integration of their study into the RWP 2028-2030. Due to still ongoing analysis with regards to
the age sampling, the ISSG chose to go for a stepwise approach. 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.

8.4 RWP 2028-2030

A sampling plan with regards to length sampling was finalized and included in Textbox 2.5 of the RWP period
2028-2030. In addition, the test study in the RWP will continue to analyze the data collected within the pilot
studies and work further towards a harmonized protocol for sampling the EU freezer trawler fleet with special
emphasis on the age sampling and completing the regional sampling plan for the pelagic freezer trawlers to be
integrated into the RWP.
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8. ISSG Case Study Freezer Trawler Fleet Exploiting Pelagic Fisheries in the Northeast Atlantic

8.5 Roadmapl/follow-up

The following tasks have been identified during the RCG meeting in 2025 for the attention of the ISSG in
2026/27:

I. 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 | 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. /2 year or
| year)

4. Depending on outcome of Tasks I, 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 RVWP

8.6 SG Participants

Name E-mail MS
Andrew Campbell Andrew.campbell@marine.ie IRL
Jens Ulleweit Jens.ulleweit@thuenen.de DEU
Harriet van Overzee Harriet.vanoverzee@wur.nl NLD
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9 ISSG Towards a regional sampling plan - Case Study of the trawl fishery
in Iberian Waters

9.1 Background

An ISSG was set up in RCG NANSEA 2019 to continue the previous work by projects Fishpi and Fishpi2
towards developing a Regional Sampling Plan for trawl fishery in Iberian waters (see RCG NANSEA reports
2019, 2020, 2021, 2022, 2023, 2024, 2025 and Fishpi and Fishpi2 reports).

9.2 Workplan

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

[. June 2025-2026
e June 2025-December 2025: consider and conceptually prepare the inclusion of the data from
the regional sampling plan into the RDBES.
e Calendar year of 2026: implementation of the pilot study.
2. June 2026-May 2027 and June 2027-May 2028:
e Calendar year of 2026: implementation of the pilot study.
e June 2027-May 2028: analyse results of the pilot study (data for 2026, available in April 2027).
e Define future steps.

9.3 Progress during 2025/2026

In what concerns the tasks planned for 2025-2026:

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

the RDBES”

RDBES allows the upload of the data obtained from onshore sampling of landings from bottom trawl fisheries
targeting fish, as implemented in the National work plans of Portugal and Spain, using upper hierarchy 5. And
it also allows for the upload of the data obtained from the pilot of the regional sampling plan which
incorporates the sampling of landings in ports of Spain (in ICES Subdivisions 27.8.c and 27.9.a - North Spanish
waters only) - following the national sampling plan protocol - from Portuguese vessels operating with bottom
otter trawl fisheries targeting fish. 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. 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.
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In 2025, among the |5 ports monitored in the Northwest Cantabrian Sea, 222 fishing trips of Spanish bottom
otter trawlers were sampled by IEO-CSIC under the national work plan of Spain (out of a total of 5022 trips
performed by the Spanish fleet: 4.4% of sample intensity). This corresponds to stratum OTB_DEF (Bottom
otter trawlers targeting demersal fish) with 107 fishing trips sampled out of 2905 total fishing trips in 2025
(3.7% of sample intensity), and stratum OTB_MPD (Bottom otter trawlers targeting a mix pelagic and
demersal fish) with |15 fishing trips sampled out of 2117 total fishing trips in 2025 (5.4% of sample intensity).
During port days when the sampling of national work plan of Spain was implemented by IEO-CSIC, landings
from the Portuguese trawler fleet were confirmed at 4 ports: A Coruna, Avilés, Ribeira and Vigo. 8 trips from
Portuguese trawlers were eligible for sampling during this period - 3 in A Corufa and 5 in Avilés. Although
landings from Portuguese trawlers were known to occur in Ribeira and Vigo, no trips coincided with the
randomly selected sampling days at these ports.

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 Coruna, 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). This was made possible
through a modification of IEO-CSIC contract with the company responsible for onshore sampling, which
enabled the inclusion of foreign landings. In the first quarter (representing the preliminary data that available
at the time of this ISSG report), it was possible to sample trips as planned in | of the 4 ports initially foreseen
for sampling (ISSG report 2025) namely: Ribeira, but not in A Coruha, Aviles or Vigo.

The pilot study is planned to continue during the calendar year of 2026.

9.4 RWP 2028-2030

In the RWP 2028-2030, the pilot study was included in the section Text Box la: Test studies description.

9.5 Roadmap/follow-up

3. June 2026-May 2027 and June 2027-May 2028:
e Calendar year of 2026: implementation of the pilot study.
e June 2027-May 2028: analyse results of the pilot study (data for 2026, available in April 2027).
e Define future steps.
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9.6 ISSG Participants

Name E-mail MS
Rita Vasconcelos* rita.vasconcelos@ipma.pt PRT
Ana Claudia Fernandes* acfernandes@jipma.pt PRT
José Castro* jose.castro@ieo.csis.es ESP
David Espino* david.espino@ ieo.csis.es ESP
Eneko Bachiller ebachiller@azti.es ESP
Estanis Mugerza emugerza@azti.es ESP
Lucia Zarauz lzarauz@azti.es ESP

*Participants who attended the online meeting on April 2204, 2026.
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10 ISSG Evaluation of the Data Collected for SSF at EU level

10.1 Summary of progress of the ISSG activity in 2025-2026

For the 2025-2026 period, the tasks to be covered agreed at this ISSG’s technical meeting in June 2025 were
as follows:

e Intersessional meetings among ISSG SSF, ISSG EMT, and Metiers and Transversal to collaborate and
align on SSF topics and tasks.

e Monitor the implementation of the EU Control Regulation and Implementing Act.

e Determine key outputs from ISSG Overviews that are crucial for improved coordination in SSF data
collection.

e Develop a regional sampling plan to be incorporated into the RWP.

Although no specific intersessional meetings were held among the ISSGs mentioned above, joint work was
nevertheless carried out, particularly on the drafting of the document on the RWPs, which is described in
more detail in the following section.

To understand how the implementation of the Control Regulation is progressing in relation to the articles
that are most specific to SSF, experts from this ISSG as well as the NCs were consulted on this
implementation. The focus was mainly on the implementation of specific devices and applications for this SSF
fleet, with a view to obtaining geospatial data and electronic catch records.

Two specific questions were asked to be answered for this purpose:

[) Whether the implementation of devices in the 10—-12 m fleet segment has already started in view of
their mandatory use in 2028, and whether any trials are already being carried out on vessels.

2) Whether the application to be implemented is the one developed at national level or the one
developed by the COM.

The results of the responses obtained will be presented during the technical meeting.

On the other hand, taking advantage of participation in several meetings where members of the RCG ECON
and the RCG MED & BS were also present, they were asked whether these RCGs also have a specific ISSG
dedicated to SSF. Although this is not the case, for both groups the SSF fleet is highly relevant, and they
considered it important to work on a pan-regional basis in order to address tasks that are important for all
regions, both from a biological data perspective and a socioeconomic one. It was agreed to hold a joint meeting
to begin identifying those tasks to be tackled together during 2026.

10.2 Regional work plans for 2028-2030 in the case of SSF

The main effort during this period was primarily concentrated on this task, which focused on developing
RWPs for monitoring SSF. A substantial part of this work was carried out during the meeting held in Oostende,
organised by the ISSG RWP, where work was undertaken on the RWP 2028-2030 document.

The SSF component of this RWP, in addition to the common sections and tools (e.g. RDBES, EMT), focused
on Section 3, concerning fisheries activity data. In collaboration with the ISSG Metiers and Transversal, a text
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was drafted identifying which sections should be addressed in a coordinated manner at regional level, with a

view to improving knowledge of SSF activities.

10.3 SG Participants
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11 ISSG ldentification of case studies for ETP species bycatch monitoring

11.1 Background

Interactions between fisheries and non-target species such as protected, endangered and threatened species
(ETP), including cetaceans, seabirds, turtles, some elasmobranchs, and rare fish species, can be frequent and
widespread. These interactions may lead to levels of incidental bycatch and mortality which, in some cases,
could pose a threat to species or population viability. Such interactions can also have an adverse effect on
fishing productivity, profitability and crew safety.

Under the previous Data Collection Framework (Council regulation (EC) No. 199/2008), there were no
binding obligations for Member States (MS) to collect data on species other than commercial fish species and
certain invertebrate species. When the current DCF (Regulation (EU) 2017/1004) came into force in 2017,
collection of data on ETP bycatch when scientific observers are onboard became mandatory. Therefore, MS
have begun to implement new data collection protocols in their at-sea observer programmes following
guidelines developed, among others, by ICES expert Working Groups (WGBYC, WGCATCH) to improve
the collection and quality of data on ETP bycatch. However, sampling designs remain focused primarily on
active gears being disproportionately higher the coverage in active than passive gears. In addition, under
several EU instruments (Regulation 2021/1167, Regulation 2019/1241 on technical measures, Habitats
Directive 92/43/EEC, and Birds Directive 2009/147/EC) MS are also required to monitor and report on
bycatch of protected species, including cetaceans, seabirds and marine turtles.

The overall aim for RCG NA NS&EA and the RCG Baltic is to review the status of current issues,
achievements and developments of regional coordination and identify future needs in line with DCF
requirements and the wider European environmental monitoring and management. With this aim in mind
several ISSG were created trying to cover different topics related to different needs in line with the DCF
requirements, including ETP bycatch issues.

11.2 Work-plan

ToRs and work plan (specific tasks) for 2025/2026 were:

e Task I: Follow up of the EU Control Regulation and the Implementing Act implementation.
e Task 2: Collaborate with WGBYC and ISSG Overviews to gather information on sampling programs
for ETP species (including considered metiers, their coverage, etc.)
e Task 3: Work alongside WGBYC and WGRDBESGOV to incorporate ETP species data into the
RDBES, initial outputs analysis.
e Task 4: Develop a regional sampling plan for integration into RWP.
o Finalize the Roadmap for RWP 2028-2030
o Decide on what ambition level the different parts in the ISSG work is aiming for in 2030 and
map current stage.
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11.3 Progress during 2025/2026

The main effort during this period was concentrated mainly on Task 4, which focused on developing RWPs
for monitoring ETP species bycatch. A detailed summary of each task is as follows:

Task 1

Over recent years, recommendations have highlighted the need to enhance key variables, particularly those
related to fishing effort. This variable plays a critical role in estimating bycatch. The aim of these
recommendations has been to integrate them into the EU Control Regulation, making it mandatory to report
specific variables that were previously optional (e.g., soak time, number of nets, hooks, etc.). To achieve this,
both National Correspondents and the Commission will be consulted regarding the current status of these
implementations, which will be a central topic of discussion at the upcoming technical meeting.

Task 2

This task is considered an ongoing activity throughout 2026, with the aim of presenting a solid outcome in
2027. To this end, in collaboration with ISSG Overviews, work will be carried out to identify the different at-
sea sampling programmes by métier and ecoregion, and to assess the coverage provided for each métier.
Where possible, the work will also seek to identify whether there are programmes specifically designed to
collect data on ETP species, or whether the sampling schemes are more general in nature, collecting biological
data, discards, etc. For this identification of programme types, the updated inventory prepared by ICES as a
requirement of DG ENV will also be used.

Furthermore, this information on the different sampling programmes will be cross-checked against the métiers
that the ICES WGBYC group has identified as high-risk métiers for each ecoregion. In addition, the SCOTI
framework will be used to support the design of potential sampling schemes requiring coordinated regional
sampling. SCOTI (Simulations for Characterising Optimal Monitoring Implementations), is a simulation
framework developed within the ICES scientific community to support the design and evaluation of fisheries
monitoring programmes, particularly for the bycatch of endangered, threatened, and protected species.

SCOTI uses simulations of realistic fishing systems, incorporating fleet characteristics, fishing effort, and
species-specific bycatch probabilities, to assess how different monitoring strategies perform. Specifically, it
evaluates how sampling design choices (such as coverage, allocation of effort, and stratification) affect the
accuracy, precision, and statistical power of bycatch estimates.

Certain fisheries may require increased sampling efforts and collaboration between Member States. Existing
areas identified through collaboration with other ISSGs will be maintained, and new regions will be pinpointed
in coordination with key stakeholders and experts.

Task 3

With aim of incorporating bycatch data into the RDBES, which is an essential action to improve coordination
of sampling, the following actions have been carried out:
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I 1. ISSG lIdentification of case studies for ETP species Bycatch Monitoring
¢ Participation in the meetings held with members of WGBYC and WGRDBES.

e WAGBYC already conducted an initial analysis in 2025 to assess whether the RDBES covers
WGBYC’s needs, which are also important for this ISSG in view of potential coordinated sampling.

e In the 2026 WGBYC data call, a specific questionnaire will also be sent in order to identify the
people responding to the data call and to ask about their expertise and knowledge of the RDBES.
This is because it is essential that all information collected through all sampling programmes, both
those within the DCF and specific programmes, be incorporated into the RDBES. At the 2025
WGBYC meeting, it became clear that not all scientific institutes involved in this type of sampling
programmes are familiar with the RDBES, and difficulties were noted regarding these institutes
uploading such data to the RDBES.

e Finally, a specific RDBES Workshop on bycatch data will be held, in 2027 in which this ISSG will
be involved.

The main effort during this period has been focused on this task, largely due to the importance of the
forthcoming RWP, which considers the inclusion of regional sampling for ETP species.

A large part of this work was carried out during the meeting held in Oostende in January, organised by the
ISSG RWP. At this meeting, work began on the draft of the RWP 2028-2030 document, specifically on the
sections related to bycatch. Over the following months, work has continued with the aim of producing a final
draft of this document, which will be presented at the technical meeting in June 2026.

In addition to the draft, work has also been carried out on updating the ambition levels.

11.4 Future actions

Regarding potential future actions, monitoring will continue on the implementation of the Control Regulation
and its impact on possible improvements in sampling and data related to the bycatch of ETP species. The aim
is to assess whether the recommendations made by scientists are being considered and adopted through the
Implementing Act by each member state.

The incorporation of data related to the bycatch of ETP species into the RDBES is also a critical point when
improving coordination and potential sampling needs. The ISG will work together with the main working
groups involved in this topic (e.g. ICES WGRDBESGOV, WGBYC).

Finally, one of the main actions should be to improve coordination with the rest of the RCGs so that these
issues are addressed at a pan-regional level. Also to involve the main stakeholders in the process, especially
those who, despite being relevant, have had less interaction so far (e.g. ASCOBANS).
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11.5 SG Participants
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Jani Helminen
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Katinka Bleeker

Katja Ringdahl
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Rita Vasconcelos
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12. ISSG Diadromous Species

12 ISSG Diadromous Fishes

12.1 Background

The current ISSG Diadromous Fishes builds on an earlier Diadromous Sub Group (DSG) established in 2017
within the RCG framework. The ISSG Diadromous Fishes was then formally established in 2019 with the aim
to ensure optimal collection and use of data collected under the DCF, currently for the diadromous species:
Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar), sea trout (Salmo trutta) and European eel (Anguilla anguilla). The current co-
chairs of the ISSG Diadromous Fishes are: Josefin Sundin (Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences,
Department of Aquatic Resources - SLU Aqua, Sweden), Simon Weltersbach (Thiinen Institute of Baltic Sea
Fisheries, Germany) and Marko Freese (Thiinen Institute of Fisheries Ecology, Germany). The ISSG
Diadromous Fishes supports regional coordination of relevant tasks within the data collection framework and
international end-user needs. The group serves as a platform for exchange, discussion, and feedback among
Member States, RCGs, and end-users, essential for continuously improvements of management-relevant data.
In addition to meeting national needs, the group seeks to harmonise data collection with the requirements of
international stock assessments by ICES expert groups, including WGNAS (Working Group on North Atlantic
Salmon), WGBAST (Assessment Working Group on Baltic Salmon and Trout) and WGEEL (Joint
EIFAAC/ICES/GFCM Working Group on Eels), which are the primary end-users of DCF data on diadromous
species for international stock assessment and policy advice. Due to the complex life cycles of diadromous
fishes, unconventional data for stock assessments is often required, covering various life stages across marine,
transitional, and freshwater habitats. Consequently, assessment models and data needs vary by species and
region and may be subject to further developments. While European eel forms one panmictic stock across all
relevant regions (NANSEA, Baltic, Mediterranean, Black Sea), salmon and sea trout have many distinct river
stocks in NANSEA and the Baltic regions. Developments in assessment methods (mainly through ICES
WGsend-users) and updates to DCF Multi-Annual Programmes may require the ISSG Diadromous Fishes to
review and identify potential needs for improvement in data collection for each species

DCF and diadromous fishes, history: Monitoring and reporting of landings in marine waters for
diadromous species (Atlantic salmon, sea trout, European eel) were included under the DCF in 2001 (EU
2001), though data collection requirements varied by region. Over time, these requirements changed and
expanded, including the addition of recreational fisheries data for some species (e.g., sea trout in the Baltic
Sea; EU 2016). Biological data collection in inland waters was added later; however, some Baltic Sea countries
already included salmon monitoring and related projects in the national work plans of DCF earlier. The DCF
introduced mandatory data collection for eel and salmon data collection in 2007 and 2008, respectively, with
freshwater sea trout monitoring added later. However, the requested data did not necessarily meet national
and international assessment needs. As a result, specific requirements for eel and salmon data were developed
during the ICES Workshop on Eel and Salmon DCF Data (WKESDCEF) in 2012 (ICES 2012). Outcomes from
the 2012 workshop still remain the foundation of mandatory data collection for diadromous fishes under the
current DCF/EUMAP. As part of the EMFAF funded project DIASPARA (2024-2026), assessment models and
data collection needs were further developed and will set the basis for future data collection for Atlantic
salmon, sea trout, European eel.
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12.2 Workplan

ToRs and work plan (specific tasks) for 2025/2026.

I. Develop Regional Work Plans for the period 2028-2030 for diadromous fishes in applicable regions
to harmonize data collection and ensure assesment needs are met.

2. Improve and harmonize data collection methods for recreational fisheries data and data on
commercial fishing effort (for eel) by fostering exchange and collaboration between relevant ICES EGs
such as WGRFS, WGBAST, WGEEL, WGNAS and WGTRUTTA.

3. Incoprorate progress and findings from the joint DIASPARA project into regional work plans.

4. Serve as a platform to share current work being executed within the relevant WGs.

12.3 Progress during 2025/2026

The ISSG Diadromous Fishes held its annual meeting from 4-6 March 2026 (virtually), with 13—-33 experts
attending per day. The meeting focused on information exchange and discussion related to the development
of Regional Work Plans (RWPs) and was therefore structured over three days, each dedicated to one species
(4 March: European eel and data needs within WGEEL; 5 March: BALTIC salmon and sea trout and data needs
within WGBAST and WGTRUTTA; 6 March: Atlantic salmon in the NANSEA region and data needs within
WGNAS).

Each day opened with a presentation on the general function, tasks, and progress of the ISSG Diadromous
Fishes. In addition, the chairs of the respective ICES expert groups were present and provided updates on
relevant developments (4 March: WGEEL; 5 March: WGBAST and WGTRUTTA; 6 March: WGNAS).

As a key input for this year’s meeting, there was a species-specific presentation on how to develop regional
work plans for each day of the meeting, with time for experts to ask questions and discuss. Additional
presentations included species-specific updates from the DIASPARA project (eel: 4 March; salmon/sea trout:
5 March) as well as contributions from WGDIAD.

12.4 RWP 2028-2030

Regional work plans will be developed for the European eel for all three regions (BALTIC, NANSEA, Med&BS),
focusing on data collection on recruitment, that forms the basis of the current international assessment.
Moreover, using the deliverables from DIASPARA, additional monitoring data needed for the coming updated
assessment models will be incorporated. This work is being undertaken by appointed experts representing
each of the three regions and is coordinated within VWGEEL.

A regional work plan for Atlantic salmon and sea trout in the BALTIC region will be developed and will be
based on the current, already regionalized, assessment model and data needs. This work is being undertaken
by appointed experts and is coordinated within WGBAST.

A regional work plan for Atlantic salmon in the NANSEA region will be developed based on the current,
already regionalized, assessment model and data needs. This work is being undertaken by appointed experts
and is coordinated within WGNAS.
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Harmonizing the regional work plans for all three diadromous fishes and all three regions is coordinated by

the co-chairs of ISSG Diadromous Fishes.

12.5 Roadmap/follow-up

I. Continue the development and completion of regional work plans for all three species across the

respective regions.

2. Enhance recreational fisheries data collection for diadromous species (particularly eel) across regions,
in collaboration with WGEEL, WGFRS, and the ISSG Recreational Fisheries group.

3. Ensure that outcomes from the DIASPARA project are effectively incorporated to improve DCF data
collection and support harmonization efforts within the RWP framework.

4. Continue efforts to strengthen the inclusion of the Mediterranean and Black Sea regions in ISSG
activities, particularly regarding coordination and harmonization of DCRF, DCF, and GFCM processes.

5. Maintain the role as a platform for sharing ongoing work conducted within the relevant working
groups (WGEEL, WGBAST, WGNAS, WGTRUTTA, WGDIAD).

12.6 SG Participants

Name

Marko Freese — co-chair ISSG DIAD
Josefin Sundin — co-chair ISSG DIAD
Simon Weltersbach — co-chair ISSG DIAD
Adam Lejk

Alan Walker

Alexander Hansson

Antanas Kontautas

Argyrios Sapounidis

Armin Steibli

Branko Dragicevic

Branko Glamuzina

Caroline Durif

Ciara O’Leary

Edgaras Ivanauskas

Eleonora Cicotti

Estibaliz Diaz

Hilaire Drouineau

Jan-Dag Pohlmann

Jani Helminen

E-mail
marko.freese@thuenen.de
josefin.sundin@slu.se
simon.weltersbach@thuenen.de
alejk@mir.gdynia.pl
alan.walker@cefas.gov.uk
alexander.hansson@slu.se
antanas.Kontautas@ku.lt
asapoun@inale.gr
a.steibli@I|fa.mvnet.de
brankod@izor.hr
branko.glamuzina@unidu.hr
caroline.durif@hi.no
ciara.oleary@fisheriesireland.ie
edgaras.ivanauskas@ku.lt
eleonora.ciccotti@gfcmonline.org
ediaz@azti.es
hilaire.drouineau@inrae.fr
jan.pohlmann@thuenen.de

nojani@gmail.com

MS

GER
SWE
GER
POL
GBR
SWE
LTU
GRE
GER
CRO
CRO
NOR
IRE
LTU
ITA
ESP
FRA
GER
FIN
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I13. ISSG Marine Recreational Fisheries - Annex

13 ISSG Marine Recreational Fisheries

13.1 Background

Recreational fisheries data is collected by individual Member States (MS) according to the Basic Regulation
(EU) No 1380/2013 and the multiannual data collection framework (EU) 2016/1251. However, there is no
standardization between countries and in general there is no one-size fits all approach due to the diverse
nature of the sector and cultural differences. Challenges in recreational fisheries data collection include data
gaps (no data collected) mostly due to lacking MS commitment, and cases without a robust methodological
framework, regarding, for instance, the periodicity of surveys (no time series) and single instead of multispecies
surveys. Also often lacking is governance, economic and social data to evaluate the sectoral contribution.

The intersessional subgroup on recreational fisheries (ISSG Recreational Fisheries) is a pan regional group
focusing on the coordination of data collection and advice for regional work plans for marine recreational
fisheries (MRF). This includes evaluating end users' needs for MRF data collection, coordinating national
surveys of MRF, and defining potential thresholds. Although the current regulation has a pre-defined list of
species per region, this is not sufficient as there are several important MRF target species that are not on the
list. However, other species may be determined by region based on end-user needs and this is where ISSG
Recreational Fisheries can make an important contribution. ISSG Recreational Fisheries aims to harmonize
recreational fisheries data collection particularly on a regional level. Within the tasks for 2025-2026, a special
effort was allocated to the development of the roadmap for Regional Work Plans 2026-2030, requested by
the ISSG RWP and the RCG NANSEA chairs through an online meeting with co-chairs of ISSG-Recreational.

Another continuous task of the ISSG Recreational Fisheries is to liaise with RCG LP, RCG Med & BS, ICCAT
and RCG ECON as MRF is an integral part of these regions and the thematic areas covered by these groups.

For this subgroup to work properly, it is needed to ensure that the right people are involved, including experts
from WGRFS, DCF, and RCG ECON.

Experts from different countries attended the group’s follow-up meetings:

e Follow-up meeting n.l; 14.10.2025: 16 experts from 10 countries.
e Follow-up meeting n.2; 17.03.2026: |17 experts from || countries.

The group is co-chaired by Harry V. Strehlow (Thiinen, DE) and Eneko Bachiller (AZTI, ES).

13.2 Work-plan

ToRs and work plan (specific tasks) for 2025/2026:

Define Roadmap for Regional Work Plans (2028-2030) — concerning Recreational fisheries.

l.
2. Control Regulation 2023/2842 follow up: implementation problems
3. Development of the RDBES to incorporate MRF data
4. Panregional corporation
5. Any Other Business (AOB)
6.
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13.3 Progress during 2025/2026

The introduction of the new Control Regulation was continuously accompanied by several meetings with the
European Commission throughout 2025/26. Outreach to RCG Med & BS and RCG LP is expected as inter-
sessional, through contacting their corresponding chairs and, in certain cases, even participating in their
meetings for presenting the role of ISSG Recreational Fisheries. 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 2025/26 and required a great deal of work. More
work on and exchange of information concerning the new Control Regulation, including MRF data in stock
assessments and progress on the RDBES is expected during the WGRFS meeting in June 2026. The annual
meeting of ISSG Recreational fisheries took place on 17.03.2026 online. The main outcomes and topics
addressed are presented below.

13.4 RWP 2028-2030

By the end of 2030, the ISSG aims to identify end users, harmonize data collection methods (e.g., including a
consolidated data collection species list), and ensure data quality and comparability through RWPs that lift
specific tasks from National Work Plans.

During 2024, our group developed a summary table with candidate species that may fit well for future RWPs
(i.e., based on species rather than on regions).

In spring 2025, a questionnaire was received from ISSG on Regional Work Plans (from its chairs: Els Torreele
& Maria Hansson), to be discussed within this ISSG group on Recreational fisheries. Feedback from ISSG-
Recreational was submitted in April 2025.

In November 2025, the ISSG RWP requested this group to fill in a new Excel template, based on Levels of
Ambition. Accordingly, the ISSG-Recreational had a dedicated discussion during the Annual Meeting to work
on two tasks, from which two agreed outcomes were obtained:

1) Filled Excel template of Level of Ambition (scoring different variables from 0 to |: actual
level, expected level in 2030, and beyond 2030).

The review of the “Levels of Ambition” Excel table sent by ISSG-RWP revealed broad agreement that
recreational fisheries data collection is fundamentally heterogeneous across Europe, shaped by
national legislation, funding availability, and varying methodological maturity. Participants emphasized
that harmonization cannot realistically follow the commercial-fisheries model; instead, it must proceed
through species-specific coordination, pilot studies, and shared guidelines rather than uniform
methods.

Several topics—such as comparability, harmonization, and data quality—exposed significant
differences in capacity and infrastructure, with some MSs running well-established national survey
programs, while others, like Portugal, still lack sustained data collection.

Concerns were raised about setting ambition levels artificially high, given these structural obstacles
and the persistent gaps in data availability and sampling frames.
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Despite differences in national contexts, the group reached consensus on a pragmatic and realistic
progression: improving comparability (not uniformity), prioritizing candidate species, advancing
knowledge on inter-country differences, and relying on pilot studies to initiate or test data-collection
schemes. Participants agreed that scientific data quality is comparatively strong thanks to the WGRFS
QAT-tool, whereas data quality from mandatory data collection associated with the revised Control
Regulation lies outside the ISSG’s mandate and is widely viewed as unreliable. Regarding end-user
needs, the group acknowledged the importance of better integrating recreational data into ICES
assessments, especially beyond traditional species, and highlighted socioeconomic variables as an
essential future area.

In summary, the Excel table discussions underscored a realistic, stepwise approach that advances
coordination without overcommitting MSs to unattainable levels of integration.

2) Stand-alone document summarizing all thoughts and concerns that raised from the group
discussion when filling the previous table.

The group summarized the main challenges regarding the development of RWP for Recreational
Fisheries and extended the text from the first questionnaire (spring 2025), included in the 2025 ISSG
RWP Overview Report. This document is provided as an Appendix at the end of this Annual Report
(Appendix ).

The filled Excel template as well as the Word document summarizing our challenges and concerns (extended
text from that already included in the 2025 ISSG RWP Overview Report) have been submitted to the ISSG-RWP.

13.4.1 Bluefin tuna subgroup (progress update)

A special effort has been made by a core group from this ISSG-Recreational to identify and document
recreational data collection on bluefin tuna.

Ireland operates the Tuna Chart Programme, permitting recreational angling even without a commercial
quota. In addition, a first contact has been made to ICCAT to explore how recreational (e.g., tagging) data
might inform future stock assessments.

The group is in a preliminary phase, designing a questionnaire aimed at understanding: |) which countries
collect BFT recreational data; 2) what variables are recorded (e.g.,, TL, TWV, fishing effort...); 3) whether
tagging programs exist; 4) contact points in each Member State (MS).

Currently, several countries operate bluefin tuna tagging projects in isolation, resulting in fragmented
knowledge, and the proposed questionnaire aims to generate a comprehensive database of contacts, a clear
mapping of existing data flows, future possibilities for developing a coordinated regional work plan, and a solid
basis for harmonized reporting strategies.

All ISSG-Recreational members were asked to provide relevant national contact points to members of this
intersessional sub-group. Non-EU countries such as the UK or Norway should also be included, since the
nature of bluefin tuna fisheries extends beyond EU boundaries.

13.4.2 Iberian sparids subgroup (progress update)
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Another core group from ISSG-Recreational aim to work on the Iberian sparids, which focuses on Diplodus
sargus, Diplodus vulgaris, and Sparus aurata as regional candidate species. Within the discussion of this subgroup,
Portugal highlighted the importance of D. vulgaris for recreational fishers and requested their inclusion. In
many countries, the two Diplodus species are reported collectively as Diplodus spp., creating identification
and reporting challenges. The objective is to produce a Working Document by late 2026 or early 2027 that
demonstrates the relevance of these species, compiles available recreational—and where possible,
commercial—data, justifies their inclusion as mandatory EUMAP species, proposes harmonized monitoring
across Iberian regions, and serves as a pilot for future candidate species proposals.

13.5 Roadmap/follow-up

13.5.1 Key points from the CR:

The new Control Regulation (2023/2842) that came into force on 9t of January 2024 has several major
changes impacting MRF data collection.

By May 10, 2024, MS were asked to specify if they will develop a national system or apply for an EU system
for the electronic daily catch reporting to the Commission.

The registration for sea anglers and the electronic documentation and daily reporting of recreational catches
is mandatory from 10.01.2026. Only anglers fishing for species subject to Union conservation measures, fishing
quotas, or management plans will need to register. However, the issue of unwanted bycatch of mandatory
species while fishing for other species currently not covered by the control regulation remains unresolved.

Article 55.2 states that MS must submit annual data by May 3 st each year, starting in 2027. This data includes
species, seas areas, biological data, etc., collected within the national data collection schemes already
established under the DCF.

Article 55.3 states that MS must submit aggregated data collected through the mandatory electronic catch
reporting systems by the |5t of each month, starting in March 2026. The data will be validated and quality-
checked by MS before being submitted to the Commission.

From 01.01.2030 the species list for which mandatory catch reporting applies will be extended to those
species for which recreational fishing has a significant impact on fishing mortality according to scientific advice.

13.5.2 General overview:

Mandatory registration and daily electronic reporting began on 10 January 2026, and after eight months MSs
were struggling considerably. Countries now must operate under two parallel systems: Article 55(2) for annual
scientific submissions under DCF/EUMARP starting in 2027, and Article 55(3) for monthly control-system data
beginning in March 2026.

13.5.3 Implementation problems
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Compliance is currently unrealistic. For instance, while the Azores region does have active programs,
continental Portugal’s rollout is chaotic: the government adopted the EU app, city halls were assigned as
support points without fully understanding the rules, and fishers were abruptly told via national media that
they should start to electronically report their catches. France uses three separate apps, forcing scientific
participants to report twice and causing confusion about which app applies. Germany has not updated its
national law, leaving anglers under no legal obligation and preventing enforcement. The revised law is delayed
for political reasons, the app was released late, and trust is eroding.

Different MSs face similar systemic issues, indicating a broader EU-wide issue rather than a country-specific
failure; nevertheless, integration options depend on national administrative structures. Many fishers remain
unaware or confused, the apps often malfunction, and those trying to comply cannot determine what to
report.

Users can create multiple accounts and submit fictitious catches, distorting statistics; and false reporting
remains possible. In any case, electronic data so far is extremely poor, reinforcing that scientific DCF surveys
remain indispensable and cannot be replaced.

Fishers without smartphones cannot comply, raising concerns about exclusion and age discrimination as many
elderly people often do not have access to or own a smartphone. A future web interface may help some users
but not those without internet access, and it does not solve on-site verification problems.

It remains to be seen whether the mandatory catch reporting will have negative adverse effects on scientific
data collection (i.e., reporting might be different if fishers know they are reporting for scientific purposes vs.
control purposes; fishing trips without catch do not require mandatory reporting; etc.). It is also uncertain
how and if the mandatory catch reporting will yield better quality data. The latter could result in a situation
where stakeholder groups select those data which best support their arguments. Poor data quality, insufficient
data to estimate fishing effort, incomplete registries of sea anglers, fragmentation of data due to several
reporting options, deteriorating participation of sea anglers, declining compliance and a threat to the continued
funding of EUMAP recreational fisheries data collection are the main issues to be aware of.

The group highlighted the importance of ensuring anglers are aware of the new regulations and the need for
MS to conduct awareness and information campaigns, as well as the challenges of implementing the regulation,
such as the issue of bycatch of mandatory species and the potential impact on scientific surveys.

Other issues identified:

e The registration process of marine anglers is unclear; MS still need to define their approach (e.g.,
opportunity to develop national registries).

e Control aspects and data entry, for example right after capture (on a daily basis) are unclear: While
the Netherlands has mandated the recording catch immediately after the catch (and is thus the only
country that effectively enforces this requirement), most other MS allow catch data to be recorded
until midnight of the same day and the legal service of the Commission even interprets the term
“daily” as covering a period of 24 hours following the catch.

e The reporting of fishing effort and the required metrics are unclear (e.g., will the reporting of the
fishing effort be voluntary or mandatory?).

e The reporting of zero-catch is voluntary/optional but should be, at least, foreseen in the EU app.
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The group emphasized the importance of validating and quality-checking the data before submission to ensure
its accuracy and usefulness for stock assessments. However, initial feedback from MS indicates that they are
overwhelmed by the task of validating and ensuring the quality of the data and that there is a lack of a uniform
guideline.

13.5.4 Future steps from the group:

13.5.4.1 Species list development:

A comprehensive species list for recreational fisheries data collection has been developed in close
collaboration between WGREFS, ISSG Recreational and DG Mare. It is based on the species list developed by
WKRFSA (Workshop on Recreational Fisheries in Stock Assessments) that performed a Productivity-
Susceptibility Analysis (PSA) to identify species in ecoregions where MRF may impact stock sustainability. This
list contains major target species in the different ecoregions and has been completed by individual length-
weight relationship data and maximum length details. This list will help to establish species prioritization for
data collection and stock assessment and could be the basis for mandatory catch reporting from 2030
onwards.

13.5.4.2 Summary table:

The group agreed on developing a summary table including all MS, intersessionally, to determine the survey
design applied in each case (e.g., multispecies survey or only constrained to mandatory species, national system
or EU system, variables included in the survey, etc.). This exercise could be extended then to ICES WGREFS.
Including information on the quality assessment of national catch sampling schemes (demonstrated through
QATSs) might also be highlighted.

13.5.5 Development of the RDBES to incorporate MRF data

This follow-up will be carried out inter-sessionally, but no specific tasks were defined at this stage; those will
be defined as detailed information about the RDBES progress on MRF data inclusion is received from the
RDBES core group.

13.5.6 Panregional corporation

The group emphasized the importance of cooperation with other RCGs and working groups. In this sense:

e RCG MED & BS Recreational was contacted through our ISSG chairs, especially for potential
alignment with our candidate species (e.g., seabreams) and the requirements for the development of
RWVPs.

e RCG LP: from the participants; especially BFT subgroup?

e RCG ECON: No success from first contact (March 31, 2025). Chairs may contact ECON chairs but
it will depend on workload from other tasks. Future collaboration could be explored focusing on the
‘other variables’ in RWPs.

e [SSG Diadromous: active intersection due to eel, salmon and sea trout. However, key issues were
raised requiring better integration (see AOB section below).

e [CES WGRFS: Most of the members of this group are also members of the WG (continuous
interaction).
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e |CCAT: potential connection via BFT subgroup.
e RCG Electronic Monitoring: pending task.

Any possible timeslot offered to ISSG Recreational in any of those groups’ meetings is interesting to share
what this ISSG-Recreational is doing with those groups that might be interested. Particularly, the species list
developed for the Commission would be an important issue to flag to the RCG LP and RCG Med & BS. This
issue will be followed up intersessionally.

13.5.7 Any Other Business (AOB)

An important issue was raised concerning diadromous species, noting that eel, salmon, and sea trout are
major recreational targets across Europe, but that data quality and availability remain insufficient in many MS.
WGEEL lacks essential recreational catch data despite the significant fishing pressure these species can
experience, and current WGRFS data calls sometimes exclude diadromous species, which undermines
assessment needs. ISSG Recreational group may recommend including eel, salmon, and sea trout in future
WGREFS calls, to emphasize the need for better coordination between freshwater and marine authorities, and
have made this explicit in the draft RWPs for the BALTIC and NANSEA to ensure data collection of
diadromous species also in freshwater. The group agreed with this proposal.

Lastly, it was highlighted that scientific surveys cannot be replaced by app-based reporting, reaffirming the
need to protect national survey funding.

13.5.8 ISSG-Recreational roadmap (follow-up)

The work on the RWPs will continue intersessional, especially through chairs’ participation in the ISSG-
RWP follow-up meetings. The prepared documents, already shared with this ISSG, should be assessed and
more requests may be expected for further work during the next months.

The implementation of the new Control Regulations will be followed up by liaising with the Commission,
MS, EAA and WGREFS.

The development of RDBES for inclusion of MRF data will be closely followed.

Outreach to the other groups will be continued inter-sessionally (e.g., ICES WGRFS) and possibly expanded
to encompass RCG ECON, RCG LP, RCG EMT, RCG MED - ISSG Recreational fisheries, and ICCAT.

13.5.8.1 Work Plan

The following tasks for the period (2026-2027) were adopted:

e Follow-up on Roadmap for RWP 2028-2030.

e  Work on candidate species/regions (esp. BFT and Iberian sparids).

e Control Regulation 2023/2842 follow up: Regulation impact on MRF data collection. Summary
table from MS status.

e EUMARP follow-up.

e Development of the RDBES to incorporate MRF data

e Pan regional cooperation with ICES WGRFS, RCG ECON, RCG LP, RCG EMT, RCG MED - ISSG
Recreational fisheries, and ICCAT.
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Appendix |

What are the main challenges for the ISSG?

The ISSG (a dedicated intersessional subgroup focused on recreational fisheries data) faces several major
challenges. First, coordinating Marine Recreational Fisheries (MRF) data collection across different countries
and regions is inherently difficult. Each country often uses its own survey methods and operates under its own
regulations, so there is no simple “one-size-fits-all” approach. The ISSG must promote bespoke, country-
specific survey designs that account for each nation’s recreational fishing practices, cultural context, and
available resources, rather than imposing a uniform method that might not fit all situations. This need for
customization makes broad coordination a complex task.

Second, the importance and priority of MRF data collection varies by country. In some nations, collecting
recreational fishing data is not yet a high priority, which means it may suffer from insufficient funding and
staffing. Many countries lack dedicated funding streams or personnel for comprehensive recreational fisheries
surveys, resulting in gaps or inconsistencies in data. This lack of resources is compounded by the fact that few
experts specialize in running national MRF data collection programs. Because large-scale recreational fishing
surveys are a relatively recent endeavour in fisheries science, there is a shortage of experienced professionals
with the expertise to design and manage them. Building such expertise and capacity is an ongoing challenge.

Finally, effective collaboration with other organizations and working groups is demanding and resource-
intensive. The ISSG must liaise with a wide range of related groups and committees to ensure alignment and
avoid duplication of efforts. These include bodies such as the ICES Working Group on Recreational Fisheries
Surveys (WGRFS), other ISSGs dealing with specific topics like diadromous species or the development of
regional work plans, various Regional Coordination Groups (for example, those focused on Large Pelagic
species or on fisheries ECONomics), the International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas
(ICCAT), and the RCG for the Mediterranean (in which there is another dedicated ISSG Recreational for this
region). This kind of extensive cross-group collaboration, while crucial for success, poses its own logistical
challenges for the ISSG.

Other more common problems and recommendations of MRF data collection

Beyond the ISSG’s internal challenges, there are several broader issues that affect marine recreational fisheries
data collection as a whole. These common problems come with corresponding recommendations on how to
address them, ensuring that recreational fishery data is collected efficiently and used effectively in management.
The key issues include understanding the scale of impacts (local vs. overall stock), deciding on which species
to monitor, incorporating freshwater data along with marine, and determining how frequently data should be
collected.

Regional impact versus stock impact

In some cases, recreational fishing has a significant effect on a local population or in a specific region, but when
you look at the entire stock spread across multiple countries, that effect may appear much smaller. This
principle applies in other scenarios as well: one country’s recreational fishery could be taking a relatively large
catch compared to that country’s commercial fisheries, making recreational impacts very important at the
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national level, yet from an international stock perspective, that recreational catch might be quite small
compared to the combined commercial catch of all Member States.

One recommendation emerging from this recognition is to evaluate the role of recreational catch in stock
assessments case by case. If previous surveys or pilot studies show that the recreational fishery takes a
considerable fraction of the total catch for a stock, then including that data in stock assessment models is
important. This evaluation should be reviewed regularly because recreational fishing pressure can fluctuate
significantly from year to year, and what was negligible at one point might become significant later (or vice
versa).

Species coverage

In general, it is considered best to conduct multi-species recreational fishing surveys rather than focusing on
just one or a few species. The reason is twofold. First, the cost of gathering data on multiple species in a single
survey is usually not much higher than the cost of collecting data for a single species. When an angler is being
surveyed about their fishing activities, asking about all species caught (or targeted) only marginally increases
the effort compared to asking solely about one species. The benefit is that we get a comprehensive picture of
recreational catches across the ecosystem.

Second, fishing patterns change over time. If surveys concentrate only on certain “important” species, they
might overlook emerging trends in other species. For instance, a species that hasn’t been a popular target for
recreational fishers in the past could suddenly gain interest due to changing regulations or shifts in fish
populations. If our data collection is too narrow, we would miss the rise of that new recreational fishery.
Likewise, if a particular stock’s recreational catch was very low in the past, managers might have decided to
stop investing in surveys for that species. But if circumstances change—perhaps commercial catches of that
species decline due to quotas or stock depletion, while recreational effort increases—then the recreational
catch could become significant for stock assessment and advice. Without data, managers would be unable to
make informed decisions. Moreover, some species that are not currently included in formal stock assessments
(maybe because they haven’t been considered commercially important enough) could be added in the future
as priorities shift or as ecosystem-based management becomes more prominent. Those species might also
play important roles in the ecosystem (for example, as prey or predator in the food web), so understanding
the recreational catch on them is relevant even if they are not used in stock assessments.

For all these reasons, broad species coverage in MRF data collection is recommended. By collecting data on
many species, we ensure that we have the necessary information when a species suddenly becomes important
either for fisheries management or for ecosystem health assessments. This proactive approach ensures that,
rather than simply reacting when a data gap becomes apparent, we seek to anticipate changes by designing
our data collection process to be comprehensive. This approach is also increasingly expected by end users of
the data; for example, environmental authorities like the EU Directorate-General for Environment require
multi-species recreational catch information to evaluate Good Environmental Status (GES) under the Marine
Strategy Framework Directive.

In summary, not limiting surveys to a few species makes the data far more useful for a variety of purposes.

Marine versus freshwater
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Traditionally, recreational fisheries data collection efforts (especially those coordinated at the European level)
have focused on marine waters. However, many important recreational fisheries occur in freshwater (rivers,
lakes) and often involve species that migrate between fresh and saltwater (known as diadromous species, such
as salmon, sea trout or eels). In recognition of this, the scope of data collection has expanded in recent years.
Since 2017, the EU Multi-Annual Programme for data collection (EUMAP) has included certain freshwater
catches in its requirements. Specifically, EU Member States are now required to collect recreational catch
data for Atlantic salmon and European eel in all relevant regional seas, and for sea trout in the Baltic Sea
region.

Despite this policy change, most countries still lack comprehensive data on recreational fishing in freshwater.
A few countries around the Baltic Sea (such as Estonia, Finland, Germany, and Poland) have taken steps to
gather data on freshwater recreational catches, but in many other places the information is sparse or non-
existent. This lack of data is problematic because without understanding the full catch of species like eel or
salmon across their entire range (marine and freshwater), it is difficult to assess their status and make future
recommendations for data collection of diadromous species effectively.

Incorporating freshwater recreational fishing data often requires adapting national survey designs. Some
countries can expand existing general population surveys to include freshwater questions, while others may
need separate methods like license databases or on-site river surveys. The additional costs vary - minimal
where general angler surveys already exist, but potentially significant in countries with large or distinct
freshwater sectors.

It is also worth noting that in a few EU countries, recreational fishing for certain species is prohibited. For
instance, some nations have made it illegal for recreational anglers to retain (and sometimes even to target)
Atlantic salmon or European eel due to their vulnerable status. In such cases, the expectation is that
recreational catch is zero (or limited to catch-and-release only), which influences how data collection is
approached. Even if catches are illegal, there might still be a need to estimate any potential illegal or unreported
catches for a complete picture. Overall, expanding MRF data collection to freshwater environments is a
challenge, but it is necessary for a holistic understanding of recreational fishing impact, especially for migratory
species that connect ecosystems.

Survey Frequency (Periodicity)

Fisheries scientists prefer a complete, annual collection of catch data from recreational fishing for stock
assessments. Annual data help identify trends, and models often require time series. If surveys are conducted
only every few years, scientists must fill in the gaps with estimates, which leads to uncertainties. In short:
Annual data collection is preferable because it provides a more complete picture, unless recreational catches
are so low that the errors caused by imputing missing survey years have only a minor impact on stock
assessment results.

However, conducting an annual nationwide survey of recreational fishing can be costly and difficult. Countries
with tight budgets or very large angling communities may struggle to conduct annual surveys. Some have opted
to collect data less frequently—for example, every two years—to conserve resources. This, however, is a
compromise and in turn requires methods for dealing with intermittent data.
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Because of these differences, European regulations (such as the EU MAP framework for data collection) do
not prescribe a uniform timeline. Instead, they allow for flexibility. However, when recreational catch data are
included in a stock assessment, there should be a strategy for years without data collection—such as using
statistical methods to estimate missing values or collecting a few critical indicators in years without data
collection. The ISSG and WGRFS recommend establishing annual data collection and clearly defining how to
handle data gaps.

Recommendations from WGRFS/ISSG-Recreational

To address these challenges, the ICES Working Group on Recreational Fisheries Surveys (WGRFS) and the
ISSG have made several key recommendations:

e Include recreational data on a case-by-case basis: Decide for each fish stock whether to include
recreational catch in its assessment. If recreational anglers are taking a substantial share of a stock’s
total catches, that information should be incorporated into the stock assessment. This decision should
be revisited regularly, since changes in regulations, fish populations, or angler behavior can quickly
make recreational catches more or less significant.

e Structural changes necessary to assist recreational fisheries data collection include: () the
implementation of the ICES Roadmap for Recreational Fisheries, mainly the default implicit integration
of recreational fisheries data into all stock assessments and (2) the inclusion of sanction mechanisms
on an EU-level to issue warnings to the competent national authorities following the assessment of
the national data collection programmes (annual reports) by the STECF and the annual data
submissions by Member States in accordance with Article 55(1) of the Control Regulation and request
that the outstanding data be collected.

e Coordinate surveys at the regional level: For fish stocks shared by multiple countries, align how data
is collected across the entire stock’s range. Countries should use compatible survey methods and
agree on the level of accuracy needed for the combined estimates. This may require larger sample
sizes in some areas and careful attention to biases (for example, ensuring night fishing isn’t
overlooked). Such regional survey plans should be reviewed by the relevant Regional Coordination
Groups and WGRFS, and then formally adopted, much like the coordinated approach used for
commercial fisheries data.

e Conduct multi-species surveys: Recreational fishing surveys should record all species caught, not just
one or two target species. Gathering multi-species data typically doesn’t cost much more than focusing
on a single species, and it prevents important catches from being overlooked if anglers shift to new
species.

e Increase survey frequency: Whenever possible, collect recreational fishing data every year to build a
continuous time series. Annual data on catches (including both fish kept and fish released) make it
much easier for scientists to detect trends and accurately include recreational impacts in stock
models. If true annual surveys aren’t feasible, countries should find alternatives to get at least some
data each year—such as smaller interim surveys or statistical estimations—to avoid large information

gaps.
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e Gather biological data from catches: Besides tallying catch numbers or weight, collect information on
the sizes and ages of fish caught by recreational anglers. This should include fish that are released as
well as those kept. Knowing the length and age distribution of the catch helps researchers understand
which segments of the fish population are affected by recreational fishing, improving the accuracy of
stock assessments.

e Measure economic and social value periodically: Recreational fisheries have economic and social
importance that should be quantified to inform management decisions. The WGRFS and ISSG
recommend conducting dedicated studies every few years (approximately every five years) to estimate
metrics like total angler spending, the economic impact on local communities, and the social benefits
of recreational fishing.

New areas to identify?

One priority is identifying the key end users of recreational fishing data and understanding their needs. These
end users include stock assessment scientists, fisheries managers, policymakers, and environmental agencies.
Even when countries gather recreational catch data, this is often not fully taken into account in stock
assessments or management advice. By pinpointing who requires this data and in what form, the ISSG can
help ensure the information is delivered and formatted in a way that these stakeholders can readily use. If, for
example, a stock assessment group does not use available recreational data due to format or quality concerns,
the ISSG can work to resolve these issues. Furthermore, if an organization such as ICES were to formally
requests that recreational fishing information be included in its advice, this would provide a strong incentive
for countries to systematically collect and submit this data.

Another new focus area is establishing minimum data-quality standards across the various methods that
countries use to survey recreational fisheries. At present, national surveys are conducted in many different
ways—e.g., through phone interviews, mail or online questionnaires, smartphone apps, on-site angler
interviews, etc. While this flexibility lets each country tailor methods to its own context, it also leads to
variability in data quality and coverage. Although there is still a need for common benchmarks to make data
from different sources more comparable, the ICES WGRFS developed a Quality Assurance Toolkit (QAT) in
2013, to assess the quality of the survey methods and the recreational fisheries data collection, which provides
guidelines for acceptable levels of precision or methods to reduce known biases in surveys. Since the
development of the QAT, national recreational fisheries surveys are reviewed annually during the WGRFS
annual meeting using the QAT to assess survey quality. The results of these country assessments are
documented in the annual WGREFS report.

What does the ISSG want to achieve by the end of 2030?

The ISSG aims to ensure that data on recreational fishing becomes an established and integral part of fisheries
management across Europe by 2030. The overarching objectives of the group are to identify all relevant end-
users of recreational fishing data, to harmonize the collection of such data across different countries, and to
ensure that the information is of high quality and comparable. In concrete terms, this means that, within ten
years, countries should regularly and in a coordinated manner collect catch statistics from recreational
fisheries, and that, wherever appropriate, these data should be used alongside commercial catch data in stock
assessments and management decisions.
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A major step toward this vision is the creation of Regional Work Plans (RWPs) for recreational fisheries data
collection, on a species (stock) basis. Such plans would coordinate certain monitoring tasks across groups of
countries, rather than having each nation work in isolation (i.e., through specific tasks to address National
Work Plans). For example, if several neighboring countries all need to monitor recreational catches of a
certain fish stock spread across borders, a Regional Work Plan can outline a joint approach, (e.g., sharing
survey designs, or pooling biological data to assess the entire stock).

The ISSG is also leveraging existing European data frameworks and aligning with new regulations to improve
recreational fishing data. This includes making full use of the EU Multi-Annual Programme (EUMAP) to cover
recreational fisheries needs and preparing for the updated EU Fisheries Control Regulation (effective January
2026) that will require recreational catches of certain species to be reported. Additionally, it should be
considered to integrate recreational fishing information into broader data systems like EFAS (a European
fisheries data platform), ensuring that collecting and sharing recreational catch data becomes a normal part of
fisheries data collection.

Where can we benefit from regional coordination?

Certain candidate fish species are especially well-suited to region-wide coordination of recreational data
collection. Examples include Atlantic bluefin tuna, sea bream species in the Atlantic and Mediterranean,
diadromous fish (e.g., salmon, sea trout, and European eel), Baltic Sea cod, and even some sharks and rays. In
each of these cases, recreational fishers from multiple countries are catching the same shared stocks, meaning
that surveys conducted by a single country cannot provide a complete picture. A coordinated regional
approach could ensure that all significant recreational catches are accounted for-.

This collaboration is not only more efficient—preventing duplicated work—but also leads to more robust
results by combining information. One of the practical applications includes raising of country estimates based
on data (e.g. biological data) from a Member State with good coverage. Moreover, regional data can feed into
international management bodies. For instance, the Regional Coordination Group for Large Pelagics (RCG
LP) could incorporate recreational catch figures for species like bluefin tuna in addition to commercial catch
data, providing organizations such as ICCAT with a fuller understanding of total fishing mortality. Similarly,
regionally pooled data on certain commercial species (e.g., sea breams) can shed light on their status, especially
where fisheries data alone (i.e., for each Member State) is scarce.

Do the areas currently identified, need to stay?

Up to now, planning has been organized largely by broad geographic areas or sea regions (for example,
separate work plans for the Baltic, the North Sea, the Cantabrian Sea, Mediterranean, etc.). The group is
debating whether this is still the best approach. A preferred approach is to focus more closely on specific
candidate species or species groups, rather than applying a strict regional division.

However, not everything can shift to a species-centric model. Data collection and management are still
implemented at national and regional levels, meaning that a completely species-based approach might be
impractical. The likely outcome may be a hybrid: maintaining the useful aspects of regional organization while
adding species-focused coordination where it's needed. The guiding principle is that the way we organize
recreational data collection should align with the biological and management reality of the fisheries, rather
than sticking to legacy regional groupings that might no longer be optimal.
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Do we still need this ISSG?

Absolutely. Despite the progress made, there is still much work for the ISSG to do. The challenges discussed—
coordination across different jurisdictions, improving data quality and consistency, implementing new data
reporting requirements, and making sure recreational fishing information is used in management—are
complex tasks that require sustained attention. A dedicated group like the ISSG provides a continuous focus
on these issues and ensures they remain a priority.

Ideas on actions?

One recent effort by this ISSG was the creation of a “Recreational” Regional Work Plan template. This
template is essentially a structured outline for planning recreational fisheries data collection in a region. It
prompts planners to fill in all key elements: the specific region or species covered, the legal requirements for
data collection, the survey methods for measuring catch and effort, plans for biological sampling, identification
of the data’s end users, coordination with other groups, known data gaps, and any challenges. By using this
template, each regional team can ensure that every important aspect of their recreational data collection plan
is considered. It provides a consistent framework for developing Regional Work Plans for recreational
fisheries, i.e., a practical tool for aligning efforts across countries.

Another action under discussion is to conduct pilot studies for the already identified high-priority candidate
species, for which current recreational fishing data are sparse or nonexistent. These or other pilot studies
should include the collection of economic data as there is little extra effort and cost associated with this;
however, economic value of recreational fisheries is important for management of these fisheries. The RCG
could propose launching small-scale pilot surveys focused on these species to begin gathering information. For
example, if little is known about recreational catches of a particular sea bream species, a pilot project could
involve a targeted survey in an area where that species is commonly caught by anglers. These pilot studies
would provide initial estimates of catch and effort and help develop methodologies that could later be
expanded to full-scale surveys. The ISSG emphasizes that securing sufficient funding for such pilots is crucial.
Many data gaps (and probably also the lack of assessments) have persisted simply because no resources were
allocated to them. While RCGs can recommend pilot projects, it is not clear whether they have the mandate
to provide budgets to implement them. Therefore, the ISSG-Recreational may collaborate with RCGs to seek
support from the European Commission or national authorities to fund this work.
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14 ISSG Regionally Coordinated Stomach Sampling

14.1 Background

Fundamental changes in the importance of natural versus fishing induced mortality have been observed in the
North Atlantic while moving towards maximum sustainable yield (MSY) management targets. The reduction
of fishing mortality in combination with successive recovery of fish stocks, especially of some larger predatory
species, led to an increasing natural mortality as opposed to fishing mortality. Consequently, estimates of
natural mortality have become more important for stock assessments and forecasts. In general, information
on prey availability, competition and predation processes in fish stomachs are needed to support several
policies (e.g., Common Fisheries Policy (CFP), EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD)) that envisage
an Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries (EAF) and an Ecosystem Based Fisheries Management (EBFM). Assessing
trophic relations with detailed stomach contents analysis increases knowledge on suitable stock-recruit
models (e.g., density dependent effects like cannibalism), assessment of fish species (e.g., estimates of Natural
Mortality), reliable Biological Reference Points (BRP) considering species interactions, all aiming at providing
a more appropriate framework for the implementation of multi-annual management plans. New data on
predation is also important for providing both tactical and strategic advice for management of marine
ecosystems (FAO 2008), since they positively contribute to the quality of the tools used to quantitatively
assess their dynamics (i.e. multispecies assessment models, ecosystem models, etc.). A DG MARE tender
(Contract No MARE/2012/02-S12.632887) pilot study on stomach sampling in the North and Baltic Seas was
able to demonstrate, in cooperation with the ICES Working Group on Multi Species Stock Assessment
Methods (WGSAM), that cost-effective sampling of stomachs is possible during existing surveys. It was
possible to analyze stomachs in a cost-effective manner with the help of national labs and/or external
contractors. Results of the FishPi project (EU MARE/2014/19) conclude that opportunistic stomach sampling
on existing DCF surveys is a promising way forward. However, missing regional coordination was identified a
challenge. The lack of coordination leads to unbalanced sampling effort resulting in a lack of statistically sound
sampling of all key species needed for food web characterization and finally to a barrier for moving towards
an Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries (EAF).

The main objective of the ISSG Regionally Coordinated Stomach Sampling is to establish a regionally
coordinated stomach sampling program — potentially covering on-board sampling, stomachs analyses in
laboratory, data storage and report — in European waters, starting with the North Sea, Skagerrak and Kattegat
and the Baltic Sea.

Chairs: Pierre Cresson (France), Matthias Bernreuther (Germany).

14.2 Work-plan

Terms of Reference

I. Coordinate the stomach sampling programs and the stomach content analyses in the North and Baltic
Seas.

2. In preparation of RWP 2028-2030:
a) Finalize the Roadmap for RWP 2028-2030
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b) Decide on what ambition level the different parts in the ISSG work are aiming for in 2030 and
map current stage

3. Start planning a workshop to intercalibrate and compare stomach content analysis methods between
all the countries involved in the sampling and analysis program.

4. Harmonize the sampling plan for the North and Baltic Seas with end-user needs (and identify
additional end-users).

5. Develop evaluation methodology for ongoing 5-year North Sea stomach sampling program.

6. Development of alternative sampling and funding strategies in the event that third countries are not
able participate in the regionally coordinated stomach sampling program(s).

7. Update the RCG laboratory stomach analysis manual to better match the updated ICES stomach
database format.

14.3 Progress during 2025/2026

The ISSG met twice during the 2025/2026 period (27 November 2025 and 10 March 2026), to work on the
terms of reference and to discuss the progress of the work on the tasks. The meetings were held online and
were attended by |16 and |7 participants, respectively.

14.3.1 ToR I: Coordinate the stomach sampling programs and the stomach content analyses in the
North and Baltic Seas.

An active coordination of the International Bottom Trawl Survey (IBTS) stomach sampling was not explicitly
necessary. The communication between the two groups (IBTS working group (IBTSWG) and this group) had
been established, and recurring meetings between the IBTSWG and the RCG ISSG Stomach sampling are
being arranged. A favorable aspect that simplifies the work is the fact that the coordinators of the QI IBTS
(Ralf van Hal, The Netherlands) and of the Q3 IBTS (Kai Wieland, Denmark) are active members of this RCG
ISSG. As a result of this direct link and the fact that the annual stomach sampling is mandatory for EU member
states, the collection of stomachs was successful in the third quarter IBTS in 2025 and in the first quarter IBTS
in 2026.

The stomach content analyses are being conducted more or less on a regular basis in most participating
countries on the basis of the RCG sampling plan and the overall impression is that each country is analyzing
the stomachs according to the RCG Laboratory stomach content manual (RCG NANS&EA RCG Baltic 2023)
and at the moment no specific coordination action is needed. However, it is important to keep in mind that
this work is carried out solely on the basis of each country’s willingness to participate, as long as these analyses
are not included in the mandatory work plan.

It is also important to bear in mind that the discrepancy between the expected number of stomachs and the
number of stomachs reported in the national work plans had been highlighted as an issue in previous years.

During the subgroup meeting on regional work plans (Ostende (Belgium), Jan. 2026), the question was raised
with DG MARE, which agreed to treat the collection of stomachs as opportunistic collection. It therefore no
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longer requires a declaration of expected numbers, but only a report after the campaign on the number of

stomachs actually collected.

A preliminary overview of the numbers of sampled stomachs by species and participating country during the

I13. ISSG Marine Recreational Fisheries - Annex

IBTS Q3 in 2025 and IBTS QI in 2026 can be found in table I.

Table 1: Preliminary numbers of stomachs collected during IBTS, by species, country, year and quarter (Q3 2025 and Q1 2026).

W Regional Coordination Group
),
7

‘Year Quarter Species

Germany Denmark France Netherland Norway
2025 3 Haddock Melanogrammus aeglefinus 102 196 98I 30 1309
Mackerel Scomber scombrus 114 150 126 20 410
Smooth-hounds  Mustelus 24 24
Brill Scophthalmus rhombus 6 6
Turbot Scophthalmus maximus 9 9
Thornback ray Raja clavata | |
Spotted ray Raja montagui | |
Spurdog Squalus acanthias | |
Tope Galeorhinus galeus 4 4
Tub gurnard Chelidonichthys lucerna 28 28
Total Q3 2025 290 346 1107 50 1793
Quarter  Species

2026 | Red gurnard Chelidonichthys cuculus 27 20 | 6 54
Brill Scophthalmus rhombus 2 4 4 8 | 40 59
Turbot Scophthalmus maximus 3 9 18 5 35
Halibut Hippoglossus hippoglossus 3 3
Grey gurnard Eutrigla gurnardus 177 8l 169 218 228 182 1055
Tub gurnard Chelidonichthys lucerna | 119 | 6 127
Blonde ray Raja brachyura 0
Spotted ray Raja montagui 5 5
Cuckoo ray Leucoraja naevus 0
Smooth-hounds  Mustelus | |
Thornback ray Raja clavata 14 3 17
Thorny skate Amblyraja radiata 7 3 10
Spurdog Squalus acanthias | 3 9 13
Pollack Pollachius pollachius | 12 | 14
Saithe Pollachius virens 4 | 224 50 279
Tusk Brosme brosme 5 5
Ling Molva molva 9 [ | 29 40
Lesser-spotted Scyliorhinus canicula 32 32
Total QI 2026 224 95 345 270 516 299 1749

14.3.2 ToR 2: In preparation of RWP 2028-2030:

a) Finalize the Roadmap for RWP 2028-2030
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b) Decide on what ambition level the different parts in the ISSG work are aiming for in 2030 and map
current stage

Work on this task began as early as the Technical Meeting in Lysekil in June 2025, with discussions on the
roadmap and current and future levels of ambition for the stomach sampling programs in the North Sea and
the Baltic Sea.

These discussions and efforts were intensified during the ‘Workshop on the Development of the Regional
Workplan 2028-2030 (WKRWP 2028-2030)’ in Ostende (Belgium) in January 2026 and finalized during the
ISSG Stomach sampling meeting on 10 March 2026.

The levels of ambition for the different topics of the North Sea and Baltic Sea stomach sampling programs are
presented below (Table 2).

ToR 3: Start planning a workshop to intercalibrate and compare stomach content analysis methods
between all the countries involved in the sampling and analysis program.

A key issue in planning the workshop was finding a suitable venue. Gdynia (Poland), Ostend (Belgium) and
Boulogne-sur-Mer (France) were discussed as potential locations. During the discussions, it was decided to
hold the workshop at Institut Francais de Recherche pour I'exploitation de la mer (IFREMER) in Boulogne-
sur-Mer from 24 to 26 November 2026. This workshop is primarily intended for technical staff who carry out
stomach content analyses but also for the coordinators of stomach sampling programs and involved scientists.

The idea is to make this workshop as ambitious as possible, which means also discussing new techniques and
possibly producing a publication based on the workshop’s findings.

Table 2: Actual levels of ambition and expected future levels of ambition for different topics of the North Sea and Baltic Sea stomach
sampling programs.

Actual Actual Actual Actual Target .Il.-ea\';grt
TFA RCG Topic Level Level Level Level Level Ly Comments
(2026) (2027) (2028) (2029) (2030) ;o5
6. NANSEA Common sampling = 3 3 3 3 3 3 The MS have agreed on a
Stomach protocol/method common sampling protocol and
sampling stomach analysis manual. The
Analysis manual will be upated
until 2030. Analysis of stomach
content data is not mandatory
for MS.
6. NANSEA Common regional 1 1 1 1 1 1 Common data format has been
Stomach Database defined. Stomach data can be
sampling integrated in ICES database, but
discrepancies between ICES
database format and end-user
needs have to be aligned. Upload
of stomach content data is not
mandatory for MS.
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6. NANSEA Comparability of

Stomach results

sampling

6. NANSEA Harmonisation of

Stomach data

sampling collection/Standard
ization

6. NANSEA Improving

Stomach knowledge about

sampling similarity/differenc
e between
countries

6. NANSEA Data quality and

Stomach control data

sampling

6. NANSEA End users needs

Stomach

sampling

6. NANSEA Developing pilot

Stomach study

sampling

6. NANSEA Data collection of

Stomach other variables

sampling

6. NANSEA Other, specific to

Stomach thematic focus area

sampling

¢
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2 2 An intercalibration workshop on

stomach analysis techniques and
methods is planned for autumn
2026. Results from different
stomach content analysis
techniques should be
standardized.

2 3 Data collection is carried out in

accordance with the agreed
sampling program and its
standards.

2 2 An intercalibration workshop on

stomach analysis techniques and
method is planned for autumn
2026. Results from different
stomach content analysis
techniques should be
standardized.

1 1 Provide an inventory of data

quality procedures in each MS
and develop common practices.

NA NA Communication with most

important end users has been
established. A coordination
amongst MS is not necessary.

0 0 The stomach sampling

programme has progressed from
a pilot study in 2022 to a fully
functioning stomach sampling
programme. No pilot studies are
currently planned, but this may
change in the future.

3 3 Biometrical traits (length, mass

etc.) are needed to analyze prey
data, are recorded for species
already included in biological
parameters sampling, and should
be recorded for species not
included in biological monitoring
(minor species).

2 3 Coordination with third

countries. Sampling is
coordinated with third countries
through ICES IBTSWG. We have
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6. Baltic Common sampling

Stomach protocol/method

sampling

6. Baltic Common regional

Stomach Database

sampling

6. Baltic Comparability of

Stomach results

sampling

6. Baltic Harmonisation of

Stomach data

sampling collection/Standard
ization

6. Baltic Improving

Stomach knowledge about

sampling similarity/differenc
e between
countries

6. Baltic Data quality and

Stomach control data

sampling

6. Baltic End users needs

Stomach

sampling

6. Baltic Developing pilot

Stomach study

sampling

6. Baltic Data collection of

Stomach other variables

sampling

6. Baltic Other, specific to

Stomach thematic focus

sampling area

5"
v
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no influence on the actions and
decisions regarding the stomach
content analyses and data
upload of third countries.

4 4 Agreed sampling protocol is in

place, BITS manual with method
description

4 4 Differences between MS, some

are uploading content data,
others are not there yet. Funding
to work up samples needed.

3 4 Not possible at the moment. The

collection is regionally organized,
but the work-up and actual data
comparison is not yet happening.

3 3 Collection is working, but needs

to be more streamlines and
organized. The group is trying
different schemes and method to
find the best solution.

3 4 A common manual on how to

work up samples needs to be
developed. Calibration and
exchange between lab-staff
needs to be organized
afterwards

2 3 Data collection, sample-work up

and data submission needs to be
coordinated first (see points
above)

4 4 WGSAM and WGBFAS are in

contact with the survey group.
Exchange with WGSAM

0 0 Stomach sampling (cod, turbot)

is implemented in the surveys
and the manuals. No sampling
for other species is planned atm.

0 0 No end-user needs for further

data collection. Stomach data are
connected to the respective
single-fish data in the survey
database

0 0 We are not aware of any

additional needs or topics for
stomach collection in the Baltic
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14.3.3 ToR 4: Harmonize the sampling plan for the North and Baltic Seas with end-user needs (and
identify additional end-users).

Pierre Cresson was invited as a representative of the ISSG Stomach sampling to present the work of ISSG to
the WGSAM meeting (by videoconference, October 8, 2025). He started by presenting the past work and
the baseline that drove the implementation of the collection program, notably the fact that WGSAM s
identified as the main end user of the stomach data produced by the stomach collection program. He
introduced then three topics to be discussed with WGSAM, about (1) the list of species, (2) the data of
interest to be collected by stomach analysis, and (3) the ICES stomach database.

14.3.3.1 List of species and sampling resolution

The interest of collecting a fixed list of species was discussed, as some models are based more on more
abundant species every species than on a list of fixed species. The rationale for putting more interest on spatial
and ontogenic variability was also discussed, as interannual variability of the diet may be large and had to be
considered for some species. Nonetheless, most participants agreed on the fact that collecting a large number
of individuals on the same haul is useless, as most co-occurring individuals would have similar diet. Members
of the WGSAM also agreed on the fact that the large spatial coverage allowed by the coverage of IBTS survey,
along with the possibility to cover the entire size range of the species is of prime interest.

The question of changing the sampling resolution was also discussed, notably questioning the interest and
logistical feasibility to collect empty stomach and to record the number, as this information could have some
interest to document starvation episodes, or to determine clearance rates. A question was also raised on the
possibility to use larger size classes (i.e. collecting more individuals but in |0 cm size classes). It seem that this
would be difficult, notably as the stomach collection has to be performed jointly with otoliths collection, to
rationalize sampling effort, which is based on | cm size class resolution.

14.3.3.2 Data to be produced by stomach analysis

Regarding data to be produced, predator length appeared as a key parameter. Similarly, prey mass could be
informative to infer trophic fluxes, but WGSAM members acknowledged that estimating prey mass is difficult
and time consuming, and that this measurement suffers from several biases. Prey occurrence can also be an
important parameter to estimate, notably as it is possible to compare it with genetic analyses. Prey number
has finally some interest in some ecosystemic models.

The possibility to analyze stomach content onboard was also discussed, notably as US stomach survey is
performed onboard. But implementing such an approach would be hampered by a lack of manpower and the
fact that the workload for the teams on board is already full.

Finally, all participants agreed on the fact that analyzing stomachs has to be performed.

14.3.3.3ICES stomach database
Members of the WGSAM agreed with ISSG representative that the current database is dissatisfactory and

problematic, as it does not correspond to the need of end-users, and as some necessary data has currently
missing. Exchanges with ICES on this matter have to be initiated to solve the problem.
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On the three topics mentioned above, WGSAM would work on an official statement that would define their
needs.

In addition, contact has been established with the ICES Working Group on Integrative, Physical-biological and
Ecosystem Modelling (WGIPEM) that could potentially be an end-user of the data from this ISSG. Discussions
will take place during the RCG’s technical meeting in Nantes (France) in June 2026 to clarify this group’s
requirements and explore the possibility of cooperation.

14.3.4 ToR 5: Develop evaluation methodology for ongoing 5-year North Sea stomach sampling
program.

During discussions within the ISSG, the first step was to clarify the scope of the evaluation of the stomach
sampling program. We decided to focus on spatial coverage of the data collection. More specifically, we
wanted to test how sensitive an index of predation is to some areas not being sampled every year. The
approach would be as follows:

I. Fit spatiotemporal diet models for predators for all years available

2. Fit a species distribution model for all predators for all years available

3. Predict the density and diet composition on the spatiotemporal grid

4. Estimate annual biomass-weighted predation indices for each predator-prey combination

Based on these best estimates of diet in the domain over the time period, the experiment will be as follows:

I. What happens if we randomly remove X (from few to many) ices rectangles from the data, and redo
procedure |1-4?
2. What happens if we don’t do it randomly, but more so in areas with high densities of the predator?

The desired result of these analyses will be plots with predators * prey, and some indicator of bias in
subsampling approach | and 2, for different levels of X.

Work on this task is conducted by Max Lindmark (SLU, Sweden).

14.3.5 ToR 6: Development of alternative sampling and funding strategies in the event that third
countries are not able participate in the regionally coordinated stomach sampling program(s).

There have been extensive discussions on this topic. One way of compensating for the lack of stomach samples
from, e.g. third countries would be to redistribute the allocated rectangles amongst the various participants
in the North Sea IBTS QI and Q3. This redistribution would allow participants who collect and analyze
stomach contents to take samples in areas of high abundance of the main predatory species. Even if this
alternative sampling scheme does not cover the entire North Sea, such a reallocation could nevertheless lead
to an improved assessment of the predation pressure exerted by some key predatory fish.

Alternatively, IBTS participants who do not have the funding or staff to analyze the stomach contents could
collect the stomachs according to the sampling plan; these would then be sent to other members participating
in the survey(s) for analysis, and the results uploaded to the ICES Stomach Database. Naturally, the details of
how the funding for these samples will be fairly distributed still need to be worked out.
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Which alternative is chosen, or whether it makes sense at all to compensate for missing sampling data using
existing resources, also depends heavily on the outcome of ToR 5, which is not expected to be available until
autumn 2026.

14.3.6 ToR 7: Update the RCG laboratory stomach analysis manual to better match the updated
ICES stomach database format.

The user manual has been updated by the group to ensure greater consistency with the ICES database (the
revised manual can be found in Annex ).

14.4 Roadmap/follow-up

Future tasks

e Coordinate the stomach sampling program and the stomach content analyses in the North and Baltic
Seas.

e Plan and conduct a workshop to intercalibrate and compare stomach contents analysis methods
between all the countries involved in the collection and analysis program.

e |Initiate the discussion and exchange with the ICES Working Group on Integrative, Physical-biological
and Ecosystem Modelling (WGIPEM) on their end-user needs.

14.5 SG Participants

Name E-mail MS

Laura Lemey Laura.Lemey@ilvo.vlaanderen.be BE
Lies Vansteenbrugge lies.vansteenbrugge@ilvo.vlaanderen.be BE
Uwe Krumme uwe.krumme@thuenen.de DE
Matthias Bernreuther* matthias.bernreuther@thuenen.de DE
Kai Wieland kw@aqua.dtu.dk DK
Nis Sand Jacobsen nsja@aqua.dtu.dk DK
Aare Verliin aare.verlin@ut.ee EE
Izaskun Preciado Izaskun.preciado@ieo.es ES
Maria Valls Mir maria.valls@ieo.es ES
Naiara Rodriguez-Ezpeleta nrodriguez@azti.es ES
Oriol Canals Delgado ocanals@azti.es ES
Irene Rabanal irene.rabanal@ieo.csic.es ES
Marian Torres marian.torres@ieo.csic.es ES
Pierre Cresson* pierre.cresson@ifremer.fr FR
Clémence Couvreur clemence.couvreur@ifremer.fr FR
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ANNEX 14.1 Updated RCG Step-by-step laboratory stomach
analysis manual.
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Laboratory Stomach Analysis Manual

Step-by-Step - Laboratory Stomach Analysis Manual

I. Sample Treatment

Sample types:
a) Deep frozen stomach
b) Deep frozen whole fish*

Defrost only small numbers of samples because all defrosted samples have to be analysed fast and must
not be frozen again!

Each sample (stomach) is assigned a unique individual identification number/code that corresponds to
the fish from which the stomach was collected. Using this ID, the fish can be identified in the database
(e.g., length, weight, sex, maturity, etc.).

*Whenever possible, only stomachs should be collected. If this is not feasible, whole fish may be
sampled. Each predator must be assigned a unique fish identification number.

If whole fish are collected without prior analysis, either the fish and its stomach should be assigned the
same ID during the cruise, or the ID should be assigned after thawing the fish and extracting the
stomach. Data from the detailed ichthyological analysis are recorded on a separate analysis sheet
(required predator information is provided in Table 3: Pl Predator Information).

The most critical information for each sample includes species, fish/stomach ID, haul, and cruise; all
additional data should be stored in the database. These data are already reported in the ICES formats
(FI, HH, PI), so duplication is unnecessary.

Each analysis sheet must be linked to a specific cruise.

2 - File Information (Fl) and Haul Information (HH)

Ensure that all necessary cruise data are available - see details in Table 3, Fl and HH.

3 - Predator information (PI)
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Ensure that all necessary data are available - see details in Table 3, PI.

During stomach content analysis, additional predator-related information may be collected. Although
not mandatory, recording predator information is strongly recommended:

e Stomach fullness

e Full stomach weight

e Empty stomach weight
e Regurgitated

e Stomach empty

For details, see section 4.

4 - Sample information
The most critical information includes predator species, cruise and year.

Each analysis sheet must be linked to a specific species and cruise.

Sample

. . Species Cruise Year Analysed by: Page No.:
information

e Species: Predator species, e.g. COD or Gadus morhua or 126436 (AphialD)
e Cruise: Use ICES DATRAS acronym (+ quarter if appropriate), e.g. NS-IBTS Q3
e Year: Year of the cruise

¢ Name of the person analyzing: Analysed by: Tom Riddle
e Page No.: Page number

5 - Stomach/Prey information (PP)

In this section, the most critical information for each sample includes fish/stomach ID and haul number.

Stomach/ Prey

information

Empty
Stomach| FullStom [ Stom

Fullness | Wgt (g) | Wgt
®

Gall
Bladder Notes
Stage

Prey Prey size [ Measurment Prey Digestion
Numbers|  (mm) Type Weight (g)| Stage

Date | HaulNo Fish ID

Stomach
m)

Prey Species/Taxon
7

Regurgitated

e Date: Date of stomach analysis
e HaulNo: haul number
e Stomach ID (often identical to Fish ID)

e Stomach Fullness (information necessary for section Pl): Stomach fullness scale
(https://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=1732)

Visual estimation of stomach fullness is subjective. Estimation has to be based on a percentage of the
stomach filled with preys
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|- Stomach is empty (0-5%)

2- So little content that it is not visible prior to opening the stomach (5-25%)
3- Content easily visible prior to opening, but stomach is not full (26-50 %)
4- Stomach is full, but not stretched (51-75)%

5- Stomach is full and stretched thin (75-100%)

If regurgitated are conserved, the number has to be recorded elsewhere

¢ Full stomach weight (g) (information necessary for section PI)
First remove all adherent water with a paper tissue, then weigh the stomach. Preferred
weight accuracy: 0.0l g

e Empty stomach weight (g) (information necessary for section PI)
Remove stomach content with tweezers and/or the use of water, then weigh the stomach
wall. Preferred weight accuracy: 0.001 g

e Regurgitated (information necessary for section PI)**
Number of stomachs regurgitated

e Stomach empty (information necessary for section P1)**
Number of empty stomachs

**Records “Regurgitated” and “Stomach empty” are not mandatory. Similarly, reporting the condition
of gall bladder, bile and hindgut is not mandatory

e Prey Species / Taxon / AphialDPrey
Fish prey should be identified to the most detailed level possible (species). Invertebrates are |54
identified to at least larger taxon (mandatory) or if feasible, to more detailed (e.g. genus or
species) taxon (optional) (see Table Prey Codes in Table 2). All prey species are recorded
using WoRMS’ AphialD codes (http://www.marinespecies.org/aphia.php).

Specifically, if eggs are identified in the stomachs, the information should be added in the
column “other information” of the prey table

e Prey Numbers

Count all fish species and invertebrates (Table 2). Number of fish prey or invertebrate prey
organisms (Table 2) with identical digestion stages and sizes!

e Prey size (mm)
Measure size only if the prey organism is intact (different length measurement types in the
table below).

o Fish: Total length, TL, below in mm (or Standard length if TL is not possible)
o Crab: Carapace width in mm
o Shrimp: Distance between bases of rostrum and uropods in mm
o Isopod (Saduria entomon): Total length (excl. antennae)
e Measurement type
o Indicate what was measured, e.g. Total length (TL), Standard length (SL), etc.
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Prey group Length measured Code
Vertebrata Total length from snout to end of tail fin TL
Standard length from snout to basis of tail fin SL
Otolith length oL
Crustacea Total length of intact Nephrops, shrimps, prawns and Saduria TL
entomon.
Length from bases of eye stalks or rostrum to uropods CL
Carapace width of crabs cw
Cephalopoda = Mantle length ML
Beak length in the case of advanced digestion stage. BL
Others Total length of complete specimens TL

e Prey weight (g)

o Individual mass of prey items only when we measured the prey; Preferred accuracy:
0.001g

o Weight of prey items of the same species/group, within the same digestion stage;
accuracy: Preferred 0.001g

e Digestion Stage (0-2) (https://vocab.ices.dk/?ref=1733)

o 0 = Body intact, shiny eyes, body surface at least partially with scales, species easy to
identify (FISH); intact prey, species easy to identify (INVERTEBRATES)

o | = Body cavity opened, Head partly digested, Nothing or little left of the body cavity,
Spine with muscle tissue, species or groups may be identified (FISH); Partially digested
prey, species or groups may be identified (INVERTEBRATES)

o0 2 = Exclusively spine and also other skeletal remains and/or otoliths, only remnants of
main groups of prey can be identified (FISH); skeletal material/remains only
(INVERTEBRATES)

e Gall Bladder Stage
Where feasible, determine the gall bladder stage and record it in the table under “Gall
bladder stage” (Fig. 1)

Stage | Gall bladder Bile colour Hind gut State
1 Shrunken, empty or | Pale Contains large | Feeding®
with small amount of amounts of bile and
bile digested food
material
2 Elongate Pale green to | Contains some bile | Feeding®
light emerald | and digested food
green particles
3 Elongate Dark green Empty or contains | Empty
some food particles
4 Round Dark blue Empty Empty

*NB: If fish satisfying these criteria are found without food in their stomach, they should be
classified as regurgitated
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Figure 1. Different gallbladder stages of
whiting, indicating: a-c feeding fish and d-f
non-feeding fish (from: Robb, A.P. (1992).
Changes in the gall bladder of whiting
(Merlangius merlangus) in relation to recent
feeding history. ICES J. Mar. Sci. 49, 431-436).
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e Notes - Any additional information

o If feasible, note any parasites found in the stomach, especially nematodes.

o Number of nematodes in the stomach
Semi-quantitative scale:
= 0 =0 nematodes
* +=upto |0
= ++=upto50
=  +++ = over 50

Record information on any non-prey items found in the stomachs (e.g., debris, plastics,

plant material, or other foreign objects), including their mass, size, and abundance.
Data are recorded in the ICES exchange format (Table 3).

(0]

Table 1. DCF Stomach Analysis Protocol

DCF Stomach Analysis Protocol

Sample
. ) Species Cruise Year Analysed by: Page No.:
information

Stomach/ Prey

information
E o
P8 e ; Gall
. Stomach| FullStom | Stom | £ |= E . Prey Prey size | Measurment Prey Digestion
Date | HaulNo | Fish ID 2 |E E| Prey Species/Taxon Bladder Notes
Fullness | Wgt (g) | Wgt | 2 g 51 Numbers|  (mm) Type Weight (g)| Stage sta
& ge
@® | =

N
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Table 2. Prey codes (Aphia ID)

Table 3. ICES data exchange format for stomach data (https://www.ices.dk/data/data-portals/Pages/Stomach-content.aspx).

Taxonomic level Prey group Code
Phylum Ctenophora 1248
Phylum Cnidaria 1267
Phylum Annelida 882
Species Aphrodita aculeata (sea mouse) 231869
Phylum Mollusca 51
Class Gastropoda 101
Species Buccinum undatum (common whelk) 138878
Class Bivalvia 105
Species Aequipecten opercularis (queen scallop) 140687
Species Pecten maximus (king scallop) 140712
Class Cephalopoda 11707
Phylum Echinodermata 1806
Phylum Arthropoda 1065
Subphylum Crustacea 1066
Order Mysida 149668
Order Euphausiacea 1128
Order Isopoda 1131
Species Saduria entomon 293511
Order Amphipoda 1135
Order Decapoda 1130
Infraorder Caridea 106674
Family Crangonidae 106782
Species Crangon crangon (brown shrimp) 107552
Family Palaemonidae 106788
Species Palaemon adspersus (Baltic prawn) 107613
Species Pandalus borealis (northern prawn) 107649
Infraorder Astacidea 106672
Species Nephrops norvegicus (Norway lobster) 107254
Infraorder Brachyura 106673
Species Cancer pagurus (edible crab) 107276
Infraorder Anomura 106671
Species Pagurus bernhardus (hermit crab) 107232

Note: The code lists in column 4 are available on the ICES-webpage.
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Fl - File_information

Start FieldCode

Datatype Code List Mandatory

I13. ISSG Marine Recreational Fisheries - Annex

Header

Record type

Country code
based on the
ISO 3166
standard -
EDMO code
of the
reporting
organisation
CruiselD

Mandatory Header

1 RecordType char(2) yes
2 Country char(2) ISO_3166 yes
3 Reporting_organisation char(6) EDMO yes
4 CruiselD char(20) yes
HH — Haul Information

Start FieldCode Datatype  Code List

1 RecordType char(2) yes

2 Ship char(4) SHIPC yes

3 Gear char(15) SMTYP yes

4 HaulNo int(6) yes

5 StationNumber char(10) yes

6 Year char(4) yes

7 Month int(2) yes

8 Day int(2) yes

9 Time char(4) yes
10 ShootlLat decimal4(8) yes
11 ShootLong decimal4(9) yes
12 HaulLat decimal4(8) no
13 HaulLong decimal4(9) no
14 ICESrectangle  char(4) StatRec no

\
A\ )

W

- o=

Record type

Description

Country of the
organisation
responsible for data
collection and storage

- Unique cruise ID in
the format: Country +
EDMO code + Ship
code+ year
(DA219526D42021)

Description /
Additional
Information

SeaDataNet ship code
Sampling gear used

Haul number

Station number by

- sequential
numbering by
cruise

national coding system

Year of the cruise

Month of the cruise

Day of the haul

Shooting time (UTC)

(HHMM), 4
digits. E.g.
10:15=1015

Shoot of gear latitude
Shoot of gear longitude

Haul latitude
Haul longitude
ICES statistical
rectangle of the
sampling location

** %
* *
* *
* *
* ok
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16

17

18

Pl — Predator information

Start

10

11

12

13

B\ -
W

- o=

4

FieldCode

RecordType
Ship

Gear

HaulNo
StationNumber
Year

Month

Day

Time

FishID

AphialDPredator

IndWgt

Number

Depth int(4)
Survey char(20)
ICESDatabase @ char(1)
Notes char(100)

Datatype Code List

char(2)
char(4)

char(15)
int(6)
char(10)
char(4)
int(2)
int(2)

char(4)

char(20)

int(10)

float(5)

int(2)

YesNoFields

SHIPC

SMTYP

I13. ISSG Marine Recreational Fisheries - Annex

no Average depth during
trawling
no Survey code (ICES
survey codes) or
project name
no Catch and biological Yes or No field
data available in other
ICES databases, e.g
DATRAS or Acoustic -
no Any additional
information
Description /
Mandatory Header Aditional
Information
yes Record type
yes SeaDataNet ship
code
yes Sampling gear
used
yes Haul number - sequential
numbering by
cruise
yes Station number by
national coding
system
yes Year of the cruise
yes Month of the
cruise
yes Day of the haul
yes Shooting time (HHMM), 4
(UTC) digits. E.g.
10:15=1015
yes Unique fish
identification
number for
predator
yes WOoRMS AphialD
Species reference
code of predator
no Weight of predator
in grams
no Number of species
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15
16

17
18
19
20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

\
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Measurementinc
rement

Length
AgeSource

Age

Sex
MaturityScale
MaturityStage

PreservationMet
hod

Regurgitated

StomachFullness
FullStomWgt
EmptyStomWgt

StomachEmpty

GenSamp

Notes

float(2)

float(10)
char(10)

int(2)
char(1)
char(6)

char(4)

char(8)

int(4)

char(1)
float(6)
float(6)

int(6)

char(1)

char(100)

AGDET

SEXCO
AC_Maturi
tyScale
AC_Maturi
tyCode

StomachF
ullness

YesNoField
S

no

no
yes

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

taken for stomach
analyses (pooled
samples)
Measurement
increment in cm
Length of species
Age reading source
material

Age of predator
Sex of predator
Maturity scale

Maturity stage
within chosen
maturity scale
Storage/preservati
on method at the
time of sampling -

Number of
stomachs
regurgitated
Stomach fullness
scale

Weight of stomach
with prey

Weight of stomach
without prey
Number of empty
stomachs in the
sample

Stomach content
analysed using
genetics - Yes or
No

Any additional
information

‘";;{ Regional Coordination Group
J)

Baltic
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Insert the
storage/preserva
tion method
used according
to ICES
vocabulary
METST/METFP.
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PP — Prey Information

Start

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

W, -
W

FieldCode

RecordType
Ship

Gear
HaulNo

StationNumber

Year
Month

Day
Time

FishID

AphialDPredat
or

AphialDPrey

IdentMet

DigestionStage

GravMethod

SubFactor

1)

- o=

Datatype Code List

char(2)
char(4)

char(15)
int(6)
char(10)
char(4)
int(2)

int(2)
char(4)

char(20)

int(10)

int(10)

char(10)

int(1)

char(5)

decimal4

(9)

SHIPC

SMTYP

DigestionSta
ge

PARAM

Mandatory

yes
yes

yes
yes
yes
yes
yes

yes
yes

yes

yes

no

no

no

no

":3 Regional Coordination Group
i
P

Baltic
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Header

Record type
SeaDataNet ship
code

Sampling gear
used

Haul number

Station number
by national
coding system
Year of the cruise
Month of the
cruise

Day of the haul
Shooting time
(UTC)

Unique fish
identification
number for
predator
WoRMS AphialD
Species reference
code of predator
WoRMS AphialD
Species reference
code of prey
Prey species
identification
method -

Stage of
digestion of prey
items
Gravemetric
method used
Subsampling
factor

Description /
Aditional
Information

- sequential
numbering by cruise

(HHMM), 4 digits.
E.g. 10:15=1015

Insert the
identification
method used
according to ICES
vocabulary
METOA/SampleType

- report 1 if the
whole catch was
analysed, or report a
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raising factor if only
a part of the catch
was analysed.

17 PreySequence char(10) yes Unique prey
sequence ID
number

18 Count int(8) no Number of prey

19 UnitWgt char(6)  MUNIT no Unit of weight
measurement

20 Weight float(8) no Weight,
individual or
grouped

21 UnitLngt char(6)  MUNIT no Unit of length
measurement

22 Length float(10) no Length of species

23 Otherltems char(100) no Other items
descriptor

24 OtherCount int(10) no Number of other
items

25 OtherWgt float(6) no Weight of other
items in grams

26 AnalysingOrg  varchar(6 EDMO yes EDMO code of

) the organisation 162
in charge of
analysing
stomach samples

27 Notes char(100) no Any additional
information
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