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Executive summary 

The review of the Regional Coordination Group on Economic Issues (RCG ECON) work programme 

implementation showed substantial progress in improving the collection, quality, harmonisation and 

prospective use of socio-economic data for fisheries, aquaculture and fish processing across the European 

Union. Updates provided by the European Commission (COM) highlighted ongoing work related to the Data 

Collection Framework, including forthcoming meetings, data calls, expert working groups and preparations 

for the next Regional Work Plans (RWPs) covering 2028–2030. Particular attention was given to the social 

dimension of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP), the energy transition of the fisheries and aquaculture 

sectors, small-scale fisheries, and the development of broader ocean policy initiatives. In this context, the 

clarification documents issued by the COM on the future collection of more detailed data on fuel use in 

fisheries and energy use in aquaculture will be translated into recommendations for improving future data 

collection. 

Feedback from the Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF) expert working 

groups indicated progress across the Annual Economic Report (AER), fish processing, social data and 

aquaculture work streams. Greater consistency in the use of voluntary variables was encouraged. At the same 

time, the need for additional guidance on estimating maximum days at sea was identified, given the importance 

of this element for fishing capacity assessments. Challenges persist in reporting the fish processing data, 

particularly the raw materials data, species identification and product origin. Social data collection was 

acknowledged as improving, although further harmonisation of definitions and methodologies remains 

necessary. Future work should therefore prioritise harmonisation, interoperability and comparability across 

Member State (MS). 

Feedback from the STECF Plenary meeting (PLEN)confirmed support for several recommendations previously 

adopted by RCG ECON. Particular support was expressed for further work on monitoring the energy 

transition, the review of vessel utilisation indicators, the continued development of social indicators and the 

extension of social analyses to aquaculture and processing sectors. Pilot studies undertaken by MSs were 

recognised as essential for testing new methodologies before wider implementation. 

The Regional Coordination Group Secretariat reported continued progress in supporting the network and 

developing the SECWEB 2.0 project. The project is intended to modernise digital tools, document 

management systems, recommendation tracking mechanisms and collaborative workspaces. A limited 

extension of the project was requested to allow testing, refinement and presentation of the new tools within 

existing technical meetings. The upgraded platform will support secure collaboration, cloud-based co-editing 

of documents and improve management of recommendations and decisions. 

Further work was initiated on improving the management of recommendations and decisions. A digital 

platform developed by the Secretariat will be populated with both historic and current recommendations, 

allowing improved tracking, categorisation and accessibility of decisions made over time. 

Considerable discussion took place on the future role and presentation of RCG ECON. While the group was 

recognised as well-established and respected forum for harmonisation of socio-economic data collection, it 

was also acknowledged that its work can be difficult for external stakeholders to navigate. As a result, it was 

proposed to draft a concise vision document to explain the purpose, role and objectives of the group in a 

more accessible manner. The group intends to improve communication, strengthen collaboration with other 

Regional Coordination Groups and enhance accessibility of information through the website. 
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A recurring theme throughout several Terms of Reference concerned the functioning of Intersessional 

Subgroups (ISSGs) and WSs. Broad agreement was reached that the current structure should be largely 

maintained, as it provides a necessary balance between stability and flexibility. However, improvements are 

needed in communication and transparency. Greater visibility of ISSGs, their responsibilities and their 

leadership was encouraged, alongside clearer documentation of mandates, procedures and decision-making 

processes. WS activities were considered most valuable when focused on concrete methodological challenges 

rather than general discussions. 

Significant attention was devoted to social data collection. The first Annual Social Report was recognised as a 

major milestone in understanding the social sustainability of fisheries, aquaculture and fish processing sectors. 

Despite challenges related to data quality, reporting consistency and varying expertise across MSs, the report 

was considered an important step towards integrating social dimensions into fisheries management. Further 

work is required to improve data disaggregation, harmonise methodologies, strengthen gender-related 

reporting and develop additional indicators to better capture employment conditions and generational 

renewal. A dedicated WS on social data will be organised once MSs pilot studies have been completed, with 

the aim of harmonising methods, reviewing new indicators and extending social data collection to aquaculture 

and fish processing sectors. 

Methodological challenges in the fish processing were also reviewed. Improvements were reported in species 

coding and origin reporting, but substantial differences between MSs continue to limit comparability. 

Difficulties remain regarding species identification, production environment classifications and raw-material 

traceability. It was concluded that further clarification from the COM on the policy relevance of additional 

data related to feed and raw materials would support future data collection efforts. Subject to this clarification, 

a dedicated WS may be organised to develop harmonised approaches. 

The harmonisation of Fisheries Dependent Information (FDI) and Annual Economic Report data was also 

discussed. Consultation results suggested that most MSs experienced limited difficulties in aligning datasets, 

although challenges remained for some small-scale fisheries segments. Differences persist in the calculation of 

maximum days at sea, despite previous guidance. Given the importance of this variable for assessing fishing 

capacity, support was expressed for a specialised WS focusing on vessel-level data analysis and the 

development of harmonised calculation methods. 

The Regional Work Plan was reviewed and generally supported in its current form. However, it was agreed 

that existing guidelines must be updated before the next planning cycle to ensure consistency with future 

NWP. 

Finally, future improvements to economic forecasting, known as nowcasting, were discussed. The current 

framework relies on data that become available with a significant delay, limiting its capacity to reflect recent 

developments. A roadmap was proposed to develop harmonised forecasting methods at MS level, allowing 

more up-to-date economic information to be incorporated into future Annual Economic Reports. To support 

this objective, a dedicated WS on nowcasting methodology will be organised jointly by experts from the Joint 

Research Centre (JRC) and RCG ECON. 

Overall, the meeting demonstrated strong support for continued harmonisation, improved communication, 

greater transparency and closer cooperation across MSs. The emphasis for 2026–2027 will be placed on 

refining methodologies, strengthening social data collection, improving digital collaboration tools, updating 

planning frameworks and ensuring that socio-economic data remain fit for future policy needs.  
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1. Administrative details  

Regional Coordination Regional Coordination Group on Economic Issues  

Year of Appointment with the current 

cycle 
2026 

Reporting year within the current 

cycle (1,2 or 3) 
One 

Chair(s) Adelbert De Clercq (BEL) and Hanna Swahnberg (SWE) 

 

Meeting venue Meeting dates 

Sofia, Bulgaria 12-14 May 2026 
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2. Terms of Reference  

The Terms of Reference (ToR) for the meeting were drafted in advance of the meeting by the chairs with 

consultation from Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries (DG MARE) and session 

moderators. 

1. Stakeholder feedback presentation by the COM 

2. Feedback from the STECF Expert Working Groups (EWG) 

3. Feedback from the STECF PLEN 

4. RCG Secretariat – SECWEB 2.0 project update 

5. Pan-regional ISSG – RWP – Feedback 

6. Feedback from RCG Secretariat on the working of RCG ECON 

7. Feedback from RCG Chairs meeting – ISSGs vs WSs 

8. Open discussion on ISSGs / WSs 

9a. Feedback EWG Social 

9b. Data collection of social aspects – WS 

10. Methodological issues: Aquaculture & fish processing –WSs 

11. FDI–AER harmonisation meeting 

12. Organising Recommendations and Report – WS 

13. Regional Work Plan – WS 

14. STECF – AER Nowcast discussion 

15. Any Other Business 

The detailed agenda is reported in ANNEX II. 
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3. List of Recommendations 

Recommendation 01. Feedback from ISSG Social Data 

ECON_2026_R01 

The RCG ECON group recommends that MSs that have included a pilot study on 

collection of new social data in their National Work Plan (NWP) should provide 

results of their pilot study at a dedicated RCG ECON ISSG WS on social aspects. 

In addition, the WS should include a discussion on the possibility of voluntarily 

disaggregation of existing variables in the Data Collection Framework (DCF), and 

to clarify the differences of data dependent on their source. 

TOR 9b Data collection of social aspects - WS 

Justification 

In term of social data collection, eight MSs have included pilot studies in their 

NWPs; four MSs aim to collect data for the full suite of the 12 new social 

indicators, while four MSs have selected to focus on specific social variables. MSs 

have indicated a pilot study of one year, two years or the full NWP-cycle of three 

years. In all cases, MSs will accumulate valuable experiences in social data 

collection. Data sources and methods of data collection should be shared and 

discussed to define and harmonise guidelines for data collection. Given the 

increasing end-user demand for comprehensive social data, enhanced effort in data 

collection is essential to organise, discuss, and review data sources, methodologies 

employed, context-specific considerations, and challenges faced. The WS will 

facilitate the sharing of experiences and assist MSs in identifying, harmonising, and 

adopting best practices and guidelines for effective social data collection.  

It should also consider potential additional social variables such as those proposed 

by the ISSG (Sep 2024 report), which complement the 12 indicators across the 

four clusters (Social & Financial Status, Working Conditions, Assessment of 

Management Measures, Generational Status). 

During the Annual Meeting specific issues were raised that could be additionally 

included in the suggested WS on top of the exchange of experience from pilot 

studies between MSs.  

Suggested topics include the clarification of definitions such as the renaming of the 

"Financial Position" indicator, due to terminological overlap with the AER; 

Moreover, the treatment of context-specific indicators (e.g. vocational training) 

that need MS-level discussion to ensure cross-MS comparability and the inclusion 

of full-time equivalent (FTE) by gender (currently not in the DCF), as flagged by 

STECF EWG.  

Additionally, what should be discussed is the possibility to include in the DCF 

when collecting employer/employee to add the option of self-employed. Since the 

fisheries sector have a variety of alternative employment statuses yet only two is 

included in the DCF.  



 

RCG ECON 2026 REPORT  

 

 

 

 

9 

Recommendation 01. Feedback from ISSG Social Data 

Moreover, the problems identified by EWG 25-13 that there are differences in 

how MSs report wages; use of salary vs. labour cost from Eurostat data for 

comparison across sectors should be discussed during the suggested WS. 

Finally, initiating the discussion on extending social data pilots to aquaculture and 

fish processing. 

Follow-up actions 

needed 

Organising an ISSG WS so that MSs can firstly, share and discuss their 

experiences, data sources and data collection methodologies. Secondly, to 

discuss the possibility of adding new variables or/and adjust variables in the 

existing DCF, and finally to clarify the differences in data dependent on the data 

source.  

Responsible 

persons for follow-

up actions 
RCG ECON chairs, ISSG chairs on social aspects 

Time frame 

(Deadline) 
Q4 2026 or Q1 2027 depending on implementation and outcome of MS pilot 

studies. 

Comments Agreed 
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Recommendation 02. Feedback from ISSG AER Nowcast Discussion 

ECON_2026_R02 

RCG ECON recommends to have a WS on data estimations of Nowcast for data 

on t+1 for the fisheries sector. RCG ECON chairs, experts and JRC should be 

present in order to explore the possibility for RCG ECON to develop a 

harmonized method for nowcasting for the year t+1, and to discuss the integration 

into annual DCF/AER workflows.  

TOR 14 
STECF - AER Nowcast discussion 

Justification 

AER currently relies on economic data with a two‑year lag. However, some MSs 

provide data on transversal variable for t+1 and on economic variables for t+1. 

The procedure of JRC is that if MSs are providing data on t+1 JRC will use it in 

the nowcast exercise. This nowcast is becoming more relevant since it is used in 

for example policy document and press release of the AER.  

STECF 24‑02, considering that MSs cannot provide more up‑to‑date economic 

data through the standard DCF process, suggested that a WS could be facilitated 

by RCG ECON to develop a common method for nowcasting for the year t+1. 

Such a methodology could be applied by MS to provide the nowcast for the year 

t+1 in the yearly data call. STECF 25‑02 reiterated its conclusion from PLEN 24-

02  

Follow-up actions 

needed RCG ECON and ISSG chairs (One co-chair from JRC) 

Responsible 

persons for follow-

up actions RCG ECON chairs, ISSG chairs, JRC 

Time frame 

(Deadline) 2027 

Comments 
Agreed 
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4. List of Outcomes and Achievements of RCG ECON in this delivery 

period 

During the fourth year of the RCG ECON operation, the work under each ToR has been carried out. Due 

to modified publication date of the Annual Social Report (ASOR) (STECF report) the ISSG on social variables 

did not take place. The delivery period was used to gather information on how to organise and structure the 

RCG ECON work in the future. A new chair had to be appointed mid-term. The RCG ECON chairs consulted 

the group members to assess the impact on workflow and data due to the requested harmonisation between 

FDI and AER data by the COM. The results of this consultation were presented at a COM-led national 

correspondent meeting in March 2026. A short meeting was held between the chairs of the RCG ECON and 

North Atlantic, North Sea and Eastern Arctic (NANSEA) & Baltic to explore overlapping areas of work and 

possible future coordination efforts. During the Technical Meeting TM 2026, two, recommendations were 

proposed based on feedback from the RCG ECON group. All results of the discussions, decisions, 

recommendations, and tasks for the ISSGs were agreed during RCG ECON on a pan-regional level. The RCG 

ECON 2026 report is composed of an overview of the work done under each ToR (section 5), related 

recommendations (section 3) and Annexes. 
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5. Progress report on ToRs and work plan 

5.1. ToR I Stakeholder feedback presentation by the COM 

Objectives 

DG MARE presented the COM update on DCF-related work: 

• Summarised upcoming 2026 RCG meetings, DG MARE data calls, and STECF expert groups, 

highlighting two social groups planned this year (one for fleet, one for aquaculture/processing), and a 

dedicated group for outermost regions. Social data call will be organised every three years, aligned 

with the DCF/ European Union-Multiannual Programme (EU-MAP) calendar.  

• Briefed on the results of cleaning the backlog of data transmission issues recorded in the Data 

Transmission and Monitoring Tool (DTMT), specifying the number of issues related to RCG ECON 

subject matters. The revised DTMT cycle was recalled, giving MSs more time to rectify the detected 

issues before their assessment.  

• Updated on the DCF IT platform for NWP and annual reports, including the timeline for uploading 

2025 annual reports and the prerequisite of NWP 2025 being approved in the platform.  

• Outlined the timeline of the RWPs 2028-2030 with deadline for first submission on 15 October 2026. 

The policy update from DG MARE included following topics: 

• CFP Social Dimension: exploring feasibility of data collection for 12 indicators in 4 priority areas. 

STECF expert groups will be convened regularly to work on topics irrespective of DCF data 

availability and coverage. 

• Energy Transition: more granular data on energy efficiency needed to create operational profiles. Fuel 

consumption per fleet segment but also fuel and engine type. In aquaculture and processing data 

needed not only on direct energy consumption per type, but also on feed and raw material place of 

origin, to define carbon footprint. 

• Small-Scale Fisheries (SSCF): new application developed by DG MARE to collect effort data, paired 

with an information collect system aggregating MSs input to centralised database. 

• CFP evaluation published in April. 

• Multiannual Financial Framework: reminder on the proposed high-level architecture of future funds, 

with national and regional partnership plans consolidating current national programs; funds for data 

collection and control not ring-fenced. 

• Ocean act: upcoming legislative initiative integrating several sectoral policies, mainly Marine Spatial 

Planning and Marine Strategy Framework Directive OceanEye as a European ocean observation 

initiative with high-level governance body, integrating parts of DCF observation under an overarching 

umbrella. 

Achievements 

The RCG ECON had an open discussion under ToR 10 Feedback from ISSG on Methodological issues (see 

below). Related to the energy transition of fisheries and aquaculture, the RCG ECON group specifically asked 
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to have a written formal clarification document from the COM. This written feedback came to the RCG 

Secretariat and RCG ECON chairs after the TM (2026). Two documents were received, (i) clarification related 

to data collection of fuel type and fuel use (volume and cost) of fisheries fishing segments, and (ii) clarification 

on data collection of energy use (type of energy used per category of farming practice), energy and feed cost 

as part of total operations costs, and mapping of which parts of the farming practice uses most energy or 

generates energy. 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

The clarification documents from the COM (Annex III) will be forwarded to the larger RCG ECON group 

with a request to feedback or questions the group can ask to the COM. Such feedback will be collected by 

the RCG ECON chairs and sent to the COM (Annex IV). A meeting with relevant ISSG chairs, RCG ECON 

chairs, RCGs secretariat and the COM will be organised to further finetune the clarifications if necessary. The 

information extracted from the meeting will be brought together in conclusions and suggestions, and a possible 

roadmap on how to move forward in the immediate future (Annex V). Although the aim was for several 

recommendations pertaining these topics to be finished by the Liaison Meeting of 2026, comments from MSs 

were received and will be used to further finetune the feedback from the COM. The comments from the MSs 

will be collected and summarised and together with the roadmap ahead will be presented at the Liaison 

Meeting of 2026. 

Proposals for Recommendations and Decisions  

Clarifications between the COM and MSs will lead to recommendations in future year(s), in order to improve 

data collection of fuel usage (volume and cost) in a more granular manner for fisheries and improve data 

collection of energy, feed and raw material in the aquaculture sector. 

Rapporteur 

Monika Sterczewska  
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5.2. ToR 2 Feedback from the STECF EWGs 

Objectives 

To streamline data collection and delivery to JRC for the socio-economic data calls, JRC presented feedback 

from recent STECF EWGs and related data calls concerning the AER, fish processing, social data, and the 

upcoming aquaculture data call. The presentation also served to identify issues requiring follow-up within 

RCG ECON, particularly in relation to harmonisation, comparability, data quality and planning of future work. 

Achievements 

For the AER, the presentation highlighted the importance of applying the additional voluntary variables, geo 

indicator, gear, fishery and activity level, consistently over time and only for their intended purpose, in order 

to maintain stable fleet segmentation and support time-series analysis. The feedback also emphasised the 

relevance of the variable maximum sea days for the calculation of Vessel Utilisation Ratio in the balance 

exercise, while noting that the variable is still voluntary and that clearer guidance on its estimation is needed. 

Qlik dashboards were also presented as fully operational tools for standard checks, identification of data 

issues, and graphical presentation of national, European Union (EU) and regional data.  

The discussion also touched upon broader issues linked to consistency between AER and FDI data calls, in 

particular differences in segmentation logic, the role of metiers, and the implications of clustering and 

confidentiality requirements. It was noted that these issues require further consideration in order to improve 

comparability while preserving the analytical meaning of the data.  

For the fish processing data call, the presentation reported that the short interval between the submission 

deadline and EWG 25-15 created constraints for data verification and analysis. It was noted that persistent 

heterogeneity in MS submissions continued to limit comparability, particularly regarding the coverage of main 

and non-main processing and the standardisation of the raw-material module. STECF identified the raw-

material section as the weakest part of the current data collection, particularly because of gaps in species 

coding, country of origin and production environment, while at the same time considering it a useful 

methodological development that should be improved rather than discontinued. During the discussion, it was 

underlined that the raw-material module is important because it links the processing sector with harvesting 

and aquaculture, and support was expressed for strengthening this part of the data collection. The 

presentation also recalled STECF support for a dedicated RCG ECON WS on processing in 2026 to address 

raw-material methodology, reporting standards, processing segmentation and future data collection needs.  

For the social data call, the presentation summarised STECF comments on remaining problems with template 

simplification and inconsistent definitions, especially concerning employment status. It also highlighted the 

need for activity disaggregation, the inclusion of FTE by gender, and the addition of vocational education as a 

specific education level. During the discussion, it was noted that the issue of employment status may be 

particularly relevant in countries where a high share of workers are self-employed, which reinforces the need 

for clearer definitions and improved comparability across MSs. The need to use DTMT systematically to 

document anomalies for future EWGs and to reinforce the intersessional work on social variables was also 

highlighted.  

For the upcoming aquaculture data call, the presentation informed the group that the 2026 call is planned to 

open in August and close in mid-September, subject to confirmation. It was also indicated that the related 

EWGs are planned in a two-step meeting format, with an online meeting focused on data checks and national 

chapters, followed by an in-person meeting dedicated to EU-level and thematic analysis. EWG 26-12 and EWG 

26-13 are planned for October 2026. 
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Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

For 2026–2027, follow-up work should focus on improving the harmonisation and consistent use of AER 

voluntary variables and their links with FDI, clarifying the estimation and possible harmonisation of maximum 

sea days, reinforcing the social data workstream, and preparing the dedicated WS on fish processing. 

Additional attention will be needed for the planning of intersessional work, the follow-up of STECF 

recommendations on raw-material reporting and social variables, and the preparation of the next aquaculture 

data call and related EWGs. 

Proposals for Recommendations and Decisions 

No formal recommendation was proposed under this ToR. Nevertheless, the presentation and the ensuing 

discussion identified several issues for further consideration by RCG ECON, including the need for consistent 

use of AER voluntary variables, further guidance and possible harmonisation of the estimation of maximum 

sea days, improved harmonisation between AER and FDI where needed, stronger standardisation of fish 

processing data, systematic use of DTMT for anomaly tracking, and continued work on clearer definitions and 

more consistent provision of social data across MSs. 

Rapporteur 

Jarno Virtanen  
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5.3. ToR 3 Feedback from the STECF PLEN 

Objectives 

STECF provided detailed feedback on several key recommendations from the RCG ECON 2025 meeting, 

addressing critical issues related to data collection, methodological harmonisation, and the scientific advisory 

process. This feedback is essential for ensuring that future work aligns with the needs of both the European 

Commission and MS while maintaining the integrity and comparability of fisheries data across the EU and was 

presented at the Annual Meeting of RCG ECON. 

Achievements 

The central recommendations discussed were: 

• ECON_2025_R03, which focused on the energy transition of EU fisheries and aquaculture. RCG 

ECON had recommended that end users, specifically the COM and STECF, provide feedback on 

whether the proposed activities for monitoring energy consumption in fisheries and aquaculture 

aligned with their needs. The goal was to ensure that any additional actions to increase knowledge on 

energy consumption and its link to emissions were identified before MSs took further steps. In 

response, STECF acknowledged the growing relevance of data on fuel types, such as diesel, Liquid 

Natural Gas, and biofuels, for monitoring the energy transition. However, STECF noted that such 

data are currently not included in the DCF/EU-MAP. Furthermore, Regulation (EU) 2023/1805 on the 

use of renewable and low-carbon fuels in maritime transport explicitly excludes fishing vessels, 

creating a significant gap in data coverage. To address this, STECF suggested that MS consider including 

pilot studies in their NWP to improve the understanding of the relationship between energy use and 

emissions in fisheries. However, STECF emphasised that such initiatives should be coordinated 

between MSs to ensure consistency and comparability. The methods for collecting data on fuel use 

should also be discussed within RCG ECON to harmonise approaches across the EU. 

• ECON_2025_R09, which addressed low active and active vessels, highlighted the need to reassess 

the definition and interpretation of the Vessel Utilisation Rate (VUR), particularly for small-scale fleets. 

RCG ECON had recommended that the current definition of VUR be tailored to better capture the 

operational characteristics of small-scale fleets, as the existing interpretation was deemed inadequate. 

STECF agreed that the current VUR definition may not sufficiently reflect the variability and lower 

activity levels typical of small-scale coastal fleets. STECF also noted that the Vessel Utilisation Indicator 

is currently applied in the context of the STECF Balance Capacity Expert Working Group and is 

referenced in the COM’s guidelines for analysing the balance between fishing capacity and fishing 

opportunities. Any revision of the VUR methodology should therefore be coordinated with the 

relevant expert working groups to ensure consistency with existing balance indicators. Additionally, 

STECF supported the proposal to reassess the definition and methodology for calculating the variable 

"maximum sea days", which is requested in AER and FDI data calls. STECF suggested that this task be 

undertaken by the RCG NANSEA & Baltic ISSG on Metier and Transversal Variables Issues, in close 

collaboration with the Expert Working Group on FDI. 

• ECON_2025_R10, focused on the renaming of the new social indicator "Financial Position" to avoid 

overlap with an existing economic indicator in the AER. STECF agreed with the recommendation and 

proposed renaming the indicator to "Fishers Wage Index." This new terminology better reflects the 

indicator’s purpose, which is to compare the average wage of fishers with the average wage in the 

primary sectors (agriculture and forestry) and across all sectors at the MS level. STECF also suggested 

that the Expert Working Group on Social Data discuss the limitations of this index, particularly in 
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terms of capturing income from self-employed fishers and addressing discrepancies in how MSs report 

wages. Some MSs report wages as salaries, while others use labour costs from Eurostat data, which 

can complicate comparisons across sectors. 

• ECON_2025_R11 underscored the importance of pilot studies for collecting new social data. RCG 

ECON had recommended that MSs which included pilot studies on social data collection in their 

NWPs present the results of these studies at a dedicated RCG ECON ISSG WS on social aspects. 

STECF supported this recommendation and noted the need to review outcomes from the STECF 

Expert Working Group 25-13, "Social Data in EU Fisheries 2: Analysis and Evaluation," as well as any 

potential future Expert Working Groups on social data anticipated in 2026. The timing of the ISSG 

WS is crucial to ensure that it aligns with the work of STECF and facilitates feedback between the 

ISSG and the Expert Working Groups. 

• ECON_2025_R12 addressed the inclusion of aquaculture and fish processing social data in the ToR 

for the STECF Expert Working Group on Social Data. RCG ECON recommended that the analysis 

of social data be extended to these sectors to provide a more comprehensive understanding of social 

sustainability across the seafood value chain. STECF acknowledged that the structure of the ASOR 

already includes the social dimensions of fishing, aquaculture, and processing. However, due to time 

and resource limitations, the first ASOR would limit the analysis of the processing and aquaculture 

sectors to a description of the data gathered. STECF expressed its intention to broaden the scope of 

analysis in future ASORs, ensuring that social data from all three sectors are thoroughly examined. 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

N/A 

Proposals for Recommendations and Decisions 

N/A 

Rapporteur 

Hanna Swahnberg  
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5.4. ToR 4 RCGs Secretariat: SECWEB 2.0 Project presentation – update on progress 

The RCGs Secretariat continues to execute its regular administrative and operational duties to support the 

RCGs network. The objectives for this period have been to keep and improve the service, mainly through 

the implementation of tools co-designed with the RCGs chairs and experts during the SecWeb 2.0 project. 

The RCGs Secretariat is managing a high-workload period by running regular operational services in parallel 

with the SecWeb 2.0 project, which focuses on improving digital tools, documents and agenda management, 

and automated consultation processes. To ensure thorough testing, finalization, and integration of the SecWeb 

2.0 tools with the RCG network, a three-month, no-cost extension has been requested from European 

Climate, Infrastructure and Environment Executive Agency (CINEA), aiming for full implementation in 

2026 and also for time to present the outcomes of this initiative in all the RCGs annual meetings. 

The Secretariat manages current staff shortages through internal contingency with an objective to minimize 

the impact of this situation for the network. Contingency includes cross-organisational support, capacity 

redistribution and recruitment to cover basic administrative support functions, internally. 

Governance, including reporting and strategic decisions support is improving with the support of ISSG NCs. 

The RCGs Secretariat plans to deliver the yearly report by the end of August maintaining flexibility regarding 

timing for the financial invoicing for MSs. 

Achievements 

Basic service streams are getting consolidated and established for the network. In synthesis: 

• Daily Communication: Managing routine correspondence and maintaining network protocols. 

Protocols and guidance documents can be found on the document repository https://fisheries-

rcg.eu/documents/ by selecting the tag “Guidance”. 

• Database Management: Updating registries of appointed experts across all RCGs and ISSGs. 

• Website and document repositories management. 

• Meeting Support: Providing logistical backing, in person support and reporting services for the 

network both annually and intersessionally. 

• Information dissemination: Deploying regular updates via the official website and the network 

newsletter. 

• Reporting: Preparing the annual activity report for the upcoming 2026 decision meeting, following 

the previous report issued in September 2025, and the 2025 Decision 02 text for ISSG National 

Correspondents (2025 RCGs Decision Meeting report, page 46). 

The SecWeb 2.0 project runs in parallel with regular RCGs Secretariat services as a complementary 

initiative. It is designed to develop and deliver upgraded digital tools that optimize how the Secretariat serves 

the wider network. The primary areas of development focus on: 

• Upgrading website infrastructure, document management, and repositories. 

• Improving the events register and automating consultation processes (e.g., automated 

reminders). 

https://fisheries-rcg.eu/documents/
https://fisheries-rcg.eu/documents/
https://fisheries-rcg.eu/newsletter/
https://fisheries-rcg.eu/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/2025_RCGs_Decision-Meeting_Report.pdf
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• Building support tools for intersessional work such as the tracking of recommendations and 

decisions. 

• Enabling access to shared intersessional work space at the ISSGs level. 

Timeline Extension for SecWeb 2.0 and Rationale 

An official request has been submitted to CINEA for a short, three-month project extension. This extension 

does not stem from delays in core development, but rather from strategic alignment with the RCG event 

calendar: 

• Avoidance of Extra Meetings: The original plan required a dedicated final meeting to present 

project developments, which would overburden the crowded RCG calendar. 

• Integration with Technical Meetings: The extension allows the project team to utilize scheduled 

annual RCG technical meetings to present updates directly to all relevant groups. 

• Testing and Troubleshooting: The extra timeframe guarantees a buffer period for users testing, 

allowing the contracted technical service team to resolve any software bugs before final deployment. 

• The three-month extension has no financial implications and does not alter the committed project 

deliverables. 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

Continue the basic support for the whole period (2027 depends on renewed commitments and/or sources 

of funding). 

Capitalise on the SecWeb 2.0 outputs maximising the use of the project outputs across the RCGs network. 

Increased efficiency and harmonization of some basic procedures among RCGs and the Secretariat itself 

thanks to the full operationalization of the SecWeb 2.0 outputs. 

Points of discussion 

• Hanna Swahnberg expressed appreciation for the Secretariat's work and sympathy regarding the 

current staff shortages. 

• She invited the Secretariat to also prioritize tasks and signal if the workload becomes unmanageable. 

SharePoint Technical Functionalities (SecWeb 2.0) 

• Carmen Valverde inquired whether the new platform functions as a live cloud environment or a 

basic upload/download repository. 

• Rosa confirmed it enables simultaneous co-editing of Word and Excel documents in the cloud, 

preventing data loss from overwriting. Users can contribute via online versions or local desktop 

software. 

• Access to the members restricted area will be fully secured using automatically rotated 

passwords. 

 



 

RCG ECON 2026 REPORT  

 

 

 

 

20 

Access Procedures and User Management 

• Adelbert asked about the practical workflow for granting member access to the secure platform. 

• Rosa clarified that the system will mirror the official technical meeting protocols: MS formally 

appoint experts, and the RCGs Secretariat updates the registries subject to National 

Correspondent sign-off to maintain transparent governance. 

Alignment with RCG ECON Technical Meeting Objectives 

• Hanna noted that the Secretariat’s presentation perfectly sets up upcoming agenda items, specifically 

the Terms of Reference (ToR) regarding how decisions and recommendations are communicated 

through the new digital platform. 

Proposals for Recommendations and Decisions 

N/A 

 

Rapporteur 

RCGs Secretariat / Rosa Fernández  

 

  



 

RCG ECON 2026 REPORT  

 

 

 

 

21 

5.5. ToR 5 Feedback from pan-regional ISSG RWP  

Objectives 

Following the pan-regional WS in Ostend (January 2026), feedback was gathered from various Regional 

Coordination Groups (RCGs) and Intersessional Subgroups (ISSGs). While RCG ECON operates differently 

from biological RCGs, there is significant interest in the work of this group, particularly regarding a pan-

regional approach. Other RCGs find ECON’s work valuable but difficult to navigate. RCG ECON’s website 

section contains plenty of information, but it needs better prioritization and clearer presentation. The 

structure should be improved, highlighting "main messages" so external groups can easily find relevant 

information. A proposal was made to create a concise "Vision/Ambition Document" (1 page). This would 

define who the RCG ECON is, what it stands for, and its core objectives. As a start to inter-Group 

Collaboration RCG ECON will give a presentation at the NANSEA & Baltic Technical Meeting in June. This 

will focus on how we operate, specifically for those working on biological data. 

From the RCG NANSEA & Baltic perspective there is a high level of interest in: 

• Data Disaggregation: The tension between FDI (Metier level) and ECON (Segment level) data. 

• Methodology: The specific approaches to fuel usage types and nowcasting (economic 

modelling/forecasting), which are unique to RCG ECON. 

Another aspect is about operational efficiency; other RCGs meet as often as every three weeks for short, 30-

minute update meetings. The question arises whether RCG ECON should move towards more frequent, 

informal "catch-up" meetings to stay proactive, rather than relying solely on annual WSs and emails. 

RCG-ECON should consider whether to formally invite chairs from other RCGs to attend our technical 

meetings as observers to foster better integration. 

Discussion Points for the Floor 

1. Is there a value in drafting a one-page Vision Document? 

2. How can the RCG ECON homepage/web presence be restructured to be more user-friendly 

for "outsiders"? 

3. Are members interested in shorter, more frequent virtual meetings to track progress? 

4. Should observers be officially invited from other RCGs to our future technical meetings? 

Achievements 

An open discussion was held about the topics mentioned in Objectives. The discussion highlighted broad 

agreement that RCG ECON should continue focusing on data collection methodologies, harmonisation, and 

pan-regional coordination. The fact that RCG ECON focuses on harmonisation of data collection across MSs 

implies direct regional and pan-regional coordination. While regional analysis remains possible when needed, 

participants generally preferred a flexible, demand-driven approach rather than creating a formal structure to 

organise such work. The discussion also emphasized stronger collaboration, improved strategic planning 

within and outside of the RCG ECON group, greater involvement of National Correspondents, and a shift 

towards clearer decision-making. 
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Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

A short RCG ECON vision/role document will be proposed to the RCG ECON group for feedback. When 

agreement on this text is reached, this document will be published on the RCG ECON webpage.  

Proposals for Recommendations and Decisions 

N/A 

Rapporteur 

Adelbert De Clercq   
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5.6. ToR 6 Feedback from RCG Secretariat on the working of RCG ECON 

Objectives 

The RCG ECON chairs and the RCGs Secretariat had a meeting on the working of the RCG ECON group 

and how to possibly future proof this work where important topics are prioritized, and transparently and 

efficiently communicated on the RCG ECON webpage. From this discussion a presentation was given to the 

RCG ECON group during the technical meeting. Topics that were presented were: 

• How to efficiently organise the information on the webpage. 

• The need of ISSGs versus WSs and how do these activities fit in with either data collection activities 

and end-user needs. 

• Easy access and categorisation of recommendations. 

• Which topics need to exist in order to clearly define their goal, and who is organising the work, 

resulting in a reduced number of only essential recommendations. 

These topics needed to be also discussed in individual ToRs 7, 8 and 10, yet a first open floor discussion was 

held regarding the feedback from the RCGs Secretariat. 

Achievements 

The discussion focused on how the work of the ISSGs should be organised, followed up and communicated 

in the future. Attention should be directed towards identifying the key topics that warrant continued work 

and determining how these should be addressed. It was proposed that current challenges under the form of 

ToRs should be assessed and prioritised, with consideration given to whether solutions require short-term 

or multiannual efforts. 

The role of the ISSGs was reviewed, particularly regarding the follow-up of methodological issues and the 

need to evaluate whether specific activities remain relevant over time. Questions were raised about where 

decisions on continuing or discontinuing activities should be taken, and whether the annual technical meeting 

is always the most appropriate forum for such decisions. It was noted that the existing ISSG structure had 

been established deliberately and should possibly not be fundamentally reorganised. Instead, regular reporting 

on progress and activities was considered useful, with brief updates from ISSG chairs to the RCG ECON 

chairs and possible to the wider group as a means of keeping all interested parties informed. 

The relationship between ISSGs and WSs was discussed extensively. It was recognised that the existing 

structure provides an underlying framework for most activities, while also creating a need for sufficient 

flexibility to address emerging issues. Support was expressed for maintaining the current ISSG structure and 

allowing WSs to be organised as needs arise under the relevant ISSG umbrella. At the same time, concerns 

were raised about balancing flexibility with longer-term planning. While urgent issues may occasionally require 

rapid action, it was acknowledged that most methodological challenges develop gradually and often remain 

under discussion for several years. A distinction surfaced between minor issues affecting only a limited number 

of countries and larger strategic issues that require broader and more structured preparation. 

The need to avoid unnecessary duplication of meetings was emphasised. It was considered important that 

future WSs be organised around genuine work requirements rather than discussion alone. The possibility of 

reviewing ToRs on a regular basis was highlighted as a way of ensuring that activities remain aligned with 

priorities. At the same time, it was recognised that unforeseen issues may arise during the year and may need 
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to be addressed even if they were not foreseen in the annual planning, although this will always remain 

challenging. 

Communication and transparency emerged as recurring themes throughout the discussion. Concerns were 

expressed about the difficulty of ensuring that all experts remain informed about ongoing activities and future 

plans. It was suggested that clearer communication channels are needed, including information on where 

relevant documents, reports and updates can be found. The RCG Secretariat however noted that the webpage 

and internal ISSG forum are already in place as options to access all information. The possibility of consulting 

experts before annual meetings was also discussed as a way of systematically collecting issues and priorities 

from the community. 

It was acknowledged that the responsibilities of ISSG chairs and RCG ECON chairs are not always fully 

understood, creating uncertainty about how new topics should be introduced and managed. As a result, 

preparation of a concise document clarifying the mandates, responsibilities and decision-making processes 

associated with these roles was considered. Greater clarity regarding the ToRs was viewed as essential for 

both current participants and newcomers. 

The development of Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ)s, guidance materials and structured information 

resources was viewed positively, particularly for smaller issues that do not justify dedicated WSs. However, 

questions were raised concerning responsibility for maintaining and updating such resources. It was noted 

that decisions would need to be made regarding which materials belong on the website and which should be 

hosted in the collaborative workspace. 

A strong need was identified for better organisation and accessibility of information. It was suggested that 

efforts should be made to compile relevant documentation, reports and historical material in a structured 

way so that future users can easily navigate existing knowledge without having to search through decades of 

publications. While some historical documents are old, it was acknowledged that they may still contain 

valuable information and should not be disregarded. 

The discussion concluded with broad agreement on maintaining the current ISSG structure while 

strengthening communication, transparency and follow-up mechanisms. It was agreed that ISSGs and their 

chairs should be more visible on the website, that collaborative workspaces should be used to support the 

development of concise remits and guidance documents, and that communication between ISSG chairs and 

RCG ECON chairs should be improved. Information on the responsibilities and ToR of the groups will be 

expanded and clarified, while consultation procedures will remain available for issues that fall outside the 

existing ISSG structure. Overall, the discussion was viewed as constructive progress towards a more 

organised, transparent and accessible approach to coordination and knowledge sharing within ECON. 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

Actions for workplan 2026-2027 can be found under more specific ToRs (7-13) below. 

Proposals for Recommendations and Decisions 

N/A 

Rapporteur 

Adelbert De Clercq  
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5.7. ToR 7 Feedback from RCG chairs meeting - ISSGs vs WSs 

Objectives 

The RCG ECON Chairs Coordination Meeting, held on 10 April 2026, served as a pivotal forum for clarifying 

the operational framework of ISSGs and WSs within the RCG ECON. The meeting was convened in response 

to a growing need to streamline the organisation of ISSGs, address ambiguities regarding their status, and 

enhance communication using the website and between RCG ECON and other RCGs. The RCGs Secretariat 

had previously taken steps to update the RCG ECON website to identify active ISSGs, but the meeting sought 

to provide further clarity on their level of activity, and the distinction between ISSGs and WSs. This section 

provides a comprehensive overview of the discussions held during the meeting, the decisions reached, and 

the recommendations for future action. 

Achievements 

The primary objectives of the coordination meeting were multifaceted. It aimed to organise the work of the 

ISSGs by clarifying their current status and ensuring that their activities aligned with the broader goals of RCG 

ECON. It was also discussed the availability of chairs for both ISSGs and WSs was discussed to ensure that 

all subgroups had the necessary leadership to function effectively. Additionally, the meeting addressed the 

need to strengthen communication of RCG ECON to other RCGs and other stakeholders. Finally, the timing 

of WS in relation to RWPs, data calls, and other key processes was examined to ensure that these activities 

were well-coordinated and aligned with the broader data collection and reporting cycle. 

The discussion began with an exploration of the procedural rules governing the establishment and operation 

of ISSGs and WSs. According to the Rules of Procedure for RCGs, ISSGs can be established as either 

permanent or temporary subgroups to carry out specific duties. The RCG may provide terms of reference 

(ToR) for these subgroups and appoint moderators, rapporteurs, or other roles as needed. If an ISSG requires 

more extensive ToR or additional time to achieve its objectives, WS meetings may be planned to facilitate in-

depth discussions and analyses. The distinction between ISSGs and WSs was a central topic of discussion, as 

these two formats serve different purposes within the RCG framework. 

ISSGs are typically established to address ongoing or recurring issues and may operate across multiple years 

or NWP cycles. They can be either temporary or permanent, and their ToR can be established at any time 

during the RCG cycle. The chair of an ISSG may serve for a short or long term, depending on the nature of 

the subgroup’s work. In contrast, WSs are temporary by nature and are designed to address specific, time-

bound tasks. The ToR for WSs must be agreed upon at the annual RCG meeting or through a written 

procedure, and the chair of a WS is usually appointed for the short term, specifically for the duration of the 

WS. The responsibilities of WS chairs include managing the workflow of the meeting, drafting the WS report, 

and presenting the outcomes to the RCG. Additionally, WS reports must be prepared and submitted to the 

RCG chair(s) and other interested parties no later than one month after the conclusion of the WS. 

The participants discussed what information should be made publicly available, including the names of chairs, 

recommendations, upcoming WSs, and WS reports. It was widely agreed that transparency is essential for 

fostering collaboration and ensuring that stakeholders are informed about ongoing work. However, the group 

also recognised the need to balance transparency with the practicalities of managing sensitive or preliminary 

discussions.  

The meeting concluded with a discussion on the organisation of future WSs and the identification of priority 

areas for ISSG work. Several suggestions were put forward by the ISSG chairs, reflecting the evolving needs 

of the fisheries and aquaculture sectors. One of the key proposals was the organisation of a WS on social 

variables, given the growing importance of social data in fisheries management. This WS would focus on 
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harmonising methodologies for collecting and analysing social data, as well as addressing challenges related to 

data availability and comparability across MSs. Another suggestion was the organisation of a WS on capital 

valuation and the calculation of FTE. This WS would aim to address methodological inconsistencies in these 

areas and develop standardised approaches for valuing physical and intangible capital, as well as for calculating 

FTE in the fisheries and aquaculture sectors. Additionally, a meeting was proposed to align methodologies for 

key variables in the FDI and AER data calls. Specific topics included the definition and calculation of metiers, 

maximum days at sea, and other cross-cutting indicators. The goal of this meeting would be to ensure 

consistency in data collection and reporting across MSs. 

Participants were also invited to suggest additional WSs or ISSG activities based on emerging needs or 

priorities. The RCG ECON chairs committed to reviewing these suggestions and incorporating them into the 

planning for the annual meetings.  

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

N/A 

Proposals for Recommendations and Decisions 

N/A 

Rapporteur 

Hanna Swahnberg  
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5.8. ToR 8 Open discussion on ISSGs WSs 

Objectives 

Based on the outcome from ToR7, ToR8 was aimed to discuss these issues with the whole RCG ECON 

community at the annual meeting. 

Achievements 

The discussion revolved around how to effectively structure and manage ISSGs and WSs within RCG ECON, 

particularly in addressing methodological issues and emerging challenges in data collection. A key question 

raised was how to determine which topics should be prioritised and how to organise the work moving 

forward. It was suggested that current problems should be assessed first, with decisions made on whether 

they require short-term or long-term attention. The ISSG on methodological issues was cited as an example, 

where follow-up is necessary to evaluate whether ongoing activities are still relevant or if new approaches are 

needed. Many of these issues surface during data calls, prompting a debate on whether the RCG ECON annual 

meeting is the appropriate forum for deciding on such matters, or if another platform would be more effective. 

The conversation highlighted the existing system for organising ISSGs and WSs, which was intentionally 

designed to be flexible. There was a consensus that the current structure should not be unnecessarily 

rearranged, as it allows for adaptability in addressing different types of issues. However, it was proposed that 

ISSG chairs provide a brief annual report during the RCG ECON meeting to keep members informed of 

ongoing work. Some participants questioned whether the ISSG framework provides enough flexibility to 

accommodate all relevant topics, particularly those that may not fit neatly into existing subgroups. There was 

also a discussion about how to ensure that WS reports, and other documents are easily accessible, with 

suggestions that a designated section on the RCG ECON website could help organise and highlight key 

materials. 

A recurring concern was the risk of overlapping or redundant meetings, as experienced in previous years. To 

avoid this, it was emphasised that ISSGs and WSs should be carefully planned to ensure they address genuine 

needs rather than merely serving as discussion forums. One suggestion was that ISSG chairs dedicate time at 

the end of each year to review the Terms of Reference (ToR) and assess whether new WSs or meetings are 

necessary. This review could be discussed during the TM, where decisions on future activities are typically 

made. However, it was also acknowledged that some issues may emerge unexpectedly, requiring flexibility to 

organise additional meetings as needed. 

There was some debate about whether ISSGs should remain as they are or if WSs should be organised more 

dynamically under their umbrella. Some participants favoured maintaining the current structure, arguing that 

ISSGs provide a stable framework within which WSs can be proposed as issues arise. Others expressed 

concerns about the timing of WSs, noting that planning them too soon after an issue emerges could lead to 

low participation or repetitive discussions. Many methodological challenges, such as those related to capital 

valuation or energy transition, have persisted for years, making it unlikely that urgent new issues would 

suddenly arise. It was suggested that minor or country-specific issues could be addressed through simpler 

means, such as FAQs or targeted consultations, while broader, DCF-wide issues would require more 

structured WSs with wider participation. 

The discussion also touched on the need for clearer communication about the roles and responsibilities of 

ISSG chairs, as well as the processes for proposing and organising WSs. Some participants felt that the current 

system lacks clear guidelines, leaving uncertainty about how and when to address new topics. To improve 

this, it was proposed that a short document be created to outline the mandate of ISSG chairs and the 

procedures for organising meetings. Additionally, the idea of using the ISSG as a forum or "think tank" was 
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raised, where newcomers could learn about ongoing work and where experts could share knowledge. While 

no formal forum currently exists, the intersessional workspace was suggested as a potential platform for 

gathering and addressing questions. 

Another practical suggestion was to create a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) section to address minor or 

recurring issues, reducing the need for full WSs. However, it was noted that someone would need to take 

responsibility for maintaining and updating this resource. The discussion also emphasised the importance of 

ensuring that all relevant information is accessible and well-organised, with the secretariat playing a key role 

in managing the content on the RCG ECON website. While some participants cautioned against revisiting old 

materials, others argued that past work could still hold valuable insights and should not be overlooked. 

In conclusion, the group agreed on several key points to improve the organisation of ISSGs and WSs. First, 

the names of ISSG chairs and their areas of responsibility would be clearly listed on the RCG ECON homepage 

to enhance transparency. Second, the collaborative workspace would be utilised to develop concise one-page 

summaries of ISSG remits, ensuring that all members are informed about ongoing activities. ISSG chairs would 

be responsible for communicating with the RCG ECON chairs and keeping them updated on progress. For 

issues that do not fit within existing ISSGs, a consultation process would be established, even if it is relatively 

informal. Finally, the group committed to expanding and clarifying the information available on the website, 

including the ToR for ISSGs and the names of their chairs. This approach aims to strike a balance between 

structure and flexibility, ensuring that RCG ECON can effectively address both long-standing and emerging 

methodological challenges. 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

Make the active ISSGs publicly available together with the ISSG-chairs names at the website. 

Proposals for Recommendations and Decisions 

N/A 

Rapporteur 

RCG and previous ISSG chairs and Hanna Swahnberg 
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5.9. ToR 9a Feedback EWG Social 

Objectives 

The presentation outlined the process, methodology, and challenges involved in developing the first systematic 

ASOR for EU fisheries, aquaculture, and fish processing. This report represents a significant milestone in 

assessing progress towards the social sustainability objectives of the CFP. The presentation sought to address 

critical gaps in social data collection, particularly concerning generational renewal, workforce demographics, 

and labour conditions, while also identifying areas for improvement in future data calls. Additionally, the 

presentation aimed to highlight the methodological challenges encountered during the report’s development 

and propose a roadmap for future enhancements to ensure the ASOR remains a robust and relevant tool for 

policy-making. 

Achievements 

The development of the first Annual Social Report marked a significant achievement in advancing the 

understanding of social sustainability in the EU fisheries sector. The report was produced by a fully virtual 

group of 35 experts, with support from the JRC and DG MARE and covered DCF data from 2017 to 2023. It 

included 22 MS chapters on fisheries, 20 on aquaculture, and 15 on processing, with the fisheries section 

receiving the most in-depth analysis due to the core working group’s expertise in this area. The report was 

structured to provide both high-level European overviews and detailed national insights, ensuring a 

comprehensive understanding of social dynamics across the sector. 

The report’s strength lay in its combination of quantitative DCF data with qualitative information from national 

and community fisheries profiles, allowing for a deeply contextualised interpretation of the data. Several key 

methodological approaches and pilot analyses were employed to enhance the report’s insights. The drafting 

process, however, was not without significant logistical and data-related challenges. The timeline included a 

primary meeting in March to prepare the general analysis, followed by an ad-hoc group in December dedicated 

to finalising the complex European overview chapter. Key challenges included: 

• Data Quality and Resubmissions: The lack of standardised quality checks since 2019 led to extensive 

data issues, requiring simultaneous quality checking and resubmission while the drafting process was 

already underway. 

• Varying Expertise: While experts possessed deep knowledge of their specific national social contexts, 

many lacked experience with the broader EU DCF data analysis process, resulting in a steep learning 

curve. 

• Logistical Constraints: The entirely virtual and hybrid working format introduced technical hurdles, 

such as server downtimes and document access issues, which complicated collaboration. 

Despite these challenges, the report successfully provided the first evidence-based assessment of the social 

performance, resilience, and economic viability of EU fisheries, marking a critical step forward in integrating 

social data into the DCF. The report also identified key factors influencing social performance, such as 

workforce demographics, labour conditions, and the impact of fleet types on local communities. 

For aquaculture and processing, the report acknowledged limitations in data depth due to the working group’s 

primary focus on fisheries. However, it laid the groundwork for future improvements by highlighting areas 

where data collection and analysis could be enhanced. The presentation discussed several findings from the 

working group and STECF, including: 

• Data duplications: The structure of the data call led to duplications, complicating analysis. 
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• Lack of combined variables: MSs are not required to report combined variables (e.g., gender and age, 

nationality and employment status), which limits analytical capacity. 

• Missing fleet segment data: Five MSs do not report data by fishing activity, reducing the granularity of 

insights. 

• Efforts on consistency: The report made strides in ensuring consistency between the ASOR and the 

AER, achieving good alignment across 16 MSs. 

The report also encountered major data consistency and reporting hurdles, particularly in ensuring alignment 

between the ASOR and the AER. While good alignment was achieved across 16 MSs, two significant issues 

emerged just before finalisation. Despite these limitations, the approach provided the closest available 

methodology for wage comparisons, though further refinements are needed. 

The presentation concluded with a future roadmap for improvement, based on recommendations from the 

STECF PLEN. The RCGs were tasked with reinforcing the integration of social variables into the DCF, with 

specific recommendations for MSs, for example disaggregate by fishing activity, provide combined variables, 

update education metrics, define FTE by gender, and create a new fleet segment (specific segment for "fishers 

on foot" was proposed to capture this vital), and female-dominated workforce, which is currently missing 

from the social data collection framework. 

Looking ahead, the next steps for the Expert Working Group on Social Data include an upcoming meeting in 

June to assess national fisheries profiles, with new contributions from Malta and Finland. The group will also 

discuss the future management of these profiles, including updates and maintenance. Additionally, an inventory 

of community profiles on fisheries will be conducted to identify existing resources and gaps. A notable 

development is the collaboration with the Expert Working Group on outermost regions, which will meet in 

ISPRA during the same week. This collaboration will focus on developing community profiles, leveraging the 

expertise of social data specialists to enhance the understanding of fisheries in outermost regions. 

The June meeting will also address the way forward for social indicators, with input from pilot studies 

welcomed to refine the methodology. The group will debrief on the data management issues encountered 

during the report’s development and prepare for the next iteration of the ASOR. A follow-up meeting is 

planned for October, with the terms of reference still under discussion. This ongoing work underscores the 

commitment to improving the quality, comparability, and relevance of social data in the EU fisheries sector, 

ensuring that the Annual Social Report remains a vital tool for policy-making and sustainability assessments. 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

Some of the discussions and raised issues will be addressed during the proposed WS under ToR 9b and other 

within Expert Working Groups in June and October 2026. 

Proposals for Recommendations and Decisions 

N/A 

Rapporteur 

Marloes Kraan/Marta Ballesteros 
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5.10. ToR 9b Data collection of social aspects -WS  

Objectives 

The purpose of this ToR was to define the scope, timing and organisational arrangements, including co-

chairing, of a dedicated ISSG WS on the collection of social data in fisheries. The item responds to the 

recommendation of the 2025 RCG ECON Annual Meeting in Vigo (ToR 10), which called for an ISSG on 

social variables to be convened in mid-2026 in order to review the one-year test studies undertaken by some 

MSs. More specifically, the WS is intended to: (i) consolidate the experience accumulated through the MSs 

pilot studies; (ii) support the harmonisation of data sources and collection methods across MSs ahead of the 

next social data call; (iii) clarify definitions and the treatment of context-specific indicators; (iv) assess the 

merit of additional variables, including those proposed by the ISSG in September 2024; and (v) initiate the 

discussion on extending the social data pilots to the aquaculture and processing sectors. 

Achievements   

The session opened with a review of the state of play since the Kavala ISSG on Methodological Issues (April 

2025), recalling that RCG ECON 2025 in Vigo had recommended a mid-2026 ISSG dedicated to social 

variables and oriented towards learning from the test studies. The four indicator clusters were recalled, 

namely Social and Financial Status, Working Conditions, Assessment of Management Measures, and 

Generational Status. The twelve “low-hanging fruit” indicators (STECF EWG 24-05) and the nine additional 

variables proposed in the ISSG Social Variables report (September 2024) were summarised, together with an 

overview of the pilot studies committed by MSs under the 2025–2027 Work Plans. Belgium and the 

Netherlands committed to the full set of twelve indicators at fleet level; Croatia to all four clusters, including 

the aquaculture and processing sectors; and Spain to the twelve indicators plus additional variables identified 

during implementation, while Finland, Sweden and Greece committed to defined subsets. Progress to date 

was reported as mixed, with delays in several cases and no written update available from the Netherlands or 

Spain at the meeting. 

The Greek study (presented by V. Konstantidelli) tested eight indicators, was presented in more detail. Some 

of its principal findings were the following: a) the financial position of crew members lies significantly below 

national averages whereas that of owners is more mixed; b) participation in trade unions is heterogeneous 

and constrained by the absence of an official membership registry; c) crew sizes comply with existing legal 

requirements; d) that time away from home is better assessed through both the number and the duration of 

trips; e) the fleet is ageing, with an average vessel age of 33 years, which serves as a proxy for safety and well-

being concerns; and f) only ten new vessels entered the register in 2023 (0.08% of the fleet), although new 

registrations do not necessarily reflect new entrants to the profession. A complementary indicator on the 

additional income sources of vessel captains was proposed, given its relevance to the continuity of small-scale 

fisheries. 

The Netherlands study (presented by H. van Oostenbrugge) translated each indicator to the national context 

and assessed the relevant data sources, the collection effort required and the practical obstacles encountered. 

Particular difficulties were reported for the trade union indicator, since Dutch fishers’ organisations do not 

generally constitute trade unions and were reluctant to share data that might affect their negotiating position. 

Also, the experience indicator was frequently misunderstood by respondents. 

The discussion connected closely to the EWG Social presentation under ToR 9a (M. Ballesteros and M. Kraan) 

on the first Annual Social Report. Several points of broad agreement emerged. Firstly, individual indicators 

are best interpreted as clusters that jointly convey a social narrative, so that variables such as vessel age retain 

analytical value as safety and well-being proxies even where their direct social relevance is limited. Also, the 
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so-called task force of pilot MSs proposed in Kavala should be used to share experiences and align definitions, 

notably that of the “new entrant”. Finally, that the joint working of economists and social scientists, found 

productive in Kavala, should be continued. Interest in participating was expressed by further MSs, including 

France and its outermost regions (O. Guyader), and Portugal indicated that it would shortly launch its own 

pilot, which is already described in the MS’s Work Plan. 

On organisation, the need for a co-chair was raised. The profile sought is that of an expert active in the ISSG, 

comfortable across the economic and social domains and familiar with the aquaculture and processing sectors. 

The role would entail co-leading the WS and co-drafting its recommendations and methodological note. It 

was suggested that the EWG Social meeting in Ispra in June 2026, at which social experts and the outermost-

regions group will convene in the same week, could be used to find a co-chair and to refine the scope and 

dates of the WS. 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027:  

About the timing of the ISSG WS, it is decided to be held once the MS pilots have been finalised and in 

coordination with the STECF EWG Social experts. Therefore, the proposed timing is Q4 2026 or Q1 2027, 

depending on the implementation and outcomes of the MS pilots,  

The proposed format is a two-day hybrid meeting while the WS would be organised around five content 

blocks: 

1. Definitions to be fixed, including e.g., renaming of the “Financial position” indicator given its 

terminological overlap with the AER; FTE; unpaid family labour; vocational training. This block could 

also involve the addition of a self-employed category. 

2. Methods and data sources, covering administrative, survey and DCF-based approaches, collection 

frequency, the cross-MS comparability of the twelve indicators, and the divergent treatment of wages 

flagged by EWG 25-13, in particular the use of salary versus Eurostat labour cost for comparison across 

sectors. 

3. New and proposed variables, e.g., the nine additional variables proposed by the ISSG and the fleet 

segment disaggregation of existing DCF variables. 

4. Linkages with the Annual Social Report and the Fisheries Community Profiles. 

5. Aquaculture and processing pilots, with a view to extending the test studies to these sectors and feeding 

into the November EWG Social. 

Proposals for Recommendations and Decisions:   

RCG ECON recommends that MSs having included a pilot study on the collection of new social data in their 

Work Plans to present the results of that study at a dedicated RCG ECON ISSG WS on social aspects. The 

WS should additionally address the possibility of voluntarily disaggregating existing DCF variables and should 

clarify the differences in data arising from their source. The responsible parties for follow-up are the RCG 

ECON chairs and the ISSG chairs on social aspects, with an indicative time frame of Q4 2026 or Q1 2027 

depending on the implementation and outcome of the MS pilots. The recommendation 01 was agreed. 

Decisions to be taken during the WS. The meeting was invited to take three decisions: 

• Workshop scope: to agree, or amend, the five content blocks set out above. 

• Workshop timing: to confirm Q4 2026 or Q1 2027. 

• Co-chair: to identify a co-chair, with the proposal that this be settled at the June 2026 EWG Social 

meeting in Ispra. 
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Rapporteur 

Angelos Liontakis (Joint Research Centre, European Commission) 
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5.11. ToR 10 Methodological issues Aquaculture and fish processing -WS 

Objectives 

Methodological issues in raw material data collection for the fish processing industry aims to address several 

critical challenges identified in the Economic Report on the Fish Processing Industry (STECF 25-15). The 

primary objectives were to evaluate the current state of data collection, identify key methodological and 

reporting challenges, and propose recommendations to improve the quality, comparability, and traceability of 

raw material data across MSs. The presentation sought to highlight inconsistencies in reporting practices, 

particularly concerning species identification, origin of raw materials, and production environment, which 

hinder effective analysis and policy-making.  

Achievements 

The rapporteur provided a comprehensive overview of the progress and challenges in raw material data 

collection for the fish processing industry, based on submissions from 11 of the 16 MSs for the 2022–2023 

reporting cycle. Participation in the data collection process had improved compared to previous cycles, with 

several MSs submitting raw material data for the first time. This marked a positive step towards enhancing 

the coverage and representativeness of data across the EU. The data requested included critical variables such 

as species, production environment, origin of raw materials, and the type of processed material, all of which 

are essential for understanding the dynamics of the fish processing sector. 

Highlighted in the presentation was the increased use of Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) 3-alpha 

species codes, which significantly improved the comparability of data across MSs. Several MSs also enhanced 

their reporting of the origin of raw materials, distinguishing between domestic, EU, and non-EU sources. This 

improvement in origin reporting is particularly important for traceability and sustainability assessments, as it 

allows for a clearer understanding of the geographical flow of raw materials within the seafood value chain. 

However, the presentation also noted that only a few MSs distinguished between aquaculture and fisheries 

when reporting the production environment of raw materials. This distinction is crucial for assessing the 

sustainability of sourcing practices and understanding the environmental impact of different production 

methods. 

Despite these improvements, several persistent methodological challenges were identified that continue to 

hinder the quality and comparability of data. One of the most significant issues was the inconsistent reporting 

of production environments, which remains a barrier to harmonised data collection. Different reporting 

formats used by MSs further reduced comparability, making it difficult to conduct cross-country analyses or 

identify trends at the EU level. Additionally, some MSs still lack comprehensive data collection systems for the 

fish processing sector, which limits the availability of reliable data. The underrepresentation of major 

processing countries in the data submissions was also noted as a concern, as it affects the overall 

representativeness of the data collected. 

Additional species identification issues addressed, which remain a persistent challenge in raw material data 

collection. The use of undefined or generic species categories continues to be problematic, as it limits the 

ability to conduct detailed analyses or assess the sustainability of specific species. Species are often reported 

using a mix of scientific names, common names, and FAO codes, which creates confusion and inconsistencies 

in the data. Multiple naming variations for the same species further complicate efforts to harmonise reporting 

practices. These inconsistencies not only limit trend analysis but also hinder efforts to improve traceability 

and sustainability assessments across the seafood value chain. 

Another critical issue highlighted in the presentation was the incomplete or inconsistent recording of origin 

information. Some MSs reported origin data in comments or alternative fields, rather than in the designated 

https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC145111
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fields, which makes it difficult to extract and analyse this information systematically. As a result, large shares 

of raw material remain classified as "unspecified," limiting the ability to trace the origin of raw materials and 

assess their sustainability. This lack of traceability is a significant barrier to achieving the transparency needed 

for effective policy-making and sustainability assessments. 

Salmon emerged as the dominant raw material category, followed by other important species such as Alaska 

Pollock, herring, and tuna. However, the presence of unspecified categories in the data affected the reliability 

of these rankings, as it was unclear whether these categories represented actual trends or gaps in reporting. 

Due to the inconsistencies in the data, detailed trend analysis was not possible, which underscores the need 

for improved harmonisation and standardisation in reporting practices. 

In order for MSs to address these challenges and further explore the collection of new feed-related data in 

the aquaculture and fish processing sectors, it was highlighted that additional clarification from the COM on 

the intended use and policy relevance of such data would be beneficial, helping to justify the need for additional 

data collection and support a consistent. One of the key suggestions was the organisation of a WS on 

harmonised methodologies for raw material data collection in the fish processing industry. Such a WS would 

provide a platform for MSs to discuss and agree on standardised reporting practices, ensuring greater 

comparability and transparency in the data collected.  

It also included a WS planning template, developed collaboratively by Andrius and Adelbert, to guide the 

organisation of a future WS on raw material data collection issues. The template outlined a structured 

approach to problem-solving, beginning with the identification of the core problem: the lack of consistency in 

providing species codes and the incomplete participation of MSs in data collection. The desired outcome of 

addressing this problem was defined as achieving the maximum number of MSs providing data, with 

homogeneous species codes and improved data quality. The relevance of the problem was emphasised, with 

a goal to increase response rates and data quality by the next fish processing data call and Annual Report, 

targeting the 2026 DCF cycle. 

The template proposed a series of steps to achieve this goal, including the appointment of a chair or co-chair 

for the WS, the selection of dates and duration, and the determination of the format (live, online, or hybrid). 

It also outlined the WS topic as "Issues in Fish Processing Raw Material Data Collection" and defined the main 

goal as addressing recurring and new methodological issues in raw material data collection. Specific objectives 

included improving the harmonisation of methodologies across MSs, synthesising reporting guidelines to 

enhance raw material traceability, and identifying data needs for addressing sustainability gaps related to 

sourcing, utilisation, and waste management. The expected outputs of the WS were left open for further 

discussion but were intended to include concrete recommendations and actionable guidelines for MSs. 

While the focus of the presentation was on raw material data collection in the fish processing industry, it also 

acknowledged the broader methodological issues discussed during the ISSG Methodological Issues Meeting 

held in Kavala, Greece, in April 2025. These issues included the valuation of capital, energy transition, the 

distinction between low-active and active vessels, and the development of future Regional Work Plans 

(RWPs).  

Finally, a call for decisions on key organisational matters, such as the appointment of a new co-chair for future 

methodological meetings and the scheduling of the next ISSG Methodological Issues Meeting. The timing of 

the meeting was identified as a critical factor, with a need to align it with other key events in the 2026 calendar 

to ensure maximum participation and relevance. The presentation emphasised the importance of addressing 

these methodological issues in a timely manner to support the ongoing improvement of data collection 

practices and the achievement of broader EU objectives. 
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Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

In order for MSs to further explore the collection of new feed-related data in the aquaculture and fish 

processing sectors, additional clarification from the COM on the intended use and policy relevance of such 

data would be beneficial, helping to justify the need for additional data collection and support a consistent. 

Dependent on this feedback additional actions concerning organizing a WS and finding an ISSG co-chair will 

be considered.  

Proposals for Recommendations and Decisions 

N/A 

Rapporteur 

Christos Danatskos 
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5.12. ToR 11 Meeting FDI-AER harmonisation 

Objectives 

Related to the harmonisation of Fleet Dependent Information (FDI) and AER data, two topics needed 

discussing.  

The first topic considered the harmonisation between FDI and AER data. A consultation with all MSs providing 

both FDI and AER data was undertaken by the RCG ECON chairs in preparation for the NC meeting in the 

spring of 2026. Specific questions were asked in relation to the harmonisation of FDI and AER data, and what 

the impact was on workflow of providing such data during the official AER data call. Specific questions can be 

found below: 

• Did you personally work on effort data? 

• Was effort data provided to you? 

• Did the effort data come from within your institute or external to your institute? 

• Did you have contact with the colleagues working on and providing the FDI data? 

• How much impact did the request for FDI-AER homologised effort data have on your workflow? 

• How much estimated extra time did you spend due to the FDI-AER effort homologation? 

• Do you expect or did you recognise that this homologation has changed the economic results? 

• Do you expect or did you recognise changes in data quality due to this AER-FDI effort homologation? 

• Was the AER-FDI effort homologation possible for the entire time series or was there focus for 2024 

data only? 

• Any other feedback, issues, challenges you faced?  

The second topic considered the harmonisation of the voluntary AER variable of maximum days at sea. 

Although this is a voluntary variable, the use of this variable is essential for the fishing fleet capacity report 

and therefore has to be submitted by all MSs. An in-depth exercise on how essential this variable is and how 

MS calculate this variable was undertaken in 2025 and presented at the ISSG – Methodological issues (Kavala, 

Greece). The reader is referred to this report for detailed reading (https://fisheries-rcg.eu/wp-

content/uploads/2025/10/2025_RCG-ECON_ISSG-Methodological-Issues.pdf). 

Briefly, the exercise explored which methodologies to calculate the maximum sea days are used by MSs. This 

showed there is still heterogeneity of the methods used by MSs, which could be a consequence of guidelines 

that are not yet sufficiently clear. For example, some countries use the top ten average, others P90, others 

top 25%, etc. 

The exercise also showed that the P90 method (calculating the top 90 percentile) was more stable than other 

metrics, especially for small fleets. Consequently, the guidelines under FDI should be examined to determine 

if these guidelines reflect that the P90 method should be followed. 

During the ISSG – Methodological issues in 2025 (Kavala, Greece), the group recommended to explore the 

consequences of using the P90 method to calculate maximum sea days. It is however not clear what the 

consequence of that recommendation was. It is not known if MSs took this method on board and what was 

the impact of this recommendation on the latest AER data provided by MSs in the 2026 data call. 

https://fisheries-rcg.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/2025_RCG-ECON_ISSG-Methodological-Issues.pdf
https://fisheries-rcg.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/2025_RCG-ECON_ISSG-Methodological-Issues.pdf
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Achievements 

FDI-AER harmonisation of data 

In the consultation with the larger RCG ECON community, the RCG ECON chairs received 26 responses of 

which four MSs had multiple responses due to different scientists being involved in the FDI and AER data 

collection and data call. 

Most MSs could not observe any impact on effort and landings data during a possibly changed workflow to 

harmonise FDI and AER data. MSs indicating extra time needed to fulfil the AER data call due to the FDI-AER 

harmonisation estimated this need at two to five working days. Most MSs could not observe any changes in 

the economic results included in the AER data call. Similarly, most MS did not experience any changes in data 

quality of AER data. Several MSs did not notice there were still different definitions of the maximum sea days 

variable and different recommendations on how to calculate that variable. At the same time, MSs noted that 

the information provided on the FDI-AER harmonisation varied in the level of detail depending on the meeting. 

The reported challenges in harmonising FDI and AER data were most often related to SSCF data. 

In summary, most MS did not experience any challenges related to FDI and AER data harmonisation, a positive 

outcome of this small RCG ECON consultation. 

Maximum Sea Days variable 

A short discussion was held related to this topic. A proposal was discussed to organise a three-day hybrid 

WS in the second quarter of 2027 focusing on the processing and analysis of vessel-level data by country and 

segment, including the examination of sub-segments, the distribution of days at sea, outlier detection, and the 

calculation of VUR using different levels of vessel activity. This to clarify the P90 method for calculating 

maximum days at sea. It was indeed emphasised that the objective should not be to debate the merits of 

individual indicators, but rather to develop a consistent and harmonised data collection approach that can be 

applied across countries. The WS was therefore viewed as the most effective forum for exchanging 

experiences, testing different methodologies, analysing data, and developing practical guidance. It was also 

considered important that the WS results lead to agreed guidelines and recommendations that can be 

implemented consistently by MSs. The value of obtaining raw data from as many MSs as possible was 

highlighted, with anonymised datasets being considered particularly useful for ensuring robust analyses. 

Overall, support was expressed for moving forward with a structured WS process aimed at achieving greater 

methodological consistency and providing a sound basis for future technical decisions. This work can be led 

by Sébastien Demaneche (ISSG – Metier, RCG NANSEA & Baltic), however a co-chair from the RCG ECON 

side for this work is necessary.  

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

A RCG ECON group co-chair has to be found to co-lead this work together with Sébastien. Once the co-

chair is found the ISSG chairs of Methodological Issues, the WS chairs and the RCG ECON chairs will organize 

date, location and format of the meeting. 

Proposals for Recommendation and Decisions 

N/A 

Rapporteur 

Adelbert De Clercq/Olivier Guyader  
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5.13. ToR 12 Organising Recommendations and Report -WS 

Objectives 

The RCGs Secretariat has developed a decisions and recommendations platform last year (2025). This 

platform contains all decisions and recommendations of previous working year of RCG ECON (2025). To 

access the platform authorised users can log in RCGs Members Area. Once inside the Members Area, users 

will have access to several tools, including: the Recommendations and Decisions platform; Intersessional 

Workspace and Calendar. 

The platform allows to categorise the recommendations based on their stage in the RCG activity cycle. This 

tool can also provide a perfect archive for all decisions and recommendations made in the past. This would 

allow the RCG ECON chairs, in addition to other participants with access to the platform, to have an overview 

of all recommendations made in the past and how they are categorized in the workflow cycle.  

Achievements 

During the TM (2026) the RCG ECON chairs proposed to prepare an Excel file with the categories added in 

the current decisions and recommendations platform in addition to other categories that may be missing. A 

small core group will provide feedback on the extra categories and adjust where necessary. Archived reports 

could be divided among the members of the small core group in order to extract all decisions and 

recommendations and added to the proposed Excel file, linking all decisions and recommendations to the 

correct categories. Once this Excel file is finalised, the RCG ECON chairs proposed to the RCG Secretariat 

to upload this information to the decisions and recommendations platform. 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

Prepare the Excel file and organize a small meeting with the core group or RCG ECON members. 

Contributing members will be of Belgium, Sweden, Bulgaria, Italy and Finland. Work will be finalised in this 

term. 

Proposals for Recommendations and Decisions 

N/A 

Rapporteur 

Adelbert De Clercq 

  

https://g36885853.sharepoint.com/sites/RCGsMembersArea
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5.1. ToR 13 Regional Work Plan -WS 

Objectives 

Under ToR 5 the RCG ECON group discussed that it should continue focusing on data collection 

methodologies, harmonisation, and pan-regional coordination. More regional aimed analysis remains possible 

when needed and work can be organised flexibly. Questions remain such as if the RWP remains as is, does it 

need a sector specific RWP, and if this needs to be updated. 

Achievements 

After a short discussion, the general agreement was to keep the RWP as is under the condition of updating 

the guidelines that are included in the current RWP. 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

Volunteers need to be found to update the guidelines that are currently in the RWP related to socio-economic 

data collection. This update is necessary and has to happen before the new RWP and WP cycle as RWP has 

to be correctly linked to the NWPs of the individual MSs. 

Proposals for Recommendations and Decisions 

N/A 

Rapporteur 

Adelbert De Clercq 
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5.1. ToR 13 STECF-AER Nowcast discussion 

Objectives - Achievements 

The presentation provided a comprehensive overview of the current nowcasting framework used in the AER, 

which has been in place for over a decade. The AER currently relies on economic data with a two-year lag, 

and nowcasts for t+1 and t+2 are produced using a combination of DCF data and external sources, such as 

the fleet register, total allowable catches, fuel prices, and stock indicators. Different methodological 

approaches are applied for fleet segments in the North Atlantic Ocean and the Mediterranean, Black Sea, and 

Outermost Fishing Regions. While this framework has served as a valuable tool for economic projections, it 

has limitations in terms of timeliness and the ability to incorporate real-time or near-real-time data. 

The presentation highlighted several potential improvements that could be achieved if nowcasting were 

implemented at the MS level. One of the most significant advantages would be the greater use of national and 

fleet-segment-specific information, allowing MS experts to refine assumptions about fishing activity, quota 

uptake, effort drivers, and economic behaviour. This would lead to more accurate and context-specific 

projections. Additionally, implementing nowcasting at the MS level could improve data availability for key 

variables such as fish prices and actual fuel prices by fleet segment for the year t+1. This would address one 

of the current limitations of the nowcasting framework, which relies on external data sources that may not 

always reflect the most recent trends. 

Another critical improvement would be the integration of management and structural measures into the 

nowcasting framework. Measures such as decommissioning schemes, effort limitations, temporary closures, 

and quota restrictions could be factored into the projections, enhancing their realism and relevance for policy-

making. The presentation noted that a few MSs are already providing some economic data for t+1, although 

it remains unclear whether this data is based on estimates or actual data collection processes. This suggests 

that there is already some capacity within MS to contribute to nowcasting efforts, which could be built upon 

through a harmonised methodology. 

The presentation also summarised the recommendations from STECF regarding the implementation of 

nowcasting. In both STECF 24-02  and STECF 25-02, the committee concluded that MSs are unable to provide 

more up-to-date economic data through the standard DCF process. However, STECF recommended that 

RCG ECON facilitate a WS to develop a common methodology for nowcasting for the year t+1. This 

methodology could then be applied by MS to provide nowcasts in the yearly data call, thereby improving the 

timeliness and accuracy of the AER. The recommendations underscored the need for a collaborative approach 

to nowcasting, with RCG ECON playing a central role in coordinating and harmonising efforts across MSs. 

To guide the implementation of nowcasting, the presentation proposed a five-phase roadmap. The first phase 

would involve conducting an inventory of existing practices and data availability across MSs to identify current 

capabilities and gaps. The second phase would focus on agreeing on harmonised equations and explanatory 

variables to ensure consistency in the nowcasting methodology. In the third phase, the methodology would 

be piloted by volunteer MS to test its feasibility and identify any practical challenges. The fourth phase would 

involve validating the nowcasts against subsequently observed data to assess their accuracy and reliability. 

Finally, the fifth phase would focus on integrating the nowcasting methodology into the annual DCF/AER 

workflows and JRC systems, ensuring that it becomes a standard part of the data collection and reporting 

process. 

Overall, the presentation achieved its objectives by providing a clear overview of the current nowcasting 

framework, identifying potential improvements, and proposing a structured roadmap for implementation. It 

also addressed the need for having a WS where these issues concerning nowcasting can be addressed. The 

https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/documents/d/stecf/stecf_24-02_med_methods
https://stecf.ec.europa.eu/document/170fa553-c85b-4f2c-b753-bfdbe07fc945_en?prefLang=es
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recommendations and proposed updates reflect a commitment to enhancing the quality, timeliness, and 

comparability of economic and social data across the EU. 

Workplan for 2026 – 2027 

Organizing a WS dedicated to address the suggested implementation of Nowcasting for t+1 where one expert 

from JRC and one RCG ECON member would be chairing the WS together.  

Proposals for Recommendations and Decisions 

N/A 

Rapporteur 

Evelina Sabatella/Hanna Swahnberg 
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6. Next meetings 

RCG ECON 2027 annual meeting 

Chairs: Hanna Swahnberg,  María Valiente Viana, and Joonas Valve 

Dates: 26th -28th of May 2027 

Venue: Gothenburg 

Number of days: 2,5 days 

RCG ECON ISSG Data collection of social aspects -WS  

Chairs: Angelos Liontakis (Joint Research Centre, European Commission) and Fanny Barz 

Dates: January 2027 

Venue: Online 

Number of days: 2-3 days 

RCG ECON ISSG Nowcast -WS  

Chairs: Expert from Joint Research Centre, European Commission and RCG ECON-member 

Dates: 2027 

Venue: TBD 

Number of days: TBD 
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Annex 1: 2026 RCG ECON List of participants  

Name Institution MS Role Attendance Email 

Adelbert De 

Clercq 

Research Institute for 

Agriculture, Fisheries 

and Food 

BEL RCG chair; RCG 

expert 

In person Adelbert.DeClercq@ilvo.vl

aanderen.be 

Hanna Isabell 

Swahnberg 

Swedish Agency for 

Marine and Water 

Management 

SWE RCG chair; RCG 

expert 

In person hanna.swahnberg@havoch

vatten.se 

Alexandra 

Sintori 

Agricultural 

Economics Research 

Institute, Hellenic 

Agricultural 

Organization-

DIMITRA 

GRC Researcher Online sintori@elgo.gr 

Ágnes Irma 

György 

Institute of 

Agricultural 

Economics 

HUN National 

Correspondent 

In person gyorgy.agnes@aki.gov.hu 

Alexandru 

Gheorghe 

National Agency for 

Fisheries and 

Aquaculture 

ROM National 

Correspondent 

Online Alexandru.gheorghe@anpa

.ro 

Almudena 

Minguez 

Matorras 

Ministry of 

Agriculture, Fisheries 

and Food of Spain 

ESP Statistics Online aminguez@mapa.es 

Álvaro Mínguez 

Velasco 

Ministry of 

Agriculture Fisheries 

and Food 

ESP RCG expert Online amvelasco@mapa.es 

Andrius 

Linauskas 

State enterprise 

Agricultural data 

center 

LTU RCG expert In person andrius.linauskas@zudc.lt 

Angelos 

Liontakis 

Joint Research 

Centre 

GRC JRC Online Angelos.LIONTAKIS@ec.e

uropa.eu 

Arnaud Souffez University on Nantes FRA Observer Online arnaud.souffez@univ-

nantes.fr 

Ben Kelly Bord Iascaigh Mhara  IRL RCG expert In person Benjamin.Kelly@bim.ie 

Carmen 

Valverde 

Martínez 

Spanish Ministry of 

Agriculture, Fisheries 

and Food 

ESP Observer Online cvalverde@mapa.es 

Charlotte Spliid 

Hansen 

Statistics Denmark DNK RCG expert In person chh@dst.dk 

Christos 

Danatskos  

Fisheries Research 

Institute- ELGO 

DEMETER 

GRC ISSG chair; RCG 

expert 

In person cdanatskos@elgo.gr 

Cristina 

Esteban 

Toscano 

Ministry of 

Agriculture, Fisheries 

and Food of Spain 

ESP Observer Online cesteban@mapa.es 

Daniela Lazova Executive Agency for 

Fisheries and 

Aquaculture 

BGR   Online - 

Debbi 

Pedreschi 

Bord Iascaigh Mhara IRL RCG expert Online debbi.pedreschi@bim.ie 
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Name Institution MS Role Attendance Email 

Dimitris 

Kirmoutselis 

Agriculture 

Economics Research 

Institute-AGRERI 

GRC RCG expert Online dkirmoutselis@elgo.gr 

Duco 

Claringbould  

Directorate-General 

for Maritime Affairs 

and Fisheries 

EC End-user Online Duco.CLARINGBOULD@

ec.europa.eu 

Edvard Avdic 

Mravlje 

Fisheries research 

institute of Slovenia 

SVN RCG expert In person edoavdic@gmail.com 

Edvardas 

Kazlauskas 

Agricultural Data 

Center 

LTU National 

representative 

In person edvardas.kazlauskas@zudc.

lt 

Els Torreele Research Institute for 

Agriculture, Fisheries 

and Food 

BEL National 

Correspondent; 

ISSG chair; 

Online els.torreele@ilvo.vlaandere

n.be 

Emil Kuzebski National Marine 

Fisheries Research 

Institute 

POL RCG expert; In person ekuzebski@mir.gdynia.pl 

Emmet Jackson Bord Iascaigh Mhara IRL Observer Online Emmet.Jackson@bim.ie 

Evelina Carmen 

Sabatella 

National Research 

Council Institute for 

Research on 

Population and Social 

Politics 

ITA ISSG chair Online evelinacarmen.sabatella@c

nr.it 

Filip Galić Ministry of 

Agriculture, Forestry 

and Fisheries, 

Directorate of 

Fisheries 

HRV Observer Online filip.galic@mps.hr 

Giacomo 

Petrucco 

Directorate-General 

for Maritime Affairs 

and Fisheries 

EC End-user Online Giacomo.PETRUCCO1@e

c.europa.eu 

Hans van 

Oostenbrugge 

Wageningen Social 

and Economic 

Research 

NLD RCG expert Online hans.vanoostenbrugge@wu

r.nl 

Ines F. Jorge M. 

Pereira A. 

Ferreira 

Directorate- General 

for Natural 

Resources, Safety and 

Maritime Services 

PRT RCG expert Online ifferreira@dgrm.mm.gov.pt 

Irene 

Tzouramani 

Agricultural 

Economics Research 

Institute - ELGO 

DIMITRA 

GRC RCG expert Online tzouramani@elgo.gr 

Irina Davidjuka Independent expert LAV Observer In person irina.davidiuk@inbox.lv 

Ivana Vukov Ministry of 

Agriculture, Forestry 

and Fisheries, 

Directorate of 

Fisheries 

HRV National 

Correspondent 

Online ivana.vukov@mps.hr 
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Janek Lees Estonian Marine 

Institute, University 

of Tartu 

EST RCG expert Online janek.lees@ut.ee 

Jarno Virtanen Joint Research 

Center 

EC JRC; EC In person Jarno.VIRTANEN@ec.eur

opa.eu 

Joan 

Roussouliere-

Azzam 

Directorate-General 

for Maritime Affairs 

and Fisheries 

EC End-user Online Joan.ROUSSOULIERE-

AZZAM@ec.europa.eu 

John Dennis Bord Iascaigh Mhara  IRL Observer Online John.Dennis@bim.ie 

Jolanta 

Cesiuliene 

Ministry of 

Agriculture of the 

Republic of Lithuania 

LTU Observer In person Jolanta.Cesiuliene@zum.lt 

Joonas Valve Natural Resources 

Institute Finland 

FIN RCG expert In person joonas.valve@luke.fi 

Justina Dyrynda National Marine 

Fisheries Research 

Institute 

POL RCG expert Online jdyrynda@mir.gdynia.pl 

Jörg 

Berkenhagen 

Thünen Institute of 

Sea Fisheries 

DEU RCG expert; ISSG 

chair 

In person joerg.berkenhagen@thuen

en.de 

Karolina 

Vitonytė 

Fisheries research 

institute of Slovenia 

LTU Expert; Observer In person karolina.vitonyte@zudc.lt 

Kolyo Zhelev Executive Agency for 

Fisheries and 

Aquaculture 

BGR RCG expert In person kolyo.zhelev@iara.govern

ment.bg 

Linda O'Hea Marine Institute IRL National 

Correspondent 

Online linda.ohea@marine.ie 

Lisbeth Elin 

Lakjer 

Christensen 

Statistics Denmark DNK RCG expert In person lcr@dst.dk 

Loretta 

Malvarosa 

Nisea- Fisheries and 

Aquaculture 

Economics Research  

ITA ISSG chair; RCG 

expert 

Online malvarosa@nisea.eu 

Ludwig Gerner Federal Ministry of 

Agriculture and 

Forestry 

AUT National 

Correspondent 

Online ludwig.gerner@bmluk.gv.at 

Maksims 

Kovsars 

Institute of Food 

Safety, Animal Health 

and Environment- 

BIOR 

LVA National 

Correspondent; 

RCG expert 

In person Maksims.Kovsars@bior.lv 

Maria 

Cozzolino 

Nisea- Fisheries and 

Aquaculture 

Economics Research  

ITA STECF; RCG 

expert 

Online cozzolino@nisea.eu 

María Dolores 

González 

Villarrubia  

Ministry of 

Agriculture, Fisheries 

and Food of Spain 

ESP Statistics Online mdgvillarrub@mapa.es 

Marie-

Dominique 

Minne 

Ministry of 

agriculture 

FRA RCG expert Online mariedominique.minne@ca

mpusicp.fr 
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Marloes Kraan Wageningen Social 

and Economic 

Research 

NLD RCG expert Online marloes.kraan@wur.nl 

Marta A. 

Ballesteros 

Spanish Institute of 

Oceanography IEO-

CSIC 

ESP Expert Online marta.ballesteros@ieo.csic.

es 

Marta R. Cobas Cetmar Centro 

Tecnolóxico do Mar  

and RCGs Secretariat 

ESP RCGs Secretariat Online mcobas@cetmar.org  

Martin 

Mortensen  

Directorate-General 

for Maritime Affairs 

and Fisheries 

EC End-user Online Martin.MORTENSEN@ec.

europa.eu 

Matija Pofuk Ministry of 

Agriculture, Forestry 

and Fisheries, 

Directorate of 

Fisheries 

HRV RCG expert In person matija.pofuk@mps.hr 

Matis Mägi Ministry of Regional 

Affairs and 

Agriculture 

EST National 

Correspondent 

Online Matis.Magi@agri.ee 

Michael 

Chatziefstathiou  

Directorate-General 

for Maritime Affairs 

and Fisheries 

GRC National 

Correspondent 

Online mchatzief@minagric.gr 

Monica 

Gambino 

Nisea- Fisheries and 

Aquaculture 

Economics Research  

ITA RCG expert Online gambino@nisea.eu 

Monika 

Sterczewska 

European 

Commission 

POL European 

Commission 

In person Monika.STERCZEWSKA@

ec.europa.eu 

Myrto Ioannou Department of 

Fisheries & Marine 

Research 

CYP National 

Correspondent; 

RCG expert 

Online mioannou@dfmr.moa.gov.

cy 

Nicolás 

Rinconada 

González  

Ministry of 

Agriculture, Fisheries 

and Food  

ESP NC team Online nicolasrinconadagonzalez@

lr.educagsd.es 

Nikoletta 

Chalari 

Hellenic Ministry of 

Rural Development & 

Food Directorate 

General for Fisheries 

GRC National 

Correspondent 

Online nchalari@minagric.gr 

Olivier Guyader  Institut français de 

recherche pour 

l'exploitation de la 

mer 

FRA RCG expert Online oguyader@ifremer.fr 

Paolo Accadia Nisea- Fisheries and 

Aquaculture 

Economics Research  

ITA RCG expert In person accadia@nisea.eu 

Pierrick Ollivier Université de Nantes- 

LEMNA 

FRA Observer Online pierrick.ollivier@univ-

nantes.fr 

Rosa M. 

Fernández 

Otero 

Cetmar Centro 

Tecnolóxico do Mar  

and RCG Secretariat 

ESP Secretariat In person rfernandez@cetmar.org 
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Rosaria 

Sabatella 

Nisea- Fisheries and 

Aquaculture 

Economics Research 

ITA RCG expert Online r.sabatella@nisea.eu 

Sara Matute 

Prieto 

Ministry of 

Agriculture, Fisheries 

and Food  

ESP NC team Online smatute@mapa.es 

Sébastien 

Demanèche 

Institut Français de 

Recherche pour 

l'Exploitation de la 

Mer 

FRA Expert Online Sebastien.Demaneche@ifre

mer.fr 

Simona Nicheva  Executive Agency for 

Fisheries and 

Aquaculture 

BGR National 

Correspondent; 

RCG expert 

In person simona.nicheva@iara.gover

nment.bg 

Sina Kroebel Aquatic Resources 

Malta 

MLT RCG expert Online sina.kroebel@gov.mt 

Stamatis 

Mantziaris 

Agricultural 

Economics Research 

Institute (ELGO-

DIMITRA) 

GRC RCG expert Online smantziaris@elgo.gr 

Stanislav 

Doležal 

Institute of 

Agricultural 

Economics and 

Information 

CZE Observer Online dolezal.stanislav@uzei.cz 

Stavroula 

Ntavou 

Agricultural 

Economics Research 

Institute (ELGO-

DIMITRA) 

GRC RCG expert In person vntavou@inale.gr 

Stefanos 

Kavadas 

Hellenic Centre for 

Marine Research 

GRC RDBFIS 

consortium 

Online stefanos@hcmr.gr 

Susana Naranjo 

Fernandez 

Ministry of 

Agriculture, Fisheries 

and Food 

ESP National 

Correspondent 

Online snaranjo@mapa.es 

Suzana Pinto de 

Almeida Faria 

Parreira Cano 

Directorate-General 

for Natural 

Resources, Safety and 

Maritime Services 

PRT RCG expert; 

National 

Correspondent; 

In person sfcano@dgrm.pt 

Tomáš Kočica Institute of 

Agricultural 

Economics and 

Information-UZEI 

CZE National 

Correspondent 

Online tomas.kocica@uzei.cz 

Tomasz 

Kulikowski 

National Marine 

Fisheries Research 

Institute 

POL Observer Online tkulikowski@mir.gdynia.pl 

Václava 

Lamačová  

Institute of 

Agricultural 

Economics and 

Information 

CZE Observer Online Lamacova.Vaclava@uzei.cz 

Vasilia 

Konstantidelli 

Agriculture 

Economics Research 

Institute-AGRERI, 

GRC Expert Online vkonstantidelli@elgo.gr 
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Hellenic Agricultural 

Organization ELGO - 

DIMITRA 
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Annex I1: Agenda for RCG ECON 2026 

Time  Duration Topic TOR Presenter 

Tuesday 12th May       

9:00 15 min testing/chat     

9:15 30 min 

Welcome and introduction 

Welcome, house rules, adoption of the agenda, format of the 

report, notification of AOB 

  RCG chairs 

9:45 30 min 

Stakeholder feedback presentation by the commission 

ToR 1 
Monika 

Sterczewska 
Discussion: 

1. define next step, short/ long term actions 

2. identify recommendations / decisions 

10:15 30 min 

Feedback from the STECF EWGs 

ToR 2 Jarno Virtanen Discussion:  

1. define next step, short/ long term actions 

2. identify recommendations / decisions 

10:45 30 min Coffee break      

11:15 30 min 

Feedback from the STECF PLEN 

ToR 3 RCG chairs Discussion: 

1. define next step,  short/ long term actions 

11:45 30 min 
RCG Secretariat SECWEB 2.0 project presentation - 

update on progress 
ToR 4 

RCGs 

secretariat/Rosa 

Fernández 

12:15 45 min  

panregional ISSG - RWP - Feedback 

ToR 5 
Adelbert De 

Clercq 
Discussion: 

1. define next step, short/ long term actions 

2. identify recommendations / decisions 

13:00 90 min LUNCH     

14:30 30 min 

Feedback from RCG Secretariat on the working of 

RCGECON 

ToR 6 RCG chairs Discussion:  

1. define next step, short/ long term actions 

2. identify recommendations / decisions 

15:00 30 min 

Feedback from RCG chairs meeting - ISSGs vs WSs 

ToR 7 RCG chairs Discussion:  

1. Do we want ISSG or WSs 

2. Presenting recommendations and results on website 

15:30 30 min  Coffee break      

16:00 30 min 

Open discussion on ISSGs WSs 

ToR 8 

RCG and 

previous ISSG 

chairs 

Discussion:  

1. Do we want ISSG or WSs 

2. Presenting recommendations and results on website 

16:30 30 min Summary of the 1st day   RCG chairs 

17:00   END OF A DAY     
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Time Duration Topic TOR Presenter 

Wednesday 13th 

May   
    

9:00 30 min testing/chat     

9:30 60 min 

Feedback EWG Social 

ToR 

9a 

Marloes Kraan/ 

Marta 

Ballesteros 

Discussion:  

1. STECF report social 

2. Future STECF EWG work 

10:30 30 min 

Data collection of social aspects -WS  

ToR 

9b 

Angelos 

Liontakis/ 

Loretta 

Malvarosa 

Discussion:  

1. New co-chair 

2. timing and content (FTE, labour, social variables) of WS 

11:00 30 min Coffee break      

11:30 60 min 

Methdological issues Aquaculture and fish processing -

WS 
ToR 

10 

Christos 

Danatskos 
Discussion:  

1. New co-chair and timing 

2. Data collection challenges after first round - what comes up 

12:30 30 min 

Meeting FDI-AER harmonisation 

ToR 

11 
RCG Chairs 

Discussion:  

1. definition of maxium sea days to harmonise 

2. meeting ISSG Metier – RCG ECON - STECF (Zeynep) 

13:00 90 min LUNCH     

14:30 30 min 

Organising Recommendations and Report -WS 

ToR 

12 
RCG Chairs 

Discussion (find chairs):  

1. Filing recommendations platform 

2. Organising Reports on website 

15:00 30 min 

Regional Work Plan -WS 

ToR 

13 
RCG Chairs 

Discussion:  

1. Definition accross sectors - update RWP 

2. Updating guidelines related to RWP of socio-economic data 

collection 

15:30 30 min Coffee break      

16:00 30 min 

Summary of discussion on WSs and final comments   

RCG Chairs 
Discussion:  

1. define next step,  short/ long term actions 

2. identify recommendations / decisions 

  

16:30 30 min Summary of the 2nd day   RCG chairs 

17:00   END OF A DAY     
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Time Duration Topic TOR Presenter 

Thursday 14th May       

9:00 30 min testing/chat     

9:30 30min 

STECF - AER Nowcast discussion 

ToR 

13 
RCG chairs Discussion:  

1. definitive answer to STECF and Commission about RCG 

ECON position 

10:30 30 min 

Any Other Business 

  RCG Chairs Discussion:  

1. define next step, short/ long term actions 

2. identify recommendations / decisions 

11:00 30 min Coffee break      

12:00 90 min 

Drafting the recommendations and the report 

  RCG Chairs Discussion:  

1. identify recommendations / decisions 

2. New chair - date and location technical meeting 

13:30   LUNCH - end of meeting     
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Annex I1I: COM clarification documents on Fisheries and Aquaculture 

RCG ECON Fishing Fleet clarification of the COM 

DG MARE welcomes the overview prepared under TOR 8, which shows that several MS already collect 

detailed fuel data for parts of their fleets, but that methods and variables remain heterogeneous and only 

partially comparable across countries. For fisheries, the priority now is to move towards a more systematic 

collection of fuel use by type, in line with Regulation (EU) 2023/1805 on renewable and low-carbon fuels in 

maritime transport. 

For fisheries, the analysis shows that almost all coastal MSs already collect at least some information on fuel 

or energy use for their fleets, but the level of detail and the possibility to monitor the energy transition differ 

a lot between them. Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Malta, the 

Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovenia, Spain and Sweden all report fuel or broader energy variables 

for fisheries, usually as part of their economic data collection through censuses, stratified samples or 

model-based approaches using accounts, logbooks and administrative records. 

From our understanding, in several cases, however, the variables are still framed only as “energy costs” or 

“fuel costs”, without a systematic breakdown by fuel type or a clear link to the requirements of Regulation 

(EU) 2023/1805, which makes it difficult to distinguish conventional fuels from alternative fuels and to 

construct comparable indicators across MSs, for example regarding the direct GHG emissions and resilience 

indicators. Please kindly confirm or clarify this important point. 

In practical terms, MARE considers that future data calls should progressively require information on fuel 

quantities (and cost) by fuel type and fleet segment, building as far as possible on existing data sources, and 

complementing these with questionnaires only where necessary. 

A practical question for the future and for the WS is how this should be reported in a harmonised way: at 

present, many systems provide a single figure on total fuel consumption per fleet segment, and it would be 

useful to clarify whether, going forward, the preference is for quantities (for example litres or other units) 

per fleet segment by fuel type, or for an estimated share of different fuels used within a segment. This should 

also take into account that fleet segments can be very heterogeneous in practice. 

Introducing them as part of a chapter of the STECF AER or considering an approach on how to have a 

dedicated report that analyse the evolution of the energy transition. 

These data and these analyses will be used to monitor progress on the energy transition in fisheries, by 

tracking fuel use, costs and how exposed different fleet segments are to energy price shocks, including through 

the upcoming energy transition roadmap for fisheries and aquaculture and related indicators in the STECF 

Annual Economic Report. They will also feed into follow-up work to technical studies on emissions, by giving 

a better picture of fuel intensity. 

RCG ECON feedback on Aquaculture data collection of the COM 

Stronger data are needed to better analyse the energy transition in the EU aquaculture sector, including 

energy measurements, vulnerability to price shocks and decarbonisation options as well as their evolutions. 

We see three priorities: simple figures on how much electricity and fuel farms use, a split of energy used into 

electricity (including its source) and fuel, as well as other eventual energy used in the production system and 

a basic indicator for feed and other key raw materials. With these limited additions to the existing templates, 

the data would be strong enough to analyse energy dependence, exposure to price shocks and to monitor 

the development of decarbonisation options for aquaculture over time. 
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In that context, DG MARE would be grateful for confirmation and clarification on the following missing 

elements: 

• Energy use (kWh of electricity and litres of fuel for barges/vessels), at least per main system type 

(ponds, raceways, RAS, cages, non-fed, or the STECF aquaculture types). 

• A more disaggregated view of energy and feed costs in total operating costs, in order to separate 

direct energy use from the energy embedded in feed and juveniles. 

• Where feasible, technical information (e.g. production system, use of pumping or aeration, use of 

vessels, presence of onsite renewables) that allows mapping to emissions factors and mitigation 

options, while recognising that this is not the first priority. 

In this context the table “REGULATION (EU) 2023/1805: Typology of marine fuel types” should be discussed 

and simplified for the monitoring purposes of the energy transition of the sector, as it should involve only 

barges and service vessels. 

Aquaculture data already separate feed and other raw materials in the existing calls, but there is still no detail 

on their origin or composition, which limits what can be said on indirect energy dependence and the energy 

transition. A harmonised methodology across MSs would also be needed; this could be discussed in more 

depth in a dedicated WS. 

These additions would not imply a full life cycle assessment at farm level. However, they would help to validate 

and update aquaculture energy transition pathways with cost information, provide more practical data on 

consumption and energy use, and start monitoring how far the sector is progressing on energy efficiency and 

energy transition measures. They would also support better tracking of the impact of energy prices and the 

design of more targeted policies, eventual pilot projects and support measures. 
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Annex IV: COM clarification - comments from MSs 

Feedback on fisheries 

Denmark 

Which fuel data are collected at present in Denmark 

Within the existing Data Collection Framework Regulation (DCFR) Denmark collects the following data via 

fishery accounts collected from the auditors of the fishing companies: 

• cost of fuel (excl. taxes) (DKK) 

• volume of fuel (litres). It is important to mention that Statistics Denmark often has to estimate the 

volume because they are missing in the data sent to Statistics Denmark. 

Assessment of what is possible in relation to the request from DG MARE 

Statistics Denmark regards the request from DG MARE as additional requirements that are not part of the 

existing legal obligations under the Data Collection Framework (DCF). If Denmark shall be able to deliver the 

information requested by DG MARE, it is our assessment that it will require a separate data collection from 

the owners of fishing vessels and, as such, an increase in the burden for the companies. 

Introducing new requirements will require extra resources and, as such, increased financing to Statistics 

Denmark. Thus, in our view, the request from DG MARE has to be discussed at a political level and Statistics 

Denmark cannot decide this at a national level. Statistics Denmark needs to discuss the request with the 

Danish Ministry of Environment which holds political responsibility for funding of the DCF in Denmark. 

Germany 

Still I simply don’t see the need for such a detailed collection of fuel data. For the moment, there is no bio-

fuel used in the DEU fishery, maybe except for some E10 gas containing ethanol and maybe being used by the 

small vessels. We have already plenty of data which will allow us to run all kinds of sensitivity analyses even 

in case the bio share increases. When a segment is fuel-dependent, this will not change with the introduction 

of bio-fuel. 

As a first approach it should be sufficient to monitor the sales from the fuelling facilities in case they offer 

biofuel. This share is negligible for the moment but might increase (who knows?) in the future and it is advisable 

to be prepared for that situation.  

The COM text still leaves the question unanswered why they need all these data and why a simplified 

estimation procedure, requiring only a fraction of the data collection effort, would not suffice. If the purpose 

were clearly described, RCG ECON could think of a more efficient way to come up with answers (or ideas). 

Honestly, I have to say that this COM document does not really shed more light on the topic. The basic 

information seems to be that we should have a workshop for detailing how to collect whatever kind of data 

on low-carbon fuel in the future. Sounds like they leave it up to RCGECON and MS data collection initiatives. 

Lithuania 

“Feedback from DG MARE on the recommendations made during the RCG Econ 2026 technical meeting 

underlines the importance of comprehensive data collection on energy use in the fishing fleet, as well as the 

current gaps in compliance with the requirements of Regulation (EU) 2023/1805. However, it should be 

emphasized that the detailed reporting requirements under FuelEU report (EU2023/1805) do not apply to 
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fishing vessels, even where a vessel exceeds 5000 GT. Consequently, the administrative data generated for 

FuelEU compliance purposes are not available for fisheries data collection. The abovementioned 5000 GT 

threshold for comprehensive data collection under Regulation (EU) 2023/1805 was established to avoid 

imposing a disproportionate administrative burden on smaller vessel operators. In the fisheries sector, the 

fleet is predominantly composed of small-scale fishing vessels, while large-scale fishing vessels rarely exceed 

5000 GT. Therefore, linking fisheries data collection requirements directly to Regulation (EU) 2023/1805 

would not be appropriate. 

Nevertheless, we agree that well-considered and properly evaluated additional data collection is essential for 

improving the monitoring of the energy transition in the fisheries sector. 

In Lithuania, energy consumption data are collected through census questionnaires together with other 

economic indicators. Therefore, an additional breakdown of energy consumption by fuel type will most likely 

be introduced into the questionnaire approved by an order of the Ministry of Agriculture. 

Portugal 

Fuel quantities by fuel type 

Within the fleet register data, it is possible to identify the fuel type associated with each vessel. In cases where 

a vessel has two main engines and considering that only the fuel type of the first engine is recorded, it may be 

assumed that both engines use the same fuel type as that registered for the first engine. 

Regarding the collection of fuel consumption data, the following situations can be identified: 

a) Vessels with diesel engines supplied through a fuel card, whether operating under the bunker 

scheme or not. In these cases, monthly fuel consumption can be determined, since all fuel purchases made 

using the card are recorded and the information is made available. 

b) Vessels with diesel engines supplied without the fuel card. In these cases, fuel consumption data is 

obtained directly from vessel owners or estimated using variables such as engine power and days at sea 

(socioeconomic questionnaire). 

c) Vessels equipped with outboard engines using gasoline. For these vessels, no administrative records 

of fuel consumption are currently available. However, fuel consumption is estimated based on engine power 

and days of activity, or obtained directly from vessel owners (socioeconomic questionnaire). 

Fuel costs by fuel type 

Fuel costs by fuel type could be obtained directly from vessel owners. 

Alternatively, costs may be estimated using average fuel prices per litre for the relevant reference period, 

based on data published by the Portuguese Directorate-General for Energy and Geology (DGEG). 

Harmonisation of data collection across Member States 

The harmonisation of data collection and reporting requires further technical discussions between Member 

States and the European Commission. These discussions should aim to establish common procedures that 

take into account the specific circumstances of each Member State while ensuring that the information 

collected meets the objectives of energy transition monitoring and analysis. 

Monitoring the energy transition and exposure to energy price shocks 
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Monitoring the energy transition in the fisheries sector requires further methodological development and in-

depth analysis. Such work should incorporate technical variables related to engine characteristics and fuel 

types, as well as economic variables that allow the assessment of the impacts associated with different 

propulsion technologies and fuel sources. 

Portugal considers that, before introducing new mandatory variables, it is important to clearly define the 

intended use of the information, the required level of accuracy, and the preferred data sources. A balance 

should be sought between the analytical needs for monitoring the energy transition and the additional burden 

associated with data collection and reporting. 

Particular attention should be paid to the distinction between directly observed data and estimates derived 

from technical parameters, as comparability between Member States may be affected by the use of different 

estimation methodologies. 

Spain 

Regulation (EU) 2023/1805 in its article 2.7 says the following: 

This Regulation does not apply to warships, naval auxiliaries, fish-catching or fish-processing ships, wooden 

ships of a primitive build, ships not propelled by mechanical means, or ships owned or operated by a 

government and used only for non-commercial purposes. 

Could you please clarify this apparent discrepancy for us, or let us know if our interpretation is incorrect? 

The Netherlands 

No clear request for the MS to start collecting the information on type of fuel consumed (or confirmation 

that the recommendation from RCGEcon (2025_R04) is the right way forward). Just the observation that 

many MSs do not collect the data in the proposed level of detail. The main remaining part of the text is about 

the practicalities of calling the data (either litres or percentages of various fuel types) and the way of reporting 

which is not relevant before the MS are starting to collect the data. 

Italy 

After reviewing the document, we would like to provide some information on how fuel‑use data are currently 

collected for the Italian fishing fleet and on a few aspects that may help refine future recommendations. 

At present, data on fuel consumption, and on fuel expenditure, are gathered through a sample survey. 

Estimates for each DCF fleet segments are made available according to the deadline reported in the Italian 

work plan. In 2026, the survey was expanded to get a more detailed breakdown of fuel types. The survey now 

distinguishes between diesel (marine gasoil), petrol (gasoline), gas (LNG), biofuels such as biodiesel, and other 

fuels including methanol and ammonia. This information will be available by March 2027 and will be related to 

the 2025 fuel consumption. This enhancement directly responds to the need, highlighted by DG‑MARE and 

embedded in RCG ECON 2025 Recommendations No. 3 and 4, for a more systematic and comparable 

classification of fuel use. 

It is also worth noting that information gathered directly from stakeholders during the fieldwork indicates 

that only a very small number of vessels, still on an experimental basis, have begun replacing traditional engines 

with hybrid engines. This information, which concerns the gradual transition towards technologies that reduce 

fuel consumption, is just as important as the information on fuel type. For this reason, it would be beneficial 

to include information on engine type and engine replacement in future data collection activities. 
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We would like to underline that the information collected through the survey is based on a sample of the 

active fleet rather than on a full census. As with any sample survey, estimates are subject to sampling 

uncertainty, and rare or highly specific phenomena may not be fully captured. Furthermore, as fuel type and 

engine type are structural characteristics of vessels, it may be appropriate to update the fleet register to 

include these variables. Doing so would provide census‑level, up‑to‑date information for the whole fleet, 

improving comparability across Member States and supporting the development of harmonised indicators 

aligned with relevant Regulations. 

Feedback on aquaculture 

Denmark 

Which energy and fuel data are collected at present in Denmark 

Within the existing Data Collection Framework Regulation (DCFR) Denmark collects the following data via 

aquaculture accounts collected from the auditors of the aquaculture companies: 

• cost of electricity (DKK) and total cost of oil plus gas (DKK) 

• consumption of electricity (kWh). It is important to mention that Statistics Denmark often has to 

estimate the consumption because they are missing in the data sent to Statistics Denmark. 

Assessment of what is possible in relation to the request from DG MARE 

Statistics Denmark regards the request from DG MARE as additional requirements that are not part of the 

existing legal obligations under the Data Collection Framework (DCF). If Denmark shall be able to deliver the 

information requested by DG MARE, it is our assessment that it will require two separate data collections – 

one from the owners of aquaculture facilities and another from the companies that produce the feed – and, 

as such, an increase in the burden for the companies. 

Introducing new requirements will require extra resources and, as such, increased financing to Statistics 

Denmark. Thus, in our view, the request from DG MARE has to be discussed at a political level and Statistics 

Denmark cannot decide this at a national level. Statistics Denmark needs to discuss the request with the 

Danish Ministry of Environment which holds political responsibility for funding of the DCF in Denmark. 

Lithuania 

“Concerning the EUMAP Aquaculture data collection, it is not included in the Lithuanian Work Plan.” 

Malta 

At present, for aquaculture we only collect energy costs. Fuel is reported as a separate cost item, whereas 

water and electricity are combined, meaning that electricity consumption cannot currently be identified 

separately. 

We can collect the following information: 

• Electricity purchased (kWh) 

• Electricity generated on site (kWh), including the renewable share 

• Fuel used by service vessels (litres) 

• Fuel used by road vehicles (litres) 

• Fuel used by generators (litres) 
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We would appreciate clarification from DG MARE on the level at which these data should be reported (e.g. 

company, site, or production-system level), particularly where equipment or energy sources are shared across 

multiple production units. While this is unlikely to pose a significant issue for Malta, harmonised guidance 

would help ensure consistent reporting across Member States. 

Portugal 

At present, there is no mechanism in place to collect the detailed information requested by DG MARE 

regarding energy consumption by energy source. 

Within the current aquaculture economic data collection framework, only energy expenditure is collected. 

No breakdown is available according to the type of energy used (e.g. electricity, fuel, or other energy sources). 

Should a new aquaculture survey be developed, the most appropriate and feasible approach for collecting 

additional information on energy consumption will be assessed, including the possibility of distinguishing 

between different energy sources used by aquaculture farms. 

The feasibility of collecting physical energy consumption data should be assessed carefully, particularly for 

small and medium-sized enterprises, which may not routinely record energy consumption by source in a 

format suitable for statistical reporting. 

Clear definitions and harmonised methodologies would be required before introducing new data collection 

obligations, in order to ensure consistency and comparability across Member States. 

The Netherlands 

A clear request for MS to start collecting the information on type of energy use (electricity and fuel, type of 

fuel), ignoring the discussions and complexities we mentioned during the RCGEcon workshop and TM. 

RCGEcon had, recommended that MS could use a simplified approach to the collection of these data, which 

is not mentioned in the Commission text.  

General comments from RCG ECON group 

Poland 

Energy- and input-related data currently collected in Poland 

Under the current Polish National Work Plan, the following variables are collected by species and production 

method for the aquaculture segments covered by the Work Plan, namely carp, trout and sturgeon: 

• electricity consumption, expressed in kWh, and the corresponding electricity expenditure; the 

implied unit price of electricity may consequently be calculated as a derived variable; 

• thermal energy consumption, expressed in kWh, and the corresponding expenditure on thermal 

energy; the implied unit price may be calculated as a derived variable; 

• fuel consumption, expressed in litres, and the corresponding fuel expenditure; the implied unit price 

may be calculated as a derived variable. At present, no distinction is made between petrol and 

diesel; 

• expenditure on externally purchased transport services; 

• quantities and costs of fish feed, with a distinction between extruded compound feeds and plant-

based feeds. 
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The existing data collection does not allow the origin or detailed composition of feed ingredients to be 

identified. In particular, it does not provide information on the geographical origin of feed materials or on the 

shares of individual raw materials included in commercial compound feeds. 

The current variables already provide a basis for calculating direct energy use, energy expenditure, feed 

expenditure and selected energy- and feed-intensity indicators. They also allow changes in the economic 

exposure of aquaculture enterprises to electricity, heating-energy and fuel prices to be assessed. 

Feasibility of collecting more detailed data 

Polish aquaculture is composed predominantly of small and medium-sized enterprises, including many family-

operated farms. They usually have a very simple evidence and accounting system -generally record total 

amount of electricity, heating-energy and fuel consumption on the basis of invoices, meter readings and 

accounting documents. 

However, they usually do not maintain records that would allow energy consumption to be reliably allocated 

to individual species, production stages, activities, production units or items of equipment. Their books also 

do not provide sufficiently detailed information on the origin of electricity, the composition and geographical 

origin of feed ingredients or the energy embedded in feed, juveniles and other purchased inputs. 

Substantially expanding the annual questionnaire would not necessarily produce more accurate information. 

In many cases, farms would have to provide estimates that are not supported by accounting records, separate 

meters or technical monitoring systems. Such estimates could in our opinion create an appearance of precision 

while reducing the reliability and comparability of the results. 

Additional reporting requirements would also increase the administrative burden on small and medium-sized 

farms. This works negatively with response rates, increase item non-response and reduce the overall quality 

of the data collected. 

For these reasons, Poland is in sceptic position introducing highly disaggregated energy, equipment, feed-origin 

or embedded-energy variables into routine annual farm-level data collection at this stage. 

Marine-fuel typology 

The marine-fuel typology developed for maritime transport is not relevant to the current structure of Polish 

aquaculture. 

Aquaculture production in Poland is currently entirely inland. Poland has no marine aquaculture sector (yet), 

and aquaculture farms do not use fishing vessels, service vessels, cutters or other marine craft in their 

production activities. 

Therefore, variables concerning marine fuels should be treated as not applicable to Poland and should not be 

included in the Polish aquaculture questionnaire. 

Proposal: typical farms approach 

Where more detailed information is required to support aquaculture decarbonisation and the energy 

transition, Poland suggests considering a supplementary EU-level study of typical aquaculture farms approach 

[Lasner et all. 2020 -https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquaculture.2019.734731].  

Typical farm studies could examine the main production systems and farm types in a harmonised manner and 

provide detailed, reliable information on energy sources, energy use, production technologies, input 

structures, emissions and decarbonisation options. 
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A dedicated study would be in our opinion more appropriate for Polish conditions than extending the 

recurring questionnaire because it could apply common definitions and be conducted with the involvement of 

producers, researchers and technical experts. It would also allow detailed information to be collected from a 

limited number of farms that are able and willing to provide it. 

Polish position 

Poland supports: 

• continued collection of physical and monetary data on electricity, thermal energy, fuel, transport 

services and feed; 

• improved harmonisation of the existing variables and derived indicators; 

• further work on data supporting aquaculture decarbonisation and the energy transition; 

• consideration of a separate EU-level study of typical farms. 

Poland is sceptic about efficiency of introducing additional mandatory annual variables that cannot be reliably 

derived from farm accounting or operational records. 

In conclusion, the current Polish data collection already covers the principal directly observable variables 

needed to assess energy consumption, energy expenditure and exposure to energy-price changes. More 

detailed information should be obtained through a supplementary and harmonised study rather than through 

a substantial expansion of the annual farm-level questionnaire. 

This two-stage approach would provide more reliable evidence (less time consuming for the sector) while 

maintaining respondent cooperation, protecting data quality and avoiding a disproportionate burden on small 

and medium-sized aquaculture enterprises. 

Portugal 

Overall, Portugal supports further discussion within the RCG-ECON framework on the feasibility, 

harmonisation and analytical use of these variables before any new data collection requirements are 

introduced. 

The Netherlands 

Looking at the text as it is now and the timing in the annual cycle we are in now (after the decision meeting) 

I guess that the best way forward is to advice the Commission to discuss these papers with the National 

Correspondents directly and see what the outcome of that discussion is. As the main consequence of this is 

an increase in the national burden of the data collection, it is also a question of setting priorities for the 

Commission and for National authorities on the data collection. 
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Annex V: RCG ECON – Meeting on COM feedback on energy and raw 

materials 

Meeting and meeting participants 

Date 11/09/2026  Venue 
    

Time 10:00 to 11:20  Online 
    

Full name Institution Member State Role 

De Clercq, Adelbert 
Research Institute for Agriculture, 
Fisheries and Food (ILVO) 

Belgium RCG chair;RCG expert; 

Danatskos, Christos  
ELGO DEMETER Fisheries 
Research Institute  

Greece ISSG chair;RCG expert; 

Swahnberg, Hanna Isabell  
Swedish Agency for Marine and 
Water Management 

Sweden RCG chair;RCG expert; 

Berkenhagen, Jörg TThünen Institute of Sea Fisheries Germany RCG expert;ISSG chair; 

Sterczewska, Monika EC Poland Eureopean Commission; 

Fernández Otero, Rosa M CETMAR - RCG Secretariat Spain Secretariat; 

Malvarosa, Loretta NISEA Italy ISSG chair;RCG expert; 

GUYADER, Olivier 
Institut français de recherche 
pour l'exploitation de la mer 

France RCG expert; 

Liontakis, Angelos JRC Greece JRC; 

PETRUCCO, Giacomo  DGMARE 
European 
Commission 

End-user 

Gaborieau, Nathan DGMARE 
European 
Commission 

End-user 

Valente, María 
Ministry of Agriculture 
Fisheries and Food (MAPA) 

Spain 
RCG expert; In coming 
Chair 

 

Meeting conclusions and suggestions based on open discussion 

Needs 

Comments from MS on the detailed feedback documents about energy transition of fishing sector and raw 

material origin for the aquaculture sector reflect several common concerns. Consequently, the discussion 

during the meeting highlighted that before any new data collection begins, there must be a clear understanding 

of the policy needs and the intended use of the data. Member States have indicated that collecting additional 

information outside DCF included data collection, can require significant effort, time and resources. 

Therefore, a first step is to define what questions the end user(s) need answered, and how the data will 

support policy objectives. The COM gave particular attention to the EU roadmap towards climate neutrality 

objectives for 2050, for which energy transition and carbon footprint reduction of fisheries and aquaculture 

could be necessary. On question the COM raises in this context is that data is necessary to assess the already 

made efforts versus the efforts that would have to be made by the sectors. RCG ECON noted that some 
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information may already be available from existing sources or could be inferred from current datasets, both 

possibilities that end user(s) has without creating an extra data collection burden. A clear overview of data 

gaps and potential “low-hanging fruits” is therefore needed. If extra data would have to be collected, indeed 

data quality and reporting requirements need further consideration. 

Roles and Responsibilities 

RCG ECON remarked that discussions on extra data collection irrespective but including the topics covered 

here, often end without specific actions taken. Several participants stressed that although MS are willing to 

collect extra data and are sometimes able to do so with little extra effort, the current process lacks clear 

leadership and ownership, resulting in repeated exchanges of documents without sufficient progress. There 

was broad agreement that the process should remain end user driven, meaning COM and STECF. While the 

COM should identify clear policy needs and data gaps, STECF, supported by its Expert Working Groups, 

could discuss and identify indicators and information requirements. RCG ECON should assess the feasibility 

of collecting the requested data, help coordinate discussions among MS and possibly harmonise data collection 

methods. It is clear that a discussion with the integration of all parties, COM, relevant fisheries and aquaculture 

STECF EWG chairs and RCG ECON would be beneficial to ensure a common understanding of needs and 

priorities. However, proper procedures exist and should be followed to ensure action is taken towards end 

user needs. 

Possible Actions 

A preferred way forward is a stepwise approach. First, clear questions and policy needs should be formulated 

and presented to STECF. A specific ToR(s) should be developed for the relevant STECF EWG to include 

discussions on data and indicators focused on energy transition and raw material data needs in fisheries and 

aquaculture groups, respectively. Alternatively, a separate larger workshop involving the COM, NCs, RCG 

ECON experts, STECF representatives and data experts who possibly know what information is already 

available and understand data collection challenges could be organised. Either strategy of leading and 

coordinating this work could lead to targeted NWP test studies to assess feasibility, identify practical 

challenges and determine which variables could realistically become part of future regular data collection. 

Reiterating the position of RCG ECON, clear leadership, communication and coordination between all parties 

will be essential throughout the process. 

A possible roadmap to move ahead 

1. Key Message to the Liaison Meeting (LM) 

• Answer to COM: Based on the meeting the RCG ECON will provide a small summary with 

conclusions and suggestions on how to possibly proceed. 

• Inform the LM: Bring the conclusions and messages from this meeting to the Liaison Meeting (LM) 

immediately. 

2. Process Definition & Roles (User-Driven Approach) 

The group agreed to follow a stepwise approach, similar to the one previously used for social variables: 

• COM / STECF-EWGs (end-users): Must first identify the actual data needs and draft the initial 

Terms of Reference (ToR) with a clear focus. 

• RCG ECON: Will support the discussion by evaluating the technical and operational feasibility of 

this new data collection for the Member States (MS). 
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• DG MARE: Will take the final decision on the process. 

3. Immediate Actions with COM 

• Formulate clear questions: Prepare a list of concrete, technical questions for STECF to define the 

data collection objectives. 

• Overview of existing data: Compile a list of which data is available (can be supported by STEC and 

RCG ECON), to prevent overloading the DCF NWPs unnecessarily. 

• Overview of data gaps: Identify clear data gaps where extra data collection is essential. 

4. Actions with STECF 

• Request STECF feedback: Send clarifications and information gathered by COM together with 

the answers already gathered from the 9 MS to STECF for review. 

• Monitor the STECF agenda: Ensure that enough time and attention are allocated to this topic in 

upcoming STECF meetings and EWGs. Keep a close eye on the agenda to ensure both the aquaculture 

sector (meeting soon) and the fisheries sector (expected around March) are discussion these topics, 

preferably together rather than separately. 

5. Organization of a possible Workshop (WS) 

• Workshop proposal: Formally propose a workshop with ToRs drafted by STECF once the focus is 

cleared. 

• Agreed participants: The workshop should be attended by the COM, STECF aquaculture and fleet 

EWG chairs, National Correspondents (NCs), RCG ECON experts, and all technical staff who know 

what data is currently available. 

• Workshop objective: Assess data coverage and data quality of already available data, assess the 

data collection feasibility of data that could fill gaps in knowledge and decide on possible NWP test 

studies to test energy transition and raw material origin data collection for fisheries and aquaculture 

sectors. 

 


