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Abstract 

 

Commission Decision of 25 February 2016 setting up a Scientific, Technical and Economic 
Committee for Fisheries, C(2016) 1084, OJ C 74, 26.2.2016, p. 4–10. The Commission may 
consult the group on any matter relating to marine and fisheries biology, fishing gear 
technology, fisheries economics, fisheries governance, ecosystem effects of fisheries, 
aquaculture, or similar disciplines. This report presents the STECF findings based on the 
Report of the Expert Working Group (EWG 24-08) which was held in virtually 24-28 June 
2024, to evaluate MS Annual Reports on data collection for 2023 and the Member States’ 
data transmission to the end users during 2023. The report of the EWG was reviewed by the 
STECF during its 76th plenary meeting held in Brussels from 8-12 July 2024. 
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SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC COMMITTEE FOR FISHERIES (STECF) - 
Evaluation of the 2023 Annual Reports for data collection and data transmission 

issues from 2023 (STECF-24-08) 

 

Request to STECF 

STECF is requested to evaluate the findings of the STECF Expert Working Group meeting and 
make any appropriate comments and recommendations.  

Summary of the information provided to STECF  

EWG 24-08 met virtually from 24 to 28 June 2024, with just one week between the end of the 
EWG and the start of STECF PLEN 24-02. Consequently, the following STECF comments and 
suggestions are based on discussions amongst STECF members, on a presentation of the 
outcomes from the EWG 24-08 meeting made by the co-chairs, and a draft version of the EWG 
24-08 report made available to STECF.  

STECF observations  

STECF notes that EWG 24-08 met virtually to:  

- Evaluate Member States’ annual reports on the implementation of their Work Plans 
(WPs) in 2023.  

- Evaluate the “high severity” data transmission issues (DTi) reported by end users for 
data calls launched during the year 2023 and “medium/low” severity DTi from 2023 Fleet 
economics data call where MS resubmitted the data.  

- Approve the final regional Work Plans (RWPs).  
- Comment on the trial use of the DCF IT platform for WPs and ARs.  

1. Evaluation of Member States’ Annual reports  

STECF observes that the evaluation of the 2023 Annual Reports (ARs) was based on a similar 
procedure as last year using the outcome of the pre-screening exercise of all AR sections and 
supporting documents, the updated evaluation grid and the revised AR assessment guidance.   

STECF observes that following last year's evaluation improvement a two-step pre-screening 
exercise was carried out. Member States were asked to address the issues identified by the pre-
screeners/EWG and resubmit the ARs before and during the EWG as necessary. In the setup of 
this exercise 26 Member States were contacted prior to the EWG for clarification on various AR 
sections. By the first day of the EWG, 25 Member States responded or confirmed receipt of the 
feedback. During the EWG, 24 Member States were contacted from which all Member States 
replied, which led to the improvement and finalisation of the assessments. The communication 
with Member States both prior to and during the EWG was documented for future reference.  

STECF acknowledges that the two-step approach with early correspondence with Member States 
results in a more efficient evaluation and a reduced workload during the EWG.  
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STECF observes an increasing trend in the overall scores of performance levels by Member 
States, with the number of Member States receiving a compliance level score of “YES” increasing 
from 5 in the 2020 AR, to 14 in the 2021 AR, to 19 in the 2022 AR and finally to 23 in the 2023 
AR.   

STECF observes that the EWG noted some general recurrent issues regarding the reporting of 
the AR that are not in line with the requirements of the IT platform and made the evaluation 
difficult:  

- empty cells in the AR tables,   
- some AR tables present multiple years instead of only the implementation year of the 

AR,   
- text edits of the WP accepted sections (‘white’ parts) in the AR text boxes,  
- the reference year mentioned in the AR data availability table is not in line with the 

reference year provided in the other AR tables.  

STECF observes that effort has been made to further refine the AR templates, AR guidelines and 
assessment grid for future AR evaluations and/or submissions, e.g. the EWG agreed to put ‘NA’ 
in the assessment grid for cases where an irrelevant question (‘positive no’) has to be 
assessed  and suggested to add a specific question in the assessment grid on the execution of 
the sampling schemes listed in Table 2.5.   

STECF observes that the EWG reviewed the EWG 23-16 WP assessment grid and proposed 
some adjustments to improve the evaluation efficiency of the new WPs during the EWG 24-15.  

STECF observes that the EWG proposed some guidelines for the future AR assessment traffic 
light evaluation, in which the reporting and the execution should be separately assessed. The 
execution of the WP’s should get a higher weight in the final judgement, as STECF is required to 
evaluate the implementation of the WP’s.   

STECF observes that the EWG was not able to conduct a thorough analysis of the AR quality 
annexes (annex 1.1 and 1.2) as there are currently no quality criteria defined, the guidelines are 
not clear and the reporting by Member States is not harmonized. STECF notes that STECF EWG 
23-08 has proposed guidelines to achieve a consistent quality evaluation, however a further 
follow-up on these during 2024 was not done.  STECF observes that the EWG suggests a 
standardised approach on the coding of the sampling scheme identifier to create a link between 
the quality annexes and the information provided in the respective AR tables.  

STECF observes that the EWG reiterates the need for a collaborative, regional approach to follow-
up the recommendations listed in the AR table ‘Follow up of recommendations and agreements’. 
The EWG suggests developing a recommendations data base or web service to centralise all the 
recommendations to assess the follow-up of recommendations  

2. Evaluation of Data Transmission issues (DTi)  

STECF observes that the EWG focussed on the "high severity" issues during the Data 
Transmission issues (DTi) evaluation with 7 issues from the 2023 Mediterranean & Black Sea 
data call (EWG 23-09 and 23-12) and 45 issues raised by the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission 
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(IOTC). The issues resulting from the Mediterranean & Black Sea data (call related mainly to 
COVERAGE (5 out of 7, whereas the issues resulting from IOTC were almost all RECURRENT 
issues (40 out of 45). STECF notes the enhanced clarity regarding the issues raised by IOTC 
compared to their first submission last year (STECF EWG 23-08) and after the request to express 
the issues in a clear and common understandable language. The assessment resulted in 12 
issues with FOLLOW-UP NEEDED, 2 issues as SATISFACTORY and 31 issues as 
UNSATISFACTORY.   

STECF observes that some mismatches in the severity rating of the Mediterranean & Black Sea 
data issues were identified. Because some “high severity” issues had a low impact on the 
objectives of the assessment working groups, those issues should not be rated as ‘high severity’. 
In addition, other issues were reported as RECURRENT when they were reported for the first 
time.  

STECF notes that the EWG drafted a workflow of the new DTMT assessment cycle that will be 
implemented in 2024, clarifying the timeline of the process and the responsibilities of the different 
actors. Following the new DTMT assessment cycle, the high severity DT Issues will be assessed 
by the AR EWG in June so that high impact issues can be flagged in the Member States 
performance reports published in the summer and the low/medium DT issues will be assessed in 
the WP EWG in October to allow time to fix the issues. In this workflow the “end user” refers to 
anybody that is analysing the DCF data (ICES, GFCM, IOTC, other RFMOs, some STECF EWGs, 
etc..), while “STECF” is the actor responsible for the assessment of the DTi. During this drafting 
process, it became apparent to the EWG that the following adjustments should be considered:  

- delete the STECF EWG assessment option “not assessed” from the guidance as the 
other available options already cover all possible cases,  

- set a maximum life cycle of 2 years for each issue. If the issue has not been solved in 
2 years, then it should be closed as a data issue,  

- the possibility for the end user or the Member State to amend the initial comments and 
tracking the changes over time in the ‘Follow-up needed’ cases. The ‘ping-pong’ 
information exchange already used for the AR/WP evaluations, could be a sensible 
approach.  

STECF notes that the EWG was asked to assess issues recorded in the DTMT with medium/low 
severity from 2023 Fleet economics data call, even though those issues were already assessed 
by STECF EWG 23-16.   

STECF notes that the EWG analysed the revised version of the DTMT guidance (DTMT Guidance 
Version 13032024) and acknowledges the improved definitions and further streamlining of the 
decision tree for DTi assessments. However, the addition of the columns ‘Member States Action 
Taken’ and ‘Member States Action When’, provided little additional information on the actions that 
MS’ intended to solve the data issues, as not many of the MS used this column or used it 
incorrectly. STECF notes that the EWG emphasizes that DG MARE should encourage the 
Member States to provide the requested information as this would benefit the DTi evaluation.  

STECF observes that the EWG provided guidance on the population of the 'Follow up responsible' 
field and adjusted the decision tree in the DTMT guidance document accordingly. In the specific 
case of the tuna commissions (ICCAT and IOTC), it was decided to assign the follow-up 



 

9 
9 

responsibility to DG MARE, as the European Commission acts as an intermediary in the data 
transfer.  

STECF notes that the lack of feedback from end-users on the responses provided by Member 
States was a recurrent issue up until now, but in the new DTMT assessment cycle there is time 
for the end-users to re-evaluate the data issue and provide feedback.   

STECF notes that the AER EWG has provided guidance to assess the AER DTMT issues within 
their in-year meeting cycle (See ToR 5.2 of PLEN 24-02).  

 

3. Approve the final regional Work Plans (RWPs)  

STECF notes that the EWG did a final evaluation of the 5 Regional Work Plans (RWPs) (Large 
Pelagics (LP), Economic Issues (ECON), Mediterranean and Black Sea (Med&BS)), Baltic and 
North Atlantic, North Sea & Eastern Arctic (NANSEA)) that were updated by the Regional 
Coordination Groups (RCGs) following the STECF evaluation in October 2023.  

STECF notes that the EWG listed some minor inconsistencies/editorial issues in each RWP that 
will be forwarded to the respective RCG for finalising the RWPs by the summer 2024.  

STECF notes that the EWG considers the comprehensive Med&BS RWP with regards to the 
sampling of recreational fisheries well planned and proposes this RWP as a model for the others.   

STECF notes the effort made by the RCG LP to provide the requested landing figures to update 
table 2.1. As this quality evaluation will take more time to complete, the EWG suggested listing 
the species/stock relevant to RCG LP without landing figures as an interim solution.   

 

4. Comment on the trial use of the DCF IT platform for WPs and ARs  

STECF notes that the EWG performed an intensive testing of the DCF IT platform consisting of 
the following:   

- testing the upload and download phases for both NWPs and Ars,  
- testing the ping-pong process between STECF experts and NCs experts when adding 

and replying to comments and/or reporting problems on the online version,  
- testing the syntax and validation rules by template.  

STECF notes that the EWG acknowledged the progress made compared to the previous testing 
of the DCF IT platform in October 2023 (EWG 23-16), with some member states able to 
successfully upload their AR to the platform.    

STECF notes that there are still inconsistencies between Member States’ AR and the respective 
Member States’ WP and that it was not possible to respond to the comments raised in the online 
platform during the EWG.   
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STECF conclusions  

STECF endorses the outcomes of EWG 24-08 presented during STECF PLEN 24-02 and 
concludes that all ToRs were appropriately addressed.   

STECF acknowledges that considerable effort was made by the EWG to provide suggestions for 
the improvement of future AR and WP submissions and evaluations and to anticipate the future 
use of the DCF IT Platform.  

STECF concludes that there is currently no feedback/follow-up procedure in place to implement 
the suggested future improvements following the EWG, as some issues are recurrent and 
proposed solutions are repeated in the report. STECF suggests listing all the proposed 
adjustments in an electronic annex to keep track of the changes over time. The suggestions 
related to the AR/WP assessment (guidance document, assessment grid) should be addressed 
during the EWG by the EWG experts and those related to the AR/WP official templates should be 
handled by DG MARE after the EWG.  

STECF concludes that based on a higher overall score of performance level by Member State in 
the traffic light evaluation, there is an overall improvement in data collection and reporting over 
the years.  

 

Contact details of STECF members 

1 - Information on STECF members’ affiliations is displayed for information only. In any case, 
Members of the STECF shall act independently. In the context of the STECF work, the 
committee members do not represent the institutions/bodies they are affiliated to in their daily 
jobs. STECF members also declare at each meeting of the STECF and of its Expert Working 
Groups any specific interest which might be considered prejudicial to their independence in 
relation to specific items on the agenda. These declarations are displayed on the public 
meeting’s website if experts explicitly authorized the JRC to do so in accordance with EU 
legislation on the protection of personnel data. For more information: 
https://stecf.ec.europa.eu/how-get-involved#expense-claims  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

The assessment of Annual Reports (ARs) on data collection in 2023 and data transmission 
issues (DT issues) raised in relation to data calls in this year were carried out by the STECF 
Expert Working Group (STECF EWG 24-08) 24-28 of June 2024. 

Under the process of evaluation and approval of the outcomes of the Work Plans (WP), the 
European Commission is legally bound to consult STECF on the execution of the WPs approved 
by the Commission and the quality of the data collected by the Member States (MS) in 
accordance with Article 11 of Regulation (EU) No 2017/10041.  

The EWG meeting was held virtually from 24-28 June 2024, with a total of 30 independent 
experts in attendance. The list of participants can be found in Section 7. The evaluation of ARs 
and Data Transmission (DT) issues was conducted by subgroups, with experts allocated 
according to their respective areas of expertise. Prior to the EWG assessment, Member States’ 
ARs for 2023, submitted the, underwent a pre-screening process. This pre-screening was 
performed by experts contracted by DG MARE. 
 

1.1 Terms of Reference for EWG 24-08 

 

Article 9 of the Data Collection Framework (DCF) Regulation (EU) 1004/2017 allows the 
Regional Coordination Groups (RCGs) to submit to the Commission Regional Work Plans 
(RWP) for approval. It requires the Commission to request STECF to evaluate the RWPs prior to 
their approval.  

Article 11 of the Data Collection Framework (DCF) Regulation (EU) 1004/2017 requires Member 
States to submit to the Commission an annual report (AR) on the implementation of their 
national work plans (WPs); and requires STECF to evaluate:   

 

(a) the execution of the WPs; and   

(b) the quality of the data collected by the Member States.  

 

In preparation for the above, EWG 24-08 will be convened online on 24-28 June 2024.  

First regional work plans (RWP) for several RCGs were submitted for the STECF evaluation in 
October 2023. Following STECF EWG 23-16 remarks, the RCGs prepared updated versions 
and submit them for STECF consideration on 31 May 2024. After the final STECF approval, the 
RWP will be published in the DCF website, so that the MS can incorporate them into their 
national WP, to be submitted on 15 October 2024.   

Following STECF request for IT tools to facilitate the AR evaluation, the Commission launched a 
project to develop a dedicated DCF platform for drafting, submitting and assessing the work 
plans and annual reports. The IT platform will be used on voluntary basis by MS to submit their 
AR for evaluation by EWG 24-08.   
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EWG 24-08 will report the findings to the plenary meeting of the STECF, which will take place 8-
12 July 2024, and indicate which sections of the report the STECF Plenary should focus on. 
EWG 24-08 will work on:  

 the ARs submitted by Member States, in traditional electronic way and through the IT 

platform,  

 the RWP submitted by RCGs in traditional electronic way,   

 the DTi uploaded on the Data Transmission Monitoring Tool (DTMT),   

 the results of the pre-screening, 

following relevant guidance documents.  

Following review and endorsement by the STECF plenary in July 2024, all resulting 
documentation (annual report evaluation and summary list of follow-up actions and evaluation of 
data transmission issues and summary list of points requiring reaction) will be communicated to 
Member States by DG MARE. 

Request to EWG 24-08 
 
EWG 24-08 is requested to:   
   

1. Evaluate Member States’ AR on the implementation of their WPs in 2023, submitted to 
the Commission by 31 May 2024. Failures to implement the plan have to be reflected in 
the overview table (the traffic lights), even if correctly justified. EWG 24-08 must ensure 
that all AR modules are assessed in a consistent and comparable way, and that the MS 
performance and reporting are reflected in the STECF assessment.  
  
Prior to the EWG 24-08 meeting, a pre-screening of Member States' ARs will be 
undertaken through a series of ad-hoc contracts. The pre-screeners will use the grid for 
the evaluation of ARs (background document 2), and the guidance for AR evaluators 
(background document 3). The pre-screeners may comment and propose amendments to 
the grid and guidance which in turn should be considered by EWG 24-08 before the AR 
evaluation starts.  

   
Pre-screeners will signal issues that can be fixed by the MSs before EWG 24-08 starts. 
The MS will provide explanations and resubmit the ARs if necessary, at the latest on the 
first day of EWG 24-08. The following rules will apply to the prior communication:   

  

 All identified issues will be reviewed by another expert when flagged for 
sending to the Member States.  

 The issues will be collated and reviewed by the Commission before relaying 
them to the Member States at the end of the pre-screening exercise.  

  
The Commission may address additional requests to EWG 24-08 in relation to specific issues 
that arise from the pre-screening exercise.  
 
2. Evaluate the severe data transmission issues (DTi) reported by end users for data calls 

launched during the year 2023. According to the revised DTMT guidelines, the MS can 



 

17 
17 

remedy the low and medium severity issues before STECF assessment, by uploading 
missing data in a following data call. This approach may reduce the number of issues 
assessed in the past as ‘follow-up needed’. In line with the STECF meeting calendar, the 
October EWG evaluating the WP will assess low severity issues after MS corrective 
actions, except for the fleet economy data call issues, that will be assessed by EWG 
evaluating AR.  

  
For data transmission issues, EWG 24-08 is requested to focus on the issues from 2023, 
recorded in the DTMT2:  

high severity DTi from the Med&BS (5 issues reported)   
high severity DTi from FDI (1 issue reported)   
high severity DTi from Fish processing (3 issues reported)  
high severity DTi from ICCAT (3 issues reported)  
high severity DTi from ICES (4 issues reported)  
high severity DTi from IOTC (45 issues reported).  
medium/low severity DTi from 2023 Fleet economics data call where MS resubmitted 
the data (28 issues reported).  

  
The experts are requested to use the DTMT guidance (version March 2024) for the 
evaluation.   

  
3. Approve the final RWPs.  
4. Comment on the trial use of the DCF IT platform for work plans and annual reports.  

  
  

  
EWG 24-08 report   
  
The report of the EWG 24-08 should contain the following:  
1. At the EU (and regional) level:  

An overall evaluation of the execution of data collection, including an estimate of the 
performance of Member States, major issues and recurring issues across Member States. 
The overall evaluation should also aim to highlight any deficiencies in data collection in 
relation to end-user needs at the regional level so that such deficiencies can be taken into 
account in planning future regional work programmes.   

  
2. For each Member State:  

a. With regard to ARs:  
i.An overall evaluation of whether the Member State executed its data collection activities 
in accordance with its agreed WP for 2023.   

ii.A detailed evaluation of the AR, based on the AR evaluation grid provided by the 
Commission, which will already include the result of the pre-screening exercise. The 
completed grid should highlight:  

 any persistent or recurring issues regarding execution of data collection activities.  
 any persistent or recurring issues regarding reporting of data collection activities.  
 all issues that may require the Commission to take remedial action (request for 
resubmission of the AR or clarification of specific issues). The Commission will seek 
clarification from Member States on any issues raised during the EWG meeting and 
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feedback from Member State should be evaluated by the EWG during the meeting. 
The EWG is not required to evaluate feedback from Member States received after 27 
June (one day before the EWG meeting ends).  
 any issues that are 'for information' only.  

iii. A summary list of follow-up actions to be addressed by Member States at the end of the 
EWG.  
 

b. With regard to DT issues:  
i.An overall evaluation of Member State performance, of main DT issues per end user/data 
call and of recurring issues by Member State.  

ii.An evaluation of Member States’ responses via the Data Transmission Monitoring Tool 
online platform to issues raised by end users of scientific advice (i.e. the STECF, RCGs, 
ICES and RFMOs to which scientific data is provided by Member States) in relation to 
data calls issued in 2023. The EWG is requested to evaluate DTi in terms of content by 
closing issues which have been clarified and highlighting outstanding issues (recurrent 
and or having an important impact on the activity of a stock assessment working group 
and the quality of the assessment etc.). The data sets affected shall be underlined.  

iii. Identify in the evaluation per Member State the comments which require a reaction from 
Member State (draft a summary list) and those points which are for information only.  
  

3. Final approval of the RWPs.   
4. Comments on the DCF IT platform project  

 

1.2 Structure of the Report  

The different sections of the report correspond to the terms of reference. Section 2 includes the 
evaluation of Member States Annual Reports (TOR 1) and section 3 the evaluation of DT issues 
(TOR 2). Section 3 refers to the approval of the RWPs and section 4 a review on the trial use of 
the DCF IT platform for workplans and annual reports.  

To ease navigation and comprehension, an overview of the MSs AR is given in Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Sections of Member States Annual Reports (ARs). 

Section 1. General information 

 Text box 
DCF 

Data collection framework at national level 

 Text box 1a Test studies 

 Text box 1b Other data collection activities 

Table 1.1  Data Availability 

Table 1.2  International coordination 
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Table 1.3  Bi and Multilateral agreements 

Table 1.4  Recommendations 

Section 2. Biological data 

Table 2.1 Text box 2.1 List of required stocks 

Table 2.2 Text box 2.2 Planning of sampling for biological variables 

Table 2.3 Text box 2.3 Diadromous species data collection in freshwater 

Table 2.4 Text box 2.4 Recreational fisheries 

Table 2.5 Text box 2.5 Sampling plan description for biological data 

Table 2.6 Text box 2.6 Research surveys at sea 

Section 3. Fishing activity 

Table 3.1 Text box 3.1 Fishing activity variables sampling strategy 

 Text box 3.2 Fishing activity variables sampling strategy (inland eel 
commercial) 

Section 4. Impact of fisheries on marine biological resources 

Table 4.1  Stomach sampling and analysis 

 Text box 4.2 Incidental catches of sensitive species 

 Text box 4.3 Impact on marine habitats 

Section 5-7. Economic and social data 

Table 5.1  Fleet total population and clustering 

Table 5.2 Text box 5.2 Economic and social variables for fisheries data collection 
strategy 

Table 6.1 Text box 6.1 Economic and social variables for aquaculture data 
collection strategy 

Table 7.1 Text box 7.1 Economic and social variables for fish processing data 
collection strategy 

Quality reports 
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 Annex 1.1 Quality report for biological data sampling scheme 

 Annex 1.2 Quality report for socioeconomic data sampling scheme 

Source: Own elaborations.   

 

1.3 Pre-screening prior to EWG 

 

Prior to EWG 24-08, 17 independent experts were contracted by DG MARE to pre-screen the 
2023 Annual Reports. To undertake the pre-screening exercise pre-screeners were requested to 
use the updated evaluation grid along with all relevant background documents such as the 
revised AR assessment guidance and the 2023 work plans. 

The outcome from the pre-screening was made available to the EWG in the AR evaluation grid 
template. As in previous years, MSs were contacted to address issues identified by the pre-
screeners in the ARs prior to the start of the EWG 24-08 meeting. This year, however, the Data 
Transmission Issues were not assessed by the pre-screeners. Following the new assessment 
cycle, the 2023 DT Issues will be assessed in the Work Plans EWG in the autumn. Only the high 
severity DT Issues from 2023 were assessed during the EWG 24-08. 

 

2 TOR 1 EVALUATION OF MEMBER STATES ANNUAL REPORTS FOR 2024 

 

2.1 Setting the scene 

 

Formation of subgroups and pre-screening of Annual Reports 

The assessment of Annual Reports was undertaken by subgroups, with experts allocated 
according to their expertise. In each subgroup, one expert was identified as a group facilitator. 
Each subgroup was tasked with assessing different sections of the ARs. 
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Table 2. Allocation of AR sections by subgroup and expertise.  

 

Subgroup AR Sections Subgroup Chair 

1 – General Section Table 0; 1.1; 1.2; 
1.3; 1.4.; Text Box 
1a; 1b 

Joël Vigneau 

2 - Biology Table 2.1; 2.2; 2.5; 
4.1 Text Box 2.1; 
2.2; 2.5, 4.2: 4.3; 
Annex 1.1 

Jens Ulleweit 

3 – Diadromous and 
Recreational 

Table 2.3; 2.4; 2.6; 
4.1 Text Box 2.3; 
2.4; 2.6; 3.2; 
Annex 1.1 

Marko Freese 

4 - Economic Table 3.1; 5.1; 5.2; 
6.1; 7.1. Text Box 
3.1; Annex 1.2 

Jörg 
Berkenhagen 

Source: Own elaborations.   

 

The evaluation results are provided in the evaluation grids per MS (Electronic Annex 1 EWG-24-
08 -  EWG 24 08 Evaluation of Annual Reports per MS) and in the EU overview table (section 
2.2.1). An overview of the EWG findings by subgroups is provided in section 2.2.2.   
  
To improve the efficiency of the AR assessment, pre-screeners signalled issues to MSs prior to 
the start of the EWG. This gave MSs the opportunity to provide explanations and resubmit their 
AR, if necessary, during the EWG. The following rules applied to the pre-screening and the 
Member State feedback:   
  

1. All identified issues were reviewed by at least two pre-screeners before being sent to the 
MSs.  
2. The issues were collated and reviewed together with the Commission. Following this 
filtering exercise, the Commission relayed the issues with AR submissions to Member States 
at the end of the pre-screening exercise.  
3. The issues related to inconsistencies, formatting issues, missing tables, missing 
explanations in the text boxes, misplaced information, wrong references etc., in line with the 
evaluation guidelines.  

  
To facilitate communication between experts and the Commission, all comments were 
incorporated in an Excel file. The Excel file included pre-screeners comments to MS, feedback 
from MS, EWG experts’ comments to MS, and MS feedback, allowing two rows of 
communication with the MS in a coordinated and structured way.   
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Table 3. Labelling of the Excel file for the ping pong process. 

MS  

Pre-screeners to EWG  

MS reply  

MS EWG  

MS reply to EWG  

  

 Source: Own elaborations.   

 
The pre-screening comments to MSs were sent immediately after the pre-screening exercise 
and prior to the EWG so that replies and resubmission of ARs from MS were possible before the 
meeting and during the first day of the EWG meeting. During the meeting the experts continued 
to work in the assessment grid filled out by the pre-screeners. In cases where experts found 
remaining major issues in the AR submissions the Commission contacted the MS on the second 
day of the meeting and seeking clarifications and/or re-submission of AR files by the end of the 
fourth day. This feedback process (previously known as the “ping-pong” process) focused only 
on major issues requiring urgent action for resubmission or clarification, essential for evaluating 
the ARs. As with last year, the feedback steps worked well, and communication with the MSs 
prior to the EWG resulted in fewer issues to be addressed during the EWG. 
  
Prior to the EWG, 26 Member States were contacted for clarification on various AR sections. As 
of the first day of the EWG, 25 Member States had responded or confirmed receipt of the 
feedback. During the EWG, 24 Member States were contacted, and all responded, leading to 
the improvement and finalisation of the assessments. The questions for the Member States and 
the related responses by AR sections have been documented for future reference (internally by 
the Commission, as in previous years).  
  
2.1.2 Background Information  
 
To carry out the evaluation of the ARs, the EWG was provided with access to supporting 
information, including the results from the pre-screening in the AR evaluation grid, as well as the 
ARs and WPs for all MSs.   
  
2.1.3 Tools and criteria for the assessment  
 
As in previous years, the EWG agreed that the STECF assessment provided in the AR 
evaluation grid needs to be clear and self-explanatory. It is also necessary that the evaluation is 
carried out coherently across subgroups so that the results are as comparable and transparent 
as possible.   
 
The categories NO, PARTLY, MOSTLY, and YES were used to judge AR achievements. 
Sections of the AR that are not relevant for the MSs (i.e., where thresholds for data collection 
are applied) were marked as NOT APPLICABLE (NA). Additionally, following recommendations 
outlined in STECF-22-07, an extra category, UNASSESSABLE (UN), was introduced. This 
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category is used for sections of the AR where the information provided does not allow for an 
assessment in the given year, such as when a reported study is not yet completed. 
 

  Table 4. Performance levels for the assessment of Annual Reports.  

 

% of achievement   Classification  

NOT APPLICABLE NA 

UNASSESSABLE UN 

<10%  NO  

10-50%  PARTLY  

50-90%  MOSTLY  

>90%  YES  

 Source: Own elaborations.   

 
Following the agreements in STECF-22-07, the overall performance by Member States is based 
on expert judgement, as no fixed assessment criteria can be set due to the varying importance 
of different sections within the AR. However, as a general guide, the EWG agreed that two 
MOSTLY judgements can still generate an overall YES. Conversely, if one section has been 
assessed as NO, the overall performance can only be marked as MOSTLY, PARTLY, or NO. 
 
For land-locked countries, the overall assessment can only be marked Non-Applicable (NA) if no 
regular data collection is undertaken, or PARTLY/MOSTLY/YES if data collection is carried 
out. As agreed at EWG 24 08, since no weighing of sections is applied in the EU overview, the 
overall performance by MS is for illustrative purpose only. The Commission and the MS 
should primarily refer to the assessment of each section in the AR evaluation grid.   
 
 

2.2 Results  

 

2.2.1 EU Overview  

 
The overall evaluation shown in Table 5 is the summary evaluation of each MS based on the  
traffic light system in Table 4 above. The overall evaluation by MS was agreed upon by 
consensus during the EWG plenary sessions. 
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Table 5 – Summary of the assessment of Member States 2023 Annual Reports.  

 

 

Source: Member States submissions to 2023 Annual Report.   

 

As with the previous years, tables 1.2, 1.3, and 1.4 were not included in the overall assessment 

by MS because there is no reference list of meetings, recommendation, or bi-and multilateral 

agreements. The overall scores of the performance level by MS was higher compared to last 

year’s performance. The number of AR sections receiving a compliance level score of YES 

increased progressively from 5 in 2020, to 14 in 2021, to 19 in 2022, and finally to 23 in the 2023 

ARs. 

  

 
2.2.2 Results by Subgroups 

  
As in previous years, each subgroup considered and provided answers to specific questions 
related to the AR assessment and supporting documentation. The questions provided to the 
subgroups were: 
 

1. Overall performance of the Member State on your sections. 

2. Overall, what were the four major issues that arose in your evaluation? How would you 

resolve these? 

3. Any persistent or recurring issues regarding the execution of the data collection referring 

to the relevant and previous year?  

4. Any persistent or recurring issues regarding the reporting of the data collection referring 

to the relevant and previous year?  

5. Any good examples from MS to highlight?   

6. Any impacts of 2022 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 
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Subgroup 1 - General 

  

1. Overall performance of the MS on your sections.  

 

Table 6. Summary of the General sections assessment of Member States 2023 Annual Reports.  

 

Sections  Yes Mostly Partly  No  NA 

Table 0 25 1  0 0 0 

Table 1.1 24 0 0 0 2 

Table 1.2 24 1 1 0 0 

Table 1.3 22 0 0 0 4 

Table 1.4 24 0 0 2  0 

Textbox 1A 14 1 0 0 11 

Textbox 1B 25 0 0 0 1 

Total 158 3 1 2 18 

Source: Member States submissions to 2023 Annual Report.   

 

2. Overall, what were the four major issues that arose in your evaluation? How would you 
resolve these? Make recommendations. 

In general, the group reviewed each AR's 2023 submission against the latest 2023 version of the 
NWP. Only a few minor editorial adjustments were made in the text boxes, all of which appeared 
reasonable and appropriate. Additionally, the text boxes were well coordinated across the 
different regions. Specific issues of concern are provided below.  

Table 1.2  

In Table 1.2, it appears that one MS compiled the meetings from the Work Plan without adding 
new rows for each individual meeting or specifying which meeting took place. While this 
approach is permissible according to the current guidance, it raises questions about the clarity 
and utility of the reported data. Specifically, the number of participants across various 
workshops, such as the ICES meetings, was aggregated, resulting in a total more than 150 
participants. This aggregation can obscure important details about individual meetings, such as 
their specific dates, locations, and the distinct number of attendees at each event. 

The group deliberated on whether the MS should be required to resubmit the table, 
disaggregating the information by including new rows marked in grey for each meeting. This 
would not only improve transparency but also facilitate a more detailed analysis of participation 
patterns and meeting outcomes. Ultimately, no request for resubmission was made, and the 
EWG suggested further discussion on whether the current guidance should be amended to 
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mandate the listing of all meetings, not just those outlined in the Work Plan. Implementing this 
change would ensure comprehensive reporting and enhance the granularity of the data collected 

List of recommendations to follow (Table 1.4):  

It was agreed that there was difficulty with Table 1.4 and the need to have a collaborative 
approach to the list of recommendations to be followed up each year. This recommendation was 
given last year in EWG-23-08, but no follow-up is known to have taken place. For more details, 
refer to the general section on this issue in the EWG report. 

 

3. Any persistent or recurring issues regarding the execution of the data collection 
referring to the relevant and previous year? 

Not relevant for subgroup 1. 

 

4. Any persistent or recurring issues regarding the reporting of the data collection 
referring to the relevant and previous year? 

The issues described above regarding Table 1.4 is persistent and recurrent as far back as the 
start of the DCF. 

Versioning of the AR reports led to a variety of proposals. In the future, with the use of an IT 
platform, versioning will be handled automatically. In the meantime, the EWG decided to relax 
the formatting requirements for versioning, such as the use of multiple boxes in Table 0, date 
formatting (e.g., 20240624), or numbering (e.g., 1.1 or 2). 

 

5. Any good examples from MS to highlight?  

According to the AR Guidelines, in ‘Table 1.4 Recommendations’, Member States should 
provide a list of relevant recommendations along with a brief description of the follow-up actions 
to be taken. The ARs of Germany and Greece serve as good examples for the completion of this 
table. It is deemed preferable to explicitly mention the actions taken by Member States rather 
than providing generic follow-up comments without details. 

 

6. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 
windmill farms? 

The delivery of a pilot study on environmental monitoring and the creation of a database on the 
state of pond farming in Slovakia was postponed last year due to personnel changes in 
management, insufficient personnel capacities, and other issues. Later, the pilot study was 
cancelled for various reasons. Among these were the economic situation following the war in 
Ukraine, which resulted in a period of uncertainty, as well as other operational and internal 
matters. For further details, see the section on land-locked countries in the EWG report. 
  
Subgroup 2 – Biology 
 
Evaluation of Table 2.1; 2.2; 2.5; Text Box 2.1; 2.2; 2.5, 4.2, 4.3; Annex 1.1. 
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1. Overall performance of the MS on your sections.  

Of the MS in your sections how many were YES, Mostly, Partly, No based on the evaluation 
criteria below? Please list the country and indicate your evaluation: 

 

 

 

Table 7. Summary of the biology sections assessment of Member States 2023 Annual Reports. 

Sections Yes Mostly Partly No NA 

2.1 22    4 

2.2 20 2   4 

2.5 16 5 1  4 

4.2 21  1  4 

4.3 14    12 

Annex 1.1 21    5 

Total  114  7  2  0 33 

Source: Member States submissions to 2023 Annual Report.   

 

2. Overall, what were the four major issues that arose in your evaluation? How would you 
resolve these? Make recommendations. 

 

Bilateral/Multilateral Agreements 

There are currently inconsistencies in how MSs report and include Bilateral/Multilateral 
agreements in their NWPs. Some MSs provide detailed information on sampling conducted by 
another MS, while others merely mention the agreement and refer to the other Member State's 
WP for specifics on PSUs, samples, etc. It is essential to establish a consistent and 
homogeneous reporting method across all Member States. 

These inconsistencies are repeated every year, indicating a need to reinforce the common 
procedure to address this issue. The selection of stocks for the WP is done independently and 
before the existence of any bi/multilateral agreements. MSs involved in such agreements should 
select stocks for sampling following the same procedures used for other stocks. Transferring 
sampling responsibility to another Member State does not imply that the stock is not selected 
under the Member State's work plan. 

In accordance with the Guidelines MSs are allowed to put in “0” for the selected stocks in case 
that they are obliged to sample, and they are participating in a multilateral agreement and 
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another country is responsible for the sampling. However, in the AR Comment column there 
must be a clear link to the multilateral agreement in Table 1.3 and a clear statement who is 
responsible for the sampling. These agreements should be correctly referenced in Table 2.1, 
2.2, and 2.5 using the names outlined in Table 1.3. The MS should report in the comment 
column of the tables if the sampling was executed or not. In cases where it was not executed the 
comment could be “MS in charge of the sampling did not succeed in carrying out the sampling 
(see MS AR for detailed explanation)”. In cases of repetitive failure in execution MS should give 
an explanation and proposal of actions to resolve the issue within or without the multilateral 
agreement.  

  

On changes in AR with respect to WP 

Member States are requested to adhere to the guidelines and not edit parts of the AR derived 
from the accepted WP. This means that the number and order of rows and columns, etc., must 
remain the same in the white part of the tables from the AR and the accepted WP. The same 
applies to the text boxes; the text in the white parts of the WP should not be changed in the AR, 
such as introducing new regions. Despite its simplicity, this procedure generates problems every 
year. 

 

If any errors are identified in the accepted WP, MSs should refer to them in the 'AR comments' 
column. If necessary, MSs should also be aware of, and utilise, the option to add new rows in 
tables. These new rows must be clearly identified as new elements (shaded in grey) and must 
include a comment justifying their insertion. In these cases, all columns should be filled, 
including those related to the WP, not only the columns related to the AR. 

On the guidelines 

The EWG devoted some time on agreeing on general guidelines regarding the completion of the 
assessment grid in cases where a ‘positive no’ have to be judged, for example: 

 Is there a 0 (zero) value entered for stocks selected for sampling in the WP? (Table 2.1) 

 Is there an addition of species/stocks to Table 2.1? (same question for 2.2) 

 Are new schemes added in the AR? (Table 2.5) 

 Are there any deviations from NWP? (Annex 1.1, sections 2.5 and 4.2) 

It was agreed that in these cases, ‘NA’ in the EWG judgement column is most appropriate. As 
some of those questions are re-occurring, it would be good to present an overview of those 
guidelines at the start of the EWG. 

In the case of the evaluation question “Are all the deviations identified and commented in the AR 
comments column in Table 2.2 and/or in Text Box 2.2?” ‘NA’ should be added to Y/N option, if 
MS has no deviations. 

The EWG has further noticed that while there is a specific question in the assessment grid on 
the execution of the sampling schemes listed in Table 2.5, there is no similar question on the 
coverage of the number of individuals measured for length in table 2.1, neither for the biological 
variables of the Table 2.2. This question was added to the assessment grid to ensure this 
performance check is consistently done (Please see Electronic Annex 7 EWG 24 08 
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Assessment Grid Template Evaluation of AR and Electronic Annex 4 EWG 24 08 List for 
improvement of AR and WP Assessment Templates and Guidelines).  

For Tables 2.1/2.2 the question could be:  

Has the sampling been executed for selected species? 

The evaluation grid for the quality annex is aiming for a full evaluation of the quality annex 
following the old AR format. However, the new format is reduced to just one grey shaded box at 
the end of each Annex.  

The EWG suggest that the grid for the Quality Annex is reduced to two lines:  

 Are there any deviations from NWP? 

 Are deviations explained 

For the pre-screening of AR from MSs operating in more than 3 RFMO within Other Regions it 
should be assured that the evaluation grid follows the AR work document. The two questions 
suggested for the Quality Annex has been added to the assessment grid, please see Electronic 
Annex 7 EWG 24 08 Assessment Grid Template Evaluation of AR and Electronic Annex 4 EWG 
24 08 List for improvement of AR and WP Assessment Templates and Guidelines. 

On Deviations 

MS are invited to provide more specific, rather than general, explanations for the deviations in 
text boxes 2.1, 2.2, and 2.5. The same level of specificity should apply to the proposed actions 
to address the lack of measurement/sampling and to the proposed timeframes. For instance, 
timeframes should be specific (e.g., "next year") rather than general (e.g., "in the future"). 

 

On land-lock countries 

The guidance states that if your MS does not conduct data collection in sectors covered by 
certain tables or text boxes, you may delete these tables or text boxes from your WP or AR. 
Indicate by (Y/N) in the summary Table 0 of the Excel file which tables and text boxes are 
included, and which are not.  

3. Any persistent or recurring issues regarding the execution of the data collection 
referring to the relevant and previous year? 

Explanations for zero achievements are often missing and should be provided, even if the MS is 
conducting opportunistic sampling schemes. It is important to note that opportunistic sampling 
cannot be used as a justification for not sampling, particularly in the context of commercial 
fisheries. 

MSs should ensure that data collection starts on the 1st of January. In some cases, Member 
States report recurring issues with the execution of data collection from the start of the year due 
to financial constraints or late contracts. 

4. Any persistent or recurring issues regarding the reporting of the data collection 
referring to the relevant and previous year? 

General issues: 
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In Table 2.1, one Member State, instead of providing comments on the species planned to be 
sampled where the achievement was zero, listed many comments referring to achievements of 
sampling scheme identifiers (SSIs), which is unnecessary. It is crucial to explain the reasons for 
non-achievement per species. 

In general, some cells are often left empty in the tables, making the evaluation difficult and not in 
line with the requirements of the IT platform. Member States are advised that empty cells are not 
acceptable. 

The EWG noticed that some deviations exist due to errors in the accepted WP, which cannot be 
fixed until the resubmission of the WP. If the Member State confirms that the error was in the 
accepted WP, it is not taken into account for the EWG judgment. 

In Table 0 of the AR template, a cell for specifying the exact NWP version used to compile the 
AR should be included. In some cases, there are WP amendments during the triennial period to 
fix errors, and Member States should use the latest version applicable to the AR year. 

 

On the Impact of fisheries on marine biological resources (Text Box 4.3): 

In Text Box 4.3 MSs are asked to provide information on the implementation of additional 
studies to address the impact of fisheries on marine habitats. In many reports they refer to 
analytical activities based on VMS/Logbooks data, which are mandatory under the Control 
Regulation and are already collected by all MSs. Some MSs, for example, are wrongly referring 
to their contributions to the ICES VMS and Logbook data call and at groups such as the ICES 
WGSFD, or in other cases are reporting the analyses of VMS/Logbook data (e.g., some 
Mediterranean MS). 

The EWG emphasises, once again, that only new specific studies conducted by MSs (e.g., pilot 
studies, projects, etc.) should be included in this section in future WP. The intention is to focus 
on new research efforts carried out by MSs rather than reiterating existing data collection 
activities. 

 

5. Any good examples from MS to highlight?  

Ireland, 2.1, 2.2, 2.5 

Belgium, Bulgaria 4.2 

 

6. Any impacts of 2022 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 
windmill farms? 

No impacts reported. 

 

Subgroup 3 – Diadromous, recreational and surveys 
  

1. Overall performance of the MS on your sections.  
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Table 8. Summary of the diadromous and recreational sections assessment of Member States 2023 
Annual Reports. 

Sections  Yes Mostly Partly  No  NA 

2.3 13  4  0  0  9  

2.4 16  4  1  0  6  

2.6 20  2 0  0  4  

4.1 17  0 

 

0  0  9  

Total  66 10 1 0 28 

Source: Member States submissions to 2023 Annual Report.   

 

2. Overall, what were the four major issues that arose in your evaluation? How would you 
resolve these? Make recommendations 

 

Diadromous Species (Sections 2.3 & 3.2) and Recreational Fisheries (Section 2.4)  

The overall performance can be regarded as good and has improved compared to last year 
(implementing year 2022). Many countries have improved the execution and reporting of their 
data collection. In some cases, MSs submitted empty cells or incorrect formatting (e.g., empty 
cells instead of zeros, NA, Y, or N) in the reporting tables of sections 2.3 and 2.4. Some Member 
States reported administrative issues with contracts or funding, leading to deviations in the 
performance of tasks following the work plan. Additionally, a lack of cooperation from 
commercial or recreational fishers—such as acceptance of observers or sampling on tour boats, 
limited response to questionnaires, and low mobile application usage—was frequently 
mentioned. 

 

For recreational fisheries, MS are recommended to add on-site surveys and multi-species 
telephone questionnaires for improved data quality.  

 

Surveys and stomachs (sections 2.6 & 4.1)  

Recurring issues for surveys were identified regarding technical failures and administrative 
issues. Some explanations were given on how these issues could be avoided in the future. 

 

3. Any persistent or recurring issues regarding the execution of the data collection 
referring to the relevant and previous year? 
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Diadromous Species (Sections 2.3 & 3.2)  

 

Unavoidable undersampling was a persistent/recurring issue for diadromous species (especially 
eels) and was often attributed to climate effects, weather conditions, or low catches/fish 
numbers /poor stocks. This can lead to a lower performance rating in sampling execution, 
although the member states are not to blame as these issues are out of their control.  

 

Recreational Fisheries (Sections 2.4)  

The use of mobile applications for recreational fish data collection, as implemented in several 
countries, continues to often fail their purpose. The use and acceptance of this methodology by 
anglers and recreational fishers is frequently limited, leading to low and unrepresentative data 
output. 

 

Surveys and stomachs (section 2.6 & 4.1)  

Technical issues (e.g. vessel unavailability, lost or damaged equipment), bad weather 
conditions, administrative issues, lack of crew, foreign authorities not allowing vessels to use 
specific equipment in their territorial waters, and lack of fishing permits were the main issues 
affecting data collection during surveys at sea in 2023. When deviations were considered 
justified, achievement was scored as “Yes”.  

Two surveys (SPRAS, NepS) were not conducted by two MSs due to mechanical failure. For 
one survey this was a recurring issue that has been solved for 2024.   

A number of MSs undersampled stomachs due to a number of reasons, including the lack of 
individuals in catches, deviations in surveys, and changes in the regional design of stomach 
sampling. These deviations were considered acceptable.    

 

4. Any persistent or recurring issues regarding the reporting of the data collection 
referring to the relevant and previous year? 

Diadromous Species (Sections 2.3 & 3.2) 

There were some recurring issues regarding the reporting format. In some cases, MS submitted 

ARs with all three years of the multi-annual work plan in the implementing year column. It should 

be clear in the guidelines that in the AR only the implementing year is to be reported. Another 

issue was that in 3-year multi-annual sampling plans, in some cases it was not obvious in which 

of the three years the sampling was already conducted or still do be achieved. This needs to be 

highlighted in the comment section of the table in order to make an evaluation possible. 

Recreational Fisheries (Sections 2.4) 

In some instances, there was no concrete information of the planned timeframe of the surveys 

(off-site & telephone surveys). MS was not clear when exactly their surveys will be implemented, 

and repetitive postponements were apparent.  

Surveys and stomachs (sections 2.6 and 4.1) 
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For some countries table 2.6 and text box 2.6 in the NWP were not in line with guidelines, which 

resulted in some difficulties in the evaluation of the AR.  

Furthermore, some countries also included implementation years 2022 and 2024. This issue 

was solved during the EWG.  

Certain Member States were unable to provide a link to the meeting reports of the entities 

directing the MEDITS survey because the MEDITS website is not updated, resulting in recent 

meeting reports not being available. Since both steering committees (MEDITS and MEDIAS) are 

classified as ISSGs under the RCG Med&BS, publishing the reports on the RCG secretariat 

webpage (https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/) could help to resolve this issue. 

For several MSs, the format of Annex 1.1 did not comply with the guidelines (version 27-3-

2024). This issue was mostly solved during the EWG. 

 

5. Any good examples from MS to highlight?  

Diadromous Species (Sections 2.3 & 3.2) 

Assessment models for Salmon and Eel are currently being further developed with a more 

spatial approach. Electrofishing data will be of growing importance in the future.  

Recreational Fisheries (Sections 2.4) 

A few countries (e.g., Greece, Germany, Poland) conduct on-site sampling for recreational 
fisheries, which seems to be very useful to the end-user needs. 

 

6. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 
windmill farms? 

No mentions of impacts due to the respective events. 

 

Subgroup 4 – Social and Economic  
  

1. Overall performance of the MS on your sections.  

 

Minor issues were observed in several Member States' ARs. The entire submission and 

evaluation procedure is intended to be processed through a database. In preparation for 

implementing that procedure, the evaluation of AR tables was performed more meticulously, 

requesting Member States to resubmit their ARs even in cases of minor formal errors. 

Consequently, the majority of MSs ultimately provided versions that were, to the best knowledge 

of the evaluators, free of formal errors. This means that almost all AR tables are ready to be 

used as test cases for the database tool under development. 

 

https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/
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However, several errors were detected in the WP part during the evaluation. A thorough scrutiny 

of the database procedure also requires correct WP tables. Therefore, the EWG compiled errors 

in the approved WPs to be forwarded to MSs. As the WPs are already approved, MSs can be 

requested to resubmit only on a voluntary basis. 

For the economics section, almost all MSs were evaluated as YES or "NA." Only in four cases 

was the judgment "Mostly." 

 

Table 9. Summary of the economic sections assessment of Member States 2022 Annual Reports. 

Sections Yes Mostly Partly No NA 

3.1 13 0 0 0 13 

5.1 22 0 0 0 4 

5.2 20 2 0 0 4 

6.1 21 0 0 0 5 

7.1 15 2 0 0 9 

Annex 1.2 24 0 0 0 2 

Total 115 4 0 0 37 

Source: Member States submissions to 2023 Annual Report. 

 

2. Overall, what were the major issues that arose in your evaluation? How would you 
resolve these? Make recommendations. 

Inconsistencies with respect to the reference year were observed. This applied to tables 5.1 and 
5.2 when MSs included two reference years in table 5.2 (year N for capacity variables and N-1 
for economic variables). This was to a minor extent observed also for table 3.1. For manually 
assessing the consistency between tables 5.1 and 5.2 it is crucial that information is provided for 
the same reference year in both tables. Once the IT platform will be fully operational, these 
consistency checks could be performed using older Ars, which should contain data for the 
respective reference year. 

Inconsistencies were also noted with respect to table 1.1. Some MSs indicated collection of data 
for year “N-1”, which was not in line with the reference year provided, particularly in table 7.1. 
Manual cross-checks between table 1.1 and the economics table turned were cumbersome, and 
the EWG places its hope on the IT platform taking over this check in the future. 

Inconsistencies between these tables regarding the segment names as well as to the total 
number of vessels within segments could still be observed but have substantially declined over 
time.  

Some Member States still altered the AR template. In some cases, the formulas in the yellow 
cells were overwritten, and in others, the AR table was not fully consistent with the WP. Some 
Member States had to add new lines in the AR, which could be properly evaluated if the 
corresponding lines in the WP were set to zero to avoid double counting. 



 

35 
35 

Some Member States submitted AR tables downloaded from the IT platform, which were 
corrupted with respect to cell colouring. This issue did not significantly hamper the evaluation 
and is expected to be resolved as the platform is further refined. 

In some cases, Member States incorrectly entered information in Table 3.1 on data collected 
under the Control Regulation. As outlined in the general comments for fishing activity data 
(Table 3.1) in Commission Implementing Decision (EU) 2022/39, Table 3.1 ‘Fishing activity 
variables data collection strategy’ should be filled only if complementary data collection is 
planned. 

 

For the WP submission in autumn 2024, Member States should be reminded that WP Table 3.1 
should be provided without Control Regulation information and left blank (not included in the 
WP) if no complementary data collection is planned. 

Some issues were based on erroneous entries in the WP part. The EWG left feedback to 
Member States in the evaluation grid to amend future WP submissions accordingly. 

The evaluation question of whether response and coverage rates were sufficient could not be 
properly assessed repeatedly as no criteria are available. However, in several cases, the 
coverage appeared low (e.g., one response for a segment with a population of ten) (Annex 1 - 
Quality Document).  

The template for the AR text was slightly changed from the original version. Some Member 
States still used the initial template. The main difference was the layout of Annex 1.2, where the 
AR part was reduced to one block. 

 

3. Any persistent or recurring issues regarding the execution of the data collection 
referring to the relevant and previous year? 

In some cases, low response or coverage rates were observed. This can be regarded as a 

persistent issue. However, given the information requested in the AR template, it is not possible 

to assess the consequences of low response or coverage rates (Annex 1 - Quality Document). 

 

4. Any persistent or recurring issues regarding the reporting of the data collection 
referring to the relevant and previous year? 

In general, no issues regarding the reporting on the data collection itself were observed for the 

economic section, indicating that the templates are, in general, sufficiently clear and suitable for 

reporting. Almost all reporting issues could be fixed by MS resubmission during the EWG. 

 

5. Any good examples from MS to highlight?  

Almost all MSs provided good Annual Reports. Some MSs described innovative approaches for 

analysis and automatization of data collected. 

 

6. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 
windmill farms? 
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For the implementation year 2023, no impact on the execution of WP tasks was reported for the 

economic sections. In general, the collection of economic data is most likely not affected by 

external effects. 

1 TOR 2 EVALUATION OF MEMBER STATES TRANSMISSION OF DATA TO END USERS IN 2023 

 

1.1 Setting the scene 

 

End-users are requested to report data transmission issues related to MSs not having provided 
data, providing data late, or providing data with quality issues in the Data Transmission 
Monitoring Tool (DTMT). In the DTMT end users should indicate the type of data issues by 
selecting QUALITY, TIMELINESS, or COVERAGE and whether the issue has a LOW, MEDIUM, 
or HIGH impact on the work.  

The DTMT is accessible at DTMT - European Commission (europa.eu)  

The ToRs for EWG 24-08 requested that the EWG evaluate the high severity data transmission 

issues (DTi) reported by end users for data calls launched during the year 2023. According to 

the revised DTMT guidelines, MSs can remedy low and medium severity issues before the 

STECF assessment by uploading missing data in a subsequent data call. 

This approach may reduce the number of issues assessed in the past as 'follow-up needed'. In 

line with the STECF meeting calendar, the ToR stated that the October EWG evaluating the WP 

will assess low and medium severity issues after Member States' corrective actions, except for 

the fleet economy data call issues, which will be assessed by the EWG evaluating the AR. 

 

1.2 General Subgroup DT Issues  

The group was tasked to review 45 issues raised by IOTC given a high severity and almost 90% 
of these were recurrent issues (40). STECF (EWG 23-08) proposed that DG MARE should 
contact IOTC to improve the clarity of the issues after their first submission of issues in 2022. 
The group appreciated the improvement on IOTC reporting this year. The thorough evaluation 
by the group resulted in only 2 satisfactory assessments. A total of 12 issues demanded a 
follow-up mainly because there were contradictions between the end-user’s highlighted issues 
and the MS stating that data had been sent or has sought clarifications. Eventually there were 
31 unsatisfactory assessments due to failures in data submission or data collection. It is also to 
be noted here again that 90% are recurrent (28). Given the procedure in place in EU for 
providing data to the tuna commissions, the follow-up responsible was given to DG MARE, 
except when clarification of comments was demanded to MS. For generic comments and 
recommendations, see the general comment on DTMT and DTI issues in the EWG report 
(section 2). 

 

1.3 Economy Subgroup DT Issues 

EWG 24-08 is requested to assess the data transmission issues from 2023, recorded in the 

DTMT with medium/low severity DTi from the 2023 Fleet Economics data call where Member 

https://dcf.ec.europa.eu/dtmt_en
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States took corrective actions. In total, 31 issues were reported for the 2023 Fleet Economics 

data call and were evaluated by STECF EWG 23-16 (October 2023). For 28 DTi, Member 

States' responses were available for evaluation. There were 31 issues across three types: 

coverage (19) and quality (12), with no issues for timeliness. As such, this EWG found it difficult 

to understand the specific task for the AR EWG 24-08 given that the issues were already 

assessed by EWG STECF 23-16. 

The STECF-23-16 evaluation concluded that out of the 31 DT issues reported in the DTMT 

referring to the fleet economics (AER) data call in 2023, 4 issues were justified as 

SATISFACTORY, and 8 as UNSATISFACTORY. Additionally, 19 issues were assessed as 

FOLLOW-UP NEEDED because the Member States' and end-user comments were either 

contradictory or unclear. In most cases (12), follow-up is needed by the Member States, but in 

two cases, the End-User was not clear. 

Issues that were acknowledged by the Member States to be corrected were also assessed as 

'FOLLOW-UP NEEDED' where the Member State stated that they would submit the corrected 

data in the following data call. Issues related to coverage, with medium or high severity 

concerning data collection and data transmission, were assessed as UNSATISFACTORY. In 

terms of quality-related issues, in most cases, the Member States acknowledged the data issue 

and agreed to follow up on the commitments to upload the corrected data in the following data 

call. This follow-up would be indicated by the Member States in the Follow-Up Responsible 

column in the DTMT. 

As discussed during EWG 24-08, it was unclear what was needed for the ToR for Fleet 

Economic DT Issues given that the DT Issues from 2023 were already assessed and reported in 

STECF 23-16. EWG 24-08 highlighted that for the new assessment cycle of the DTMT to work 

effectively, Member States should respond and fill in the columns "MS Action Taken" and "MS 

Action When" after the action is completed. The next step in the assessment cycle would be the 

End User EWG, where the End User is responsible for clarifying the issue description, checking 

if the Member States have resubmitted the data, and then filling in the "End User Comment" 

column in the DTMT. 

1.4 Biology Subgroup DT Issues 

 
A subgroup of the Biological Sub-group assessed the DT issues related to the Mediterranean & 
BS data call reported in EWG 23-09 and EWG 23-12 on stock assessment. The focus was on 
"high severity" issues only.   
 
The sub-group attempted to assess the reported issues and the MS responses to the issues 
according to the DTMT guidelines as stated in the Guidance to STECF EWG on DTi on 
commenting and assessment of data issues section.  
 
In total, 7 different issues were assessed, 6 for Italy and 1 for Malta. 5 of them were related to 
COVERAGE, while 1 was related to QUALITY, and 1 to TIMELINESS. The group noted that 
some of the issues were incorrectly rated as 'high' according to the guidelines and should have 
been rated as 'medium' or 'low' due to the low impact on the ToR of the two EWGs.  In addition, 
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other issues were reported as RECURRENT when they were reported for the first time and only 
one stock was affected. 

 

1.5 DTMT and DT Issue improvements  

As of last year (2023) improvements to the DTMT evaluation including the addition of 3 columns, 
namely ‘MS Action Taken’, ‘MS Action When’, and ‘Follow Up Responsible’. The DTMT 
guidance document has been updated accordingly, indicating that if a MS commits to take an 
action, they will have to indicate in the DTMT what kind of action will be taken and when. The 
field ‘Follow up responsible’ is used to identify the responsible party to follow up the data issue 
(e.g., MS/DGMARE). The EWG appreciated these additions but found that very few MS used 
them to indicate clearly the action implemented in response to the DTI or provided incorrect 
information (e.g. a ‘No’ specified under ‘MS action taken’ although the action is described in ‘MS 
comments’). The EWG recommended enhancing communication between the EU Commission 
and the Member States to ensure the correct information is populated into the DTMT. 
 
During the EWG plenary session, there was a discussion on how the EWG should populate the 
'Follow up responsible' field. The decision tree in the DTMT guidance document was updated to 
provide insights on who is responsible for follow-up. The specific case or the tuna commissions 
(ICCAT and IOTC) were discussed, as Member States send their data to the EU Commission, 
which then forwards the European data to these RFMOs. In these cases, it was decided to 
assign the follow-up responsibility to DG MARE. 
 
The lack of feedback from end-users on the responses provided by Member States in the 'End-
user comments' field of the DTIs was discussed. This issue has been reported in several STECF 
reports, but no improvements have been observed. This feedback is essential to determine 
whether cases can be closed or require further follow-up. It would also assist the EWG in 
evaluating the responses as 'satisfactory' or 'unsatisfactory.' Without end-user comments, the 
EWG questions the effectiveness of the feedback loop. The EWG recommended discussing this 
point at the Liaison Meeting, including ways to improve the DTMT as a tool for implementing the 
feedback loop. 
   

1.6 DTMT workflow  

The EWG 24-08 analysed the revised version of the DTMT guidance (DTMT Guidance Version 

13032024) and found it to be an improvement, as several points have been better defined and 

the decision tree for DTi assessments has been streamlined. 

However, the new guidance remains confusing regarding the timeline of the process and the 

involved actors, particularly for issues requiring reassessment by the end user or by the STECF 

(e.g., 'Unsatisfactory-to be revised', 'Follow-up needed', 'Follow up responsible'). The EWG 

considered that a workflow could help in understanding the entire process and in identifying any 

remaining shortcomings. Therefore, the EWG started drafting the workflow presented in the 

figure below. 

The criteria followed to draw this workflow are consistent with the DTMT guidance and ensure a 

proper understanding of the roles of the different actors. End-users should not be assimilated to 

STECF, as several bodies act as end-users of DCF data (apart from STECF EWGs). 
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Additionally, in the DTMT process, STECF's role is to assess data issues reported in the DTMT 

after identification by end-users and after replies by the Member States. Therefore, in the 

workflow, the term "end-users" refers to any entity analysing the DCF data (ICES, GFCM, IOTC, 

other RFMOs, some STECF EWGs, etc.), while "STECF" is the actor responsible for the 

assessment of the DTi. 

The EWG considers that the assessment option “not assessed” should be deleted from the 

guidance, because all the other available options are already exhaustive of all possible cases.  

After the end-user check at n+2 with negative assessment (left side of the chart), in the case 

where DGMARE does not close the issue but allow MS the possibility to reupload the data in 

n+2 is now included in the workflow. However, it would be more appropriate to fix a maximum 

life cycle of 2 years of each issue. If the issue has not been solved in 2 years, then it should be 

closed as a data issue (that could then be detected again by the end user and marked as 

“recurrent”).  

The workflow highlights that in the platform there should be the possibility for the end user or the 

Member State to amend the initial comments. Clear guidance on how to implement these 

changes are needed, for instance indicating that the original comment should not be deleted 

with revised comments to be included in succession after the initial comment (so not to lose the 

history of the process).  

For the “follow up” issues, the EWG suggests asking MS to adjust/rewrite the comment (that is 

considered not clear) during the STECF EWG (the yellow step), using the same approach 

already used for the feedback communication (ping-pong) with MS for AR /WP assessments.  

 

The presented workflow is intended to be a first draft to be further improved.  
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Figure 1. Workflow of DTMT assessment steps.  

 
Source: Own elaborations. 
 

1.7 Proposal for modification of the DTMT guidance  

Some inconsistencies were identified within the DTMT guidance between the decision tree and 
the EWG STECF section. The most important inconsistencies are listed below:  
 

 Considering case #14 from the decision tree of the DTi guidance to STECF assessors 
(#14. No comment by MS: UNSATISFACTORY); the definition of "Unsatisfactory" in the 
section "Guidance to EWG STECF on DTi on commenting and assessing data issues 
reported in the DTMT" should be updated. At the end of the existing definition for 
"'Unsatisfactory’ where (...) explaining for example an action needed." the EWG proposed 
to add the following text:  Also, where STECF has noted that the Member State has not 
provided comments/response.   
 

 Point 9 of the decision tree inconsistent with EWG STECF assessment levels. For which 
decision tree #9 reported "Failure in data collection (data was planned to be collected but 
was not due to some issues): UNSATISFACTORY" but this case is not listed in the EWG 
guidance, and the missing data did not lead to a situation where EWG was unable to 
address the ToR.  
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1.8 General Comments  

 
The data transmission issues should be reported in the DTMT in a standardised and 
homogeneous way to allow for quick identification of pending issues and to flag common gaps 
and issues among MS. The comments in the “MS action taken” should be more specific (e.g. 
when exactly was the issue solved through upload?) to allow for better assessment.  
Data issues are hard to track for Annual Report Evaluation EWG as there is no access to the 
respective database (JRC) to assess if data was reuploaded in 2024 (or 2023). Columns “End 
User Check (issue status)" and “End User Comment” in the DTMT are not informative as they 
stand and are often left blank and incomplete.  
  

1.9 Recommendations for DTMT 

 For the interim period in this assessment cycle the expert working group on data (end-

user) will track if MS has fixed the issue outlined in the DTMT file and provide comments 

on the DTMT (End-user comment) for the Work Plan Evaluation EWG.  

 Future assessments should, where possible be carried out in the end-user groups. For 

economics this would assign the assessment to one of the Annual Economic Report 

(AER) EWGs. These groups have the expertise and access to the MS data to assess if 

the data transmission issues have been addressed in subsequent data calls.  

 In the guidance under “Guidance to STECF EWG on DTi on commenting and 

assessment of data issues reported in the DTMT” the description of the Unsatisfactory 

assessment should include cases when MS has not provided any response (empty field). 

The EWG recommended discussing the feedback of end-user comments and DTMT evaluations 
at the Liaison Meeting, including ways to improve the DTMT as a tool for implementing the 
feedback loop
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2 TOR 3 APPROVAL OF THE REGIONAL WORK PLANS (RWP) 

Under the ToRs, experts were requested to give final approval for the RWPs. A total of four 
RWPs were provided for review: the Baltic, Mediterranean and Black Sea, North Atlantic, and 
North Sea and Eastern Arctic, as well as Economic RWPs. Each relevant subgroup of the 
EWG reviewed these plans. Additionally, the RWP for the large pelagics was reviewed, and 
some remarks were made on Table 2.1 during the meeting from the RCG for Large Pelagics. 
The results are presented below by key themes.  

2.1 Diadromous species  

The EWG reviewed the RWPs for the Baltic, NANSEA, MD&BS, and Large Pelagics for the 
sections 2.1, 2.2, 2.5, 4.2 and diadromous species data collection in fresh water (Table 2.3, 
Text Box 2.3, Text Box 3.2). Currently, there are no accepted regional work plans for any 
diadromous species in force. Regional coordination of data collection of diadromous species 
and the development of regional work plans are under development, coordinated by RCG 
ISSG on diadromous fish species in collaboration with relevant ICES expert groups. The 
work intends to improve regional coordination and the harmonization of sampling 
methodologies to fulfil end user needs in the best possible way.  

2.2 Recreational Fisheries (Table 2.4)  

 
EWG 24-08 recognizes the efforts of RCG Mediterranean and Black Sea in proposing a 
comprehensive RWP for Recreational Fisheries (RF). This is the first regional work plan of its 
kind and can be seen as a model work plan for other regions to follow.  EWG highlights the 
need that international end users such as ICES WGRFS, GFCM, and ISSG Recreational 
Fisheries should be consulted to comply with the RWP, to make sure it covers their end user 
needs.   
 
The RWP for the Mediterranean and Black Sea includes estimating the population of 
recreational fishers by segment (e.g., shore, boat, spear fishing) and sub-region, as well as 
identifying priority species lists by sub-region. A binding action is planned to collect 
multispecies data from off-site surveys, while on-site sampling is proposed as a non-binding 
action. On-site surveys are valuable for validating the estimations and species reported in the 
off-site surveys and for collecting biological data. Off-site surveys will be conducted by all 
countries, whereas on-site surveys will only be carried out by Greece. Each MS will 
implement this RWP starting in 2025, following their own procedures (e.g., telephone 
surveys, license systems, or a combination for off-site surveys, and on-site surveys) to cover 
all segments. On-site sampling can be multispecies or based on lists derived from off-site 
surveys, if available. MS are requested to propose lists of priority species for estimating 
catches, releases, and vulnerable species that might be accidentally bycaught by RF. These 
lists should then be finalised by sub-region.  

2.3 Surveys  

The RWPs present all internationally coordinated mandatory surveys in their respective 
regions conducted by more than one country (Table 2.6, Text box 2.6). This includes 
commonly agreed text and tables where planned days at sea, per country, are reflected. As 
noted by EWG 23-16, the Baltic and NANSEA RWPs refer to the WPs concerning the 
variables ‘sampling activity’ and ‘number of sampling activities’, whereas the Mediterranean 
and Black Sea RWP has included this information in Table 2.6.   
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Some minor inconsistencies/editorial issues were found:  

 Baltic RWP. Under BIAS in Table 2.6 for DNK and SWE the column ‘Cost-sharing 

agreement signed by MS’ is filled with ‘Y’, whereas Text box 2.6 states “No cost 

sharing agreement is in place for this survey.”. In future this should be aligned.  

 NANSEA RWP. The two mandatory surveys GGS and SNS_NLD are presented in 

Table 2.6, but not included in Text box 2.6. It is advised that in future the general text 

on surveys in Text box 2.6 should elaborate why certain surveys are included in the 

Table and not in the Text box.  

 Mediterranean and Black Sea RWP. For BTSBS and PTSBS in Table 2.6 for ROU the 

column ‘Cost-sharing agreement signed by MS’ is filled with ‘Y’, whereas Text box 2.6 

states for both surveys “The type of participation was marked in Table 2.6 as 

‘Combination’. The ‘Combination’ consists of ‘Financial’, ‘Technical’ and ‘Personnel’, 

but none of them is a matter of Cost-sharing agreement, because the signed 

agreement is only for coordination of methodologies and activities.”. In future this 

should be aligned. The general text regarding surveys is included in the text box for 

MEDITS, which is a bit confusing. In future the RCG could consider adjusting this.  

 

2.4 Stomach sampling  

Regionally coordinated stomach sampling (Table 4.1) is presented in the NANSEA and 
Mediterranean and Black Sea RWPs. As noted by EWG 23-16, for the variable ‘Expected 
number of stomachs’, the NANSEA RWP reports exact numbers, whereas the Mediterranean 
and Black Sea RWP reports minimum targets or NA (when the minimum target is not 
binding).   

 

2.5 Economics  

The RWP Econ includes the definition of economic and social variables for fleet, aquaculture, 
and fish processing. These definitions are drafted by the RCG Econ, which is responsible for 
updating the guidelines for social and economic variables published on the DCF website 
(https://dcf.ec.europa.eu/guidelines/).  
 
At present, the guidelines on the DCF website are those amended in 2020. Since then, no 
amendments have been reported, while the definitions in the RWP Econ are slightly different 
(see the following table for the list of discrepancies). The EWG considers that the 
guidelines on the DCF web site should be aligned to the definitions adopted in the 
RWP Econ for a matter of consistency.  
  

Table 10. Discrepancies DCF guidelines on social and economic variables versus RWP Econ.  

Sector  Variable  Discrepancies  

Fleet  Operating subsidies   In the RWP, it has been added:  
- COVID subsidies, directly paid to persons    

Fleet  Paid labour   
  

In the RWP, it has been added:  
Who have received compensation in the form of 
wages, salaries, fees, gratuities, piecework pay or 
remuneration in kind  

Fleet  Unpaid labour  In the RWP, an additional paragraph has been 
added:  

https://dcf.ec.europa.eu/guidelines/


 

44 
44 

People working only onshore, not receiving any 
kind of compensation, should be included if their 
activity has a direct link with the fishing 
operations  

Fleet  Value of landings per 
specie and Average 
price per species  

Not included in the RWP  

Aquaculture  Gross sales per 
species  

In the RWP, it has been added:   
(both juveniles and fish for consumption)  

Aquaculture  Operating subsidies  In the RWP, it has been added:   
Excluding … and (e.g. COVID) subsidies, directly 
paid to persons   

Aquaculture  Number of enterprises  In the RWP, it has been added:  
 ≤5; 6-10 and >10 in terms of number of persons 
employed  

Fish 
processing  

Number of enterprises  In the RWP, it has been added:   
(<=10, 11-49, 50-249, =250 in terms of  number of 
persons employed)  

Fish 
processing  

Weight of  raw material  
per species and origin 
(optional)   

Different definition in the RWP  

Social variables: the DCF guidelines should be amended and aligned to the definitions 
reported in the RWP  

 Source: Member States submissions to 2023 Annual Report.   

 

2.6 Large Pelagics  

The RCG Large Pelagics Technical Meeting 2024 was held the same week as the EWG. In 
addressing the comments from EWG 23-15, which were provided when evaluating the RWP 
2025-2027, the RCG LP sought further clarifications regarding the integration of Table 2.1 
into the RWP LP. 

In the new version of RWP LP, Table 2.1 is proposed without any information regarding the 
landings, TACs, or links to regional sampling coordination. The RCG LP produced the Table 
2.1 entries with the support of the rwptool R package using Eurostat data as input. After an 
overview and discussion during the first day of the RCG LP 2024 annual meeting, several 
inconsistencies were highlighted, and the RCG LP collectively agreed they needed more time 
to carry out further analysis, get answers to pending questions, and explore the use of better 
input data (e.g., ICCAT database). Additionally, the RCG LP believed this solution was best, 
wary of the ramifications mistakes in Table 2.1 could have on other tables in the RWP, 
namely Tables 2.2 and 2.3. 

The EWG acknowledged the work done and the quality evaluation of the landing’s figures by 
the RCG LP. To seek a better solution, such as integrating the end-user database, it makes 
sense to take the necessary time and prepare the ground for producing this renewed Table 
2.1 by 2026 for the RWP 2028-2030. In the meantime, it may be relevant to provide, as 
suggested by EWG-23-15, the list of species/stocks relevant to RCG LP in a Table 2.1 with 
EU quota shares and without landing figures. In this case, the mention ‘To be completed by 
MS in NWP’ should be noted in all cells of column G (Average landings in the reference 
years) and J (Share (%) in EU Landings), following the same approach as for columns N 
(Covered by a commercial sampling scheme for length) and O (Selected for sampling of 
biological variables). 
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Furthermore, RCG LP indicated that the first test with the Eurostat input displayed several EU 
countries currently not involved in the RCG LP, associated with LP landing. To remain in line 
with their decision, RCG LP would like to keep only the nine EU countries involved in the 
RCG LP. However, RCG LP agreed that this data should be declared in their next RWP. The 
EWG agreed with this approach. 

Among the pan-ISSG RWP development, it was identified that producing a disaggregated 
Table 2.1 by area was a possibility. After discussion, RCG LP decided to keep the area-
aggregated table to (1) follow the guideline of the Commission Delegated Decision 16.7.2021 
and (2) maintain consistency with the expression of the TAC (through the FIDES data input), 
which is not expressed area by area. The EWG agreed with this approach. 

The RCG LP also expressed the need for support and involvement in the pan-ISSG RWP. 
For example, feedback from the RCG NANSEA & Baltic on the RCG LP work plan topic 
could be very useful for their comprehension. The EWG cannot stress enough the benefits of 
participating in the ISSG RWP. 

3 TOR4 TRIAL USE OF THE DCF IT PLATFORM FOR WORK PLANS AND ANNUAL REPORTS 

The EWG 24 08, a sub-group was set up to evaluate the functioning of the IT DCF platform. 
The sub-group acknowledged the work done so far on the development of the DCF IT 
platform.   

 
The main tasks were focused on: 

1. testing the upload and download phases for both NWP and AR 

2. testing the ping-pong process between STECF experts and NCs experts when adding 

and replying to comments and/or reporting problems on the online version 

3. testing the syntax and validation rules by template. 

Results: 
1) The main issues identified relates to the fact that on the IT platform it is currently not 
possible to add new lines in the AR (as grey lines at the bottom of the templates), but they 
have to be stacked on top of the original NWP version. 

 
2) The disappearance of the shaded cells in the online version and in the downloaded files to 
be used by the MS to correct the problems. Although the syntax errors detected in the AR 
were quite well highlighted in the platform (cells coloured red, total number of errors per 
module at the top of the module, list of errors in a panel on the right of the window), this is not 
the case for the downloaded version of the files. In fact, in the latter case, the shading of the 
cells has disappeared, and the errors are only recognisable by a small red square in the top 
right-hand corner of each cell, which is not the most appropriate method due to the large 
number of records and cells filled in the files. 

3) Another disadvantage highlighted by the EWG was that even if comments can be added to 

the online version, comments can only be added on a cell-by-cell basis, while more general 

issues covering wider sections, or more cells, are difficult to report. In addition, when the 

error file is downloaded to give MS the opportunity to fix the errors (it is a metafile so the IT 

platform has to recognise the original downloaded file in that it is not possible to copy and 
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paste information into another file and then upload it), the comments disappear once re-

uploaded so it is no longer possible to track the process that has been followed. 

However, the IT platform allowed a deeper check of the consistency between the NWP and 

the AR, which detected many inconsistencies between the two files (e.g., line order changed, 

different values reported, formal/syntax errors (e.g. use of NA when a numerical value is 

expected or vice versa, etc.)). 

The general conclusion of the EWG was that the IT platform has improved in the last few 

months, with some MSs already able to upload their ARs to the platform. Unfortunately, no 

MS has managed to re-upload and respond to comments in the platform. However, some 

urgent improvements are expected in October to make the whole process easier. A good 

two-way communication between the COM and the MS is crucial for this. MS should be 

further motivated to keep on trying the upload of the AR 2023, even if the process of the AR 

2023 is finalized. Additionally, it is not clear yet how the upload of the upcoming RWPs will be 

accepted by the platform, i.e., the linking between the RWP and the NWP. Starting to upload 

some test files is urgently needed to see what the biggest issues are to overcome. Currently 

the pre-screener was able to add comments for only one specific cell which was indicated as 

an issue. To facilitate that process, the possibility to select all relevant comment cells and 

record a comment once, which are copied to all should be considered. 

 

4 IMPROVEMENTS FOR FUTURE AR AND WP 

 

4.1 On land-locked countries  

EWG found it challenging to evaluate the AR from land-locked countries, since there seems 
to be a communication issue linked to their specificities and the difficulty for them to follow 
the general guidance. Practically, there is a need to go through several iterations and 
clarifications before their AR can be accepted.   
 
Some land-locked countries submitted an AR specifying that their pilot study could not start 
for many reasons and didn’t know when this could start again (SVK), and this MS is under 
the threshold for collecting data on aquaculture (section 6.1). In 2021, when evaluating the 
NWP 2022-2024, EWG-21-17 mentioned that Luxemburg did not submit WPs, as these land-
locked MS are also not obliged to do so, based on the threshold rules in the EU-MAP.   
 
EWG recommends that a clear message should be given to land-locked countries, in 
advance of drafting their NWP 2025-2027, and clearly state when if they have no obligation 
under the EU-MAP, that they are relieved from drafting a NWP and subsequent ARs. For 
those land-locked countries with EU-MAP obligations, they should clearly follow the same 
path as all other MS, i.e., drafting a NWP, participating to coordination meetings and RCG, 
and follow-up on relevant recommendations. The alternative or complement to this 
recommendation is to be on call to STECF when evaluating their NWP 2025-2027 and if a 
land-locked countries reports no action or no EU-MAP obligation then STECF evaluation 
should be that this MS should be relieved from AR reporting.  
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4.2 AR Templates 

The Adjustment of AR template formats and formulas in reference to the yellow columns in 
tables 2.2, 2.3, 2.5 have now been added to the Electronic Annex 6 EWG 24 08 _AR_2022-
2027_TABLES_corrected percentage marking. 

 

4.3 AR Assessment 

 
Following a recurrent discussion during the Annual Report Evaluation meetings the EWG 
proposed guidelines for the traffic light evaluation for the AR assessment to avoid subjective 
decisions for assessing the different AR sections. The aim of these guidelines is to ensure 
that each expert or subgroup of experts follows the same procedure to assess the AR and to 
provide a judgment for the traffic light evaluation for each MS. To facilitate the evaluation and 
to anticipate the future use of the DT Platform, the evaluation of reporting and the execution 
of the AR should be separated. A third part on quality could be added for the next year's 
evaluation. These suggestions were added to the Electronic Annex 3 EWG 24-08 Revised 
AR assessment guidance and also listed in Electronic Annex 4 EWG 24 08 List for 
improvement of AR and WP Assessment Templates and Guidelines. 
 
4.4 Quality Annex 1.1 and 1.2 

The guidelines for reporting on Annex 1.1 in the AR are not clear and the way countries 
report on the annexes is not harmonized. Annexes are, in many cases, split into the 
respective individual sampling scheme identifiers for all biological samplings, rather than 
further split into general sections (e.g., diadromous/recreational/stomach, etc.) that 
summarise the deviations and changes in the sampling schemes. The suggestions on the 
guidelines on how to improve the Quality Annex 1.1 were added to the Electronic Annex 4 
EWG 24 08 List for improvement of AR and WP Assessment Templates and 
Guidelines. 

The suggestions in the AR Template on how to improve the reporting of the Quality Annex 
1.1 were added to the Electronic Annex 5 EWG 24 08 List for improvement of AR and 
WP Templates and Guidelines. 

The EWG 23-08 recommended and EWG 24-08 also iterates, inserting the above as 
additional guidelines to the existing Guidelines (for AR and WP). All MS should be informed 
about the updated guidelines and to use them for the submission of the next AR, to update 
WP and Regional Workplans. The RCG website (Home - Fisheries Regional Coordination 
Groups (fisheries-rcg.eu) and the JRC DCF website WPs and ARs - European Commission 
(europa.eu) can be two useful platforms to hold the updated information. 

4.5 WP assessment grid 

The EWG 24 08 provided suggestions to improve the WP assessment grid. The changes can 

be found in the Electronic Annex 2 Comments and edits on WG 23-16 WP evaluation by 

MS and listed in the Electronic Annex 4 EWG 24 08 List for improvement of AR and WP 

Assessment Templates and Guidelines 

https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/
https://www.fisheries-rcg.eu/
https://dcf.ec.europa.eu/wps-and-ars_en
https://dcf.ec.europa.eu/wps-and-ars_en
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4.6 On the list of recommendations to be followed-up and to be reported in Table 1.4 

In the EWG-23-08 report, EWG stated that evaluating Table 1.4, on the ‘follow-up of 
recommendations and agreements’, presented challenges. The 2024 EWG, faced the same 
difficulties and came to the same conclusion as last year. To address this, it was 
recommended that a centralised reference list of recommendations should be created 
and coordinated by the RCGs, with assistance from the RCG secretariat. This compilation 
would include most recent recommendations relevant to the Annual Report's Table 1.4 for the 
respective implementation year and clearly indicate the expected year of implementation 
from which the recommendation apply, to avoid confusion.   

As in 2023, the EWG also reaffirmed the guidance document, which defines that MSs should 
include in Table 1.4 only those recommendations and agreements that are applicable to 
them. Furthermore, the list should be limited to recommendations that have been made the 
previous year and which were actioned in the current AR reference year.  

EWG suggested the development of a Recommendations data base or web service 
(like the ICES Stock information database), clearly identifying the countries to which each 
recommendation would apply. As with the tables in the RWP, the countries could filter the 
recommendations attributed to them from the database and paste these lines to the AR for 
comments. This data base could be included as a feature of the IT platform. 

Eventually, the recommendations from end-users (RFMO, STECF, etc.) would come in a 
second stage once the recommendation data base from RCGs is up and running. 

 
5 OVERALL CONCLUSIONS 

 
The overall evaluation of the Annual Reports for 2023 data collection scored a higher number 

of YES compared to past years and only had one MOSTLY score. Even though the overall 

evaluation of the execution of the data collection in the Work Plans seems to be of a high 

standard, there is still room for improvement in MS’s data collection.  

 

As noted last year the EWG agreed that the evaluation process should be a continual 

process between the WP and AR. Some recommendations given by EWG 23-08 were not 

followed up, so EWG 24-08 has now added a recommendations section to the report to 

emphasise that these recommendations need to be followed up.  

 

 The EWG proposed guidelines for the traffic light evaluation of the AR assessment to 

aid in evaluating the reporting, execution, and quality. The EWG also provided 

comments on improving the WP evaluation grid for the next WP evaluation meeting. 

 The EWG recommends that landlocked countries should be provided with clear 

guidance on their WPs and ARs. They are not obliged to plan sampling for their WPs if 

they do not meet the threshold according to the EU MAP. However, in cases where 

they meet the threshold, they need clearer guidance on how to prepare their WP and 

AR. 

 The evaluation of the Data Transmission Issues started the new assessment cycle, 

and some points still seem confusing regarding the steps of the cycle and how it will 

be completed. The EWG was only asked to assess the high severity DT Issues, while 

the low/medium DT Issues will be assessed in the WP meeting in the autumn. Before 
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the WP meeting, MSs will have an opportunity to resubmit the corrected data and 

comment on it in the DTMT. Following this step, the end-user (who initially entered the 

DT Issue) will also get a chance to check this data and provide comments in the 

DTMT before the autumn WP evaluation meeting. The EWG has suggested some 

improvements to the guidelines and drafted a workflow chart to facilitate the utilization 

of the DTMT for all possible users at different steps of the cycle. 

 The EWG provided comments on the RWPs for the Baltic, Mediterranean and Black 

Sea, North Atlantic, North Sea and Eastern Arctic, and Economic. Each subgroup of 

the EWG provided detailed comments on their dedicated sections in the RWPs. The 

EWG also reviewed the work done for the RWP by the RCG Large Pelagics and 

highlighted the issues they have faced, acknowledging the need for more time to 

resolve these issues. 

 For the quality annexes, the guidelines for reporting on Annexes 1.1 and 1.2 in the AR 

are apparently not clear, and the way countries report on the annexes is not 

harmonized. The recommendations given by EWG 23-08 were not implemented, and 

similar issues were raised this year. We include the suggestions from last year’s report 

in the electronic annex (4) where we compile the list of suggested changes to improve 

the assessment of the AR and WP with additional suggestions. These suggestions are 

mainly to achieve a consistent evaluation and implementation of the AR text and 

tables. 

 The functionaity of the IT DCF platform was evaluated by the EWG, and the 

developments were acknowledged by the group. The EWG concluded that the 

platform has improved significantly in the last few months, with some MSs already 

able to upload their own ARs to the platform. However, no MS has managed to 

reupload and respond to comments on the platform. The Commission is working on 

the platform, and improvements are expected for the WP meeting. 

 The EWG devoted some time on agreeing on general guidelines regarding the 

completion of the assessment grid in cases where a ‘positive no’ have to be judged, 

(for example:Is there a 0 (zero) value entered for stocks selected for sampling in the 

WP? (Table 2.1); Is there an addition of species/stocks to Table 2.1?). It was agreed 

that in these cases, ‘NA’ in the EWG judgement column is most appropriate. As some 

of those questions are re-occurring, it would be good to present an overview of those 

guidelines at the start of the EWG. 

 

Recommendations have been summarised throughout the report and added in a separate 

section (Section 7). This will facilitate the follow-up process of the recommendations made by 

the EWG in the evaluation of Annual Reports. 

 
6 CONTACT DETAILS OF EWG-24-08 PARTICIPANTS 

 

Information on EWG participant’s affiliations is displayed for information only1. In any case, 
Members of the STECF, invited experts, and JRC experts shall act independently. In the 
context of the STECF work, the committee members and other experts do not represent the 
institutions/bodies they are affiliated to in their daily jobs. STECF members and experts also 
declare at each meeting of the STECF and of its Expert Working Groups any specific interest 
which might be considered prejudicial to their independence in relation to specific items on 
the agenda. These declarations are displayed on the public meeting’s website if experts 
explicitly authorized the JRC to do so in accordance with EU legislation on the protection of 
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7 AGENDA 

 

 

8 OVERVIEWS OF REPORTING AND EXECUTION OF THE 2023 WP BY MEMBER STATE 

 

8.1 Austria [AUT] 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

The EWG was not able to evaluate the overall performance of Austria because it is a 
landlocked country, and all sections are not applicable for the MS. Therefore, the overall 
performance for the reporting and execution of Austria was assessed as “NA”. 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

Not applicable 

3. Recreational Fisheries  
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Not applicable 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Not applicable 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

Not applicable 

6. Surveys at sea  

Not applicable 

7. Fishing activity variable 

Not applicable 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

Not applicable 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

Not applicable 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

Not applicable 

11.  Data transmission issues  

There were no data transmission issues reported for Austria.  

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

 

8.2 Belgium [BEL] 

 1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

The Belgium Annual Report 2023 was well executed and reported, and their overall 
performance and compliance were rated as "Yes".  

Specifically, compliance for all sections applicable to the MS were evaluated as "Yes”. The 
only exceptions being the three non-applicable sections for this MS: 4.1, 4.3, and 6.1. 

In addition to the correct reporting and execution by Belgium, it is noteworthy that the MS 
also effectively addressed and resolved various issues during the EWG meeting, thus 
allowing a better understanding of the issues and facilitating the solutions. 

A few comments are provided in this report for the MS to consider in future submissions. 

  

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No major issues highlighted, MS reported and executed correctly.  

As comments for future submissions with regard to Table 2.2, MS is kindly requested to put 
"0" instead of "NA" when the sampling is not performed as it is stated in Guidelines. 

For both Table 2.2 and Table 2.5 MS is kindly requested to be more precise in future 
submissions in explaining when the actions to avoid deviations are expected to produce an 
effect (timeframe). 
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3. Recreational Fisheries  

No issues highlighted. 

  

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No major issues highlighted.  

As comments for future submissions, MS kindly requested to include fisheries dependent 
rows even if no fisheries or limited fisheries exists and explain why no sampling is conducted 
in respective rows (reason for not sampling) in table 2.3.  

Generally, all species/stock/variable should have a number or ’NA’ in the respective cell in 
the AR. In future submissions MS kindly requested to avoid empty cells. 

Finally, MS to keep NWP and AR consistent as highlighted in previous evaluations. 

  

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No issues highlighted. 
  

6. Surveys at sea  

No issues highlighted. 

  

7. Fishing activity variable 

No issues highlighted. 

  

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No major issues highlighted. 

As comment for future submissions, MS kindly requested to provide explanations in the 
comments column as remarked in previous evaluations.  

  

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No issues highlighted. 

  

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No major issues highlighted. 

As comment for future submission, MS kindly requested to provide explanations in the 
comment’s column. 

  

11.  Data transmission issues  

Non assessed during this EWG as no high severity issues for this MS.  
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12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

No issues highlighted. 
 

8.3 Bulgaria [BGR] 

  

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

The Bulgarian Annual Report 2023 was well executed and reported, overall performance and 

compliance was rated "Yes". Compliance for all AR sections was "Yes", with a few being 

highlighted as Not Applicable (2.3, 2.4, 3.1 and 4.3). According to the new evaluation criteria 

the planned/updated planned sampling rate has been achieved at 100% for fleet socio-

economic, aquaculture, and fish processing industry indicators.  

  

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No issues have been raised by the EWG 

  

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No major issues have been raised by the EWG. Only remark to the MS for future AR 

submissions to make sure the grey part of the Text box 2.4 in AR shouldn’t be an exact copy 

of the white part of WP description. 

  

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Not applicable 

  

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. MS showed a higher number sampled for 

Scophthalmus maximus to obtain a higher level of significance. The oversampling did not 

lead to any financial burdens. 

  

6. Surveys at sea  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

  

7. Fishing activity variable 

Not applicable. 

  

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No issues have been raised by the EWG.  



 

58 
58 

  

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No issues have been raised by the EWG.  

  

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

  

11.  Data transmission issues  

No data transmission issues have been observed. 

  

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

No impacts concerning Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, or windmill farms 

were reported by MS. 

 

8.4 Cyprus [CYP] 

 1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

The EWG evaluated the overall AR as ‘Yes’. The overall performance and compliance for 
Cyprus was good without major issues, except for Sections 2.4 and 2.5 evaluated as “Mostly” 
(achievements from WP between 50% and 90%). Responses by the MS to feedback 
requests by pre-screeners, and the resubmissions of the Annual Report resolved the issues 
highlighted during the evaluation process.  

  

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

The main issue refers to the lack of Text Box 2.5 in WP and, consequently, in AR. This does 
not allow a proper comprehension and evaluation of potential deviations and related actions 
to avoid deviations. EWG recommend including all WP elements in the next submission.  

 

  

3. Recreational Fisheries  

The low participation of anglers in the use of the mobile application for collecting data on 
recreational fisheries was registered for the second consecutive year. Consequently, catch 
estimation was not done. If increasing the participation of anglers is not feasible, EWG 
recommend the use of additional and/or alternative data collection tools, like a multi-species 
telephone survey and on-site sampling for the next WP.  

  

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Not applicable.  
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5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No major issues. However, the planned number of stomachs was not achieved. 

  

6. Surveys at sea  

No major issues.  

  

7. Fishing activity variable 

Minor reporting issues highlighted by the pre-screeners were solved by the MS by 
resubmitting the Annual Report. No additional issue was detected by the EWG. 

  

8. Fleet socio-economic  

Minor reporting issues highlighted by the pre-screeners were solved by the MS by 
resubmitting the Annual Report. No additional issue was detected by the EWG. 

  

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

Not applicable.  

  

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

Not applicable.  

  

11.  Data transmission issues  

Two data transmission issues were reported for Cyprus. Both issues, which refer to data for 
the FDI data call, are not of high severity and will be corrected by the MS in the next FDI data 
call.  

  

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

For the implementation year 2023, no impact of external events on the execution of WP tasks 
has been reported. 

 

8.5 Czech Republic [CZE] 

  

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

The EWG evaluated the overall performance of the Czech Republic since MS started data 
collection of socio-economic data for aquaculture and silver eel tagging programme. The 
MS's improvements in socio-economic data collection continue. Regarding the information 
provided on quality assurance on data collection there were no deviations from the WP. 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

Not applicable. 
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3. Recreational Fisheries  

Not applicable. 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Information about the eel population is collected on the basis of an ongoing project 
”Monitoring of European eel migration in the Czech Republic” which was started in 2022 and 
final results are expected in 2024. 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

Not applicable. 

6. Surveys at sea  

Not applicable. 

7. Fishing activity variable 

Not applicable. 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

Not applicable. 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

The main production species in the MS is carp which is breeding in polyculture ponds. Since 
the share of Czech aquaculture production of EU aquaculture production, according to 
EUROSTAT is 1.88 %, MS planned data collection of socio-economic variables. The 
economic variables according to Table 10 were collected during the reference year. In 
general, EWG noted an improvement in this part of the annual report and encourage MS to 
continue data collection on aquaculture. 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

Not applicable. 

11.  Data transmission issues  

No data transmission issues were reported for the Czech Republic. 

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

No impact on the execution of WP tasks has been reported for the Czech Republic. 

 

8.6 Germany [DEU] 

 1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

The German Annual Report 2023 was well executed and reported, overall performance and 
compliance was classified as “YES”. Compliance for all sections were "Yes", meaning more 
that 90% of achievement for every section.  

In future submission MS is requested to follow the guidelines and provide the achieved 
coverage in case of multi-years plan for each year in order to stop recurrent issues. MS 
should also avoid empty cells in Tables and ensure that white cells in Tables or the white 
parts of Textbox remain unchanged. Comments and explanation must be made per region 
when recommended. 
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2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

Some minor issues were raised and solved during the EWG. Germany has considered all the 
comments from the EWG and amended its AR accordingly.  

Most of planned number of PSUs were executed and deviations from the WP were due to 
external factors. In future, submissions for the German WP, should separate sections per 
region (North Sea & Baltic Sea) in the Textbox. 

  

3. Recreational Fisheries  

Minor issues have been solved during the EWG. According to the guidelines, in case of multi-
years plan, MS must indicate the year in which the activity will be implemented.  

MS is invited to list all elasmobranchs in different rows and include them for each Region. 
Germany is also invited to follow the AR reporting format in future submissions. 

  

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

In future WP and AR submissions, column N (on regional thresholds) of Table 2.4, must be 
completed. MS must provide deviations from the work plan and actions to avoid deviations 
not combined for the Baltic Sea and North Sea. 

  

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

  

6. Surveys at sea  

The module is well reported. No major issues have been raised by the EWG. Deviations were 
due to severe bad weather, lack of crew, and technical issues.  

  

7. Fishing activity variable 

No major issues reported. According to new evaluation criteria tested, it looks like the 
planned/updated planned sampling rate was not achieved because the response rate for all 
lines is under 100%. Further explanation is available in the EWG report.  

In future submissions, MS should also explain achievements in the “Comments” column. 

  

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No major issues reported. According to new evaluation criteria tested, it looks like the 
planned/updated planned sampling rate has been achieved at 72% because the response 
rate for 28% of the lines is under 100%. The achieved response and coverage rates are 
sufficient at 87% because the response rate for 13% of the lines is below the threshold of 
50%. Further explanation is available in the EWG report.  

In future submissions, MS should explain achievements in the “Comments” column. 

  

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  
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No major issues were identified. 

  

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No major issues reported. Some empty cells were present in table 7.1. They referred to 
variables not planned to be collected in 2023, but according to AR guidance no empty cells 
should be present. Issue solved by MS with the resubmission during the EWG. 

In future MS should explain achievements in the “comments” column. 

  

11.  Data transmission issues  

Only three data transmission failures have been reported for Germany. Two of these were 
classified as being of low severity, 1 of medium. All of these will be assessed during next 
EWG after potential resubmissions of data by MS in the correspondent data calls (ICES, 
STECG Processing, and STECF FDI).  

  

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

No impacts were mentioned in the AR. 

 

8.7 Denmark [DNK] 

  

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

  

The Danish Annual Report 2023 was very well executed and reported. The MS’s overall 
performance and compliance was rated "Yes". No substantial concerns have been raised by 
the EWG and all issues were resolved during the EWG. 

  

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No major issues identified. For future WP it would be good if MS investigates other sampling 
than only opportunistic sampling.  

Annex 1.1 does not include description of the Baltic small pelagic sampling scheme. With the 
upcoming new NWP and RWP Baltic, this needs to be included. 

  

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No issues identified. 

  

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Only a few deviations from the plan were identified. MS states that the deviation comes from 
a mistake in WP. 
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5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No issues identified. 

  

6. Surveys at sea  

No major issues identified. 

  

7. Fishing activity variable 

In future MS should explain achievements in the comment’s column. 

  

8. Fleet socio-economic  

Issue (consistency with AR guidelines) solved by MS with the resubmission during the EWG. 

  

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No issues identified. 

  

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

MS should provide further clarification on threshold for the confidentiality and to replace NA 
with formulas in the yellow columns. 

  

11.  Data transmission issues  

A mistake was discovered in the Danish BITS Q1 and Q4 survey data after the first upload. 
Data was uploaded within the deadline and corrected. 

  

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

No impacts identified. 

 

8.8 Spain [ESP] 

 1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

The Spanish Annual Report 2023 was very well executed and reported. The MS overall 
performance and compliance was rated "Yes" in 18 cases and “Mostly” in 2 cases (2.3 and 
2.4) and one section “Not Applicable3 (3.1).  

No substantial concerns were raised by the EWG 24 08.  

  

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No major issues were raised by the EWG 24 08. An issue was highlighted for the region 
Mediterranean and Black Sea in table 2.2 and for the NAFO region, some comments in Text 
Box 2.1 are not relevant, while for the CECAF and Outermost Regions, MS should consider 
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rescheduling the sampling plan to follow the evolution of the fleet in these regions. Technical 
mistakes were identified in the table 2.2 and table 2.5 but these are to be addressed in future 
WP.  
  
The above comments should be addressed by MS in next WP submission. 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No execution issues highlighted. Some guidance given to the MS to avoid empty cells (use 
NA instead), and to explain in more detail the deviations for as well under sampling and 
oversampling. 

The above comments should be addressed by MS in next WP submission. 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No execution issues highlighted. Some guidance given to the MS to avoid empty cells (use 
NA instead), and to explain in more detail the deviations for as well under sampling and 
oversampling. 

The above comments should be addressed by MS in next WP submission. 

  

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No issues highlighted  

 

6. Surveys at sea  

No issues highlighted  

  

7. Fishing activity variable 

No issues highlighted  

  

8. Fleet socio-economic  

There were some inconsistencies identified between Table 5.1 and Table 5.2 in the WP that 
could not be amended during the EWG 24 08. This issue should be addressed by MS in next 
WP submission and use a correct approach to identify the fleet segments. 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No execution issues highlighted. Some guidance given to the MS that achievements should 
be commented in the AR column. This should be addressed by MS in next AR submission 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

In this section, it was identified that achievements should be commented in the AR column. 
This should be addressed by MS in next AR submission 

  

11.  Data transmission issues  
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Twenty data issues were identified, of which only five need a further follow-up. One related to 
the IOTC data call, the four others are regarding the fleet economic data call. For three out of 
the four fleet economic data call issues identified to follow up, the EWG awaits future follow 
up by MS, and for one issue the EWG 24 08 MS needs to clarify the issue raised. 

  

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

No impacts highlighted. 

 
 

8.9 Estonia [EST] 

 1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP 
The Estonian Annual Report 2023 was very well executed and reported. The MS’s overall 
performance and compliance was rated "Yes" in 13 cases and “Mostly” in two cases (2.3 and 
2.4). Compliance for all relevant sections was "Yes", with several sections being highlighted 
as Not Applicable (3.1, 4.1, 4.3, 6.1, and 7.1).  
  
2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks  
No issues highlighted.  
  
3. Recreational Fisheries  
In this section an issue was highlighted for: a) mandatory catch variables (catch data, release 
data) reported in the table 2.4; and b) if a valid explanation was presented for each deviation 
from the NWP in the relevant Text Box or Table comments field. In particular, EWG 24-08 
observed that annual estimate of releases was planned for salmon and sea trout, but only 
conducted for sea trout. Nevertheless, no explanation for this deviation has been given in 
Text box. 
  
4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  
  
Concerning the achievement of the number of samples, due to low numbers of silver eels in 
catches, Estonia reported undersampling in some surveys. However, Estonia did not provide 
any information on actions to avoid this. Additionally, in Table 2.3, Estonia reported census 
data from recreational catches in weight rather than the planned number of catch records to 
be collected. For future submissions, Estonia is asked to increase efforts or change 
strategies to sample in autumn to achieve the planned sampling numbers of silver eels, as 
landings are increasing. 
  
5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems  
NA. 
  
6. Surveys at sea  
Apart from moderate undersampling due to several reasons provided by Estonia, no 
particular issues have been highlighted in this section. 
  
7. Fishing activity variable  
No issues highlighted.  
  
8. Fleet socio-economic   
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No issues highlighted.  
  
9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  
NA. 

  
10. Socio-economic for processing industry  
NA. 

  
11. Data transmission issues  
Just one DT recurrent issue of medium severity concerning unreported fishing effort for 
vessels with LOA below 10m was identified for Estonia. Another two issues of low severity 
were identified (i.e., FDI data and fleet economics) and EWG 23-08 acknowledged MS 
responses to both as acceptable.  
  
12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 
windmill farms?  
NA.  
 

8.10 Finland [FIN]  

 1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP 

Performance was very good.  Some minor issues highlighted during both the pre-screening 
and STECF EWG phases were promptly addressed. The overall performance of AR 2023 
was assessed as compliant (Yes). 

  

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No issues highlighted.  

  

3. Recreational Fisheries 

No issues highlighted.  

  

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No issues highlighted.  

  

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

A minor issue on PETS regarding FYK_ANA. MS provided explanations and ensured that it 
will be corrected in the next WP submission. 

  

6. Surveys at sea  

No issues highlighted. 

  

7. Fishing activity variable 
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Some issues concerning formulas in column P of the AR which have been corrected during 
the STECF EWG meeting. 

  

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No issues highlighted. 

  

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No issues highlighted. 

  

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No issues highlighted. 

  

11.  Data transmission issues  

No “high” severity issues reported. 

  

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

No issues highlighted. 

  

8.11 France [FRA] 

 1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

The overall performance and compliance for France was classified as “Yes”. 

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

The sampling schemes were mostly executed. It was noted that the MS needs to provide a 
better justification on the reason why sampling has not been reached. 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

For the Northeast Atlantic catch (and release) data reported only for three species and the 
collection of biological variables was also only achieved for three species. For the North Sea 
& Eastern Arctic catch (and release) data reported only for two species and the collection of 
biological variables was also only achieved for two species. For the Mediterranean and Black 
Sea catch data reported only for two species and the collection of biological variables was 
only achieved for one species. No actions were provided by MS to avoid deviations in future. 
MS is asked to please consider on site sampling to overcome the shortcomings for the listed 
species in 2.4.  

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Some sampling schemes were undersampled. However, MS explained in detail all deviations 
for different reasons and noted that an error was made in the number of stations listed in the 
WP which will be changed in the next WP.  

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 
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No issues highlighted. 

6. Surveys at sea  

No issues highlighted. 

7. Fishing activity variable 

No issues highlighted. 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No issues highlighted. 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No issues highlighted. 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

NA. 

11.  Data transmission issues  

There were 3 DT issues with high severity for France, all relating to the STECF EWG data 
call on fleet economics. The EWG assessment was as follows: 

 1 follow-up needed 

 unsatisfactory 

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 
windmill farms? 

NA. 

 

8.12 Greece [GRC] 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

The overall reporting and execution for Greece was good, with only one minor formatting 
issue, and was rated "Yes". The formatting issues were resolved in the MS responses to the 
EWG feedback requests. 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

6. Surveys at sea  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

7. Fishing activity variable 
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Some concerns about coverage have been raised by the EWG and MS is encouraged to 
explain better in the comment column of the table. 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

11.  Data transmission issues  

No issues were assessed as unsatisfactory by the EWG. Only 1 out 6 low severity issues 

need to be followed up. 

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

No references to special impacts of 2023. 

 

8.13 Croatia [HRV] 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

The overall performance for AR 2023 was assessed to compliance class “YES”.  

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

Regarding Table 2.5, 11 out of 35 sampling frames with planned sampling were under 
sampled (<90%), while 3 of these were not sampled at all. 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

The off-site survey successfully estimated catches for 57 species (2 more than what was 
planned). However, in the releases it was planned to estimate 24 species, where no catches 
are to be estimated and in the WP comments (Table 2.4) were stated as strictly protected 
species by national Ordinance. Thus, none of them are reported in Table 2.4 and in AR 
Comments it is stated "Protected species. See textbox 2.4 on releases", but there is nothing 
in the Textbox 2.4 for this issue. MS should clarify if these protected and released species 
will be monitored in future WP submissions. 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No major issues were detected. 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No major issues were detected. 

6. Surveys at sea  

For SOLEMON survey no international report is mentioned, but this survey is coordinated by 
GFCM/ICES WGBEAM. For MEDITS - meeting report is not available online. 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

No major issues were detected. 
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8. Fleet socio-economic  

No major issues were detected. 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No major issues were detected. 

MS did not thoroughly explain low response rates in a few cases.  

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No major issues were detected. 

11.  Data transmission issues  

One issue with low severity was observed for the Med and BS data call (""Croatia failed to 
resubmit MEDITS 2022 files by the operational deadline. Croatia was allowed to send the 
missing datasets by 27/9/2023 and emailed the data to the JRC; the data were made 
available to the EWG. Croatia is requested to ask for a resubmission of this data at the next 
(2024) DG MARE Med & BS data call."), which was assessed by EWG as ‘Not Assessed’.  

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

Reduced on-board samplings for LHP-LLD_BFT and LHP-LLD_SWO Catches (All fractions) 

because of inflation and rising fuel cost.  

With the ongoing inflation and rising fuel price the cost of a single fishing trip has greatly 

increased for fishermen, and they started practising multiple days at sea instead of one day 

as was usual in the previous years. As all the fishing vessels are under 15 metres, they 

cannot accommodate additional people except the fishing crew it was not possible for a 

scientific observer to perform onboard sampling most of the time. Attempts were made to 

arrange onboard sampling for one day fishing trips, however due to bad weather conditions, 

issues with the fish distributions, and constant change of fishermen’s plans those attempts 

ended up unsuccessful and it was only possible to sample the current catch at landing. 

 

8.14 Hungary [HUN] 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

The EWG evaluated the overall performance for Annual Report to compliance class “YES”.  

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

Not applicable 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

Not applicable 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Not applicable 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

Not applicable 

6. Surveys at sea  

Not applicable 
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7. Fishing activity variable 

Not applicable 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

Not applicable 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

The socio-economic data collection for aquaculture has been positively assessed as no 
substantial concerns have been raised by the EWG. However, is it is noted by the EWG that 
in future MS should explain achievements in the comment’s column.  

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

Not applicable. Data is collected every two years as described in WP Annex 1.2 “Survey 
design and strategy”. The next data collection is anticipated in 2024. 

11.  Data transmission issues  

There were six data transmission issues reported for Hungary, of which two were marked 
with ‘high’ severity. All reported issues are related to the ‘Processing’ data call.  

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

No impact on the execution of the WP tasks has been reported for Hungary.  

  

8.15 Ireland [IRL] 

  

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

The overall performance and compliance for Ireland was classified as “Yes”. Just two 
modules were classified as “Mostly”. MS responses provided to feedback requests during the 
EWG resolved most issues. For three data transmission issues concerning Fleet economics 
Data Call, MS response was assessed as unsatisfactory. 

  

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

  

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

  

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Some issues have been raised regarding the execution. The number of samples of fisheries-
dependent (F)/stock related variables and catch quantity by area/life stage not achieved - 66 
out of 115 surveys were not sampled or undersampled due to no fishery or no potential for 
exploitation. The planned number of samples of fisheries-independent variables (FI) not 
achieved – 24 out of 117 surveys were not sampled or undersampled (18%) due to either 
internal issues with national utilities company "ESB" (ESB operated sampling not funded by 
EMFAF) or lower catches than planned. MS tries to sort out issued with help of national 
committee. 
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5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No major issues. MS has successfully implemented routine data collection and the procedure 
is an example of good practice, but it's not part of a new study developed by the MS. The 
EWG 24-08 emphasized that only new specific studies conducted by MSs (e.g., pilot studies, 
projects, etc.) should be included in this section in future WP. 

  

6. Surveys at sea  

No major issues have been raised by the EWG. MS fulfilled most parts of the sampling 
activities. Deviations from the planned number is due to the following reasons: (1) equipment 
failure, (2) not carrying out marine mammal and seabird activities as observers are externally 
contracted and no applications were received, (3) bad weather, (4) personnel constraints, (5) 
less samples but sufficient to carry out relevant analysis. MS is expected to solve issues 
regarding marine mammal and seabird activities as long as they are two activities 
programmed and included in the WP and adjust number of samples in next NWP submission 
if less is carried out because it is sufficient for relevant analysis. 

  

7. Fishing activity variable 

No major issues. However, it was noted that in Table 3.1, the reference year is 2022, but 
there is no specific line in Table 1.1. to validate if the reference year is correct or not. MS is 
encouraged to amend the Table 1.1 of the WP by adding a line regarding Table 3.1 and 
correct (if necessary) the reference year in Table 3.1. 

  

8. Fleet socio-economic  

The MS fail to report correctly the clusters in Table 5.1 and Table 5.2. Also, some segments 
appeared in Table 5.1 are missing from Table 5.2. Mismatches appeared in several cases 
even after resubmission. MS should report correctly the clustered segments. Low rate of 
economic variables only for one segment of minor importance. According to new evaluation 
criteria tested: 1) it looks like the planned/updated planned sampling rate has been achieved 
at 79.2%, because the response rate for 20.8% of the lines is under 100%; 2) it looks like the 
achieved response and coverage rates are sufficient at 97.5%, because the response rate for 
2.5% of the lines is below the threshold of 50%.  Further explanation is available in the EWG 
report. In future, MS should explain achievements in the comment’s column.  

  

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

According to new evaluation criteria tested: 1) it looks like the planned/updated planned 
sampling rate has been achieved at 50.9% because the response rate for 49.1% of the lines 
is under 100%; 2) it looks like the achieved response and coverage rates are sufficient at 
81.4% because the response rate for 18.6% of the lines is below the threshold of 50%. 
Further explanation is available in the EWG report. In future, MS should explain 
achievements in the comment’s column. 

  

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No data collection. 
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11.  Data transmission issues  

In total, 7 issues were reported for MS including the following: 

 FDI Data Call: two issues with low severity were identified. 

 Fleet economics Data Call: three issues were identified, two of them have low and one 

with medium severity. All of them were assessed as UNSATISFACTORY. 

 ICES: three issues were identified, one of them have low and one with medium 

severity.  

  

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 
windmill farms? 

No impact on the execution of WP tasks has been reported. 

 

8.16 Italy (ITA)   

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

No major issues were detected.  

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

The grey shading of the AR in columns Q and R should be restored. MS did not change this 
after two communications sent during EWG 24-08. MS to follow guidance.  

There is a significant error in Table 2.2 which originates from the approved WP. Column F 
does not correspond to column 3 of Table 1 of CID 1167/2021, as it should according to CID 
2022/39. As a result, the biological variables of the species are reported for each individual 
GSA instead of groups of GSAs (as in Table 1 of CID 1167/2021). This also affects the 
reporting and assessment of the AR. However, this error cannot be corrected now, but can 
be in the next WP submission. 

In columns P and Q "N/A" is only acceptable for opportunistic sampling in research surveys, 
in all other cases "0" should be reported if no sampling was done. The MS should revise 
columns P and Q and resubmit Table 2.2. Final comment: MS did not change the NAs after 
communications sent during EWG 24-08. 

MS to follow guidance of table 2.2 for AR and WP for the 2025-2027 submissions. 

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

 

No major issues were detected. 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

 
For Table 2.3 MS in the accepted NWP had combined all samplings for yellow and silver eels 
in all EMUs into one number (n=270) but should have listed planned numbers per life stage 
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and EMU separately. Explanation on this is given in AR table comment. Now planned 
number in WP is still incorrect (white part) but achieved number (grey part) are according to 
guidelines. In future submissions, MS to list planned numbers for each life stage / EMU 
individually. 
 
All of the nine fisheries-dependent sampling schemes were undersampled (0-76%). Catch 
recording scheme (off site survey) was not carried out due to a TOTAL closure 1 January-31 
December 2023 for eel recreational fisheries (Annex 1.1 is missing for this survey). No action 
needed.  
 
MS had problems sampling in the two EMUs on the Adriatic side (Lombardy and Friuli 
Venezia Giulia) and one on the Tyrrhenian side (Tuscany) that were included in the NWP; 
however, MS managed to cover two alternative EMUs, Lazio for the Tyrrhenian side and 
Emilia Romagna for the Adriatic side. Moreover, for Lazio two different habitats were 
sampled a river (Tiber) and a lagoon (Fogliano lagoon in Circeo). MS to ensure the proper 
management of the project. 
 
MS explains that "due to the stop of the project activities" sampling could not be conducted in 
grey part of text boxes. Only limited information in Textbox 3.2 and no further explanations on 
what project activities are meant, and why these were stopped are provided in textbox 2.3. 
MS to ensure the proper management of the project. 

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

 

Table 2.5 - In 38 cases, out of 56 row/frames where PET observation was expected (PETS 
observation covered within the sampling scheme, "Y" in column S), the percentage of 
sampled fishing trips where the observer dedicated time to record the bycatch or PETs 
(column AF) was 0%. MS to ensure execution of the NWP can be carried out as planned. 
 
Lack of contract generated several deviations. Nevertheless, for several frames MS was able 
to carry out some sampling (PSUs achieved) and yet 0% of PETs observations achieved. 
Therefore, MS should explain the reasons not allowing the expected coverage for PETs. 
Final EWG comment: No additional information provided by MS after EWG notifications 
during the EWG meeting. MS to specifically address the deviations regarding PETS in future 
ARs. 
 
All the "Actions to Avoid Deviations" text refers to the contractual problem. However, several 
issues listed in Table 2.5 require more specific actions for PETS. MS is required to properly 
describe some specific actions. Final EWG comment: No additional information provided by 
MS after EWG notifications during the EWG meeting. MS to specifically address the actions 
to avoid deviations regarding PETS in future ARs. 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

Text box 2.6. The AR text box is not in line with the guidance, because the NWP is also not in 
line with the guidance. All surveys are in one text box. In future, MS should resubmit the WP 
and have a text box for each survey. The grey text box for each of the surveys (AR 
comments) should follow the corresponding NWP text box. The AR text boxes for 
SOLEMON, DRES Chamelea, DRES Ensis, and DRES CALLISTA surveys are white, they 
should be grey. According to the guidance, the maps should be in an annex, not in the AR 
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text box. Text Box 2.6 should be filled grey for all surveys in AR. Each survey should have 
separate Text box 2.6 in the next NWP submission. 
 
The planned number of sampling activities was achieved for SOLEMON and DRES 
Chamelea, but for a smaller number of days than initially planned. For the rest of the surveys, 
the planned sampling activities and the days at sea were not achieved due to administrative 
problems (this is a recurring issue) and vessel availability. In terms of achieved sampling 
activities, the differences are: MEDITS - 655 hauls instead of 670 and 140 days at sea 
instead of 196; MEDIAS - 1362 nm instead of 4800 nm and 30 days at sea instead of 81; 
DRES Ensis - 106 hauls instead of 120 and 8 days at sea instead of 16; DRES Calista - 28 
hauls instead of 60 and 3 days at sea instead of 12. During the EWG, MS was asked to 
clarify how presented deviations will be avoided in future, but no comments were provided. 
MS to avoid administrative issues in the future. 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

No major issues were detected. 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

According to new evaluation criteria tested, planned/updated planned sampling rate has been 
achieved at 63% because the response rate for 37% of the lines is below 100%. Further 
explanation is available in the EWG report. 
 
In future MS should explain achievements in the comment’s column. 
 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

According to new evaluation criteria tested, planned/updated planned sampling rate has been 
achieved at 81% because the response rate for 19% of the lines is below 100%. 

According to new evaluation criteria tested, the achieved response and coverage rates are 
sufficient at 81% because the response rate for 19% of the lines is below the threshold of 
50%. Further explanation is available in the EWG report. 

In future MS should explain achievements in the comment’s column. 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No major issues were detected. 

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

 

A total of 56 issues across all severity and end users. A total of 6 high severity for STECF 
EWG issues all in relation to the Med and BS data call. Only follow up was needed on for 
‘Medits was not performed in 2022 in Italy. On this issue, DG MARE is fully aware’.  

 

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

No impacts reported. 
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8.17 Lithuania [LTU] 

 1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

The Lithuanian Annual Report 2023 was well executed and reported, overall performance 
and compliance was rated "Yes". 

  

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No major issues were identified. 

There was some confusion on how the sampling results from multilateral agreements should 
be reported as there is no clear guidance. The MS was requested to list the species that are 
subject to a multilateral agreement in table 2.1 and 2.2 accompanied with a zero as the 
country that is responsible for the sampling is also responsible for the reporting. This 
guidance will be stated in the report to avoid inconsistencies in the future. 

  

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No major issues were identified. However, a deviation was pointed out for three trolling 
surveys since there were no catches and MS is requested to take appropriate action to 
overcome sampling difficulties in the future and to integrate this in the future WP. 

  

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No major issues were identified. However, a lower number of ascending individuals of 
salmon and sea trout was achieved than planned for diadromous species collection. 

  

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No major issues were identified.  

  

6. Surveys at sea  

The Sprat Acoustic Survey (SPRAS) could not be conducted due to mechanical failure for the 
second year in a row. However, MS has provided information on the measures taken to 
prevent this in the future and could confirm that SPRAS has been successfully executed in 
2024. 

  

7. Fishing activity variable 

No major issues were identified. 

  

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No major issues were identified. 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  
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Not applicable. 

  

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No major issues were identified. 

  

11.  Data transmission issues  

There were no high severity DT issues identified 

  

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

No impacts reported. 

 

8.18 Latvia [LTV] 

 1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

The overall performance for Latvia is “Yes”. Latvia performed well in most cases, apart from 
the planning of sampling for biological variables (Table and Textbox 2.2). In addition, there 
are some issues that need to be improved for Stomach sampling and analysis (Table 4.1). 
The remaining of the AR has a few minor issues regarding the Diadromous species data 
collection in fresh water. Finally, regarding the Data Transmission issues, there were only two 
issues, one marked as follow up needed and one not assessed by the EWG as the MS did 
not respond. 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

The MS does not show the species that are covered by the multilateral agreement with 
Poland for CECAFzone (Table 2.2) and the way of reporting done by Latvia, is not consistent 
with other MS which are part of this MLA.  

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No issues detected 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No major issues detected, only a minor flagged for future submissions. 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

There was one issue regarding the execution of stomach sampling and analysis, 
explanations were provided. 

6. Surveys at sea  

There are issues regarding the execution of some surveys, mainly justified due to the bad 
weather and vessel procurement/availability. Similar issues occurred last year for the same 
reason. 

7. Fishing activity variable 

Not applicable, MS does not collect complementary data. 

8. Fleet socio-economic  
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No issues detected. 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No issues detected. 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No issues detected. 

11.  Data transmission issues  

Two data transmission issues were flagged. One of them is of low severity and regards the 
fleet economics data call, where MS reported that it uploaded the missing data to the 2024 
data call for economic variables. The other issue is of medium severity and does not belong 
to any specific data call but was pointed out by the WGBYC meeting and was not assessed 
by the EWG as the MS did not respond. 

  

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

No such impacts detected. 

 

8.19 Malta [MLT] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

The EWG evaluated the overall Annual Report as ‘Yes’ accounting for >90% of achievements 
from Work Plan.  

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No concerns have been raised by the EWG.  

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No concerns have been raised by the EWG.  

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No concerns have been raised by the EWG.  

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No concerns have been raised by the EWG.  

6. Surveys at sea  

No concerns have been raised by the EWG.  

7. Fishing activity variable 

No concerns have been raised by the EWG.  

8. Fleet socio-economic  
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Fleet segments/cluster population totals are inconsistent between Table 5.1 and 5.2. Even 
though in most cases (and in aggregations) the differences between segments' population 
are small, MS should clarify why these differences occur. Only two out of 15 segments are 
consistent in terms of population between these two tables. 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No concerns have been raised by the EWG.  

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No concerns have been raised by the EWG.  

11.  Data transmission issues  

Failure concerning data for Med and BS for Issue type - timeliness. Malta uploaded the 
survey information and effort data but did not upload Fisheries data and Biological data. 
Fisheries data (catches, landings, discards) for the year 2022, Biological data (Maturity 
ogives at Length, Maturity ogives at Age, Growth parameters, Sex ratio at length, Sex ratio at 
age, Age length key) for the full time series, Scientific survey raw data (MEDITS) for the year 
2022, Scientific survey aggregated data (e.g. MEDIAS) for the year 2022.  

Failure concerning data for FDI for Issue type - coverage. No catch data submitted for 2013 
and 2022.  

The EWG assessment was UNSATISFACTORY.  

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

No concerns have been raised by the EWG.  

 

8.20 The Netherlands [NLD] 

 1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

The overall performance and compliance for the Netherlands was classified as “YES”. 

  

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

  

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

  

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

  

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 



 

80 
80 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

  

6. Surveys at sea  

No major issues have been raised by the EWG. There were deviations in the number of 
sampling activities due to severe weather conditions and technical issues. 

  

7. Fishing activity variable 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

  

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

  

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

  

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

NA. 

  

11.  Data transmission issues  

There were seven DT issues relating to the Netherlands: two related to ICES, two for the FDI 
data call, and three related to the reporting of economic data for fleet. 

  

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

NA. 

 

8.21 Poland [POL] 

 1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

Overall, reporting and execution of the 2022 NWP was assessed as a ‘Yes’. No substantial 
concerns have been raised by the EWG.  

EWG highlighted only some issues in relation to 1) reporting of biological sampling and 2) the 
coverage rate for the socio-economic data collection.   

Details are reported below in the specific sections. 

  

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No major issues have been raised by the EWG. Some reporting issues have been identified 
for table 2.1 as some WP parts are not filled in for the new added species/stocks in the Baltic 
region and other region. The EWG also commented that for commercial sampling MS should 
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not add additional species if all data (Sharing EU landings, etc) for Table 2.1 columns are not 
provided. MS should avoid these inconsistencies in future submissions. 

  

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No issues have been raised by the EWG.  

  

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No execution issues have been raised by the EWG. Some minor reporting issues have been 
identified for table 2.3. In future submissions, MS should avoid empty cells, even if no 
sampling was planned. 

  

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No issues have been raised by the EWG.  

  

6. Surveys at sea  

No issues have been raised by the EWG.  

  

7. Fishing activity variable 

NA (no complementary data collection in place).  

  

8. Fleet socio-economic  

Overall, the socio-economic data collection for the fleet has been positively assessed (final 
evaluation=YES) but EWG highlighted that for several segments/variables the response rates 
are low. EWG recommends MS to re-evaluate coverage and improve in the future, where 
advisable. 

  

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

Overall, the socio-economic data collection for the fleet has been positively assessed (final 
evaluation=YES) but EWG highlighted that for several segments/variables the response rates 
are low. EWG recommends MS to re-evaluate coverage and improve in the future, where 
advisable. 

  

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

Overall, the socio-economic data collection for the fleet has been positively assessed (final 
evaluation=YES) but EWG highlighted that for several segments/variables the response rates 
are low. EWG recommends MS to re-evaluate coverage and improve in the future, where 
advisable. 

  

11.  Data transmission issues  



 

82 
82 

Two data issues with low severity for the fleet economic data call are present for Poland, one 
related to quality and one to coverage issues.  

  

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

No issues. 
 

8.22 Portugal [PRT] 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

Overall, the Portuguese report was very good, all tables were completed and detailed text 
was provided in the relevant text boxes to explain any deviations. A number of issues were 
raised. Some of these, mainly those related to reporting, were resolved during EWG 24 08, 
while others are for future consideration by the MS. 

  

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

The biological sections were carried out well enough by Portugal. An issue was raised 
regarding the reporting in Table and Text Box 2.1, but this was resolved during the EWG as 
the MS provided an updated text with all the required information. Some sampling frames 
were found to be poorly implemented or not implemented at all. MS is encouraged to take all 
necessary actions to ensure proper implementation of sampling for biological data in future. 

  

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No major issues were detected. 

  

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Lower sampling intensities have been identified for diadromous data collection for both 
fisheries-dependent and fisheries-independent surveys. MS is invited to take appropriate 
actions to ensure the realisation of all the diadromous surveys in future. 

  

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No major issues were raised. However, for stomach sampling some under sampling was 
detected. This issue should be addressed by the MS. 

  

6. Surveys at sea  

One of the eight surveys (NepS survey) was not executed due to technical issues. MS is 
requested to take appropriate actions to ensure the realisation of all surveys in future. 

  

7. Fishing activity variable 

No issue since no complementary data collection for fishing activity implemented by the MS. 
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8. Fleet socio-economic  

No major issues were detected.  

  

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No major issues were detected.  

  

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No issue since no additional socioeconomic data was collected. 

  

11.  Data transmission issues  

Eighteen data transmission issues were identified for Portugal, of which ten were classified 

as of high severity and were also recurrent issues. All were assessed as unsatisfactory and 

three of them should be revised. 

  

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

No impact from Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, windmill farms was 
reported. 

 

8.23 Romania [ROU] 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

No major issues were identified for Romania. Most of issues highlighted were solved during 
the EWG 24-08, except in table 2.5 where inconsistencies for biological samplings and 
impact of fisheries on marine ecosystem and in table were noticed. 

There was no data transmission issue considered as unsatisfactory. 

  

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

MS has to be careful regarding number of species with length measurements: 
inconsistencies have been highlighted by EWG 2408 between some columns without any 
explanations on deviations.in table 2.5. 

  

3. Recreational Fisheries  

In future submissions, MS is requested to provide the correct version of the WP concerning 
species’ names. 

  

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

NA. 
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5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

MS has to be careful regarding incidental catches: inconsistencies have been highlighted by 
EWG 2408 between some columns without any explanations on deviations.in table 2.5. 

  

6. Surveys at sea  

No major issues were detected.  

  

7. Fishing activity variable 

No major issues were detected.  

  

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No major issues were detected.  

  

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No major issues were detected.  

  

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

MS must be consistent between AR and WP tables as the white part of the Table in the AR is 
expected to be an exact copy of the same table in the WP. 

  

11. Data transmission issues  

Two data transmission issues were identified. Both were for FDI, considered as “Low”. 

  

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

No major issues were detected.  

 

8.24 Slovakia [SVK] 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

The EWG was not able to evaluate the overall performance of Slovakia because it is a 
landlocked country, and all sections are not applicable for the MS. Hence, the overall 
performance for the reporting and execution of Slovakia was assessed as “NA”. 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

Not applicable. 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

Not applicable. 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  
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Not applicable. 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

Not applicable. 

6. Surveys at sea  

Not applicable. 

7. Fishing activity variable 

Not applicable. 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

Not applicable. 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

Not applicable. 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

Not applicable. 

11. Data transmission issues  
No data transmission issues were reported for Slovakia. 

12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

No impact on the execution of WP tasks has been reported for Slovakia. 

 

8.25 Slovenia [SVN] 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP  

The overall performance and compliance for Slovenia was very good and was classified as 
“YES”, with only one “MOSTLY”. 

No stock was selected for sampling in the accepted WP. Minor issues to be solved regarding 
reporting of surveys in future submissions. 

MS is asked to provide information in Annex 1.1 on the quality assurance of the commercial 
sampling. In future submissions, MS to submit Annex 1.1. for section 2.4 recreational fishery, 
to correct Annex 1.1 for section 4.1 and to add  Annex 1.1 for section 4.2.  

Furthermore, there are issues that were solved with resubmission during EWG 24 08 and 
others that have to be solved in future submissions (see relevant column in “EWG action 
needed”). 

  
2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

The Region/RFMO/RFO/IO was missing from the headings of Text Box 2.1, 2.2 & 2.5 and the 
issue was solved during EWG. 

In Text Box 2.1, in the grey area the questions related to the AR should be answered. MS to 
take into consideration that in the grey area, the questions related to the AR should be 
answered in future AR submissions. 

No stock was selected for sampling in the accepted WP (landings<10%). MS followed 
STECF advice to provide length measurements from commercial fisheries sampling.  
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No sampling plan description for biological data (Table 2.5, Text Box 2.5) was planned in the 
accepted WP.  

Annex 1.1 does not include information on sampling schemes for commercial fisheries 
(section 2.5), as the MS did not plan sampling for commercial fisheries. In the next WP 
submission MS should include a text box in Annex 1.1 to provide information on the quality 
assurance of the commercial sampling, as sampling in commercial fisheries is carried out. 

  
3. Recreational Fisheries  

In the first submission MS provided annual catch quantities in kilograms per species instead 
of Yes/No. Catches presented were the same with AR 2022 resubmission. MS has 
resubmitted, during EWG 24 08, Table 2.4 and Textbox 2.4 and stated that annual survey 
about catches is referring to 2022, because data for 2023 was not analysed yet. On this 
basis, EWG 24-08 supposes that 2023 data have been collected in the same way of those for 
2022. MS to follow guidelines and use only data for the reference year (2023).  

The Region/RFMO/RFO/IO is missing from the headings of Text Box 2.4 and Table 2.4. Also 
Annex 1.1 is still missing for recreational fisheries. In future submissions, MS to submit 
Annex 1.1. for section 2.4. 

No collection of biological variables was planned in the WP. EWG suggests MS to consider 
on site sampling. 

 

  
4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Diadromous species are protected or not present in SVN, and no sampling is planned.  

  
5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

In the first submission in Table 4.1 implementation years 2022 and 2024 were also in the 
table and the issue solved during EWG. 

In the grey section concerning the AR, the MS repeats the content of the WP with the correct 
information, which is appreciated. However, the information related to the AR 
(results/deviation/actions to avoid deviations) is missing, although the MS carried out 24 trips, 
according to Table 2.5. Also, the Region/RFMO/RFO/IO is missing from the headings of 
Textbox 4.2. Textbox 4.2 should be revised. MS to take into consideration that information 
and questions related to the AR, in the grey area, should be answered in future AR 
submissions.  

In Annex 1.1 in MEDITS & OTBSLO no reference is made to stomach sampling, while it does 
occur according to Table 4.1. MS to correct this in the next WP submission. Also, no specific 
Annex 1.1 for section 4.2. 

  

6. Surveys at sea  

In the first submission in Table 2.6 implementation years 2022 and 2024 were also in the 
table and the issue was solved during EWG. 

For SOLEMON no link is provided in Text box 2.6 while this survey is coordinated by 
WGBEAM. As regards MEDITS the link refers to location where no recent reports can be 
found. MS to provide most recent links for MEDITS and SOLEMON in future submissions. 
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The format of the Annex 1.1 does not comply with the guidelines (version 27-3-2024,  
https://dcf.ec.europa.eu/wps-and-ars/wpar-templates_en. 

In Annex 1.1 the observation type used in all surveys is "SciObsOnShore", which is incorrect. 
The correct one is "SciObsAtSea". This should be corrected in the next WP submission. 

  
7. Fishing activity variable 

Not applicable. 

  
8. Fleet socio-economic  

Minor issues identified were solved during EWG 23 08 resubmission. Still some 
discrepancies in the cluster formation between Table 5.1 and Text Box 5.2, stemming from 
the WP (in the "white parts") to be corrected in future AR submissions. In Annex 1.1 MS 
should use the appropriate template in future submissions. 

  
9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No deviations reported. In Annex 1.1 MS should use the appropriate template in future 
submissions. 

  
10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No deviations reported. For future submissions it is not necessary to mention the segments 
50-249 as there was no enterprises planned in the WP. In Annex 1.1 MS should use the 
appropriate template in future submissions. 

  
11.  Data transmission issues  

Four data transmission issues were identified for Slovenia. One of them were classified as 
high severity, one as medium and the other two as low. EWG evaluated the high severity 
issue for data that were not submitted, regarding fishing effort, monitoring effort and bycatch 
events, where MS reported that there were no relevant fisheries that needed reporting in 
response to the ICES-WGBYC data call and that there were not protected fishes caught in 
Slovenia. EWG comment that it is not clear if this is a coverage or timeliness issue, and it 
should be revised by the end user and the MS.  

  
12. Any impacts of 2022 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 

windmill farms? 

No issues identified. 

 

8.26 Sweden [SWE] 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2023 WP   

The overall performance and compliance for Sweden was classified as “Yes”. MS responses 
provided feedback requests from pre-screening and the EWG resolved most of the 
outstanding issues which was appreciated. However, some issues need to be solved in 
future. All details are available on MS evaluation grids.  
  
2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks  

https://dcf.ec.europa.eu/wps-and-ars/wpar-templates_en
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No major concerns have been raised by the EWG. Some issues were solved during the EWG 
meeting. In future, MS should avoid inaccurate planning. EWG noticed that for some cases 
there was reduction in execution rates.  However, MS states that at least enough samples 
were taken and there is no impact on end-users' needs. 
  
3. Recreational Fisheries   
A concern was raised by the EWG regarding salmon trolling and recreational coastal catches 
but not conducted in the Baltic Sea. A valid explanation presented by MS.  
  
4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water   
A concern was raised by the EWG regarding oversampling  in achieved % of units in data 
alongside acoustic tagging of silver eels. A valid explanation presented by MS. EWG 
stressed, that MS should avoid empty cells, even if no sampling was planned in future 
submissions. 
  
5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems  
No concerns were raised by the EWG.  
  
  
6. Surveys at sea   
No major concerns have been raised by the EWG.  Due to a bad weather less transects are 
covered and less trawls conducted.  
  
7. Fishing activity variable  
No major concerns have been raised by the EWG. Issue solved by resubmission.  
  
8. Fleet socio-economic   
No major concerns have been raised by the EWG. The issues of fleet segmentation and 
other inconsistency with AR guidelines were solved during the EWG. EWG tested new 
evaluation criteria.  
  
9. Socio-economic for aquaculture   
No major concerns have been raised by the EWG. EWG encourages the MS to explain 
achievements in the comment’s column in future. EWG tested new evaluation criteria.  
 
10. Socio-economic for processing industry  
No major concerns have been raised by the EWG.  The issues of inconsistency with AR 
guidelines were solved during the EWG. EWG tested new evaluation criteria.  
  
  
11.  Data transmission issues   
  
No high severity data issues in DTMT platform were reported for Sweden. 
  
12. Any impacts of 2023 events e.g., Covid, war in Ukraine, fuel prices (inflation), ORE, 
windmill farms?  
  
No deviations are explained by instabilities caused by 2023 events.  
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9 ANNEX 1 –QUALITY DOCUMENT 

EW 23-08 noted for the evaluation of economic sectors that:  

“The evaluation question whether response and coverage rates were sufficient could not be 

properly assessed as no criteria are available. However, in several cases the coverage 

appeared low, e.g., one response for a segment with a population of ten.” […] 

Regarding the socio-economic tables, there is a need to enhance the evaluation process to 

place greater emphasis on the quality of the reported data. Next year’s AR EWG should be 

prepared for this level of assessment. It is important to note that relying solely on response 

rate and coverage rate does not provide sufficient information to evaluate the adequacy of 

achievements. 

EWG stresses the advice provided by EWG 23-08 on amending the process of data quality 

evaluation: 

“… the term "sufficient" [in the evaluation grid] requires further specification and 

contextualization—sufficient for what purpose? Most likely, it refers to a "sufficient" number of 

observations capable of generating reliable estimates, considering the data's variability. 

Therefore, variability should be a criterion for assessing coverage rates. However, both the 

WP and AR currently lack information on variability. Variability, alongside the significance of 

the segment at a national level, should be considered, among other measures, when 

evaluating achievements. 

When assessing the response rate alone, it is crucial to recognize that a low response rate 

may introduce bias into the dataset. MS may need to address this issue. However, low 

response rates are not uncommon, and MS may have anticipated the expected response 

rate when planning the sample rate. The coverage rate can only be assessed in the context 

of the planned sample rate. 

It is recommended to discuss the measure of variability and clarify the meaning of "sufficient" 

at the RCGs (Regional Coordination Groups). Furthermore, these topics should be included 

in the terms of reference for the WP EWG. Additionally, for the biological tables it would be 

beneficial to establish communication with the relevant RCGs to encourage their input and 

thoughts on how to evaluate these aspects of the AR. Overall, considerable work has been 

spent on the quality of DCF economic data in previous reports. The most comprehensive 

material can probably be found in the reports of the 2013 Helsinki DCF Workshop on 

statistical issues and thresholds and of STECF 17-11 on Quality Assurance for DCF data. 

STECF 17- 11 which stated that: 

“In general, quality of data collection has been quantified through figures like sample rate, 

response rate, coverage rate and CV. These figures could also further be used as quality 

indicators. However, the evaluation of “acceptable data quality” should be performed with 

caution. Fleet segments are often small populations which cannot necessarily be regarded 

homogeneous. Therefore, CV can easily be high even though the coverage is high, too 

[...]. 

For that purpose, quality requirement should be associated with the importance of fleet 

segments, i.e., the more important, the higher the requirements. Importance could be 

defined by value of landings (amongst others, e.g., importance for certain stocks, if 

applicable). 
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Both CV and coverage should be taken into account. When the CV is high despite a high 

coverage, this could be acceptable as well. It would simply mean that the segment is 

highly variable. Moreover, it appears reasonable to request higher coverage rates for 

smaller segments than for larger segments. In the past there was consensus on not setting 

any minimum requirements as it might be unachievable. In most countries data collection 

is voluntary for fishermen and thus the coverage often cannot be increased simply by 

increased sampling. A quantitative evaluation of quality indicators should be introduced as 

a feedback loop with the aim of optimisation. An increase in data quality, where feasible, 

always coincides with an increase in costs.” 

No further guidance on data quality assessment for economic data was available for EWG 

24-08. In order to initiate some quantitative evaluation, EWG adapted a procedure which had 

been used by a pre-screener to address and standardise the evaluation of the two questions 

on execution in the evaluation grid, “Has the planned/updated planned sampling rate been 

achieved?” and “Are the achieved response and coverage rates sufficient?”. 

The NWP is the document that sets the target for the sampling rate. Therefore, the question 

Has the planned/updated planned sampling rate been achieved? was dealt with in a relatively 

strict manner, i.e. it was evaluated in how many of the AR lines the planned sample rate was 

100%. This requires filtering for planned rates being >0%. Then the ratio of lines with 100% 

sampling rate was divided by the total number of lines: 

Achievement=number of lines with 100% sampling rate total number of lines with planned 
rate >0%𝐴𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡=number of lines with 100% sampling ratetotal number of lines with 
planned rate >0% 

Concerning the question Are the achieved response and coverage rates sufficient?”, EWG 

followed another pragmatic approach, applying a threshold of 50% and deriving the 

percentage of lines with response rates above this threshold: 

Achievement=number of lines above 50% response rate total number of lines with planned 
rate >0%𝐴𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡=number of lines above 50% response ratetotal number of lines with 
planned rate >0% 

It has to be stressed that this approach must be regarded as an attempt to initiate a more 

standardised evaluation procedure for these two crucial evaluation questions. EWG is fully 

aware that most of the criteria as compiled in the 23-08 report are not addressed and that 

there is room for further amendment. E.g. the approach on the second question currently only 

refers to the response rate, but not to the coverage. 

EWG also discussed that the second evaluation question might be amended by further 

distinguishing response rates below 50% from 0% response: any response, even at low rate, 

is likely to be more useful than zero response. 

Linking the ratios (achievements) described above directly to the table of “Evaluation criteria” 

as provided at the top of the evaluation grid for the EWG judgment (“no-partly-mostly-yes”) 

led some cases to results which appear inappropriate. Given the fact that, as in preceding 

years, there is a lack of both quantitative evaluation criteria and clear guidance, EWG agreed 

on keeping the same approach as in the previous year for EWG assessment, i.e. using 

judgment “YES” in most cases, regardless of the actual numbers, except for high non-

response. The ratios (Achievements) described above are provided in the EWG comment 

cell.   
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EWG 24-08 reiterates the recommendations as released by STECF 23-08 and quoted at the 

beginning of this chapter. Moreover, EWG 24-08 stresses the point that until now there is no 

clear guidance on how to evaluate the quality annexes 1.2. Hence, they have not yet been 

thoroughly evaluated. Both elements are interlinked, though. Therefore, it seems advisable to 

address both topics jointly. Whether sampling and coverage rates are regarded sufficient 

depends grossly background information as provided in annex 1.2 (survey design and 

strategy, estimation design, variables etc.). Once the annex 1.2 is evaluated, targets for 

response and coverage rates can be derived more systematically. 

The 2024 ISSG workshop on developing a quality assessment system concluded that, 
following Eurostat practices, a peer-review process for annex 1.2 should be initiated. This 
appears to be a promising and efficient way forward to make progress in the field of quality 
assessment. When assessing annex 1.2, also target criteria could be suggested for the 
related surveys and variables. 

 

10 LIST OF ELECTRONIC ANNEXES  

 

Electronic annexes are published on the meeting’s web site on:  
Data Collection Framework reports - European Commission (europa.eu) 
 
List of electronic annexes documents: 
 
EWG 24-08 - Electronic Annex 1 STECF 24-08 -  Evaluation of Annual Reports per MS 
EWG 24-08 - Electronic Annex 2 Comments and edits on EWG 23-16 WP evaluation by MS 
EWG 24-08 - Electronic Annex 3 Revised AR assessment guidance 
EWG 24-08 - Electronic Annex 4 STECF 24 08 List of suggestion made for improvement of 
AR and WP Assessment Templates and Guidelines 
EWG 24-08 - Electronic Annex 5 STECF 24 08 List of suggestion made for improvement of 
AR and WP Templates and Guidelines 
EWG 24-08 - Electronic Annex 6 STECF 24 08 _AR_2022-2027_TABLES_corrected 

percentage marking 

EWG 24-08 - Electronic Annex 7 STECF 24 08 Assessemnt Grid Template Evaluation of AR 

 
 
11 LIST OF BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS  

 

Background documents are published on: 

https://stecf.ec.europa.eu/meetings-calendar/past-meetings  

  
 
List of background documents: 
 
EWG-24-08 – Doc 1 - Declarations of invited and JRC experts (see also section 6 of this 
report – List of participants) 
 

https://stecf.ec.europa.eu/reports/data-collection-framework-reports_en
https://stecf.ec.europa.eu/meetings-calendar/past-meetings
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