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Abstract

Commission Decision of 25 February 2016 setting up a Scientific, Technical and Economic
Committee for Fisheries, C(2016) 1084, 0J C 74, 26.2.2016, p. 4-10. The Commission may consult
the group on any matter relating to marine and fisheries biology, fishing gear technology, fisheries
economics, fisheries governance, ecosystem effects of fisheries, aquaculture or similar disciplines.
This report is the fifth in a series of STECF reports operationalising the social dimension of the CFP
and providing analytical tools. The EWG report addresses three specific areas: the National
Fisheries Profiles, Community Profiles and social indicators.



SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC COMMITTEE FOR FISHERIES (STECF) — SOCIAL
DATA IN FISHERIES (STECF-24-05)

Request to the STECF

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

STECF observations

EWG 24-05 was held online 13-17 May, 2024. The meeting was attended by 19 independent
experts, one member of STECF, experts from JRC and 6 observers. The meeting was also attended
by DG MARE on a regular basis.

EWG 24-05 produced a report on Social Data in Fisheries. STECF notes that this report is the fifth in
a series of STECF reports operationalising the social dimension of the CFP and providing analytical
tools. The EWG report addresses three specific areas: the National Fisheries Profiles, Community
Profiles and social indicators.

The first topic concerns the National Fisheries Profiles (NFPs). Following the Dutch profile (assessed
in EWG 22-04) and the Danish and Spanish profiles (assessed in EWG 23-07) as well as experts’
experiences in developing the Greek and German profiles, ten additional profiles were developed
under ad hoc contracts for Bulgaria, Cyprus, Croatia, Estonia, France, Ireland, Italy, Portugal,
Slovenia and Sweden. The ten new NFPs were evaluated for fitness for purpose. The findings
informed the update of the NFPs template to increase usefulness and cross-comparison between
NFPs.

The second task for the EWG was to provide an operational definition of fisheries communities, a
first partial list of such communities in the EU and an updated template for developing Fisheries
Communities Profiles (FCPs). STECF observes that the EWG proposed a definition of Fisheries
Community that builds on state-of-the-art research as well as empirical work developed in the
Member States.

STECF observes that the heterogeneity and richness of fisheries communities across the EU is well
known. Using three criteria (contrast, plurality, policy impact), EWG 24-05 developed a list of 96
fisheries communities covering 16 Member States, all sea basins, and including the Outermost
Regions. This list serves as a first selection of communities from which a FCP could be developed.
The experience gained with the NFPs and insights from former EWGs served to explore and update
the FCP template developed under an ad hoc contract.

The third part of the EWG report addresses the development of a set of social indicators, pointing
out the next methodological steps for their integration in an EU data call and providing a list of
countries for pilot studies. The indicators have been informed by the policy priorities identified by
DG-MARE in 2023 and through stakeholder consultation developed in 2024.

National Fisheries Profiles (NFPs)

STECF notes that EWG 24-05 updated the NFPs template (current version 4) to integrate the
potential improvements identified in the assessment of the 13 NFPs so far produced. STECF
observes that the template balances the need for a standardized and systematic approach with the
capability to accommodate plurality and heterogeneity across and within each MS.



STECF notes that in order to produce new NFPs and to update the current set of NFPs, EWG 24-05
advises to formalize this process. For the production of an NFP EWG 24-05 suggests that the
process includes expert(s) ad hoc contract, a peer review, and ideally, a focus group with Member
State stakeholders before publishing.

STECF observes that input data required for the NFP can be difficult to obtain as access to non-
public data can be restricted and not be accessible for the experts drafting the NFP. STECF notes
the importance that the (group of) expert(s) that is tasked to develop the NFP for a Member States
is given sufficient access to relevant data sources. EWG 24-05 notes that data sources used in the
current NFP did not create confidentiality issues.

STECF notes that EWG 24-05 suggests that an Annual Social Report should be produced. The
assessment of the new NFPs and the update of the existing ones would be part of this Annual
Social Report on the EU fisheries.

STECF observes that the suggestion of an Annual Social Report is in line with prior discussions on
the presentation of the Social Dimension of EU fisheries. As suggested by EWG 22-14, PLEN 23-01,
EWG 23-07 and PLEN 23-03 in the long-term preference would be to produce a stand-alone
document. However, STECF notes that in the current work programme social data are collected
once every three years. Although this may change over time, for now this three-year period will be
adhered to. Based on further developments in the NFPs, FCPs and social indicators a structure for a
possible Annual Social Report could be developed. For the time being social information will be
made available on a tri-annual basis

STECF notes that the issue of publishing the current set of NFPs still needs to be resolved. This will
on the one hand require a final editing of the 13 profiles. On the other hand, it will require the
establishment of a channel through which the profiles will be made public. As the web-based
application, as proposed by STECF, is currently not yet developed, it is suggested to include the 13
edited NFPs as Annex to the EWG 24-05 report.

The potential cross-comparison among NFPs is an asset to support policymaking at multiple levels
(regional, MS, sea basin, EU). The current set of NFPs do, to an extent, allow for the comparison
across Member States for example at the level of fleet structure, management measures and
trends and patterns. However, STECF acknowledges that ensuring cross-comparison of NFPs should
not be accomplished at the expense of being able to reflect the plurality and heterogeneity of the
national fisheries sector in the EU.

Fisheries Community Profile (FCP)

Concerning the Fisheries Community Profile (FCP) STECF notes that the EWG 24-05 has provided an
operational definition for fisheries communities that can provide the basis for the identification of,
and elaboration of, FCPs. The definition is presented in Box 5.3.1 below.

Fisheries communities pertain to settlements around fishing harbours where the fisheries generate
social and economic benefits (e.g., employment), and which enables new generations of fishers,
dueto shared norms andinter-generationallinks. Suchnormsare reflected in, forinstance, resource
stewardship, notions of shared materialities, cultural heritage, and interests, ways of life, and a
sense of belonging. Fisheries communities are place-based but can pertain to wider geographical
areas which gravitate towards the harbours, andare likely to include fisheries-based organisations
and ancillary industries in aquatic food value chains.

EWG 24-05 has provided a first partial list of fisheries communities (96 in total) based on different
criteria (contrast, plurality, policy impact), that can be used to develop a first set of FCPs
throughout the EU. STECF notes that the FCP will enable the elaboration of social impact



assessments of measurements and policies in the fisheries sector. Community profiles rely on NFPs
and complement them in their goals.

Social indicators

Concerning the development of Social Indicators, EWG 24-05 identified the five top priority areas
for developing social indicators. STECF notes that for these five priority areas the development of
social indicators will best advance if a stepwise multi-level approach is taken. STECF notes that a
set of social indicators was defined by the EWG, (38 in total) in relation to these priority areas, 12
of which can be collected relatively easy. Other indicators need further development and
operationalisation. Some of these indicators could be developed using pilot studies.

STECF notes that EWG 19-03 suggested that for proper socio-economic impact assessments a link
should be kept between vessel and social EUMAP variables. Nevertheless, the EWG 24-05 notes
that in developing the FCPs new social indicators, there might be indicators that only indirectly can
be linked to fleets (via the community).

The EWG 24-05 suggests the need to have an annual EWG on social indicators, where the
development of social indicators is the only task on the agenda, allowing for in-depth discussion of
methodological aspects. However, STECF notes that also other tasks need to be addressed, such as
the evaluation of NFPs and FCPs produced.

STECF reiterates its observation that in order to assess and validate any Member State data, it is
required to have national experts available to implement this context specific evaluation. STECF
notes that this may be most easily addressed by organising separate EWGs: one EWG for the
assessment of data produced, and one EWG for the further development of the social indicators.

STECF conclusions
STECF concludes that EWG 24-05 has addressed the TORs.

STECF concludes that the work completed by the EWG provides the tools required to progress the
implementation of the social dimension of the EU fisheries policy. The available NPFs provide for
the Member States covered a description of the national fisheries; over time, with an update of the
NFP, developments can be described. The FCPs to be developed will add more detail to this analysis
and focus on the community level. And the set of social indicators developed so far will allow for
an analysis of social impacts of policies and developments.

STECF concludes that version 4 of the National Fisheries Profiles (NFP) template, as presented in
the report of EWG 24-05, is now robust enough to be used as standard for the production of NFPs.
Having said this, STECF acknowledges that this template is designed as a guiding and living
document. It has already been reviewed in previous Social EWGs and is expected to evolve through
the learning process of developing new NFPs. In addition, the template offers needed flexibility to
be tailored to national specific circumstances.

STECF reiterates the need to develop the NFPs as a web-based application (STECF PLEN 23-01,
PLEN 23-03). This would allow for easy reference to further information, such as studies and
databases. And, in addition, it would facilitate an easier process of updating sections of the
information in the NFP that need updating.

STECF concludes that the issue of the development of the web-based application is closely related
to the overall issue of whom to be the custodian of the process of collecting the social data. The
Commission, Member States and STECF could play a role in this process. However, specific roles
and tasks need to be further detailed along the process of shaping the procedures of developing
and updating NFPs, FCPs and social indicators.



Noting the findings of EWG 24-05 in evaluating the additional set of 10 NFPs, STECF concludes
that a peer review of NFPs is required in order to guarantee sufficient robustness of the NFPs. This
becomes even more important when NFPs are used to implement a cross-comparison across
Member States. This peer review can be undertaken jointly by national experts, conversant with the
national context, and experts assessing the information with an outside perspective.

STECF concludes that, in line with the findings of EWG 24-05, cross-comparison between Member
States is possible in terms of fleet structures, management measures and trends and patterns.

STECF concludes that EWG 24-05 has provided a practicable definition of the concept of Fisheries
Community. STECF concludes that his definition is suitable for the foundation of the preparation of
a series of Fisheries Community Profiles (FCP).

STECF concludes that the concept of FCP, as prepared by EWG 24-05, which builds on elements of
the NFPs and on an earlier iteration of a FCP, is robust enough to be the basis for a first selection
of 30 FCPs across the EU.

STECF concludes that EWG 24-05 has made a step in the process of further developing operational
social indicators, based on questions and issues raised by the social partners. Out of a set of 38
potential indicators, 12 have been found to be ready for use.

STECF concludes that for 2025 the EWG should be established to evaluate available FCPs and
evaluate the template used. In addition, the EWG should further develop the set of social indicators.
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1 Introduction

This report on social data in fisheries is the fifth in a series of STECF reports operationalising the
social dimension of the CFP and providing analytical tools.

In particular, the report addresses three specific areas. The first is an assessment and update of
the National Fisheries profiles. The second provides an operational definition of fisheries
communities, including a first partial list of communities and an updated template for developing
Fisheries Communities profiles. The third addresses the development of a set of social indicators,
pointing at next methodological steps for their integration in a EU data call. It also includes a list of
countries for pilot studies on these new indicators. The indicators have been informed by the policy
priorities identified by DG-MARE in 2023 and through the stakeholder consultation developed in
2024,

The report has been produced by a group of experts convened under the Scientific, Technical and
Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF) and JRC experts. The group consisted of 20 independent
experts. The list of experts can be found in section 8.

The five social EWGs delivered substantive advances in theoretical and methodological approaches
to address the social dimension. When implemented, they will allow EU fisheries policy to be based
on sound, integrated scientific advice that effectively deals with the social realm. Compared to the
environmental, biological, and economic dimensions, the social dimension has been lagging behind
significantly. There are multiple contributing factors that explain this discrepancy. First, social
aspects cannot always be translated into quantifiable indicators, making their integration into a
data collection system less straightforward. Second, social information is always contextual and
therefore requires data collection to take place at the relevant scale level, making them less
amenable to standardised administrative data collection calls within the EU MAP. In addition, some
social aspects are collected within Member states, but cannot be disaggregated to the relevant
level in the context of fisheries policy (i.e. the level of a fisheries community). However, these
challenges should not deter from using the best available science and evidence to support policy
under conditions of complexity and uncertainty. The EWG 24-05 builds on previous work by EWGs
and the marine social science research community through ICES, EU and MS-funded research
projects, networks and international initiatives to set up the CFP social dimension analysis toolbox
(see Figure 1.1). The toolbox allows the delivery of relevant and timely advice, as well as the
identification and analysis of issues of importance, to achieve the goals of the CFP. The tools differ
in their target, scope, approach and output.
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Figure 1.1. Social dimension Analysis toolbox for the CFP.

NATIONAL FISHERIES PROFILES FISHERIES COMMUNITY PROFILES
NFPs FCPs

Data, information, knowledge Data, information, knowledge

DATAFRAMES: individual, vessel, firm, family unit-household, community and institutional

Source: own elaboration. Image: Toolbox by Joachim Schlosser under CC BY 2.0 Deed

1.1 Terms of Reference for EWG-24-05

Background information

One of the objectives of the Common Fisheries Policy® (the CFP Regulation) is to promote social
sustainability. The current legal framework refers to labour conditions, health and safety, as well as
to job creation and training, social inclusion and a fair standard of living. Fisheries throughout
Europe have undergone major structural changes, leading to important social consequences for
both individual fishers as well as for fisheries communities. In a number of fisheries communities
and regions of the EU, the social importance of the fisheries sector outweighs its direct economic
contribution.

The collection of data for calculating the social indicators for the EU fishing fleet, aquaculture
and fish processing industry is required under the Data Collection Framework (Regulation (EU)
2017/1004 on the establishment of a Union framework for the collection, management and use of
data in the fisheries sector and support for scientific advice regarding the CFP). The multiannual
program for data collection (Decisions (EU) 2021/1167 and 2021/1168) specifies social variables?
to be collected every three years from 2018 onwards:

- Employment by gender

- Full Time Equivalent (FTE) by gender
- Unpaid labour by gender

- Employment by age

- Employment by education level

- Employment by nationality

- Employment by employment status
- Total FTE National

This data was last collected for the EU Fishing fleet in the STECF 22-06, for the EU Aquaculture
sector in the STECF 22-17, and for the EU Fish processing industry fishing in the STECF 23-14. The

! Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 December 2013.
2 For definitions and methodology of existing indicators, see:
https://datacollection.jrc.ec.europa.eu/documents/d/dcf/eumap guidance_social
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data of the different working groups are available in the Final reports section of the STECF
website’.

Four STECF Expert Working Groups (EWG) on social data in fisheries have taken place (19-03, 20-
14, 22-14, 23-17). Each one built on the work on the previous EWG resulting in the development of
a template for National Fisheries Profile, detailed analysis of Member States’ implementation of
article 17 of the CFP Regulation, recommendations for community profiles and proposed
measurements of specific social issues (through indicators, questionnaires, interviews, focus
groups).

As the STECF EWG 23-17 report states, community profiles are an important addition to the
National Fisheries Profiles, as they provide an analysis of the social impacts of policy developments
on fisheries communities at a local/regional level. Initial work was undertaken in STECF EWG 19-03
on the objective and nature of community profiles and method to compile them*. This analysis was
completed in STECF EWG 20-14 with a more detailed structure and further guidance on the
methodology® to develop the profiles. This work now needs to integrate the ICES study on fishing
communities (i.e. in the Celtic Sea®, the greater North Sea’) as well as related studies, such as the
Seawise project work on community profiles in France (Le Guilvinec community profile)®.

The objective of the EWG 24-05 was closely related to the work previously implemented by EWGs
on the social dimension. Building upon the conclusion of STECF PLEN 23-03, the EWG 23-17
report, the stakeholder consultation of 2024, the 2021 evaluation report of the EU MAP
social data pilot studies and the 2019 Technical Report on socio-economic data
collection for fisheries, aquaculture and the processing industry at EU level, the STECF
EWG 24-05 is requested to carry out the following tasks:

1. Perform an assessment review of the 13 National fisheries profiles, evaluating fitness for
purpose, potential for cross-comparison, and sources enabling subsequent publication.

2. Based on the ad hoc contract that compiled existing literature and proposed a template for
Community Profiles, suggest a definition of community that takes into account
accessibility of data and social relevance; and provide a first partial list of fishing
communities for a number of selected countries.

3. In order to progress on the inclusion of additional social variables in future EU data calls to
Further develop quantitative and qualitative indicators based on the policy priorities
identified, including unit of analysis, specific source of data per Member State and
collection method. In addition, to suggest next methodological steps for the integration of
these indicators in an EU data call and identify countries to be chosen for pilot studies on
new indicators.

3 See https://stecf jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports/economic.

4 See ppl98-204 of STECF Report 19-03.

> See pp 81-93 of STECF Report 20-14.

& https://ices-library.figshare.com/articles/report/Celtic Seas ecoregion Ecosystem Overview/21731615.
7 https://www.ices.dk/advice/ESD/Pages/Greater North Sea_socioeconomic.aspx.

8 https://seawiseproject.org/.
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2 TOR 1 National Fisheries Profiles

2.1 Introduction

The EWG 24-05 analysed the current status and next steps for the National Fisheries Profiles
(NFPs), following ToR1: Analyse the 13 National Fisheries Profiles prepared by experts through ad
hoc contracts (FR, CY, HR, BG, IT, SE, Sl, EE, PT, ES, NL, DK, IE) and identify:

a. To what extent the current 13 NFPs are fit for purpose;

b. To what extent the current 13 NFPs allow for cross comparison (common challenges &

trends vs. national specificities);
c. Potential adjustments to the NFP template to allow for better cross comparison;
d. Sources & accessibility of data enabling subsequent publication of NFPs.

The discussion built on the findings from the process for the design and development of the NFPs
started in 2019 (see Figure 2.1). The EWG 24-05 acknowledges DG-MARE in following the advice
provided through each step and summarized in the subsequent reports and guidelines to tailor the
profiles to their current format.

Figure 2.1. Development and evolution of the National Fisheries Profiles: 2019- 2024.

Design and evolution of the National Fisheries Profiles (NFPs)

Expert Report Proof of concept NL Proof of concept DK, ES
NFP Template v0 FISHN'CO o —
— I —
2019 2020 2022
Social data in the EU fisheries ~ Social dimension of the CFP Social Da spdate of the Social Data in Fisheries
sectar (STECF-20-14) (STECF 23-17)
(STECF-19-03)
Operational plan NFP Template vi NFP Template v2 NFP Template v3
2024

NFP: BG, CY, EE, FR, HR, IE, IT, PT, SE, SI
mm - JIZZI0NIIEE EE i

Other NFP aside the standard process: DE, EL
=

Source: own elaboration.

The goal of the National Fisheries Profile (NFP) is to provide a comprehensive overview of the
fisheries sector, emphasising the social dimension and ensuring that the best available science is
used in informing decision-making and societal dialogues (Annex 1 of EWG 23-17°). They are
considered a key tool to understand the wider social context of fisheries. An overview of the
development and evolution of the NFPs is provided in Figure 2.1.

° Scientific Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF) — Social Data in Fisheries (STECF 23-17).
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The ToR 1 requested the analysis of the 13 NFP. However, only 10 NFPs were analysed during EWG
24-05 for the following reasons:

The NFP for the Netherlands, Denmark and Spain were considered and elaborated as proof
of concept. A proof of concept is defined as a process of gathering evidence to support the
feasibility of a project. It helps test project viability, identify roadblocks, and gather insights
to refine the subsequent process.

The NFP for the Netherlands was the first to be developed - within the framework of a
research project and from the desire of the researchers to advance the development of
NFPs for the EU member states (MS). The output was presented and discussed during EWG
22-14 and summarised in the report®. This proof of concept informed an update of the
NFP template (Version 1, see Figure 1 above).

Subsequently, NFPs for Spain and Denmark were developed under DG-MARE ad hoc
contracts, both using the template developed on the background of the experiences from
the NFP for the Netherlands. They were designed to assess the applicability of the template
in different MS and the ability to handle complex and plural realities. The output of these
two NFP proofs of concept was presented and discussed during EWG 23-17 and
summarised in the respective report. This second proof of concept informed the update of
the NFP template (Version 2, see Figure 2.1 above), the development of the NFP guidelines
and the next steps.

EWG 23-17 concluded that the work on the NFPs is an important step towards the
integration of the social dimension into fisheries management and fisheries advice and
should be extended to all MS.

Subsequently in 2024, an additional 10 NFPs were produced based on a revised template
(Version 3, see Figure 1 above) and modified guidelines provided by the STECF in its report.
The 10 countries were: Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Estonia, France, Ireland, Italy, Portugal,
Slovenia, and Sweden.

Whilst the three initial NFP proofs of concept (NL, DK, ES) share common elements, they
also diverge from the ten recent NFPs that have been developed based on the findings of
the initial NFPs.

As the structure and underpinning framework for developing the NFPs have evolved based
on the lessons learned from the development of the first three, the methodological
approach used to assess the most recent NFPs does not allow for a rigorous systematic
comparison across all 13 reports. In addition, the exploratory nature of the earlier proofs of
concept (particularly for the NL, but also to a significant extent for DK and ES) limits the
capability of these to be ‘fit for purpose’. For these reasons, only 10 NFPs were assessed
during EWG 24-05.

2.1.1 NFP development in 2024

Following the template provided by in Annex 1 of STECF EWG 23-17, ten new NFPs were drafted in
early 2024 based on the following structure: 1) an executive summary containing main findings of
the profile; description of the society; fisheries sector structure; governance system; and the social,
cultural and economic aspects of fisheries; 2) a brief presentation of methods and data, and 3) the
more detailed sections that the executive summary builds directly on.

10 gcjentific Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF) - Social Data in Fisheries (STECF 22-14).
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In addition, the following specific drafting guidance was provided to authors of the ten most recent
NFPs (Annex 1 EWG 23-17 report):

The NFP template (see table below) provides the general structure the profiles should take.
Given that MS fisheries are heterogeneous with significant differences in terms of fleets,
size, history, and social and governance aspects of fisheries (e.g, Malta vs. the
Netherlands), the amount of sub-headings should be tailored towards each specific MS
case. MS-specific unique aspects not anticipated by the template should be added rather
than overlooked. Non-relevant sub-headings should simply be left out. Given the necessary
emphasis on the social aspects to complement, for example, the AER, time should be fully
allocated for a thorough analysis of the “Social, cultural and economic aspects of fisheries”
and “Governance system” sections.

Additionally, given that it will take time for NFPs to develop and fully mature, time for
reflection on the process should be allocated and prioritized. In addition to the executive
summary, infographics could be useful as complementary, explanatory visuals. These are
necessary not for summarizing quantitative data per se, but for highlighting key social
messages and aspects (e.g. Spain case: fishing communities are dying).

The development of the NFPs as a stepwise process prompted initiatives at MS level. In Greece, the
NFP was an initiative by the Greek team responsible for collecting socioeconomic variables under
the DCF. The team tried to combine available information, the team’s experience and the research
carried out through the years to present the sector's significance. The Greek NFP used the template
v.3 (see Figure 2.1). The methodological approach included input-output analysis (to examine the
fisheries and aquaculture sectors’ linkages with other sectors of the economy) and PESTLE analysis
to assess the impact of the external environment on the fishing industry. The lessons learnt from
the process have been used in the EWG 24-05. The Greek NFP is available in two languages, Greek
and English.

The German NFP was initially scheduled as part of the standard NFPs process. For bureaucratic
reasons the Thinen Institut could not accept the ad hoc contract proposed to the experts by DG-
MARE. However, the high interest led to the launching of the NFP internally. The profile used the
template v.3 (EWG 22-14). However, in the implementation the template showed some limitations
(redundancies and prioritization). While half of the profile has been completed, the experts involved
are willing to consider the use of the template v4 (proposed here) in order to improve comparability
with NFPs of other MS. The NFP is written in English. The authors plan on finalizing it towards the
end of the year to complete the compendium of all the NFPs. Publication and availability is to be
decided™'.

11 Currently a “Thiinen Working Paper” is discussed (see e.g., Thiinen Working Paper).
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Figure 2.2. MS with NFP conducted (light blue) and other fishery profile types (dark blue).
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Source: own elaboration.

2.2 National Fisheries Profiles fitness for purpose

This section provides an assessment of the ten most recent NFPs (i.e. Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus,
Estonia, France, Ireland, Italy, Portugal, Slovenia, and Sweden) - all of which having been developed
based on the same template and additional explanatory text - and asks to what extent they are fit
for purpose based on three sources: short reviews carried out of each of the NFPs by experts at the
EWG 24-05 meeting; solicited feedback from the authors on the experience of collating data and
information and subsequently drafting the NFPs; various notes compiled from the plenary
discussions at the EWG 24-05 meeting supporting the interpretation of the two sources above.

Reviewers of the NFPs were asked to assess these reports according to nine structured questions
(as set out in Figure 2.3). The assessment criteria were identified through the previous EWG reports,
in which experts stated the goals and applications of the NFPs (EWG 23-17, EWG, 22-14, EWG 20-
14, EWG 19-03). The reviewers had the option to select the following answers to the nine
questions: Yes, Partially, or No as well as providing Comments to support their assessment of the
NFPs.
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Figure 2.3. Template for the Assessment of National Fisheries Profiles.

ToR1. TEMPLATE FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF NATIONAL FISHERIES PROFILES
Note. The assessment criteria have been identified through the previous EWG reports, in which experts stated the goals and -
applications of the NFP (EWG 23-07, EWG, 22-14, EWG 20-14, EWG 19-03)

EWG 24-05
Social Data in EU fisheries 1317 may 2024

Please, indicate if the NFP Partially :No Comments

1 Adressesall the items of the NFP template [see sheet 2) e
2, Provides a brief outline of fisheries role in society:

- structure

role

- cultural role

3. Provide social data and knowledge on the social state of the fisherles
4, provide insights to contextualize social data

5. provide a brief description of some salient social, institutional and legal elements
6. provide a deeper socio-economic understanding of how and to what extent fisheries play a role in the Member State at different scales
7. enable com parison of social variables to identify imbalances in society, addressing questions of well-being and living conditions

8. enable (if repeated on X year time) for analysis of trends and challenges i
9. allow for comparison of fisheries sectors among Member States, for instance to measure the effects of the Common Fisheries Polu:y

Source: own elaboration.

In addition to the results of the assessment templates, written comments were provided by several
reviewers. Similarly, some reviewers provided more qualitative accounts during the plenary
sessions. All feedback was synthesised into a Summary Assessment Table (Figure 2.4). Overall, the
insights from reviewers can be organised as pertaining to either ‘high level feedback on the NFPs’
or ‘specific comments’ which is presented below.

The high-level feedback noted that NFPs met most requirements but also that there were some
concerns:

The overall length of NFPs varies widely across the NFPs, ranging from 48 to 172 pages.
Feedback included that some of the reports were too long and too comprehensive.

The length, content and quality of executive summaries were inconsistent across NFPs,
ranging from one to 13 pages.

Reviewers reported that there were missing subheadings or subsections in some NFPs.
However, it should be noted that the guidance stipulated that the number of sub-headings
should be tailored towards each specific MS case and non-relevant sub-headings could
simply be left out.

Duplication of content was identified in different sections of some NFPs.

There was consensus that for the most part there was an imbalance of content in terms of
the data and information presented in terms of economic and governance data. In general,
less content and data were provided for the social and cultural aspects compared to
economics and governance.

21



Figure 2.4. Summary Assessment of the National Fisheries Profiles completed in 2024.
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Q1. Adresses all the items of the NFP template (see sheet 2) Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y A
Q2. Provides a brief outline of fisheries role in society: Y Y Y P Y A Y Y A A
- structure Y | Y Y Y| Y Y| Y | Y Y| Y
- economic role Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
- social role Y P Y Y Y Y Y Y Y P
- cultural role Y P Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Q3. Provide social data and knowledge on the social state of the
fisheries Y P P Y Y Y P P Y
Q4. provide insights to contextualize social data Y N P Y P \' N P Y
Q5. provide a brief description of some salient social, institutional and
legal elements Y| Y | Y | Y| Y | Y| Y [|[Y|Y|Y
Q6. provide a deeper socio-economic understanding of how and to what
extent fisheries play a role in the Member State at different scales Y P Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Q7. enable comparison of social variables to identify imbalances in
society, addressing questions of well-being and living conditions p N P 7 P P P P P P
Q8. enable (if repeated on X year time) for analysis of trends and
challenges P Y P Y Y Y N P Y Y
Q9. allow for comparison of fisheries sectors among Member States, for
instance to measure the effects of the Common Fisheries Policy w7 P P w7 P N P Y Y P

Notes: Y = Yes; P = Partially; N = No

Source: own elaboration.

Specific feedback was provided based on the Template of Assessment of the National Fisheries
Profiles in the form of comments:

Q3. Provide social data and knowledge on the social state of the fisheries: Six of the
10 NFPs provided relevant social data and the other four presented partial social data. This was
linked to data availability issues. For example, in many NFPs only quantitative DCF social data
was presented and in others, only partial DCF social data was presented.

Q4. Provide insights to contextualise social data: Given the lack of social data presented
(as discussed for Q3.), accordingly, limited insights to contextualise the social data were
presented.

Q 7. Enable comparison of social variables to identify imbalances in society,
addressing questions of well-being and living conditions: It was difficult to evaluate
well-being and living conditions based on DCF social data alone or in the absence of any social
data.

Q 8. Enable (if repeated on X year time) for analysis of trends and challenges: This
requirement will be challenging given the limitations with Q3, 4, and 7 above.

Q 9. Allow for comparison of fisheries sectors among Member States, for instance to
measure the effects of the Common Fisheries Policy: There is a need to clarify the social
themes that are required to support the CFP or measure the social effects of the CFP.
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Insights of the lessons learned from the authors in writing the NFPs were also used in the
assessment. The authors of the 10 NFPs were requested to set aside time for reflection on the
process (lessons learned from the NL are available in EWG 22-14. Report and for ES and DK in the
EWG 23-17 report). In practice, the authors prepared these insights in advance of EWG 24-05.
Feedback on their experience was based on the following questions:

1. What is missing from the template?

2. Was the allocated time enough?

3. What was your experience with team/individual work?
4. Any issues on data access and data sources?

5. What was difficult to do?

6. What else do you consider relevant to share?

As in the case of reviewers, some authors provided supplementary qualitative accounts during the
plenary at EWG 24-05. It is important to highlight that the authors were not asked specifically to
comment on whether they considered their NFP ‘fit for purpose’ but rather on the drafting process
(which may constitute a methodological weakness). Some overall, relatively general messages on
authors’ own perspectives on whether their NFPs were ‘fit for purpose’ can, nonetheless, be
extracted from these contributions from the authors:

Elements not included or not emphasised sufficiently. Several authors noted certain elements were
either not included or insufficiently included, reducing the ability of the NFP to provide a full and
comprehensive understanding of the social context. Different reasons can be found for why specific
elements have been either excluded or included but insufficiently, such as: topics not included in
template (e.g. historical development, aquaculture) or not included sufficiently due to lack of data
or at least readily available data (e.g. social data, social dynamics, discourses, marginalised
groups). According to the drafting guidance, elements not included in the template could/should in
fact have been included by the authors, if deemed necessary. However, given the limited time
allocated for producing the NFPs, this was most likely in these cases not considered feasible.
Similarly, some elements are likely not included as comprehensively as wished for by the authors
due to best available science not being readily available (e.g. there was not enough time to explore
academic journal articles) or datasets were not made available by the data owners within the
deadline of the drafting process.

Doubts about quality. Several authors reported a need for a review procedure (through some
national process, e.g. peer review, review workshop) for quality assurance and to ensure that the
content is based on best available data for the Member State.

Maintaining accessibility while delivering on all points. Some authors highlighted that it was
challenging to balance between the need for delivering on all the points whilst maintaining
accessibility of the document. Some authors regarded their document as potentially too long and
overwhelming. However, at the same time, this was deemed necessary to comply with the template
guidance and the limited information of the potential readership of the NFPs made it in any case
difficult to prioritise.
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The authors’ feedback on drafting the 10 NFPs is particularly relevant for ToR 1.c, where further
analysis of the solicited author responses can be found.

2.2.1 NFP fitness for purpose: main conclusions

The ten recently submitted NFPs are considered largely fit for purpose, although there is scope for
improvement. Many of the potential improvements are addressed and described under other terms
of reference in this report.

The NFPs are comprehensive and bring together relevant datasets across economic, social, and
cultural spheres.

According to the guidelines (see annex xx.), the goal of the NFPs is to provide a comprehensive
overview of the fisheries sector, emphazising the social dimension and ensuring that the best
available science is used in informing decision making and societal dialogues. While NFPs aim
to deliver the “best available science”, it is important to highlight that the current drafts of the
NFPs were constrained by the limited time available, data availability in certain Member States
and the extensive breadth of areas to describe.

The NFPs vary greatly in length, particularly the executive summary, and also vary in quality.
The NFPs often lack contextual detail and analysis. This is partly due to a lack of time as
authors were focused on locating, translating, and describing the relevant datasets.

The NFPs focus on quantitative data, but this focus can crowd out or otherwise take time away
from incorporating qualitative data and a focus on the social aspects (e.g. the inclusion of
export and import statistics rather than describing what it is like working in these industries or
how these trends impact fisheries culture).

The NFPs are repetitive, and some sections can be merged, or cross references made.

The NFPs are lengthy and may discourage reading, particularly the executive summaries.

The NFPs could benefit from external review (by a relevant expert from the MS in question) and
copyediting.

The NFPs could, in some cases, benefit from the addition of sections on aquaculture, informal
structures, and identified data gaps and issues with data quality (see ToR 1.b and 1.c).

The NFPs could be enhanced by comparison between countries and consistency of data sources
(see ToR 1.b and 1.c).

The NFPs could be enhanced by having access to information in future Community Profiles that
are expected to provide a key source of information by delving into the social context and the
governance system (including conflict resolution) at a more appropriate level/scale (see ToR 2).
The NFPs could be enhanced by the collection of more social data than currently exists (see
section ToR 3).

The NFPs are likely to become more fit for purpose as future NFPs can build on previous NFPs,
thus saving time in the future.

Periodical updating of the NFPs, combined with the web-based approach for releasing the NFP
proposed by EWG 23-17 and supported by EWG 24-05, support the implementation of these
improvements.
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2.3 National Fisheries Profiles potential for cross comparison

Recognizing the significance of addressing the social dimension, the EWG 24-05 understands the
necessity for a comprehensive toolbox. While NFPs might not be considered as the best tools for
direct comparison, they still facilitate valuable comparative analysis and the identification of
patterns and trends at regional, sea basin and EU level.

NFPs can provide essential context for reports such as the Annual Economic Report of the EU
fishing fleet (AER). Moreover, by identifying and integrating social tipping points whenever feasible,
the explanatory capacity of these reports can be enhanced, providing deeper insights into the social
implications of the presented data.

The NFPs are not only able to deliver broad and deep context for the fisheries of the countries, but
might also be able to deliver comparisons across MSs with the aim of identifying commonalities in
fleets, governance or other social aspects, but also to determine MS-wide trends in fisheries that
can then - if harmful- tried to be mitigated. The EWG 24-05 was therefore looking at the
comparability of the 10 profiles that have been written according to the same template, as
suggested by EWG 23-17.

Several alternatives to assess comparability were discussed and the following approach adopted: (i)
from the NFPs template, the components considered crucial (bare minimum) and useful for
comparison across MS were selected; (ii) the 10 NFP were used to explore if, how and to what
extent the current content is comparable; (iii) the findings informed the development of ToR1c.

The selection included specific sections and transversal topics: Current trends, issues and
developments (section 5), fleet structure and interactions across subsectors (section 2), CFP and
management systems (section 3), data and definitions.

In general, there are plenty of opportunities for cross-comparisons in the NFPs. To increase the
comparability, it needs to be made sure that:

all elements that should be compared are mandatory in NFPs
comparable data should be made available in the executive summary already
follow a clear and similar structure to be comparable

use resources that ease comparison, e.g. a standardized table with a limited number of
common indicators (see also ToR3) or a fact sheet.

Balance the use of keywords and guidelines with space needed for authors to think, reflect and
write about trends, challenges and opportunities.

For the general overview, present in all NFPs, there are differences among the NPFs. There is a
great plurality of the paths that MSs provide information on population, GDP, employment, country
characteristics, or historical information.
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Table 2.1. Assessment of potential for cross-comparison of NFPs.

Comparable in | Which topic in specific are comparable?
Topic general: Additionally: Instructions - how can it be
yIn/partially comparable?

2 Fisheries

sector -y Clear guidelines to ensure consistent coverage of basic

structure information from all MS.

3. Governance y Main features of the system (institutions, structures and

system processes).
Need clear topics to be comparable; some NFPs describe
general trends in fishing, some of the national society.

5. Current Set a clear timeframe for trends (one year, several years,

. decades)

trends, issues X .

and Y Challenges need to be included here specifically to be
comparable

developments Differentiate between (i) opportunities at hand that will
further develop and (ii) opportunities in the future and (iii)
theoretical opportunities to be comparable
All data sources should be clearly indicated (author’s
elaboration, official source, etc.)

Data P 60% of the data sources are national
NFPs use harmonized data sets (e.g. EUMOFA, EUROSTAT,
STECF, OECD or GFCM)
Most NFPs use standard definitions for the indicators,
variables and units of analysis available in the AER (e.q.
FTE).

Definitions p Definition of the Fleet segment is mostly national while

reflecting in the one used in the DCF.

Definitions of communities vary, predominantly placed-
based. The operational definition set in ToR2 will inform
new NFPs and ensure comparison.

Source: own elaboration.

2.3.1.

Understanding and comparing the structure of the fisheries sector across Europe is critical for
policy questions, particularly considering that the CFP is designed at EU level combining centralized
and regionalized approaches. The NFP template envisaged describing the relevant fleet segments
in Section 2.2 on the summary of fleets. It provides an overview of the fisheries sector structure. In
addition, it presents a summary of the fleets, geographical areas where they operate, fishing
practices/systems, processing, trade and markets, and fisheries communities. The guidelines for 10
NFPs asked for the description of the main marine commercial (SSF, LSF, DFW; include detail on
foreign-flagged), recreational (including if, applicable, foreign vessels travelling to the MS areas),
and subsistence fleets per MS, but allowed the analysis to group fleet segments according to
criteria that are appropriate for the specific Member States (e.g. commercial together, SSF together,

etc.).

Comparing the fisheries sector structure
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Several NFPs dedicated special subsections to LSF and SSF: Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, and Slovenia.
Other countries included sections to variations of SSF and LSF but adjusted them to local
circumstances or divided them into smaller segments:

Estonia divided LSF into two sections on Atlantic distant water and Baltic Sea trawlers,
while SSF was addressed in the Baltic Sea coastal fishery section.

Portugal included the section on SSF, while LSF was addressed in sections on coastal and
long-distance water fishing fleets.

Italy operates with SSF and LSF terms and summarizes these fleets in general rather than
specific sections.

Sweden divided LSF into sections on the pelagic segment and trawlers and SSF into
sections on passive gear.

The third group of NFPs summarised their fleets only using lower levels of granulation based on
segments or metiers:

Ireland: Refrigerated Seawater (RSW) Pelagic segment, Beam Trawler segment, Polyvalent
segment (general and potting) which are typical segments recognised by the national fleet
in Ireland.

France was the only NFP that summarised the fleet geographically: DWF, NAO area, MBS area, and
outermost area.

As for LSF subdivisions:

The long-distance fleet was addressed in special sections: in Portugal, France, consistent
with the relevance of these fleets in the two countries

As for other types of fisheries:

Recreational fishing was predominantly addressed in special sections, but it is presented
only limitedly in some NFPs due to a lack of available information (Cyprus, Ireland, and
Slovenia).

Subsistence fishing was addressed in a special section only in Croatia, and inland water
fishery only in Estonia.

Moreover, it is important to mention that all NFPs contain a section on Geographical areas and
Fishing practices/systems. The guidelines explicitly instruct authors to provide an understanding of
fishing behaviour and strategies at the métier level or within métiers, ideally by presenting métiers
used in national science and advisory processes and comparing them to the ones used for the DCF.

Within the Data Collection Framework, there exists an agreed fleet structure utilized by all Member
States for reporting data in the Annual Economic Report (AER), Fisheries Dependent Information
(FDI) and all other reports. If NFPs contain information pertaining to Small-Scale Fisheries (SSF)
and Large-Scale Fisheries (LSF), comparison becomes feasible. However, due to regional
differences, data comparability may vary between regions.

It is worth mentioning that NFPs are a unique tool to centralize knowledge often fragmented
across MSs and sources, to reflect on the particularities of fleet segmentation at MS level
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Addressing how the fleet is standardized through DCF segments (suitable for comparison) and how
it is classified (if applicable) at the country level to capture the richness and complexity of the
fleets offers insights unavailable elsewhere.

2.3.2. Comparing the CFP and the management instruments

The NFP is also a powerful tool to understand and explain the implementation, performance
and impact of the CFP. A comparison of the findings in the NFPs, based on the information
provided regarding the governance system and management instruments related to the Common
Fisheries Policy (CFP) across several countries points to the following:

The current NFPs depict compliance and management of the CFP. Many countries are aligned
with the CFP, providing either essential or comprehensive descriptions of the policy and its
impacts. Ireland offers limited information on the CFP but acknowledges its positive effects on
fish stocks, market organization, and coastal fishing support through FLAGs.

Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, France, Italy, Estonia, Ireland and Portugal, all provide some level of
description or engagement with the CFP.

The extent of information varies, with some countries offering essential outlines while others
provide more comprehensive details.

Portugal is the only country marked as "No" for providing information, indicating limited
engagement or description of the CFP.

Italy offers a detailed description of its engagement with the CFP, particularly highlighting its
relevance to fisheries management in the Mediterranean and international waters.

The analysis of the management instruments (section 3.3.) allows for the comparison of the
plurality of mechanisms operating under the same policy framework, highlighting also institutional
change:

While there are variations in the level of detail provided by each NFP, most offer insights into
quota management, institutional changes, and ownership requirements within their respective
fisheries sectors.

Overall, while most countries engage with the CFP to some extent, the level of detail provided
varies, with some countries offering comprehensive descriptions of their engagement and
management approaches, while others provide more limited information. A concise summary of
the extent of engagement with the CFP: Bulgaria has quotas for two species (turbot and sprat)
in the Black Sea and applies Article 17 of the CFP; Croatia implements various management
instruments such as input controls (gear restrictions, vessel monitoring systems) and output
controls (catch limits, quotas); Cyprus primarily relies on effort limitations and technical
measures for fleet management, governed by the Fisheries Law and complemented by
Fisheries Regulations; Italy adheres to CFP principles, utilizing historical data for quota
allocation; Estonia outlines quota systems based on historical landings; and Sweden details a
range of management instruments including regulations on licences, gear restrictions,
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prohibited areas, and fishing seasons, along with methods for official fisheries statistics
collection.

Regarding quota allocation and management, most NFPs provide information on quota
allocation and management, often based on historical catches or vessel characteristics. For
instance, Bulgaria, Croatia, France, ltaly, Portugal, and Sweden detail their quota allocation
processes, including criteria used and the involvement of regulatory bodies like the EU or ICCAT.
On the other hand, Cyprus provided limited information, particularly concerning the social
criteria for allocating fishing opportunities.

Significant institutional changes are reported across various countries, such as the introduction
of individual transferable quotas (ITQs) in Sweden or the establishment of management plans
in Ireland. Changes often aim to enhance sustainability, decrease overcapacity, and adapt to
evolving fisheries management policies.

Ownership varies across MS, both in terms of restrictions (restricted to nationals or entities
meeting certain criteria) and regulations governing vessel registration, ownership, and permit
issuance. Bulgaria, Croatia, Estonia, Ireland, and Sweden outline ownership rules and specific
requirements related to fishing opportunities.

In some MSs, data on the ownership of fishing vessels is readily available in the national fleet
register and can be effectively used as an additional resource for the assessment of
generational renewal within the fishing industry. These countries often have transparent and
accessible (after a specific request) databases that provide detailed and up-to-date
information on vessel ownership. Such data can be invaluable for analysing trends in ownership
transfer between generations.

However, in other MS, accessing data on fishing vessel ownership is far more challenging.
Various factors contribute to this difficulty, including lack of transparency, inconsistent data

2.3.3.
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