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Abstract

The Expert Working Group meetings of the Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries EWG-15-17 on
Assessment of balance indicators for key fleet segments and review of national reports on Member States efforts to achieve
balance between fleet capacity and fishing opportunities was held on 7™ 11" September 2015 in Larnaca, Cyprus. The report
was reviewed by the STECF by written procedure in October 2015.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Assessment of balance indicators for key fleet segments and review of national reports on
Member States efforts to achieve balance between fleet capacity and fishing

opportunitiesS (STECHS-15)......cooiiiiiiiiii i ree e eeeer e 6
2 T3 (o | {011 Lo PRSP 6
ReqUESE T0 the STEF ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e snnne s 6
STECF General Observations and Conclusions on the utility and appropriateness of balance

10 [T0%= 1o €T PSSR 9
STECF Conclusions on Individual Member State Action Plans.............ccccovvvcceeeeeenn. 11
STECF General Observations and Conclusions on MS Action.Plans.............ccccceeee... 16
EXPERTWORKING GROUPEWG-15-17 REPORT......cctieeiiiiiirireeesasimnnsssseeeeeesssssnneeesessmneens 18
1 EXECULIVE SUMIMALY.....ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee s ettt e s e e e e e e e e s ennnes s s s e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeannes 19
2 INEFOAUCTION.....ceiiiiiiie e enense e e ee e 23
21 Terms of Rference for EWELS-17........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiimmeeeeeeeee e 24
3 TOR 1 Assessment of Balance IndicatQrS.............coooeivimmen i 25
3.1 BACKGIOUNG........eiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 25
3.2 Provision,Quality and Reliability of Indicator Values...............ccoeeeeeivieeecceeennn. 25
3.3 Fleet Segment Coverage of INdICatQIS.........coooviiiiiiiiiccce e 28
3.4 Consideration Of INAICALOLS...........cooiiiiiiiiierer e 30
3.5 Assessment of Biological INdICAtOrS............ccuuviiiiiiieeeie e 31
3.5.1 Biological Indicator Issues, Problems and Caveats...............ccccvvmrveveeennnnnns 31
3.5.1.1 SHI Issues, Problems and CavealS............coouuiiviiceeiieieieeeeeee e eeeme e 33
3.5.1.2 SAR Issues Problems and Caveals..........ccccoeeeiiiiiccciiie e 34
3.5.1.3 Required Improvements to SHI and SAR Calculation Process...................... 35
3.5.2 Sustainable Harvest Indicator (SHI)...........oeeiiiiiii i eeeeeeee 36
3.5.2.1 Method of Calculating and Presenting the SHL..............coooicceiiiii i, 36
3.5.2.2 SHI Data Availability and Reliability..............ooooiiiiiiiien e 38
3.5.2.3 SHI Indicator FINAINGS.......cccuuuiiiiiiiiiii et e e e et eeaeees 39
3.5.3 Stocks at Risk INAICAtOr (SAR)......ccuiiiiiiiiiie e a7
3.5.3.1 Method of Calculating and Presenting the SAR............c.oooviiiiiii e 48
3.5.3.2 SAR Data Availability and Reliability...........cccccceeeeiiiiieeeecie e . 49
3.5.3.3 SAR INAiCAtOr FINAINGS.....ciiiiiiieiiiiiiieieeireee e 50
3.6 Assessment of Economic and Technical Indicatars..............ccoccciveeriiiiieins 54
3.6.1 Economic and Technical Indicator Issues, Problems and Caveats................ 54



3.6.1.1
3.6.1.2
3.6.1.3
3.6.1.4
3.6.2
3.6.2.1
3.6.2.2
3.6.2.3
3.6.3
3.6.3.1
3.6.3.2
3.6.3.3
3.6.4
3.6.4.1
3.6.4.2
3.6.4.3
3.6.5
3.6.5.1
3.6.5.2
3.6.5.3
3.7

3.8

3.9
3.10
3.11
3.12
3.12.1
3.12.2

4.1
4.2
42.1
4.2.2
4.2.3
4.2.4

ROI or ROFTA Issues, Problems and Caveats.........ccooovvviiiviecciiiiiiiieee e 55
CR/BER Issues, Problems and Caveats.............ccccuviimmmnninniiiiiiiiiiieieeee e 55
Inactive Fleet Indicator Issues, Problems and Caveats..............ccoeeeeeeeieenennnn. 55
Vessel Utilisation Ratio Issues, Probkeand Caveats.............cccccvvvvvvimmnniiinnns 56
Return on Investment (ROI) or Return on Fixed Tangible Assets (RoETA)...58
Method of Calculating and Presenting the ROl or ROETA............ovvviiiiiiieeen. 58
ROI or ROFTA Data Availability and Reliability.................ouvviiiccciiiiiiiiiiiiinns 99
ROI or ROFTA Indicator FINAINGS...........oovvviiiiiiiiiimcmr e eeenennnees 61
Ratio between Current Revenues and Biffakn Revenue (CR/BER)............... 67
Method of Calculating and Presentitigg CR/BER.............ccooviiiiiiiiiiieee e, 67
CR/BER Data Availability and Reliability.................uuuuimiiicriiiiiiiiiieee e 68
CR/BER INdicator FINAINGS ......ccuuuuiiiiiiiiee s e s s e e e e e e s smennss e e e e e e eaeaaas 70
The Inactive FIeeiNAICAtOr..........uuueiiiiie e 75
Method of Calculating and Presenting the Inactive Fleet Indicatat................. 75
Inactive Fleet Indicator Data Availability and Reliability................cc..ccevveeeee.. 76
Inactive Fleet Indicator FINAINGS..........coooeiiiiiiiiiieeee e 76
The Vessel Utilisation INAICALOL...........ccoviiiiiiiiiiieeee e 380
Method of Calculating and Presenting the Vessel Utilisation Indicator........... 80
Vessel Utilisation Indicator Data Availability and Reliability.........................cco 81
Vessel Utilisation Indicator FINAINGS.......cccoooeeeeiiiiiiiiieeee e 83
Indicator Values by Area arfdember State..............coovveiiiiiieeee s 86
Future Considerations: Proposed Biological Indicators and Evaluation.Tool.91

Short and Long Term Considerations for Biological Indicators....................... 96
Future Considerations: Proposed Economic Indicators..............ccceevveeeeceennn. 97
Assessing Balance in Small Sc&ishing Segments...........ccccvvvviiiiiieeciiiiinnee. 99
Fleet Segment Clustering and Segmentation Caveats.............ccccoevcceeevnnnnns 101
ClUSLErNG CaAVEALS.......cuuuii i ceeei e e e e e e e e et e e e e eesaaamans 101
Segmentation CaAVEALS.........cccuuuuiiiiiiiiieeeiiiiiitiee e e eees e et e e e e e e e aaaaee e 102
TOR 2 Evaluation of Member State Action Plans..........cccccoooiiieeeciiiiiiinneenn. 103
Introductory Remarks for TOR.2.......coiiiiiiiiiiiii e 103
Evaluation of Member State Action Plans................uuvuiiicccieiiiiiiiinn 104
BelGIUM (BEL).....eeeeieiiiiiiiiiis ettt e e e e e e e e e e aenes s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaaeerannnnne e e 104
BUIGAria (BGR)....cceeeiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt eeens s e e e e e e e e e e e re b nnne e 104
(@ oY= 1= (i | Y TR 106
(037 0] 10 L3 (O 4 = PR 107



4.2.5
4.2.6
4.2.7
4.2.8
4.2.9
4.2.10
4211
4212
4.2.13
4.2.14
4.215
4.2.16
4.2.17
4.2.18
4.2.19
4.2.20
4.2.21
4.2.22
4.2.23
4.3
4.4

© 00 N O

DenNMArk (DINK)... .. oottt eeee ettt ettt e s e e eeneen 108

[ (o 1= T (2 I T 108
FINIANG (FIN)...ceeee et e e e e e e emnne e s 109
FrancCe (FRA)......coo it e e e e e e e e e e e e s amanraaaeeas 109
GEMANY (DEU). ..o eeren s e e e e e e e e e e e e eeenannne s 110
GreeCE (GREC) ... e a e e e e e e aman s 111
1= = U T I (TSP 112
LEAIY (ITA) ottt et e e e e enee e e e e e e et e e e e e s enssannnsseeeeeeeens 114
LAIVIA (LVA <ottt eeeee et nmne e et n et et n et s enen e 116
[ 0 = U = T (1 USSR 117
IMAIEA (IMLT) ettt emes et ernee e e, 119
Netherlands (NLD)........coooiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeee e mmme e e 120
(0] F= T To I = 15 ) U 120
(0T (U o F= L O SO 121
[0 g F= U = ({16 PRSPPI 122
SIOVENIA (SVN)... ettt e e eeer e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e rer e nnne s 122
SPAIN (ESP).. i 123
SWEAEN (SWR)....ceeiiieiiieie ittt e e e e e et eeee e e e e e e e e e e et e e e eeerrra s nnne e 124
United Kingdom (GBR).......coooiiiiii e 124
Discussion on Evaluation of Member State Action Plans............ccccccvvveeeee. 126
Conclusions on Evaluation of Member State Action Plans...............ccocoeeeee. 128
Contact Details of STECF Members and EMW&17 List of Participants.......... 128
List of EleCtroniCREpPOrt ANNEXES........cccciuiiiiiiiiiieieeeiirieieee e e e e eeeee e 135
List of Background DOCUMENLS........uuuuuiiiiiieee e ceceiie e veeer e e e 136
Annex |7 Report of Indicator Preparation Meeting..........cccevveveeriiieannnennnnens 137
ANnex 1T StOCK REErenCe LiSt..........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeiiiieiieeeeeeee e 146
Annex Il T Complimentary Data for the Sustainable Harvest Indicator......... 150



SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC COMMITTEE FOR FISHERIES
(STECF)

Assessment of balance indicators for key fleet segments and review of national reports on
Member States efforts to achieve balance between fleet capacity and fishimgportunities
(STECF-15-15)

THIS REPORT WAS REVIEWED BY WRITTEN PROCEDURE IN OCTOBER 2015

Background

The Commissiorrequests that an analysis of balatetween fleet capacity and fishing
opportunity be made using a standard approach across all BElsdlgments and based on
DCF information.Where possible, evaluation should use data reference year 2009 to 2013 or
2014 if data are available

Request to the STECF

1. Consider the technical, economic and biological indicatorscontained in the
European Comnission Guidelines (COM 2014, 545 final) and comment on the
balance or imbalance for the fleet segments provideaiccording to the criteria of
the guidelines.

JRC will provide tabulated values (in the same format as the MS indicator tables in
STECF15-02 data tabléor all indicators as detailed in items i) to vi) below, covering all MS
fleet segmentsherever the necessary data is available, with a minimum of 80% of the value
of landings of each MS

STECEF is requested to calculate the followimgdjcators specified in the 2014 guidelines:
® Sustainable harvest indicator (SHI)

(i) Stocks at risk indicator (SAR)

(i) Return on investment (ROI) / Return on Fixed Tangible Assets (RoFTA)

(iv) Ratio between current revenues and biean revene (CR/BER)

(V) The inactive fleet indicator

(vi) The vessel use indicator

1 COM (2014) 545 final. Communication from tiBmmission to the European Parliament and the Council.
Guidelines for the analysis of the balance between fishing capacity and fishing opportunities according to Art 22
of Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013 of the European Parliament and the Council on the Cdfigheries

Policy.



For fleet segments for which the indicators can be calculated, STECF is requested to
calculate the indicators and present the trend over the lage&/Geriod, the suahability
of the situation, and the availability or reliability of data.

For fleet segments for which any of the indicators cannot be calculated, STECF is requested
to identify the problem with the data.

2. STECF is requested to commenbn the proposed measures in the action plans
submitted by Member States to eliminate the imbalance as identified in their fleet
reports and based on the indicators that they have used.

STECF response

STECF eviewed the report of the EWG 15 and noteghe considerablefforts made by

Member States in preparing their national Reports and the efforts of the Erpa@ps to

address the requests from the Commission. The Expert Group Repompsehensive and
provides a detail ed comment dsraydActon Plihieantbae r St ¢
critigue on the suitability and utility of the indicators used by Mentitates in drawing
conclusions on the balance between fleet capacity and fishpaytunities.

Based on the discussions and findings in the Report of th® E¥17, the STECFwishes to
make the following observations and conclusions.

TOR 17 Assessment of Balance Indicators
STECF observations and conclusions on the assessment on balance indicators

STECF notes that tHeWG 1517 assessed balance indicator st&u®2013 according to the
thresholds and criteria in the 2014 Balance Indictor Guidelasgesequested by the TGRd
provided comment on whether specific fleets segments were in or out of balance with their
fishing opportunities in 2013.

STECF notes that as was the case in previous years, ateaelargeproportion of fleet
segments for which no assessmenedasn biological, economic, amd/technicéindicators

is possible for the most recent yedihe da& coverage and quality required to calculate the
various indicators specified in the 2014 Guidelines (COM (2014) 545 Final), needs to be
improved to increase theonsistencyof the resulting indicator values. Assessments of the
individual technical, econoim and biological balance indicators in relation to the 2014
Guidelines presented in the report of EWG1IGby MS fleet segment should therefore be
interpreted with caution.

STECF notes that in order to improve the current poor coverage of the SHI and SAR
indicators, it would be necessary that analytical assessments become available for more
stocks which make important contributions to total landing values. A prioritised list of
required stock assessments is available in Annex Il of STECF rep0#&. 15

As was the case in 2014, the 2015 SAR calculation did not distinguish be(ajekeet
segments which did mdand any stocks considered at righ) fleet segments for which
landings data was not submitted by MS, #&o)dfleet segments for which landingatd was
submitted but other problems were also encountered (e.g. a lack of information on fishing



subregionsetc.). Notwithstanding the major issues regarding the utility and application of
the SAR indicator already identified by STECF, STECF consideed #my future
developments in the methodology used to calculate the SAR indicator is revised and updated
so thatsuch factorganbe identified and reported in the indicator summary table.

A summary of the conclusions reached by assessing fleet segmeist &tcording to the
criteria and thresholds of the 2014 Balance Indicator Guidelines for Area 27 (Northeast
Atlantic), Area 37 (Mediterranean and Black Sea) and OFR (Other Fishing Regions) is given
below.

Area 27

Based on the SHI indicator, 67% of flesgments for which an assessment was possible
were indicated to beout of balancewith their fishing opportunities in 20135TECF
concludes that because of therious problemsoncerningthe methodologyo calculate the
SAR indicator outlined in the EWG 3-17 report, the indicator values should not be
considered reliable.

With regards to the economic indicators, 35% of fleet segments for which the RoFTA was
calculated, 36% of fleet segments for which the Rol was calcUliatélge guidelines RoFTA

is requred with Rol as an alternative if ROFTA is not available but sometimes both are
provided) and 35% of fleet segments for which the CR/BER was calculatedinckcated

to beout of balancevith their fishing opportunities in 2013

For fleet segments for which the VUR indicator was calcul&@¥ were indicated to bmut
of balancewith their fishing opportunities in 201¥he proportiorof fleet segmentsdicated
to be out of balance lihe VUR 220 indicator were similarly high at 58%

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelin&s, mostfleet segments in Area 2@r which
economic, telenical and biological indicator valuesuld be calculated,valuesover the
period20092013 werandicating progressively less imbalance

Area ¥

Based on the SHI indicator, 84% of fleet segments for which an assessment was possible
were indicated to beout of balancen 2013STECF concludes that because of teerious
problemsconcerningthe methodologyo calculate the SAR indicatautlined inthe EWG

15-17 report, the indicator values should not be considered reliable.

With regards to the economic indicators, 53% of fleet segments for which the RoFTA was
calculated, 18% of fleet segments for which the Rol was calculated, and 53% of fleet
segnents for which the CR/BER was calculated wiedkcated to b@ut of balancen 2013

For fleet segments for which the VUR indicator was calcula@ddavere assessed as being
out of balancewvith their fishing opportunities in 201Estimates of fleet segmtsindicated
to be out of balance e VUR-220 indicator were higher at 82%.

It was not possible to calculate a time series for the f8HFeets operating in Area 37
because the data required were not availdefacilitate thefuture calculationof indicator
values a stock status database should be established for the Mediterrane&8ir GEE.
agrees with the conclusion of tB&VG 1517 thatan analysis based on SAR indicator values
would beunreliable.Analyses of economic indicators showed thrahdsin performance
over 20092013 were improving for the majority of fleet segmeitewevervaluesfor the
vessel utilisation ratiandicate increasing imbalanéer mostassessed fleet segmedtsing
that period

OFR



From a total of 94 OFR fleesegments, indicators were only available for a small proportion

of these (typically less than 10% depending on indicator). Given tilisacsmall number of

OFR fleet segments could be assessed. Since the number of fleet segments is very low
STECFdoes nb consider it appropriate to present any conclusions for OFR fleet segments,
or to present conclusions with regards to indicatemds. STECF concludes that if indicators

for OFR fleet segment are required, tleeconsolidated stock status database forkst of

interest to the EU in OFR will be required. Moreover, althouglfldet economic data call
requestsdndings datan OFR at DCF geographic stratification level 3 (ileAO-Division

level), not allMS have submitted data at this level.

STECF General Observations and Conclusions on the utility and appropriateness of balance
indicators

STECF reiterates previousadvice (see SETCF report 182) that no single indicator
considered in isolatiorgandetermine whether a fleet segmenbygrcapacity ormbalance

with its fishing opportunitiesFurthermore, STECF notes that indicators are not definitive
metrics on which balance can be explicitly measured and therefore require a degree of
interpretation and judgement when determining whether a fleet is ontoof balance with

the available fishing opportunitie3he values and weighting for all available indicators
should be considered when assessing whether the capacity of a fleet segment might, in the
years represented, have been out of balance witindgisbpportunities.In addition, such
evaluations shouldlso include consideration of political aims and preferences, the individual
characteristics of fleet segments, communities and fisheries and also consider the broader
objectives of the CFP such ashaving Fmsy by 2020 at the latest; the potential impacts of

the landing obligation and the potential application of Fmsy ranges in Muitial Plans.

Given these points, STECF considers that the judgement of whether a fleet is in or out of
balance is theesponsibility of managers and not one that can be scientifically rationalised.
STECF considers that it is not competent to make such a judgement and therefore the
comments in this report largely relate to the utility of the indicators specified in the 20
Guidelines and suggestions for future revisions.

Although the SHI and SAR indicators were assessed during EVWKZ ,1&s requested by the
TOR, STECF notes that there are serious problems and limitations with these indicators.
These have been previousliscussed in detail elsewhere (see STECF repe@i2)5Due to

these shortcomings STECF concludes that neither the SHI nor the SAR indicators should not
be used in isolation in determining whether a fleet is out of balance with its fishing
opportunities. Haever, using them in conjunction with the economic indicators may help
Member States and the European Commission to identify problematic fleet segments that
have recently had both a major biological impact and a high economic dependency on
overharvested stks, thereby providing an indication on which fleet segments may need to
be targeted for management action.

STECF notes that when the economic performance of a fleet is indicated to be unsustainable
it could be consi der e dishingopgorunitess Howevér, siclad an c e
situation may only be shetérm and can be influenced by a number of external factors such

as high fuel costs or low landing prices, which may vary over time. As a consquence a more
detailed analysis may be requireddetermine whether the situation is likely to be persistent

or transient.



STECF notes that the economic indicators used to assess whether specific fleet segments are
in or out of balance with their fishing opportunities (ROl or RoOFTA, Net Profit maga
CR/BER) are essentially measurements on the use of capital in the fishery. Currently, there
are no indicators that consider the other two factors of production, i.e. labour and natural
resources. STECF therefore advises that at least one economatandmat is independent

of the capital value, and covers at least one of the other production facichsa@GVA per

FTE) should be included in future balance assessments.

STECF further advises that both shtmtm and longerm factors need to be taken into
account when interpreting balance indicators and developing management action plans.

In particular, the indicator guidelines state that an SHI value above 1 coulditication

of imbalance if it has occurred for three consecutive years. However, such an assessment
undertaken in 2015 is inevitably based on data from -2WIB and as such, will reflect the
situation in the past and not the situation in 2015 or futeegsy This is particularly true if in

the past, fishing opportunities were set at levels that are greater than those consistent with
fishing at fysy e.g. through a management agreement or through negoti&tefactq fleets
exploiting such fishing opptunities will have SHI values greater than 1 providing the value

of those fishing opportunities represent a
value.

A general conclusion is that if fishing opportunities are set in line with exploitettes that
exceed Fsy, any indicator based on the ratio ¢k will indicate some degree of
overcapacity or imbalance irrespective of whether the fleet is able to generate normal profits.
Hence the value of such indicators will be largely driven by starfg opportunities set and

not by the capacity of the fleets exploiting such fishing opportunities. The crucial point seems
to be whether the combination of capacity utilisation and impact on the stock is such that the
fleets are able to take full advageaof their fishing opportunities and at the same time
generate normal profits. If they cannot, then they may be considered to be overcapacity and
out of balance with their fishing opportunities.

The utility andconsistencyof the indicator values are currently compromibgda deficit of
appropriate fleet segmespecific and fisheries specific data andcould be improved if
Member Statesvould providemore comprehensive datasets with higher coveddgéeet
segmentsandif more analyticaktock assessmentgere available from the relevant scientific
bodies (e.g. GCFM, ICES, ICATT etc)The proportions ofleet segmentassessedsing
each indicator durinEWG 1517, were 42% usingthe SHI, 80%usingthe RoFTA / 18%
usingthe Rol(Rol is only calculated if data on fishing rights are availpi84% usingthe
CR/BER, and 66%isingVUR / 93%usingthe VUR220. The proportion of fleet segments
assessed usinthe SAR could not be estimated accurately due the way the indigasor
calculated. Although some improvements were made to the calculation of the biological
indicators, in part as a result of ad hocindicator preparation meeting which took place at
the JRC in June 2015, EWG -1% patrticipantsneverthelessdentified seeral additional
errors which needed to be addressed

The relevance of economic and technical indicators to assess the sustainability of small scale
fishing segments was questioned, and STECF considers that in particular the vessel use
indicator as curret calculated, is generally uninformative and may be misleading because
many small scale vessels only fish giaimte and de facto their annual fishing activity will

2 This is relevant especially for the economic data as the data is provided on fleet segment level which can be
quite broad and the vessels fishing in several fisheries.

10



always be less than their potential maximum fishing activity. For similar reasons, careful
consideration needs to be given to how meaningfully the economic indicators values indicate
whether smaikcale fleets are likely to be in or out of balance with their fishing opportunities.

STECF notes that the possibility of using biological indicatbthe@same level of clustering

as economic indicators, as proposed during previous EWGs, was discussed based on
examples of the SHI indicator calculated for both clustered andustered segments.

STECF notes that clustering cannot be generally recowgdefor biological indicatorsif

Al argeo segments are combined with #Asmaller
indicator values or trends, the resulting indicator value for the clustered segment is weighted
towards the dominant segment thereforeskivy the fact that the original indicator values

were different.

Notwithstanding the limitations and deficiencies identified above, and the recurring STECF
comments and advice identifying these, STECF notes that if the European Commission wish

to continwe using the existing suite of indicators, there are a number of issues and points that
could improve the coverage and in some cases the appropriateness of the indicators when
managers are deciding upon the balance status of a given fleet segment. Thdsethiec
availability of catch rather than landings data for the calculation of the biological data;
availability of catch and effort data at appropriate geographic stratification (Area 37); catch
data differentiated by species in cases where species ambined for reporting
requirements; identifying and categorizing O
and a common methodol ogy for the calcuation
such develeopments may improve the scope ofittieators, STECF consisders that this will

not necessarily result in any improvements in their utility given the methodologial issues
identified previously (STECF 162).

STECF acknowledges that there are no immediate plans by the Commission to revise the
current suite of indicators or the Guidelines. Nevertheless, recognising that there may be a
need to undertake such a revision at some future date, STECF suggests that it would be
appropriate to commence investigating the properties and utility of dlternadicators at

the earliest opportunity and well ahead of any decision on which indicators are to be used.

The guidelines to Member States would than need to be revised accordingly and ideally

include explicit instructions on precisely how indicatolues should be calculated and how

they should be interpreted in the context of the balance between capacity and fishing

opportunities. STECF considers that the above work would best be undertaken by a dedicated
Expert Working Group.

TOR 21 Evaluation of Member State Action Plans
STECF Conclusions on Individual Member State Action Plans

STECFnotes thaEWG 1517 evaluated MSaction plas against the 2014 Balance Indicator
Guidelines (COM (2014) 545 Final). Expert judgements are based on comparing the
submitted Member State action plans to the requirements of the 2014 Balance Indicator
Guidelines.

STECFnotes that ther&vere moreMember State action plans in 20tt&n in 2014 1n total,

16 Member States identified fleet segments which they consider to be imbalanced, or
showing potential signs of being imbalanced, using biological, economic or technical

indicators and/or supplementary information, and therefore requiring gatéine according

to COM (2014) 545 Final. However, a number of Member State action plans lacked clear
adjustment targets, tools or timeframes as required according to COM (2014) 545 Final. A

11



further 5 Member States concluded that no fleet segments caripnstrated imbalance
and did not submit action plans.

Belgium (BEL)

No fleet segments were identified by the Member state as being imbalantreeidreno
action plan was provided.

Bulgaria (BGR)

The Bulgarian authorities presented an action plandleatly identifies fleet segments that

the Member State considers to be imbalance, along with adjustment targets, tools and
timescales targeting these fleet segments. Noting COM (2014) 545 Final, EW® i35
unable to consider the appropriatenesshef proposedcapacity reduction scheme as the
action plan does not describe the reasons forahtbe associated fleet reduction targets.
EWG 1517 notes that the biological indicators used in the action plan do not reflect those
contained in the guideline®smmunicated to Member States (COM (2014) 545 Final).

Croatia (HRV)

Croatia has provided an explicit action pl
segments should be included in the action @alescribedn detail. Theactionplan included

both adjustment targets and tools proposed by the Member State. EVMG &&nnot

comment on the reasoning behind the level of adjustment targets and tools since no
explanation was provided by the Member State.

Cyprus (CYP)

The segments identified in the actiptan correspond to those identified by the MS in its
national fleet report as being imbalance. The MS rationale for selecting such fleets is also
explained in the action plan. EWG -1% notes that the action plan contains arguments in
support of the chosetargets and tools. The timeframe for the delivery of tools is clearly
presented.

Denmark (DNK)

The actions proposed in the Danish action plan are not specific to any particular DCF fleet
segments. The targets and the timeframe for proposed aatienst clearly specified and
described.

Estonia (EST)

No fleet segments were identified by the Member state as being imbalance and, as such, no
action plan was provided.

Finland (FIN)

No fleet segments were identified by the Member state as being imbatahcasasuch, no
action plan was provided.

France (FRA)

The action plans explicit in content and consistent with the fleet report. Timelines are
presented along with adjustment targets that are supported with a clear rationale for their
calculation. However, timelines presented are often more reflective of decision milestones
rat her than 1 mpl ementation. Tool s for each
i mbal anceo ar e presented. There S a stror
decommissioning, although EWG-15 notes that several other alternatives are geali

Germany (DEU)
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The German action plan is based on a full assessment of indicators as included in the fleet
report. EWG 1517 notes that the proposed plan includes a range of global adjustment targets
and tools, along with a timescale for implementagmd monitoring. EWG 137 notes that

it would be hel pful i f quantitative targets
progress towards adjustment targets over time.

Greece (GRC)

The fleet report from Greek authorities does not draw any ceinalsl with regards to the
balance or imbalance of national fleet segments and no action plan is provided. However,
EWG 1517 notes that the report identifies pressures on some stocks according to biological
indicators. In relation to these stocks, theefte r eport concl udes that
main target species of trawlers and, therefore, fishing efforts should be further reduced on the

basis of a preventive approacho, however no
action plan is provid# by the Member State.
Ireland (IRL)

Based on economic performandke Irish action plarreflects the conclusioh h astme

degree of fleet adjustment is necessary for the Irish polyvalerit 22m LOA) fleei . The
closest equivalent by DCF fleet segmtation are the fleet segments DTS1Bm and DTS

182 4 m. I n t he MS action p | a the possibilitya of d fur
overcapitalisation within the polyvalent 20 m length class also exigts

Ireland outlines reasons why in the opiniortteg MS technical indicators give an inaccurate
picture, and biological indicators are only indicative of imbalance, and should not be used to
draw definite conclusions on imbalance.

The rationale behind the choice of fleet segments included in the gatonbased on
economic indicators is not clearly described. In particBIlBECF notesthat it is not clear
why the act i orsomp egree offleet adpustment s aneécessary for the Irish
polyvalent (120 24 m LOA) flee&i, b ut t h2d4-20m tehgth class is mot considered
in the action plan.

Italy (ITA)

In the action planjtaly aims to rebalance the capacity and productivity of the main fish
stocks by reducing current fishing mortality (Fc) by an average of at least 20 percers. This i
to be done by the proposed implementation of a capacity reduction plan targeting a further 7
percent reduction in the capacity (GT/kW) of the trawler fleets targeting demersal stocks and
a 10 percent reduction in capacity (GT/kW) of the psiae/pautrawling fleet (in GSA 17

& 18). These capacity reductions are proposed in addition to reductions achieved under
schemes financed through the European Fisheries Fund that are due to be completed in 2015.

The targets listed in the action plan are cleady aut by fleet segment (fishing methods,
length categories, Geographical Stiteas and, species groups). Targets are provided as
percentage reduction in capacity with accompanying information on the precise quantity by
GT, vessel number, and cost. Not@®M (2014) 545 Final, EWG 157 notes that it would

be useful to better understand the reasons why a capacity reduction scheme on the scale
envisaged is required for the identified fleet segments.

While no specific timeframe is identified in the actioa pl , the Member State
does note that the percentage reduction identified may be achieved by the end of 2017 on the
basis of financial resources allocated in the Operational Programme.
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The Member State also envisages further reductionshm§ mortality (of at least 10%) to

be brought about through muéinnual management plans provided for by Regulation (EU)
No 1380/2013 (Articles 9 and 10) and/or through changes in the management plans in force
(under Regulation (EC) No 1967/2006). lkaiauthorities consider that this will be achieved
through a combination of temporary cessation, effort control, and a ban on towed gear in
biological protection areas.

Latvia (LVA)

Latvian authorities present a plan to decommission one segment, DEQ 24geting cod
stocks in the Baltic Sea. Adjustment targets and tools are specified, while a detailed
timeframe for implementation is lacking.

Latvia presents one action plan for one fleet segment without explaining why this segment
has been chosen ancha¢ r segment s haveno6-17 nbteseahat fucthero s e n .
clarification is required by the Member State as to why this decision has been made.

Lithuania (LTU)

The Lithuanian action plan identifies the demersal trawl segment (dD24perating in t@

Baltic to be at risk of imbalance and gives a clear explanation for the causes of this. There is
good consistency between the fleet report and action plan submitted by the Lithuanian
authorities. EWG 187 is unable to assess the appropriateness ofrtpoged adjustment
targets as no rationale for the scale of adjustment targets is provided.

Malta (MLT)

The Maltese action plan would benefit from clearly defined and quantitative adjustment
targets and more detailed timeframes outlining the implementaio the proposed
management measures.

Netherlands (NLD)

No fleet segments were identified by the Member state as being imbalantteeagidreno
action plan was provided.

Poland (PLD)

The proposed decommissioning actions for segments RG2 1&nd DFN 128 and
temporary cessation for the segments DTSl&82and DTS 184 are consistent with the
results of the indicators presented in the fleet report and action plan.

For the segments TM 134 and 2440 for which no action is proposed in the action plad, an
given the possible misclassification of vessels suggested in the fleet report, EWGates

that close monitoring could assist with the development of corrective actions in the future if
required.

Portugal (PRT)

Although both the Portuguese report and plan contain detailed analysis of fleet segments,
EWG 1517 notes that action plans for the two chosen segments were drafted based on stock
status and the possible negative impact of these segments. Since plansasesteon
complementary information, beside balance indicators, EWG71B0otes that it is helpful to
provide a detailed explanation for this decision and cannot make further comment without
this information. In addition, both action plans are missing atgarmation on targets and
timeframes.

The Portuguese action plan would benefit from a clear statement on the rationale for the
chosen fleet segments, and concise adjustment targets and timescales. If no action is to be
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taken in the shotterm, EWG 1517 notes it important that a monitoring plan is put in place
while the Portuguese authorities are assessing whether to introduce management tools and
measures.

Romania (ROU)

No fleet segments were identified by the Member state as being imbalantegfute no
action plan was provided.

Slovenia (SVN)

Slovenian authorities propose an action plan for purse seines since these vessels are already
the subject of a multiannual management plan in the Adriatic Sea. The Slovenian authorities
further conclude thanhetting segments (DFN) are imbalance according to economic and
technical indicators. However, biological indicators have not been calculated for this segment

EWG 1517 cannot assess the Member St at eds de
S| o v e n isaginents frameaetion plans as no indicators are presented.

The Slovenian action plan would benefit from a clearer rationale why indicators were
calculated for certain fleet segments but not for others, the inclusion of clear adjustment
targets, as well asmeframes for implementation.

Spain (ESP)

The fleet report highlights several fleet segments for which Spanish authorities consider there
are signs of imbalance, these include several gear types in the North Atlantic, and several in
the Mediterranean. Eét segments have been classified according to the fishing grounds that
they work in (North Atlantic national fishing grounds, rest of the North Atlantic,
Mediterranean, Canary Islands and other regions).

Due to late transmission & p a ifimaldastion pan, a full English translation of the plan was
not available to EWG 137 during the meeting and the proposed actions could not be
reviewed.

Sweden (SWR)

It is not possible to compare biological, technical and economic indicators due to different
segmetation by the Member State. The action plan would benefit from clearly defined
adjustment targets.

United Kingdom (GBR)

The UK states thatccording to the combination of indicatormne of the fleet segments

Afcan be conclusiveley desinged has folul ofanbael @
However the UK does not exclude the possibility of imbalance in some fleet segsiants,

some indicator values were above threshold levdisrefore the UK has presented an action

plan, containing adjusient targets and tools, for all segmentsch the UK has assessed as
possibly being out dialance.

The UK presented as an adjust ment t ool t he
landing obligation- suppor t i ncr eas ed Adliegl seroetquantiiattvey me a s
measurementsould help to assess tlefectsof the proposed adjustment todReference to

the use of EFF and EMFF funds would also be useful.
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STECF General Observations and Conclusions on MS Action Plans

STECF notes that there hlasen no consideration of how to assess the extent to which a fleet
segment is likely to be out of balance with its fishing opportunities in the coming year.
However, such as assessment, at least at outline level, would be important for designing any
mitigating actions intended to improve the balance situation.

It might be possible to estimate values for some of the indicators based on expected fishing
opportunities, e.g. those agreed before the start of the year in question along with some
adjustment for x¥pected increases in fishing opportunity likely to occur as a result of trade in
fishing rights during the year. However, the introduction of the Landing Obligation is
expected to create fundamental changes to patterns in fishing, trade of fishingviilgimts

MS, international trades of fishing rights and therefore, will make it difficult, if not
impossible, to estimate for near future years, the extent to which any given fleet segment
might be in or out of balance with its fishing opportunities (thal tmpportunity achieved by

the end of the calendar year).

STECF notes that diverse range of management measures and tools was presented by
Member States in their action plaidember States are more likely to be able to monitor and
demonstrate progress towards the specified management targets if targets are quantitative
rather than qualitativeSTECFnotes that specific monitoring plans have been incorporated

by some Member Stas as a means to obseraad recordprogress towards proposed
management targetSTECF considerghat management targets should be specified in
guantitative terms in action plans, together with details on how such targets were calculated,
and accompaniey clear monitoring plans. Moreover the progress of the implementation of
action plangouldbe outlined as part of the fleet report each year.

STECFnotes that several Member States have incorporated actions relating to the objectives
of the 2013 CFP, tluding the landing obligation. The integration of such policy targets into

Me mber St at es 6 actions pl ans -tane eppnoah toat e s
addressing the balance between fishing capacity and opportunities.

The lack of long term considations when interpreting biological indicatorashighlighted

as a concern during EWG 1. STECF agrees with the Expert grothmt rather than
providing only shordterm action plans, Member States should be encouraged to articulate
longer term plans (t@020 and beyond) that set out options for fishing capacity and future
fishing opportunities expected as stocks are exploited at rates correspondipg. fbhEse

plans should also take into account the impact of other policy instruments that affect the
balance between capacity and opportunity in order to appropriately address not only short
term but also longerm overcapacity

STECF considers thdtwould be helpful ifadditional guithg principlesfor the preparation
of action planswere incorporated nto any future guidelines to Member States for the
preparation of their annual fleet repor®IECF also notes that the provision of additional
guidelines would also aid any future evaluations of Member States action plans.

The STECF and previous EWGs tssass balance have highlighted numerous problems and
concerns regarding the current suite of indicators that are being used in conjunction with the
criteria in the 2014 Guidelines to assess the balance between fleet capacity and fishing
opportunities (seabove). While such concerns primarily relate to the biological indicators
SHI and SAR, for some fleet segments, the values for the economic indicators are also
guestionable. This is particularly problematic for the sieedlle fleet segments. Hence any
as®ssment of balance between capacity and fishing opportunities undertaken by Member
States based solely on the indicator values may in some cases be erroneous and potentially
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give rise to the development of inappropriate or unnecessary action plans.ttanapt &0

improve on the current situation, and at the same time recognising that currently there are no
plans to consider a revision of the existing indicators and guidelines, the Expert group has
nevertheless proposed alternative or additional indicdtwrgonsideration for any future
revisions. While STECF agrees in principle
for the proposed alternative and additional indicators to be further investigated to determine
their utility and the added valudey might provide regarding the assessment of balance
before such proposals are taken up. The Guidelines to Member States would also need to be
revised to take into account any revisions to the current suite of indicators.

A potential evaluation tool ialso outlined in the EWG 157 report which STECF agrees,
may prove useful to the Commission and Member States.
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EXPERT WORKING GROUP EWG-15-17REPORT

REPORT TO THE STECF

EXPERT WORKING GROUP ON
Assessment of balance indicators for key fleet segments
and review of national reports on Member States efforts to
achieve balance between fleet capacity and fishing
opportunities (EWG-15-17)

Larnaca, Cyprus, 711 September 2015

This report doesat necessarily reflect the view of the STECF and the
European Commi ssion and i n no way an:
policy in this area
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
OVERVIEW OF THE WORK UNDERTAKEN

TOR 1: Consider the technical, economic and biologigadicators contained in the European
Commission @idelines (COM 2014, 545 finaland comment on the balance or imbalance for the
fleet segments provided according to the criteria of the guidelines.

A group of thirteen experts, six biologists,ix economiss, and one statisticiaaddressd

TOR 1 during EWG 1517. Values for indicators in EmberState summarytables, for the
period 20082013/2014divided by fishing area and individual fleet segments, were provided
to expertson the second day of themeeting. The tables provided included (i) the actual
values for the sustainable harvest, stocks at risk, return on investment and return on fixed
tangible assets, ratio between current revenues and-éveakrevenues, inactive fleet and
vessel use indigars, (i) comments on thdleet segmenstatusfor each indicatoiin the
reference year 2013 according to the indicator guidelines (COM 2015, 545 final), and (iii)
automatically generated comments on indicator trends in-2009/2014to facilitate the
interpretation of indicator values by exper@omments on fleet segment status for the
inactive vessel indicator atgased on the reference year 204ihce the relevant data was
available.

In order to deal with all the indicators calculated per fleet segments experts split into smaller
subgroupsof biologists and economists. Experts did assess fleet segments from their
own MS Summary comments on the status of Member State fleet sesymierd compiled

by the biologists and economists for each of the balance indicdtadicators were
interpreted according to the 2014 Balance Indicator Guidehsesequested by the TOR
Whilst interpreting and commenting on indicator trends expertsueite@d several issues
related to the reliability of indicator calculatioremd in particular the biological indicator
values had to be revised several times; the final version of the biological indicators had to be
assessed offline after the actual megti

EWG 1517 focused additional effort on evaluating the quality and reliability of balance
indictor calculationsbased orthe requirements of th€014 Balance Indicator Guidelines
(COM (2014) 545 Final)lnconsistencies and problems relating to ¢akulationas well as

the interpretatiorof indicator valuesvere highlighted for biological, economic and technical
indicators.When assessing technical aspects related to the calculation of indicators, experts
took into account th@roposalsof the ad hoc balance indicator preparatory meeting, which
took place in Ispra, Italy on the 280" June 2015In order to address the inconsistencies
identified in the Balance Indicator Guidelindy previous STECF EWGshe proposas for

new bidogical and econmmic indicators presented in tI®TECF 1502 reportas well as in

the report of the June 20H6l hocindicator preparation meetingere further develope@nd
elaborated on. In addition several specific strategic issees specificallydiscussed by the
group: (i) measures which are necessary to improve the calculation process for biological
indicators, (ii)short and longterm considerations when using biological balamzkcators

(i) fleet segment segmentation and clustering cayvéifsthe approprteness of using
certain economic and technical indicators to assess the fleet capfasihall scalefishing
segments.

Since time series of Rlfsy for Area 37 were once again not available to the expert who
calculated the SHI indicator, it was not possible to present a time series of SHI indicator

19



values for the Mediterranean and Black Sea. Consequent8Hhdrendsover the last 5/6
year periodcould be presented for SHI in Area 37. Moreovarg do the large number of
issues and problems identified wigards to the Stocks at Risk (SAR) indicatbe, Expert
Group considered that it would be inappropriat@iesent and assess the trend of tAR S
indicator over the last 5/6 year periasl requestenh the TOR. EWG 15-17 wasthus unable
to fully address TORL1.

TOR 2. Comment on the proposed measures in the action plans submitted by Member States to
eliminate the imbalance as identifiedthreir fleet reports and based on the indicators that they have
used

A group of nine experts, including four economists and three biologists, evaluated action
plans submitted by Member States for fleet segments for which Member States identified
structurd overcapacity in line with Article 22.4 of Regulation (EU) 1380/2013 during EWG
15-17. At the start of EWG 147 experts discussed the protocol and critéeiscribed in the
STECF 1502 reportto assess Member State action plans. The group agreed tlsantiee
approach would be used to assess the action plans submitted by Member States during EWG
1517. In addition to the action plans submitted by Member States, EWG/ J&so
evaluated the fleet reports of Member States for which no supporting actionvatan
submitted. EWG 187 evaluated these reports to assess whether any fleet segments were
identified by the Member Statess being imbalance with fishing opportunities which would
therefore warrant the need for a supporting action plan. EW&G/ Mgas al# to fully address

TOR 2.

SUMMARY OF THE MAIN FINDINGS

TOR 1: Consider technical, economic and biological indicators for analysis of balance between fleet
capacity and fishing opportunity and comment on the balance or imbalance for the fleet segments
provided.

- The balance indicator assessment undertaken by EVWLG 180k into account a total
of 544 fleet segments in European Member States in 2013. Of these 420 fleet
segments were active, and 124 were inactive segments. Area 27 had a total of 241
fleet segmentsiArea 37 a total of 138 fleet segments, and OFR 41 fleet segments.
Overall, inactive vessels amounted to 20.8% of the fleet in number, 9.9% in GT and
13.7% in engine kKW in 2014.

- Assessing balance indicator status in 2013 according to the thresholdstemal icri
the 2014 Balance Indictor Guidelines revealed that overall a higher percentage of fleet
segments were out of balance in Area 37 compared to Area 27. Assessments were
only possible for a limited number of fleets operating in OFR due to paoissng
data for many fleet segments operating in OFR.

- In Area 27 (Northeast Atlantic) tteHI indicatorrevealed that67% of fleet segments
for which an assessment was possible were out of balance. The percentage of out of
balance fleet segments was lowerewhconsidering the SAR indicator, but serious
problems remain with regards to the SAR indicatorhoéblogy, so EWG 137
consideredhe SHI to be the more reliable biological indicator. With regards to the
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economic indicators, 35% of fleet segments forolwlthe ROFTA was calculatad

Area 27 36% of fleet segments for which the Rol was calculated, and 35% of fleet
segments for which the CR/BER was calculated were out of balance. The technical
indicators revealed that 69% of fleet segments for which tb&® Vhdicator was
calculated were out of balanoeArea 27 Estimates of out of balance fleet segments

for the VUR220 indicator were similarly high at 58%.

In Area 37 (Mediterranean and Black Sea) the SHI indicator reveale@4%atof

fleet segments fowhich an assessment was possible were out of balance. The
percentage of out of balance fleet segments was lower when considering the SAR
indicator, but serious problems remain with regards to the SAR indicator
methodology, so EWG 157 consideredhe SHI b be the more reliable biological
indicator. With regards to the economic indicators, 53% of fleet segments for which
the ROFTA was calculated, 18% out of 11)of fleet segments for which the Rol was
calculated, and 53% of fleet segments for which théBER was calculated were out

of balancein Area 37 The technical indicators revealed that 61% of fleet segments
for which the VUR indicator was calculated were out of balamégea 37 Estimates

of out of balance fleet segments for the VAP0 indicatomwere even higher at 82%.
Indicator trends in 2009013 were improving for the majority of fleet segments for
which economic, technical and biological indicators could be assessed in Area 27.
Analyses of economic indicators showed that indicator trend20082013 were
improving for the majority of fleet segmenits Area 37 However trends for the
vessel utilisation ratio were worsening for the majority of the assessed fleet segments.
It was not possible to assess biological indicator trends in Arean8& giwas not
possible to access the data required to calculate a time sertbe ®HI, and EWG

1517 considerea trend analysis based on SAR indicator values to be too unreliable.
EWG 1517 assessed balance indicator stdftws individual indicatorsin 2013
according to the thresholds and criteria in the 2014 Balance Indictor Guidelines. EWG
15-17 reiterates previous STECF advice that no single indicator can be considered to
be a reliable indicatoof overcapacityor imbalance. The values and weightiior all
available indicators should be considered when assessing whether the capacity of a
fleet segment might, in the years represented, have been out of balance with fishing
opportunities. By definition, the role of indicators as a basis to deternhisther a

given fleet is in or out of balance is a matter of judgement for fisheries managers
depending on their priorities.

Even if all indicators are calculated for a fleet segment, a conclusion cannot
unequivocally be drawn on the balance between fisbppprtunity and fleet capacity

for a fleet segment based only on their values. The indicator values should serve to
prompt Member States to further investigate the relevant fleet segment.

The utility and reliability of the indicator values are curretynpromised through a
deficit of appropriate fleet segmespecific data and would be improved if in future,
Member States gave priority to providing more comprehensive datasets with higher
coverage, and efforts to carry out stock assessments were @ttreas

Improvements were made to the calculation of the biological (SHI and SAR)
indicators in 2015. This was possible since (i) several Member States submitted
landings data at GSA level for Area 37 in response to the economic data call for the
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first time, and (ii) anad hocindicator preparation meeting took place in June 2015 to
help prepare the balance indicator tables for EWG71.5

Nevertheless several errors were found in the biological indicator calculations. EWG
1517 considers that theurrent proces to calculatebiological indicators should be
revised. The construction of a comprehensive database which contains all the
necessary input data for Areas 27, 37 and OFR is urgently required.

Based on the data received, it is possible that some MS mayWweneoked or were
unable to identify some fleet segments that are candidates for further investigation as
to whether they could be considered out of balance with available fishing
opportunities.

An assessment concluding an imbalance in the recent pastndt necessarily imply

the existence of imbalance in current or near future y&aesdata used to calculate
indicator values lags at least two years behind the year in which Action Plans are
generally prepared. When considering future actions, MS Ighoansider the
possibility that both the fleet capacity and the fishing opportunity are likely to have
changed since the data were collected.

There is a need to consider both short and-teng options for the management of
fishing capacity when develam action plans. Rather than providing only short term
action plans, Member States should be encouraged to articulate longer term plans (to
2020 and beyond) that set out options for fishing capactiipe with expecteduture

fishing opportunitiegs exjoitation rates tend towardsssy. These plans should also
take into account the impact of other policy instruments that affect the balance
between capacity arféshing opportunites.

The 2014 Balance Indicator Guidelines issued to Member States presently are
ambiguous in a number of places and the Commission could consider the adoption
and dissemination of new guidelines. To assist, EW@716as provided suggestions

for biological, tehnical and economic indicators that may help in this process. A
dedicated EWG meeting could be convened to assist this process.

An evaluation tool which may help prove to be a useful aid to the Commission and
Member States in addressing the issue ofrual@capacity in the future was developed

by the expert responsible for the calculation of the SHI values (Jerome Guitton). A
summary of the tool and web access details are presented.

TOR 2: Comment on the proposed measures in the action plans subbyittei@mber States to
eliminate the imbalance as identified in their fleet reports and based on the indicators that they have

used.

STECF EWG 1517 undertook its action plan evaluations against the 2014 Balance
Indicator Guidelines (COM (2014) 545 FinaExpert judgements are based on
comparing the submitted Member State action plans to the requirements of the 2014
Balance Indicator Guidelines. EWG -1 considers that the 2014 guidelines are in
need of revision, and some of the indicators used to infermassessment of the
balance between fishing capacities and fishing opportunities should be replaced.
STECF EWG 1517 evaluated 16 Action Plans, specifically from Bulgaria, Croatia,
Cyprus, Denmark, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Madtiand,
Portugal, Slovenia, Sweden and the United Kingdom.
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- A further 5 Member States concluded that no fleet segments clearly demonstrated
imbalance and therefore did not submit action plans.

- The evaluation of Action Plans conducted by STECF EW& A Tmsidered the
following points:

1. Consistency between fleet report and Action Plan;

2. Presence of a discussion about the cause of imbalance;
3. Examination of the adjustment targets;

4.  Specification of tools to reach the adjustment targets;

5.  Specification of a clear time frame.

- A diverse range of management measures and tools was presented by Member States
in their action plans, including fleet measures, technical measures, economic
measures and other measures.

- Member States identified flesegments which they consider to be imbaldnos
showing potential signs of imbalance, using biological, economic or technical
indicators and/or supplementary information, and therefore requiring action plans.
However, a number of Member State action pléacked clear adjustment targets,
tools or timeframes as required according to COM (2014) 545 Final.

- Member States are more likely to be able to monitor and demonstrate progress
towards the specified management targets if targets are quantitative faher t
gualitative. EWG 1817 notes that specific monitoring plans have been incorporated
by some Member States as a means to obse
proposed management targets.

- EWG 1517 notes that several Member States have incorgbeattons relating to
the objectives of the 2013 CFP, including the landing obligation. The integration of
such policy targets into Member Stateso ¢
long-term approach to addressing the balance between fishingcitapand
opportunities.

- Additional guidelines for the preparation of action plans should be incorporated into
future guidelines to Member States for the preparation of their annual fleet reports.

2 INTRODUCTION

Expert working groufeWG-15-17 wasconvenedunder STECF t@ssess balance indicators
for key fleet segmentseview national reports on Member States efforts to achieve balance
between fleet capacity and fishing opportunijti@sdassess actionlgns submitted for fleet
segments where Member Statdentified structural overcapacitfgWG-15-17 was held in
Larnaca, Cyprufrom the71 11 September 2015.

Independently calculated balance indicators, based on DCF economic data and stock
assessment iafmation were provided to expertsaand the evaluation of these balance
indicators is reportethere.In addition to evaluating the balance indicatpes se experts
considered a number of recurring issues and caveats related to economic, technical and
biological indicators. A number of proposals on the ssted way forward to further
improve the manner in which balance indicators are calculated and interpreted are outlined.
Action plans submitted by Member Statéor fleet segments with identified structural
overcapacityas identified by the Member States their fleet capacityreportsin line with

Article 224 of Regulation (EU) 1380/2013 were evaluatadd the assessment is presented
here
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2.1 Terms of Reference for EWG15-17

The following terms of reference were agreed by DG Maritime AffairsFaslderies (DG
MARE) and the chair of the expert working group:

Background

The Commissiorrequests that an analysis of balamstween fleet capacity and fishing
opportunity be made using a standard approach across all EU fleet segments and based on
DCF information.Where possible, evaluation should use data reference year 2009 to 2013 or
2014 if data are available

Terms of Reference

2. Consider the technical, economic and biological indicatorscontained in the
European Commission Guidelines (COM 2014, 54final)®, and comment on the
balance or imbalance for the fleet segments provideaccording to the criteria of
the guidelines.

JRC will provide tabulated values (in the same format as the MS indicator talies in
STECF 1502 data tabléor all indicatos as detailed in items i) to vi) below, covering all MS
fleet segmentw/herever the necessary data is available, with a minimum of 80% of the value
of landings of each MS

STECF is requested to calculate the following indicators specified in the 2Qleliges:
0] Sustainable harvest indicator (SHI)

(i) Stocks at risk indicator (SAR)

(iii) Return on investment (ROI) / Return on Fixed Tangible Assets (RoFTA)
(iv) Ratio between current revenues and bieatn revenue (CR/BER)

(v) The inactive fleeindicator

(vi) The vessel use indicator

For fleet segments for which the indicators can be calculated, STECF is requested to
calculate the indicators and present the trend over the lage&/eriod, the sustainability
of the situation, and thavailability or reliability of data.

For fleet segments for which any of the indicators cannot be calculated, STECF is requested
to identify the problem with the data.

3 COM (2014) 545 final. Communication from the Commission toBheopean Parliament and the Council.
Guidelines for the analysis of the balance between fishing capacity and fishing opportunities according to Art 22
of Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013 of the European Parliament and the Council on the Common Fisheries
Policy.
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2. STECF is requested to commenbn the proposed measures in the action plans
submitted by Member States to eliminate the imbalance as identified in their fleet
reports and based on the indicators that they have used.

3 TOR 1 ASSESSMENT OFBALANCE |INDICATORS

3.1 Background

All indicators provided and used in the STECF ESUG-17 werecalculatedaccording to the

2014 Balance Indicator Guidelife§ he Commi ssi onés 2014 Bal anc
seek to provide a common approach for estimating the balance over time between fishing
capacity and fishing opportunities according to Arta2ZRegulation (EU) No 1380/2013 of

the European Parliament and the Council on the Common Fisheries Policy.

3.2 Provision, Quality and Reliability of Indicator V alues

JRCcompileda set of technicadnd economic indicators as partfECF EWG 1503 and

15-07 (Annual economic report 2015 of the EU fishing fleget®Part 1 & 3. During the

Annual Economic ReportAER) 2015 ( her eaf t er refer rneetingg o as
indicators werequality checled analysd and summariskfor the period 2002013/2014

(2014 for the inactive vessel indicator only)he two biological indicators werderived

through twoad hoccontracts

An expert group was convened from thé B®" June at the JRC in Ispra, Italy, and tasked
with providing agreed balance indicator values in accordance with the methodologies
outlined in the 2014 Guidelines to Member States (COM (2014) 545. fibsgherts present at

the meeting reviewed indicators, and commented on the utility and interpretation of the
balance indicators prescribed in the 2014 Balance Indicator Guideliffes. biological
indicators assessed during the meeting were however only preliminary values, since the 2015
stock assessment advice was not yet available when the indicator preparatiog mest
convenedThe report from thisd hocmeeting to EWG 187 was taken into account by the
experts addressing TOR 1 during EWGI1I5 and is provided in Annex I.

A table prepared by the JRC containing all the balance indicators by MS ansefiestnt
(supraregiorf + fishing technology + vessel length) was provided to EMSL7 on the
second dayof the meeting. The data were prowdd®or each year over the peri@D08&

* Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and the CobuBuitlelines for the
analysis of the balance between fishing capacity and fishing opportunities according to Art 22 of Regulation
(EU) No 1380/2013 of the European Parliameamd the Council on the Common Fisheries Policy COM(2014)
545 final.
® Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECH)e 2015 Annual Economic Report
on the EU Fishing Fleet (STEEF-07). 2015. Publications Office of the European Wnibuxembourg, EUR
XXXX EN, JRC XXX, 434 pp.

® The DCF supraegions are: (1) Area 27 = Baltic Sea, North Sea, Eastern Arctic, North Atlantic; (2) Area 37 =
Mediterranean Sea and Black Sea; (3) OFR = Other Fishing Regions.
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2013/2014 Despite the preparatory meeting several revisions were necesgaref
biological indicators, and the final balance indicator table had to be prepared by JRC and
reviewed by experten the last day of the meeting and subsequeftline, i.e. after the
conclusion of EWG 187.

Table3.2.1liststhe set of balance indicators along with some additional information.

Table 3.2.1- Indicators provided to experts at EWG-17

Indicator Calcbl;/Iated Comments
SHI Dr. Jerome | 1. Provided via aad hoccontract.
Sustainable Guitton 2. Calculated by landings value for 262813 for every EU fleet
Harvest segment(or clustered fleet segment if the casa)Area 27
Indicator for which data were available.

3. Calculated by landings value for 2013 for every EU fleet

) segment(or clustered fleet segment if the cas@)Area 37

S for which data were available. Stock assessment paramet

_S prior to 2013 are not readily available for Area 37 since th¢

_E is no database with data on time series gf;k:(mean F) and

= Rusvyfor fish stockfound in Area 37.

-% 4. Preliminary indicator values for landings value for 2014 we

% provided wherever possible.

[} 5. Fleet segments were highlighted when less than 40% of th

annual value of landings came from assessed stocks.
SAR Dr. Armelle | 1. Provided via amd hoccontract.
Stocks At Risk | Jung 2. Calculated for 2002013 for all fleet segmeni®r clustered
Indicator fleet segment if the casédr which data were available.

3. Preliminary indicator values for 2014 were provided

wherever possible.
ROl or ROFTA | JRC 1. Calculated using the same principle as STECF EM/G ti
The Return on target reference value to which the indicator value is
Investment (ROI] compared is the 2013 ridkee interest rate. The year
or Return on average was also used, as stipulated in the guidelines

» Fixed Tangible 2. Calculatedor all fleet segents (or clustered fleet segment

% Assets (RoFTA) the casefor which data were availabler years 2008013,

% the most recent year for which DCF economic data are

S available.

g 3. 2014 economic data will not be available until 2015 under

= DCF.

3 4.

- CR/BER JRC 1. Calculatedor all fleet segments (or clustered fleet segmen
Current revene the case¥or which data were availabl®r years 20082013,
as proportion of the most recent year for which DCF economic data are
breakeven available.
revenue
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VUR JRC 1. Calculatedor all fleet segments (or clustered fleet segmen

Fleet segment the case¥or which data were availablier years 20082013.
utilisation ratio 2. Preliminary indicator values f@014 were provided
Average Days at wherever possible.

Sea / Maximum 3. Member States (MS) had provided either maximum obser
Days at Sea days at sea (DAS) for each fleet segmentlustered fleet

segment if the case)r maximum theoretical DAS.

4. Due to several inconsistencies and/or relevant imigs
information in the data provided by some MS, the EWG al
used the value of 220 maximum theoretical days at sea pe
fleet segment for all MS, as stipulated in the guidelines.

Technical/inactivityndicators

Inactive vessels | JRC 1. Number and proportion of inactive vessels, in number, GT
per length and kW provided based on MS fldeCF capacitgata for
category years 2008014.

Data source: 2015 DCF data call (MARE/A3/AC(2015); EUROEH3Dnline stock assessment datab
STECFeport 14-24; CITIS species list

The data used to compile the various indicators were collected under the Data Collection
Framework (DCF)¢f. Council Regulation (European Commission (EC) No 199/2008 of 25th
February 2008). Technical and economic balance indicatere calculated usg data
submitted under the 201BCF call for economic data on the EU fishing fleet issued by DG
MARE on 4 February 2015MARE/A3/AC(2015; Ref. Ares(2015)421690)The two
biological indicators (SHI and SARdicator) were calculated bad onDCF data submitted

under the same data cadditional information needed to calculate the biological indictors
(Feurrens Fusy etc.) was obtained from other sources (see sections for details on calculation).

The 2015fleet economic data call requested transversal and economic data covering years
2008 to 2014. Capacity data (GT, kW, no. of vessels) was requested up to and including
2014, while employment and economic parameters wereested up to and including 2013

Most effort and all landings data were requested up to and incl@@idg as well as, income

from landings (nommandatory) to allow for economic performance projections to be
estimated at fleet seent and national level for 2084 andings and féort datafor fleet
segments operating in the Mediterranean & Black Sea répggomrea 37) wereequested at

the GCFMGSA level by the 2015 economic data callhis level of aggregationvas
requestedo correctly allocate landings to the relevant stocks wdadeulating the biological
balance indicator&see STECA5-02repor).

In terms of the completeness of the Member States data submissions, most countries
submitted the majority of the parameters requested under the call. In many cases missing data
relaes to fleet segments with | ow vessel num
segment 6 is not a DCF parameter, it i's requ
voluntary basis.

Il n terms of data quality, i n etimatesafdr vayiouss o me ¢
indicators were detected by JRC or the experts, and in many cases were rectified by the
Member States. However, some quality issues remained outstanding. The AER 2015

" DCF valueof landings in the c of SH) andweight of landingsn the case of the SAR indicator.
8 Non-mandatory 2014 data requested under the DCF data call is flagged as preliminary in the AER.
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highlighted that the data coming from eight Member States (Bulg@gprus, Estonia,
Ireland, France, Greece, Malta, Spain) was incomplete or unreliable. Due to unreliability,
data for Bulgaria, Cyprus, Greece and Malta could not be taken into account while data on
the Estonian, French, Spanish and Irish fleets were eeatlfrdm time series analyses in the
AER exercise. No landings data was available for Greece, Spanish landings @atmlyer
available for 201422013, French landings data were only available for 2012 and 2013. Data
for the Irish under 10 m segments wereoimplete in several years. For the Mediterranean
and Black Sea (Area 37) landings data at the requested @F&Mlevel was only made
available by Italy and Croatia, as well as for parts of the Spanish and Cypriot fishing fleets.

3.3 Fleet Segment Coverage dihdicators

Some of the indicators could not be calculated for all fleet segments due to lack of data or, in
the case of economic and technical indicators, due to clustering segments together, which is
done in order to protect commercial confidentialloreover, feet segments necessarily
include only vessels which have been active, since it is their activity that allocates them to a
fleet segment. Inactive vessels are counted and categorised at national and where applicable
regional levef according o the length of the vessel.

Table 3.3.1showsindicator coverage per MS in terms of the proportion of MS landed value
that is made by fleet segments which have an indicator value in 2013, i.e. for which there is
indicator coverage in 2013HI coverages presented for (i) SHilalues that were calculated

for all stocks with assessment data, even if the proportion of landings value of the assessed
stocks made up less than 40% of the total landings value of the fleet segment (in such cases,
the indicator isconsidered as unrepresentative/unreliable), and (ii)) SHI values when only
taking into account fleet segments for which the proportion of landings value of the assessed
stocks made up more than 40% of the total landings value of the fleet segment.

For theSAR indicator, all fleet segments with corresponding landings data were screened for
stocks falling under the definition of stocks at risk; all of the landings data provided by MS
were thus considered in the SAR analysis. However due to the manner i théiSAR
indicator was calculated it is not always possible to distinguish between (i) fleet segments
which did not fish any stocks at risk, and (ii) fleet segments which could not be included in
the analysis dueo lacking or problematic landings dataeéssection 3.5.3.1 below). For this
reason SAR coverage in terms of landed value submitted by MS has not been included in
Table 3.3.1.

Table 3.3.1- Coverage of each balance indicator in terms of landed value submitted by MS
for the reference year 2018D = No data or insufficient data available for the calculation of
the indicator in question. SHI = coverage of fleet segments for which SHI could be
calculated; SHI 40%+ = coverage of fleet segments where proportion of landings value of the
assessed stocksade up more than 40% of the total landings value of the fleet segment.

Vessel Current
utilisation revenue to
Vessel ratio_220 break-even
utilisation days revenue Net profit
MS ratio (VUR (VUR220 SHI SHI+40% (CR/BER RoOFTA Rol margin

® Appendix Il of Commission Decision2010/93/EU specifies the data collection requireihieior fleet
segmentation by region.
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BEL 100% 100% 100% 93% 100% 100% 0% 100%
BGR ND 100% 100% 60% 69% 69% 0% 69%
CYP ND 100% 100% 0% 99% 99% 0% 99%
DEU 100% 100% 100% 57% 100% 100% 0% 100%
DNK ND 100% 100% 93% 100% 100% 100% 100%
ESP 100% 100% 54% 14% 99% 99% 37% 99%
EST 64% 100% 100% 75% 100% 100% 100% 100%
FIN 100% 100% 100% 78% 100% 100% 0% 100%
FRA 88% 100% 86% 30% 61% 61% 0% 61%
GBR ND 100% 98% 69% 97% 97% 97% 97%
GRC ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
HRV 100% 100% 100% 93% 100% 100% 0% 100%
IRL 100% 100% 97% 89% 93% 93% 0% 93%
ITA 100% 100% 100% 60% 100% 100% 0% 100%
LTU 22% 100% 15% 14% 100% 100% 0% 100%
LVA 100% 100% 100% 95% 100% 100% 0% 100%
MLT 90% 100% 98% 2% 73% 73% 57% 73%
NLD 100% 100% 100% 7% 100% 32% 32% 32%
POL 100% 100% 100% 50% 100% 100% 0% 100%
PRT 3% 100% 94% 14% 100% 100% 0% 100%
ROU 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
SVN 100% 100% 100% 47% 100% 100% 0% 100%
SWE 100% 100% 100% 94% 100% 100% 0% 100%
Total 74% 100% 83% 45% 93% 89% 31% 89%

It is important to note that full coveragethe table abovdoes not necessarilgnply that the

entire MS fleetwas covered.Full coverage (100%$imply means that all the landings data
submittedby the MSwere considerefor the assessments some casedandings in value

are not providedfor all active fleet segments reported ®WS. For example, Germany has

full coverage for SHI. However, it is known that landings in vauoenot provided for its

large pelagic trawler fleet. As dada this variableare not submittedthey arenot consilered

in the overall assessment of coverdger. confidentiality reasons, some MS may not provide
landings data for specific fleet segments in cases where the data is considered sensitive and
clustering of fleet segments may be insufficient to overcomachieg confidentiality rules.

In some cases, only landings in weight are provided without the corresponding landed values
(as is the case of Germany described abdwelcator coverage is thus only relative to the
data provided (value of landing), and slibbe considered together with the number of fleet
segments and/or vessels. other cases, fleet segments are omitted entirely, i.e. not even
capacity data is reported by MSor instance inthe 2015data call,Latvia and Estoniaboth

of which appear tthave full coverage for most of the indicataig] not provideany dataon

their distant wateffleets. In such cases there is no way of knowing what the actual coverage
would be because certain fleet segments are completely missing from the submitted DCF
data. Information on active fleet segments in 2013 with missingnigsdn valuethat could

be identified(i.e. activefleet segmermstreported by MS in 201)3s presented in Table 3.3.2
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Table 3.3.2- Summarytable showing for each Member State the number of fleet segments
for which data on landings in valugere available in 2013, the number of active fleet

segments, and the active fleet segments in 2013 with missing landing values.

MS I’:;ﬁ%ig?};ﬂf \2/\8t1h3 Eecgrggg\t/sezfgaf; Active fleet segments in 2013 with missing landings in valu

BEL 7 10 (7%)

BGR 22 22(3%)

CYP 5 10(7*) | CYP AREA 37 PG VL0006, CYP AREA 37 PGO VL0006,

DEU 13 20(14*) | DEU AREA27 TWLA0XX®

DNK 18 19 | DNK AREA27 DRB VL1218

ESP 84 84(60*)

EST 4 7(4*) | (?) noinformation available on the distant water fleet

FIN 5 5
FRA AREA27 PGO VL1218, FRA OFR DFN VL0010, FRA

FRA 93 103(72*) | VL1012; FRA OFR FPO VL0010; FRRE@FRL1012; FRA O
PS VL0010

GBR 43 43 (28%)

GRC 0 12 | All fleet segments

HRV 34 34 Q3*)
IRL AREA27 DFN VLO0010; IRL AREA27 DRB VL0010; IRL

IRL 25 32 @3*) | DTS VL0010; IRL AREA27 FPO VL0010; IRL AREA27 HOK
IRL AREA27 PS VLOQIRE AREA27 TMVL0010

ITA 23 23

LTU 5 8(6*)

LVA 4 4 | ?no informationavailableon the distant water fleet

MLT 22 23 | MLT AREA37 FPO VL0612

NLD 14 27 (14%)

POL 7 18 ©*) | POL AREA27 DTS VL40XX; POL OFR TM VL40XX

PRT 54 57 G4 %)

ROU 6 6 (3%)

SVN 4 13@%)

SWE 25 25 (7 *)

* Number of fleet segments when considering clusters

3.4 Consideration of Indicators

In line with the meeting TORWG 15-17 considered the technical, economic and biological
indicatorscontained in the Europe@@ommission Guidelines (COM 2014, 545 fif4land

10 COM (2014) 545 final. Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council.
Guidelines for the analysis of the balance between fishing capacity and fishing opportunities according to Art 22
of Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013 of the European Parliament and the Council on the Common Fisheries
Policy.
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commented on the balance or imbalance for the fleet segments provided according to the
criteria of the guidelines.

The group could not assessany detailthe reliability of the data and indicator valuekich

were made available in the limited time available. For biological indica@veral errors

were noted and corrected during the EWG1T¥5meeting, buit was not possible téully

assess the reliability of the data that were usecdalculate indicar values.Instead,
additional information on, for instance, the coverage of the indicator was pro@déda

limited number of biologists attended the indicator preparation meetindgef checking
and/or peer reviewy experts from a wider range of Méer Statesvould thus have been
appropriate prior to using the indicator values for the purpose of the E@fGhe technical

and economic indicators, it was assumed that ZBR5 EWGs 15-03 / 1507 had already
quality checked the data. In some cases, the assessment of the economic indicators was made
difficult because of the use of inconsistent clustering of fleet segments over time by some
MS, although overall there was an improvement in the aiagteonsistency this year.

Commentson whether specific fleet segments are in or out of balance with their fishing
opportunitieswere made by EWG 157 based on the 2014 Balance Indicator Guidelines as
requested by the TOR. The EWG nevertheless comssttat ultimately deciding whether a
fleet segment is in balance or nigt a judgement which must include consideration of
political aims and preferences and also depends on the individual characteristics of fleet
segments, communities and fisheries. Tjndgement call should ultimately be made by
fisheries management decision makers with relevant regional expertise.

Comments onndicator trends were automatically generated using a series of filtdns
EWG considers that such automatically generateerdilgive better consistency than asking
experts to commenobn trends, which was the case in previous EWQ%e Thdicator
preparation meeting which took place at JRC in June ppdddedsomefeedback on the
methodology used to generate indicator treridsyever EWG 187 considers that the
definitions and thresholdssed should in future be tested in more detail. Indicator specific
methods may in future increase the accuracy of indicator trends (e.g. the usgowving
average for the economic indicatasuld be considered due tize high level of fluctuations

in some indicator values).

3.5 Assessment of Biological Indicators

3.5.1 Biological Indicator Issues, Problems and Caveats

General issues and caveats which affect the overall reliability of the biological indicators
specified in the 2018alance Indicator Gidelines (COM 2014/595 Final) have already been
highlighted in the STEE 1502 report. A summary of those that remairekent is presented
below together with some suggestions to improve the reliability of the biological indicator
values.

1 Several changes to the current indicateese proposedeplacing the SHWith Number
of Overharvested Stocks (NOS) and the Economic Dependency Indicator (EDI). The
NOS indicator requires additional information on the total catches by stock and Member
State.
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The SHI and SAR indicator values are prepared uaddroccontractand complie by

the JRC together with thecenomic indicatorsderived from the Annual Economi
Report (AER) on the European Fishing Fleet. The methodology to calculae
biological indicator values was revied in a preparatory meeting ofperts in JRGn

June 2015 at a time when all the information required to calculate the indicator values
was not available. Subsequently additional issues and errors not identified in the June
meeting were discovered by the STECF EWGI1I5 the majority of which were
rectified during the meeting. In future it is desirable to set up a more effective process to
produce the indices (see aksection3.5.1.3.

In 2015, following the suggestion of EWG-12 / 1421 (see STECF 1B2 report)
landings and effort data for fleeegments operating in the Mediterranean & Black Sea
region (i.e. Area 37) were requested at the GEESA level by the 2015 economic data
call. This level of aggregation was requested to correctly allocate landings to the relevant
stocks when calculatinghé biological balance indicators (see STECFO25report).
Landings data ahe GFCMGSA levelwere howeveronly madeavailableby Italy and
Croatia, whilst or the Spanish and Cypriot fleets only part of the data was available at
level 4. For all other amtries fishing in Area 37 all or part of the data was only
available at geographic stratification level 3, i.e. at the level of FAO divisions

SHI could not be calculated for fleets operating in Other Fishing Regions (OFR), since
there is no consolidatestock status database for stocks of interest to the EU in OFR.
Moreover, landings data from the economic data call continues to be submitted at DCF
geographic stratification level 1 or 2 (i.e. at the level of FAO areas caraas) by
several MS insteadf the requested DCF level 3 (i.e. FAO division level). Aggregated
landings data is not suitable to calculate biological indicators, for which landings data at
stock level is required. EWG 1B/ thus considers that efforts to ask Member States to
submit landings data at the requested DCF level 3 should be stepped up to improve the
accuracy of biological indicator calculations.

Landings weights Kalues are not always given at commercial species level and are
reported in the genemigt ecbiehobébry TheoEXxepra
that MS increase efforts to provide the landing values at the species level.

Coastal fisheries of several MS target stocks thatamsessed at national level. Such
assessmerghould be includedh indicator calculabnsin order to improve the quality

and coverage of biological indicator calculations. The inclusion of such stock assessment
data should be made after review by an appropriate scientific body.

As previously highlighted (see STECF-28 and STECF 1%2) there is a need to
increase the knowledge on stock status by increasing the number of available stock
assessments in order to improve the representativeness and utility of the biological
indicators. A list of priority stocks for which stock assessmertasildhbe carried out in

order to increase the % of stocks for which values of F arg €an be included in
indicator calculations is presented in Annex Il of STECH25eport
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1 As in some cases economic indicators are calculated for clustered fleet segments, a direct
comparison of biological and economic indicator values at fleet segment level is
problematic. An exampl®f the impact clustering may have on biological indicator
valuesis provided in sectio3.12.10f this report

3.5.1.1 SHI Issues, Problems and Caveats

In addition to the general issues which affect the overall reliability of the biological
indicators, previous STECF Balance EWG and STECF plenary reports repeatedlgatkpres
concern about the usefulness of the SHI and the manner in which it was being eslirsted.
stated in STECF PLEN3-0 1 STBCF concludes that the added value of the sustainable
harvest indicator to the indicators already in use is not clear at theentinThe main issues
highlighted by STECF in the past and during the EW& 1%5neeting are:

1 The indicator guidelines state that an SHI value above one could be an indication of
imbalance if it has occurred for three consecutive years. This criteridenayerpreted
as not being in line with thEFP, wh e r e i t In brder ts ieach thedobjective of
progressively restoring and maintaining populations of fish stocks above biomass levels
capable of producing maximum sustainable yield, the maximunairsatse yield
exploitation rate shall be achieved by 2015 where possible and, on a progressive,
incremental basis at the latest by 2020 for all stocks Ther ef ore before
indicator above 1 may reflect political decisions to reagéy ot immedhately, but by
2020; it may not be reasonable to expéutat all stocks are already fished aisk in
2013 (the evaluation year in this report) and the two years before. Immediate actions
based on the 2011 to 2013 SHI values could therefore be an overreaction in relation to
overarching objectives of the CFP as long as the target to regehir-2020 @n be
achieved.

1 Proposals for stock management plans in the ICES arearaeatty taking into account
Fusy ranges it is thuslikely that Fysy rangeswhich will serve as the basfer future
managementSHI calculations are at present based on poiimates of sy. SHI
calculations could in future be revised to reflect the useygef Fanges in management
pl ans, a scenari o f orWhewehAmeyhis definezl asgaurandee | i n e
exceeding the upper end of the range is interpreted as "shigio . It fé&ll ows
Fusy ranges instead of point estimates are used, this will have a substantial impact on
SHI valuesbecause the upper limit of theidy range is often considerably higher than
the Rusy point estimate.

1 The SHI, used in isolatioto assess whether a particular fleet segment is in balance with
its fishing opportunities could be misleading becatidees not provide results about the
extent to which a fleet segment relied on ewarvested stocks and secondly, does not
provide anyindication as to the overall contribution a fleet segment makes to the overall
catch from aroverharvested stock (see alsection3.8).

9 Databases with historical results of stock assessments for the Mediterranean, the Black

Sea and Other Fishing Regiof@FR) are required to increase indicator coverage and to
calculate indicatotime-series for these regions.
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1 The SHI may deliver a value of less than 1 for fleet segments which partly rely on
individual stocks harvested at rates abovgsyF hence maskinginstances of
unsustainable fishing.

1 The SHI may deliver a value of more than 1 for fleet segments which are not
overcapacity with regards to thaihort term legallypermitted harvest opportunitieise.
fishing opportunities based on short term TACs @sesection 3.9)

1 The SHI may flag problems with a certain fleet segment despite the fact that the main
problem lies with another fleet segment, which in turn may not necessarily be flagged
(see als®ection3.9).

1 An additional complication with usintpe SHI is that the values calculated for different
fleet segments may not be comparable. For each fleet segment, the SHI gives the average
dependency of that segment on stocks that are being exploited at rates gbagve F
weighted according to the landmgalue of such stocks by the segmehé indicator
does not give informatiorabout which stocks are exploited by the segment. Such
information is required in order to draw up an appropriate action fhaall vesselsn
particular frequentlyharvest onlya low number of stockdeading to a high SHI when
one of these stocks is overharvested. Fleet segments with larger vasbelther hand
generallyfish more stocks in different areas. Therefore their SHI is less sensitive to the
overexploitation of prticular stocksand problems may be masked.

1 The use of landings data from the economic data call to calculate biological indicators
which should be based on catch data is not appropriate and a separate (dedicated) data
call could in future be request.

EWG 1421 considered that the use of the SHI as an indicator to inform on whether a fleet
segment may have been of out of balance with available fishing opportunities should be
abandoned and replaced by two alternative indicators, the Number ofa®rested Stocks
(NOS) and the Economic Dependency Indicator (EDI), which were descriltbd STECF

15-02 report For a discussion and proposed evaluation tool for these alternative indicators
see section 3.8.

3.5.1.2 SAR Issues Problems and Caveats

The main isues highlighted by STECF the past and during the EWG-13 for theSAR
indicatorare:

T According to the 2014 indicatfafleetgagmahte!| i n e
takes more than 10% of its catches from a stock which is at risk, this coméhtesl as
an i ndi cat o.rTheoEkpert Gndum@dorssidecsehdt this is not necessarily true,
butit can be used to indicate that a fleet segment may be worthy of further investigation
to determine whether it is not in balance with its fishing ofpymities.

1 The indicator guidelines state thainBshould be taken as threshold below which stocks

are counted as stocks at ri sk. Thdesafke f i ni t
bi ol ogi c a AStodk iwithin tsafedbiological limits' @ans a stock with a high
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probability that its estimated spawning biomass at the end of the previous year is higher

than the limit biomass reference poinii{B oHowever to monitor the performance of

the common fishees policy (see Article 50 of 88/2013) the Comission has defined

foui de safe biol ogi calpa(WherenBiissdéfined)sOR F&8SB | e :
greater than f (Where E,is definedj’. To take the deterministic or median assessment

values for SSB and contrast them with thg Beference point may be inconsistent with

the criteria of fAhigh probabil i tpcaduldkend t he
seen as more appropriate threskgitte Bpa is the SSB that gives a high probability to

be above B, given the uncertatres in stock assessments in the terminal.year

1 The current 10% threshold is arbitrary and has not been tésteensitivity analysis,
using different percentage thresholds as aofiupoint in order to investigate the impact
of different thresholds nes to be undertaken. In addition, currently only landings from
EU fleets are used to calculate whether the landings of a certain fleet segment comprise
more than 10% of the overall landings. The impact of EU fleets on stocks that @ sha
with nonEU couwntries maythereforebe overestimated.

1 With the exception of stocks assessed as being below fhebilogical level,
identifying and categorizing O0stocks at ri
used in stock advice. The Expert Group sutggesfuture to provide two versions of the
SAR; one based on;B values (criterion a) and a second based on critedaiven in
the Guidelines.

1 In order to consider IUCN data in future (criterion d), the precise IUCN categories to be
included in the &R indicator calculations need to be agreed with the Comission.

1 In addition to the IUCN Red List and CITES, species lists from other conventions (e.g.
OSPAR and CMS, Barcelona Convention, etmyld in future be considered time
consuming data gathering exercise would be necessargltmle all these listingsuch
an exercise should be separated from the acaiiedlation of the indicator.

3.5.1.3 Required Improvements to SHI and SAR Calculation Process

Two experts were contracted for the calculatidrbiological indicatorsSHI and SAR for
200820132014 for every EU fleet segments in areas 27 andoB8Avhich data were
available The work has implied to compile assessment results (e.g. mean F byysar, F
Beurens Bim) @and policy advice information (for SAR criteriadd from relevant databases
(ICES) and assessment reports (STECF EWGs, GIBBK reports) for commercial stocks.
The required informatioms often not easily accessible and generally megwcareful data
mining especially for FAO area 37, whele relevant informatiors notreadily accessible

In addition the calculation ohdicators (e.g. SAR) fatockssharedoetwveen EU and noiU
countriesrequires total catches, i.e. catchesdeby all fleet segments exploiting a particular
stock. Otherwise the impact a certain European fleet has on the shared stock may be
overestimated Such dataregenerallyavailable in the relevant RFMO databases (e.g. ICES,
FAO/GFCM capture productiodatdbase¥ which areavailable online. Howevethere may

1 scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STEQWnitoring the performance of the
Common Fisheries Policy (STEE€-04). 2015. Phlications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg,
EUR XXXX EN, JRC XXXX, 147 pp.
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be instancesvherethe relevant datare not available for the more recent yeaasd total
catch data foOFR (other Fishing Regiorgtocksis difficult to obtain.

The process to estimate the indaxa can be made more robust and standardized through the
creationof a database compiling all the data and information required for the calculation of
the biological indicatorand which isupdated each yeasuchdata include annual estimates

of fishing mortality, stock biomass, biological reference points, policy advice information, as
well as annual catch and landings dftaall the EU fleets segments and relevant-&hh

fleet segments thaghae stocks with EU fleetsSuch data onranual catches sh@include

data from recreational fisheries already collected under the Data Collection Frameafark (

to Appendix IV of Commission Decision 2010/93/EU for a list of target species by region).
The importance forecreational fisheries wwell-known for gveral stocks(e.g. tuna, salmon,
seabass),and should be considered whealculating biological indicatorsA similar
suggestiorto set up a database with information on stock status was made in the reports of
previousSTECF Balance EWGs 110,13-11, 14-12 and 1421

A standardizedR-script (or something similargould then be producedto extract data for
each stock and fleet segment at the relevant spatial scadéeimmadaticallycalculae indicator

values Such a standardized approaeti]l reduce he risk of introducing errors in the
calculations However, such aoutine would need tdbe fully testedoefore being routinely
applied.

3.5.2 Sustainable Harvest Indicator (SHI)

According the indicator guidelines (COM (2014) 545 final) the sustainable dtangicator

is a measure of how much a fleet segment relies on stocks that are overfished. Here,
nfnoverfishedo i s aswsyeauesodertime,ard reliarck is cakeutate@in t o
economic terms. Whereyky is defined as a range, exceeding tipper end of the range is
interpreted as "overfishing". Values of the indicator above 1 indicate that a fleet segment is,
on average, relying for its income on fishing opportunities which are structurally set above
levels corresponding to exploitation kvels corresponding to MSY. According to the
indicator guidelines this could be an indication of imbalance if it has occurred for three
consecutive years. Shorter time period should be considered in the case of small pelagic
species.

3.5.2.1 Method ofCalculating and Presenting the SHI

A detailed description and discussion of the methodology can be found in the report of
STECF EWG 141. According to the indicator guidelingise indicator is intended to reflect
the extent to which a fleet segment ispdndent on overfished stocks by calculating the
weighted average
G
Oal w
B Bw

B

36

F



for each national fleet segment (or cluster of segments dependent on the information provided
by member states via the economic data call) whers thie fishing mortality available for

stock i from scientific assessments (e.g. ICES and STECF advice)and Vi is the value of
landings from stock i.

Data on Fi (mean F) andyky for fish stocks found in Area 27 were obtained from the ICES
online databaseThe full indicator time series (20®14) was updated based on the most
recent assessments available (2015 is most casesjgn@dint estimates. Ranges foudy
have been estimated by ICES for a number of stocks but have not been otidcgdtedor
management at the time the working group met. Therefore, the SHI is based qgpthe F
point estimates only.

A database is not provided for Area 37 by GFCM, so the most recent estimaiee@iid

Fmsy (or its proxy fe.1) were extracted from th@TECF report on Review of Scientific Advice
for 20152 The Expert Group notes that, the Annual STECF Review of Scientific Advice for
stocks of interest to the EU will no longer be produced andbtitaining estimates fdfcurrent

and Fysy (or its proxy Fe.1) for Area 37 in the future may be even more problematic.

With regards to highly migratory fish stocks, the same STECF report on Review of Scientific
Advice - Consolidated Advice on Fish Stocks of Interest to the European Union for 2015 was
used as a swce of stock assessment results and advice for the following stocks: (i) Eastern
Atlantic and Mediterranean Sea bluefin tuna, (ii) North Atlantic Ocean albacore tuna, (iii)
Atlantic Ocean yellowfin tuna, (iv) Atlantic Ocean blue and while marlin. As ivasase for

Area 37, only the most recent estimates airdntand Fysy could be extracted from this
report.

Compared to EW& 1412 and14-21 (STECF 182 repor) the following improvements
were achieved during a preparatory working group held 29 June in Ispra:

1. Some landing values are reported for combined spePiesiously, the reported
value ofcombined species landings was simply divided by the nuntfbesrobined
species. The revised method now utilizes the landing volumes by species to apportion
value by species.

For example there are two cod stocks in Area 27.3.A: cod347d arctothere are
two stock assessments, for which the most recent lasdadges are as follows:

Stock cod347d cod-kat Total
Landings 7906843 357247 8264090
Landings proportion | 0.95677 0.04323 1.00000
Stock proportion 1.04518 23.13271 24.17789
(=1/proportion)

For a hypothetical 00 Eurosof declared cod, 100/1.045 wilke assigned to cod347d
and 100/23.32 to cekiat

12 Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STEGF)nsolidated Advice on Fish Stocks
of Interest to the European Union (STEC#24). 2014. Publication Office of the European Union,
Luxembourg, EUR XXXX EN, JRC XXXX, 747 pp.
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Stock cod-347d cod-kat
Previous calculation 50 50
(STECF 132 repor)

Updated calculation 95.69 4.32
(EWG 1817)

A detailed overview of the values for splitting the stocks are providadmex|| of
the present repart

2. Assessment parameters were added that are not provided by ICES webservices (i.e.
Nephropsassessments) but contribute extensively to the value of the landings by
some fleets.

3. Mapping landed species to stock (species and areagbasrbproved.
For Area 271tends were calculated according to the filters detailed below for the years 2009
2013.No trends could be estimated for Area 37 since a timeseries of SHI indicator values

could not be calculated.

Table 3.5.1 Methodologyused to automatically generate comments on indicator trends.

Filter 1 Filter 2 Result
Slope* >06 Increasing
At least the last 2 Slope* <0.5 Decreasing
consecutive years with data -0.5=<Slope*=<@& No significant trend**
Slope =0 Flat / null
Nodata for 2012 and/or No conclusion (Null value)
2013

* The slope is calculated with the intercept of the trend line / the first value of the trend (a/i0)
** A threshold of 5% is used to indicate whether the value is significant or not.

Instances where the SHI indicator values are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of
the total value of landings by those fleet segments are highlighted in the indicator table. EWG
1517 considers that for such fleet segments SHI indicator valuesotae used
meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance. No trend analysis were performed for such
fleet segments.

3.5.2.2 SHI Data Availability and Reliability

Data coverage/quality was a major concern when calculating and attempting to interpret the
SHI:

1 Landings data was not available for Greece.

1 Spanish landings data were only available for 22013.
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1 French landings data were only available for 2012 and 2013.

1 For the Mediterranean and Black Sea (FAO Major Fishing Area 37) landings data at
geographicstratification level 2, i.e. at the level of GFCM Geographic Steas were
only available for the Italian and Croatian fleets. For the Spanish and Cypriot fleets only
part of the data was available at level 4. For all other countries fishing in Arda@7
part of the data was only available at geographic stratification level 3, i.e. at the level of
FAO divisions. Where information on landings at GSA level were only partially
available or not available at all, it was not possible to accurately aldmatings to
specific stocks. Details how the available landings data at species level was divided into
stocks is available in Annex (stocks that are not divided are not included in the list).

1 For most of the main Mediterranean commercial stotkseseries of mean fishing
mortality are not availableéA database with theequiredstock assessment information
for Area 37 is not yet available, andsassmestare not carried out on a systematic
annualbasis As a result theSHI canonly be calcudted consistently foa few specific
years/stocks and GSAs. In addition, the number of annual assessment available can be
very different from GSA to GSAwhich renders calculationsroblematic for MS with
more than one GSA (e.g. Italy, Spain, Gredd®) las available F/lsy value, weighted
by landings reported for 2013, was used to calculate SHI for Are@o3HI timeseries
could be presented.

1 EWG 1512 decided not to use 2014 SHI values since: (i) 2014 data were not available
for all MS and (ii) previas experience has shown that landings data submitted by MS is
in many cases incomplete and preliminary, and likely to be changed in subsequent data
uploads.

3.5.2.3 SHI Indicator Findings

Belgium (BEL)

Out of 10 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicatas available for {6 of the 10

fleet segments were aggregated into 3 clustered fleet segments to provide economic data;
landings data for these segments were also provided by cluster and not by fleet segment)

According to the criteria in the 2014 gelthes, the SHI indicator values foro8 thesefleet
segments cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the
indicator values are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total value of landings
by those fleet segment

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SHI
indicator valuesfor the 4 fleet segments which may be considered meaningful to assess
balance or imbalance indicate:

A 4 fleet segments may not be in balantt their fishing opportunities.

13 See Annex | of Commission Decision 93/2010
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The 4 fleet segments for which the SHI indicator values may be considered meatungful
assess balance or imbalaraxount for over 93% of the total value of the landings by all
fleet segments.

Bulgaria (BGR)

Out of 22 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was availabl@Z¢the entire

fleet was aggregated into 3 clustered fleet segments to provide economic data but landings
data were provided by fleet segment)

According to the criteria in the 2014 gelines, he SHI indicator values for 5 of thefleet
segments cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the
indicator values are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total valdiegs lan

by those fleet segmen

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SHI
indicator valuesfor the 17 fleet segments which may be considered meaningful to assess
balance or imbalance indicate:

A 16 fleet segments may not be in bakmgth their fishing opportunities.

A 1 fleet segment may be in balance with its fishing opportunities.

The 17 fleet segments for which the SHI indicator values may be considered meawingful
assess balance or imbalaraeount for 40% of the total valwd the landings by all fleet
segments.

Croatia (HRV)
Out of 34 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was availab&2for

According to the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator value@dieet
segments cannot be used megfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the
indicator values are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total value of landings
by those fleet segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notethéh2013 SHiI
indicator for the 6 fleet segments which may be considered meaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:

A 6 fleet segments may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

The 6 fleet segments for which the SHI indicator valmey be considered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance accourfbr over 68% of the total value of the landings by all
fleet segments.

Cyprus (CYP)

Out of 9 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was available(fl&et segments
were aggregated into 2 clustered segments to provided economic data; landingstdesz for
were also provided by cluster)

According to the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator values for these 5 fleet
segments cannot besed meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the
indicator values are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total value of landings
by those fleet segments.
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Denmark (DNK)
Out of 19 active fleet segments in 2013, the Skticator was available for 1@ndings data
unavailable for one fleet segmemRB VL1213.

According to the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator values for 3 fleet segments
cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalaracséd¢he indicator values

are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total value of landings by those fleet
segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SHI
indicator for the 15 fleet segmis which may be considered meaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:

A 13 fleet segments may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

A 2 fleet segmeis may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

The 15 fleet segments for wh the SHI indicator values may be considered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance accourfor over 93% of the total value of the landings by all
fleet segments.

Estonia (EST)

Out of 7 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was avaitabk

According to the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator valuek fleet segment

cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the indicator values
are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of thevaatal of landings by those fleet
segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SHI
indicator for the 5 fleet segments which may be considered meaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:

A 3 fleetsegments may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

A 2 fleetsegmentsnay be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

The 5 fleet segments for which the SHI indicator values may be considered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance aoountfor over 73% of the total value of the landings by all
fleet segments.

Finland (FIN)

Out of 5 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was available for 5.

According to the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator valuekfieet segment

cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the indicator values
are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total value of landings by those fleet
segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guins, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SHI
indicator for the 4 fleet segments which may be considered meaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:

A 1 fleet segment may not be in balance with its fishing opportunities.

A 3 fleet segments may lre balance with their fishing opportunities.
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The 4 fleet segments for which the SHI indicator values may be considered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance accourfor over 78% of the total value of the landings by all
fleet segments.

France (FRA)

Out of103active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was availabl&for

According to the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator value$Sdieet
segmerdg cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the
indicator values are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total value of landings
by those fleet segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SHI
indicator for the 22 fleet segments whitiay be considered meaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:

A 15 fleet segments may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

A 7 fleet segments may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

The 22 fleet segments for which thellSndicator values may be considered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance accourfor over 30% of the total value of the landings by all
fleet segments.

Germany (DEU)
Out of M4 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was available for 13.

According to the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator values for 4 fleet segments
cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the indicator values
are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the totalovddunelings by those fleet
segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SHI
indicator for the 9 fleet segments which may be considered meaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:

A 8 fleet segrants may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

A 1 fleet segment may be in balance with its fishing opportunities.

The 9 fleet segments for which the SHI indicator values may be considered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance accourfbr over 57% of the total value of the landings by all
fleet segments.

Greece (GRC)

No SHI indicator values could be calculated for Greece.

Ireland (IRL)

Out of 32 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was availabROfor

According to bhe criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator value9 ftaet segments
cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the indicator values
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are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total value of landihgsebfjeet
segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SHI
indicator for the 11 fleet segments which may be considered meaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:

A 4 fleet segments may not lmebalance with their fishing opportunities.

A 7 fleet segments may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

The 11 fleet segments for which the SHI indicator values may be considered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance accourfor over 86%of the total value of the landings by all
fleet segments.

ltaly (ITA)

Out of 23 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was available for 23.

According to the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator values Jdiegt
segments camt be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the
indicator values are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total value of landings
by those fleet segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Ex@gdup notes that the 2013 SHI
indicator for the 10 fleet segments which may be considered meaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:

A 9 fleet segments may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

A 1 fleet segment may be in balancehwits fishing opportunities.

The 10 fleet segments for which the SHI indicator values may be considered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance accourfbr over 58% of the total value of the landings by all
fleet segments.

Latvia (LVA)

Out of 4active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was available for 4.

According to the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator valuek fleet segment

cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the indicator value
are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total value of landings by those fleet
segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SHI
indicator for the 3 fleet segments which may be consiereaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:

A 1 fleet segment may not be in balance with its fishing opportunities.

A 2 fleet segments may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

The 3 fleet segments for which the SHI indicator valueg beaconsidered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance accourfor over 95% of the total value of the landings by all
fleet segments.

Lithuania (LTU)
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Out of 8 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was available for 4.

According to the cteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator values for 2 fleet segment
cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the indicator values
are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total value of landings blg¢hose f
segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SHI
indicator for the 2 fleet segments which may be considered meaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:

A 2 fleet segments may not be in bada with their fishing opportunities.

The 2 fleet segments for which the SHI indicator values may be considered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance accourfor over 13% of the total value of the landings by all
fleet segments.

Malta (MLT)

Out of 23 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was available for 19.

According to the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator values for 18 fleet
segments cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the
indicata values are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total value of landings
by those fleet segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SHI
indicator for thel fleet segmenivhich may be cosidered meaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:

A 1 fleet segment may not be in balance with its fishing opportunities.

The 1 fleet segmentor which the SHI indicator values may be considered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance accourfbr over 19% of the total value of the landings by all
fleet segments.

Netherlands (NLD)
Out of 27 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was available f@lafdings
were providedy cluster instead dify fleet segment)

According to the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator values for 6 fleet segments
cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the indicator values
are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total ¥ddunelings by those fleet
segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SHI
indicator for the 8 fleet segments which may be considered meaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:

A 7 fleet segmeis may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

A 1 fleet segment may be in balance with its fishing opportunities.
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The 8 fleet segments for which the SHI indicator values may be considered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance accourfor over 77% of the total value of the landings by all
fleet segments.

Poland (POL)

Out of 18 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was available (fandings were
provided byclusterinsteadof by fleet segmeit

According to the criterianithe 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator values for 5 fleet segments
cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the indicator values
are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total value of landings by those fleet
segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SHI
indicator for the2 fleet segments which may be considered meaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:

A 2 fleet segments may not be in balancdlieir fishing opportunities.

The 2 fleet segments for which the SHI indicator values may be considered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance accourfor over 50% of the total vaé of the landings by all
fleetsegments.

Portugal (PRT)

Azores
Out of 11 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was availablé(fehen the case,
landings were provided by cluster)

According to the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator valuésfleet segments

cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the indicator values
are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total value of landings by those fleet
segments.

Madeira
Out of 8 active fleet segments 013, the SHI indicator was not available.

Mainland
Out of 38 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was available for 34.

According to the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator values for 31 fleet
segments cannot be used meanilgfto assess the balance or imbalance because the
indicator values are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total value of landings
by those fleet segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes th201B8eSHI
indicator for the3 fleet segments which may be considered meaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:

A 3 fleet segments may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.
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The 3 fleet segments for which the SHI indicator values beagonsidered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance accourfor over 15% of the total value of the landings by all
fleet segments.

Romania (ROU)
Out of 6 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was availabk for

According to the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator values for 2 fleet segments
cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the indicator values
are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total Yddunelings by those fleet
segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SHI
indicator for the 3 fleet segments which may be considered meaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:

A 3 fleet segmes may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

The 3 fleet segments for which the SHI indicator values may be considered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance accourfor over 50% of the total value of the landings by all
fleet segments.

Slovenia (SVN)
Out of 13 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was available landings data
wereprovided by clusteand not by fleet segment)

According to the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator values for 2 fleet segments
cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the indicator values
are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total ¥ddunelings by those fleet
segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SHI
indicator for the 2 fleet segments which may be considered meaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:

A 2 fleet segmeis may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

The 2 fleet segments for which the SHI indicator values may be considered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance accourfbr over 47% of the total value of the landings by all
fleet segments.

Spain (ESP)

Out of 84 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was availab&for

According to the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator valueb4dieet
segments cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imliedeagse the
indicator values are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the total value of landings
by those fleet segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SHI

indicator for the 13 fleet segents which may be considered meaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:
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A 10 fleet segments may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.
A 3 fleetsegmentsnay be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

The 13 fleet segments forhich the SHI indicator values may be considered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance accourfor over 14% of the total value of the landings by all
fleet segments.

Sweden (SWE)
Out of 25 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was avaifab 2.

According to the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator valueksfleet segments

cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the indicator values
are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% oftddesalue of landings by those fleet
segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SHI
indicator for the 22 fleet segments which may be considered meaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:

A 10 fleet segments may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

A 12 fleet segments may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

The 22 fleet segments for which the SHI indicator values may be considered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance accourfior over 94% of the total value of the landings by all
fleet segments.

United Kingdom (GBR)
Out of43 active fleet segments in 2013, the SHI indicator was availabléfor 3

According to the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, the SHI indicator valueZXdieet
segments cannot be used meaningfully to assess the balance or imbalance because the
indicator values are based on stocks that comprise less than 40% of the totaf \aidengs

by those fleet segments.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SHI
indicator for the 15 fleet segments which may be considered meaningful to assess balance or
imbalance indicate:

A 10 fleet sements may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

A 5 fleet segments may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

The 15 fleet segments for which the SHI indicator values may be considered meaningful to
assess balance onbalance accau for over 70% of the total value of thenldings by all
fleet segments.

3.5.3 Stocks at Risk Indicator (SAR)

According the indicator guidelines (COM (2014) 545 final) the statkisk indicator is a
measure of how many stocks are being affected by thatias of the fleet segment that are
biologically vulnerablé in other words, stocks which are at low levels and are at risk of not
being able to replenish themselves and which are either important in the catches of the fleet
segment or where the flee¢gment is important in the overall effects of fishing on the stock.
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If a fleet segment takes more than 10% of its catches taken from a stock which is at risk, the
indicator guidelines suggest that this could be treated as an indication of imbalance.

3.5.3.1 Methad of Calculating and Presenting the SAR

A detailed description and discussion of the methodology can be found in the report of
STECF15-02 report According to the2014 Balance Indicator @delines he SAR indicator

aims to count the number of stocks the¢ exploited by a fleet segment which are currently
assessed as being at high biological risk. According the definition of the SAR indicator in the
2014 Balance Indicat Guidelines, a stock at rig8AR) means a stock which is either:

a) assesseds being below theB; or

b) subject to an advice to close the fishery, to prohibit directed fisheries, to reduce the fishery

to the lowest possible level, or similar advice from an international advisory body, even
where such advice is given on a diaited basis; or

c) subject to a fishing opportunities regulation which stipulates that the fish should be
returned to the sea unharmed or that landings are prohibited; or

d) a stock which is on the | UCN O6red |istbor

AND for which eiter:

1- the stocks make up to 10% or more of the catches by the fleet segment; or
2- the fleet segment takes 10% or more of the total catches from that stock.

The same methodologyescribed in the STECF 4R reportwas appged by EWG 1517.
However, forArea 27 the latest available analytical assessments (in most cases from 2015)
and reference points were utilized to update the full time series-@IRY of stocks that fall

under the SAR criteria in a given ye&or Area 37,stock assessment infornmati from the
STECF 1424 report* was used.Additional information was obtained from tHeITES
speciedist for Actinopterygii and Elasmobranchas wdl asfrom the Council Regulations

fixing annual fishing opportunitiés

In addition, the followingmprovements have been achieved compared to EWZL14

1 Alist of stocks considered at risk was draftand presented to tla hocbalance
indicator preparation meetirigr discussion The manner in which some stocks were
selected was reviseBHor Sanddestocks, the different&hdeelAreaswere groupedh
the following way in order tattribute the appropriate DCF landings data allow
stock mapping

SA1&2IVb
SA3,4,5&T7Iva
SA 6 llla

14 Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STEGF)nsolidated Advice on Fish Stocks

of Interest to the European ldn (STECF14-24). 2014. Publications Office of the European Union,
Luxembourg, EUR XXXX EN, JRC XXXX, 747 pp.

15 Council Regulation (EU) 2015/104 of 19 January 2015 fixing for 2015 the fishing opportunities for certain
fish stocks and groups of fish stoclepplicable in Union waters and, for Union vdssan certain nofUnion
waters; Council Regulation (EU) No 43/2014 of 20 January 2014 fixing for 2014 the fishing opportunities for
certain fish stocks and groups of fish stocks, applicable in Union waidrsto Union vessels, in certain ron
Union waters.
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1 General improvemesatwere made with regards to th#ribution of DCF landings
datato stocks. The data wasompiledin a common databasehich wasusedfor the
calculation of théwo biological indicators (SHI & SAR).

The SAR calculation did not distinguish between fleet segments which did no land any stocks
considered at risk, fleet segments for which landings data was not submitted by MS, and fleet
segments for which landings data was submitted but other problemgneenentered (e.g. a

lack of information on fishing sulegions in the case of Franc@he absence of 8AR

value in the MS balance indicator table does thus not necessarily mean that the fleet segment
was not assesseahd it is important to note thte SAR values presented in the MS balance
indicator table (see section 2.5 for link to table) need to be interpreted as follows:

SAR value is 1 or more

One or more stocks landed by the fleet segment are at high biological risk, and the stock(s)
makes up ma than 10% of the catches of the fleet, or the fleet takes more than 10% of the
catches of the stock(s).

SAR value is 0

One or more stock(s) landed by the fleet segment are at high biological risk, but the stock(s)
do not make up more than 10% of the hatcof the fleet, or the fleet does not take more than
10% of the catches of the stock(s).

No SAR value (iéien tthheeriendiisc aat odra stha bdl e )
This can represent one of three possible situations:

1. The fleet segment did niand any stocks considered at risk;

2. The fleet segments could not be assessed dhe &bsencef landings data;

3. The fleet segment could not be assessed due to a problem with the submitted data.

EWG 1517 agreed that temporal trends in fleetgment SAR indicator values may be
misleading(see below section on SAR data availability and reliability for details), so no
comments on trends are presented for the SAR.

3.5.3.2 SAR Data Availability and Reliability

Data coverage/quality was a major concefrew calculating andttempting to interpret the
SAR:

1 Landings data was not available for Greece.

1 Spanish landings data were only available for 22013.

1 French landings data were only available for 2012 and 2013.

1 For the Mediterranean and Black SO Major Fishing Area 37) landings data at
geographic stratification level% i.e. at the level of GFCM Geographic Steas were

only available for the Italian and Croatian fleets. For the Spanish and Cypriot fleets only
part of the data was availald¢ level 4. For all other countries fishing in Area 37 all or

18 See Annex | of Commission Decision 93/2010
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part of the data was only available at geographic stratification level 3, i.e. at the level of
FAO divisions. Where information on landings at GSA level were only partially
available or not avhble at all, it was not possible to accurately alledandings to
specific stocksThe stock reference list being used to allocate commercial landings data
to the relevanstocks /subregionsis available in Annex Il

1 Although the 2014 Balancdicator Guidelines specify catch data should be used to
calculate the SAR indicator, the calculations were based on landings data. This was due
to thefact that the required catch data was not availdiile absencef information on
by-catch and discasdis an importanbmissionand constrairs the usefulness of the
indicator.

1 EWG 15-12 decided not to use 2014 SARIlues since: (i) 2014 data were not available
for all MS and (ii) previous experience has shown that landings data submitted by MS is
in mary cases incomplete and preliminary, and likely to be changed in subsequent data
uploads.

1 EWG 1517 agreed that temporal trends in fleet segment SAR indicator values may be
misleading due to the fact th@} it is not possible to distinguish between fleegments
that (a) did no land any stocks considered at risk, (b) could not be assessed due to a lack
of landings data, and (c) could not be assessed due to a problem with the submitted data
(see section 3.5.3.1(ji) The issues, problems and caveatdioet! in sectios 3.5.1 and
3.5.1.2. Hence, no commemn temporal trends in the SAR indicator are presented.

3.5.3.3 SAR Indicator Findings

For the reasons outlined in sectidh§.1, 3.5.1.and3.5.3.2 theEWG 1517 considershat
any comment on temporal trends in fleet segment SAR indicator values may be misleading.
Hence, no comment on temporal trends in the SAR indicator are presented.

Belgium (BEL)
Out of 10 active fleet segments in 2013, the SAR indicator awzslable fo 6, of which 1
wasexploiting 3 stockat risk.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SAR
indicator values indicate:

A 5 fleet segments may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

A 1 fleet segment may not be in balance with its fishing opportunities.

Bulgaria (BGR)
The SAR indicator was not availabfer any of the22 active fleet segments in 2013.

Croatia (HRV)
Out of 34 active fleet segments in 2013, the SAR indicator was aailfor 9, of which 1
were exploiting 1 stock at risk.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SAR
indicator values indicate:

A 8 fleet segments may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

A 1 fleetsegmenmmay not be in balance wiits fishing opportunities.
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Cyprus (CYP)

The SAR indicator was not available for aafy10 active fleet segments in 2013.

Denmark (DNK)
Out of 19 active fleet segments in 2013, the SAR indicator was available forf ¥8)ich 3
were exploiting 3 stocks at risk, and 10 were exploiting 1 stock at risk.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SAR
indicator values indicate:

A 5 fleet segments may be in balance with their figropportunities.

A 13 fleet segments may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

Estonia (EST)

Out of 7 active fleet segments in 2013, the SAR indicator was available for 1.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Gramips that the 2013 SAR
indicator values indicate:

A 1 fleet segment may be in balance with its fishing opportunities.

Finland (FIN)

Out of 5 active fleet segments in 2013, the SAR indicator was available for 4, of which 1 was
exploiting 2stocks at risk

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SAR
indicator values indicate:

A 3 fleet segments may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

A 1 fleet segmentay not be in balance with itishing opportunities.

France (FRA)
Out of 103 active fleet segments in 2013, the SAR indicator was availab&Sfaf which 1

was exploiting 3 stocks at risk, were exploiting 2 stocks at risk an@ were exploitingl
stock at risk.

According to tte criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SAR
indicator values indicate:

A 53fleet segments may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.
A 13fleet segments may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.
Gemany (DEU)

Out of 20 active fleet segments in 2013, the SAR indicator was available for 11, of which 1
was exploiting 2stocks at riskand 1 was exploiting 1 stock at rilandings data were not
provided by fleet segment but instead by cluster)

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SAR
indicator values indicate:

A 9 fleet segments may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

A 2 fleet segments may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

Greece (GRC)

The SAR indicator was not available for any of #2active fleet segments in 2013
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Ireland (IRL)

Out of 32 active fleet segments in 2013, the SAR indicator was available for 16, of which 2
were exploiting 4 stocks at risk, 1 was expt@t2 stocks at risk, 1 was exploiting 2 stocks at
risk.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SAR
indicator values indicate:

A 12 fleet segments may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.
A 4 fleet segments may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.
Italy (ITA)

Out of 23 active fleet segments in 2013, the SAR indicator was available for 7, of which 4
were exploiting Ztocks at risk

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guiohas, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SAR
indicator values indicate:

A 3 fleet segments may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

A 4 fleet segments may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

Latvia (LVA)

Out of 4 active fleesegments in 2013, the SAR indicator was available for 1.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SAR
indicator values indicate:
A 1 fleet segment may be in balance with its fishing opportunities.

Lithuania(LTU)
Out of 8 active fleet segments in 2013, the SAR indicator was available for 3, of which 1
were exploiting Ztocks at risk

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SAR
indicator values indicate:

A 2 fleet segments may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

A 1 fleet segmentay not be in balance with itishing opportunities.

Malta (MLT)

The SAR indicator was not availabfer anyof 23 adive fleet segments in 2013

Netherlands (NLD)
Out of 27 active fleet segments in 2013, the SAR indicator was available f@addings
data were not provided by fleet segment but instead by cluster)

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SAR
indicatorvalues indicate:
A 13fleet segments may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

Poland (POL)

Out of 18 active fleet segments in 2013, the SAR indicator was available for 7, of which 1
were exploiting 1 stock at risk.
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According to the criterian the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SAR
indicator values indicate:

A 6 fleet segments may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

A 1 fleet segmenmay not be in balance with iishing opportunities.

Portugal (PRT)

Azores
The SAR indicator was rtaavailable for any of thél active fleet segments in 2013.

Madeira
The AR indicator was not available for any of the 8 active fleet segments in 2013.

Mainland
Out of 38 active fleet segments in 2013, the SAR indicatorava#able for 29, of which 3
were exploiting Ztocks at riskand 2were exploitingl stock at risk.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SAR
indicator values indicate:

A 24 fleet segments may be lralance with their fishing opportunities.

A 5 fleet segments may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

Romania (ROU)
The SAR indicator was not available for any of hactive fleet segments in 2013.

Slovenia (SVN)
The SAR indicator wasiot available for any of th&3 active fleet segments in 2013.

Spain (ESP)

Out of 84 active fleet segments in 2013, the SAR indicator was available for 55, of which 1
was exploiting 4stocks at risk2 wereexploiting 2stocks at risk16 were exploiting stock
at risk.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SAR
indicator values indicate:

A 36 fleet segments may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

A 19 fleet segments may not be in balance liir fishing opportunities.

Sweden (SWE)
Out of 25 active fleet segments in 2013, the SAR indicator was available for 21, of which 1
were exploiting 2 stocks at risk, and 4 was exploiting 1 stocks at risk.

According to the criteria in the 2014 Guidas) the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SAR
indicator values indicate:

A 16 fleet segments may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

A 5 fleet segments may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

United Kingdom (GBR)
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Out of 43 acive fleet segments in 2013, the SAR indicator was available for 33, of which 1
was exploiting &tocks at riskl was exploiting Stocks at riskl was exploiting tocks at
risk, 2 were exploitind. stock at risk

According to the criteria in the 20X4uidelines, the Expert Group notes that the 2013 SAR
indicator values indicate:

A 28 fleet segments may be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

A 5 fleet segments may not be in balance with their fishing opportunities.

3.6 Assessment of Economic andlechnical Indicators

3.6.1 Economic and Technical Indicator Issues, Problems and Caveats

EWG 1517 noted some general data issues and cavealsted to the calculation and
assessment of economic and technical indicatmsell as problems and caveats relaed
the calculation of specific indicatonshich aredescribedseparatelypelow.

Dataprovided
Although there are still inconsistencies in the data proviokedS, there is generally a

substantial improvement in data availability and quality comparedetdousyears. The MS
additionally put in a lot of effort to malausteringtime seriesnoreconsistent.

Small DCF economic data samples and data quality irtcat

Despite the use of DCF economic data in STECF EWGs such as the Annual Economic
Report (AER) and EWGs assessing fleet segment balance indicators, there is no systematic
analysis of the quality (i.e. accuracy and precision) of economic data MS sulvesponse

to economic data calls. As for instance the size of samples may influence the reliability and
robustness of data when raised to the population level, it is felt that such information could be
of use in determining the power of the indicators tecteimbalances in MS fleet segments.
Moreover, there are currently no uniform thresholds of minimum data quality standards
below which data submitted by MS is not used.

In this context EWG 187 considers that information on data quality which MS sulbmit
response to economic data calls could in future be taken into account by experts when
assessing the reliability of data used to calculate economic indicators. Information on
sampling strategy, achieved sample rates and coefficients of variation @@ \s¢ fvariables

being submitted are already provided by MS in response to economic data calls. However
since several variables are used to calculate indicators, each with different sample sizes, CVs
etc. further consideration is necessary in order toldpva method for deriving quality
indicators which are informative when interpreting indicators.

Clustering of fleet segments

Fleet segments frequently need to be grouped together in clusters in order to deliver
economic data that does not breach confidéty requirements; fleet segments should only

be clustered when the number of vessels in the fleet segment is too low to ensure
confidentiality of sensitive economic data. Clustered fleet segments are marketatatiee
indicator tableto distinguishthem fromunclustered fleet segmenté detailed discussion of

fleet segment clustering caveats if provided in section 3.12.1.
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Segmentation of the fleet

The calculation and interpretation of balance indicators using the current DCF segmentation
may not necessarily facilitate the integratmneconomic, biologic and technical indicators

See section 3.12.2 fordetaileddiscussion of fleet segmentation eats.

Small scale fishing fleets

The assessment of economic and technical indicators is challenging for small scale fishing
fleet segmentsEconomic indicators are generaliplculatedbasedon the assumptiothat

fishing is the main economic activity dhe fleet segments being assessed. Howthisris

often not the case for small scale fishing fle@there vessel owners may be engaged in
several economic activities and fishing is often only a supplementary source of .inoome
particular the use of vesl use indicators is problematic for such fleet segments.

A discussion of caveats related to assessing balance in small scale fleets is presented in
section 3.11.

3.6.1.1 ROI or RoFTA Issues, Problems and Caveats

With regards to thapplication of thedng tem economic indicator Rol dROFTA, the 2014

Balance Indicator Guidelinespecifyt hat t he i ndicator is to be c
l ong term Thd egeisdelriarn ed® . f u use thearithnseticqaemget t o
interest rate fot he pr e v i.dheSTEGF byO2 raporsnotesthat this approach was

taken, andspecifiesthatt h Byeas average of the risk free lotgrm interest rate for each

MS wa s. Ountheeothdr hand, the Annual Economic RefdBR) 2015 specifies thahe
indicator is coeplariendt agasthstatdad&. O

3.6.1.2 CR/BER Issues, Problems and Caveats

In contrast tothe approach taken in the STECFQX report trendsin this indicator are
presented in this reporHowever, EWG 187 reiteratesthe previous commenthat due to

the volatile nature of variable costs associated with fishingz B¥@ ERindicator values may
fluctuate considerably from one year to the next and commenting on tsmcts may be

driven by the price of fuel for instance, does netessarily help informran assessment of
fleet under or overcapacity in relation to fishing opportunities.

3.6.1.3 Inactive Fleet Indicator Issues, Problems and Caveats

There are significant differences between countries regarding the percentage of inactive
vessels. Some countries report over 50% of inactive vessels, while other countries report
nearly none.

Examples ofissues, problems and caveats related to the inactive fleet indicator identified in
MS fleet reports aras follows

Croatia (HRV)

The Cratian fleeteport( p . 1 4 ) salthaughehe inactvigy may indicate that there is a
structural overcapacity in the fleet, it should be noted that most of the vessels less than 12
meters operate only part time and in large majority of the cases dprasént the only
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source of income of the fishermen. Generally, coastal fleet of Croatia displays typical pattern
of activity only during favourable period of

Finland (FIN)

With regards to assessmenttofe c hni c a l indicators theé Finist
Those who engage in commercial fishing along the coast in vessels less than 10 metres long
and vessel owners usually own several boats, which are not all in active use. A feature of the
industryi n Finland is ownership of one or two s
for some slight passivity with some vessels: generational change, choices of profession,
illness, etc. On the other hand, it should also be realised that, when the commercial
profitability of some units falls, vessels are allowed to remain passive in the expectation,
perhaps, of better times to come. In such cases, other sources of livelihood are naturally
turned to0

According to the AER 2015 (p. 219 There is a break inhe time series of the number of
active vessels in small scale fishing in 2012 when the recording of active vessels was re
specified. This increased the number of acti

Italy (ITA)

The Italian fleet report (p. 20) statgsn interpreting the data some specific aspects of the
Italian fleet need to be considered:

o there are many cases where fishing boats operating with passive gear in the 0
10 metre class are owned by older people who are no longer active members
of the workforce, bt they retain their ownership of the boat in case
opportunities arise;

o in the same segment, there are cases where the owner also has larger boats in
active use, and the small boat is kept in case of periods of crisis in the segment
in which the larger bat operates;

o with respect to hydraulic dredges, it must be borne in mind that the level of
activity is decided by the management consortium, subject to the availability
of the resource (bivalve molluscs) and

Malta (MLT)
The Maltese fleet e por t ( pthe m@aprity sftthee tinactive vessels (95.22 %) are

below 12 m in length and thus, limited to remain in port or near to the coast in adverse
weather. Furthermore, 76.11 % are operated on a-fiare basis. Finally, Maltese fishers

tend to own more than a single vessel, and in several cases one boat may be used during a
given year while the other is kept inactive.

3.6.1.4 Vessel Utilisation Ratio Issues, Problems and Caveats

EWG 1517 notesthat several MS seem to have problems with the maxi days at sea
conceptandthere are still erroneous ratios abouwefiorted by some MS

Examples of issues, problems and caveats related to the vessel utilisation indicator identified
in MS fleet reports are:

Croatia (HRV)
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The Croatian fleet reportp(. 1 4 ) Similarly aefer:the ihactive fleet indicator, the
results of this indicator need to be considered in view of the fleet structure and its activity.
Again, it should be noted that particularly in smaller fleet segments fishing activitiestdo
represent the only source of income, and rarely are the main one. Due to this fact, in those
segments even though the indicator shows values less than 0,7 it is considered that it is not
really a sign of imbalance. This particularly holds true for FRDK and MGO segments

with vessels of less than 12 meters. With the seasonal character of the vessels, and their
overall characteristics of operations, the VUI is calculated against the parts of the fleet that
are in fact more dependent on this activitarirmajority. Croatia considers that in future
analysis this indicator should be weighed as well, in order to indicate the shares or real
influence of the activity of some fleet segménts.

Finland (FIN)

With regards to assessment of technical indicdtobrse Fi ni sh f eetltiseport
explained by the special conditions that prevail in Finland. The icy conditions in the country

in winter do not allow yearound fishing and in practice there are only 180 days a year

when it is feasible to bet gaea. As has already been stated, for the owners of coastal vessels,
fishing

is not wusually the main source of Iivelihoooct
account for some slight passivity with some vessels: generational change, choices of
profession, iliness, etc. On the other hand, it should also be realised that, when the
commercial profitability of some units falls, vessels are allowed to remain passive in the
expectation, perhaps, of better times to con

Germany (DEU)

With regards tolow vessel utilistation ratios the German fleet report provides various
explanations for the different fleet segments (pl12 )This can primarily be explained by

the traditional and highly regionalised nature of this segment. The lion's share adbels/

are deployed in the context of a side business and, at most, are only used for a couple of days
(such as at weekends) or are used seasonally for just a few weeks. The maintenance of this
segment stems from the political objective of keeping the &pefisheries sector as diverse

as possible, of which fishing as a side busifieaad incidentally also agriculture as a side
business are a part.

€ there were several vessels that fished i ni
group of vesels exhibiting a relatively low level of fishing effort. This is regarded as an effect

of the fishing effort regulation given that, under Article 13 of Regulation 1342/2008,
additional fishing effort may only be allocated to specific fishing effort groatber than to

all of them. Consequently, particular vessels enjoy a greater allocation of days (e.g. saithe
trawlers) than others. Another factor that has a detrimental effect when calculating the
indicator is the relatively high age of the vessels. @erage, the vessels within this segment

are 40 years old, which led to fairly long idle periods as a result of corrective maintenance

and other repairse.

The fact that the indicator never peaked is attributable to the summer break in shrimp fishing.
Somevessels use this as an opportunity to switch over to larger gear/nets so that they can
fish for plaice. Consequently, these vessels end up recording more sea days than the ones that
serve purely as shrimping boats. Once again, the fishing effort limitatiad a negative

impact in terms of how many sea days were spent fishing for flaish
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3.6.2 Return on Investment (ROI) or Return on Fixed Tangible Assets (RoFTA)

According the indicator guidelines (COM (2014) 545 finak Return on Investment (ROI)

or Return on Fixed Tangible Assets (RoFTA) indicator compares thetéonyg profitability

of the fishing fleet segment to other available investments. If this value is smaller than the
low-risk long term interest rates available elsewhere, then this sugjygstise fleet segment

may be overcapitalised. If the return on investment or net profit is less than zero and less than
the best available lorgrm riskfree interest rate, this is an indication of lelegm economic
inefficiency that could indicate thexistence of an imbalance.

3.6.2.1 Method of Calculating and Presenting the ROl or RoFTA

ROI (also referred to as capital productivity) is the return of the investment divided by the
cost of the investment. It measures profits in relation to the capital inyesteddicates how
profitable a sector is relative to its total assets. The higher the return, the more efficient the
sector is in utilising its asset base.

When data on intangible assets (e.g. fishing rights, natural resource) are not available, the
Reurn on Fixed Tangible Assets (ROFTA) is used as an approximation of ROI.

ROl is calculated as:
Net profit / (fleet depreciated replacement value + estimated value of fishing rights)
where,
Net profit = (Income from landings + other income + income ffisimng rights)-
(crew wage + unpaid labour + energy + repair + other variable costs + non variable
costs + fishing rights costs + annual depreciation)

ROI is compared against a Target Reference point (TRP). For this exercisey¢he 5
average of theisk free longterm interest rate for each MS was used.

Note: Indicators are not calculated if one or more of the essential cost and income items were
not provided e.g. Net profit is not calculated if depreciated replacement value was not
provided.

RoFTAIs calculated as
Net profit / (fleet depreciated replacement value);

where,
Net profit = (Income from landings + other incomégrew wage + unpaid labour +
energy + repair + other variable costs + non variable costs + annual depreciation)

EWG 1517 appied the criteria of the 2014 Balance Indicator Guidelines to comment on
whether fleet segments wheien bal ance or aout of balance
l ess than the interest rate, but grewaser t
made.

Since ROI was only available for a few countries where iM®ducedfishing rights, but

RoFTA was available for all MS except Greece, the following analysisaialy based on
ROFTA values.

Trends were calculated according to the filters detailed below for the years 2008
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Table 3.6.1 Methodology used to automatically generate comments on indicator trends.

Filter 1 Filter 2 Result
Slope* >0.05 Increasing
At least the last 2 Slope* <0.05 Decreasing
consecutive years with datg -0.05=<Slope*=<0.05 No significant trend**
Slope =0 Flat / null
No data for 2012 and/or No conclusion (Null value)
2013

* The slope is calculated with the intercept of the trend line / the fuaue of the trend (a/i0)
** A threshold of 5% is used to indicate whether the value is significant or not.

An emphais was placed on commenting on ROI or RoFTA findings for the most important
fleet segments identified by th@ER 2015 report’ (see sections nFleét Segment Level
Economic performanédor the individual MS in the STECF 4®/ report).

3.6.2.2 ROI or RoFTA Data Availability and Reliability

During the balance indicator table preparatory meeting which took place at JRC in June 2015
(see Annex l)expets highlighted several MS fleet segnmefar which indicator calcukéons
appeared to be erroneguos at least questionable.

Moeoevey the Annual Economic Report (AER) 2015 highlighted that the data coming from
eight Member States (Bulgaria, Cyprus, Estonia, Ireland, France, Greece, Maltayn®&pain)
incompleteandbr unreliable. These M&ere not taken into account in the EU and regio

trend analyses presentby the AER 2015Insomeof t hese cases this
due to smalkcale fleet segments that do not legally have to declare landings. Other reasons
could be the lack of provision of economic cost data for every [2gment that has declared
landings (and hence revenue) as a result of low sample sikheh prohbitcoverage of all
segments.

The following information on data availability and reliability was extracted from the STECF
Annual Economic Report for 201A\ER 2015), and / or MS fleet reports where relevant.
Issues highlighted in the AER 2015 will have a direct influence on the values of the 2015
balance indicator tables (since BEF is the data source for economic and technical balance
indicators). EWG 187 can not ascertain with certainty whether issues raised by MS wil
also have influencetlalance indicator valugzrovided to experts during the balance EWG
EWG 1517 nevertheless considers issues related to indicator calculations identified in MS
fleet reports to be relevant since Mfay flag importanproblemswhich should be taken into
account when interpreting indicators.

Bulgaria BGR)

According to the AER 201%p. 171) Aln 2013, the Bulgarian fleet was clustered in 3
segments: Drift net 0&2 (1137 vessels), Polyvalent mobile and passive geark3t? (49
vessels), and Pelagic Trawl 28 (18 vessels). As clustering is quite varying across years,
comparisons are not possible

7 Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECH)e 2015 Annual Economic Report
on the EU Fishing Fleet (STEEF-07). 2015. PublicatianOffice of the European Union, Luxembourg, EUR
XXXX EN, JRC XXX, 434 pp.
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EWG 1517 thusconsiders thate trend of ROFTA should be considereith cautiondue to
the high variability of the data in the time serigs.addition EWG 1517 notes that ata
submitted by Bulgaria under the DCF was flagged as questionable in the 2015 AER.

Estonia EST)
The STECF 18 2 r e p o r t anEstohianrfleeesdgménbopédiating in OFR (EST OFR

DTS VLAOXX) ( p . 54) . Accor di ngDue w confilentialdydsBues2 0 1 5  (
the data for the deepea fleet (DTS VL40XX) are not reported. There were only three
companies operating with 6 velsen this segment. The effort data are missing for the

coastal fisheries segments (PG VL0010 and PG VL1012) because they were not available
This fleet also appears in the EstUndertken f | ee
DCF, the daa on expenditure, income and capital value for distant water fleet segment
(length class VL40XX) is not included as the number of active vessels in this length class is

too small and it is not possible to consolidate the segment with other fleet ségments

In addition EWG 1517 notes thathe status and trends of ROI and RoFTA for tleet
segmentTM 24-40m $ould be considered with cautidoecause this segmeist a cluster
regrouping TM, DTSDFN 2440 m and TM 1&4m.

Germany DEU)

The German fleeteport notegp. 16): 6The values of the vessels themselves and the costs
actually incurred by the enterprises are substantially lower than the mathematical
depreciation levels and opportunity costs encompassed by the indicator. Therefore, the
indicator peses problems when attempting to undertake a comprehensive evaluation of the
balance between the fleet and the fishing opporturities.

Lithuania (TU)

The ROI indicator has been usedniational fleet reporto evaluate whether fleet segments
are economidly sustainable in the long term, howewvanly RoFTA was available in the
STECF balance indicator tabl€his suggests that the MS has data on fishing rights but did
not submit these as requested under the DCF in the data call. As no data was avagable und
the DCF on the value of fishing rights, income or costs associated to fishing rights, Rol could
not be estimated. Hence, only RoFTA could be provided in the STECF balance indicator
table..

Malta MLT)

The AER 2015 mentionsome questionable data on effort and employment but also (p305)
fithe data related to income values are not consistent with landing values for some years (in
par ti cul aiThe AER fi2tlRed rBcpmntends to take caution when considering data
submitted g Malta and the indicators produced using theas, these were deamed to be
unreliableand of questionable coverag and qudbyyexperts. Hence, Rol and RoFTA values
areprovided in the balance indicator tableg werenot considered further.

Netherland (NLD)

Values for the Rol indicator were negative floe tDutch pelagic fiet. However according to

the Dutch fleet report (p.12)because the peigc fleet is vertically integried in companies

the calculated losses do not mean that the sector is fitgile: the prices used to calculate
revenue are fAtheoretical o prices as the fi sl

60



companiesHowever we do not take into account the revenue of final transformed product
(because their pricesareunknoviro us), but the revenue at dnafi

EWG 1517 notes thatfithe final output pge of the valueadded product was knowRol
estimates would likely be more positive.

Spain ESP

According to the AER 201fp. 370)idata collection for Spain coulde difficult due the size

and complexity (by fishing areas and technology) of the Spanish fishing fleet, and quality has
been increasing over time, but it has still not achieve the desired levels, and further work
should be addressed to improve data cdidec system, quality and coverage of the data
provided.

Sweden $WE)

EWG 1517 notes thathie status and trends of ROl and Ra¥for the DTS 1824 and 24
40m should be considatevith cautionbecause these fleets are in reality clusters regrouping
avariety of fleets.

Trends in indicator statughouldalsobe considered with caution since the AER 2015 (p. 386)

points out thatfiThe introduction of a tradable fishing right system has affected the 2010

data. Half of the vessels that had more than bélthe total landings value left the fleet.
There are most probably incomes in the 060t/
guotas. The effect is that the profitability of 2010 is higher than it shoold be

United Kingdom GBR)

With regards to tb UK chapter the AER 2015 states tljpt 395) 6There have been no
significant data issues in producing this chapter, and the coverage and quality appear to be
goodo .

However,EWG 1517 notes thaROIl and RoFTA were not available for the fleet segments
involved in OFR supra regionThis is due to the lack of data submitted by MS for
confidentiality reasondvioroever, he status and trends of ROI and RofTA for the DT248

m and 2440m slould be considered with cautidiecause they are clustered fle®&3S 18
24m is regrouping X84 m of DTS, PS and TM and DTS-20 is regrouping 240m of
DTS and TM.

3.6.2.3 ROI or RoFTA Indicator Findings

Overall, trends in ROFTA were calculated for 284 segments, 169 of whichedhaw
increasing trend, 111 a decreasing trand4 no sigificant trend.

The status in 2013 of 336 segments has been calculated showing 169 to be above the
reference interest rate, 142 to be below the reference interegtmat25 to be insufficiently
profitable(i.e. positive but below the target reference point)

Area 27i general overview
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In Area 27 theravere complete or incompletédue to dstinct clusters over the yeartsine
series for4d73 segmentsTrends in RoFTAwere calculated for 194leet segments. Of these
116 shovwedan increasing trend, 75 a decreasing trend and 3 no significant trend.

The status in 201%vas calculated for 207 segments in Area 27 with 115 being above the
reference interest rate, 73 below ab® segments insufficiently profitable to cover their
opportunity costs.

Area 37i general overview

In Area 37 there are complete or incomplete time series for 315 segments. The data coverage
is lower with 75 fleets included. 45 of these showed an incigasend, 29 a decreasing

trend and 1 with no significant trend.

The status in 201%/asassessed for 107 segments in Area 37 with 44 above the reference
interest rate, 57 below and 6 not sufficiently profitable to cover their opportunity costs of
fishing.

OFRI _general overview
In OFR thereverecomplete or incomplete time series for 85megts. Trends were analysed
for 15 segments, 8 of these showed an increasing trend and 7 a decreasing trend.

The status in 201®asassessed for 22 segments in OFR with 10 above the reference interest
rate and 12 below.

Belgium BEL)

ROFTA could be caldated for 7 Belgian segments for 2013. For 2 Belgian fleet segments
ROFTA was above the reference interest rate. For 1 segment ROFTA was below the reference
interest rate, but still positive, while for 4 segments ROFTA was negative. The overall trend
in 20092013 for the 4 segments with negative ROFTA was decreasihge an increasing

trend was assessed for 2 of the remaining segments.

Two of thefleet segments with negative ROFTA are amongsntbstimportant.

Bulgaria BGR)
RoFTA indicator was calculated for 2 fleet segments (driftbielN VL06-12 and polyvalent
mobile and passive ged?$1P VL12-18m)

In both fleet segments, ROFTA is below the interest rate andréhes are increasing.
However, DCF economic data submitted by Bulgaria was flagged as unreliable.

Croatia HRV)

Due to the recent entry @froatia into the EU there & maximum of two years of dat@ata
for thetwo yearswvasavailablefor 15 fleet segmentOf these13 shovedanincreasing trend
in ROFTA while two showd a decreasing trend. Thewas data on 2013 status for 23
segments (Tleet segment®nly had 1l year of data). 14 of theseere below the reference
interest rateand 7 were above Of the 15 with trends, @erebelow and5 were above the
reference interest rateOf the 9 segmentbelow the reference interest rafé had an
increasing trend.
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Of the main segmentsPS VL1218 PS VL1824and PS VL2440were deemedabove the
reference interest rateith a positive trend.

Cyprus CYP)

ROFTA could be estimatetbr 6 Cypriot fleet segments in 2013 fleet segments had an
indicator value below the reference interest rate, anB@ YL000§ was in a borderline
situation (i.e. not sufficiently profitab). However, these results should be considered with
caution as the reliability of the data submitted was deemed questionable.

Denmark DNK)

ROI could be calculated for 19 Danish fleet segmdR@l. results for6 fleet segmentwere

above the referendaterest rate 2 segmergwerebelow but still positive, whildROI for 11
segmentsvere negative. For 18 segments an increasing trend could be assessed for ROI,
while a decreasing trend was obserf@donly one segment.

The most important Danish fleetgments achieved positive ROI in 20%8th two of them
being considerably above the reference interest rate.

Estonia EST)

Because of the éstence of fishing rightstime series ofboth ROI and RoFTAwere
provided.

The ROIlwasabove the interest rate for all the 4 fleet segmfamta/hich the indicator could
be calculatedincluding the PG Passive Gears 600m and the TM Pelagic Trawlers 24
40, which are the most important fleets at national level. The Rol is increasiriyfleet

segments including the PG-Q@m. It is decreasing for the last 2 including the T4B4n.

Finland EIN)
The Fimish fleet is divided into 6 DCF segmentnd the RoFTAwvas available for 5 of

these. The ROFTA for one segmevdasabove thaeference interest ratavhilst the ROFTA
indicator values fothe remainingfour segments are below 0.n® of the most important
segmentsPG VL001Q showed a decresing trend while for two other segmenidM 1824,
TM 2440, ROFTAwasincreasing. An additinal twosegments shogd an increasing trend.
However, looking at the data for individual yeatsis clear that onlyTM VL2440 is
characterised by a consistent increasther segments are showing maaiable RoFTA
values, which increase in some yeard decrease in others).

France ERA)
Of the 25 French fleets operating in Area 27, W6re above the threshold, Mere below

(i.,e. making a negative return on the value of their fixed tangible 3ssatsl the
remaindeing 5 wereborderline cases.e. positive but below the reference value Area 37,

of the 8 French fleets reped 5wereabove, 2verebelow the threshold and the remaining
fleet was borderline. With regards to the fleet segments operatingFiench overseas
territories, the singleeported fleet segme(HHOL VL1218) has suffered a reversal of fortune
since 2012 andiasnow found to bebelow the threshold.

Germany DEU)

Of the 13 active fleet segments for whidhatais availablethe trends in RoOFTA areverall
pogtive: 10 segmentkave an increasing trend,ad insignificant trengand only 1 segment
hasa decreasig trend. While this is postivehe 2013 status according to the guidelines
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shows that 7 segments are above the reference intereshdté are below the reference
interest rate. 5 of the segments below the reference intereshoatean increasing trend over
the years with 1 segment showing a decreasing trend in RoOFTA (DEU AREA27 DFEN
VL2440).

The DTS VL2440 segment status for 2013 is above the reference inatiestith an
insignificant trend. The DTS VL40XX segment status for 2013 is below the reference interest
rate with an increasing trend. The TBB VL1218 segment status for 2013 is above the
reference interest rateith an increasing trend.

Greece GRQ

No indicators were available for Greece.

Ireland (RL)

ROFTA could be calculated for 8 Irish segments for 2013. For 5 of 6 Irish fleet segments
RoOFTA was above the reference interest rate and RoHATA was not above the reference
interest rate. The overallerd over the 6/earperiod assessed was increasing for all 8 Irish
segments. It has to be stressed that some values assessed for ROFTA exceeadedesen

100Q and thus appear unrealistically high.

Italy (ITA)
Following the DCF segmentation Italy reported in 2013 data on ROFTA for 21 fleet

segmentsin 12 of these segments the indicator shows returns above the reference interest
rate, while for 9 it is below 0. Due to different clusteritrignds over 5 years t#aare not
available for all 21 segments. Only 5 of the 20 (1 segment was left out of the trend analysis)
show an increasing trend.

Latvia LVA)
Only 4 Latvian fleets reportedufficient data for 2014 to enablRoFTA to be calculated.

Three are showing positive return and are above the threshold. The fourth (TM VL1218) is
below. In all cases the position is less favourable than for 2013, but the results for PGP
VL0006 remain implausible, despite the low capital input in this fleet.

Lithuania (TU)

RoFTA indicator was calculated for 5 fleet segments; RoFTA is above the interest rate in 4
fleet segments, below zero in 1 fleet segm@nier the period, ROFTA is increasing for 3
segments and getting worse for 2 segments.

With regards to theéhree mostimportant segmentshe RoFTA indicator is below the
thresholdfor one DTS 2440m), andabove the thresholibr the other two PG 0610m and
TM 40XXm; long distance fleet).

Malta MLT)

ROI and RoFA are providedbut as ROI is available for a lowaumberof fleet segments,
ROFTA is considered for all of the Maltese fleet segments

Of the 12 fleet segmentsr which the indicator could be calculated213, the RoFA is

above the interest rate for 7 segments arghtiee for 5 segments. Over tperiod 2009
2013 the RoFTAiIs increasing for 8egments and getting worse fos€gments.
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Among the three major fleet segments (HBIKok 0612m, HOKHook 1824m and DTS
Demersal Trawls and Seine -28 m) pointed in the AER 2015, the R®A is above the
interest rate only for the HOK @&2m segmentHowever the RoFTA trend is increasing for
all of these major fleet segments

NetherlandsNLD)
Both Rol aml RoFTA could be calculatddr the Dutch fleettherefore the Rol indicatavas
analysed.

In 2013 ROI indicator values could be calculated for 9 out of a total of 14 active fleet
segments7 show an increasing trend,aldecreasing andah insignificanttrend The status

of 6 segments in 2013 shows that they aveve the reference interestea? are below the
reference interest ratevhile one segmentis borderline. Of the twdelow the reference
interest ratel has an increasing trend while the other has a decreasing trend.

Of the main segmentdentified by the AER 201%he NLD AREA27 TBBVL40XX has no

data for 2013 and so its trend and status cannot be calculated. The NLD AREA27 TM
VL40XX shows a decreasing trend andeow the reference interest rate2013. The NLD
AREA27 TBB VL1824 has no data for 2013 and so trends and status tencalculated.

Poland POL)

Due to incomplete time serigsends have been assessed for 6 segnoentsf a total of 19
active fleet segments in 20148l of these segments show a demiag trend. The 2013 status
could been calculated for 7 segments, of which 3adreve the reference interest raeare
below the reference interest rated 2 are characterized as borderline.

Of the main segmentdentified in the AER 201570L AREA27 DTS VL1824 ismbove the
referene interest ratevith a decreasing trend. The POL AREA27 PG VL0010 is borderline
and has a decreasing trend. The POL AREA27 TM VL2440 is also borderline with a
decreasing trend.

Portugal PRT)

ROFTA was available fds2 fleet segments, divided by regions distinguishing Azores (AZO),
Madeira (MAD) and Portugal (PRT). Overall, positive returns above reference interest rate
are reported for 30 segments, 16 segments show negative results (below 0) and 6 are
characterized anonsufficient returns (between O and the reference interest rate). The trend
analysis reveals for 24 segments a decreasing, for 27 an increasing trend.

Separating AZO and MAD from PRT gives the following result: from the 8 segments of
AZO 4 are showig positive returns, 2 negative and 2 are showingsufficient returns.

There is a decreasing trend for 6 and increasing trend for 2 segments. For MAD 4 out of 6
segments show a positive return, 2 a negative. For 2 segments the indicator shows a
decreasig, for 4 segments increasing trend. For PRT this means that 22 segments showing
positive returns, 12 segments negative returns whaliee4n in the situation of nesufficient

returns. Additionally, 16 segments show a decreasing, 17 an increasing trend.

From the three most important segments (all aread2nfified by the AER 2013RT DTS

VL 2440 is showing negative returns, PRT DTS VL 40XX positive returns and AZO PGP
VL0010 is in borderline condition. DTS VL 2440 and PGP VL0010 reae®creasing énd
while DTS VL40XX shows an increasing trend.
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Romania ROU)

ROFTA could be calcaked for 3 Romanian segments 2013. For 2 Romanian fleet
segments RoFTA was above the reference interest rate. For 1 segment RoFTA was below the
reference interest rate, but still positive. The overall trend oveyemts period was assessed
increasing for 2 of these segments andeksing trend was assessed for the third segment.

Slovenia E§VN)
ROFTA indicator was calculated for 3 fleet segments; RoFTA is above the interest rate in 2
fleet segments and below zero in 2 fleet segments.

RoFTA trends were estimated for 3 fleet segments, of which 2 showed an increasing trend
over the period 20020113 and 1 fleet segment revealed a decreasing trend.

With regards to the most important fleet segments identified by the 2015 ARfRagons
show hat the segment using purse seines (LOAL&2n) is profitable in the long term as the
RoOFTA is aboe than the interest rates. Teegment using demersal trawls (LOA-12) is
alsoimproving its trend with the RoFTA in 2013 that is above the interest rEesR0FTA

of the fishing segments using drift and fixed nets (LOA & and LOA 612 m) is negative
with an increasing trend for the segme+@r and a decreasing trend for the segmet2r8.

Spain ESP
The RoFTA indicator was calculated for 52 flestgments; RoOFTA is above the interest rate
in 24 fleet segments, below zero in 27 fleet segments; one fleet segment is borderline.

RoOFTA trends were estimated for 31 fleet segments, of which 19 showed an increasing trend
over the period 20020113, 12 flet segments revealed a decreasing trend.

Focusing orthe three major fleet segments identified by the 2015 AERRUHT A indicator
is above the threshold forupse seine over 40m Other Fishing Regionsand below the
thresholdfor the other two (édmersal trawl/seine 240m- North East Atlanticand &emersal
trawl/seine 2440mi Mediterranean).

Sweden $WE)

Of the 7 fleet segmenfer which the indicator could be calculated2613, the RoFA is

above the interest rate for 4 segments, negative $egments and between 0 and the interest
rate for the last 1. Over the period, the Rol is increasing for 4 segments and getting worse for
3 segments.

This decreasing trend mlso affecting thanajor fleetsidentified by the AER 2015DTS
Demersal Trawls and Seine-28 m and 240m, although the ROFA indicator values of
these fleet segmeate still above the interest rate in 2013.

United Kingdom GBR)
Because of the existencefathing rights, both ROI and RoFTA could balculatel. For the
two indicators, time series are complete over the period 2008 to 2013.

Of the 26 fleet segmentsr which the indicator could be calculated in 20th& Rolis above
the interest rate for 17 segments, negative for 5 segments and between 0 and the interest rate
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for the last 4. Over the period, the Rol is increasing for 15 segments and getting worse for 11
segments.

Focusing on the three major fleet segméstestified by the 2015 AERTM-Pelagic
Trawl>40m, DTS Demersal Trawls and Seine-28 m and 240m), the ROI is above the
interest rate andnincreasingrend is evident for all of these fleet segments

3.6.3 Ratio between Current Revenues and Biiea&nRevenue (CR/BER)

According the indicator guidelines (COM (2014) 545 finhH tatio between current revenue

and brealeven revenue measures the economic capability of the fleet segment to keep
fishing on a dayby-day basis: does income cover the pay fa trew and the fuel and
running costs for the vessel? If not, there may be an imbalance. If the ratio between current
revenue and breadven revenue is less than one, this is an indication of-&ranteconomic
inefficiency that could indicate the exiatee of an imbalance.

3.6.3.1 Method of Calculating and Presenting the CR/BER

Current revenue to breawen revenue ratio (CR/BER) is calculated as:

Current revenue (CR) / Break Even Revenue (BER),
where,
CR = income from landings + other income
where,
BER =fixed costs / (4variable costs / current revenue])
and,
Fixed costs = non variable costs + annual depreciation
and,
Variable costs = crew wage + unpaid labour + energy costs + repair costs + other
variable costs

As for the ROI or RoFTA indicator, fleesegments frequently need to be grouped together in
clusters in order to deliver economic data that does not breach confidentiality requirements.
Fleet segments should only be clustered when the number of vessels in the fleet segment is
too low to ensureanfidentiality of sensitive economic data. As economic data is often only
provided by the main fleet segment contained in the cluster, the other minor fleet segments in
the cluster may not contain any data.

The EWG decidedpay particular attention to thessue of clusteng; a discussion of
clustering caveats is presentedsection 3.12.1In cases were stdegments were included
(e.g. Sweden) these could be taken into account.

Trends were calculated according to the filters detailed below for the2@28s2013.

Table 3.6.2- Methodology used to automatically generate comments on indicator trends.

Filter 1 Filter 2 Result
At least the last 2 Slope* >0.05 Increasing
consecutive years with datg Slope* <0.05 Decreasing
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-0.05=<Slope*=<0.05 No significant trend**
Slope =0 Flat / null

No data for 2012 and/or No conclusion (Null value)
2013

* The slope is calculated with the intercept of the trend line / the first value of the trend (a/i0)
** A threshold of 5% is used to indicate whetheettalue is significant or not.

3.6.3.2 CR/BER Data Availability and Reliability

During the balance indicator table preparatory meeting which took place at JRC in June 2015
(see Annex l)experts highljhted several MS fleet segmefis which indicator calculations
appeared to be erroneouos at least the results questionable.

Moeoever, the Annual Economic Report (AER) 2015 highlighted that the data coming from
eight Member States (Bulgaria, Cyprus, Estonia, Ireland, France,eGiMdatta, Spain) was
incomplete or unreliable. These MS were not taken into account in the EU and regional trend
anal yses presented by the AER 2015. I n many
smalklscale fleet segments that do not legally htmveeclare landings. Other reasons could

be the lack of provision of economic cost data for every DCF segment that has declared
landings (and hence revenue) as a result of low sample sizes, which prohbit coverage of all
segments.

The following informatim on data availability and reliability was extracted from the STECF
Annual Economic Report for 201%(hereafter AER 2015), and / or MS fleet reports where
relevant.Issues highlighted in the AER 2015 will have a direct influence on the values of the
2015 kalance indicator tables (since the AER is the data source for economic and technical
balance indicators). EWG 4B/ can not ascertain with certainty whether issues raised by MS
will also have influenced balance indicator values provided to experts dtenbatance
EWG. EWG 1517 nevertheless considers issues related to indicator calculations identified in
MS fleet reports to be relevant since MS may flag important problems which should be taken
into account when interpreting indicators.

Bulgaria BGR)

According to the AER 2015 p . In7281)3,: the Bulgaan fleet was clustered in 3
segments: Drifnet 0612 (1137 vessels), Polyvalent mobile and passive gears8t(49
vessels), and Pelagic Trad8-24 (18vessels). As clusieg is quit e varyingacross yeas,
comparisons are not possilbe.

EWG 1517 considers thathe analysis otrends is not reliable due to the inconsistently
clustered fleet segments throughout the time series

Estonia EST)
The STECF122re por t r ai Estoniar fibt segmenfioperating in OFR (EST OFR

DTS VL40XX) .64).According to the AER 20156 p .  DueQo)confidéntiality issues,

18 Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECH)e 2015 Annual Economieport
on the EU Fishing FledETECF15-07). 2015. Publications Office of the Europdanion, Luxembourg, EUR
XXXX EN, JRC XXX, 434 pp.
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the data for the deepea fleet (DTS VL40XX) are not reported. There were only three
companies operating with 6 vessels in teegment. The effort data are missing for the

coastal fisheries segments (PG VL0010 and PG VL1012) because they were not available

This fleet also appears in the Estonian fleetrepo®)(ost on p. 7 i Wndertke st at e
DCF, the data on expeitdre, income and capital value for distant water fleet segment

(length class VL40XX) is not included as the number of active vessels in this length class is

too small and it is not possible to consolidate the segment with other fleet ségments

In addiion EWG 1517 notesthat he status and trends of CR/BER for the TM424n
should be considered with cautidrecause this fleet segmesta cluster regrouping TM,
DTS and DFN 240 m and TM 1&4m.

Germany (DEU)

The German fleet repoifp. 16) notes: The CR/BER indicator (ratio between current
revenue and breakven revenue) was calculated by incorporating the opportunity costs of

the capital. In the case of Germany, there would be no significant difference if the
opportunity costs were left out besauof the low interest rate to be applied. This indicator
includes values for depreciation that are significantly higher than the figures that are
actually to be applied within the enterprises. This is attributable to the method stipulated for
determiningt he val ue of the vessels (6perpetual i
considerable overestimationd

Malta (MLT)

The AER 2015 mentionsome questionable data on effort and employment but also (p305)
fithe data related to income values are nohgistent with landing values for some years (in
parti cul aihe AER fi2tlRed rBcpmntends to take caution when considering data
submitted by Malta and the indicators produced using them, as these were deamed to be
unreliable and of questionable @rag and quality by experts. Hence, CR/BER values are
provided in the balance indicator tables but were not considered further

Netherlands (NLD)

Values for the CR/BER indicator are below 1 foe Dutch pelagic flet. However according

to the Dutch fleetreport (p.12): decause the pelgc fleet is vertically integried in

companies the calculated losses do not mean that the sector is unprofitable: the prices used
to calculate revenue are fAtheoretical o pric
directly by the companieddowever we do not take into account the revenue of final
transformed product (because their prices ar

EWG 1517 notes that if the final output price of the vaadrled productvas known, Rol
estimates would likely be more positive.

Spain (ESP)
According to t hedat@ddlRctich@ol Fpaincpuld be3difidult dud the size

and complexity (by fishing areas and technology) of the Spanish fishing fleet, and cqslity h
been increasing over time, but it has still not achieve the desired levels, and further work
should be addressed to improve data collection system, quality and coverage of the data
provided .

Sweden §WB
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EWG 1517 notes thathte status and trends G&fR/BER for the DTS 184 and 2440m
should be considered with caution because these fleets are in reality clusters regrouping a
variety of fleets.

The trend analysis should also be considered with with caution since the AER 2015 (p. 386)
points out thatfiThe introduction of a tradable fishing right system has affected the 2010

data. Half of the vessels that had more than half of the total landings value left the fleet.
There are most probably incomes in the 060t/
guotas. The effect is that the profitability of 2010 is higher than it shoold be

United Kingdom (GBR)

With regards to the UK chapter the AER 2015 states that (p. @%&re have been no
significant data issues in producing this chapter, and the cgeegand quality appear to be
gooda

However,EWG 1517 notes thaCR/BERwere not available for the fleet segments involved
in OFR supra region. Moroever, the status and tren@@RIBER for the DTS 1824 m and
24-40m should be considered with cautidnecause they are clustered fleets. DTS248 is
regrouping 184 m of DTS, PS and TM and DTS-29 is regrouping 240m of DTS and
TM.

3.6.3.3 CR/BER Indicator Findings

Overall, CR/BER trends were estimated for 290 fleet segments out of a total of 932, of which
127 showed an increasing CR/BER trend over the period-201B, 100 fleet segments
revealed a decreasing treathd 63 showed no significant trend.

Area 27i general overview
In Area 27, of the 200 fleet segments for which CR/BER trends were calcul@tedpwed
an increasing trend, 63 showed a decreasing trend, and 59 showed no significant trend.

Area 37i general overview

In Area 37, data coverage of MS fleets is lower with 75 fleets included. 41 fleet segments
showed an increasing CR/BER trend, 3tlezreasing CR/BER trend and 3 fleet segments
revealed no significant CR/BER trend.

OFRi general overview

In Other Fishing Regions data was only available for 15 fleet segn&wofsthese fleet
segmentsshowed an increasing CR/BER trend, 6 a decreaseryl, and 1 showed no
significant trend.

Belgium BEL)

CR/BER could be calculated for 7 Belgian segments for 2013. For 2 Belgian fleet segments
CR/BER was above 1. For 3 segments CR/BER was between 0 and 1, while for 1 segment
CR/BER was negative. The enall trendin 20092013 was increasing for 1 segment,
decreasing for 1 segment and insignificant for 4 segments.

Two of the segments with CR/BER below 1 are amongst the mmgreriant Belgian fleet
segments identified by the AER 2015.
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Bulgaria BGR)
Thetwo fleetsegments for which the CR/BER ratio could be estimatatt et 0612m and
polyvalent mobile and passive gearsl®n)have an indicator value below 1.

The fleet segmerDrift net 0612 in Area 37shows an increasing trenghilst for the fleet
segmentpolyvalent mobile and passive gears1Bin, the CR/BERIindicator decreases in
20092013.

Croatia HRV)
Of the 15 segments for which data 2012 and 2013 data is availl2b#ow an increasing

trend in CR/BER while 3 show a decreasing trend. Of the 23 segfoemikich status could
be assessed for 2013 are out of balance and 9 are in balaaceording tahe criteria and
thresholdsof the 2014 Balance Indicator Guidedm Of the 15 segments with trends, 9 are
out of balance and 6 in balaneecording to thecriteria and thresholds df014 Balance
Indicator GuidelinesOf these 9 out of balance onB have a decreasing trerathd the rest
had and increasing CR/BER trend

Themain segmentilentified by the AER 2015, HRV AREA37 PS VL2440, HRV AREA37
PS VL1824, andHRV AREA37 PS VL1218were all are assessed to inebalance with a
positive CR/BER trend according to thecriteria and thresholds ¢f014 Balance Indicator
Guidelines

Cyprus CYP)
Of the 10 active Cypriot fleet segments, only one, VL0006, has a CR/BER above 1,

indicating that revenue is equat bigher with fishing costs. However this has decreased
comparedto 2012. Four segments hadCR/BER below 1. Trends indicate a generally
worsening situatiomcross the flest which all operate in Area 37. However this trend needs
to be considered with caution sinittere are some outliers in the time series (i.e. data quality
may be questionable).

Denmark DNK)

CR/BER could be calculated for 19 Danish segments for 2013. For 9 Danish fleet segments
CR/BER was 1 or abové. For the other 9 segments CR/BER was between 0 amtiel
overall trendin 20092013 was assessds increasing for 13 segments, decreasing for 2
segments and insignificant for 4 segments.

The three Danish segmentghich were identified as the most important Danish fleet
segments by thAER 2015 werassessetb havea CR/BER above 1.

Estonia EST)

The CR/BER is above 1 for adlfleet segment$or which data was available to calculate the
indicator, but the trends are different. Focusing on the major fleletstified by the AER
2015 the CR/BER is decreasing for the TM Pelagic Trawlerd@# fleet segmentwhile no
significant trends are obsexd for the PG Passive GearsTlimfleet segment

Finland EIN)
The CR/BER ingtator could be calculated féihe 5 activeFinish fleet segments 2013 In

these segments the CR/BER indicator was above 1 for 4 fleet segments, and below 1 for 1
fleet segment.

71



With regards to the most important segments identified by the AER 2015, the fleet segment
PG VL0010 shows no significamtend whilst TM 1824 andM 2440, show an increasing
trend in theCR/BER indicator.

France ERA)
Of the 55 French fleets operating in Area 2:&. the North East Atlantic, 15ada CR/BER

indicator valueabove 1 whilst insufficient datavasavailable for the remainingegments to
estimate the CR/BER in 201&enerally there is no significant trend in revenue levels
relative to brealeven levels.

Of the important fleetglentified by the AER 201,%he demersal trawler/seiner segments for
both 1218m and 1&4m showeda general position of being below 1, not meeting break
even levels of revenue. The drift/fixed net segments fat2kd and 1218m are above 1.

There are an addition8llL Frenchfleetsoperatingin Area 37, the Mediterranean S8leets
hada CR/BER rab greater than 1 and thus have revenue levels greater than thesbeeak
level. 5fleet segmenthada CR/BER indicator valukess tharl.

Only 1 of the fleetsegmentsn the French overseas territorasuld beassessedts CR/BER
ratiowasbelow 1,indicating that current revenue is insufficient to meet the besek level.

Germany (DEU)

Of the 13 active fleet segmenthich could be assessdlle trends in CR/BER are increasing

for 7 segments and show no significant trend for the remaining 6 segments. The status shows
6 segmentsvhich are out of balance, a@dvhich arein balanceaccording to theriteria and
thresholds 02014 Balance Indiator Guidelinedf the 6 segments out oflbace there are no
significant trendsfor the period 2002013 for 4 segmentsand increasing trensl for 2
segments.

With regards to the most important fleet segments identified by the AER 2B®)TS
VL2440 segment status in balancen 2013accordimg to thecriteria and thresholds @014

Balance Indiator Guidelingsvith an insignificant trendn 20092013 The DTS VL40XX

segment status out of balancen 2013 according to thecriteria and thresholds 1014

Balance Indiator Guidelingsvith an insignificant trendin 20092013 The TBB VL1218
segmenstatusis in balancan 2013according to theriteria and thresholds @014 Balance
Indiator Guidelineswith an increasing trenid 20092013

Greece GRQ

No indicators fomwere available for Gexe

Ireland (RL)
The CR/BERIindicatorcould be calculated for 11 Irish segments for 2013. For 10 Irish fleet

segments CR/BER was above or close to 1. For 1 segment CR/BER was close to 0. The
overall trendin 20092013 was assesstb beincreasing for Gsegments, decreasing for 3
segments and insignificant for 2 segments.

For two of thehreemost important Irish segmeritientified by the AER 2018CR/BER was

above 1, for the third segment CR/BER was close to 1.(B@®)these three segmeran
increasing trend was observed in 2.3
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ltaly (ITA)

For the reference year 2013 the CR/BER indicator could be calculated for 23 fleet segments.
14 of these fleet segments were assessed as being in balance according to the criteria and
thresholds of tb 2014 Balance Indicator guidelines, and the remaining 9 fleet segment are
out of balanceWith regards to trends in 20813, 15 fleet segments had a decreasing
trend, 5 had an increasingend and 2 fleet segments had no significant trends. No trends
could be calculated for one of the fleet segments.

Latvia (LVA)
The four Latvian fleets analyselliring the period 2008 2014demonstrate different trends

For three fleet segment indicator values are abovéhk results for the PGP VLO01G:ét
look more realistic for 2014 (13.7han tke implausibly high ratio of 2013 (73.3)The fleet
fleet segment with CR/BER indicator values below one in the reference year 2048 is
VL1218

Lithuania (TU)
The majority of CR/BER ratios calculated for Lithuamifleet segments operating in Area 27
are above 1 (4 are more than 1 and one fleet segment is less than one).

The only Lithuanian fleet segment fishing in Other Fishing Regions (OFR) for which data
was available to calculate the CR/BER indicator (LTU OFR TM VL40XX) has positive
indicator values in 2013.

CR/BER trends were estimated for 5 fleet segments, wittee&d Eegments showing an
increasing trend and 2 fleet segmesitewinga decreasing trend.

Among the most important fleet segmeitsntified by the AER 2015only DTS 2440m
shows a CR/BER below one and a decreasing trend over the period. For thevotherst
important fleet segments (PG-Q@0m and TM 40XXm, long distance fleet) the indicator is
above ongand the trend is increasing.

Malta MLT)
Of the 12 fleet segmenter which the indicator could be calculated in 20t CR/BER is

above 1 for 7 segments and equal or below 1 for 5 segments. The CR/BR is increasing over
the 20092013 period for 8 segments and decreasing for 3 (there is no time series for 1 fleet
segmenso trends could not be assegsed

Among the threamajor fleet segmentglentified by the AER 201§HOK-Hook 0612m,
HOK-Hook 1824m and DTS Demersal Trawls and Sell@24 m) the CR/BR is above 1
only for the HOK 0612m segmentHowever indicator trends are increasing for all of the
important fleet segants.

Netherland NLD)

CR/BER indicator values could be calculated for all active fleet segments for the years 2008
2014. With regards to the trends analysis (years-2009),8 segments show an increasing
trend, 5 segments show an insignificant trand 1 shows a decreasing trend. 12 segments
had an indicator value above 1 in 2013, and 2 fleet segments had an indicattel@aé.

Of the two segments belolvone has a decreasing treadd the other an increasing trend.
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Of the main segmentdentified by the AER 2015the NLD AREA27 TBB VL40XX shows

no significant trend and is above 1 in 2013. The NLD AREA27 TM VL40XX shows a
decreasing trend and is below 1 in 2013. The NLD AREA27 TBB VL1824 hax@asing
trend and is above 1 in 2013.

Poland(POL)
The CR/BER indicator for 2013 could be assessed for 7 Polish fleet segments; 5 fleet

segments were in balance and 2 were out of balance accordiagté¢hie and thresholds of
2014 Balance Indicator Guidelines. Trends were decreasing for all the fleet segments which
were assessed.

Of the main segmenidentified by the 2015 AERPOL AREA27 DTS VL1824 is above 1
with a decreasing trend. The POL AREA27 PG VL0010 is above 1 asdhldecreasing
trend. The POL AREA27 TM VL2440 is also above 1 with a decreasing trend.

Portugal PRT)

From overall 52 segments, divided by regions distinguishing Azores (AZO), Madeira (MAD)
and Portugal (PRT), the CR/BER is above 1 for 36 segments Whdegments are below. A
decreasing trend is observable for 22 segments, while 11 segments show an increasing trend.
12 segments are classified with a fsgnificant trend.

Distinguishing between AZO, MAD and PRT shows the following results: 6 segwfetiis

AZO have a value above 1, 2 below. 5 of these segments show an increasing trend, for 3 it is
not significant. For the fleet from MAD 4 segments show an indicator value above 1, 2 below
and the trend analysis reveals 4 segments with increasingseagraents with decreasing
trends. This means for the PRT part of the fleet that 26 segments show an indicator value
above 1, 12 below. Only 2 segments show an increasing, 20 a decreasing trend and for 9
segment the trend is not significant.

From the threenost important segments (all area &¥#ntified by the AER 2015or PGP
VL0010 CR/BER is above 1 but shows a decreasing trend. For DTS VL2440 the indicator is
below 1 with a decreasing trend while for DTS VL40XX shows an increasing trend with the
indicaor above 1.

Romania ROM)

CR/BER could be calculated forBomanianclusteredfleet segmentsn 2013. For all these
fleet segments CR/BER was above 1. The overall tien@0092013 was assess@s
increasing for 1 segment and decreasing fee@mnents.

Slovenia EVN)

The CR/BER indicator is below 1 in two fleet segmemEN 0006m and DFN 042 m)

and above 1 in the other two fleet segments for which the indicator was calculated (DTS 12
18m and PS 128m).

CR/BER trends were estimated forfl@et segments, with 2 fleet segments showing a
decreasing trend and 1 fleet segnsdwingan increasing trend.

Spain ESP
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Spanish fleet segments are characterized by fluctuating values/BERRn 20082013. In
2013, 27leet segments have CR/BER values under 1 and 25 fleet segmenghasizator
valuegreater than 1.

CR/BER trends were estimated for 31 fleet segments, with 11 fleet segments showing an
increasing trend, 16 fleet segments a decreasing trend #adt4egments no significant
trend.

For three most important segmeiasntified by the AER 2015CR/BER value is above 1 for
purse seine over 40rOther Fishing Regionsand below 1 for the other two dhersal
trawl/seine 2440m- North East Atlantic andemersal trawl/seine 240mi Mediterranean).

Sweden $WE)

CR/BER indicator estimates were available floe 7 Swedishclusteredfleet segments in
2013. TheCR/BER is above 1 for 5 segments,liing the two major fleets identified by the
AER 2015DTS 1824m and DTS 2410m, and equal or below 1 for 2 segments. The CR/BR
is increasing over the peri@092013 for 3 segments, an@creasing for 2dets (including
DTS 1824m). There is no significarttendfor a further 2 segmen{gcluding DTS 2440m).

United Kingdom GBR)

CR/BER indicator estimates were available for#6 clusteredfiieet segments in 2013 he
CR/BER is above 1 for 22 segments and equal or below 1 for 4 segments. The CR/BR is
increasing over the perio2l0092013 for 9 segments @hdecreasing for 8; no significant
trends in CR/BR are observed for the rest of the fleets.

Focusing on the three major fleet segmeidisntified by the AER 201¥TM-Pelagic
Trawl>40m, DTS Demersal Trawls and Seine-28 m and 240m), the CR/BER iabove 1
and increasing for all of them.

3.6.4 The Inactive Fleet Indicator

According the indicator guidelines (COM (2014) 545 fint#le Vessel Use Indicators
describehow intensively the ships in a fleet segment are being utili2ed of these Vessel
Use Indcators is thdnactive Fleet Indicatorwhich describes the proportion of vessels that
are not actually active at all (i.e. that did not fish at any time in the year).

3.6.4.1 Method of Calculating and Presenting the Inactive Fleet Indicator

The inactive vessels are split according to length classes. For each subgroup, the number of
vessels, total GT and kW were provided per year. If the proportion of inactive vessels is more
than 20% (in number or in GT or in kW) within a MS, this could iatkcsome technical
inefficiency.

Trends were calculated according to the filters detailed below for the years 2009

Table 3.6.3- Methodology used to automatically generate comments on indicator trends.

Filter 1 Filter 2 Result
Slope* >0.05 Increasing
At least thelast 2 Slope* <0.05 Decreasing
consecutive years with datg -0.05=<Slope*=<0.05 No significant trend**
Slope =0 Flat / null
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No data for 2013 and/or No conclusion (Null value)
2014

* The slope is calculated with thetercept of the trend line / the first value of the trend (a/i0)
** A threshold of 5% is used to indicate whether the value is significant or not.

3.6.4.2 Inactive Fleet Indicator Data Availability and Reliability

Data for 2008014 are provided by most of the M®14 data are nawvailable forDenmark
and France. Croatia, Latvia and Greece have diontimeseries making trend analyse
difficult and potentially misleading-or Sweden indicators for inactive fleet segments were
only available for clustered segnten

3.6.4.3 Inactive Fleet Indicator Findings

General gerview

For 7 MS (Bulgaria, Cyprus, Finland, Croatia, Malta, Portugal and Slovenia), there is a high
level of inactivity over the period 2008 to 2014, which is confirmed by all inactive vessel
indicator proportions which were calculated (i.e. the proportion of inactive vessels for the
total fleet with respect to the number of vessels, GT and engine kW). However the majority
of such inactive vessels measure less than 12 meters length overall @eg@/9etmon 3.11

for a detailed discussion of caveats related to assessing balance with regards to vessel use
indicators in small scale fishing fleets

For 8 MS (Belgium, Spain, Estonia, France in 2013, Greece in 2013, Ireland, Italy and
Poland)the percentaged mactivity werebelow 20% for all indicators.

Considering the trends from 2009 to 2014, the situation is getting better for Bulgaria, Malta
and FinlandInversely, it is getting worsef Portugal and Croatia.

Belgium BEL)

For all length classes tiie Belgian fleet the indicators of inactive vessels (number, GT, kW)
ranged between 0 and 5% in the years 280B4. Due to the small size of the fleatnual
fluctuationsin particular fleet segmentaight be due to one vessel changing its stdtwgas

thus notconsideredeasonable to commeon trends.

Bulgaria BGR)

In 2014, the percentage of inactive vessels remained high in most segments of the fishing
fleet.

The percentage of inactive vessels, representing the unutilised capacity, was still rather
substantial in the fleet segments less than 12 m in length.

In 2014, the percentage of inactive vessels on the total numbesséls in the segment-06
12m is appoximately 30 %. The LOA 2440 m segment continued to have no inactive
vessels.

Croatia HRV)

For all the Croatian inactive length classes there are increasing ime2d832013,and all

are in balance for the % of vessels indicatocording to theriteria and thresholds @014
Balance Indiator GuidelinesThis outcome is the same for the indicators of GT and kW
inactivity.
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Cyprus CYP)

The inactive vessel component of the five fleets considered here is relatively low when taken
individually, butoverall the Cypriot fleet shows a high percentage of inactive ve3deds.

data indicate that the number of inactive vessels is decreasigever the rate of decrease

is small and the principal group within the inactive vessels is that of the smallO§L00
segment.

Denmark DNK)

The proportiorof inactive Danish vessels ranged from 23 to 37% in thérf length class,

with a decreasing trend. Except for 3 cases in 2008/2009 the percentage of inactive GT was
below 3%. For kW the situation is similar:in thel®m length class the percentage fliates

around 5 over the years; for all other length classes the level of inactivity is below 5%. The
trends observed are overall decreasing or insignificant.

Estonia EST)

Inactive vessels are present in twesselsize categories (128m and 2440m). Theinactive
vessels accourior a very small part of the total fleet, less than 1% in number, Gkahd
Moreover, the inactive vessel proportions @eereasing over the period.

Finland EIN)

The Finnish fleet is dividedhto five fleet segments in Area 2Rearly all of the inactive
vessels are belonging to the under 10m category. This segment is out of balance while the
other two are in balancaccording to thecriteria and thresholds &014 Balance Indiator
Guidelines When it comes to Gthe segment with the smallest vessels (PG VL0010) is in
balanceaccording to theriteria and thresholds @014 Balance Indiator Guidelines

France ERA)

The percatage of inactive vessels French fleet segments generallysmall, below 1%.

Small vesselsonce again showhe highest levels of inactivitywith the OFR VL0006
segment showing 10.2% for 2013. The fleet segments with the next highest levels of
inactivity arethe VL0010 group in Area 27 at 2.4%ndthe VL0612 groupin Area 37 at
1.9%. There are only fevsignificant trends appeaandthe rates of increase or decrease
wheresuch trends are evident are small.

Germany DEU)

Inactive vessels exist in\essellength classes in the German fleet. Therenarsignificant
trends for 3 of theseclassesand a decreasing trema 20092014 for 2 classes (the VL0010
and VL1218). Data is only available for 2 years for tlaegestvessel length class (VL40XX)
The status for the 5 segments with complete data shioatsthe smallest class @it of
balance whilst all othersare in balanceaccording to thecriteria and thresholds dt014
Balance Indiator Guidelines

When considering indicator results based on GT, the VL0010 sawwssignificant trenah
20092014, and the segmens in balanceaccording to thecriteria and thresholds &014
Balance Indiator GuidelineJend based on GT also chanige the VL2440 classfrom not
significant to increasinglesults based on engine kW are similar to those obtained for GT,
except for the/L 0010 lemgth classvhich showsan increasing trend.

Greece GRQ
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Inactive vessel indicator values available for Gresfumv a relatively low number of inactive
vessels When considering the percentage of inactive vessels 2 segments has a decreasing
trend in20092014 /L0006 andVL0612), whilst the percentage remained the same for 1
segment\/L1218).

Ireland (RL)

For all length classes of the Belgian fleet the indicators of inactive vessels (hnumber, GT, kW)
have ranged between 0 and 7% in the years-2008. The trends obsesst in 20092014 are
either insignificant or decreasing.

Italy (ITA)

For Italy the number of inactive vessels is relatively low. Thereforesttitels of inactive
fleet segments in 2014 based on thréeria and thresholds d2014 Balace Indicator
Guidelines is in balance for all fleet segmentalyGone segment shows an increasing trend
in 20092014 in the inactive\W category.

Latvia LVA)
The only Latvian fleesegment with inactive vessels in 2014 is the VL0006 segriidset.

trend for this vessel length class is increasing in 28094 However, between 2013 and
2014 a 2.5% fall in the number of inactive vessels in the fleet is reported.

Lithuania (TU)
Inactive vessels exist inv@sselength classes in the Lithuanifieet.

Thevalues for the Lithuanian fleet show very low capacity use in 2014 (3B8@)majority

of the inactive vessels are small sdéet segmerst measuringip to 10 meters. fie segment
VL0010 has the highest values for the number of inactive vessels (30% in 2014) but the
values for GT and kW in the same segment are negligible.

The Inactive Fleet Indicator treridr the VL0010 segmerghows a decreasing tremd2009
2014

Malta (MLT

In 2014 five vessel length segments had inactive ves8&a9006, VL0612, VL1218,
VL1824, VL2440). Theseaccount for 32% of the total number of vessels, 33% of the total
GT and 30% of the total k\\Based orthe number of vessels and kW, the contribution of
small vessels (less than 12m) is importanbwever when taking into accou@T, the
contribution of large vessels (18 to 40m) in the inactive fleet is predominant. Within the less
than 12mvessel lengthlass segmenthe 00 to06m segment is decreasing in number over
the period while the 682m segment is increasing in number, GT and kW. The inactive fleet
of large vesds (18 to 40m) is increasing when considering the proportion of inactive vessels
basedn GT.

NetherlandsNLD)

For the inactive length classes of the Dutch fleet there is no significant trend for 1 class
(VL40XX), and an increasing trend for 5 clasg¥$.0010, VL1012, VL1218, VL1824,
VL2440) when considering the inactive vesselicator based othe % of inactive vessels.

All vessel lengthclassesare in balanceaccording tocriteria and thresholds dhe 2014
Balance Indiator Guidelinesn terms of GT inactivity 4 classes show no significant trends
and the two largest class@éL2440, VL40XX) have an increasing trendll classes are in
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balanceaccording tahe criteria and thresholds dhe 2014 Balance Indiator Guidelineln
terms of inactive kW the trends show 5 increasing and 1 with no significant trgath &
classesare again shown to be in balangecording to thecriteria and thresholds &014
Balance Indiator Guidelines

Poland POL)

Of the 5 inactive length classdsr which the inactive vessel indicator waalculated
(VL2440, VL0010, VL1012, VL1218, VL1824; thereare no inactive vessels in the vessel
length class/L40XX), 4 length classes have sufficienformationto assess status in 2014
while 3 have sufficient data to assess trendsqgigenent/L2440 has no data for 201¢hile

the 1824m class has no da for 2012and thus it was not possible to calculatieead). 2 of
the 3 classes show a decreasing trend with one showingcieasingrend. All four classes
with status show that they are in balanmt@014according to theriterian and thresholds of
the 2014 Balance Indiator Guidelines terms of % of inactive GT the trends show 2 of 3
vessel length classes decreasin/L0010, VL1218), whilstthe othewvessel lengtltlases
having no significant trersd For this indicator all 4 classegere assesed to ben balance
according to theriteria and thresholds of tt#14 Balance Indiator Guidelingsinally when
considering the proportion of inactive vessels with respect to engin€2kK\3vessel length
classeshad decreasingrends in 2002014, and 1an increasingtrend. All vessel length
classesverein balanceaccording to theriteria and thresolds of tH&014 Balance Indiator
Guidelines

Portugal PRT)

There were 17 inactive vessel segments for the Portuguese fleeRavitlgal divided its

fleet into overall 15 segments, with 6 segments from AZO, 5 from MAD and 6 for PRT.
Generally the percentage of inactivessels is quite low for the 1s&gments and only the
PRT VL0010 segment has a quite high percentage with over 50%. The trend apabas

no significant trend for 1&segments and only 1 segment is increasing (PRT VL0010).
Regarding GT the large segments PRT VL2440 and PRT VL40XX show an increasing trend
in 20092014, opposite tothe non-significant trendwhen considering the propam of
inactive vessels with respect to the number of vesselpérreentage of inactive vessels

Romania ROU)

Out of 5 vessel length class segments with inactive vessels ir220@8(VL0006,VL0612,
VL1218 VL1824, VL2440), the segments VLO0O06YL0612, and VL1218 had inactive
vessels in 2014.The overall percentag of number of inactive vessehad reahed high
values of 30- 53% for the 612m length class betwe&®09 and 2013This figure dropped
considerablyto 18%in 2014. The same decreasingndin 20092014is also reflected in the

GT and kW percentage$% of vessels in th@-6m length classegment and 1% of vessels in
the 1218 m length class segment were inactive in 20 three fleet segments for which
the inactive vessel indicatarould be calculated for 2014 were all assessed as being Iin
balance according to the criteria and thresholds of the 2014 Balance Indicator Guidelines.

Slovenia EVN)

The results of thenactive fleet indicator show that around half of the vessels @lthenian

fishing fleet were not active in 2014 (47%). Almost all of these vessels are shorter than 12 m
(45 %).
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The fleet segment DFN-6m accounts for 27% of the number of the vessels, but less than the
8% of the GT and less than the 6% of kW. For flest segment the level of inactivitg
decreasing in the period 202914.

Spain ESP

The Spanish fleet consisted of 6 inactive fishing segments; in 2B&4number of the
inactive vessels is less than 20% for all the fleet segments.

The percentagesf inactive vessels in terms of numbers are quite stable; nevertheless there is
a small increase in kW and GT of inactive vesselsOib42for the fleet segments which are
largerthan 24 meters.

Sweden $WE)

In 2014, theb5 inactive Swedish vessel lengthass groupqVL0010, VL1012, VL1218,
VL1824, VL2440) account for 23% of the total number of vessels, 7% of the total GT and
12% of the total kW. The contribution of small vessels (less than 12m) is important in
number and kWand it is increasing over tiperiod for the less than 10m fleet.

United Kingdom GBR)

In 2014, thesix inactiveUK vessel length class groupscount for 31% of the total number

of vessels, 11% of the total GT and 16% of the total kW. According to the number of vessels,
the contribution of small vessels (less than 12m) is imporaut increasing over the period.
According to the GT, the coritution of large vessels (240m and up 40m) in the inactive
fleet is predominant and also increasing over the period.

3.6.5 The Vessel Utilisatiomdicator

According the indicator guidelines (COM (2014) 545 findle dvessel Use Indicatods
describehow intensively the ships in a fleet segment are being utili@ee of these Vessel

Use Indicators is th&¥essel Utlilisatiolndicator, also known as th¥essel Utilisation Ratio
(VUR). This indicatorconcerns the average activity levels of vessels that didef@st once

in the year, taking account of the seasonality of the fishery and other restrictions. Under
normal conditions, it can be expected that 10% or less of the vessels in a fleet segment should
be inactive, which could be due to major repairs, refisversions or pending sales and
transfers. If more than 20% of the fleet segment is recurrently inactive or if the average
activity level of vessels in a fleet segment is recurrrently less than 70% of the potential,
workable activity of comparable ves$sethis could indicate technical inefiency, that may

reveal the exience of an imbalance, unless it can be explained by other reasons, such as
unexpected climatic or mamade events or emergency measures as foreseen in the CFP.

3.6.5.1 Method of Calculatigand Presenting the Vessel Utilisatiowlicator

Two sets of values for this indicatarere included in the balance indicator tables prepared by
JRC VUR per fleet segment based on max DAS (Days At Sea) provided hyahb
VUR220 per fleet segment based on a common max DAS of 220. In cases wealie MS$
provid figures onmax DAS JRC applied 220 DAS adipulated in the 2014 Guidelines

Trends were calculated according to the filters detailed below for the years 20080

Table 3.6.4- Methodology used to automatically generate comments on indicator trends.
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Filter 1 Filter 2 Result
Slope* >0.05 Increasing
At least the last 2 Slope* <0.05 Decreasing
consecutive years with datg -0.05=<Slope*=<0.05 No significantrend**
Slope =0 Flat / null
No data for 2012nd/or No conclusion (Null value)
2013

* The slope is calculated with the intercept of the trend line / the first value of the trend (a/i0)
** A threshold of 5% is used to indicate whether the valugigmificant or not.

3.6.5.2 Vessel Utilisatiorindicator Data Availability and Reliability

There was clear evidence that the concept
MS, and that different methodologies are used to calculate this paramet@médrcases MS
indicator valus areabove 1 which is per definition impossibié i6 not possible to spend
more days at sea than the maximum declax&8).

Where no data on maximum DAS was available the 2R had to be considered as an
alternative vessauitilisation indicator. However EWG 157 considers that this alternative is
not suitable to assess balance for small scale fishing ffemts discussion of caveats related
to assessing balance in small scale fishing fleets see section 3.11.

The following information on data availability and reliability was extracted from the STECF
Annual Economic Report for 2015, and / or MS fleet reports where relevarssues
highlighted in the AER 2015 will have a direct influence on the values of the 2015 dalanc
indicator tables (since the data soufoeboth exercisess the same EWG 1517 can not
ascertain with certainty whether issues raibggdMS will also have influenced balance
indicator values provided to experts during the balance EWG. EWG/ tevertheless
considers issues related to indicator calculations identified in MS fleet reports to be relevant
since MS may flag important prolots which should be taken into account when interpreting
indicators.

Estonia (EST)
EWG 1517 notes thathe VUR indicator is available but that thetime series isonly

complete for 2 fleet segmentEM VL1218 andTM VL2440). EWG 1517 furthernotes hat
VUR data are not provided for the PG-DOm whichis an important fleet segmein
Estonia.

According to the AER 2015 (p. 2010%effort data are missing for the coastal fisheries
segments (PG VL0010 and PG VL1012) because they were not available

Moreoever, lhe STECF 10 2 r e p o r t aniEgtdnianrfleeesegmend opérating in OFR
(EST OFR DTS VL40OXX) ( p . 54) . According tue tbh e
confidentiality issues, the data for the desga fleet (DTS VL40XX) are not reported. Eher
were only three companies operating with 6 vessels in this segment. The effort data are

19 Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECH)e 2015 Annual EconomiReport
on the EU Fishing FledGTECF15-07). 2015. Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, EUR
XXXX EN, JRC XXX, 434 pp.
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missing for the coastal fisheries segments (PG VL0010 and PG VL1012) because they were
notavailable 6 Thi s fl eet al so appeartonpitiststated Est o1
t h &hder dhe DCF, the data on expenditure, income and capital value for distant water

fleet segment (length class VL40XX) is not included as the number of active vessels in this
length class is too small and it is not possible emsolidate the segment with other fleet
segments .

Finally, EWG 1517 considers thahe status and trends of VUR for the TM-2dm slould
be considered with cautidrecause it is a cluster regrouping TM, DTS and DFM@4n and
T™ 18-24m.

Malta (MLT)
EGW 1517 notes tha¥VUR indicator values are only available 2013 and 2014Mioreover

the Maltese fleet report (p. 5) cauttheons th
value of the average theoretical effort was relatively high (when comipaite the actual

effort of most vessels within the segment) due to the high numbers of fishing days carried out

by one or two vessels within that segnient.

The VUR 220 indicator was calculatehd is available in the MS balance indicator table

given the fact that the majority of the Maltese fishing fleet is artisanal in nature (11 fleet
segments have vessels which are less than 12mBWE@ 1517 considers that is unlikely

that the VUR220 indicator can be used to assess vessel utilisationaocanate manner (see
section 3.11)Indeed, the values of VUR 220 are very low (mostly less than 0.3) over the
period for a large number of segment including over 12m fleet segments.

Portugal (PRT)
EWG 1517 notes thathe VUR indicatorfor 2013was only available fo6 fleet segments
from Madeira(out of a total of 55 Portuguese fleet segments)

Romania ROU)

EWG 1517 notes that bothesselutilisation indicators based upon both MS definition of
maximum days at sg¥UR), and on 220 days aea (VUR220) appear to benrealistically
low (betwveen 0.1 and 0.4).

United Kingdom (GBR)

EWG 1517 notes thaVUR indicator values ar@ot available so theVUR-220 had to be
calculatecby JRCas an alternativedowever nost of the fleet segments where the VUR 220
is below 0.7belong to the UK small scale fleet, aB¥WG 1517 considers that tHéUR-220
indicator canot be ugd to assess vessel utilisation for vessels in such fleet segmemts
accurate manner (see sent®11).

In addition he VUR220 below 0.7 for the TM >40 m should be considered carefully as
pointed by theJK fleetreport (p1 7) as t haesirvolvedemnshgldyl seasonal and
time limited pelagic fisheries. As such, this level of utilisatiaomisseen as indicative of an
unsustainable |l evel of activity.o

Finally EWG 1517 cautions thate status and the trends of VUR 220 for the DT24.8n
and 2440m should be cordered with cautiomecause they are clustered fleets. DTS48
is regroupng 1824 m of DTS, PS and TM and DTS-28 is regrouping 240m of DTS and
TM.
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3.6.5.3 Vessel Utilisatiorindicator Findings

Due to the issues outlined in the section on data availability and reliability for the vessel
utilisationindicator, EWG 1517 considers that it is not ajggriate to present informaticon
vesselutilisation indicator findings by area. Findings for the individual MS are nevertheless
presented below.

Belgium BEL)

The vesselitilisationindicaor based onhte maximum DAS data provided by thES is close

to 1for most Belgian segments. In some years values above 1.0 are calculated, indicating that
the maximum days were not provided correciliie vessel utilisation ratibased upon 220

days leads to a similaesulti in some cases the values exceed 1.

No significant trends could be observed.

Bulgaria BGR)

The VUR220 has been calculated for 3 fleet segments: drift nd2@§ polyvalent mobile
and passive gears IBm and pelagic awl 1824m. All three fleet segments show a value
below the thresholdandno significant trens are evident

Croatia HRV)

For the vessel utilisation indicator 18 segments have sufficient data for the assessment. 3
segments show a decreasing trend, 1 a decreasing trenflatltr@nd and 13 show no
significant trendn 20092013 The status in 2013 is assessed for 23 segmeamnighich 21

are out of balance and 2 are in balaaceording to theriteria and thresholds of tt014
Balance Indiator Guideline®©f the 18fleet segmentsvith information ontrends, all are out

of balanceaccording to theriteria and thresholds of tt&14 Balance Indiator Guidelines

For the main segmentdentified by the AER 20151dRV AREA37 PS VL2440 and HRV
AREA37 PS VL1824both are out obalanceaccording to theriteria and thresholds of the
2014 Balance Indiator GuidelineBoth segments to not show asgnificant trendin 2009
2013. ThesegmenHRV AREA37 PS VL1218s out of balancaccording to theriteria and
thresholds of th@014Balance Indiator Guidelinesvith a flat/rull trend.

Cyprus CYP)

No vessel utilisation ratios have been reported for the Cypriot flBle¢sVUR-220 indicator
was calculated for 7 of the Cypriot active fleet segments, and all fleet segmerdat of
balance according to the criteria and thresholds of the 2014 Balance Indicator Guidelines.

Denmark DNK)

A vessel ustilisation ratio based upon MS definition of maximum days at sea could not be
provided. Using a reference value of 220 days as maximuati@a of 0.7 or lowerwas
calcualtedfor 15 out of 19 segments while 2 segments are above 1. No significant trends
could be observed, except for two segments for which an inegeé®nd was evident in
20092013

The utilisation ratios for three most impant segmentglentified by the AER 2015 were
between 0.8 and 1.4 (reference = 220 days).
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Estonia EST)
The VUR was available for only @ the active Estoniarileet segmentfor 2013. For both

segments the VUR is above 0.7, and both segmentswin@ut significant trends over the
period 20092013 These VUR time series include the TM Pelagic Trawd4@rm fleet
segments which accounts for one of the two major Estonian fdetsified in the AER
2015

Finland EIN)

The vesselitilisation ratio is well below Tor all the assessed Finish fleet segmeiitse
three largest segments are showing an increasng in thenumber of sea days per vessel
20092013

France ERA)
Of the fleet segmentgported for the French fleeperating in Area 27n 201328 fleets are

estimated to have a utilisation ratio below,@id 8areabove 0.9. In Area 3¥/UR for 18

fleet segmentsre below 0.7 while 9 are above 0.9. In the French overseas territories 6
segmerd are reported as logv 0.7, 3 above 0.9, and one fleet segment is exactly 0.7 (i.e. at
the indicator threshold).

Germany DEU)

No significant trends can be seen for 11 of the 13 segments in the German fleetviesgel
utilisation indicatorwhile the 2 remaining shoan increasing trenoh 20092013. Based on
the VUR indicatorl0 segments areub of balance, and 3 are balancein 2013according

criteria and thresholds t¢iie 2014 Balance Indiator Guidelines

Of the main segmentdentified by the AER 2018he Germa fleetsegmenDEU AREA27
DTS VL2440 is out of balancaccording tocriteria and thresholds dhe 2014 Balance
Indiator Guidelinesvith no significant trend in 2002013; theDEU AREA27 DTS VL40XX
segment is in balance (in contrast to the economic itatgawith no signitant trend; the
DEU AREA27 TBB VL1218 segment is out of balanoe2013 according tocriteria and
thresholds ofthe 2014 Balance Indiator Guidelinealso in contrast to the economic
indicators,againwith no significant trendn 20092013

Greece GRQ

There was insufficient data available to calculate the VUR /A\22R indicators.

Ireland (RL)

The vesselitilisationindicator based upothe MS definition of maximum days is below 0.7
for 9 out of 17 segments. When the selsutilisation ratio is calculated based upon 220 days
the general picture does not change, howenesome cases the values exceed 1.

No significant trends could béserved for the majority of segments in 218 3.

ltaly (ITA)

In 2014 3 segments have a uali®n ratio of 0.91.0, 4 segments were between 0.7 and 0.9
and all other segments (14) for which data was provided have a utilisation ratio below 0.7.
All segments show no significant trend in the fleet utilisation 1at20032013

Latvia (LVA)
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No significant trend has been identified in the four Latvian fleet segments reported, but two
are out of balance and tvawvein balanceaccording to theriteria and thresholds of tt#914
Balance Indiator Guidelines

Lithuania (TU)

All the VUR-220 indicators calculated for Lithuanian fleet segments operating in Area 27 are
below 0.7; the only Lithuanian fleet segment fishing in Other Fishing Regions (OFR) for
which vesseltilisation indicator220 could becalculated (LTU OFRTM VL40XX), has a
vessel utilization indicator above 0.7.

VUR-220 indicators show one increasing trend, one decreasing trend and three no significant
trends for 20092013

Focusing on the three major fleet segmedéntified by the AER 2015DTS 2440m, PG
00-10m and TM 40XXm long distance fleethe VUR-220 indicator is above 0.7 only for
TM 40XX long distance fleet. For the other two fleet segments, indicators are b&l@and.
the trendsn 20092013are no significant.

Malta (MLT)
For the 21segments wherthe data are provided, the VURO is below 0.7. The ratio is

increasing for 4 segments, including the major fleet of HOK24®. The VUR 220 is
decreasing for 3 segments and no significant trends are observed for the rest of the fleet
2009-2013 including the two major fleet segments of HOKI#n and DTS 124 m.

NetherlandsNLD)

No significant trends can be seen for 12 of the 14 Dutch segments in the vessel utilisation
indicator for the period 2002013 One segment has a null/flatetid and one has a
decreasing trend. Of the 14 segments, 12 are shown to be out of patadzarein balance
according to theriteria and thresholds of tt#14 Balance Indiator Guidelines

Of the main segmenigentified by the AER 2015he NLD AREA27 TBB VL40XXhasa
vessel utlisatiomatio below 0.7 with an insignificant trema 20092013 The NLD AREA27
TM VL40XX shows a decreasing tremad 20032013,and is below 0.7 in 2013. The NLD
AREA27 TBB VL1824 shows an insignificant trem 20092013,and is also below 0.7 in
2013.

Portugal PRT)

Portugal provided only datan maximum DASfor the fleet of the Madeira region for 6
segments. From these are 4 show a ratio below 0.7 while 2 are abawe2013 However,
there seems to be a cfyge in 2014 where the value of the indicator for HOK VL1824 is 0.8
which would mean a positive developmeopposite to MGP VL0010 khere the indicator
decrease® 0.7. 5 segments show no significant tren@0032013. The fleet segmeMGP
VL0010 shove an increasingrend in 20092013.

Poland POL

As with the other indicators trends have been calculated for 6 segments and status for 7. All
trends in the vessel utilisation are insignificdating the period 2002013 The indicators

for all 7 segments are below 0.7.Therefore, for the main segnuamtsfied by the AER

2015, POL AREA27 DTS VL1824, POL AREA27 PG VL0010 and POL AREA27 TM
VL2440 the indicators below 0.7 with no significant trend

85



Romania ROU)

Vesselutilisation indicators based upon both MS definition of maximum days at sea and on
220 days atesa appear to banrealistically low (beteen 0.1 and 0.4). As the inpdata
appear to be erroneoB%VG 1517 considered futher interpretatitmbe inappropriee.

Slovenia EVN)
The VURIs below 0.7 in all Slovenian fleet segments (DTSL82n, DFN 06 m, DFN 612
m and PS 128m).Over the perio@0092013 VUR trends are not significant.

Spain ESP
The VUR indicator was calculated for 60 fleet segments; in 2013, for 30 fleets segments the
average activity level is less than 70% of the potential.

VUR trends were estimated for 41 fleet segments, of which 1 showed aasingrérend
over the period 2002013, 4 fleet segments revealed a stable trend and 36 showed no
significant trend.

VUR indicator is below 0.7 for all three most important fleet segmdattified by the AER
2015 (purse seine over 40rOther Fishing Regions,ethersal trawl/seine 240m - North
East Atlantic and eimersal trawl/seine 240m1i Mediterranean).

Sweden $WE)

For the 7 segments where the data are provided, the VUR is above 0.7 for 2 segments (the
two major fleets of DTS 124m and DTS 2410m) and below 1 for the last 5 segments. The
VUR is increasing for 1 fleetegmen{DTS 1824m)in 20092013;no significanttrends are
observed during the same period for the other fleet segments

United Kingdom GBR)

Of the 28 segments whetige data were available to calculate the indicator, the ZRRis
above 0.7 for 14 fleet segments and below 0.7 for 14 fleet seg(aemieig which 10 fleets
are belonging to the Small Scale Fleet). No signifiteemids are observed in the VIR0
indicator for all the fleets

Focusing a the major fleet segments identified by the AER 2015, the \2PRis above 0.7
for the DTS 184 m and 2440m but below 0.7 for the TM>40m. No significant trends are
observed in the VUR 220 indicator for the three major fldatsg the period 2062013

3.7 Indicator Values by Area and Member State
Indicator valuedor the years 2002013/2014, comments on fleet segment status in 2013

according to the 2014 Balance Indicator Guidelireex] trends by supnagion (Area 27,
Area 37, OFRpand MS can be downloaded frohitp://stect.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports/balance

A colour coded summary of the status of each fleet segm@@tlid according to thresholds

and criteria in the 201Balance IndicatoGuidelinesfor each of the biological, technical and
economic mdicators is provided in the lasblumns of the indicator tablén light of the
indicator calculation / interpretation issues, problems and caveats identified by several
EWGs, including EWG 187, these results need to be interpreted with caution.
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Summary of Results by SupRegion

A total of 544 fleet segmentsvhich may include clustered fleet segments) the EU
Member Statdleets were covered in the analy&is the year2013; 420 fleet segments were
active and 124 were inactive segments. Atédnad a total of 241 fleet segments, Area 37 a
total of 138 fleet segments, and OFR 41 fleet segments.

An overview of fleet segment staturs2013 according to thresholds and criteria in the 2014
Balance IndicatoGuidelinesfor each of the biologicakechnical and economic indicators
assessed during EWG -15 is provided belowln light of the indicator calculation /
interpretation issues, problems and caveats identified by several EWGs, including EWG 15
17, these results need to be interpreted withica.

Table 3.71 - Fleetsegment statusased on technical, biological and economic indicators
Area 27, Area 37 and OFR 2013 according to thresholds and criteria in the 2Baknce
IndicatorGuidelines Values in the table relate to the numbefleét segments in each status
category.Many of theapparent "missing” values are duefleet segmentlustering by
Member States.e. effort variables wersubmitted by cluster&nd noty fleet segment

Status in 2013- according to 2014 Balandedicator Guidelines
Supra VUR Profit
region Value VUR | 220 | SAR| SHI | CRBER | margin | RoFTA| ROI
AREA27 | in balance 44 98 185 41 139 121 115 33
AREA27 | out of balance 99 133 52 84 74 86 73 23
not sufficiently 19 8
AREAZ27 | profitable
AREA27 Total 143 231 | 237 | 125 213 207 207 64
AREA37 | in balance 42 23 31 8 50 46 44 8
AREA37 | out of balance 66 102 15 43 5 61 57 2
not sufficiently 5 1
AREAZ37 | profitable
AREA37 Total 108 125 46 51 107 107 107 11
OFR in balance 10 19 9 1 10 10 10
OFR out of balance 18 16 8 12 12 12
OFR Total 28 35 17 1 22 22 22 2

Summary of Results by Member State

An overview of Member State fleet segment statu013 according to thresholds and
criteria in the 2014Balance IndicatoiGuidelinesfor each of the biological, technical and
economic indicators assessed during EWG115s praided in Table 3.7.2 below. An
overview of the 2014 inactive vessel indicator redlftsr the fleet segments of the different
Member Stateés shown in Table8.7.3. In light of the indicatorcalculation / interpretation
issues, problems and caveats identified by several EWGs, including EWI@G, XBese
results need to be interpreted with caution.

? Theinactive vessel indicator was toaly indicator for which final 2014 data was available for all Member
States.
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Table 3.7.2- Fleetsegment status based on technical, biologicdleconomidndicators in

the different EU Member States 2013 according to thresholds and criteria in the 2014
Balance IndicatoGuidelines Values in the table relate to the number of fleet segments in
each status categorydany of the apparent "missing” values are due fteet segment
clusteringby Member States.e. effort variables wersubmitted by clustersand notoy fleet
segment

Status in 2013- according to 2014 Balance Indicator Guidelines
VUR Net Profit

MS Value VUR 220 SAR | SHI CRBER margin ROFTA ROI
BEL in balance 7 5 5 3 3 2
BEL out of balance 2 1 4 4 4 4
BEL not sufficiently profitable 1
BEL Total 7 7 6 4 7 7 7
BGR in balance 1
BGR out of balance 3 16 2 2 2
BGR Total 3 17 2 2 2
CYP in balance 1
CYP out of balance 7 5 6 5
CYP not sufficiently profitable 1
CYP Total 7 6 6 6
DEU in balance 3 5 9 1 7 7 7
DEU out of balance 10 8 2 8 6 6 6
DEU Total 13 13 11 9 13 13 13
DNK in balance 6 5 2 9 8 8 6
DNK out of balance 13 13 13 10 11 10 11
DNK not sufficiently profitable 1 2
DNK Total 19 18 15 19 19 19 19
ESP in balance 30 32 36 3 25 24 24 2
ESP out of balance 30 28 19 10 27 28 27 6
ESP not sufficiently profitable 1
ESP Total 60 60 55 13 52 52 52 8
EST in balance 2 1 2 4 4 4 4
EST out of balance 2 3
EST Total 2 2 1 5 4 4 4 4
FIN in balance 1 3 3 1 1 1
FIN out of balance 5 4 1 1 4 4 4
FIN Total 5 5 4 4 5 5 5
FRA in balance 13 27 53 7 18 15 12
FRA out of balance 52 38 13 15 16 19 16
FRA not sufficiently profitable 6
FRA Total 65 65 66 22 34 34 34
GBR in balance 14 28 5 22 22 21 17
GBR out of balance 14 5 10 4 4 4 5
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GBR not sufficiently profitable 1 4
GBR Total 28 33 15 26 26 26 26
GRC out of balance 9 9 9

GRC Total 9 9 9

HRV in balance 2 4 8 9 8 7

HRV out of balance 21 19 1 6 14 15 14

HRV not sufficiently profitable 2

HRV Total 23 23 9 6 23 23 23

IRL in balance 4 5 12 7 9 7 7

IRL out of balance 13 12 4 4 2 3 1

IRL not sufficiently profitable 2

IRL Total 17 17 16 11 11 10 10

ITA in balance 12 4 3 1 14 14 14

ITA out of balance 11 19 4 9 9 9 9

ITA Total 23 23 7 10 23 23 23

LTU in balance 1 2 4 4 4

LTU out of balance 4 4 1 2 1 1 1

LTU Total 4 5 3 2 5 5) 5

LVA in balance 2 1 1 2 3 3 8

LVA out of balance 2 3 1 1 1 1

LVA Total 4 4 1 S 4 4 4

MLT in balance 15 7 7 7 6
MLT out of balance 21 1 5 5 5 2
MLT Total 15 21 1 12 12 12 8
NLD in balance 2 5 13 1 12 7 7 5
NLD out of balance 12 9 7 2 2 2 2
NLD not sufficiently profitable 2
NLD Total 14 14 13 8 14 9 9 9
POL in balance 2 6 5 3 8

POL out of balance 7 7 1 2 2 4 2

POL not sufficiently profitable 2

POL Total 7 9 7 2 7 7 7

PRT in balance 2 26 24 & 36 31 30

PRT out of balance 4 26 5 16 21 16

PRT not sufficiently profitable 6

PRT Total 6 52 29 S 52 52 52

ROU in balance 3 3 2 2
ROU out of balance 3 3 3

ROU not sufficiently profitable 1 1
ROU Total 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
SVN in balance 2 2 2

SVN out of balance 4 4 2 2 2 2

SVN Total 4 4 2 4 4 4

SWE in balance 2 2 16 12 5 4 4
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SWE out of balance 5 5 5 10
SWE not sufficiently profitable
SWE Total 7 7 21 22

Table 3.7.3- Fleet segment status based on the inactive vessel indicator in each of the
Member States 2014 according to thresholds and criteria in the 2@&ance Indicator
Guidelines

Status in 2014

according to 2014 Balance Indicator Guidelines

MS

in balance

out of balance

NA

BEL

% of inactive N
% of inactive GT

% of inactive kW

BGR

% of inactive N
% of inactive GT

% of inactive kW

CYP

% of inactive N
% of inactive GT

% of inactive kW

DEU

% of inactive N
% of inactive GT

% of inactive kW

o o »~ (a0 b O W B~ WD NN

DNK

% of inactive N
% of inactive GT

% of inactive kW

o o O (kP P

ESP

% of inactive N
% of inactive GT

% of inactive kW

EST

% of inactive N
% of inactive GT

% of inactive kW

FIN

% of inactive N
% of inactive GT

% of inactive kW

N W N [P PR O

N N DN ([P

FRA

% of inactive N
% of inactive GT

% of inactive kW

26
26

GBR

% of inactive N
% of inactive GT

% of inactive kW

GRC

% of inactive N
% of inactive GT

% of inactive kW

HRV

% of inactive N
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% of inactive GT

% of inactive kW

% of inactive N
IRL % of inactive GT

% of inactive kW

% of inactive N
ITA % of inactive GT

% of inactive kW

% of inactive N

LTU % of inactive GT

o o oo o1 oo (oo oo (o g
w

% of inactive kW

% of inactive N 1
LVA % of inactive GT

% of inactive kW

% of inactive N

MLT % of inactive GT

kR P (N NDN

% of inactive kW

% of inactive N
NLD % of inactive GT

% of inactive kW

% of inactive N

POL % of inactive GT

A D b O O O O 01 O |k

% of inactive kW

% of inactive N 15 1
PRT % of inactive GT 16
% of inactive kW 16

% of inactive N

ROU % of inactive GT

N NN [P RP R R, R R

% of inactive kW

% of inactive N
SVN % of inactive GT

% of inactive kW

% of inactive N

SWE | 94 of inactive GT

o o0 o | A W W W W

% of inactive kW

3.8 Future Considerations: ProposedBiological I ndicators and Evaluation Tool

The Expert Group recognises that the overall purpose for Member States to report on balance
between fleet capacity and fishing opportunities is to gaimsight into the impact each

fleet segment is having on the stocks they exploit and the economic dependency they have on
such stocks. Of particular importance is to evaluate these criteria in relation to the objective
of exploiting all stocks at rates cesponding to frsy. In the short term, while the CFP
objective of exploiting all stocks at rates that will deliver M&¥y not yet have been

91



achieved, an assessment of the impacts and the economic dependency of fleets exploiting
overharvested stockmay hdp to identify those fleet segments that may be out of balance
with fishing opportunities and which may require some form of management action.

The STECF 182 report presented proposals for alternative indicators that may prove useful
to Member States iassessing whether their fleet segments are in balance or not in balance
with their fishing opportunities. The proposed indicators were as follows:

1 EDI - economic dependency indicator

1 NOS- number of overharvested stocks

1 NSR- number of stocks at risk

The EDI and the NOS were proposed as alternatives to replace the SHI. The NSR was
proposed as a replacement for the SAR indicator. Justification for the proposals, as well a
proposed revised version of the guidelines are given in STEAR 1&portand are ot
repeated here. After further consideration, the Expert group considers that while the SHI
alone is not a particularly useful indictor of which fleet segments are likely to require
management action in trying to achieve a balance between fleet capaditfishing
opportunities, there is some merit in retaining the SHI as it does provide some useful
information if used in conjunction with the EDI and the NOS indicator. Furthermore, the
Expert Group also proposes to modify the methodheésholdcalculaton for the NOS
indicator. The proposed modification pgesented belowThe proposed NSR indicator has

not been considered further in this report.

The Expert Group considers that used in combination, the above indicators can help Member
States toidentify problematic fleet segments that have both a major impact and a high
economic dependency on overharvested stocks, thereby providing an indication on which
fleet segments may need to be targeted for management action.

In preparing the indicators sgified in the 2014 Balance Indicator Guidelines for this report,
values for théEDI indicatorlisted above were also calculated. While the Commission did not
specifically request that such indicator values be prepared or commented on in this report, the
Expert Group considers that they may prove to be informative in assessing balance between
capacity and fishing opportunities in the future. Hence, they will be made available online in
as a supplementary data file electronicannex(see section 6 of thiepor). However,the

Expert Grouprecogniseghat MSare required tawomply with the 2014 guidelines in their

fleet reportaunless revised guidelines are issuedigyCommissioat some future date.

The «pert responsible for the calculation of the $tdlues (Jerome Guitton), has developed

an evaluation tool that may prove to be a useful aid to the Commission and Member States in
addressing the issue of balance/capacity in the future. An example of the potential utility of
the evaluatin tool is explaied below;Figure3.8.1summariseshe relationship between the

SHI and the EDI values for two hypothetical fleet segments.

The tool is available at:

Link: http://halieut.agrocamys-ouest.fr/sirs_cstep/

Login: atlas
Password: atlas
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Figure 3.8.1 Relationshipbetween EDI and SHI for two hypothetical fleet segments
indicated inTable3.8.2 Sizeof the bubble represents the relative magnitude of the landings
by each fleet segment.

FromFigure 3.8.1the SHI values indicate that on average Fleet A is more heavily dependent
for its revenue on stocks thate being fished at rates greater thggyRhan is Fleet BThe

EDI identifies what proportion of the overall revenue to each flieginent is accounted for

by stocks that are fished at rates greater thag.Furthermord-igure 3.8.1also shows the
relative magnitude of the landings by eachtfl®esenting the SHI and EDI valuassuch a

way is likely to help Member States to identify which fleet segments to include in their action
plans and give an indication of the extent of any action that may be required to redress any
imbalance between pacity and fishing opportunities.

Table 3.8.1i Summary oinformationshownin Figure3.8.1

Fleet A Fleet B
SHI Highest > 1 Lowest< 1
EDI Highest Lowest
Landings Lowest Highest

Hence for stocks that are overfished with respecivtg ,H-leet A has the greatest economic
dependency, but accounts for the smallest proportion of the landings from such stocks. An
action plan may therefore be targeted more to Fleet B than to Fleet A because even though
Fl eet B6s reli ancelesothan &leee A find $ds eadlowes teanmomic |
dependence on such stocks, it is responsible for exerting a much higher level of fishing
mortality than Feet A.

Examining the values for the EDI and SHI in combination with the indicator for number of
overhavested stocks (NOS) may be informative in this resgetile 3.8.2showsthe values
for SHI, EDI and NOS for two hypothetical fleets A and B.
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Table 3.8.2- Indicatorvalues for SHI, EDI and NOS for two hypothetical Fleets A and B
from a single Member State. In practice such a table would include columns for all of the
fleet segments for a single Member State.

Indicator Fleet A Fleet B
SHI 1.13 0.92
EDI 40% 13%
NOS LP 3

1 On reflection the Expert Group considers that giieposal of presenting the NOS indicator in

the STECF report 152 should be amended slightly. Only fleet segments which do not fish any
overharvested stocks should have a NOS value of 0. Fleeesegwhich fish overharvested stocks,

odzi FlLff 0St2g¢ (KS > GKNBakK2ftR akKz2dZ R KIFI&S | bl
that although the fleet segment is fishing overharvested stocks, catch levels of the stocks in question

are low.

Thevalues in Tabl&.8.2imply thefollowing:

SHI

Using the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, because the SHI value is greater than 1, Fleet A is,
on average, relying for its income on fishing opportunities which are structurally set above
levelscorresponding to exploitation at levels corresponding to MSY.

Using the criteria in the 2014 guidelines, because the SHI value is less than 1, Fleet B is not,
on average, relying for its income on fishing opportunities which are structurally set above
levels corresponding to exploitation at levels corresponding to MSY.

The SHI values alone would perhaps imply that in this example, an action plan involving
Fleet A only may be appropriate as Fleet B appears not to require any action as it is not
overly relant for its revenue from stocks that are exploited abaws.FHowever, the SHI

gives no information on how much catch or fishing mortality is generated by Fleets A and B.
Such information is required in order to inform on the potential impact of amngutn
involving either fleet. If Fleet A is responsible for only a small proportion of the overall
catches of the stocks at risk, then an action plan involving that fleet alone will have only a
small impact.

EDI

The EDI gives a measure of the extdrat the fleet is reliant on landings from stocks that are
being exploited at rates that exceagk¥ In this example, it is clear that Fleet A is highly
reliant on stocks that are exploited aboygyH40% of its revenue is accounted for by such
stocks),while the reliance of Fleet B on such stocks is only 13%. Such information allows
managers to consider the potential economic consequences of an action plan involving either
fleet.

NOS

As currently calculated (see STECFQ&repor) the NOS indicator combines information

on both the number of overfished stocks exploited by a fleet segment and the relative
magnitude of the value of the landings from such stocks by all the fleet segments for a single
Member State. The resulting valusdicates the relative impact that a fleet is having on
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stocks that are fished abovgdy compared to the other fleet segments in that Member State.

It does not provide any information on the relative impact that the fleet segment is having on
overfished ®cks compared to fleet segments from other Member States that are exploiting
the same stockd$or a potential improvement of the methodology betow. Furthermore, a

value of zero does not indicate that a fleet is not exploiting stocks that are fistadsat

above Iysy, merely that their contribution to the fishing mortality on such stocks is small
compared to other national fleet segments, because landings by that fleet from such stocks are
relatively small.For this reason EWG 157 considers that theroposal of presenting the

NOS indicator in the STECF report-D2 should be amended slightly. Only fleet segments
which do not fish any overharvested stocks should have a NOS value of 0. Fleet segments
which fish overharvested stocks, but fall below e threshold should have a NOS value of
OLPO (Low Proportion) t o clearly i ndicate
overharvested stocks, catch levels of the stocks in question are ltthe.above example it is

clear that Fleet A is having a agively low impact on overharvested stodisce the NOS

v al u e hutghatdhle impact of Fleet B is impacting 3 such stocks.

Combining the mdices

Using all 3 indices gives a better overview of the impact the 2 fleets are having on stocks that
are leing overharvested and how economically dependent they are on such stocks. Such
information is required in developing and assessing the potential impact of an action plan.
The SHI alone does not indicate overcapacity (out of balance) of the fleet. Tanbasgon

plan on the basis of the SHI could result in inappropriate actions. In the simple example
above, Fleet A is indicated to be reliant on overharvested stocks (SHI = 1.13), and has a high
economic dependency (EDI ©%) but compared to other Membgrt at eds fl eet se
overallimpact on overharvested stocks (NO&P) is low. Conversely, Fleet B is indicated

not to be economically reliant on overharvested stocks (SHI = 0.92), has relatively low
economic dependence on them (EDI = 13%) but overdaving a much higher impact on

such stocks (NOS = 3) because it is accounting for a bigger proportion of the overall landings
from such stock by all fleet segments within the Member State.

Armed with such information, a management decision can be mdl regard to achieving

the management objectives for the fishery as a whole through an action plan. Clearly actions
involving reductions in Fleet B will have a bigger impact with regard to overharvested stocks

than Fleet A and will have less of an inospan the revenue for Fleet B than for Fleet A, even

though Fleet A on average is more economically dependent on overharvested stocks. This
simple example highlights that the potential traffs of alternative actions in attempting to
achieve an overalldbl ance bet ween fl eetsd <capacity an
conceivable that the situation for Fleet A could be improved, provided that an appropriate
action plan involving Fleet B can be successfully implemented. An action plan for Fleet B
hasa much higher impact on the overharvested stocks than an action plan for Fleet A.

Considerations on thehreshold for NOS

The Expert group reviewed the indicator for Number of Overfished Stocks (NOS) proposed
in the STECF 1502 report In that proposal,he NOS essentially indicates the number of
stocks for which the ratio of Rlfsy is greater than 1.0 (i.e. stocks that at a particular point in
time are being fished at rates that are not consistent with MSY) that are exploited by a fleet
segment, providethat the catch of such stocks by that fleet segment account for more than
N% of the total catches from that stock by all segments in a Member State. N% is an
arbitrary threshold aimed to eliminate fleet segments that catch low levels of the stocks in
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guesion. N is expressed as 1 / Number of fleet segments, e.qg. if the number of fleet segments
is 100, the Threshold percentage would be 1%. If the number of fleet segments is 10, then the
threshold would be 10%.

On reflection the Expert Group considers ttie# above method to estimate the threshold

may give rise to values that are misleading and that an alternative method needs to be devised
in order to derivea meaningful indicatorAn alternative proposal would be to use a threshold
taking into account # importance each fleet segment has for the exploitation of an
overharvested stock. Such a threshold may be based either on the value or the weight of the
landings a certain fleet segment has from an overharvested stock. The EWG suggests that a
pragmatic hireshold would be to include in the calculation of the NOS only those fleet
segments that contribute to the top 80% of landings from an overharvested stock either in
weight or value. This would also circumvent the problem that in the old calculation method
everything was relative to the fleet segments inside a member state while now the overall
impact relative to all fleets fishing on a stock can be taken into acddawever,such an
approach may mean thii¢etsfrom some Member Statdisat catch only amall proportion

of overharvested stocksay notbe identified agequiring an action plan and this may be

seen to be discriminatarirhe 80% thresholdouild alsobe applied to the fleet landings for a
single Member State to help to identify which fleetthmm the Member State may require an
action plan.

3.9 Short and Long Term Considerations for Biological Indicators

EWG 1517 considers that the present procedures and guidelines to assess the balance
between fishing capacity and fishing opportunities are not entirely fit for purpose. There are a
number of major issues that need to be addressed in order that Member Stateetakeun
adequate assessments of balance and devise appropriate action plans.

Firstly, there is a need to consider both short and-teng options for the management of
fishing capacity. For example, an objective of the CFP is to ensure that the explaifati

living marine biological resources restores and maintains populations of harvested species
above levels that can produce the maximum sustainable yield. &@séation rates should

be achieved by 2015 where possible and, on a progressive, intaebesis at the latest by

2020 for all stocksin Area 27 otal allowable catches (TA€s, or O6f i ssdareg oppo
set for most commercial fish stoclis order to achieve the desired exploitation rates
Nevertheless, many stocks in the NE Atlardgie currently exploited at rates greater than
Fusy and for thesgthe shortterm catches set in line with the provisions of some management
plans can be based on exploitation rates that exaggd $imilarly fishing opportunities set
through negotiationni the Fisheries Council may also equate to fishing mortality rates that
exceed fsy. Consequently, Ffsy based indicators will indicate that some fleet segments
are out of balance with their available fishing opportunities. This in turn could lead to the
development of inappropriate action plans

A further consideration concerns the notion that as long term fishing mortality rates tend
towards ksy, long term stock biomass converges qu3\B Moreoverrecovering stocks may
offer increased fishing opportities in the future and, hence potentially may also offer the
possibility to accommodate additional vessels in a given fisherfpllows that Member

2 This is also true when they@ar criterion(specified in the 2014 Guidelines) is used as a guide.
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States that have completed an action plan to reduce fishing capacity through unwarranted
decommissioning may not thereafter have sufficient capacity to take full advantage of their
future fishing opportunities.

The maximum sustainable yieldbjective als applies to Mediterranean stocksowever
catch | imits, or o6fishing opportunitiesd as
Bluefin tuna.Instead a series of national management plans have been adopted under the
Mediterranean Regulatiéh The Commission and the Member States are currently reviewing
whetheréghe objectives of these national management plans are consistent with the MSY
objective”.

EWG 1517 noted that data used to calculate indicator values lags at least two years behind
the year in which Action Plans are generally prepared. Therefore, rather than providing only
short term action plans, Member States should be encouraged to articulateadomgelians

(to 2020 and beyond) that set out options for fishing capacity and future fishing opportunities
expected as stocks are exploited at rates correspondingyorRese plans should also take

into account the impact of other policy instrumentst thffect the balance between capacity
and opportunity, for example the introduction of the landing obligatimjmplementation

of national management plans in the Mediterraneathe potential changes resulting form a
new technical measures regulati®uch an approach is clearly better suited to understanding
and acting appropriately to address sttern as well as longerm structural overcapacity. In
some cases this will mean avoiding unwarranted decommissioning and introducing
appropriate shortetm measures where justified. In other cases it will encourage Member
States to introduce additional measures, sufficient to address future structural imbalance and
to do so at an appropriate tirseale.

3.10 Future Considerations: Proposed Economic Indicators

The Expert Group offers the following observations for consideration by the EC when
planning to revise the list of economic/capacity indicators and the respective guidelines for
the MS reports on balance/capacity. NOTE: some of the following have pshvibeen
discussed by the STECF (see STECFO24

Indicators

MS are required to provide informati@m two economic indicators: ROl &oFTA (or Net

Profit margin depending on what is available or appropriate) and CR/BER. Both indicators
areessentiallya measurement of the employmehtapital in the fishery, ROl dROFTA (or

Net profif) arelong termindicators whileCR/BERis ashort termindicator. Long term in this

case means the inclusion of opportunity costs of capital. If a company earns enough to cover
the opportunity costs of capital this would give the company a-texmg perspective
especially when it occurs over many years.

22 Council Regulation (EC) No 1967/2006 of 21 December 2006 concerning management measures for the
sustainable exploitation of fishery resources in the Mediterranean Sea

% COM (2014) 388 final.COM (20#4) 545 final. Communication from the Commission to the European
Parliament and the Councioncerning a consultation on Fishing Opportunities for 2015 under the Common
Fisheries Policy.
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So far the bkt of indicatorsdoes notinclude onesthat cover the other two factors of
production, labour anthe naturatesource. As there murrentlyno appropriatendicator for
resource as a production fagtonly an additional indicator for the production factabour
is hereconsideed (Net profit marginhaspreviously beerproposed as proxy indicator for
resource productivily

Labour

EWG 1517 discussed the inclusion of a labour productivity indicator for the
balance/capacity repoi previous reportsGVA/FTE has beemproposedEWG 1517 once
againdiscusseavhetheNVA/FTE would be a better choice.

GVA = Income from landings + other incomenergy cost$ repair cost$ other variable
costsi non variable costs

NVA = Income from landings + othencomei energy costs$ repair cost$ other variable
costsi non variable costsdepreciation

These definitions differ regarding the inclusion of depreciation, which follows from the
applied capdl value for a fleet segment. We are aware thatstandard income approach to
measuring labour productivity in most industries relies on ratios based on GVA and to follow
this would offer some inteindustry comparison with fisheries.

EWG 1517 discussed the pros and cons of including a labour todiead what definition
and reference pointshould be applied. However, time was too limited to come to a final
conclusion and, therefore, it would be very importarfotlow up on thisdiscusgn during a
special EWG in the future.

Capital
The indicator used, Return on Investment on fixed tangible assets, RoOFTA, is an appropriate

indicator of capital productivity. As mentioned above, RoFirAvidesinformation on the
long term. Therefore, is appropriatéo maintainCR/BERas ashorttermindicator.

The following definition for the indicators shall be applied:

ROFTA
Net profit / (fleet depreciated replacement value);

where,
Net profit = (Income from landings + other incomé¢grew wage + unpaid labour +
energy + repair + other variabtosts + non variable costs + annual depreciation)

CR/BER
Current revenue (CR) / Break Even Revenue (BER),
where,
CR = income from landings + other income
where,
BER =non variable costs + annual depreciatigt-[variable costs / current revenue])
and,
Variable costs = crew wage + unpaid labour + energy costs + repair costs + other
variable costs
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Suggestion foa DedicatedEWG

In the past the EC requested STECF to provide a possible list of indicators to assess
balance/capacity of fleets (SGECA/SGRSTFA]. Since then the list of indicators evolved
(some were part of the proposed indicatatherslike the SHI were not) and glelines
developed how to calculate and present the indicatbrideet segment levelThe list of
indicators and guidelines may be revisgginin the near futurealthoughnotimmediately).

As there is now some experience with the actual indicatdisgussions on the
appropriateness of different indicators have taken place, and it is clearer whether the
indicators are fit for purpose, the EC should consider a new dedicated EWG meeting to
formally assess thetility of the existing indicators, test meproposed indicators and revise

the existing balance indicator guidelines.

3.11 Assessing Balance in Small Scale Fishing Segments

EWG 1517 discussed theelevance of ROFTA and vessel use indicat@ardentage of
inactive vesselsand VUR220) to assess thsustainability of small scale fishing segments.
Economic and technical indicators of small sé¢eleing segmentsire directly affected bthe
low level of activities,low averagdandingsper vesse(exploitation of available fish stocks
in very low quatities), and generallyow levek of vessel replacement vakie

At EU level,the highest levels of vessel inactivity are encountered in small scale fleets, i.e.
vessels measuring less than 12 m in overall lergfifo of the inactive vessels were under
12m in length while vessels between 12 and i2daccounted for 6% and vessels ovem24
less than 2% of the inactive fleet (AHRNG-15-03 & 1507). In addition, the vessel use
indicator isbelow 0.7 forover 95% of thefishing segments under 112 fleet - this is
supposed to indicate technigakfficiency (see Figure8.11.1and3.11.2below). Suchlow
levels ofactivity may be due to the fact that a large number of sisedle vessel owners
operate on a patime basisand use fishings an additional soce of food and/or incomeas

a complimentaryactivity to other economic activities (such as agriculture, tourism, etc.)
simply for recreational purposeall of these potential reasons will result in low levels of
fishing activity formanysmall scalevessels

The 2014 Balance Indicator Guidelines state that a default value of 220 days at sea should be
used if no data on the maximum observed days at sea is available. EX\@bsiders that

the use of 220 days at sea to assess small scale fishatg) ilenot suitablésee also the
STECF 1502 report) and thussuggestghat theVUR-220 should not be applietb vessel

which measurdess than 12 mn length Where Member States do not provide data on
maximum observed days at sea in a fleet segment composed of vessels under 12 m in length,
no conclusion on vessel use should be readheaddition the calculationof the indicators

RoOFTA for smaliscale fleesegments needs to be considered with @hare,tothe low level

of capital assets values.
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3.12 Fleet Segment Clusteringand SegmentationCaveats

3.12.1 Clustering Caveats

According to theMember State DCRnnualReportguidelines (version of Feb 2015, derived
from the SGECA 092 report) Member States should distinguish between segments
considered for clusterg as follows:

1. Important segments with distinct characteristics;
2. Segments similar to other segments;
3. Nonimportant segments with distinct characteristics.

Importance of fleet segments should be assessed in terms of landings (value and volume)
and/or effort. Similarity should be demonstrated using expert knowledge on fishing patterns
or on available data on landings and/or effort.

For each of the cases described, MS should apply the following approaches for clustering
according to the differertharacteristics of fleet segments:

1. Important segments with distinct characteristics

Such segments should not be clustered unless strictly necessary in data reporting for
confidentiality reasons. Data should be separately collected for these segmémeladed

in national totals (unless separate identification is then made possible as a consequence).

2. Segments similar to other segments

Such segments can be clustered for sampling purposes, as well as for confidentiality reasons.
The segments mergstould be selected according to criteria that should be fully explained
and justified by the MS. In particular, the approach to determine similarity should be clearly
described by the MS.

3. Nonimportant segments with distinct characteristics

Such segmes can be clustered for sampling purposes, as well as for confidentiality reasons.
These segments can be merged with otherimportant segments. Clustering of these
segments with other important segments should be avoided. MS should explain howrthe lowe
importance had been determined and for which reasons the clustered segments have been
selected. Standard Table 111.B.2 should report the segments that have been clustered.
Clusters should be named after the biggest segment in terms of number of vessels o
economic significance.

Following this advice segments which are clustered should either have sinaifacteristics
or would be of minor importance. In the latter case economic figures of a cluster can be
expected to be dominated by the most impoitatividual segment.

In order to look at the possibility to use biological indicators at the same level of clustering as
economic indicators as proposedhe STECF 192 report the SHI was also calculated for
clustered fleet segments for EWG-1%. An example contrasting the whustered, detailed

SHI calculation (fleet defined by country + supra region + fishing technique + vessel length)
with clustered SHI calculation (same fleet aggregation as that used for economic indicators)
was presented to EW&AL7:
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Detailled version of the SHI
year [Marea [ fleet code B Economic fleet segment | Catches [ stock_assessed B shi

*hke-nrtn her-47d3 *Bss-47
bft alb-27 ple-eche mac-ne
*hke-soth *cod-7e-k *ple-
echw *hom-west *sol-bisc

201227 FRA-AREA27-TM-VL1824RA AREA27 TM VL1824° 26907817whm-27 sol-echw whg-7e-k 1,56
i ple-eche mac-nea her-47d:
2012 27 FRA-AREA27-TM-VL2440-RA AREA27 TM VL1824° 1142802*cod-347d *sol-eche *Bss-4 0,7

Clustered version of SHI

year [Bdarea  Edfleet_code B3 Economic fleet segment B Catches B stock_assessed B shi
year area fleet_code captures_to stock_assessed shi
*cod-347d mac-nea *had-7t

k sol-echw ple-eche whg-7
k bft *cod-7e-k her-47d3
2012 AREA27 FRA AREA27 TM VL1824° 28050619*ple-echw *hke-nrtn *sol- 1,5

Experts noted that with this particular example the clustered SHI calculation hides that fact
that two fleets with different SHI values (one with a good SHI (i.e. SHI < 1) / one with a poor
SHI (i.e. SHI > 1)) are being merged. Since the cludteadculation results a poor SHI it
hides the fact that part of the fleet actually has a good SHI. EW{¥ 1bus concluded that
clustering cannot be generally recommended for biological indicators. Instead where
biological indicators arevailable at flee segment level, it is moradvisdle to also analyse
them at this level without clustering, despite the fact that riecessity of clustering for
economic variables/indators cannot be overcome

However, several MSwhen submitting DCF datgrovide transversal data (including
landings) by clustered segments. Hence, any differences between fleet segmenta within
cluster cannot be detected. EWG-1I5 notes thatcording to the DCF, transversal data
should be provided at the fleet segment level.

3.12.2 SegrentationCaveats

It has to be born in mind that DCF fleet segmemigy includevesselsthat operate in

different fisheriesi.e. not all vessels in a particular fleet segment may perfommparable

activities. Fleet segmentsiay not necessarily representh e fi ma n a g ¢hatdsn t uni
desirable when it comes to stocks and their exploitation. Instead, segmentation of fleets
according to the DCF is based upagssellength thresholds and dominant gear used. This

has been chosen aspragmatic approach becausgecovers all vessels. The current DCF
segmentatioms thereforenot necessarilystockrelated

Forthisreason, the calculation and interpretation of balance indicators using the current DCF
segmentationmay not necessarily facilitate thetegration letween economic, biologic and
technical indicators.

Several optionsnaybe considered to address this isfoeexample
1 If a segment represents several fisheries but consists purely of vessels which
individually perform only one particular type oflisry, then the segment can be split
into separate units which represent a certain fishery. In this case these subgroups
could be directly summed up to the DCF fleet segment.
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1 If a certain fishery is performed by vessels which individually perform onlyotinés
fishery, but belong to different fleet segments, the vessels could-dreargged to
different groups. However, as these vessels belong to different DCF segments, the
totals by DCF segment can no longer be determined by simply adding the new
subgroups.

1 If vessels perform fisheries on different stocks #@mas cannot be assigned daly
one fleet segmenit might be possible to create a vessel group which represents a
certain combination of fisheries/metiers.

Using a different approach than the DGsuld possiblyallow for a closer link between a
vessel group and a certain fishery. The raw data is availalilee MS, andeven ifit is

feasible to rearrange and process them to generate alternative vessel groups, this cannot be
achieved in the shotem. It is also possible that vessels may not be fully covenedime
seriesdataas currently developed under the D@&uld be lost

Some MS have already raistiils issue and proposed more appropriate segmentation in their
fleet report. This often consists in subdividing the current DCF segments per area (e.g.
France, Italy). In the Guidelines it is noted by the Commission that a MS may provide data in
the fleet repdraccording to a segmentation that is different to the DCF if they provide a
Oproper justificationo. It i s uncid expeated wh at
from MS when a distinct segmentation is proposed. It is a reality for some MShéat t
national fisheries management is carried out with a different segmentation than that of the
DCF segments. In some cases these national segmentations will have been used for a much
longer period of time in national fisheries management than the clifespan of the DCF
segmentation. While it is recognised that for the purpose of analysing all EU MS fishing
fleets the DCF segmentation serves an important puridsealso recognised that the DCF
segmentation is not adequate for national fisherigsagement for all MS.

4 TOR 2EVALUATION OF MEMBER STATE ACTION PLANS

4.1 Intr oductory Remarks for TOR 2

Article 22 of Regulation 1380/2013 (on the Common Fisheries Policy) states that where fleet
segment assessmemigarly demonstrafé that fishing capacity is not effectively balanced
with fishing opportunities, a Member State should prepare and include in its report an action
plan for the fleet segment(s) identified as having structural overcapacagrding toArticle

22 of Regulabn 1380/2013, &ion plans should set out the adjustment targets and tools to
achieve a balance, and a clear timeframe for its implementation. This Regulation is further
supported by COM (2014) 545 Final which states that action plans should also dpecify t
causes of imbalance and in particular if it has a biological, economic or technical background
as calculated according to the indicators.

24 COM (2014) 545 Finas t a t e Bor theHleet segfnents withearly demonstrateiimbalance, the Member
State concerned shall prepare and include in the report on the balance between fishing capacity and fishing
opportunities an action plén. o
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The evaluation of action plans conducted by EW& 1%vas based on the protocascribed

in the STECF 182 repat. The protocol and associated criteria werevaluated to ensure

that they were still appropriate for the 2015 Terms of Reference. The criteria developed and
used were based on COM (2014) 545 Final and were as follows:

(i) Consistency between fleet repand action plani to ensure that the fleet
segments identifiedy the Member Statas imbalancén the nationafleet report
were included in the associated action plan éxplanatiorwas soughin the
fleet reportif a fleet segment was deemed to be ilabee in the report and then
not included in the action pln

(i) Presence of a discussion about the cause of imbailaiheereasons as to why a
fleet segment is considered to be imbalance shouldcheled in the action plan
as stipulated in COM (2014) 545nal.

(i) Examination of the adjustment targétsction plans should contain adjustment
targets as stipulated in COM (2014) 545 Final.

(iv) Specification of tools to reach the adjustment targjetsction plans should
contain specified tools as stipulated in COM (2014) 545 Final.

(v) Specification of a clear time framgé action plans should present a clear
timeframe for implementatioas stipulatd in COM (2014) 545 Final

STECF EWG 1517 thereforeundertook its action plan evaluations against the 2014 Balance
Indicator Guidelines (COM (2014) 545 Final). Expert judgements are based on comparing
the submitted Member State action plans to the reménts of the 2014 Balance Indicator
Guidelines.

ToR2 expressly states that EWG-15 is requested to comment on the proposed measures in
action plans to eliminate the imbalance identified in national fleet reports. However the
indicator values that argsed to assess imbalance and contained in Member State reports may
well differ from the indicator valuesonsidered as paof EWG 1517 ToR1.

In addition to the action plans submitted by Member States, EW& Hiso evaluated the
fleet reports of Membebtates for which no supporting action plan was submitted. EWG 15
17 evaluated these reports to assess whether any fleet segments were idgntified
Member Stateas being imbalance with fishing opportunities which would therefore warrant
the ned for asupporting action plan according@® M (2014) 545 Final

4.2 Evaluation of Member State Action Plans

4.2.1 Belgium (BEL)

EWG 1517 notes that no fleet segments were identified by the Member state as being
imbalance and, as such, no action plan was provided.

4.2.2 Bulgaria (BGR)

An action plan based on a combination of biological, economic and technical indicators has
been presented by Bulgaria focusing on fleet segments that are considered by the Member
State to be imbalance with fishing opportunities. Althoughethie a general consistency
between what is reported in the fleet report and the action plan, EVI@ Aétes that:
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(i) The biological indicators used by the Member State for the identification of imbalance
fleet segments are not the ones proposed bgdinemission in COM (2014) 545 Final.

(i) The fleet segmentation used in the action plan refers only to the size of vessels and does
not take into consideration the main gear employed.

(iif) The proposed percentage capacity reduction for each fleet segnmentexplained.

(iv) Although the fleet segment-@m is considered balanced by the Member State, a 1
percent permanent cessation of fishing activities is proposed in the action plan.

Indicators and Fleet Segments Considered

The five indicators reported in the Bulgarian action plan are:
(i) Ratio between average and maximum effort per vessel.
(i) Festimated/Ftarget ratio.

(i) Yield/biomass ratio.

(iv) ROI (return on investment).

(v) CR/BER (Current revenue/breakeven rexenu

The fleet segments selected for permanent cessation of fishing activities comprised vessel
segments of length classifications between 0 and 6m, 6 and 12m, 12 and 18m, 18 and 24m,
using any type of fishing gear. The rationale for the selection of titestesegments is
detailed in the report and is based on the results from the five indicators.

Adjustment Targets and Tools

The adjustment tools and targets proposed by the Bulgarian action plan include the reduction
of fishing capacity by a total of 28essels in the four fleet segments described above. The
percentage reduction in GT or kW is presented and a summgigersinTable 4.2.1below.

The reduction of fishing capacity will be achieved through the scrapping of 20 vessels and
the subsequent remal of the fishing vessels from the fleet regiskeraddition 8 vesselsill

be retrofittedfor activities other than commercial fishidg

Table 4.2.1- Percentage of reduction by fleet segment.

Fleet segment N. vessels % reduction
Ocbm 7 1
6¢l12m 16 1
12¢ 18 m 6 10
18¢24 m 3 15

Timeframes for Implementation

The timeframe for i mplementation aftionstbe Bul
achieve balance between fishing capacity and fishing opportunities should be cormjuded

31 December 2020 and the effect of the plan with regard to the measure concerning the
permanent cessation of fishing activities will be limited to 31 Decembern2017 The act i ¢
plan is proposed to start at the beginning of 2016 and the Member Statesterthat 40

percent of the structural overcapacity adjustment plan will be achieved by the end of the first

year (by 31 December 2016) and 60 percent in the second year (by 31 December 2017).

“The English translation of (TeeeduBtiod oftherfishmqcapadttbyan pl a|
total of 28 vessels will be achieved through the removal from the fishing vessels register and subsequent
scrapping of 20 vessels and the retrofitting of 8 vessels for activities other than commerciabfishing.
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Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures

EWG 1517 notesthat the Bulgarian authorities have presented an action plan that clearly
identifies fleet segments that the Member State considers to be imbalance, along with
adjustment targets, tools and timescales targeting these fleet segments. Noting COM (2014)
545 Final, EWG 1517 is unable to consider the appropriateness of a capacity reduction
scheme as the action plan does not describe the reasons for this and the associated fleet
reduction targets. EWG 15/ notes that the biological indicators used in the agtian do

not reflect those contained in the guidelines communicated to Member &@ates(2014)

545 Fina).

4.2.3 Croatia (HRV)

The Croatian action plan identifies three fleet segments that the Member State considers to be
in imbalance with their fishing omptunities and also provides details of proposed
adjustment targets and tool€WG 1517 notesthat the use of monitoring throughout the
length of the action plan would assist the Member State in measuring progress towards the set
targets.

Indicatorsand Fleet Segments Considered

Croatia clearly and consistently identified three fleet segments (PS, DTS and DFN) in the
fleet report and action plan that are considered to be imbalance by the Member State. A brief
rationale for this selection was includea the action plan. The Member State raises
numerous reservations regarding the appropriateness of indicators in general (e.g. SHI) but
also in specific fleets (e.g. DFN). Croatia reported results for the following indicators: (i) the
Inactive Fleet Indicmr; (ii) the Vessel Utilization Indicator; (iii) the Sustainable Harvest
Indicator; (iv) the Return of fixed tangible assets (RoFTA); and (v) the Current Rekenue
BreakEven Revenue (CR/BER).

Adjustment Targets and Tools

The Croatian action plaimcluded a description of the proposed management tools. These
were capacity reduction (for PS), effort reduction (for PS, DTS and DFN) and technical
measures (for PS, DTS and DFN). Adjustment targets were also presented. ENV@dtEs

that some of thealues in Table 14f the action plammay need to be reviewed (e.g. DTS
VLO06-12 reduction values do not add up to the total reduction planned), which may have also
an effect on Table 15. EWG 45 was unable tgive an informed opinion othe Member

St a theiéesof adjustment targets the potential impact of the tools chosen to achieve
them,sincethe rationale behind such choices was not explained inatienal fleet report.

Timeframes for Implementation

The Croatian action plan provided a timeframe with respect to the EFF (2017) and EMFF
(2020). EWG 1517 notesthat the incorporation of monitoring milestones into the action plan
would facilitate the Member State in monitoring progress towards adjustangets.

Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures

EWG 1517 notesthat Croatia has providechaxplictact i on pl an. The Mel
choice of which fleet segments should be included in the action plardegasibed with

sufficient detail The plan included both adjustment targets and tools proposed by the
Member State. EWG 157 cannot comment on the reasoning behind the level of adjustment
targets and tools since no explanation was provided by the Member State.
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4.2.4 Cyprus (CYP)

Anactionplanvwas presented by Cyprus for the countr
categories A&B), which the Member State considers to be imbalance with fishing
opportunities. The targeted capacity reduction is expected to be achieved by 2020, with one
proposé tool for achieving it, namely permanent cessation of fishing activities, through the
withdrawal of fishing vessels from the fleet.

Indicatorsand Fleet Segments Considered

The Cypriot action plan contaisclear analysis by the Member State into theults of the

balance indicators. According to the Member State, the indicators show that vessels with
polyvalent passive gearsl® m (targeting the small scale inshore fishery with category
licenses A&B) appear to be underutilized to some extent, suggestechnical overcapacity
according to Cypriot authorities. The Member State indicates that the SHI values suggest that
this fleet segment relies on stocks that are being exploited at rates exceeding those capable of
delivering MSY. It is stated that tistocks contributing to the indicator equate to almost 30%

of the value of landings, including the most important species for the sedsoemps(boops

According to the Member State, the RoFTA value for the fleet segm&RinGis negative

but with a podgive trend, indicating economic oveapitalization, however the RoFTA value

for the fleet segment-6 m is low. It is stated that the ratio CR/BER for the fleet segment 6

12 m is positive but lower than 1, showing that the income is not enough to ceverdts,

while the ratio CR/BER for -® m suggests that the segment is profitable according to the
Member State. However, EWG -15 notes that the Cypriot authorities consider that the
results of the CR/BER calculation should be treated with caution, #$ircgata used in the
calculations are based on a questionnaire survey due to the absence of financial accounts and

| ogbooks. The Member St the availableé sciergiffc inforenaticno nc | u
indicates that the vessels with polyvalent pasgi@ars 6<12m (small scale inshore fishery

with category licenses A&B) isinimbalaice and pr oposes an action p

Adjustment Targets and Tools

The adjustment targets and tools are clearly specified. The management measure of
permanent cessation statteluring the previous programme period (2@023). During

2013, 107 small scale inshore vessels (categories A&B) were scrapped with public aid in the
context of the Fishing Effort Adjustment Plan of Cyprus Small Scale Inshore Vessels,
resulting in a capaty reduction of 299 GT and 3689 kW. The aim of the Member State is to
complete this measure under the new programme, with the withdrawal of an additional 55
vessels. In total, once the proposed permanent cessation has been completed, a reduction of at
least 30 percent of the small scale inshore fleet is expected.

In Annex Il of the action planthe Member State gives a detailed explanation of the rationale
behind the percentage of vessels targeted for scrapping. The targets and tools proposed by
Cyprus are the withdrawal of an additional 55 small scale inshore vessels. Moreover, the
action planrefers to the fact that a modification of the Cypriot national fisheries law is
ongoing, in order to provide the required legal framework for achieving a balance between
fishing capacity and fishing opportunities.

Timeframes for Implementation
EWG 1517 notes the following clearly detailed timeframes for implementation proposed in
the Cypriot action plan:
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(i) By the end of 2017 completion of the measure of permanent cessation of fishing activities,
with the withdraw of 55 small scale inshoressels;

(i) Annual evaluation of fishing capacity of the small scale inshore fleet based on the
common guidelines;

(i) Following the completion of the proposed cessation of 55 vessels, and based on the
annual evaluations, possible consideration of furthanagement measures for achieving
balance of the fleet by 2020.

Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures

STECF EWG 1517 notes that the segments identified in the action plan correspond to those
identified by the MS in its national fleet report lasing imbalance. The MS rationale for
selecting such fleets is also explained in the agllan. EWG 1517 notesthat theaction

plan contains arguments in support of the chdaegets and toolsThe timeframe for the
delivery of tools is clearly prestsd.

4.2.5 Denmark (DNK)

EWG 1517 notes that in Anex 7 of the fleet reportihhe Danish authorities propose an action
plan in case of imbalance; however the actions proposiednot target any specific fleet
segments. In Table F7 of the report, the MembeteSieesents an overview for each DCF
fleet segment with a traffic light warning system, however no conclusions are drawn with
regards to the balance or imbalance of fleet segments.

Indicators and Fleet Segments Considered

EWG 1517 notes that there is ranalysis of the results of the indicators in the Member
Stateds action plan and no segments are des
therefore requiring the actions proposed in Annex 7.

Adjustment Targets and Tools

EWG 1517 notes that in lingvith COM (2014) 545 Final, an action plan should comprise
clearly defined adjustment t ar g €he sndivadmad t ool
Transferable Quotamanagement system has contributed to a reduction in capacity and
ensures that the fishg activity is automatically adjusted according to the fishing
possibilities 0

Timeframes for Implementation

EWG 1517 notesthat the timeframe for implementation of the Danish action plan is not
clearly specified. The start date of the action plaroisfired and the Member State does not
set any clear deadline for completion.

Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures

EWG 1517 notes that the actions proposed in the Danish action plan are not specific to any
particular DCF fleet segments. Thargets are not clearly specified and the timeframe for
proposed actions is not clearly described.

4.2.6 Estonia (EST)

EWG 1517 notes that no fleet segments were identified by the Member state as being
imbalance and, as such, no action plan was provided.
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4.2.7 Finland (FIN)

EWG 1517 notes that no fleet segments were identified by the Member state as being
imbalance and, as such, no action plan was provided.

4.2.8 France (FRA)

EWG 1517 notes that French authorities consider eight fleet segments to be in a state of
fienduring imbalanoe and t herefore requiring an actioc
fienduring imbalance aSegmerfis with over 15 % of the total landings of one or more
depleted stocks in 2011, 2012 and 2013, and segments economically dependehgmiifie

%, on depleted stocks in 2011, 2012 and 20&3

EWG 1517 understands that French fleet segmentation has been refined to incorporate lower
level geographic fishing zones. This led to the identification of 220 fleet segments in total in

the Frenchighing fleet. Of these 220, fleet segments have been identified as being imbalance

by French authorities according to the following criteria: if biological indicators (SHI, NOS

or SAR)neggtivee | dalfiues for a tirk0l®andyfymeathanp®®a i od (
of the landed value of the fleet segtheomes from depleted stocks.

EWG 1517 notes that French authorities communicate a rationale as to why imbalance is
primarily determined by bioolytbege irdigatorsdentifd i c at or
the segments with a definite impact, in terms of volume landed, on depleted stogks d t h a't
negative values overathrgee ar per i od wer e lastisggrendr. e E WMGo 1i5n d
17 notes that those fleet segments with negative values totwess years have been

identified agarget segments for monitoring.

Indicators and Fleet Segments Considered

EWG 1517 notesthere to be consistency between the French fleet report and supporting
action plan. French fleet segments considénethe Member Stat® be imbalance (in line

with the above criteria) were as follows: (i) Bay of Biscayetters (DFN)- VL1012; (ii)

Bay of Biscay- Netters (DFN) VL1218; (iii) Bay of Biscay Netters (DFN) VL1824; (iv)
Eastern ChannelNetters (OFN) - VL1012; (v) Mediterranean Seiner (PS} VL1824, (vi)
Mediterranean Netters (DFN)- VLOO0OG6; (vii) Mediterraneant Netters (DFN)- VL0612,

and (viii) Mediterranean Various towed gear (MGO) VL0612. In the latter three fleet
segmentsonlyvessalss i ng gangui enduting otnbadanckave an 0

Adjustment Targets and Tools

EWG 1517 notes that the French authorities present a rationale for the adjustment targets
proposed (in this case, capacity reduction targets). The rationale is basedodsnused to
guantitatively estimate the extent of imbalance observed. This estimate was then used to
estimate the reduction of landings required to bring the fleet segment into balance, which was
subsequently used to inform the capacity reductions refbythe fleet segment in question.

The action plandentifiesthose fleet segmentthat the Member State has assessetiaving
fienduring imbalanoé . E WEG7 natés that adjustment targets and tools proposed are
tailored to each fleet segment and incleange of measures, such as: the permanent
cessation of activities; temporary cessation of activities; greater selectivity for fishing gear;
limited fleet renewals and entries for imbalanced segments; and consideration of management
measures proposed nmulti-annual plans.
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Timeframes for Implementation

The action plan sets out a timescale stretching to the end of 2020, with significant reductions
in imbalance expected to be achieved by the end of 2017; however it is acknowledged that
this timeline is épendent upothe EMFF Operational Programn@®P). EWG 1517 notes

that implementation of the actions within the proposed timeline are dependent on OP EMFF
fundingand it would be useful to see the planned deadlines for all proposed actions for each
fleet segment clearly set out (for example, it is not clear when the ban on new vessels
entering the relevant sole fisheries will be enacted). Furthermore, a number of the deadlines
described refer to decisianaking deadlines (for instance, when meetings valheld), but

this does not necessarily refleetdeadline for implementation.

EWG 1517 notes that the French authorities are considerate of thelemging nature of
fishing opportunities and therefore propose to review the action plan as apprdpvidte
1517 notesthat it would be useful to see deadlines for the proposed monitoring of fleet
segments inarporated into the action plan.

Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures

EWG 1517 notesthe action plan to bexplicit in content and consistit with the fleet report.

Timelines are presented along with adjustment targets that are supported with a clear
rationale for their calculation. However, timelines presented are often more reflective of
decision milestones rather than implementation. §dot each fleet segment identified as

h a v iendgringiimbalanoe ar e presented. There is a stro
through decommissioning, although EWG-1B notes that several other alternatives are
provided.

4.2.9 Germany (DEU)

The Germaraction planidentifies six segments which the Member Statansiders to show
signs of potentiaimbalance with fishing opportunities:

() passive gear fleet segmentBG VL1012 (static net vessels) and DFN VI-18 (drift or
fixed netters);

(i) demerséa trawl fleet segments DTS VL1012, DTS VL1218, DTS VL1824, DTS
VL24-40.

In the fleet report, the BmberStatedescribedleet segmentsarrying out smalkcale coastal
fishing activitiesas havingindicator values at or near threshold levels (from economical,
biological and technical indicators as stipulated in COM (2014) 545 Final). For various
reasons (such as, low fishing capacity of the vessels in this segment, low catches as
percentage of theverall figure), German authorities see no reason at the present time for the
development and implemextion of an action plan for thesegmerd German authorities do
however state that they will regularly monitor the situation and, if necessary, takeaer

the coming years. Moreovehe TBB VL10-12 (beam trawlers3egmenis notincludedin

Annex 5 of the German annual fleet reparhich contains values fahe SHI. The Member

State reports that no analytical stock calculation was performedduéatt that there is no
guota for the common shrimp which is the target spdorahis segment.

The action plan presented by Germany includes detailed information about the biological,
economic and technical results of the indicators for fleet segmi@ntable 3 of the German
action plan all indicator results of the Member State are presented. However, the assessment
for two of the segments (DTS VLiAB4 and DTS VL2440) are based only on biological
indicators.
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Indicators and Fleet Segme@ensidered

For fleet segments identified aBowing signs of potenti&nbalance by German authorities,

the results of all indicators (biological, economic and technical) for each fleet segment are
included (see Table 3). The Member State recognises &aLP0-10 could be considered

to be imbalance, but this is excluded from the action plan, although a clear rationale is
presented for this.

Adjustment Targets and Tools

The Member State presents the following global targets:

(i) Transposition of legal regrements of new Common Fisheries Policy to promote a
positive investment;

(i) Adjustments to indicators used in order to improve the accuracy of measures to adjust
fishing capacity to fishing opportunities;

(iif) Modernisation of the German fishing fleet

(iv) Actively shift fishing pressure in order to maintain srsaléle fisheries in the Baltic Sea.
The adjustment tools presented by Germany are:

(i) Measures to shift relevant quotas;

(i) MSC certification;

(iif) Marketing support;

(iv) Aid restrictiors;

(v) Modernisation;

(vi) Fisheries monitoring and control;

(vii) Cod camera project in the North Sea.

EWG 1517 notesthat progress towards such global targets is difficult to monitor and
evaluate. Furthermore, EWG -15 observes that there is no tdihgr of targets to the
individual fleet segments even though differing causesoténtialimbalance are identified

by the Member State. EWG 115 notesthat the inclusion of quantitative adjustment targets
will make it easier to assess the implementaticth@® proposed tools.

Timeframes for Implementation

A clear timeframe for implementation of the proposed measures is described in the action
plan. The Member State presents a plan to evaluate the implementation of the proposed
measures in 2017 and, if@able, implement further measures in 2018.

Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures

The German action plan is based on a full assessment of indicators as included in the fleet
report. EWG 1517 notes that the proposed plan includes a rangbél adjustment targets

and tools, along with a timescale for implementation and monitoring. EW{Z Iotes that

it would be helpful i f guantitative targets
progress towards adjustment targets over time.

4.2.10 Greece (GRC)

The fleet report from Greek authorities does not draw any conclusions with regards to the
balance or imbalance of national fleet segments and no action plan is provided. However,
EWG 1517 notes that the report identifies pressures on sboois according to biological
indicators, includingMerluccius merlucciusand Parapenaeus longirostrin the Aegean,
descri bed apwintbfeamplee eaploitatioh.e Ifin r el ati on t o t he
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report c o rthede gsp@esare thehnain tandet species of trawlers and, therefore,

fishing efforts should be further reduced on the basis of a preventive apprpachh o we v er n
supporting fleet segment balance analysis or action plan is provided by the Member State.
Similarly for hale , Gr eek aut horweimusersduce the mrdssurg exertised t i
on the stock, mainly by trawlers, through the permanent withdrawal of vessels or the
temporary discontinuation of activities, however no supporting fI

actionplan is provided by the Member State.
4.2.11 Ireland (IRL)

The Irish action plan focuses on the medium sized demersal trawler and seiner segments
(DTS 1218 and DTS 1&4), and includes several measures to redress the economic
imbalance identified by the Memab State. The fleet report describes different effort
reduction schemes that have already been put in place: a kW/day scheme, a seasonal closure,
highly selective gear and, lastly, two decommissioning schemes inZ0@@and 2008. In

addition to this thection plan proposes price enhancement measures, on board value added
measures and targeted decommissioning.

The largest segment in the Irish fleet (with over 1800 vessels) is the polyvalent segment,
which includes DCF segments DFN, DTS, FPO, HOK and PM#ifferent lengths. These
segments fish in different areas including the Celtic Sea, West of Scotland and Irish Sea, and
target demersal and pelagic species in varying proportions. The Member State considers that
several of these segments have charatiesi that influence the indicator values. Irish
authorities also highlight certain methodological issues that may influence the
characterisation of a fleet segment as imbalance.

Indicators and Fleet Segments Considered
In the fleet report, the Member $t# st at es t hat basedsoneen ecor

degree of fleet adjustment is necessary for the Irish polyvalef24I LOA) fleet . The
closest equivalent by DCF fleet segmentation are the fleet segments BEIBSmriand DTS
1824 m. In the MS actionp | an Il rel and f u r theh possibilityooh ¢ | u d e

overcapitalisation within the polyvalent-20 m length class also exists

Technical indicators are not used by the Member State to assess fleet segments because, as
explained in the fleet report,éh Me mber St at e consi dneacceratda hat t
picture0 due to differences in fleet aspects and

With regards to bi ol ogi ctlelrather cahisecagdregatian ofl r e | a
fleet segnents fails to consider both spatial and stock specific differences of different sub

fleets or metiers that make up the fleet segment can result in situations where the overall
perception is being driven by a small a stdmponent making it difficult to edtify metier

specific issues. As a consequence, indicators can only be considered to be indicative of
imbalance and prevents any definitive conclusions from beingdrawn | r el and neve
presents SHI i n difordahe DTSsleet sagents the SHI mdicatdrshaset i
persistently >1 and recent analysis using the 2014 assessment data shows that this problem
continues with all segmeidts

Economic indicators are then used to identify those fleet segments for which an action plan

is requirel : Hoviever it should be noted that when the economic indicators are considered
the primary segments of concern are the DTS.82nd the DTS 184m segmends. The
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economic indicators presented in the action plan are the CR/BER and the RoFTA. For
segment 'S 1218 m the action plan states that the short and long term indicators in the last
two years of the analysis were passed but that the DTIB 12 length class length class was

very close to failing the long term indicator in 2013. The fact that the IFE3m length

class failed the net profit indicator in the AER report is also highlighted. For segment DTS
1824 m t he action plan st asignsof dvdrcapitalidatioe, fa nede t
that the closest equivalent Irish vessel length cayegbpolyvalent 18 24 m length class
Afhas a stable negative a.orehRdr t e g-d0gnhthbeu DT S h &
action plan states that (as was the case for the DF®ii2segment) the DTS 2Dm
segment passed the short and long term indigatothe last two years of the analysis but

al so that t h eolyeatpnt 2440anl lengtht clads fails ddth indlicators in half of
the years throughout 0.

The Irish action plan then discusses the implications of the introduction of the Landing
Obligation (LO). With regards to the Irish polyvalent fleet segments the MS concludes that
fiGiven that the Irish polyvalent 134 vessel length is already failing the economic indicators

it is expected that this length class will further decline in its esoa performance in the
years to come. Additionally, the polyvalent general4@4length class, while passing the
economic indicators in 2013, has shown high variability since 2008. The introduction of the
LO is expected to impact this length class sigaiftlyo .

Given the facts that (i) the DCF DTS -18 m segment passed the short and long term
indicators in the last two years of the analysis, (ii) the Irish polyvalefit8ih? segment

overall has more positive economic indicator results than the pohyvEs24 m and 240

m segments (Figures 2a and 2b in the action plan) , and (iii) the MS highlights the impacts of

the Landing Obligation on the Irish polyvalent-28m and 240m segments, EWG 1B/

notes that it is not clear why the action plan stdtea t ifsome degree of f|
necessary for the Irish polyvalent (12 4 m L OA) f | eet 0 ,-20rhlerngtht he p

class is not considered in the action plan.

The action plan focusses on the Irish polyvalent fleet. However the analysis of economic
indicators in the MS fleet report also shows poor economic performance in other Irish fleet
segment s, e. g. f or t Ahe DRBo(Hedde) segmentgitebadly mn c | u d €
2008 but recover by 2011 before failing in 2012 a mheé TM segment (pelagic) fail this
indicator in all years except Sntldrly forfther | en ¢
C R/ B EDRB sement overall looks instable, 2011 being the aedy where all length

classes passed this indicabor  dhe gbelafic segment classes of 2440 and 40XX fail this

short term indicator in all years except for 2@l2 E W&/ ndtés that although some
explanations for the poor economic performance of ceftaet segments are given in the

fleet report (e.g. for the pelagic fleet see p. 27), the criteria based on which the polyvalent

fleet were chosen for the action plan are not discussed in detail.

Adjustment Targets and Tools

EWG 1517 notes that accarty to the fleet report, the actions proposed by the Member
State should contribute significantly to achieving balance between capacity and fishing
opportunities. According to the report, this is further supported by a specific performance
assessment fro@012 on previous use of decommissioning (the Value for Money study). The
characteristics of the decommissioning scheme, including budget and access conditions are
detailed in the action plan.

113



The action plan quantifies the impact of the proposed pricaneeiment and on board value

added schemes to account for a30percent reduction of the economic imbalance of the
fleets segments. For the impact of the decommissioning schemes, basic calculations have
been performed to predict the impact of the exithaf least profitable vessels on the total
economic balance of the segment. Measures to make sure that it is those vessels that leave the
fisheries are detailed in the Value for Money report.

Timeframes for Implementation

According to Irish authorities, éhaction plan will take place in 2016 and 2017. The support
schemes are scheduled to conclude on 31 December 2017 coinciding with the end of the
EMFF programme.

Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures

EWG 1517 notes that based on econompeformance the Irish action plan considers that

fisome degree of fleet adjustment is necessary for the Irish polyvalén2glad LOA) fledi .

The closest equivalent by DCF fleet segmentation are the fleet segments 183riland

DTS 1824 m. Inthe MSat i on pl an | r el an dthefpossitility efr ConNc
overcapitalisation within the polyvalent 20 m length class also exigts

EWG 1517 notes that in the fleet report Ireland outlines reasons why in the opinion of the
MS technical indicators ige an inaccurate picture, and biological indicators are only
indicative of imbalance, and should not be used to draw definite conclusions on imbalance.

EWG 1517 further notes that the rationale behind the choice of fleet segments included in

the action @an based on economic indicators is not clearly described. In particular EWG 15

17 considers that it i s not sank elegnee oivthegt t h e
adjustment is necessary for the Irish polyvalenti(224 m LOA) fledi , but enhe pol
24-20m length class is not considered in the action plan.

4.2.12 Italy (ITA)

An action plan based on technical and biological criteria has been presented by Italy to
identify fleet segments that are assessed by the Member State to be imbalance with their
fishing opportunities. Information on 12,451 vessels, totalling 163,842 GT and 1,007,768 kW
is presented. These are categorised by fishing method, length category, geographical sub
area, and species group. Of these, 15 fleets are identified by Italianiteeghas imbalanced
covering:

(i) 7 fishing methods: (DTS Demersal trawlers/seiners, TMPelagic trawlers, PSPurse
seiners, DRB- Dredgers, PGP polyvalent passive gears only, PMRictive and passive
gears, and HOK hooks),

(i) 5 length categories: (LOA <12 total, 12<=LOA<18 total, 18<=LOA<24 total,
24<=L0OA<40 total, LOA>=40 total),

(iif) 6 Geographical SulAreas- GSA: (09 North Tyrrhenian Sea, 10 South Tyrrhenian Sea,
11 Sardinia, 16 Strait of Sicily, 17 Northern AdmaSea, 18 Southern Adriatic Sea, 19
lonian Sea), and,

(iv) 2 species groups (demersal, small pelagic).
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EWG1517 notes the following in relation to th

(i) The criterion used by the Member State to assess whether fleetrgsgame in balance

with their fishing opportunities include the Sustainable Harvest Indicator (SHI), Number of
Overexploited Stocks (NOS), Economic Dependency Indicator (EDI), Return on Fixed
Tangible Assets (RoFTA), Current revenue over b@adn revene (CR/BER); Inactive

Vessel Indicator and Vessel utilization ratio (UTR).

(i) The Member State proposes a 7 percent reduction in the capacity (GT/kW) of the trawler
fleets targeting demersal stocksida 10 percent reduction in the capacity (GT/kW) loé t
purseseine/pautrawling fleet in GSAs 17/18.

(i) While no specific timeframe is identi.i
report does note that the percentage reduction described may be achieved by the end of 2017
on the basis of finamal resources allocated in the Operational Programme.

(iv) The action plan states that along with capacity reduction in specific fleets, there should
also be measures to improve the exploitation pattern and to reduce the adverse impacts of
towed gear othe benthic habitat.

Indicators and Fleet Segments Considered

Biological sustainability indicators considered are i) SHI (Sustainable Harvest Indicator), ii)
NOS (Number of Overexploited Stocks), and iii) EDI (Economic Dependency Indicator).
These are msented by fishing method, length category, GSA, and species group for years
2012- 2014. Owing to the lack of biomass based reference points the SAR indicator was not
calculated by Italian authorities. The Number of Overexploited Stocks indicator wabyused
the Member State to identify fleet segments in overcapacity: specifically, those that had a
value of 2. For these, the SHI was also estimated to provide a qualitative indication of the
level of overcapacity according to the Member StB¥#&.G 1517 note that the applation

of these criteria was consistent in the majority of cases, but there are instancefshvingre
method/GSA/length category combinations that appear to meet the criteria used by the
Member State for inclusion in the fleet reductidarpare omittedrom the action planThe

NOS indicator for the fleet segment demersal trawlersi@d, GSA 18 in 2014 was 2 (see
Table B8 in Annex B of the Italian fleet report), thus based on the assessmeimgieatsd

in the fleet report for GSA 180122014) and the assessment criteria used by thetivtS

fleet segment should have been included in the action plan. No rationale for the exclusion of
this fleet segment is provided by the MS. Overall ltalgntified 16 imbalanced fleets all
within the demersal and small pelagic species groups.

Economic sustainability indicators presented are i) RoFTA (Return on Fixed Tangible
Assets) and ii) CR/BER (Current revenue over biean revenue). These are presented by

fishing method, length category,can GS A . According to the Memb
trawling segment has negative values in all the GSAs and for almost all length classes. EWG
15-17 notes that apart from trawlers, many other gear types showed ROFTA values of <O.
Although EWG 1517 recogm es t hat COM ( 20 1 4flpet Segmentskvithn a | S
poor economic performance which are fishing healthy stocks may face low profitability
related to other factors ¢é which are not N
capacity and available e s 0 y EW& ¥5t67 considers that it would be useful for the

Member State to provide a more detailed rationale as to why these additional segments are
not included in the Member Stateds action pl

Technical sustainability indicators presented arénactive Vessel Indicator and ii) UTR
(Vessel utilization ratio). These are presented by fishing method, length category, and GSA.
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Adjustment Targets and Tools

The action plan specifies both the number of vessels to be scrapped, along with the total
capacity (GT) and cost, by fleet. However, noting COM (2014) 545 Final, EW/(G71Botes

that it cannot assess the appropriateness of the proposed 7 percent reduction in capacity
(GT/kW) of the trawler fleets targeting demersal stocks and the 10 percentiordodhe
capacity (GT/kW) of the pursgeine/pahtrawling fleet in GSAs 17/18 since no explanation

for these targets has been provided.

The action plan notes that along with capacity reduction in specific fleets, there should also
be measures to imprewthe exploitation pattern and to reduce the adverse impacts of towed
gear on the benthic habitat. The Member State proposes that these should be achieved by
selective permanent or seasonal closure of areas.

Timeframes for Implementation

While no specifidt i mef rame is identified in the actio
does note that the percentage reduction identified may be achieved by the end of 2017 on the
basis of financial resources allocated in the Operational Programme.

Conclusion on Asessment of Proposed Measures

In the action plan, the Member State aims to rebalance the capacity and productivity of the
main fish stocks by reducing current fishing mortality (Fc) by an average of at least 20
percent. This is to be done by the proposeglementation of a capacity reduction plan
targeting a further 7 percent reduction in the capacity (GT/kW) of the trawler fleets targeting
demersal stocks and a 10 percent reduction in capacity (GT/kW) of theseurefpai

trawling fleet (in GSA 17 & 1B These capacity reductions are proposed in addition to
reductions achieved under schemes financed through the European Fisheries Fund that are
due to be completed in 2015.

The targets listed in the action plan are clearly set out by fleet segmeirig(frabthods,

length categories, Geographical Stiteas and, species groups). Targets are provided as
percentage reduction in capacity with accompanying information on the precise quantity by
GT, vessel number, and cost. Noting COM (2014) 545 Final, EWG/7 Ifotes that it would

be useful to better understand the reasons why a capacity reduction scheme on the scale
envisaged is required for the identified fleet segments.

Whil e no specific timeframe is i dentepofti ed i |
does note that the percentage reduction identified may be achieved by the end of 2017 on the
basis of financial resources allocated in the Operational Programme.

The Member State also envisages further reductions in fishing mortality Fc €atat0%)

to be brought about through mudthnual management plans provided for by Regulation (EU)
No 1380/2013 (Articles 9 and 10) and/or through changes in the management plans in force
(under Regulation (EC) No 1967/2006). Italian authorities congiderthis will be achieved
through a combination of temporary cessation, effort control, and a ban on towed gear in
biological protection areas.

4.2.13 Latvia (LVA)
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Latvia presents an action plan for netters (DFNAQ3t According to the Member State, this
fleet operates in the Baltic Sea and targets cod stocks. The action plan proposes
decommissioning for the entire fleet.

Indicators and Fleet Segments Considered

One segment, DFN 240, has been identified in the Latvian report for an action plan.
However, tle Latvian report does not contain general conclusions stating which fleet
segments are balanced and which are imbalanced. Furthermore, the Member State does not
give justification why only one segment (DFN-28) has been selected for an action plan

and na any other fleet segments. EWG-1B notesthat the specific cause of imbalance and
therefore rationale for fleet segment selection (for inclusion in action plans) is required
according to COM (2014) 545 Final.

Adjustment Targets and Tools

The Latvian rport identifies one segment operating in Baltic Sea and targeting cod that
requires an action plan. The Member State would like to decommission the total fleet (DFN
24-40), arguing this fleet is a very selective one and could not switch to targetindistther
stocks and the fishing conditions are deteriorating.

The Member State presents different economic indicator results, and gives reference to poor
results and forecasts. The Member State also presents biological indicators, which are
considered to be in balance. However, Latvian authorities report that freloiriglity for the

cod assessment is questionable (underestimated). It is stated that a new calculation is not
available yet (on the date of the annual report) and the biological indicators would differ with
this new calculation.

The tool presented byeéhMember State is to decommission the entire fleet fishing for cod in
the Baltic Sea (four vessels). A rationale is presented for this tool.

Timeframes for Implementation
The timeframe is presented with a completion date in December 2017. However, therMem
State does not propose monitoring during this period.

Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures

Latvian authorities present a plan to decommission one segment, DEO| Pargeting cod
stocks in the Baltic Sea. Adjustment targets and tools areifispe while a detailed
timeframe for implementation lacking

EWG 1517 notes that Latvia presents one action plan for one fleet segment without
explaining why this segment has been choseil
EWG 1517 notesthat further clarification is required by the Member State as to why this
decision has been made.

4.2.14 Lithuania (LTU)

Lithuania presented an action plan for 2015 focused on demersal trawlers operating in the
Baltic and targeting cod stocks. The actiomgkdesigned to redress the potential imbalance
identified as a result of economic indicators, and proposes reducing capacity ceiling limits
(by 500 GT) in order to address this.
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Indicators and Fleet Segments Considered

The Lithuania fleet report idenigfs three fleet segments that demonstrate potential signs of
imbalance: pelagic trawlers (TM 20D) operating in the Baltic and targeting European sprat;

demersal trawlers (DTS 240) operating in the Baltic and targeting cod stocks; and fleet
segment VLO@LO.

According to the Member State, segment TM4®4 comprising pelagic trawlers operating in

the Baltic and targeting European sprat, shows a borderline value fggy FoF 0.908.

Despite Lithuanian authorities acknowledging that this segment demonstrates a risk of
imbalance, the segment is not addressed or discussed in the supporting action plan. The
reason gi v e nthidL3U fleet begnsent wiich tatriestoodifly sprat fishery is
relatively small (only 7 vessels) and its impact is not tangible considering the proportion of
Lithuania fleet size (Lithuanian TM VL2440 segment represents around 3 percent of the
respective segment of EU Baltic Sea fleet) quath@tches (Lithuanian share in EU quota

5 percent) made by this Lithuania fleet segmemnt

According to the fleet report, segment DTS4 demersal trawlers operating in the Baltic
and targeting cod stocks, shows economic indicators outside of recdeuinmesholds. As
such, proposed measures for this fleet segment are included in the Lithuanian action plan.

Lithuanian authorities report that segment VLD demonstrates a trend of increasing
inactivity marginally exceeding recommended thresholdsrdoop to the vessel utilisation
indicator. Also, the vessel utilisation ratio for this fleet segment is slightly below the required
threshold according to the nati onathevessepor t .
utilisation indicator is not applicable because Lithuania does not allocate fishing
opportunities under the effort regime a mattivdifleet indicator analysis does not show
any significant fleet misbalanage, t her ef or €0 is mogimleided in tWd_a@tion
plan.

EWG 1517 concludes that there is good consistency between the fleet report and the action
plan and the cause of potential imbalance in the DTF8®R#eet segment is clearly stated;
namely high operating costs compared with income resulting in net losses.

Adjustment Targets and Tools

The act i on inpreagenthe adomomical etficieficy of the fleet within the segment
and Lithuanian authorities consider that this can be achieved by reducing the capacity ceiling
of the fleet segment. As such, the adjustntanget proposed is to decrease the capacity
ceiling of this Baltic fishing fleet segment by 500 GT.

It is not possible to assess the scale of this proposal as the action plan contains no indication
of whether the ceiling is currently being reached amdi¢kel of the current ceiling for this
particular fleet segment. Furthermore, there is no rationale given for the scale of this decrease
and how this has been calculated. If the current capacity of the fleet segment is below the
current ceiling, then itsi possible that capping the capacity ceiling in this way may act to
limit further growth in the future, and therefore prevent the fleet from enduring further
economic losses, while not having any direct impact on the current fleet that may be seeing
net Icsses at the present time.
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The Member State proposes to achieve this target using an Order of the Minister of
Agriculture and by ensuring that there are no further new entrants into this Baltic fleet
segment.

Timeframes for Implementation
The suggestednmeframe for the introduction of the ceiling capacity limit is the end of 2015.
There is no proposed monitoring after this period.

Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures

STECF EWG 1517 notes that the Lithuanian action plan identifies the demésal

segment (VL2440) operating in the Baltic to be at risk of imbalance and gives a clear
explanation for the causes of this. There is good consistency between the fleet report and
action plan submitted by the Lithuanian authorities. EWGL715s unableto assess the
appropriateness of the proposed adjustment targets as no rationale for the scale of adjustment
targets is provided.

4.2.15 Malta (MLT)

An action plan based on the economic ROI indicator has been presented by Maltese
authorities for the fleetegment using pots and traps (FPO). EWd@1%otes the following:

(i) The only criterion taken into consideration in assessing whether a fleet segment is in
balance with fishing opportunities is a single economic indicator, while technical and

biologicalindicators have not been used.

(i) The action plan is quite brief and more detailed discussion would be required for EWG
15-17 to consider the measures proposed.

Indicators and Fleet Segments Considered

The only indicator considered in the Maltese actmlan is the economic ROI indicator
estimated for the pots and traps fleet segment (FPO). Although the polyvalent passive gear
segment (PGP) is also mentioned at the beginning of the action plan, the measures proposed
within the action plan relate only fmts and traps (FPO).

Adjustment Targets and Tools

The Maltese action plan identified capacity freezing for pots and traps segment (FPO) as the
primary management tool. However, for all of the fleet segments, an improvement in data
quality is proposed bgarrying out a census in 2015 (for reference year 2014) instead of
sampling for the fleet economic survey.

No specific adjustment targets are defined in the Maltese action plan.

Timeframes for Implementation

The timeframe for implementation of the iactplan is not clearly defined. The table reported

in Annex 1 shows that the actions are to be introduced immediately, but it does not define a
clear timeframe of when these actions will be completed and whether monitoring of these
actions is planned.

Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures
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EWG 1517 notesthat the Maltese action plan would benefit from clearly defined and
guantitative adjustment targets and more detailed timeframes outlining the implementation of
the proposed management measures.

4.2.16 Netherlands (NLD)

EWG 1517 notes that no fleet segments were identified by the Member state as being
imbalance and, as such, no action plan was provided.

4.2.17 Poland (PLD)

In its action plan Poland proposes decommissioning for two fleet segments, -BZ 10
fishing with nets and other passive gear, and DFN&Zishing with nets, and temporary
cessation (of up to six months) for another two segments DT18 Ehd 1&4. The report
states that all of these segments must be involved in the cod fishelketpad in these
actions.

According to the Member State, an overarching issue for the Polish fleets is the lack of an
analytical assessment for the Eastern Baltic cod stock for the last two years. This is the most
important Baltic fish stock for Poland @rding to Polish authorities, which hinders the
accurateness of the assessment of biological balance or imbalance of the Polish fleets.

Polish authorities also identify another issue that affects the indicators of economic
efficiency, namely that the les attribute a given vessel to only one segment; according to the
f | eet catches btainedfiwith a variety of gears during the year are a specific feature
of Polish fishingo

Indicators and Fleet Segments Considered

According to the Member Stateggments PG 102, DFN 1218, DTS 1218 and DTS 124

show biological imbalance in both the SHI and SAR indicators. For the technical indicator on
vessel utilisation, PG 102, as for all other segments under twelve metres, the fleet report
states that # underutilisation is due to natural conditions (freezing of the lagoon), part time
activiawusand Far mo st of the other segment s,
lower utilisation is the result of current emaciation of the Baltic cod. Thessaiod values

and explanations contribute to justify the actions proposed for these segments.

According to the Member State, segments PGlA20and DFN 1218 present ROI and
CR/BER indicators that show an economic imbalance. According to the fleet tiejgoit

due to lower income and the level of costs (mainly crew costs and fuel costs). These results,
added to the biological indicator results referred to above, offer an explanation as to why the
Member State has decided to take action on these segments.

With respect to segments DTS-18 and DTS 184, the national fleet report shows negative
values for the longer term economic indicators ROI but positive ones on the shorter term
indicator CR/BER. This provides some explanation as to why these ftgaests were also
selected for inclusion in the action plan. However, the Member State emphasises that the
possible interference of the changes in attribution of vessels to these segments (see below)
might have an influence on the economic indicators, wimciiny case would benefit from
monitoring.
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According to the Polish report, segments TM2lBand 2440 show an imbalance in the
biological indicator SHI but the Member State does not include any actions for these
segments in the action plan. The resb states that the SAR indicator does not show any
imbalance for these two segments. According to the Member State, pelagic trawlers have
stable values close to the threshold for the vessel utilisation indicator. Furthermore, the report
states that segme TM 1824 shows balance in the economic indicators and is on the
threshold or over it for the social indicators remuneration per crew, remuneration per FTE
and GVA. According to the report, however, segmenr#@4however, shows negative values

of the RQ indicators in the line of segments. The Member State indicates that this negative
result, as well as the result for DTS-28 and the positive economic results of TM28

might be influenced by the increase of sprat demand due to lower catches ofdctite a
corresponding switch of vessels from one segment to another. EVWI@ @&nsiders that
Member Stateds decision not to take action
provided in the fleet report.

Finally, the fleet report shows th#te PG 0010 sector shows a balanced profile in all
indicators, and this is the reason for not including this fleet segment in the Polish action plan.

Adjustment Targets and Tools

Both measures contained in the action plan, permanent and tempesaagion, are aimed at
vessels that fish at least two quota species from which one must be Baltic cod. The permanent
cessation proposed by the Member State will affect 50 vessels, while the number of vessels
affected by the temporary cessation is notudet in the action plan. The action plan also
proposes complementary actions to temporary cessation, in order to provide alternative
activities for those vessels. The Member State reports that for these activities, which aim at
restoring biodiversityamongt other things, there will be financial support, which Polish
authorities claim could improve the economic balance of the fleet segments.

Timeframes for Implementation

The action plan states that the timeframe for implementation of permanent cessation f
segments PG 102 and DFN 1218 will extend until 31 December 2017. In addition, Polish
authorities propose that vessels that have not benefited from the support for permanent
cessation can obtain support for a six month temporary cessation afteTa@ltémporary
cessations proposed for DTS-12 and DTS 184 are limited to a period of six months
between 2014 and 2020.

Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures

EWG 1517 notesthat the proposed decommissioning actions for segments PQ &a@d

DFN 12-18 and temporary cessation for the segments DT&81and DTS 184 are
consistent with the results of the indicators presented in the fleet report and action plan.

For the segments TM 134 and 2440 for which no action is proposed in the action pard

given the possible misclassification of vessels suggested in the fleet report, EW®Gdigs

that close monitoring could assist with the development of corrective actions in the future if
required.

4.2.18 Portugal (PRT)
Portugal presents action plans furse seine (PS) and dredge (DRB) fleet segments, both of

which the Member State considers to be out of balance with fishing opportunities. For each
fleet segment, a separate action plan is presented containing detailed analysis of past and
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current stats, but with insufficient information on future actions or timeframes for
implementation of measures. Purse seine and dredge fleet segments were identified based on
anal ysi sbalanée intidaters tdgether with complementary information, more
specificaly with regard to the situation of some more significant fish stocks in the s@&gment

Indicators and Fleet Segments Considered

Both action plans (for purse seiners and dredgers) present analysis of capacity and effort,
along with balance indicators for Vessel Utilisation and Sustainable Harvest. Although
analysis of indicator results may indicate imbalance of fleet segments, stmgsents have

not been clearly identified as i mbalanced i
were drafted based on the relationship between fleet segments and stock status.

Adjustment Targets and Tools

The action plan contains no clgadtated adjustment targetand both action plans predict
possible measures based on future scenarios. For the purse seining segment, the report states
t h ashouldistocks not recover, it could be necessary to adjust fleet capacity through
permanent withihwal measures for some vessels, to be carried out in 2016 and 2017, based

on fishing possibilities atthetimed Si mi | arl 'y, the act islwound pl an
the level of total ban days continue to increase, it may prove necessary totleljtiset by
permanently removing some vessees Bot h pl ans predict future
no firm commitment to tools and no adjustment targets given.

Timeframes for Implementation

Both action plans, for PS and DRB segments, foresee implementation of proposed measures
though 2016 and 2017, but Portuguese authorities state that this will depend on the future
stock status for PS, and future bans on DRB segments.

Conclusion on Asses@mnt of Proposed Measures

Although both the Portuguese report and plan contain detailed analysis of fleet segments,
EWG 1517 notes that action plans for the two chosen segments were drafted based on stock
status and the possible negative impact of thegenaets. Since plans were based on
complementary information, beside balance indicators, EWG7Ifotesthat it is helpful to
provide a detailed explanation for this decision and cannot make further comment without
this information. In addition, both actioplans are missing clear information on targets and
timeframes.

In summary, EWG 187 notesthat the Portuguese action plan would benefit from a clear
statement on the rationale for the chosen fleet segments, and concise adjustment targets and
timescals. If no action is to be taken in the shietm, EWG 1517 notesit important that a
monitoring plan is put in place while the Portuguese authorities are assessing whether to
introduce management tools and measures.

4.2.19 Romania (ROU)

EWG 1517 notes that o fleet segments were identified by the Member state as being
imbalance and, as such, no action plan was provided.

4.2.20 Slovenia (SVN)
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Three actions plans have been presented by Slovenia: one for purse seiners (PS) and two for
drift netters (DFN) one for bss than 6 metres and one fatBmetres.

NEWG 1517 notes that economic, technical and biological indicators for more than half of
the Slovenian fleets are not presented in the fleet report. EWAF i$Hnot able to assess the
rationale for the exclusion of these fleet segments from the natictiai alan.

Indicators and Fleet Segments Considered

The Member State identifies four segments that require an action plan:25 B6 1218;

DFN 00-06; and DFN 0€L2. Biological, technical and economic indicators were calculated

for purse seiners, wlei only technical and economic ones were used for netters. EWG@G 15
notes that these indicators wer ethepragosed | at ed
indicators are not suitable for describing Slovenian fisheries sector and above all it is not

su table taking decisions on. management measu

Adjustment Targets and Tools

The Member State proposes three different action plans:

- The action plan for purse seiners focuses on three tools: reducing fishing effort, temporary
cessatiorof fishing activities, and freezing the number of licences.

- Two tools have been identified for inclusion in the action plan for nette@606eezing

the number of licences and implementation of relevant measures of CFP (for MSY upon the
stock).

- The same two tools have been identified for inclusion in the action plan for nettdiz 06
freezing the number of licences and implementation of relevant measures of CFP (for MSY
upon the stock).

No specific adjustment targets are defined within Sloversctioraplans.

Timeframes for Implementation
The timeframes for implementation are not clearly defined in the report.

Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures

Slovenian authorities propose an action plan for purse seines since these vesseksdgre alre
the subjecbf a multiannual management plan in the Adriatic Sea. The Slovenian authorities
further conclude that netting segments (DFN) are imbalance according to economic and
technical indicators. However, biological indicators have not been ca&dutatthis segment

EWG 1517 cannot assess the Member St ateds de
Sl oveniabs fleet segments from action plans

EWG 1517 notes that the Slovenian action plan would benefit from a cledrenale why
indicators were calculated for certain fleet segmbntsnot for othersthe inclusion of clear
adjustment targets, as well as timeframes for implementation.

4.2.21 Spain (ESP)

The fleet reporhighlightsseveral fleet segmentsr which Spanistauthorities consider there

aresignsof imbalance these include several gear types in the North Atlantic, and several in
the Mediterranean. Fleet segments have been classified accortlegfighing groundghat
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they work in (North Atlantic national fieing ground, rest of the North Atlantic,
Mediterranean, Canary Islands and other regions).

Due to | ate transmission of t he Member St at e
the plan was not available to EWG-1%3 during the meeting and the proposed actions could
not be reviewed.

4.2.22 Sweden (SWR)

Swedi sh aut h ddtionsin response toesguations of imbalance wher e t hr e
segments were described in detail (DFN1B2 DTS 1824 and TM 2440). According to the

Member State, the Swedish PMP-1D segment also indicates imbalance according to the

SHI in 2013, but there wereractive vessels in this segment in 2014 so it was excluded from

the plan. EWG 187 notes that the segmentation used for economic and technical indicators
(active and passive) is not comparable with segmentation used for biological indicators (by

gear tym).

Indicators and Fleet Segments Considered

The three segments considered in the action plan have SHI values above one indicating
imbalance according to the Member State. According to Table Al, some other segments have
SHI values above one as well (fmstance HOK 128), but they were not included in the
action plan, although no explanation is provided. For the economic indicators, the Member
State presents critical values for vessels less than 12m using passive gears, while for Vessel
Utilisation indicators, values at threshold level can be observed for vessels using passive
gears and for vessels of less than 12m using active gear. However, due to differing methods
of segmentation, it is not possible to compare balance indicators at segment level.

Adjustment Targets and Tools

Management measures related to DFNL82and DTS 184 segments are presented in the
action plan. These refer to actions under multiannual and recovery plans for cod stocks in the
Baltic and in the North Sea, Skagerrak and Kmtt€Council Regulation (EC) No 1098/2007

and Council Regulation (EC) No 1342/2008). Proposed actions include reduction of effort
and catch restrictions. Management measures proposed for the-FMs&gment refer only

to catch restrictions. Although meass have been described, there are no clear adjustment
targets presented by the Member State.

Timeframes for Implementation
All proposed measures in the action plan are already in place, and there are no additional
measures proposed with timeframes foplementation.

Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures

EWG 1517 notesthat it is not possible to compare biological, technical and economic
indicators due to different segmentation by the Member State. The action plan would benefit
from clearly defined adjustment targets.

4.2.23 United Kingdom (GBR)
In the annual fleet reporihe UK has stated that none of the fleet segments, as a result of the

combi nati on oarf be comdusivelg defineds as oiit of balance using the full
range of indicators availabte . Despite this, t he UK obser\
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thresholdss a sign of a potential imbalance. In consideration of this, the UK has presented an
action plan, containing adjustment targets and tools, for all segments for which there is a
signal that they are not in balance.

EWG 1517 notes that the rationale fooreluding that there are signs of imbalance for
certain fleet segments is explained in the UK annual fleet report.

The UK presents an action plan in tabular form and includes each segment with indicator
values outside of the recommended thresholds aneftiie considered to be at risk of
imbalance according to the Member State. The plan uses the results of biological and
economic indicators as the basis for the assessment. The deadline set by the UK to achieve
balance of the fleet is 2020.

EWG 1517 notse t he UKOGs consideration of the 1 mpa
bal ance of the fleet. With rAsgrasuldUKffisherieshi s i
administrations may in the future want to consider the use of permanent and temporary
cessation in addition to the existing suite of actions. These measures are not included in the
current Fleet Action Plan or Operational Programme, but may be introduced in the future
depending on neéd.

The overall target set by the UK for achieving balaotéhe fleet is to adjust the value of
indicators that are currently outside of recommended thresholds to bring them inside of
recommended thresholds. The tools to achieve the targets in the action plan are clear, as is the
timeframe for implementation.

Indicators and Fleet Segments Considered

EWG 1517 notes UK opinion that the exceedance of thresholds is an early warning of a
potential imbalance that requires attention, particularly where thegimaloindicators are
concerned.

STECF EWG 1517 notesthat the presented biological indicators are for 2013, while the
economic and technical I ndi c aSincer2814 lasiologicalf or 2
indicators are not available at the time of writing, 2013 indicators are included in line with
DGMAREG6s advice to Memmer States in May 2015

All fleet segments that show signs of potential imbalance for three consecutive years, from an
economic or biological point of view, are considered in the UK action plan.

Adjustment Targets and Tools

The basicdrgets set out in the UK action plan for achieving balance of the fleet are to adjust
the value of indicators that are currently outside of recommended thresholds to bring them
inside of thresholds (SHI, SAR, ROI, CR/BR).

The adjustment tools presentedtbg UK are:

() Continue improving the value of SHI for fleet segments through observance of
TAC/Quota limits designed to bring the stocks involved to MSY, including compliance with
regional multtannual management plans and technical measures whereradpro

(i) Introduction of the transition stage towards the demersal landings obligasiopport
increased selectivity measures.
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(i) Improve the state of stocks by observance of TAC limits designed to achieve MSY
especially for cod stocks where thare:

A Limits on entry to fleet segment and effort restrictions;

A Incentives of gear selectivity measures, including the mandatory use of

highly selective gears in some sea areas, such as the Irish Sea;

A Mandatory conservation related measures (Real Tlosures).
(iv) Ancillary benefits from the Cod Recovery regime measteg. conservation and gear
selectivity measures; benefits from CFP reform.
(v) Support measures in the EMFF Operational Program available at preferential match
funding rates, suchsaassistance for smaitale fleet vessels to meet the requirements of the
landing obligation, and ehoard safety measures.
(vi) Continuing support for development of marketing initiatives, including new measures
within the EMFF such as the establishmeit smaHlscale fleet Producer Organization.

The adjustment tools are specific to specific fleet segments, in other words, tools are tailored
so that their performance should lead to the achievement of targets (thereby altering
indicators to within theecommended thresholds) according to the Member State. However,
EWG 1517 notes that the establishment of quantitative measurements would help in
assessing the performance of the proposed adjustment tools.

EWG 1517 notes that the UK has provided the idtration of implementation of the
demersal landing obligation, in accordance with CFP, as an adjustment tool.

Timeframes for Implementation

The timeframe for implementation of the UK action plan is clearly specified. Despite the fact
that the implementatio of some measures started in 2014, the end date for each stage of
achieving the tools is set. Also there is a set deadline for completion of the action plan in its
entirety (2020).

Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures

EWG 1517 notes that on thene hand the UK states that none of the fleet segments,
according to the c ecanlbe corxlusivayndefinedd, as autdof balanteo r s ,
using the full range of indicators availalble On the other hand, t he |
possibility of imbalance in some fleet segments, as a result of the exceedance of indicator
thresholds. Therefore the UK has presented an action plan, containing adjustment targets and
tools, for all segments for which there is a signal that they are not in balance.

EWG 1517 notes that the UK has pingogetonadd as
transition stage to demersal landing obligatiersupport increased selectivity measures
However, EWG 1517 notesthat the establishment of quantitative measurementelp to

assess the performance of the proposed adjustment tools. EM/Gnbfesthat a reference

to the use of EFF and EMFF funds would also be useful.

4.3 Discussion on Evaluation of Member State Action Plans
EWG 1517 discussed the integration of tBB1I3CFP i nt o Me mber St ates

particularly where the timeframe of action plans overlaps with the implementation of policy
targets, for instance in the case of the landing obligation. EWKE7 Iitotes that some
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Member States have considered thigerlap and, as such, includédrthcoming policy
initiatives (such as the landing obligatiomithin proposedaction plans.

EWG 1517 notes that there are a number of examples where Member States have concluded
that there is no clear demonstrafidef imbalance but supporting action plans are still
provided. EWG 1517 reiteratesadvice from the STECE502 r eport SEEHCRt i ng
considers that conclusions as to whether the capacity of a particular fleet segment is in, or
out of balance with fishinggpportunities cannot reliably be supported without ancillary
informatioro.

EWG 1517 notes that the fleet reports and action plans of most Member States considered
biological, economic and technical information separately. However, EW{ hbtes that
integraing all of these sources of information will better inform Member Stateshe
balance between capacity and fishing opportunities at fleet segment level and will inform
their decisions on proposals faction plans EWG 1517 notesthat currently nguidances
providedto Member Statesn how suchinformation could be integrated. For instance, if
biological and economic information both suggest possible problems in the fishery, this may
indicate imbalance. However economic drivésach as reduced profits) may act to reduce
the number of vessels in the fleet. On the other hand, if economic drivers are positive and the
fleet is economically profitable, but biological information indicates potential problems, this
may lead to new vesks entering disherywhere stocks are at risk.

A diverse range of management measures and tools was presented by Member States in their
action plans. A summary of the range of measures is proindeable4.2.2below.

Table 4.2.2- The range of managnent tools proposed in Memif&tiate action plans

Fleet measures Reduction of the fishing capacity
Permanent cessation of activities
Temporary cessation of activities
Limiting fleet renewals and entries
Capacity ceiling

Cessation of fishing activities

Technical measures Increasing selectivity of fishing gear,

Mandatory use of highly selectiy

=4 =4 =4 -8 8 A 5 -9

gears

Economic measures 1 Support  for  development O
marketing initiatives
1 MSC certification

1 Assistance for marketing support
Other 1 Management measureproposed by

multi-annual plans

1 Assistance for adopting requiremen

of the landing obligation

1 Assistance for improvement of el

®COM (2014) 545 poitheddetssgments with cleatlyalémorfstrated imbalance, the Member
State concerned shall prepare and include in the report on the balance between fishing capacity and fishing
opportunities an action plan. 0
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board safety measures

i Real Time Closures

1 Measures to shift relevant quotas

1 Assistance in vessel modernisation
| Improvement in ®heries monitoring
and control

4.4 Conclusions on Evaluation of Member State Action Plans

STECF EWG 1517 undertook its action plan evaluations against the 2014 Balance Indicator
Guidelines (COM (2014) 545 Final). Expert judgements are based on comphaeng
submitted Member State action plans to the requirements of the 2014 Balance Indicator
Guidelines.

EWG 1517 notes that there has been an incréaslee number of Member State action plans

in 2015. In total, 16 Member States have identified fleet satgnwhich they consider to be
imbalance, or showing potential signs ¢eingimbalance, using biological, economic or
technical indicators and/or supplementary information, and therefore requiring action plans
according toCOM (2014) 545 FinalHowever,a number of Member State action plans
lacked clear adjustment targets, tools or timeframes as required according to COM (2014)
545 Final. A further 5 Member States concluded that no fleet segments clearly demonstrated
imbalance and did not submit actiolkas.

Member States are more likely to be able to monitor and demonstrate progress towards the
specified managememargets iftargetsare quantitativeather than qualitativeEWG 1517

notes that specific anitoring plans have been incorporated by sdviember States as a
means to observe tide mb e r pBograstowvd@rds proposed managemergets.

EWG 1517 notes that several Member States have incorporated actions relating to the
objectives of the 2018FP, including thelanding obligation.The irtegration of such policy
targets into Member Statesd acti-termapprpachans de
to addressing the balance between fishing capacity and opportunities.

EWG 1517 notes thatdditional guidelines for the preparation aftian plans should be
incorporated into future guidelines to Member States for the preparation of their annual fleet
reports.

5 CONTACT DETAILS OF STECF MEMBERS AND EWG-15-17 LIST OF PARTICIPANT S

|l nformati on on STECF members and invited exp
only. In some instances the details given below for STECF members may differ from that
provided in Commission COMMISSION DECISION of 27 October 2010 on the appamtm

of members of the STECF (2010/C 292/ 04) as s
changed or have been subject to organisational changes in their main place of employment. In

any case, as outlined in Article 13 of the Commission Decision (2005/829#kd
2010/74/EU) on STECF, Members of the STECF, invited experts, and JRC experts shall act
independently of Member States or stakeholders. In the context of the STECF work, the
committee members and other experts do not represent the institutions/ttajieare

affiliated to in their daily jobs. STECF members and invited experts make declarations of
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commitment (yearly for STECF members) to act independently in the public interest of the
European Union. STECF members and experts also declare at eaaignoéetie 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

di splayed on the publ i cicityewhorizedthé 3IRC weldss int e

accordance with EU legislation on the protection of personnel data.

For more informationhttp://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/aetaclarations

STECF members:

Name | Address' Tel. Email
STECF members
Abella, J.| ARPATT AREA MARE Tel. 00390555 | alvarojuan.abella@arpat.
Alvaro  (vice | Agenzia Regionale per || 3206956 oscana.it
chair) Protezione Ambientale dell
Toscana
Articolazione Funzionalg
RIBM
Risorse lttiche e Biodiversit
Marina
Via Marradi 114, 57126
LivornoT Italia
Andersen, Department of Food and Tel. +45 35 28 68 | jla@ifro.ku.dk
Jesper Levring | Resource Economics (IFRQ 92
(vice-chair) Section for Environmerand
Natural Resources
University of Copenhagen
Rolighedsvej 25
1958 Frederiksberg
Denmark
Bailey, Fisheries Research Service| Tel: +44 (0)1224] baileyn@marlab.ac.uk
Nicholas Marine Laboratory, P.O Boj 876544 n.bailey@marlab.ac.uk
101 Direct: +44 (0)1224
375 Victoria Road, Torry | 295398
Aberdeen AB11 9DB Fax: +44 (0)1224
UK 295511
Bertignac, Laboratoire de Biologid Tel : +33 (0)2 98 24 michel.bertignac@ifreme
Michel Halieutique 45 25 - fax : +33| .fr
IFREMER Centre de Brest | (0)2 98 22 46 53
BP 70 - 29280 Plouzane
France
Cardinale, Féreningsgatan 45, 330| Tel: +46 523 18750| massimiliano.cardinale @
Massimiliano Lysekil, Sweden lu.se
Curtis, Hazel Sea Fish Industry Authority | Tel: +44 (0)131 558 H_Curtis@seafish.co.uk
18 Logie Mill 3331
Logie Green Road Fax: +44 (0)131
Edinburgh 558 1442
EH7 4HS

129

f


http://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/adm-declarations
mailto:alvarojuan.abella@arpat.toscana.it
mailto:alvarojuan.abella@arpat.toscana.it
mailto:n.bailey@marlab.ac.uk
mailto:massimiliano.cardinale@slu.se
mailto:massimiliano.cardinale@slu.se
mailto:H_Curtis@seafish.co.uk

Name | Addresst Tel. | Email

STECF members

DelaneyAlyne | Innovative Fisheries Tel.: +45 9940 3694 ad@ifm.aau.dk
Management,
-an Aalborg University
Research

Centre, Postboks 104, 985(
Hirtshals, Denmark

Daskalov, Laboratory of Marine Tel: +359 52 gmdaskalov@yahoo.co.u

Georgi Ecology, 646892
Institute of Biodiversity and

Ecosystem Research,
Bulgarian

Academy of Sciences

Déring, Ralf Thinen Tel: 040 38905185 ralf.doering@ti.bund.de
Bundesforschungsinstitut,
fur Landliche Raume, Wald
und Fischerei, Institut flr
Seefischerei AG
Fischereidkonomie,
Palmaille 9, D22767
Hamburg, Germany

Fax.: 040 38905
263

Gascuel, Didier| AGROCAMPUS OUEST Tel:+33(0)2.23.48.5 Didier.Gascuel@agrocan

65 Route de Saint Brieuq 5.34 pusouest.fr
bat.4 Fax:
CS 84215, +33(0)2.23.48.55.3
F-35042 RENNES Cedex | °
France
Graham Marine Institute, Fisheries | Tel: + 353(0) 91| norman.graham@marine
Norman (chair) | Science ~ Services  (FSS 87200 e
Rinville,
Oranmore, Co. Galway
Ireland
Garcia Instituto Espafiol de Mariano.Garcia@md.ieo.
Rodriguez, Oceanografia, Servicios es
. Centrales, Corazon de Mar|
Mariano 8
28002, Madrid, Spain
Gustavsson, | ndependent  Consultan tore.gustavsson@hotmai
Tore KartErik Goteborg, Sweden com
Jennings, CEFAS Lowestoft| Tel.: +44 | simon.jennings@cefas.cd
Simon Laboratory, 1502562244 uk
Pakefield Road, Fax: +44
Lowestoft 1502513865
Suffolk, UK
NR33 OHT
Kenny, Andrew| CEFAS Lowestoft| Tel.: +44 | andrew.kenny@cefas.co|
Laboratory, 1502562244 k
Pakefield Road, Fax: +44
Lowestoft 1502513865
Suffolk, UK
NR33 OHT

130


mailto:ralf.doering@ti.bund.de
mailto:tore.gustavsson@hotmail.com
mailto:tore.gustavsson@hotmail.com
mailto:simon.jennings@cefas.co.uk
mailto:simon.jennings@cefas.co.uk
mailto:andrew.kenny@cefas.co.uk
mailto:andrew.kenny@cefas.co.uk

Name | Addresst Tel. Email
STECF members
Kraak, Sarah ThinenlInstitut far | Tel. +49 | sarah.kraak@ti.bund.de

Ostseefischerei, Alter Hafe|

3818116113

Sid 2, 18069 Rostoch
Germany

Kuikka, Sakari | University of Helsinki, Tel.: +358 50 skuikka@mappi.helsinki.f
Department off 3309233 i

Environmental
Sciences, P.O. Box 65
(Viikinkaari 1), FF00014

University of  Helsinki,
FINLAND

Fax. +3589-191
58754

Martin, Paloma

CSIC Instituto de Ciencial
del Mar

PasseigMaritim, 349
08003 Barcelona

Tel: 34.93.2309500
direct line :
34.93.2309552

Fax: 34.93.230955%

paloma@icm.csic.es

Spain
Malvarosa, NISEA S.c.a.r.l. malvarosa@nisea.eu
Loretta
Murua, Hilario | AZTI - Tecnalia / Unidad de| Tel: 0034 | hmurua@azti.es
Investigacion Marina| 667174433

Herrera

kaia portualdea z/g20110
Pasaia

(Gipuzkoa), Spain

Fax: 94 6572555

Nord, Jenny Southeast Asian Fisherig jenny@seafdec.org
Development Centrg
SEAFDEC
Nowakowski, Maritime  University  of npfgd@poczta.onet.pl
Piotr Szczecini Faculty of Food
Science  and Fisherie
Department  of  Fishing

Technique, Szczecin

Prelezzo, Raul

AZTI - Tecnalia / Unidad de
Investigacion Marina
Txatxarramendi Ugartea z/d
48395 Sukarrieta (Bizkaia),
Spain

Tel: 94 6029400
Ext: 406
Fax: 94 6870006

rprellezo@suk.azti.es

Sala, Antonello

Fishing Technology Unit
National Research Coundg
(CNR)

Institute of Marine Science
(ISMAR) - Fisheries Section|

Largo Fiera della Pesca, 1
60125 Ancona Italy

Tel: +39
2078841

Fax: +39 071 5531¢

071

a.sala@ismar.cnr.it

Scarcella,
Giuseppe

Environmental Managemet
Unit
National
(CNR)
Institute of Marine Science
(ISMAR) - Fisheries Section|

Research Cound

Largo Fiera della Pesca, 1

Tel: +39
2078846

Fax: +39 071 55315

071

g.scarcella@ismar.cnr.it

131


mailto:skuikka@mappi.helsinki.fi
mailto:skuikka@mappi.helsinki.fi
mailto:paloma@icm.csic.es
mailto:malvarosa@nisea.eu
mailto:hmurua@azti.es
mailto:jenny@seafdec.org
mailto:rprellezo@suk.azti.es
mailto:a.sala@ismar.cnr.it
mailto:g.scarcella@ismar.cnr.it

Name

| Address'

Tel.

STECF members

60125 Ancona lItaly

Somarakis,
Stylianos

Department oBiology
University of Crete
VassilikaVouton

P.O. Box 2208
71409 Heraklion
Crete

Greece

Tel.: +30
394065,
6936566764

2610
+30

somarak@biology.uoc.gr

Stransky,
Christoph

Thinen Institute [TFSF]
Federal Research Institu
for Rural Areas, Forestry an
Fisheries, Institute of Se
Fisheries, Palmaille 9, D
22767 Hamburg, Germany

Tel. +49 40 389056
228
Fax: +49 40 38905
263

christoph.stransky@ti.bur
d.de

Theret,
Francois

Scapéche

17 Bd Abbé Le Cam
56100 Lorient
France

ftheret@comata.com

Ulrich, Clara

National
Aquatic
Technicq
Denmark

DTU

Institute
Resources,

University  of
Charlottenlund Slot
JeegersborgAllé 1, 292
Charlottenlund, Denmark

Aqua,
of

cu@aqua.dtu.dk

Vanhee, Willy

ILVO - Institute for
Agricultural and Fisherieg
Research

Unit  Animal
Fisheries

Ankerstraat 1,
Oostende, Belgium

Sciences -

B400

Tel
22-55
Fax 0032-59-33-
06-29

00-32-59-34-

willy.vanhee@ilvo.vlaand
eren.be

van
Oostenbrugge,
Hans

LandbouwEconomishinstitu
ut-

LEI, Fisheries Section, Burg
Patijnlaan 19

P.0.Box 29703

2502 LS The Hague

The Netherlands

Tel:+31
3358239
Fax: +31 (0)70
3615624

(0)70

Hans.vanOostenbrugge@
wur.
NI

EWG-15-17 participants

STECF members

Name

Address

Telephone no.

Email

Giuseppe
SCARCELLA

Environmental
Management Unit

National Researcl
Council (CNR)

Institute  of  Marine
Sciences (ISMAR) -

+39 071 2078846

g.scarcella@ismar.cnr.it

132


mailto:somarak@biology.uoc.gr
mailto:christoph.stransky@ti.bund.de
mailto:christoph.stransky@ti.bund.de
mailto:ftheret@comata.com
mailto:ek@aqua.dtu.dk
mailto:willy.vanhee@ilvo.vlaanderen.be
mailto:willy.vanhee@ilvo.vlaanderen.be
mailto:g.scarcella@ismar.cnr.it

Fisheries Section
Largo Fiera della Pesca,
60125 Ancona Italy

Ralf
DOERING

Thiinen
Bundesforschungsinstitu
fur Landliche Raume,
Wald und Fischerei,
Institut fur Seefischerei
AG Fischereibkonomie,
Palmaille 9, B22767
Hamburg, Germany

Tel.: 040 38905
185

Fax.: 040 389056
263

ralf.doering@ti.bund.de

Invited experts

Name

Address

Telephom no.

Email

Jorg

BERKENHAGEN

Thinen
Bundesforschungsinst
ut, fir Landliche
R&ume, Wald und
Fischerei)nstitut flr
Seefischerei AG
Fischereibkonomie,
Palmaille 9, B22767
Hamburg, Germany

joerg.berkenhagen@ti.bund.(

Cecile

BRIGAUDEAU

Des requins et des
Hommes

BLP Technopole
Brestlroise

15 rue Dumont
doUrvill e
29280 Plouzane,
France

cecile@desrequinsetdeshom
€s.org

Francesco
COLLOCA

l stituto p
Marino Costierd
Consiglio Nazionale
delle Ricerche
(IAMC-CNR)

UOS Mazara del Vallo
Via L. Vaccara 61,
Mazara del Vallojtaly

+390923908966

francesco.colloca@iamc.cnr.i

Richard
CURTIN

Bord lascaigh
Mhara(BIM)
Crofton Road
Dun Laoghaire
Co. Dublin
Ireland

+353860483421

curtin@bim.ie

Fabienne
DAURES

IFREMER-
RBE/UEM - Unite
d'Economie Maritime
Centre de
Brest
France

+33298224924

Fabienne.Daures@ifremer.fr

Jerome
GUITTON

Agrocampus oust
65 rue de saint brieuc
35700RENNESFrance

+33223 485859

jerome.guitton@agrocamp)s
ouest.fr

Leyre

Thunenlnstitute of Sed

+494039405107

leyre.goti@vti.bund.de

133



mailto:ralf.doering@ti.bund.de
mailto:cecile@desrequinsetdeshommes.org
mailto:cecile@desrequinsetdeshommes.org
mailto:francesco.colloca@iamc.cnr.it
mailto:curtin@bim.ie
mailto:Fabienne.Daures@ifremer.fr
mailto:jerome.guitton@agrocampus‐ouest.fr
mailto:jerome.guitton@agrocampus‐ouest.fr
mailto:leyre.goti@vti.bund.de

GOTI

Fisheries
Palmaille 9, 22767
Hamburg,
Germany

Ane
IRIONDO

AZTI| Tecnalia
Spain

+356 22921255

airiondo@azti.es

Armelle
JUNG

Des requins et des
Hommes

BLP Technopole
Brestlroise

15 rue Dumont
déUrvill e
29280 Plouzane,
France

+33 614386001

armelle@desrequinsetdeshol
mes.org

Michael
KEATINGE

Bord lascaigh Mhara
(BIM)

Crofton Road

Dun Laoghaire

Co. Dublin

Ireland

keatinge@bim.ie

Alexander
KEMPF

Thinen
Bundesforschungsinst
ut, fir Landliche
R&ume, Wald und
Fischerei, Institut fir
Seefischerei AG
Fischereibkonomie,
Palmaille 9, B22767
Hamburg, Germany

alexander.kempf@ti.bund.de

Leyla
KNITTWEIS
(chair)

Department of
Biology, Faculty of
Science

University of Malta
Msida, MSD 2080,
Malta

+356 23402018

leyla.knittweis@um.edu.mt

Christos
MARAVELIAS

Marine Biological
Resources,
HCMR, Agios
Kosmas, 16604
Hellinikon, Greece

+302109856703

cmaravel@hcmr.gr

Marin
MIHANOVIC

Ministry of
Agriculture,
Directorate of Fishery,
Planinska 2a, Zagreb,
Croatia

+38516443192

marin.mihanovic@mps.hr

Sarah
PILGRIM-
MORRISON

Marine Management
Organisation

Area 8C, 9 Millbank,
London, SW1P 3GE,
UK

+44207238895

sarah.pilgrim
morrison@marinemanageme|

t.org.uk

Gheorghe
RADU

National Institute for
Marine Research
0Grigore A
Mamaia Nr. 300,
900581 Constanta,
Romania

gpr@alpha.rmri.ro

Philip
RODGERS

Erinshore Economics
Ltd, Saxilby,
Lincolnshire, United
Kingdom

phil@erinecon.com

134


mailto:airiondo@azti.es
mailto:armelle@desrequinsetdeshommes.org
mailto:armelle@desrequinsetdeshommes.org
mailto:keatinge@bim.ie
mailto:alexander.kempf@ti.bund.de
mailto:leyla.knittweis@um.edu.mt
mailto:cmaravel@hcmr.gr
tel:%2B38516443192
mailto:marin.mihanovic@mps.hr
mailto:sarah.pilgrim-morrison@marinemanagement.org.uk
mailto:sarah.pilgrim-morrison@marinemanagement.org.uk
mailto:sarah.pilgrim-morrison@marinemanagement.org.uk
mailto:gpr@alpha.rmri.ro
mailto:phil@erinecon.com

Rosaria NISEA, Fishery and r.sabatella@nisea.eu
SABATELLA Aquacolture
ResearctOrganization
Italy
Mihaela TCI at Ministry of +359887921433 | m.velinova@hotmail.com
VELINOVA Agriculture and Bod,
Sofia, Bulgaria
Maria Institute of Oceanology +359898328115 | maria_y@abv.bg
YANKOVA - BAS
Varna,Bulgaria
Tomas Fisheries Service unde tomas.zolubas@zuv.It
ZOLUBAS ministry of
Agriculture, Klaipeda,
Lithuania
JRC experts
Name Address Telephone no. | Email
Joint Research Centre +390332786713 natacha.carvalho@jrc.ec.europa
Natacha (IPS.C.:) . .
CARVALHO M_arltlme Aff_alrs Unit
Via E. Fermi, 2749
21027 Ispra (VA), Italy
JointResearch Centre +390332786713 john.casey@ijrc.ec.europa.eu
(IPSC)
JohnCasey | Maritime Affairs Unit
Via E. Fermi, 2749
21027 Ispra (VA), Italy

European Commission

Name Address Telephone no. Email
Giuseppe DG Mare +3222958791 Giuseppe.Spera@ec.europa.ey
SPERA 99 Rue Joseph II,
1049 Brussels
Belgium
Natacha Joint Research Centrp +390332786713 | Stecf
CARVALHO (IPSC) secretariat@jrc.ec.europa.eu
Maritime Affairs
Unit
Via E. Fermi, 2749
21027 Ispra (VA),
Italy
Observers
Name Address Telephone no. Email
Justine Greenpeace Europeg +322274192 justine.maillot@greenpeace.org
MAILLOT Unit, 199 rue Belliard| +3247999692

1040 Brusssels
Belgium

6 LIST OF ELECTRONIC REPORT ANNEXES

Electronicannexesr e publ i shed on the meetingds web
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List of electronic annexedocuments:
1. EWG-15-177 Balance Capacity Tables
2. EWG-1517- SHI_supplementary data

7 LIST OF BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS

Background documents are published on the meetin
http://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/etsil 7

List of background documents:

1. EWG-15171 Doc 1- Declarations of invited and JRC experts (see also sebtiainthis
reporti List of participants)

2. COM(2014) 545 finali Doc 2 - Guidelines for the analysis of the balance between fishing
capacity and fishing opportunities according to Art 2Refjulation (EU) No 1380/2013 of
the European Parliament and the Council on the Common Fisheries Policy.

The following STECF reports used as background documents can be found on:
http://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports/balance

201502_STECF 182 - Balance capacity JRC94933.pdf

201502_STECF 182 - Balance capacity all tables.xlIsx

201406 _STECF 149 - Balance indicators_ JRC90403.pdf

201406_STECF 149 - Balance indicators_all téds_JRC90403.zip

201311 STECF 128 - Balance capacity JRC86350.pdf

201304 _STECF 13)8- Balance indicators_ JRC81659.pdf

201211 STECF 1218 Balance capacity  JRC76704.pdf

201111 STECF1417- Balance capacity and fishing opportunities JRC67795.pdf
10-09 SGBRE 1601 - Fleet capacity and fishing opportunities _ JRC61983.pdf

CoNoOrWNE
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8 ANNEX | T REPORT OF INDICATOR PREPARATION MEETING

Report to the STECF Expert
Working Group (EWG 14.7)

Preparation of indicators to assess the
balance between fleet capacaiyd

fishing opportunities

Report of the Expert Group held in Ispra, Italy from 29
30 June 2015 in preparation for EWG-15.
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Background

STECF is expected to be requested to provide values for a suite of indicators used for the
annual review of Membe6t at es0 assessment of the bal an
fishing opportunities. To assist the STECF in this process, an Expert group will be convened

from 2930 June 2015 in the JRC, Ispra, Italy with the following terms of reference.

Terms of Referene

1. The Expert Group is requested to review the biological indicator values prepareddinder
hoc contract and the economic indicators prepared by the JRC based on the 2015 call for
economic data for the EU fishing fleet. Based on that review, the E3paup is requested

to provide agreed values for the following indicators in accordance with the methodologies
outlined in the 2014 Guidelines to Member States (COM (2014) 545 final) for review by the
STECF.

) Sustainable harvest indicator (pH

(i) Stocks at risk indicator (SAR)

(i) Return on investment (ROI) / Return on Fixed Tangible Assets (RoFTA)
(iv) Ratio between current revenues and bezadn revenue (CR/BER)

(v) The inactive fleet indicator

(vi) The vessel use indicator

2. In addition, in accordance withetlproposals of the STECF-D2 report, the Expert group
is also requested to provide values for the following additional indicators.

(vii)  Number of overfished stocks (NOS)
(viii)  Economic dpendency indicator (EDI)

(ix)  To provide separate values for the quantitative and qualitative estimates of the SAR
indicator.

3. Review and compare the utility of the additional indicators under point 2 above with the
SHI and the SAR (points 1(i) and 1fignd if possible, specify which of those indicators are
likely to be most informative in assessing Member States efforts to achieve a balance
between fleet capacity and fishing opportunities.

Participants
Invited Experts

MichelBertignac, Ralf Déring Jerome Guitton, Armelle Jun@farin Mihanovic Carlos,
Moura, Joao Ramos DO, Jarno Virtanen

JRC Experts
Natacha Carvalh@ohn Casey

DG MARE representative
Giuseppe Spera

138



The EWG met in JRC, Ispra, Italy as planned. J. Casey volunteered to act as Chair and
coordinate proceedings. Items 1 and 2 of the terms of reference were fully addressed. Item 3
was not addressed.

Ad hoc contract reports

The Expert group noted that the contractors Armelle Jung and Jerome Guitton had delivered
their reports to DG MARE and had fulfilled all obligations under the terms of their contracts.
Their reports included preliminary values for all of the indicatoraestgd.

Review of indicators

Methodology

The Experts involved in calculating the indicator values (A. Jung, J. Guillon and N.
Carvalho) presented an overview of the methodology used and highlighted a number of
issues with such calculations. Major issuesenas follows:

1. Allocation of catches to stocks
The methodology used to allocate combined species catches (e.g. andlerfisitatorius
andL. budegassgto the appropriate stocks was changed so that the allocation was in line
with the reported catches the ICES advice summary sheets. A separate check to validate
that all fleet catches were allocated to the appropriate stocks in the NW Atlantic and
Mediterranean was also undertaken. Several errors were noted and corrected.

2. Allocation of landings to Sararegion
The methodology used to allocate landings to each segran was found to be incorrect.
Reported landings from 2 or more supegions for the same fleet segment were all being
allocated to the supmagion to which the fleet segment had bedlocated. Allocation of
landings to fleet segment and supegions has now been corrected.

The modified procedures associated with the above were implemented and revised
preliminary indicator values were calculated. Final indicator values will bectéatdd and
provided to EWG 187 following the release of advice from ICES and the GFCM later in
the year

Comments on individual indicators.

The STECF 1502 reportcommented extensively on the utility of the indicators listed in the
Terms of reference albe. These comments are not repeated here but the Expert Group notes
that the following points may be worthy of further consideration and comment by the EWG
15-17.

Vessel use indicator.

The vessel use indicator is a technical indicator that can only progeeful information for
homogenous fleet segments and even then it is unlikely to provide a reliable indicator of
overcapacity. For heterogeneous fleet segments (e.g.-sra#dl fleet segments, for which
many vessels operate on a garte basis), thisndicator does not provide any useful
information as the maximum number of fishing days cannot be defined. Overall it should not
be taken as a reliable indicator, especially with regard to potential overcapacity. Annex |
illustrates the results of an analysvhich shows for example, that the vessel use indicator as
it is currently interpreted would imply that over 92% of the EU under 12m fleet is out of
balance with fishing opportunities if considered in isolation from other indicators.
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Economic indicators

The Expert Group offers the following observations to be taken into account by the EWG 15
17 when evaluating the final indicator values and MS reports on balance/capacity.

- For several countries data is questionable and they are highlighted in redatathe
summary (B{) table (esp. BGR, MLT and CYP). For some countries time series are
missing, in part due to a different clustering MS report data under different fleet
segments (esp. ESP, FRA).

- The trends in are calculated from the whole time seri@s 2008 to 2013 (subject to
change pending the EWG-15 ToRs). For 2014, projections (AER methodology)
are provided, which are not included in the trend analysis as2014 data are considered
preliminary.

- Inthe trend analysis it was decided to concludeignufscant trend if the changes are
within a 10% range. A reduction to a 5% range could be tested to see if it means
significant differences.

- For the vessel use indicator values above 1 and below 0.7 are highlighted. A value
above 1 nor meettlagyyouccannodlbe above the maximum number of
days at sea (unless the default maximum was used due to missing data). For a value
below 0.7 it is stated in the guidelines that this may be an indication of imbalance (see
comments above).

- Net profit magin: The 2014 guidelines state that this indicator should be used if ROI
and ROFTA are not available. However, NPM is only available if ROFTA is
available.

The expert group also offers the following observations for consideration by the EMWEG 15
NOTE: some of the following have previously been discussed by the STECF (see STECF 14
09).

The economic analysis of fisheries on the input side is related to factors of production.
Fisheries employ three production factors: Labour, capital and resource. leregotiomic
perspective the sustainable fisheries indicators should reflect the performance of those factors
of production. Current indicators provide only partial information on the balance between
fishing capacity and fishing opportunities.

Labour productivity: There is a labour productivity indicator GVA/FTE. Even if this

indicator is a measure of labour productivity, it does not provide a commensurate picture
between fisheries because GVA includes the capital costs. Therefore EWG also proposes to
replace GVA/FTE with Net Value Added per FTE (NVA/FTE) as this indicator is

comparable between fisheries.

Capital productivity: The indicator used, Return on Investment on fixed tangible assets,
ROFTA, is an appropriate indicator of capital productivity.

Resource productivity: The resource rent is the ultimate indicator of the balance between

fishing fleet and fish stocks. At present, there is no real indicator of resource productivity.
The only indicator of economic performance is CR/BER, which onlgcetflthe shotterm
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economic performance of the fleet. However net profits as provided in the Annual Economic
Report (where opportunity costs of all production factors have been considered) represent the
resource rent generated by fisheries. EWG suggedtgling the net profit margin (net
profit/current revenuéNP/CR) as the indicator of the resource productivity.

NP/CR is already available in the AER and could be easily provided from the JRC economic
database for the STECF EWG on balance indicators.

Based on the discussion above, a summary of
Table 1 below.

Note that the proposal is to retain 3 economic indicators only and to replace the current
indicators for labour productivity and resource produgtiwith the proposed alternatives.

The NP/CR indicator in particular is a much more informative indicator for resource
productivity as it is an indicator for resource rent and a fundamental indicator for economic
evaluation of sustainability. It is suggest@at the proposals below be included in any future
revision of the Guidelines to Member States.

Table 1. Proposed amendments to economic indicators

Production Indicator Formula Status Comment
factor
Labour GVA/FTE = (Dep + Int 4 Current Gross value adde
productivity CrC+ NP)/FTE r— mclgdes the
S capital costs
making it non
comparable

between fleets
(small scale vs

large scale).
Net VA/FTE = (CrC 4 Proposed new Net value addec
NP)/FTE measure for| per FTE iges a

Labour comparable
productivity indicator of labour

productivity.
Capital Return on| = NP / Capita] Current ROFTA gives ¢

productivity | Investment on| asset value appropriate
fixed tangible measure of capital

assets productivity.
Resource CR/BER = CR/BER Current CR/BER is only
productivity R measure of short
T e, term economic

performance.
Net profit margin| = NP/CR Proposed Net profit
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represents the
resource rent ang
the net profit
margin gives &
comparable
measure of
resource
productivity.

Biological indicators

"The group notes that numerous general concerns relating to the SHI and SAR have been
discussed in previous Balance/Capacity EWG repoN&vertheless, it is likely that
additional casespecific issues will be identified in the focttming EWG 1517, which will

merit further discussion and comment."”

Assessing the balance between Capacity and fishing opportunities.

The Expert group offers the following reporting framework for consideration by EWIF 15
as an aid to assess the baldnewgveen capacity and fishing opportunities.

Next steps.
DG MARE has already received preliminary values for all indicators requested. The relevant

Experts will provide final values ahead of the EV¥&17 as soon as the 2015 advice for all
stocks becomesvailable.
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Framework for evaluation of balance between fishing capacity and resources

Economic indicators Indicators by stock
Stock 1 Stock 2
Labour Capital Resource Biological status of| Biological status of
productivity | productivity | productivity | stock 1 stock 2
Return on
Fixed No of No of
NVA/FTE | Tangible Resource rent Overfished Stocks
Fleet (thousand | Assets (net_profit stocks at Risk
segments| € 0 (ROFTA%) | margin %9 EDI (%) | SDI(%) | EDI(%) | SDI(%) | NOS NSR
Segm_1 90 45 35 100 50 0 0 0 0
Segm_2 0 0 1 1
Segm_3 33 10 1 1
Segm_4 25 4 7 89 40 1 1

Segment Tepresents a positive situation (i.e. balance according to the 2014 Guidelines). Stocks explb#ezkgynent have good status and

the economic indicators are all positive = good economic perform&ecgent Zepresents a situation of concern: stock 2 has poor status,
segment is heavily reliant on stock 2 and economic indicators are not encousgneents 3 and dre mix of the above scenarios. Both
exploit stocks whose status is poor. However economically, segment 3 has a high dependency on stock 2 and also hasocanjgoor eco
performance (close to zero profits): low indicators for all productctofs. At the same time segment 4 generates low resource rent and labour
and capital productivities are mediocre. Overall segment 4 could be considered of less concern than segment 3.

Note of course these are shapshot assessnsgent i.e. what the situation was 2+ years ag
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9 ANNEX Il T STOCK REFERENCE LIST

The reference list shown below is currently used to divide commercial landings data at species level
intostocks see section on adMetPhed enft i Gagl ¢ uhleStoSkdd @  f
that are not divided are not include in the. [Ete resulting stock lamags data (by value or weight)

146



was usedby thead hoccontractoran the calculation of the Sustainable Harvest Indicator (SH®)
the Stocks at Risk Indicator (SAR) for consideration by STECF EVSG?7.

Species ade Sib-region Stock proportion
anb-8c9a ANF 27.8.C 2.92
anb-8c9a MNZ 27.8.C 2.92
anb-8c9a ANF 27.9.A 2.92
anb-8c9a MNZ 27.9.A 2.92
anb-gsa05 ANF 37.1.1 2.00
anb-gsa05 MNZ 37.1.1 2.00
anb-gsa05 MON 37.1.1 2.00
anb-gsa06 ANF 37.1.1 2.00
anb-gsa06 MNZ 37.1.1 2.00
anb-gsa06 MON 37.1.1 2.00
anegsal’ ANE 37.2.1 2.00
anegsal’ ANE SA 17 2.00
anegsal7_18 ANE 37.2.1 2.00
anegsal7_18 ANE SA 17 2.00
anp-8c9a ANF 27.8.C 1.52
anp-8c9a MNZ 27.8.C 1.52
anp-8c9a ANF 27.9.A 1.52
anp-8c9a MNZ 27.9.A 1.52
ara-gsa0l ARA 37.1.1 3.00
ara-gsa05 ARA 37.1.1 3.00
ara-gsa06 ARA 37.1.1 3.00
ara-gsa09 ARA 37.1.3 2.00
ara-gsalO ARA 37.1.3 2.00
ars-gsa09 ARS 37.1.3 4.00
arsgsalO ARS 37.1.3 4.00
arsgsall ARS 37.1.3 4.00
arsgsal2 16 ARS 37.1.3 4.00
arsgsal2 16 ARS 37.2.2 2.00
arsgsal8 ARS 37.2.2 2.00
boggsa25 BOG 37.3.2 2.00
boggsa26 BOG 37.3.2 2.00
cod-347d COD 27.3.A 1.05
cod-kat COD 27.3.A 23.13
dpsgsall DPS 37.1.1 5.00
dpsgsal3 DPS 37.1.1 5.00
dpsgsa04 DPS 37.1.1 5.00
dps-gsa05 DPS 37.1.1 5.00
dps-gsa06 DPS 37.1.1 5.00
dps-gsa09 DPS 37.1.3 3.00
dpsgsall DPS 37.1.3 3.00
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dpsgsal2 16 DPS 37.1.3 3.00
dpsgsal2_16 DPS 37.2.2 3.00
dpsgsal8 DPS 37.2.2 3.00
dpsgsal9 DPS 37.2.2 3.00
her-2532gor HER 27.3.D.28 1.12
her-47d3 HER 27.4.A 2.31
her-67bc HER 27.6.A 1.99
her-67bc HER 27.7.B 1.27
her-67bc HER 27.7.C 1.27
her-irls HER 27.7.A 1.44
her-irlw HER 27.6.A 7.33
her-irlw HER 27.7.B 4.68
her-irlw HER 27.7.C 4.68
her-nirs HER 27.7.A 3.29
her-noss HER 27.4.A 1.76
her-riga HER 27.3.D.28 9.58
her-vian HER 27.6.A 2.76
hke-gsaO1 HKE 37.1.1 5.00
hke-gsa03 HKE 37.1.1 5.00
hke-gsa05 HKE 37.1.1 5.00
hke-gsa06 HKE 37.1.1 5.00
hke-gsa09 HKE 37.1.3 4.00
hke-gsal0 HKE 37.1.3 4.00
hke-gsall HKE 37.1.1 5.00
hke-gsall HKE 37.1.3 4.00
hke-gsal2_16 HKE 37.1.3 4.00
hke-gsal2 16 HKE 37.2.2 4.00
hke-gsal2_ 16 HKE SA 16 2.00
hke-gsal5 16 HKE 37.2.2 4.00
hke-gsal5_ 16 HKE SA 16 2.00
hke-gsal8 HKE 37.2.2 4.00
hke-gsal9 HKE 37.2.2 4.00
mgb-8c9a LEZ 27.8.C 1.27
mgb-8c9a MEG 27.8.C 1.27
mgb-8c9a LEZ 27.9.A 1.27
mgb-8c9a MEG 27.9.A 1.27
mgw-8c9a LEZ 27.8.C 4.66
mgw-8c9a MEG 27.8.C 4.66
mgw-8c9a LEZ 27.9.A 4.66
mgw-8c9a MEG 27.9.A 4.66
mulbargsa0l MUT 37.1.1 5.00
mulbargsa01 MUX 37.1.1 5.00
mulbargsa03 MUT 37.1.1 5.00
mulbar-gsa03 MUX 37.1.1 5.00

148




mulbargsa05 MUT 37.1.1 5.00
mulbargsa05 MUX 37.1.1 5.00
mulbar-gsa06 MUT 37.1.1 5.00
mulbar-gsa06 MUX 37.1.1 5.00
mulbar-gsa09 MUT 37.1.3 3.00
mulbar-gsa09 MUX 37.1.3 3.00
mulbargsal0 MUT 37.1.3 3.00
mulbar-gsal0 MUX 37.1.3 3.00
mulbar-gsall MUT 37.1.1 5.00
mulbargsall MUX 37.1.1 5.00
mulbar-gsall MUT 37.1.3 3.00
mulbargsall MUX 37.1.3 3.00
mulbargsal5 16 MUT 37.2.2 3.00
mulbargsal5 16 MUX 37.2.2 3.00
mulbar-gsal8 MUT 37.2.2 3.00
mulbar-gsal8 MUX 37.2.2 3.00
mulbargsal9 MUT 37.2.2 3.00
mulbargsal9 MUX 37.2.2 3.00
mulsurgsa25 MUR 37.3.2 2.00
mulsurgsa26 MUR 37.3.2 2.00
nep-11 NEP 27.6.A 3.62
nep-12 NEP 27.6.A 2.92
nep-13a NEP 27.6.A 2.65
nep-13b NEP 27.6.A 280.62
nep-14 NEP 27.7.A 25.87
nep-15 NEP 27.7.A 1.07
nep-16 NEP 27.7.B 3.95
nep-17 NEP 27.7.B 1.34
nep-19 NEP 27.7.A 42.55
nep-6 NEP 27.4.B 1.54
nep-7 NEP 27.4.A 1.14
nep-8 NEP 27.4.B 2.86
nep-9 NEP 27.4.A 8.16
nep-gsa05 NEP 37.1.1 2.00
nep-gsa06 NEP 37.1.1 2.00
nep-gsal5 16 NEP 37.2.2 2.00
nep-gsal8 NEP 37.2.2 2.00
pil-gsa0l PIL 37.1.1 2.00
pil-gsa06 PIL 37.1.1 2.00
pil-gsal7 PIL 37.2.1 2.00
pil-gsal? PIL SA 17 2.00
pil-gsal7_18 PIL 37.2.1 2.00
pil-gsal7_18 PIL SA 17 2.00
sannsl SAN 27.4.B 1.87

149




sannsl SAN 27.4.C 1.18
sanns2 SAN 27.4.B 10.17
sanns2 SAN 27.4.C 6.44
sanns3 SAN 27.4.B 2.73
whb-gsa0l WHB 37.1.1 2.00
whb-gsa06 WHB 37.1.1 2.00
10 ANNEX |1 T COMPLIMENTARY DATA FOR THE SUSTAINABLE HARVEST INDICATOR

Information on the number of stocks for which assessments are available and the number of stocks
consicered overfished (Fcurrent > FMor its proxy b 1), provided by MSleet segment.

Area Country Fleet Number of Ngmber of
code code assessed stocks overfished stocks
AREA27 BEL BEEAREA2DFNVL1218 7 4
AREA27 BEL BEEAREA2DRBVL1824 12 8
AREA27 BEL BEEAREA2DTSVL1824 18 9
AREA27 BEL BEEAREA2DTSVL2440 27 13
AREA27 BEL BEEAREA27TBBVL1218 4 3
AREA27 BEL BEEAREA2TBBVL1824 17 10
AREA27 BEL BEEAREA2TBBVL2440 26 14
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3DFNVL0006 5 5
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3DFNVL0612 6 5
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3DFNVL1218 3 3
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3DFNVL1824 1 1
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3FPQGVL0006 4 3
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3¥FPQGVL0612 5 4
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3HOKVL0006 2 2
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3HOKVL0612 2 2
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3PGPVL0006 1 1
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AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3PGPVL0612 1 1
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3PGPVL1218 2 2
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3+PMRVL0006 4 3
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3PMRVL0612 6 5
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3+PMRVL1218 5 4
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3PMRVL1824 6 5
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3PMRVL2440 2 2
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3PSVL0006 4 3
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3PSVL0612 3 2
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3TM-VL0612 4 3
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3TM-VL1218 6 5
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3TM-VL1824 3 2
AREA37 BGR BGRAREA3TM-VL2440 4 3
AREA37 CYP CYPAREAS-DTSVL2440 9 9
AREA37 CYP CYPAREA3PGVL0612 3 2
AREA37 CYP CYPAREA3PGQGVL0612 2 2
AREA37 CYP CYPAREA3PGPVL1218 3 2
AREA37 CYP CYPAREAS3PSVL1824 2 1
AREA27 DEU DEUAREA2-DFNVL1218 11 7
AREA27 DEU DEUAREA2-DFNVL2440 10 6
AREA27 DEU DEUAREA2-DTSVL1012 3 3
AREA27 DEU DEUAREA2:DTSVL1218 8 6
AREA27 DEU DEUAREA2-DTSVL1824 12 7
AREA27 DEU DEUAREA2DTSVL2440 13 7
AREA27 DEU DEUAREA2:DTSVLA0XX 10 3
AREA27 DEU DEUAREA2-PGVL0010 7 4
AREA27 DEU DEUAREA2PGVL1012 3 3
AREA27 DEU DEUAREA2TBBVL1012 3 2
AREA27 DEU DEUAREA27BBVL1218 3 2
AREA27 DEU DEUAREA2+TBBVL1824 8 5
AREA27 DEU DEUAREA2-TBBVL2440 9 4
AREA27  DNK DNKAREA2-DRBVL1012 7 3
AREA27  DNK DNKAREA2-DTSVL0010 11 6
AREA27 DNK DNKAREA2-DTSVL1012 12 6
AREA27  DNK DNKAREA2-DTSVL1218 21 8
AREA27 DNK DNKAREA2-DTSVL1824 19 8
AREA27  DNK DNKAREA2-DTSVL2440 23 8
AREA27  DNK DNKAREA2-DTSVL40XX 23 9
AREA27  DNK DNKAREA2-PGPVL0010 13 6
AREA27  DNK DNKAREA2-PGPVL1012 11 6
AREA27  DNK DNKAREA2-PGPVL1218 11 6
AREA27  DNK DNKAREA2-PMRVL0010 12 6
AREA27  DNK DNKAREA2-PMRVL1012 14 7
AREA27  DNK DNKAREA2-PMRVL1218 18 8

151




AREA27  DNK DNKAREA2-PMRVL1824 13 5
AREA27  DNK DNKAREA2-TBBVL1218 4 1
AREA27  DNK DNKAREA2-TBBVL1824 11 5
AREA27  DNK DNKAREA2-TM-VL1218 14 6
AREA27 DNK DNKAREA2:TM-VL40XX 20 7
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2-DFNVL0010 5 1
AREA27 ESP ESPAREA2-DFNVL1012 9 3
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2:DFNVL1218 10 5
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2-DFNVL1824 8 3
AREA27 ESP ESPAREA2:DFNVL2440 8 3
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2-DRBVL0010 6 3
AREA27 ESP ESPAREA2:DRBVL1218 2 2
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2-DTSVL1012 1 1
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2-DTSVL1218 7 3
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2:DTSVL1824 7 3
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2-DTSVL2440 22 7
AREA27 ESP ESPAREA2-DTSVL40XX 14 5
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2#PGVL1012 8 3
AREA27 ESP ESPAREA2-FPQVL1218 8 3
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2-HOKVL0010 3 1
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2-HOKVL1012 7 2
AREA27 ESP ESPAREA27HOKVL1218 10 5
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2-HOKVL1824 8 2
AREA27 ESP ESPAREA27HOKVL2440 9 4
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2:PGPVL0010 8 3
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2-PGPVL1012 10 5
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2:PGPVL1218 10 5
AREA27 ESP ESPAREA2-PGPVL1824 9 4
AREA27 ESP ESPAREA2:PGPVL2440 11 5
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2-PMRVL1012 9 4
AREA27 ESP ESPAREA2-PMRVL1218 7 3
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2-PMRVL1824 4 1
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2-PMRVL2440 2

AREA27 ESP ESPAREA2:PSVL0010 1

AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2-PSVL1012 6 3
AREA27 ESP ESPAREA27PSVL1218 6 2
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2:PSVL1824 5 2
AREA27  ESP ESPAREA2-PSVL2440 4 2
AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3DFNVL0612 17 16
AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3DFNVL1218 13 12
AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3-DRBVL0006 1 1
AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3-DRBVL0612 2 2
AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3-DRBVL1218 1 1
AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3DTSVL0612 12 11
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AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3DTSVL1218 27 25
AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3-DTSVL1824 46 42
AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3DTSVL2440 27 25
AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3FPGVL0612 4 4

AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3FPGVL1218 3 3

AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3FPGVL2440 1

AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3-HOKVLO0006 1

AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3-HOKVL0612 12 10
AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3-HOKVL1218 14 13
AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3HOKVL1824 8 7

AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3-HOKVL2440 2 1

AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3PGPVL0006 15 12
AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3PGPVL0612 25 21
AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3-PGPVL1218 9 9

AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3*PMRVL0612 11 10
AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3-PMPRVL1218 6 6

AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3PSVL0612 10 8

AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3PSVL1218 8 6

AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3-PSVL1824 9 7

AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3PSVL2440 2 1

AREA37 ESP ESPAREA3PSVLA0XX 1

OFR ESP ESPOFRHOKVL1218 1 1

OFR ESP ESPOFRHOKVL1824 3 1

OFR ESP ESPOFRHOKVL2440 3

OFR ESP ESPOFRPGPVL0010 5 3

AREA27  EST ESTAREA2-DTSVL1218 2 1

AREA27  EST ESTAREA2PGVL0010 3 1

AREA27  EST ESTAREA2PGVL1012 2

AREA27 EST ESTAREA27TM-VL1218 2 1

AREA27  EST ESTAREA2TM-VL1824 3 1

AREA27  EST ESTAREA2TM-VL2440 3 1

AREA27  FIN FINAREA2PGVL0010 3 2

AREA27  FIN FINAREA2-PGVL1012 3 2

AREA27 FIN FINAREA2TM-VL1218 5 3

AREA27  FIN FINAREA2TM-VL1824 3 2

AREA27 FIN FINAREA2TM-VL2440 3 2

AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-DFNVL0010 19 10
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-DFNVL1012 25 12
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-DFNVL1218 24 13
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-DFNVL1824 24 14
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-DFNVL2440 13 6

AREA27  FRA FRAAREA2-DRBVL0010 12 7

AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-DRBVL1012 16 10
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-DRBVL1218 14 8
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AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-DRBVL1824 10 6
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-DRBVL2440 3 2
AREA27  FRA FRAAREA2-DTSVL0010 14 9
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-DTSVL1012 19 10
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-DTSVL1218 22 11
AREA27  FRA FRAAREA2-DTSVL1824 35 17
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-DTSVL2440 32 16
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-DTSVL40XX 13 5
AREA27  FRA FRAAREA2-FPGVL0010 15 9
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-FPQGVL1012 13 7
AREA27  FRA FRAAREA2-FPGVL1218 2 1
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-HOKVL0010 16 9
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-HOKVL1012 15 10
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-HOKVL1218 4 3
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-HOKVL1824 5 4
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-HOKVL2440 8 4
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-MGOVL0010 12 8
AREA27 FRA FRAAREAZ2-MGRVL0010 10 6
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-MGRVL1012 12 7
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-MGRVL1218 14 9
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-MGRVL1824 16 9
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-MGRVL2440 9 5
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-PGGVL0010 5 4
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-PGPVL0010 13 9
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-PGPVL1012 13 7
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-PGPVL1218 6 5
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-PMRVL0010 13 9
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-PMRVL1012 13 9
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-PMRVL1218 10 6
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-PSVL0010 4 3
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-PSVL1012 3 1
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-PSVL1218 10 6
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-PSVL1824 6 2
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-TBBVL1012 5 3
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-TBBVL1218 9 6
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2:TM-VL1012 6 4
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-TM-VL1218 12 6
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-TM-VL1824 16 9
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-TM-VL2440 13 6
AREA27 FRA FRAAREA2-TM-VL40XX 7 2
AREA37 FRA FRAAREAS3-DFNVL0006 8 7
AREA37 FRA FRAAREAS-DFNVL0612 18 15
AREA37 FRA FRAAREAS-DFNVL1218 5 4
AREA37 FRA FRAAREAS3-DRBVL0612 2 2
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AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3-DTSVL1218 14 12
AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3-DTSVL1824 19 16
AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3-DTSVL2440 12 11
AREA37 FRA FRAAREAS3-FPGVL0006 2 2

AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3FPQGVL0612 14 12
AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3FPGVL1218 2 2

AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3-HOKVL0O006 2 2

AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3-HOKVL0612 11 9

AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3-HOKVL1218 3 2

AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3-MGOVL0612 3 2

AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3-MGRVL1824 2 2

AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3-MGRVL2440 3 2

AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3-PGGVL0006 1 1

AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3-PGPVL0O006 2 2

AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3-PGPVL0612 12 11
AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3-PGPVL1218 3 2

AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3-PMRVL0612 18 15
AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3-PMRVL1218 2 1

AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3-PSVL0612 3 2

AREA37 FRA FRAAREAS3-PSVL1218 1

AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3-PSVL2440 1

AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3PSVLA0XX 1

AREA37 FRA FRAAREA3TM-VL2440 3 2

AREA27 GBR GBRAREA2:DFNVL0010 21 10
AREA27 GBR GBRAREA2:DFNVL1012 17 9

AREA27  GBR GBRAREA2-DFNVL1218 13 8

AREA27 GBR GBRAREA2-DFNVL1824 12 7

AREA27 GBR GBRAREA2-DFNVL2440 5 3

AREA27 GBR GBRAREA2:DRBVL0010 24 12
AREA27  GBR GBRAREA2-DRBVL1012 16 9

AREA27 GBR GBRAREA2-DRBVL1218 29 13
AREA27 GBR GBRAREA2:DRBVL1824 7 6

AREA27  GBR GBRAREA2-DRBVL2440 16 10
AREA27 GBR GBRAREA2:DTSVL0010 34 14
AREA27  GBR GBRAREA2-DTSVL1012 30 13
AREA27 GBR GBRAREA2:DTSVL1218 38 16
AREA27 GBR GBRAREA2:DTSVL1824 35 13
AREA27  GBR GBRAREA2-DTSVL2440 40 16
AREA27 GBR GBRAREA2DTSVLA0XX 19 9

AREA27 GBR GBRAREA2+PGVL0010 32 13
AREA27  GBR GBRAREA2-FPQGVL1012 24 10
AREA27  GBR GBRAREA2+PGVL1218 24 10
AREA27  GBR GBRAREA2-HOKVL0010 31 12
AREA27 GBR GBRAREA2:HOKVL1012 13 5
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AREA27 GBR GBRAREA2-HOKVL2440 6 2
AREA27  GBR GBRAREA2-MGRVL0010 9 4
AREA27  GBR GBRAREA2-PGPVL0010 19 10
AREA27  GBR GBRAREA2-PGPVL1012 5 3
AREA27 GBR GBRAREA2PMRVL0010 11 6
AREA27  GBR GBRAREA2-BBVL0010 5 3
AREA27 GBR GBRAREA2-TBBVL1012 7 4
AREA27 GBR GBRAREA2TBBVL1218 13 8
AREA27  GBR GBRAREA2-TBBVL1824 14 9
AREA27 GBR GBRAREA27BBVL2440 17 10
AREA27  GBR GBRAREA2-TBBVL40XX 9 4
AREA27 GBR GBRAREA27TM-VL0010 6 3
AREA27 GBR GBRAREA2/TM-VL1218 14 5
AREA27  GBR GBRAREA2-TM-VL40XX 12 4
OFR GBR GBROFRDTSVL40XX 2

AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3DFNVL0006 8 8
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3DFNVL0612 8 8
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3DFNVL1218 3 3
AREA37 HRV HRVAREAS-DRBVL0O006 1 1
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3-DRBVL0612 4 4
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3-DRBVL1218 8 8
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3DRBVL1824 3 3
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3-DRBVL2440 1 1
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3DTSVL0006 6 6
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3DTSVL0612 8 8
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3DTSVL1218 8 8
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3DTSVL1824 8 8
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3DTSVL2440 4 4
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3F+PGVL0O006 5 5
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3+PQGVL0612 8 8
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3-HOKVL0O006 3 3
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3HOKVL0612 6 6
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3-HOKVL1218 4 4
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3™MGGVL0006 8 8
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3-MGOVL0612 8 8
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3#PGGVL0006 1 1
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3PGQGVL0612 2 2
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3PGPVL0006 2 2
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3PGPVL0612 3 3
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3+PMPRVLO006 5 5
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3PMRVL0612 6 6
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3-PMRVL1218 2 2
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3PSVL0612 8 8
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3PSVL1218 7 7
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AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3PSVL1824 6 6
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3PSVL2440 4 4
AREA37 HRV HRVAREA3PSVL40XX 4 4
AREA27 IRL IREAREA2-DFNVL1012 10 5
AREA27 IRL IREAREA2-DFNVL1218 11 4
AREA27 IRL IRCAREA2-DFNVL1824 9 5
AREA27 IRL IREAREA2-DFNVL2440 7 4
AREA27 IRL IRLAREA2-DRBVL1012 1

AREA27 IRL IREAREA2-DTSVL1012 17 9
AREA27 IRL IREAREA2-DTSVL1218 26 11
AREA27 IRL IRCAREA2-DTSVL1824 31 12
AREA27 IRL IREAREA2-DTSVL2440 30 12
AREA27 IRL IRCAREA2-FPQGVL1012 19 7
AREA27 IRL IREFAREA2-FPGVL1218 7 3
AREA27 IRL IRELAREA2-HOKVL1012 1

AREA27 IRL IRCFAREA2-PMRVL1218 3

AREA27 IRL IREAREA2-TBBVL1824 9 5
AREA27 IRL IREAREA2-TBBVL2440 9 5
AREA27 IRL IREAREA2-TM-VL1012 9 4
AREA27 IRL IRCAREA2TM-VL1218 13 6
AREA27 IRL IREAREA2-TM-VL1824 19 6
AREA27 IRL IREAREA2:TM-VL2440 17 6
AREA27 IRL IREAREA2-TM-VL40XX 10 3
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3-DRBVL1218 4 4
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3-DTSVL0612 36 33
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3-DTSVL1218 49 46
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3-DTSVL1824 50 47
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3-DTSVL2440 38 36
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3-HOKVL1218 9 9
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3-PGPVLO006 20 19
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3-PGPVL0612 29 27
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3-PGPVL1218 20 19
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3-PMRVL0612 1 1
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3PMRVL1218 1 1
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3-PSVL0612 11 11
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3-PSVL1218 9 8
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3-PSVL1824 2 2
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3-PSVL2440 7 7
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3TBBVL1218 4 4
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3TBBVL1824 4 4
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3TBBVL2440 4 4
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3TM-VL1218 8 8
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3TM-VL1824 5 5
AREA37 ITA ITAAREA3TM-VL2440 6 6
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AREA27 LTU LTUAREA2-DFNVL1012 1

AREA27 LTU LTUAREA2-PGVL0010 1

AREA27 LTU LTUAREA27TM-VL2440 3 1
AREA27 LTU LTUAREA2/TM-VL40XX 3 1
AREA27 LVA LVAAREA2:DFNVL2440 1 1
AREA27  LVA LVAAREA2-PGPVL0010 3 1
AREA27  LVA LVAAREA2-TM-VL1218 3 1
AREA27  LVA LVAAREA2TM-VL2440 3 1
AREA37  MLT MLT-AREAS-DFNVLO006 3 3
AREA37  MLT MLTAREA3DFNVL0612 5 4
AREA37  MLT MLT-AREA3-DTSVL1824 17 16
AREA37  MLT MLTAREA3DTSVL2440 17 16
AREA37  MLT MLTAREA3-HOKVL0612 9 8
AREA37  MLT MLTAREA3-HOKVL1218 5 4
AREA37  MLT MLTAREA3-HOKVL1824 6 5
AREA37  MLT MLTAREA3-MGGVL0612 4 3
AREA37  MLT MLTAREA3-MGOVL1218 1

AREA37  MLT MLT-AREA3-PGPVL0006 9

AREA37  MLT MLTAREA3-PGPVL0612 8

AREA37  MLT MLTAREA3PGPVL1218 1

AREA37  MLT MLTAREA3-PGPVL1824 5 4
AREA37  MLT MLTAREA3PMRVLO006 4 4
AREA37  MLT MLTAREA3-PMRVL0612 12 11
AREA37  MLT MLTAREA3PMRVL1218 1

AREA37  MLT MLTAREA3-PMRVL1824 1

AREA37  MLT MLTAREA3-PSVL2440 1

AREA37  MLT MLTAREA3TM-VL2440 4 4
AREA27  NLD NLBDAREA2-DFNVL1218 5 3
AREA27 NLD NLDAREA2-DFNVL1824 9 5
AREA27  NLD NLBAREA2-DRBVL2440 1 1
AREA27  NLD NLBAREA2-DTSVL0010 4 3
AREA27  NLD NLBAREA2-DTSVL1824 13 7
AREA27  NLD NLBDAREA2-DTSVL2440 15 8
AREA27 NLD NLDAREA2-PGVL0010 I 3
AREA27  NLD NLBDAREA2-PGVL1012 5 3
AREA27 NLD NLDAREA27TBBVL0010 4 3
AREA27  NLD NLBDAREA2-TBBVL1218 5 3
AREA27  NLD NLBDAREA2-TBBVL1824 9 5
AREA27  NLD NLBDAREA2-TBBVL2440 11 6
AREA27  NLD NLBDAREA2-TBBVL40XX 11 6
AREA27  NLD NLBAREA2-TM-VL40XX 8 3
AREA27  POL POLAREA2-DFNVL1218 3 2
AREA27  POL POLAREA2-DTSVL1218 4 3
AREA27 POL POLAREA2-DTSVL1824 4 3
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AREA27  POL POLAREA2-PGVL0010 4 3
AREA27 POL POLAREA2-PGVL1012 4 3
AREA27  POL POLAREA2-TM-VL1824 4 3
AREA27  POL POLAREA2-TM-VL2440 5 3
AREA27 PRT AZOAREA2-DFNVL0010 2

AREA27  PRT AZOAREA2-HOKVL0010 2

AREA27  PRT AZOAREA2-HOKVL1012 2

AREA27  PRT AZOAREA2-HOKVL1218 2

AREA27  PRT AZOAREA2-HOKVL2440 2

AREA27 PRT AZOAREA2-PSVL0010 2

AREA27  PRT AZGAREA2:PSVL1012 1

AREA27 PRT PRTAREA2:DFNVL0010 8 3
AREA27  PRT PRTAREA2-DFNVL1012 9 4
AREA27 PRT PRTAREA2-DFNVL1218 18 12
AREA27  PRT PRTAREA2-DFNVL1824 9 3
AREA27 PRT PRTAREA2-DRBVL1012 1 1
AREA27 PRT PRTAREA2:DTSVL0010 7 3
AREA27  PRT PRTAREA2-DTSVL1218 10 5
AREA27 PRT PRTAREA2-DTSVL1824 27 21
AREA27 PRT PRTAREA2:DTSVL2440 21 15
AREA27  PRT PRTAREA2-DTSVL40XX 2

AREA27 PRT PRTAREA2FPQGVL0010 6 3
AREA27  PRT PRTAREA2#+PQGVL1012 4 1
AREA27 PRT PRTAREA2FPQOVL1218 9 4
AREA27 PRT PRTAREA2FPQGVL1824 8 4
AREA27  PRT PRTAREA2-HOKVL0010 9 3
AREA27  PRT PRTAREA2-HOKVL1012 6 1
AREA27 PRT PRTAREA2-HOKVL1218 8 3
AREA27 PRT PRTAREA2:HOKVL1824 5 1
AREA27  PRT PRTAREA2-HOKVL2440 6 1
AREA27 PRT PRTAREA2-MGOVL0010 3 1
AREA27  PRT PRTAREA2-MGOVL1012 3 1
AREA27  PRT PRTAREA2-PGPVL0010 10 4
AREA27 PRT PRTAREA2PGPVL1012 6 3
AREA27  PRT PRTAREA2-PGPVL1218 10 3
AREA27 PRT PRTAREA2PMRVL0010 5 1
AREA27 PRT PRTAREA2-PSVL0010 4 1
AREA27  PRT PRTAREA2-PSVL1012 8 3
AREA27  PRT PRTAREA2PSVL1218 6 3
AREA27 PRT PRTAREA2:PSVL1824 5 3
AREA27  PRT PRTAREA2-PSVL2440 5 1
AREA27  PRT PRTAREA2TBBVL0010 4 1
AREA27  PRT PRTAREA2TBBVL1012 3 1
OFR PRT PRTOFRDTSVL2440 1 1
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OFR PRT PRTOFRHOKVL2440 3 1
AREA37 ROU ROUAREAS3PGVLO006 6 5
AREA37 ROU ROUAREA3PGVL0612 6 5
AREA37 ROU ROUAREA3PMRVL0612 4 3
AREA37 ROU ROUAREA3PMPRVL1218 3 3
AREA37 ROU ROUAREA3PMRVL2440 6 5
AREA37 SVN SVNAREA3-DFNVL0006 6 6
AREA37  SVN SVNAREA3-DFNVL0612 8 8
AREA37  SVN SVNAREA3-DTSVL1218 6 6
AREA37 SVN SVNAREA3PSVL1218 6 6
AREA27  SWE SWEAREA2-DFNVL0010 13 7
AREA27 SWE SWEAREA2-DFNVL1012 13 7
AREA27 SWE SWEAREA2-DFNVL1218 6 5
AREA27  SWE SWEAREA2-DTSVL0010 8 4
AREA27  SWE SWEAREA2-DTSVL1012 13 7
AREA27 SWE SWEAREA2-DTSVL1218 13 7
AREA27 SWE SWEAREA2-DTSVL1824 18 8
AREA27  SWE SWEAREA2-DTSVL2440 18 8
AREA27 SWE SWEAREA2-+PGVL0010 11 6
AREA27  SWE SWEAREA2:FPGVL1012 9 5
AREA27  SWE SWEAREA2+PGVL1218 1

AREA27 SWE SWEAREA2-HOKVL0010 I 3
AREA27  SWE SWEAREA2-HOKVL1012 5 3
AREA27 SWE SWEAREA2-HOKVL1218 1 1
AREA27 SWE SWEAREA2-MGRVL2440 6 2
AREA27  SWE SWEAREA2-MGRVL40XX 7 2
AREA27 SWE SWEAREA2-PGPVL0010 7 4
AREA27 SWE SWEAREA2-PGPVL1012 4 2
AREA27 SWE SWEAREA2-PMRVL0010 4 2
AREA27  SWE SWEAREA2-PMRVL1012 6 3
AREA27 SWE SWEAREA2-PSVL1012 1

AREA27  SWE SWEAREA2-PSVL1218 1

AREA27  SWE SWEAREA2-TM-VL1824 11 6
AREA27 SWE SWEAREA2:TM-VL2440 11 5
AREA27  SWE SWEAREA2-TM-VL40XX 13 5
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