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Abstract 

Commission Decision of 25 February 2016 setting up a Scientific, Technical and Economic 
Committee for Fisheries, C(2016) 1084, OJ C 74, 26.2.2016, p. 4–10. The Commission may 
consult the group on any matter relating to marine and fisheries biology, fishing gear 
technology, fisheries economics, fisheries governance, ecosystem effects of fisheries, 
aquaculture or similar disciplines. This report presents the STECF findings based on the 
Report of the Expert Working Group (EWG 25-08) which was held in in presence 23-27 June 
2025, to evaluate MS Annual Reports on data collection for 2024 and the Member States’ 
data transmission to the end users during 2024. The report of the EWG was reviewed by the 
STECF during its 77th plenary meeting held in Brussels from 7-11 July 2025.
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STECF Report on EWG 25-08 Evaluation of the Annual Reports for data collection and 
data transmission issues from 2024 

 

Request to STECF 

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

STECF comments 

EWG 25-03 took place online 7-11 April 2025 (AER I) and EWG 25-07 took place in Ispra, 
Italy 16-20 June 2025 (AER II). The two EWGs addressed all the ToRs.  

STECF observes that the 2025 Annual Economic Report (AER) on the European Union (EU) 
fishing fleet provides a comprehensive overview of the latest information available on the 
structure and economic performance of the EU Member States fishing fleets. STECF notes 
that 2025 AER supersedes all previous AERs. Comparisons across AER reports should not 
be made. 

STECF also notes that the reference and base year for the report is 2023 (including the 
forecast and nowcasting procedures for 2024 and 2025), which implies that all the values 
reported are inflated to this year based on the methodology explained in the AER. 

STECF notes that the AER report includes the following five chapters: 1) A structural and 
economic overview of the EU fishing fleet in 2023, with nowcasts for 2024 and 2025, and 
trend analyses for the years 2013-2023; 2) A regional analysis of the EU fishing fleet by sea 
basin; 3) A detailed structural and economic overview of each Member State fishing fleet, 
including qualitative economic performance assessments for 2023 and nowcasts for 2024 
and 2025, 4) A glossary, definition of indicators, an outline of the methodology and nowcast 
model used to estimate economic indicators for 2024 and 2025 and, 5) Data Coverage and 
Quality. 

STECF notes that following PLEN 24-02 the proposed new fleet group definitions were used 
in 2025. That includes change of the name of “Long Distance Fisheries” (LDF) to “Distant 
Water Fleet” (DWF) as in the 2024 report (EWG 24-07) and separation of the “Large Scale 
Fleet” (LSF) into two groups: “under 12m vessels using active gears” (L12AG), and LSF that 
excludes under 12m vessels.  

STECF observes that the AER results indicate that the net profitability of the EU fleet 
decreased in 2023, registering a net profit of EUR 59 million, down 61% from 2022. The 
Gross Profit was also lower than in 2022 down 12% compared to 2023. Value of landings (in 
real terms) decreased by 13.4% compared to the previous year while energy cost decreased 
sharply by 23.6%. Nowcast estimates indicate that the performance of the fleet will improve 
in 2024, and in 2025, compared to the 2023 values. 

STECF also notes that in 2023, the EU fishing fleet numbered 70,280 vessels. There were 
17,020 inactive vessels, bringing the number of active vessels to 53,260. These active 
vessels had a combined gross tonnage of 1.15 million and engine power of 4.36 million kW. 
Of the active vessels, 77% were SSCF vessels, 5.8% L12AG, 16.5% LSF and less than 0.5% 
DWF.  



 

5 

 

STECF notes that while the total number of active vessels in the EU fishing fleet continues to 
decline over the whole time series, the decline stabilised in 2023. However, other fleet 
capacity indicators, such as engine power and gross tonnage, demonstrated different trends 
compared to 2022: total fleet power and tonnage decreased by 2.8% and 4.2% respectively, 
compared to 2022. 

STECF also notes that engaged crew was estimated at 119,479 fishers, corresponding to 
73,974 FTEs in 2023. These values follow a similar trend as the capacity indicators (2% 
lower than in 2022). Almost 30% of the employed persons were estimated as being unpaid 
labour (similar to 2022). Average personnel cost per FTE (EUR 29 447) decreased by 7.5% 
in comparison with 2022. Of note, is the large variation in average personnel costs among 
Member States. 

In order to operate, the EU fishing fleet consumed 1.56 billion litres of fuel and spent 5.2 
million Days-at-Sea in 2023. This combination produced 3.39 million tonnes of seafood 
landings with a value of EUR 6.1 billion (a decrease of -13.4% compared to 2022).  

STECF observes that the AER EWG raised a question on the consistency of the employment 
definition reported under the AER data call and EUMAP legislation. As it stands in the current 
guidelines indicator ‘totjob’ should include unpaid labour (see RCGECON guide 
https://dcf.ec.europa.eu/guidelines/socio-economic-variables_en?prefLang=it ), however in 
the EUMAP the employment indicator is separated into number of paid and unpaid 
employees. The EWG proposed to align next year’s data call with the EUMAP, clearly 
indicating in the official letter and in the templates that employment should be reported 
separately by paid labour and unpaid labour. The EWG also suggested that RCG_Econ 
(Regional Coordination Group for Economics Issues) should separately define paid labour 
indicator in the guidance document for the fleet economic variables to ensure consistency 
with the data call requirements and the legislation.  

STECF further notes that the EWGs made a proposal to replace ‘totjob’ with “paid labour” in 
the data call templates.  

STECF observes that development of the JRC web dashboard made a significant 
improvement to the quality checks of the data and facilitated the analysis this year. The 
EWGs provided detailed feedback to the JRC and suggested to move from Excel files 
analysis for the report to Dashboard in the future years. That should facilitate efficiency and 
improve processes during the EWGs.  

STECF notes that in addition to reporting new issues associated with 2025 data call to 
DTMT, the EWG also, for the first time, reviewed the DTMT issues raised for the 2023 and 
2024 data calls.  

STECF notes that for the 2025 data call there were 25 data issues identified. These issues 
concern data submitted by 12 Member States with 9 issues ranked as ‘medium severity’ and 
16 as ‘low severity’. Of these, 7 issues related to coverage were reported by EWG, the 
remaining 18 were issues related to quality. 

STECF notes that for the 2023 and 2024 data calls, a total of 60 historical issues were 
reviewed: 31 from the 2023 data call and 29 from the 2024. A total of 11 issues were 
checked as ‘not OK’ for the 2023 data call and 20 issues for the 2024 data call. STECF 
notes, that assessment of historical issues proved to be time-consuming, especially those 
related to quality. These last required not only detailed knowledge of the datasets and 
regulatory provisions but also familiarity with navigating the dashboard.  

https://dcf.ec.europa.eu/guidelines/socio-economic-variables_en?prefLang=it
https://dcf.ec.europa.eu/guidelines/socio-economic-variables_en?prefLang=it
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The EWG 25-07 was informed that the 2024 issues were included in the TORs for the pre-
screeners of the Annual Reports (AR) evaluation. This will imply that both comments from the 
EWG 25-07 and for the pre-screeners on the same ID issue have been made available for 
the EWG 25-08 on AR assessment. In order to streamline the procedure, EWG suggested 
that in the future: 

1. The AER EWG should assess the previous year issues in the second EWG meeting 

because: a) the deadline for Member States to comment is the 31st of May; b) the 

Member States have the possibility to re-upload the data after the first meeting. 

2. The AER EWG should only consider the issues for which Member States commented that 

data have been resubmitted in the current year data call. The rest of the issues should be 

assessed by the pre-screeners. 

STECF notes that the amended workflows for data issues assessments are: 

Data issues of the current year (n) data call 

AER I: 

1. Each national expert to check the data sent in the current year (n) data call and include 

data issues in the excel template. 

 data issues to be identified on the basis of: dashboard/data checks during the 

EWG/expert knowledge. 

 recurrent issues to be identified by comparison with the list of previous issues made 

available by JRC in the STECF working space  

 make use of the DTMT guidance (latest available version) on filling in issues  

 for each MS, the list of issues to be revised by at least another expert to ensure fully 

independence in the identification of data issues  

AER II:  

1. Revision of the data issues from AER I: 

 JRC to provide udpate on the Member States/data sets resubmitted between the two 

EWGs. 

 Two experts to be appointed as focal for the revision of the list from AER I on the basis 

of the updated dashboard. 

2. New issues to be included in the excel template, on the basis of the regional data 

analysis, following the DTMT guidance. The focal person of each region/section is 

responsible for such updated.  

3. Final assessment of the issues by the plenary session of the EWG.  

Data issues of the n-1 year data call  

The aim of this task is to follow up on issues for which the Member States informed that 
correct or missing data have been submitted in the data call of the following year (n). 

AER II: 

1. JRC to provide the list of issues for which Member States confirmed that data was 

resubmitted. This list should also include the comments by the Member States (that 

should have been received by the 31st of May. 
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2. Two or three experts to be appointed as focal for a) verifying whether missing data have 

been resubmitted, or previously uncovered fleet segments have been included and b) re-

evaluating the issues related to “quality”. For the latter cases, input from national experts 

would be particularly needed.  

3. Appointed experts will include their assessment in the columns: “End User Check (issue 

status)” and “End User Comment”.  

4. Final assessment will be presented and discussed by the plenary session of the EWG.  

 

STECF notes that some Member States resubmitted several past years of the time series 
during 2025 data call. That resulted in changes to the data and analysis compared to 
previous report, including the EU overview and regional sections. The EWG raised data 
resubmission as an issue due to uncertainty of impacts on the whole report and analysis, 
especially when compared to previous AER releases.  

STECF notes that the nowcast for the Atlantic remains to be reliant on an ad hoc contract 
and individual expertise that might cause a risk for the EWG and the AER in the future. 
STECF also notes that on a voluntary basis Member States should be able to provide data 
for the nowcast t+1 (2024 in the AER 2025). A workshop facilitated by RCG ECON on 
methodology for this nowcast was proposed in 2024 by the AER EWG and supported by the 
plenary.  

 

STECF conclusions 

STECF concludes that the two EWGs addressed all TORs and STECF endorses the report.  

STECF concludes that in the case of previously submitted data resubmission, Member 
States should provide an explanation of scale of changes and reasoning. This requirement 
could be added to the data call text for next year. 

STECF concludes that further development of the Dashboard by JRC continues improving 
quality checks and analysis. The development and improvements based on EWGs feedback 
should continue with the aim to fully move analysis from the Excel files to the dashboard in 
the medium-term future.  

STECF concludes that update of the employment definition will improve data call consistency 
with EUMAP and suggests clearly indicating in the official letter and in the templates that 
employment should be reported separately by paid labour and unpaid labour, therefore 
‘totjob’ indicator should be changed to “paid labour”. These changes should also be 
implemented in relevant RCGECON guidelines.  

STECF concludes that checking the data issues of previous years could be carried out by the 
EWG AER II if specified in an additional TOR for the EWGs.  

STECF reiterates its conclusion from PLEN 24-02 that a workshop could be facilitated by 
RCGECON to develop a common method for nowcasting for the year t+1. Such a 
methodology could be applied by Member States to provide the nowcast for the year t+1 in 
the yearly data call. STECF concludes that nowcast for t+2 relies on one person and model, 
therefore suggests moving calculations to the JRC database in the near future.  

STECF reiterates its conclusion from PLEN 24-02 that it is fundamental to provide the EWG 
experts with a manual on the database structure with a description of the different data 
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aggregation and codes that will be available to them in the two AER EWGs. This would avoid 
misinterpretation of datasets and facilitate the involvement of new experts. This manual could 
be prepared before AER I with ad hoc contracts for the chairs with support from the JRC. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The assessment of Annual Reports (ARs) on data collection in 2024 and data transmission 
issues (DT issues) raised in relation to data calls in this year were carried out by the STECF 
Expert Working Group (STECF EWG 25-08) 23-27 of June 2025. 

Under the process of evaluation and approval of the outcomes of the Work Plans (WP), the 
European Commission is legally bound to consult STECF on the execution of the WPs 
approved by the Commission and the quality of the data collected by the Member States 
(MS) in accordance with Article 11 of Regulation (EU) 2017/1004.  

The EWG meeting was held physically from 23-27 June 2025, with a total of 28 independent 
experts in attendance. The list of participants can be found in Section 7. The evaluation of 
ARs and Data Transmission (DT) issues was conducted by subgroups, with experts allocated 
according to their respective areas of expertise. Prior to the EWG assessment, Member 
States’ ARs for 2024, as submitted, underwent a pre-screening process. This pre-screening 
was performed by experts contracted by DG MARE. 

 

1.1 Terms of Reference for EWG-25-08 

 

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

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

(a) the execution of the WPs; and  

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

 

In preparation for the above, EWG 25-08 will be convened in presence on 23-27 June 2025. 

Following STECF request for IT tools to facilitate the AR evaluation, the Commission 
launched a project to develop a dedicated DCF platform for drafting, submitting and 
assessing the work plans and annual reports. The IT platform will be used by MS to submit 
their AR for evaluation by EWG 25-08. The traditional submission through email may be used 
as a back-up in case of technical problems. 

EWG 25-08 will report the findings to the plenary meeting of the STECF, which will take place 
7-11 July 2025, EWG 25-08 will work on: 

 the ARs submitted by Member States, through the IT platform, 

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

 the results of the pre-screening,  

following relevant guidance documents. 
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DG MARE will communicate the evaluation results to the Member States, following 

endorsement by the STECF plenary in July 2025. 

 

Request to EWG 25-08 

 

EWG 25-08 is requested to:  

 

1. Evaluate Member States’ AR on the implementation of their WPs in 2024 submitted to the 
Commission by 31 May 2025. Failures to implement the plan must be reflected in the 
overview table (the traffic lights), even if correctly justified. EWG 25-08 must ensure that 
all AR modules are assessed in a consistent and comparable way, and that the MS 
performance and reporting are reflected in the STECF assessment. 

As 2024 marks the end of a three-year implementation period, EWG 25-08 will also 
prepare a short overview of the evolution of MS performance in 2022-2024. These 
overviews will be included in the MS section of the report. 

Prior to the EWG 25-08 meeting, a pre-screening of Member States' ARs will be 
undertaken through a series of ad-hoc contracts. The pre-screeners will use the grid for 
the evaluation of ARs (background document 2), and the guidance for AR evaluators 
(background document 3). The pre-screeners may comment and propose amendments to 
the grid and guidance which in turn should be considered by EWG 25-08 before the AR 
evaluation starts. 

Pre-screeners will signal issues that can be fixed by the MSs before the start of EWG 25-
08. The MS will provide explanations and resubmit the ARs if necessary at the latest on 
the first day of EWG 25-08. :All identified issues will be reviewed by another expert when 
flagged for sending to the Member States. 

During EWG 25-08 a similar exchange of comments with Member States will take place, 
preferably through the IT platform, with previous communication methods (shared files 
and emails) used as a back-up. 

The Commission may address additional requests to EWG 25-08 in relation to specific 
issues that arise from the pre-screening exercise. 

 

2. Evaluate any high severity data transmission issues (DTi) reported by end users for data 

calls launched during the year 2024. According to the revised DTMT guidelines, the MS 

can remedy the low and medium severity issues before STECF assessment, e.g. by 

uploading missing data in a following data call. This approach may reduce the number of 

issues assessed in the past as ‘follow-up needed’. In line with the STECF meeting calendar, 

low and medium severity issues will be assessed by the October EWG evaluating the WP, except 

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

For data transmission issues, EWG 25-08 is requested to assess the issues from 2024, 

recorded in the DTMT: 

high severity DTi from the Med&BS (0 issues reported)  
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high severity DTi from FDI (0 issue reported)  

high severity DTi from Aquaculture(2 issues reported) 

high severity DTi from ICCAT (1 issues reported) 

high severity DTi from ICES (3 issues reported) 

high severity DTi from IOTC (3 issues reported). 

medium/low severity DTi from 2024 Fleet economics data call where MS took 
corrective actions (28 issues reported). 

 

The experts are requested to use the DTMT guidance (version March 2025) for the 

evaluation. 

 

3. Comment on the use of the DCF IT platform for work plans and annual reports. 

 

EWG 25-08 report  

 

The report of the EWG 25-08 should contain the following: 

1. At the EU (and regional) level: 

An overall evaluation of the execution of data collection, including an estimate of the 

performance of Member States, major issues and recurring issues across Member States. 

The overall evaluation should also aim to highlight any deficiencies in data collection in 

relation to end-user needs at the regional level so that such deficiencies can be taken into 

account in planning future regional work programmes.  

 

2. For each Member State: 

a. With regard to ARs: 

(i) An overall evaluation of whether the Member State executed its data collection 

activities in accordance with its agreed WP for 2024.  

(ii) A short overview of the evolution of MS performance in 2022-2024.  

(iii) A detailed evaluation of the AR, based on the AR evaluation grid provided by the 

Commission, which will already include the result of the pre-screening exercise. 

The completed grid should highlight: 

- any persistent or recurring issues regarding execution of data collection 

activities; 

- any persistent or recurring issues regarding reporting of data collection activities; 

- any issues that are 'for information' only. 
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(iv) A summary list of follow-up actions to be addressed by Member States at the end 

of the EWG. 

The Commission will seek clarification from Member States on any issues raised 

during the EWG meeting and feedback from Member State should be evaluated by 

the EWG during the meeting. The EWG is not required to evaluate feedback from 

Member States received after 26 June (one day before the EWG meeting ends); 

 

b. With regard to DT issues: 

(i) An overall evaluation of Member State performance, of main DT issues per end 

user/data call and of recurring issues by Member State. 

(ii) An evaluation of Member States’ responses via the Data Transmission Monitoring 

Tool online platform to issues raised by end users of scientific advice (i.e. the 

STECF, ICES and RFMOs to which scientific data is provided by Member States) 

in relation to data calls issued in 2024. The EWG is requested to evaluate DTi in 

terms of content by closing issues which have been clarified and highlighting 

outstanding issues (recurrent and or having an important impact on the activity of a 

stock assessment working group and the quality of the assessment etc.). The data 

sets affected shall be underlined. 

(iii) Identify in the evaluation per Member State the comments which require a reaction 

from Member State (draft a summary list) and those points which are for 

information only. 

 

3. Comments on the DCF IT platform project 

 

1.2 Structure of the Report  

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

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

 

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

Section 1. General information 

 Text box DCF Data collection framework at national level 

 Text box 1a Test studies 

 Text box 1b Other data collection activities 

Table 1.1  Data Availability 
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Table 1.2  International coordination 

Table 1.3  Bi and Multilateral agreements 

Table 1.4  Recommendations 

Section 2. Biological data 

Table 2.1 Text box 2.1 List of required stocks 

Table 2.2 Text box 2.2 Planning of sampling for biological variables 

Table 2.3 Text box 2.3 Diadromous species data collection in freshwater 

Table 2.4 Text box 2.4 Recreational fisheries 

Table 2.5 Text box 2.5 Sampling plan description for biological data 

Table 2.6 Text box 2.6 Research surveys at sea 

Section 3. Fishing activity 

Table 3.1 Text box 3.1 Fishing activity variables sampling strategy 

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

Section 4. Impact of fisheries on marine biological resources 

Table 4.1  Stomach sampling and analysis 

 Text box 4.2 Incidental catches of sensitive species 

 Text box 4.3 Impact on marine habitats 

Section 5-7. Economic and social data 

Table 5.1  Fleet total population and clustering 

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

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

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

Quality reports 

 Annex 1.1 Quality report for biological data sampling scheme 

 Annex 1.2 Quality report for socio-economic data sampling scheme 

Source: Own elaborations. 

 



 

19 

 

1.3 Pre-screening prior to EWG 

Prior to EWG 25-08, 18 independent experts were contracted by DG MARE to pre-screen the 
2024 Annual Reports. To undertake the pre-screening exercise, pre-screeners were 
requested to use the updated evaluation grid along with all relevant background documents 
such as the revised AR assessment guidance and the 2024 work plans. 

The outcome from the pre-screening was made available to the EWG in the AR evaluation 
grid template. As in previous years, MSs were contacted to address issues identified by the 
pre-screeners in the ARs prior to the start of the EWG 25-08 meeting. The Data 
Transmission Issues for Fleet Economics data call 2024 were assessed by pre-screeners as 
well. Only high severity DT Issues from 2024 were assessed during the EWG 25-08. 

2. TOR1 EVALUATION OF MEMBER STATES ANNUAL REPORTS 2024 

2.1 Setting the scene 

2.1.1 Formation of subgroups and pre-screening of Annual Reports 

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

 

Table 2. Allocation of AR sections by subgroup and expertise.  

Subgroup AR Sections Subgroup Chair 

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

Simona Nicheva 

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

Els Torreele 

3 – Diadromous and 
Recreational and Surveys 

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

Harriet Van 
Overzee 

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

Jörg 
Berkenhagen 

Source: Own elaborations. 

 

The evaluation results are provided in the evaluation grids per MS (Electronic Annex 1 - 
EWG 25 08 Evaluation of Annual Reports per MS) and in the EU overview table (section 
2.2.1). An overview of the EWG findings by subgroups is provided in section 2.2.3. 
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To improve the efficiency of the AR assessment, pre-screeners signalled issues to MSs prior 
to the start of the EWG. This gave MSs the opportunity to provide explanations and resubmit 
their AR, if necessary, during the EWG. The following rules applied to the pre-screening and 
the Member State feedback: 

 

1. All identified issues were reviewed by another expert before sending them to the 
Member States 

2. Inconsistencies of the AR related to the WP, such as formatting issues, missing tables, 
missing explanations in the text boxes, misplaced information, wrong references etc. 
were highlighted and sent to MS. 

3. MS used the DCF IT platform to submit their AR. The traditional submission through 
email was still accepted. Pre-screener comments were provided via the platform and 
added to the feedback table as back-up. 

The feedback process in this year’s AR evaluation process was implemented in a hybrid 
form, combining the established Excel-based method with the first-time use of the DCF IT 
platform. Traditionally, feedback between pre-screeners, EWG experts, the Commission, and 
Member States (MS) has been coordinated through a central Excel file. This file includes 
comments from pre-screeners on the execution of the Work Plan, feedback from MS, 
additional comments from EWG experts, and, where applicable, a second response from MS 
(Figure 1). This structured "ping-pong" process enables a transparent and traceable two-way 
communication with MS. 

 

Figure 1. Schematic display of the ping-pong process. 

Source: Own elaborations. 

 

This time, the newly introduced DCF IT platform was used in parallel to the Excel file, as it 
allowed comments to be placed directly on specific sections or cells within tables and text 
boxes of the ARs, and enabled MS to respond within the platform. As this is a transitional 
phase towards full use of the DCF IT platform, both approaches (the Excel file and the 
platform) were accepted this year. 



 

21 

 

2.1.2 Background Information 

To carry out the evaluation of the ARs, the EWG was provided with access to supporting 
information, including the results from the pre-screening in the AR evaluation grid, as well as 
current and previous ARs and WPs for all MSs. 

2.1.3 Tools and criteria for the assessment 

As in previous years, the EWG agreed that the STECF assessment provided in the AR 
evaluation grid needs to be clear and self-explanatory. It is also necessary that the evaluation 
is carried out coherently across subgroups so that the results are as comparable and 
transparent as possible.   
 
The categories NO, PARTLY, MOSTLY, and YES were used to judge AR achievements. 
Sections of the AR that are not relevant for the MSs (i.e., where thresholds for data collection 
are applied) were marked as NOT APPLICABLE (NA). Additionally, following 
recommendations outlined in STECF-22-07, an extra category, UNASSESSABLE (UN), was 
introduced. This category is used for sections of the AR where the information provided does 
not allow for an assessment in the given year, such as when a reported study is not yet 
completed. 

  Table 3. Performance levels for the assessment of Annual Reports.  

% of achievement   Classification  

NOT APPLICABLE NA 

UNASSESSABLE UN 

<10%  NO  

10-50%  PARTLY  

50-90%  MOSTLY  

>90%  YES  

  Source: Own elaborations. 

 

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

2.2.1 EU Overview 

The overall evaluation shown in Table 4 is the summary evaluation of each Member State 
(MS) based on the traffic light system described in Table 3. The final performance 
classifications were agreed upon by consensus during the EWG plenary sessions. 

Table 4. Summary of the assessment of Member States 2024 Annual Reports. 

 

Source: Member States submissions to 2024 Annual Report. 

As in previous years, tables 1.2, 1.3, and 1.4 (highlighted in grey above) were excluded from 

the overall assessment due to the lack of a standardised reference list for meetings, 

recommendations, or bilateral and multilateral agreements. 

 

The overall performance scores by Member States declined compared to the previous year. 

While the majority of annual reports were again of good quality, a number of reports revealed 

shortcomings in implementation and reporting, which affected the evaluation and prevented  

a more favourable assessment. 

 

Shortcomings in the reports were related to the non-implementation of WPs, insufficient 
execution or faulty reporting, caused by both avoidable and unavoidable issues. These 
included lower-than-expected catches, administrative delays, and unavailability of survey 
vessels. In other cases, major formal reporting issues occurred, as white sections of the WPs 
were inappropriately modified, or the grey sections for reporting were missing entirely. During 
the 3-year Multi-annual Plan (2022–2024), the number of ARsreceiving a compliance level 
score of “YES” had steadily increased from 14 in 2021, to 19 in 2022, and to 23 in 2023. 
However, in 2024 this number dropped to 17, highlighting a decline in this year’s reporting 
quality and/or execution. 
 
This setback underscores the importance of sustained attention to both implementation and 
proper documentation, especially in the final year of the cycle. Despite the two-stage “ping-
pong” communication process during pre-screening and the EWG meeting, a number of 
issues remained unresolved. In some cases, Member States did not provide sufficient 
responses to comments, or failed to respond altogether. For five Member States, final 
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evaluations could not be completed until the last day of the EWG due to missing or 
inadequate feedback. For the future, it is essential that Member States remain responsive 
and actively engaged throughout the EWG week to ensure timely and complete evaluation. 
 

2.2.2 A short overview of the evolution of MS performance in 2022-2024.  

As 2024 marked the final year of the current 3-year cycle, EWG 25-08 was asked to provide 
a short overview of the evolution of Member State (MS) performance in the annual reporting 
from 2022 to 2024. For this, the evaluation grids from EWG 24-08 and 25-08 were used to 
assess the ARs submitted for data collection in 2022, 2023, and 2024 respectively. 

Subgroups compared the performance of MS across the three years and identified several 
recurring issues that remained unresolved despite repeated comments in both pre-screening 
and previous EWG sessions. Besides undersampling or lower than planned execution of the 
work plans due to various reasons, these included incomplete or inconsistent filling of 
reporting sections (grey cells), inappropriate modifications of planning sections (white cells), 
and insufficient documentation of deviations from the approved Work Plans. In some cases, 
the same formal or administrative problems were observed year after year, such as missing 
surveys due to vessel unavailability or delayed tendering processes. 

While the overall number of AR sections receiving a “YES” compliance rating increased 
between 2020 and 2023, this trend was not continued in 2024, with a noticeable drop in fully 
compliant sections. This setback highlights that sustained attention is required not only for 
the implementation of data collection activities but also for the correct and complete reporting 
of their outcomes. 

The subgroup assessments are included in the Member State overview section of this report. 
They provide a concise record of both repeated shortcomings and areas where AR structure 
or completeness remained stable. These insights may help inform planning and quality 
assurance in the next MAP cycle. 

 

2.2.3 Results by subgroup 

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

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

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

resolve these? Make recommendations.  

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

referring to the relevant and previous year?  

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

referring to the relevant and previous year?  

5. Any good examples from MS to highlight?  

6. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024.  
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Subgroup 1 - General 

 
Evaluation of Table 0; 1.1; 1.2; 1.3; 1.4.; Text Box 1a; 1b  

1. Overall performance of the MS on sections relating to Subgroup 1.  

Table 5. Summary of the General sections assessment of Member States 2024 Annual Reports.  

 

Sections  Yes Mostly Partly No NA Sum 

Table 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Table 1.1 21 3 0 0 2 26 

Table 1.2 26 0 0 0 0 26 

Table 1.3 19 0 0 0 7 26 

Table 1.4 26 0 0 0 3 29 

Textbox 1a 11 1 0 1 13 26 

Textbox 1b 23 2 0 0 1 26 

Total 126 6 0 1 26 159 

Source: Member States submissions to 2024 Annual Report. 

 

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

The group reviewed each MS’s 2024 AR submission against the latest 2024 version of the 
NWP. A limited number of minor editorial issues were identified in the text boxes and tables. 
Where necessary, adjustments were made by the MS following the requests from the EWG. 
The content was found to be well coordinated across the different regions.  

Specific issues of concern are outlined below (recommendations are added in Electronic Annex 
2 Recommendations Table) : 

a) Inconsistent reporting of data availability (Table 1.1): 

 Despite clear AR guidelines, Member States reported inconsistent or ambiguous date 

formats. This affected the clarity of when data were made available. 

 Recommendation: Introduce a standardised date format (e.g. YYYY-MM-DD, YYYY-

MM, or YYYY-Qx) and require clear justifications in the comment field when deviations 

from the planned timeline occur. 

b) Ambiguity in status of agreements (Table 1.3): 

 The interpretation of terms such as "new", "ongoing", and "obsolete" varied across MS, 

particularly in the context of multiannual agreements. 



 

25 

 

 Recommendation: Clarify definitions in the AR guidelines and also, require use of the 

comment field to describe implementation status (e.g. “executed as agreed”, “partly 

executed”, “not executed”). 

c) Lack of harmonised tracking of recommendations (Table 1.4): 

 Evaluators faced difficulties in verifying completeness and consistency of MS 

responses due to the absence of a centralised reference. 

 Recommendation: Establish a structured, centralised list or database of 

recommendations, coordinated by the RCGs and supported by the RCG Secretariat. 

This would allow MS to filter relevant recommendations, ensure traceable and 

harmonised reporting, and facilitate the evaluation of MS adherence. 

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

Not relevant for subgroup 1. 

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

Regarding Table 1.1. (“Time when data were available”): Although the AR guidelines clearly 
state that the specific date (year, quarter, month, and if known, day) of data availability 
should be indicated, inconsistencies and ambiguities remain in MS reporting. For many MS, 
additional clarifications were requested. While most issues were resolved during the 
evaluation process, closer adherence to the guidelines is needed. Any delays or issues in 
data submissions and availability should be clearly indicated and explained in the AR 
comment column. 

To improve clarity and harmonisation, the EWG suggests introducing a standardised format 
for date entries, such as: 
 YYYY-MM-DD (e.g. 2024-03-15) when the exact date is known, 
 YYYY-MM (e.g. 2024-03) for monthly availability, or 
 YYYY-Qx (e.g. 2024-Q1) for quarterly references. 

Clear justification should be provided in the comment field when data availability deviates 
from the planned timeline. 

Regarding Table 1.3 on bilateral and multilateral agreements, the EWG noted that the current 
AR guidelines may lead to inconsistent interpretation of the terms "new," "ongoing," and 
"obsolete," particularly in the context of multiannual agreements and their relation to the 
reference year. 

To improve clarity and ensure harmonised reporting across MS, the EWG suggests that the 
following clarifications be considered for future updates of the AR guidelines: 

 “New” should be used in case the agreement was introduced in the AR reporting year, 
and has not been included in the WP. 

 “Ongoing” should refer to agreements that were still active in the reporting year which 
were established in the period of validity reported in the WP.   

 “Obsolete” should be used for agreements that ceased to be in force during or before 
the AR reporting year, and the date of validity indicated. 
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The EWG also notes that the AR comment field should be used to clarify the implementation 
status in the reporting year (e.g. “executed as agreed”, “partly executed”, “not executed”). 

The EWG recommends that STECF should consider including these clarifications in future 
revisions of the AR guidelines.  

The EWG 25-08 recalls the challenges previously highlighted in EWG 23-08 and EWG 24-08 
regarding the evaluation of Table 1.4 on the ‘follow-up of recommendations and agreements’. 
As in the 2023 review, the group encountered similar difficulties in assessing the 
completeness and consistency of information reported by MS. The EWG reiterates the need 
for the development of a centralised, structured reference list of recommendations, 
coordinated by the RCGs with the support of the RCG Secretariat. The group reaffirms its 
previous recommendation for the establishment of a centralised recommendations database 
or web service, that would enable MS to filter and extract recommendations applicable to 
them for reporting in Table 1.4. Such a tool would significantly enhance clarity, traceability, 
and consistency in the Table. 

 

5. Any good examples from MS to highlight?  

Sections 1a, 1b: 

Spain (ESP) – The MS provided clear and detailed information on test studies (1a) and other 
relevant activities (1b). Their reporting included useful contextual explanations, presentation 
of results and, where available, links to methodologies and outcome documents. This 
approach enhances transparency and supports knowledge sharing. The level of detail and 
structure could serve as a good example for other MS conducting similar activities, 
particularly in terms of methodological documentation, comparability of results, and 
dissemination of lessons learned. 

Subgroup 2 – Biology 

 

Evaluation of Table 2.1; 2.2; 2.5; Text Box 2.1; 2.2; 2.5, 4.2, 4.3; Annex 1.1. 
 
For five MS, the pre-screening of the biological part was not performed by region. According 
to the guidelines, the AR is compiled by region for section 2.1 and 2.2 and therefore, the 
evaluation is expected to be done by Region. For those MS where the pre-screening was not 
performed by region, the evaluators split the assessment by region during the EWG and 
continued the evaluation accordingly. When the pre-screening comments included terms 
such as "partially", references to opportunistic sampling, or noted deviations, the EWG 
subgroup carried out a more detailed assessment by Region to further investigate the issue. 
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1. Overall performance of the MS on sections relating to Subgroup 2.  

Table 6. Summary of the biology sections assessment of Member States 2024 Annual Reports. 

Sections  Yes Mostly Partly  No  NA Sum 

2.1 20 1 0 1 4 26 

2.2 18 3 0 1 4 26 

2.5 12 9 0 1 4 26 

4.1 13 3 2 0 8 26 

4.2 19 0 1 2 4 26 

4.3 14 0 0 0 12 26 

Annex 1.1 17  1 0 1 7 26 

Total 113 17 3 6  43  182 

Source: Member States submissions to 2024 Annual Report. 

 

EWG 25-08 was requested to summarise the evolution of the performance of the Annual 
Reports for the period 2022-2024. Subgroup 2 has the impression that the Annual Report, 
biological sections, have improved in general during the period 2022-2024 and MS have 
done over the years extra effort to improve the execution and reporting of their national data 
collection. The partial improvement in compliance with the guidance was partly attributable to 
MS's use of the DCF IT platform for AR 2024. This is purely based on an expert judgement 
approach, and not by quantifying numbers in execution or reporting. For those MS, where a 
recommendation to improve a specific aspect could be distilled from the 2022-2024, this is 
described further below in detail. 

Overall, the EWG subgroup sees this as a valuable exercise, but felt this was also a difficult 
exercise to perform within the available timeframe. This evaluation implies that evaluators 
needed to look into the current AR, the previous assessments and in the WP2025-2027 to 
have a full picture of the performance and the progress. 

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

Bilateral/multilateral agreement 

EWG 25-08 noticed that for bi/multilateral agreement, the recommendation of EWG 24-08 
was not always followed by MS. In accordance with what was agreed during the EWG 24-08, 
when a MS is participating in a bi/multilateral agreement, and another country is responsible 
for the sampling, in the AR Comment column there must be a clear link to the multilateral 
agreement in Table 1.3 and a clear statement who is responsible for the sampling. As 
decided in EWG 24-08, these agreements should be correctly referenced in Table 2.1, 2.2, 
and 2.5 using the names outlined in Table 1.3. The MS part of the agreement should report in 
the comment column of the tables if the sampling was executed or not. In cases where it was 
not executed the comment could be “MS in charge of the sampling did not succeed in 
carrying out the sampling (see MS AR for detailed explanation)”. In cases of repetitive failure 
in execution, the MS which is in charge of the sampling, should give an explanation and 
proposal of actions to resolve the issue within or without the multilateral agreement. 
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Additionally, if there is repetitive failure in execution, it should be discussed on Regional 
Coordination Group level how to proceed and find solutions (if possible). 

Recommendation: For future improvement of the data collection performed under multilateral 
agreements, where negotiations are ongoing under the Regional Coordination, all MS should 
refer to this in Text box 2.1 and 2.2, irrespective if there is a solution found. In certain 
situations, the extra support of the COM could be needed, this depends on case to case. 

Agreement on use of NA for ‘negative positive’. 

During the previous year AR assessment (EWG 24-08), there was an agreement on using 
also NA, general guidelines regarding the completion of the assessment grid in cases where 
a ‘positive no’ have to be judged. The subgroup paid extra attention to this to avoid as much 
possible any confusion and achieve more consistency in the evaluation. 

Mismatch in WP tables 2.1 & 2.2 

During the EWG evaluation, in some Annual reports, discrepancies were found between 
Tables 2.1 and 2.2 regarding the species selected for biological variables. In some cases, the 
species/stocks selected in Table 2.1 for biological variables do not appear in Table 2.2. This 
is not in line with the guidelines, which clearly state that Table 2.2 should only include 
species with a 'Y' in the 'Selected for sampling for biological variables' column of Table 2.1. 
This issue should be given great attention when assessing the working plan and the 
corresponding amendments. In one case this issue was not detected in previous evaluations 
of the WP.  

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

Table 2.1 (also impact the table 2.2) 

Several MS select for length sampling and/or biological variables sampling many species 
below threshold. In their comments to explain why it is not feasible to execute this selected 
sampling, it is mentioned that this requests too much effort, or there is not enough staff or 
budget available. If this is the case, and the execution of the planning is not reached 
recurrently, MS should reassess if it is needed to sample species below threshold. The same 
occurs when MS add additional species in Table 2.1.  

In general, unless there is a clear end-user need, MS need to assess carefully the selection 
to sample species below threshold. The thresholds are established to make the sampling 
feasible, concentrating the effort on most important species/stocks. A solution is to resubmit a 
WP, with this type of corrections included instead of listing a whole range of comments on a 
yearly basis in the Annual Report. 

Text Box 2.2 

MS can report in a transparent way their approach in planification, including the rationale for 
whether or not they split sampling at sea and on shore. However, in respect of continuous 
improvement of the AR and the data collection itself, MS should also look into developing 
distinct sampling schemes and not only a distinction in the reporting. If this occurs, for the 
Region NSEA&NSEA and the Baltic Region , a communication with WGCATCH is 
recommended and MS could based on this output, re-assess how to approach the split 
between at sea and on shore sampling in practice. Although this cannot be considered for a 
revision of the WP 2025-2027 this year, MS could apply a distinct data collection and refer to 
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this in future AR, i.e. from 2026 onwards and describe this in the textbox of AR 2026 (if 
needed as a deviation). 
  

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

General comment 

Some MSs reply with very short feedback on comments sent by the EWG 25-08 and 
previous EWGs. It is recommended to all MS to be clear and elaborate enough in their 
feedback why deviations in execution and/or reporting occur and what the actions are to 
avoid deviations. This would also support the experts to understand better why a deviation 
occurs, and could avoid additional comments from the experts to the MS.  

Timeframe 

The EWG 25-08 notices that in more and more feedback from MS regarding timeframe to 
avoid actions for deviations, this is formulated in a very general way. It would be an 
improvement for the execution and reporting of the sampling if MS defines more precisely the 
timeframes. 

Table 2.1 

In Table 2.1, one Member State, instead of providing comments on the species planned to be 
sampled where the achievement was zero, listed many comments referring to achievements 
of sampling scheme identifiers (SSIs), which is unnecessary. It is crucial to explain the 
reasons for non-achievement per species. This was also reported in the assessment of AR 
2023 for this MS and MS should adhere to the recommendations.  

Suggestions to MS: 

 Option 1 

o MS to provide the deviation per species or group of species related to a 

sampling scheme identifier (SSI), e.g. in Region XX, for the species XX, WW, 

YY caught under sampling scheme SSX the deviation and this explained why 

(in comment and/or text box). With this, there is a link between species in Table 

2.1 and sampling schemes 

 Option 2:  

o A more complex approach could be that within the region, a table is inserted in 

the text box with all species listed with achievement ‘zero’ and SSI, indicate in 

the table with an ‘X’ in what SSI the species occurs and add comments in an 

extra column. MS could explore other options to make the explanations clearer 

for the evaluators or external readers. 
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SSI SSI1 SSI2 SSI3 .... Comment 

Species           

Spc 1 X     X   

Spc 2   X X     

Spc 3 X   X     

....           

  

 

 

TextBox 4.2 

In TextBox 4.2 some MSs avoid providing any results regarding ETP sampling, citing the 
deadline indicated in Table 1.1 as the reason. However, this deadline refers to when all the 
data will be fully available to end users. Therefore, all MS are encouraged to provide at least 
preliminary results for their ETP sampling in Text Box 4.2. 

 

5. Any good examples from MS to highlight?  

The biological subgroup 2 felt there was no need to specify specific MS as good examples, 
as overall the performance in execution and reporting is good by all MS. 

 

6. Additional remarks 

Recommendations for future AR (including Annexes) evaluations 

EWG 25 08 recommends including an additional Term of Reference (ToR) for the upcoming 
EWG 25-16 (Evaluation of Work Plans for data collection and data transmission issues) to 
ensure that the recommendations resulting from EWG 25-08 are discussed and decided 
upon. 

Within this ToR the following aspects could be discussed: assess and improve the guidelines 
for experts and MS, how to approach the annexes 1.1 and 1.2 (assess and use of the 
information), do’s and don’ts for the platform, etc. During previous meetings, including this 
EWG 25 08, work has already been done, and this could be used as starting point for this, 
see Report EWG 24 08 Annex 1, for Table and Text 2.1; 2.2 and 2.5 suggestions are 
formulated in the document under Electronic Annex 3 - 2025 June WP AR guidelines to 
update.docx and in the table under Electronic Annex 4- Proposal to fill in grids.xlsx. 

Annex 1.1 - Future 

The EWG biological subgroup noticed that for some topics such as stomach sampling, ETP 
data collection, there is in some cases a separate Annex 1.1. However, Annex 1.1 has been 
developed to contain information on SSI, irrespective if it comes from 2.1, 2.2 etc. So, unless 
there is a dedicated SSI on stomach sampling or ETP sampling having a separate Annex 1.1 
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for this, is not relevant. The EWG biological subgroup would like to avoid non-relevant Annexes 
1.1.with new topics (e.g. stomach sampling, eDNA sampling etc.). 

 

DCF IT Platform 

The EWG 25 08 subgroup have inserted some request to insert to the platform, being: 

 Error log  

 Inform MS and experts if validation rules are disabled 

 To allow editing of saved comments, not just deletion. 

 

Additional items relevant for review assessment grid 

1. Another aspect linked to the review guidelines of the AR is to assess if the questions 

for the experts in the assessment grid, under ‘execution’ and ‘reporting’ are still valid 

and/or if changes are needed. See suggestion below.  

 

  

2. Text for zero sampling under Opportunistic in Table 2.2. 

In some instances, Member States have indicated "opportunistic" sampling in Table 2.2. 
While this implies that no fixed number of individuals was planned in advance, it does not 
mean that there was no planning at all. In fact, the selection of species for sampling — as 
outlined in Table 2.1 for biological variables — represents a clear intention to collect data on 
those species. Therefore, even under an “Opportunistic” approach, it is expected that some 
individuals of the selected species will be sampled. 

If, in practice, no individuals were sampled, this constitutes an absence of data collection and 
consequently a deviation from the plan, since the plan included the intention to sample a 
specific variables/species. In this context, a zero result (no individuals sampled) should not 
be left unexplained. The use of 'No comments' as a response to a reported zero number of 
individuals measured is not considered acceptable. 
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The guidance does not restrict explanations only to discrepancies shown in column T. On the 
contrary, it encourages the inclusion of comments to clarify any deviation from the work plan. 
The text states: 
  “Add comments to clarify any deviation from the work plan, especially if there is a 
discrepancy indicated in column T. If some species were added for sampling in the 
implementation year, briefly explain the reason. Indicate in this column if extended comments 
are given in Text Box 2.2. You may add any further comments.” 

EWG interprets this guidance as allowing and encouraging MS to provide explanations for 
zero sampling results when species were planned to be sampled, regardless of the sampling 
approach used. This ensures transparency and maintains the integrity of the data collection 
framework. 

EWG considered the need of revising the formula in column S to automatically insert an 'X' 
when a zero number of individuals measured requires an AR comment. 

 

Subgroup 3 – Diadromous, recreational and surveys 

Evaluation of Table 2.3; 2.4; 2.6 Text Box 2.3; 2.4; 2.6; 3.2; Annex 1.1 
 

1. Overall performance of the MS on sections relating to Subgroup 3.  

 

Table 7. Summary of the diadromous and recreational sections assessment of Member States 2023 
Annual Reports. 

Sections  Yes Mostly Partly  No  NA SUM 

2.3 (3.2) 13 4 0 1 8 26 

2.4 17 3 0 2 4 26 

2.6 18 3 0 1 4 26 

Total  48 10 0 4 16 78 

Source: Member States submissions to 2024 Annual Report. 

 

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

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

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

The overall performance has shown improvement over the 3-year period and can be 
considered satisfactory. Several countries demonstrated progress in both executing and 
reporting their data collection activities. However, some Member States still submitted 
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reporting tables in Sections 2.3 and 2.4 containing errors, such as missing entries or 
improper formatting — using blank cells where values like “0”, “NA”, “Y”, or “N” were 
expected. Administrative challenges, including delays in contractual arrangements or funding 
issues, were cited by some Member States as causes for deviations from the planned work 
schedule. Furthermore, difficulties in securing cooperation from commercial and recreational 
fishers were frequently reported. These included limited acceptance of observers, restrictions 
on sampling from tour boats, low participation in questionnaires, and minimal engagement 
with mobile data collection apps. 

Surveys (Section 2.6): 

Technical problems, vessel availability, administrative problems, and bad weather conditions 
were the main issues affecting data collection during surveys at sea in 2024. This resulted in 
four MSs not being able to execute one or several planned mandatory surveys in 2024. 

In addition, two MSs were not allowed to execute survey activities in the territorial waters of 
their neighbouring country by the designated authorities.  

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

Diadromous Species (Sections 2.3 & 3.2): Undersampling remains a persistent and recurring 
issue across Member States, particularly for diadromous species such as eel. This problem 
has been consistently reported in all three years and is frequently linked to external factors 
beyond the control of the reporting institutions. Member States often attribute the inability to 
achieve planned sampling targets to low catch rates, unfavourable environmental conditions 
(such as floods or droughts), and the general scarcity of fish due to poor stock status. In 
many cases, these issues affect both commercial and scientific surveys. 

Recreational Fisheries (Sections 2.4): The methodologies employed across MS for data 
collection remain varied, reflecting a heterogeneous approach that has introduced a range of 
challenges. In particular, the use of mobile apps for gathering data from recreational fishers, 
frequently falls short of expectations. These digital tools often fail to achieve their intended 
purpose due to limited uptake and engagement by the target user group. 

Surveys (Section 2.6):All identified issues regarding the execution of the surveys are 
recurring. The EWG noticed that the effect of issues on the execution of the surveys is 
increasing. However, deviations caused by the environment, e.g. bad weather conditions, are 
force majeure and cannot be avoided. MSs should take care that other issues (i.e. technical 
problems, vessel availability, administrative issues) minimally affect the surveys.  

Some MSs also indicated that they are solving the recurrent issues. For example, Germany 
indicated that their administration decided to solve the recurring technical issues of one of its 
research vessels by chartering vessels until Germany has a new vessel. EWG is positive that 
the recurrent technical issues have been addressed by the German administration. 
Furthermore, Lithuania was not able to carry out a mandatory survey in 2022 and 2023 due 
to mechanical failures. These technical issues were solved resulting in the survey being 
conducted in 2024 as planned. 
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4. Any persistent or recurring issues regarding the reporting of the data collection 
referring to the relevant and previous year? 

Diadromous Species (Sections 2.3 & 3.2): There were recurring issues regarding the 
reporting format that persisted throughout the 3-year multi-annual programme. In several 
cases, Member States submitted Annual Reports where all three years of the multi-annual 
work plan were included in the column intended only for the implementing year. This caused 
confusion and made it difficult to assess the actual implementation progress. It should be 
clearly stated in the guidelines that the Annual Report must contain data exclusively for the 
implementing year. 

Another recurring issue concerned the 3-year multi-annual sampling plans, where it was 
often unclear whether the sampling had already been carried out or was still planned for 
future years. This ambiguity could have been avoided by clearly specifying the sampling 
status in the comment section of the relevant tables, which is essential for accurate 
evaluation. 

Additionally, problems were identified in Table 2.3 regarding the reporting of fishery-
dependent variables. Even in cases where no eel fishery is present, Member States are still 
required to address these variables. Several Member States struggled with this, and while 
some addressed the issue by including the necessary information in their work plans for the 
2025–2027 period, others failed to provide the required data altogether. This inconsistency 
hampers the comparability and completeness of the reports and should be addressed 
through improved guidance and stricter validation at the submission stage. 

Recreational Fisheries (Sections 2.4): In several cases, the planned timeframe for conducting 
surveys, particularly off-site and telephone surveys, was either unclear or entirely absent 
from the reports. MS often failed to specify the exact periods during which these surveys 
were to be carried out, creating uncertainty around the implementation timeline. This lack of 
clarity was further compounded by repeated delays, with some surveys being postponed 
multiple times without adequate explanation or updated scheduling. Such inconsistencies 
hinder effective monitoring and coordination at the regional level, and they raise concerns 
about the reliability and timeliness of the data ultimately collected. 

Surveys (Section 2.6): Some MSs uploaded their AR with track changes in the word 
document and/or coloured font in the excel file to the IT platform. For evaluation, the AR 
needed to be downloaded from the platform as these track changes were not visible on the 
platform. To avoid confusion in future, it is advised that MSs are asked to upload a “clean” 
version of the AR to the IT platform.  

Furthermore, it is not possible to click on inserted hyperlinks in the downloaded ARs. 
Therefore, it is advised that no hyperlinks are used by MSs in future AR submissions.   

During evaluation the subgroup encountered empty cells in Table 2.6 for several MSs. This is 
a minor editorial issue not related to the execution of the surveys. Nonetheless, it would be 
beneficial for evaluation if the DCF IT platform does not allow the option to leave cells blank 
in the AR excel file. This would avoid non-conformities with the guidelines. 

5. Any good examples from MS to highlight? 

Diadromous Species (Sections 2.3 & 3.2):  
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Lithuania consistently demonstrated very good performance throughout the entire three-year 
period. Data collection for diadromous species was thorough, systematic, and fully aligned 
with the work plan, supported by high-quality reporting. 

PolandPoland showed very good performance over the last three years, with well-
documented and consistent implementation of T2.3 measures. All planned activities were 
carried out, and despite minor issues with sample sizes in some EMUs, the reporting 
remained complete and coherent. 

NetherlandsThe Netherlands exhibited excellent performance across all three years, with 
timely, consistent, and complete implementation and reporting. The diadromous data 
collection programme in fresh water was delivered to a high standard, meeting all 
expectations without any delays or deficiencies. 

Recreational Fisheries (Sections 2.4): 

Greece 

Greece demonstrated very good performance throughout the entire three-year period and is 
the only Mediterranean country that for the moment conducts on-site sampling for 
recreational fisheries, by trained collaborators using a specially designed questionnaire. 

Poland 

Poland showed very good performance over the last three years, with consistent 
implementation of 2.4. All planned activities were carried out and the only deviations from 
planned collection of data were due to fishing bans for these species in Baltic Sea. 

Surveys (Sections 2.6): 

Overall, thirteen MSs (Belgium, Bulgaria, Denmark, Spain, France, Greece, Croatia, the 
Netherlands, Malta, Poland, Romania, Slovenia and Sweden) showed a consistent 
performance without any recurring persistent issues in executing their planned surveys over 
the last three years. 

 
Subgroup 4 – Social and Economic  
Evaluation of Table 3.1; 5.1; 5.2; 6.1; 7.1. Text Box 3.1; Annex 1.2 
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1. Overall performance of the MS on sections relating to Subgroup 4.  

Table 8. Summary of the economic sections assessment of Member States 2022 Annual Reports. 

Sections  Yes Mostly Partly  No  NA Sum  

3.1 11 1   14 26 

5.1 21 1   4 26 

5.2 21 0 1  4 26 

6.1 21 1   4 26 

7.1 16 2   8 26 

Annex 1.2 23 1   2 26 

Total 111 8 1 0 36 156 

Source: Member States submissions to 2024 Annual Report. 

 

For the economics section, almost all MS were evaluated as YES or "NA." In eight cases the 
judgement was "Mostly”. The judgement “NA” is due to the fact that several MSs do not 
perform additional data collection for small-scale fishery in section 3.1, do not collect data on 
aquaculture or on fish processing. EWG observed that, in contrast to previous years, the 
response of some MSs to pre-screening or EWG feedback was delayed or insufficient. 
Therefore, in some cases the evaluation was less positive. 

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

This year the default approach for submission was through the DCF IT platform. Several MSs 
still faced problems following this procedure. Some difficulties might be related to the need of 
using a file downloaded from that platform as template. In some cases, the file downloaded 
from the platform looked different from what had been uploaded, according to feedback from 
MS. This might have had an impact on the evaluation, but with further experience on the use 
of the platform, this phenomenon might disappear. 

As the check function of the platform comparing the annual report with the work plan was 
limited, the typical formal consistency checks (e.g. between tables 3.1, 5.1 and 5.2) had to be 
performed manually. 

As in previous years, inconsistencies with respect to the reference year were observed. This 
applied to tables 5.1 and 5.2, where some MS included two reference years in table 5.2: year 
N for capacity variables and year N-1 for economic variables. A similar issue was also 
observed in table 3.1, but only to a minor extent. Indicating more than one reference year in 
an AR is not against the respective Implementing Decision 2022/39 and will most likely reflect 
reality: MS might collect some variables (i.e. mainly data from the Control Regulation) with 
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the reference year being the AR implementation year. However, this was in general not 
reflected in table 1.1. 

To assess the consistency between tables 5.1 and 5.2, it is crucial that information is 
provided for the same reference year in both tables. Once the DCF IT platform is fully 
operational, these consistency checks can be performed using also older ARs, which should 
contain data for the respective reference year. 

Inconsistencies were also noted with respect to Table 1.1. Some MSs indicated the collection 
of data for year 'N-1', which was not in line with the provided reference year, particularly in 
Table 7.1. Manual cross-checks between Table 1.1 and the economics table were 
cumbersome. Hence, EWG hopes that the DCF IT platform will take over this task in future. 

Inconsistencies between these tables regarding segment names and the total number of 
vessels within segments could still be observed, but only to a lesser extent, compared with 
previous years. 

As in previous years, the evaluation question of whether response and coverage rates were 
sufficient could not be properly assessed because no criteria are available. However, in 
several cases, coverage appears low (e.g. one response for a segment of ten units). EWG 
reiterates the considerations and recommendations as laid down in Annex 1 of the EWG 24 
08 report (“Quality Document”, p. 75 ff.) to make some progress in this important aspect of 
the evaluation. In addition to that, there are also cases where extremely low coverage rates 
appeared in approved WPs (e.g. 2 out of >100 vessels). In those cases, the achieved 
response rate could be high, but that does not necessarily correspond to adequate coverage. 

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

As in previous years, low response or coverage rates were observed in some cases. 
However, with only the information requested in the AR template, it is not possible to assess 
the consequences of low response or coverage rates. As laid down before, this evaluation 
requires further effort and methodological guidance. 

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

In general, no issues regarding the reporting on the data collection itself were observed for 
the economic section, indicating that the templates are, in general, sufficiently clear and 
suitable for reporting. Almost all reporting issues could be fixed by MS resubmission during 
the EWG. 

5. Any good examples from MS to highlight?  

The vast majority of submitted AR documents can be regarded as good; EWG would not 
promote any particular document. 

3. TOR2 DATA TRANSMISSION ISSUES 2024 

The Terms of Reference for EWG 25-08 requested an evaluation of the high severity data 
transmission issues (DTi) reported by end users for data calls launched during 2024. In 
accordance with the revised Data Transmission Monitoring Tool (DTMT) guidelines, Member 
States may remedy low and medium severity issues prior to the STECF assessment by 
uploading missing data in subsequent data calls. This procedure aims to reduce the number 
of issues classified as ‘follow-up needed’. 
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Consistent with the STECF meeting calendar, the ToRs specify that the October EWG 
assessing the Work Plans will evaluate low and medium severity DTi following corrective 
actions by MSs. However, exceptions apply for fleet economics data call issues with 
low/medium severity, which are assessed by the EWG evaluating the Annual Reports (AR). 

For the 2024 data transmission issues, EWG 25-08 was tasked to focus on the following: 

 High severity DTi from Aquaculture (2 issues reported) 

 High severity DTi from ICCAT (1 issue reported) 

 High severity DTi from ICES (3 issues reported) 

 High severity DTi from IOTC (3 issues reported) 

 Medium/low severity DTi from the 2024 Fleet Economics data call where MSs had the 

opportunity to resubmit data (28 issues reported) 

The updated DTMT assessment cycle, implemented in 2024 and also applicable for 2025, 
clarifies the timeline and responsibilities of the involved parties. Under this cycle, high 
severity DTi are assessed by the AR EWG in June to allow early identification of high-impact 
issues in MS performance reports published over the summer. Low and medium severity DTi 
are then assessed in the WP EWG in October, allowing sufficient time for corrective actions. 

Within this process, the term “end user” refers broadly to entities analysing DCF data, 
including ICES, ICCAT, GFCM, IOTC, other RFMOs, and STECF EWGs, while “STECF” 
denotes the body responsible for the formal assessment of DTi. 

The EWG reviewed high severity Data Transmission Issues (DTi) reported by end users for 
the 2024 data calls, focusing on key concerns related to data coverage, timeliness, and 
accuracy of species-specific catch information. 

Several issues were identified regarding observer coverage and data completeness for 
specific fisheries, with some datasets missing or not meeting standard coverage 
requirements. In some cases, contradictory information was provided between Member 
States and end users, resulting in unresolved discrepancies. Commitments were made to 
resubmit updated data in upcoming data calls; however, these corrections are still pending, 
and the issues are classified as unsatisfactory- to be revised. 

Delay in submitting geo-referenced catch and effort data was also noted, accompanied by 
incomplete coverage details. While automation of data extraction and data checking 
processes has been initiated to address these shortcomings, actual data corrections remain 
outstanding, and the issue have been assessed as unsatisfactory and subject to revision 
(unsatisfactory- to be revised) by MS responsible. 

Additional concerns were raised regarding the completeness of port sampling data for certain 
fisheries, with investigations ongoing but no corrected datasets yet submitted. This situation 
also received an unsatisfactory assessment, with the expectation of forthcoming clarification 
and data resubmission. 

Further high severity issues pertain to catch and effort data quality, particularly related to the 
separation of species within catch records. The current approaches to species splitting were 
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deemed inappropriate for assessment purposes, and recent data submissions indicated zero 
landings for stocks where sampling effort has declined substantially. These factors raise 
doubts about the accuracy and representativeness of the data. The lack of responses to 
requests for clarification has resulted in unsatisfactory assessments for these issues with a 
follow-up responsible MS. 

EWG 25-08 was requested to assess the data transmission issues recorded in the DTMT 
with medium/low severity DTi from the 2024 Fleet Economics data call. These issues were 
checked by the end user (EWG 25-07) on whether data were corrected and uploaded as 
indicated by the MSs. This applied to eight of the issues, which then were assessed as 
“satisfactory”. In six cases the MS response was regarded as unsatisfactory with the remark 
that the issue has to be revised (unsatisfactory- to be revised), because the data had not 
been provided as indicated. The remaining 14 issues were assessed as unsatisfactory where 
9 of the issues were due to failure in data collection, 2 due to no response from MS and 3 DTi 
were due to failure to re-submit the data.In addition, two high severity issues were assessed, 
referring to the 2024 submission of aquaculture data with EWG 24-14 being the end user. 
One issue was announced to be corrected, but this has to be checked by the end user. The 
other issue was not addressed by the MS. 

4. TOR3 COMMENTS ON THE USE OF THE DCF IT PLATFORM FOR WORK PLANS AND ANNUAL 

REPORTS 

During the EWG, a shared Excel file (06_DCF Platform Defect Log EXPERTS.xlsx) was 

made available via Teams to collect expert feedback on the use of the DCF IT platform for 

both work plans and annual reports. Experts were instructed to reflect their experiences in 

various roles – including as pre-screeners, national experts, national correspondents, and/or 

EWG evaluators – and to report any issues encountered. The file included dedicated sheets 

for proposals and for reporting bugs. This allowed for the structured collection of practical 

feedback aimed at improving the usability, functionality, and overall performance of the DCF 

IT platform in future cycles. 

5. IMPROVEMENTS FOR FUTURE AR AND WP 

As part of the EWG's efforts to support continuous improvement of the reporting and 
evaluation processes, a new dedicated Electronic Annex (Electronic Annex 2 EWG 25-08 
Recommendations Table.xlsx) was created. Similar in structure to the DCF Platform Defect 
Log, this file compiles the recommendations that arose from the subgroup work during EWG 
25-08 regarding potential improvements in the documentation and evaluation of future 
Annual Reports (ARs) and Work Plans (WPs). Each entry includes an overview and short 
description of the suggested improvement and a column to mark whether the suggestion was 
implemented. This structured collection serves as a basis for corresponding updates or 
amendments in the relevant guidance documents, templates, or assessment grids in 
upcoming evaluation cycles.  
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6. OVERALL CONCLUSIONS 

The evaluation of the 2024 Annual Reports (ARs) concluded the current 3-year Multiannual 
Programme (EUMAP) cycle (2022–2024). While many Member States (MS) continued to 
deliver high-quality reports, the overall performance across the EU declined compared to the 
previous year. The number of AR sections rated “YES” had increased from19 in 2022, to 23 
in 2023, but dropped to 17 in 2024. This setback in the final year of the cycle highlights 
ongoing challenges in both the execution of national Work Plans (WPs) and the quality of 
their documentation. 

Shortcomings in the 2024 reports included incomplete implementation of WPs, administrative 
and logistical difficulties (such as reduced catches or unavailable survey vessels), and major 
formal reporting issues. In several cases, MS edited the white sections of the WPs, contrary 
to guidance, or omitted the grey sections for reporting entirely. While some of these issues 
were unavoidable, many were preventable and persisted despite repeated feedback through 
the established “ping-pong” process between pre-screening and EWG evaluations. 

The EWG was also tasked with assessing the evolution of MS performance over the full 
EUMAP period. Using evaluation grids from previous years, subgroup experts summarised 
recurring weaknesses and improvements for each MS. While some countries showed steady 
progress in reporting quality and implementation, others failed to address repeated 
comments across multiple reporting years. In particular, the lack of clarity in bilateral 
agreements, inconsistent documentation of thresholds, and limited justification for non-
implementation continued to affect transparency and comparability. Outstanding Data 
Transmission Issues (DTIs) were reviewed in parallel. 

Finally, the newly introduced DCF IT platform remains a promising and useful tool for AR and 
WP submission and evaluation, but continues to present some technical and usability 
challenges. In order to improve the platforms functionality for the future, EWG 25 08 - Experts 
documented bugs, inconsistencies, and usability issues in a dedicated defect log. It seems 
that for the future, sustained technical support for the continuous development of the DCF IT 
platform is needed to address persistent usability and formatting issues that continue to 
hinder effective reporting. 

Looking ahead to the next EUMAP cycle, it will be essential that Member States remain 
responsive throughout the evaluation process, in particular by providing timely and complete 
replies to pre-screening and EWG comments. Also, it would be helpful if pre-screeners and 
EWG experts give comprehensive and clear feedback in order to support the member states 
in solving the raised issues. These were key shortcomings in EWG 25 08 evaluations, where 
several assessments were delayed or left incomplete due to missing or insufficient feedback. 
Clearer and more detailed guidance – especially regarding the correct use of templates, the 
distinction between planning and reporting sections, and the documentation of thresholds or 
optional activities – could also prove useful in supporting a more consistent and transparent 
implementation of the DCF across all Member States. In order to support continuous 
improvement, the EWG compiled targeted recommendations in a new structured annex 
(Electronic Annex 2 EWG 25-08 Recommendations Table), which provides concrete 
suggestions for future improvements to templates, guidance, and the platform itself. 

In order to ensure appropriate follow-up, EWG 25-08 recommends that the suggestions and 
recommendations compiled in this report be included as a dedicated Term of Reference 
(ToR) in the upcoming EWG 25-16. This would allow for discussion and decision-making on 
their potential implementation in future reporting cycles. 
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ANNEXES  

ANNEX 1. AGENDA  

 

 

ANNEX 2. OVERVIEWS OF REPORTING AND EXECUTION OF THE 2024 WP BY MEMBER STATE 

 

 Austria [AUT] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

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

Not applicable  

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

Not applicable  

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Not applicable  

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

Not applicable  

 

6. Surveys at sea  

Not applicable  

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

Not applicable  

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

Not applicable  

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

Not applicable  

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

Not applicable  

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

No data transmission issues were reported for Austria. 

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

As a land-locked country in the last three years Austria performance was assessed as not applicable. 
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Belgium [BEL] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

The Belgium Annual Report 2024 was well executed and reported, and their overall performance and 
compliance were rated as "Yes".  

Compliance for all sections applicable to the MS were evaluated as "Yes”, except 2.4 and 2.5 that 
were evaluated as “Mostly”. 

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

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

MS has performed well; no issues highlighted. 

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

MS has performed well overall and is rated as “Mostly”.  

Some reporting issues have been noted and were clarified. MS is kindly reminded to include specific 
details for all rows where catch-and-release estimations were planned but not achieved. Additionally, 
the AR section of the Text box was not shaded grey as required. MS is requested to ensure 
consistency with the AR guidelines in future submissions. 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No major issues detected and MS has performed well. 

MS is kindly requested to include fisheries-dependent rows in future submissions, even when no or 
limited fisheries exist, and to provide a clear explanation in Table 2.3 for the absence of sampling. All 
species/stock/variable cells in the AR should contain a value or 'NA'; empty cells should be avoided. 

Additionally, MS is reminded to provide valid explanations for any undersampling, either in the table or 
textbox. 

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

The MS has demonstrated a consistent performance in the collection of PETS variables. 

No additional studies on the fisheries impact on marine habitats were presented in the WP an.d no 
stomach sampling was included in the WP. Therefore, not assessed and no issues 

6. Surveys at sea  

MS performed well; no issues highlighted.  

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

MS performed well; no issues highlighted.  
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8. Fleet socio-economic  

The MS has demonstrated consistent effectiveness in implementing the annual work plan and 
reporting on results of socio-economic data collection on fisheries. 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

MS performed well and addressed EWG comments. No major issues highlighted. 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

The MS has demonstrated improved effectiveness in implementing the annual workplan and reporting 
on results of socio-economic data collection on fish processing. 

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

Not assessed during this EWG. 

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

Belgium demonstrated a consistent and generally good performance over the 2022–2024 
EUMAP period, with steady implementation of the planned activities and responsiveness to 
EWG comments.  

While formal reporting issues were identified in some sections, these were progressively 
addressed. Biological sampling was largely carried out in line with the NWP, though 
persistent deviations remain in some areas, particularly for diadromous species. Notable 
strengths include the collection of data on protected species and research surveys at sea. 
For the upcoming period, improvements were made to address past inconsistencies, 
including adjustments to the WP structure and enhanced reporting for socio-economic and 
processing sector data. 

 

 Bulgaria [BGR] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

The Bulgarian Annual Report 2024 was well executed and reported, overall performance and 
compliance was rated "Yes". Compliance for all AR sections was "Yes", with a few being highlighted 
as Not Applicable (2.3 and 3.1).  

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No major issues have been raised by the EWG. There were few deviations from the WP regarding the 
oversampling of Scophthalmus maximus, Trachurus mediterraneus, Sprattus sprattus, and Squalus 
acanthias, but deviations are justified. 

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 
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4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Not applicable 

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

No issues have been raised by the EWG 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

Not applicable 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No issues have been raised by the EWG.  

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No issues have been raised by the EWG.  

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No issues have been raised by the EWG 

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

No data transmission issues have been observed 

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

The Member State demonstrated consistent effectiveness in implementing the annual work 
plan and reporting requirements throughout the 2022–2024 period. Recreational fisheries 
data collection was improved through the inclusion of a screening survey. Overall 
performance was positive, with compliance consistently rated as "Yes" in line with the AR 
evaluation criteria. 
 

Cyprus [CPY] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

The overall performance and compliance for Cyprus was good and was classified as “MOSTLY”, with 
one “MOSTLY” and one “NO”. The main issue is related to the mandatory survey MEDITS, which was 
not carried out in 2024 due to problems in tender procurements procedures. This determines a “NO” 
in the evaluation of Section 2.6. Furthermore, Section 2.4 on the recreational fisheries data collection 
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was evaluated as “MOSTLY” given the low participation of anglers in the use of the mobile application 
for collecting data for the third consecutive year. An additional issue is related to the activities 
described in the Text boxes 1a and 1b, which were not performed as planned. 

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

The main issues refer to the activities described in the Text boxes 1a and 1b, which were not 
performed as expected. Regarding Text box 1a, the Acoustic Research Survey was not conducted 
due to unavailability of the research vessel, while the Sea Turtle Post-Release Survival was not 
carried out due to unsuccessful tenders for onboard sampling. As for Text box 1b, the Deep Water 
Red Shrimps Bottom Trawl survey in Cyprus waters was not conducted due to unsuccessful 
tendering. MS should perform these activities in the future. 

Furthermore, out of the 15 planned species, only six of them have at least one biological variable 
collected. The missing ones were planned to be collected at sea during the MEDITS survey. As stated 
by the MS, no biological parameters were collected because the MEDITS survey did not take place. 
This is true for all species except Merluccius merluccius (hake), which was also planned to be 
sampled through commercial samples. However, the MS provided a justification for not collecting 
Merluccius merluccius. 

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

The low participation of anglers in the use of the mobile application for collecting data on recreational 
fisheries was registered for the third consecutive year. Consequently, the estimation of catches for the 
planned 22 species was not realised. In the previous years, the EWG recommended  the use of 
additional and/or alternative data collection tools, like a multi-species telephone survey and on-site 
sampling to increase the participation of anglers. MS state that, starting from 2025, data on 
recreational catches will be collected through an annual off-site telephone survey for all species. The 
EWG suggests considering also on-site sampling, even in small sample size, in order to have 
accurate data on lengths or weight of different species, correctly identified by trained personnel. 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Not applicable. 

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No issues have been raised by the EWG.  

 

6. Surveys at sea  

The MS only participates in MEDITS, which was not carried out due to problems in tender 
procurements procedures, specifically there were no successful candidates. The MS should ensure 
that the mandatory survey MEDITS will be carried out in the future. 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

No issues have been raised by the EWG.  
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8. Fleet socio-economic  

Minor reporting inconsistencies were identified during the pre-screening, while a potential 
inconsistency between Table 5.1 and 5.2 was identified by the EWG. However, both types of 
inconsistencies were solved by the MS by modifying and resubmitting the tables during the EWG 
assessment.  

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

Not applicable. 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

Not applicable. 

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

No data transmission issues were identified for Cyprus. 

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

The Member State demonstrated consistent performance in implementing the annual work 
plans and reporting across most sections during the 2022–2024 period, with some minor 
administrative and formal issues encountered along the way. One persisting issue was the 
low participation in the mobile application for recreational fisheries data collection. To 
address this, the 2025–2027 Work Plan includes a screening survey aimed at improving 
coverage and data quality in this area. 

 

Czech Republic [CZE] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

The EWG evaluated the overall performance of the Czech Republic since MS had data collection of 
socio-economic data for aquaculture. MS's improvements in socio-economic data collection for 
aquaculture from the last year continue. Regarding the information provided minor deviations from the 
WP were observed, but they are positive in terms of Response rate. 

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

Not applicable. 
 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

Not applicable. 
 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

There was no planned data collection for eel in 2024. 
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5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

Not applicable. 
 

6. Surveys at sea  

Not applicable. 
 

7. Fishing activity variable 

Not applicable. 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

Not applicable. 
 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

The main production species in the MS is carp which is breeding in polyculture ponds. Since the 
share of Czech aquaculture production of EU aquaculture production according to EUROSTAT is 1,88 
% MS planned data collection of socio-economic variables. The economic variables according to 
Table 10 were collected during the reference year. In general, EWG noted an improvement in this part 
of the annual report and encourage MS to continue data collection on aquaculture. 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

Not applicable. 
 

11.  Data transmission issues  

No data transmission issues were reported for the Czech Republic. 

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

The Member State demonstrated a general improvement in implementing the Work Plan over the 
2022–2024 period. As a landlocked country, opportunities for extensive data collection are 
limited.Nevertheless, the MS initiated its diadromous species data collection (eel) with the start of the 
current EUMAP and has shown clear commitment. Despite this progress, repeated comments 
highlighted the need to further develop this component, including the addition of Text Box 3.2 to clarify 
whether commercial eel fisheries in inland waters exist, and to consider the implementation of silver 
eel escapement indicators. 

Regarding socio-economic data collection for the aquaculture sector, performance was consistent 
throughout the three-year period, with execution rates above 90%. However, issues with formatting 
and the use of the correct Annex 1.2 template were observed in the most recent year. The MS is 
encouraged to ensure proper formatting and template use in future submissions. 

 

Germany [DEU] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

The overall performance and compliance for Germany was classified as “YES”. In the future, it is 
recommended that the MS enhance efforts to implement activities in line with the approved NWP and 
make sure to report all the section, even quality annex in English. 
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2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

The EWG noted small deviations in the sampling of collections in the Baltic Sea, as well as the 
absence of collections in the North Sea and Eastern Arctic regions. However, all deviations were 
explained in detail. These deviations have led to this section being assessed as "mostly". The EWG 
acknowledges the MS for proposing ideas and actions to minimise future deviations. The MS should 
provide quality documents in English for the following years' ARs. 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. MS states that data is collated every three years, 2024 
report delivered data for 2020-22. 2023-25 data will be delivered in 2027. This reporting in a 3-year 
cycle makes it difficult to evaluate annual reports by EWG.  

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. The study on the fisheries impact on marine habitats was 
not conducted due to technical issues with the vessel. Oversampling of stomach samples due to BITS 
standard Baltic cod stomach sampling and added grey rows to adapt to change in the RCG NANSEA 
2022 stomach sampling plan are clearly explained. 

 

6. Surveys at sea 

EWG noticed that 4 surveys could not be fully executed due to bad weather and environmental 
conditions. Technical issues of the Walther Herwig III resulted in (i) MS chartering a replacement 
vessel for IBTS-Q1 and Q3, (ii) the IHLS not fully executed, (iii) the GGS survey was not conducted at 
all due to shortterm technical problems of the vessel. MS indicated that due to the unreliability of 
Walther Herwig III the German administration decided that for mandatory DCF surveys other vessels 
are chartered until MS has a new vessel which will be available from Q4 2027. These deviations have 
led to this section being assessed as "mostly". 

EWG is positive that the recurrent issue of technical problems of Walther Herwig III has been 
adressed by the German administration by chartering replacement vessels until the new vessel is 
available. 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

MS states that data is collated every three years, 2024 report delivered data for 2020-22. 2023-25 
data will be delivered in 2027. This reporting in a 3-year cycle makes it difficult to evaluate annual 
reports by EWG. 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

  



 

54 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

11. Data transmission issues  

One low-severity coverage issue was identified for Germany in the 2024 Fleet Economics data call. 
The number of fishing trips was not reported for one segment. The data have been amended during 
AER I 2025 and the issue assess as “Satisfactory” by EWG. 

No other issues were identified by end-users, and an improvement in performance is noted by the 
EWG compared to DTI-2023. 

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

Over the 2022–2024 period, the Member State demonstrated an overall good and stable performance 
across all reporting sections.. Improvements were observed in the implementation of biological 
sampling activities; however, some recurring issues persisted. These included incomplete or unclear 
explanations in Text Boxes 2.1 and 2.2, as well as repeated formatting and content issues in Table 
and Text Box 2.5 due to partial adherence to the provided guidance. 

In the section on the impact of fisheries on the marine ecosystem, the MS adjusted its stomach 
content sampling in response to ISSG recommendations, yet recurring editing issues remained. 
Notably, PETS observations were not conducted in self-sampling schemes, despite being marked as 
planned in the WP. 

Challenges in sampling diadromous species continued, particularly due to weather-related constraints 
and deviations in annual coverage. Some elements of the sampling design—such as multi-year 
cycles for diadromous fish and recreational catch-and-release surveys—did not align fully with the 
annual reporting cycle. 
A significant operational issue was the repeated technical failure of the research vessel Walther 
Herwig III. In response, the MS announced in 2024 its decision to charter alternative vessels for 
mandatory surveys until a new vessel becomes available (expected from Q4 2027). This proactive 
approach was positively noted by the EWG. 
Socio-economic data collection for both fisheries and aquaculture, as well as the reporting on fishing 
activity, was carried out effectively and in line with DCF requirements. The MS maintained high 
engagement and demonstrated overall reliability and effectiveness in work plan implementation. 

 

Denmark [DNK] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

Most components of the plan were implemented without major deviations. Minor editorial issues were 
observed, and three out of sixteen sampling frames in the biological sampling of commercial fisheries 
were significantly undersampled due to reduced fleet activity. The biological data collection for 
recreational cod fisheries was not conducted due to a fishing closure in the Baltic, which was justified. 
All other areas, including freshwater diadromous species, marine ecosystem impacts, surveys at sea, 
fishing activity variables, and socio-economic data across fleet, aquaculture, and processing sectors, 
were carried out as planned. No data transmission issues were reported. Denmark also updated its 
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fleet segmentation to better align with FDI requirements, reflecting a proactive approach to improving 
data quality and compatibility. 

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No major deviations occurred. Some minor editorial issue. There are 3 very low under sampled 
frames of 16, due to reduces of fleet activity. 

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No major deviations, cod biological data collection not performed due to the fishing closure in the 
Baltic. 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No deviations occurred 

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No deviations occurred 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

No deviations occurred. Minor editorial issue.  

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

No deviations occurred 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

The MS has completely updated their frame population and segmentation to align better with the FDI 
data call. 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

 

No deviations occurred 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

 

No deviations occurred 

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

 

No issues identified. 
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12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

The Member State demonstrated consistent and strong performance throughout the 2022–2024 
period. Minor recurring issues, such as formatting and reporting inconsistencies, were observed but 
were largely resolved following the introduction of the IT platform. However, data collection for age of 
eels remained a point of discussion, as Denmark preferred to avoid unnecessary sampling. 
Nonetheless, due to continued commercial fisheries and end-user demand, a conservative biological 
sampling scheme was considered feasible. Despite occasional incomplete sampling, Denmark’s 
efforts were positively evaluated, with favourable final assessments. 

 

Spain [ESP] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

No major issues have been raised by the EWG 25 08. 

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

Only a few minor issues were flagged in the EWG comments. These were generally considered 
acceptable, and no further action was requested.  

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

A new sampling scheme for recreational fisheries in the Basque Country was added to the WP. 
Additionally, the release of Thunnus thynnus was not originally planned but was carried out; this will 
be corrected in the next WP. 

Catch and release estimates fell short for some species; reasons are partly explained in Annex 1.1. 
No biological sampling was planned, but some data were collected. MS is encouraged to consider on-
site sampling in the Mediterranean. 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Some undersampling occurred due to natural and operational constraints such as low water flow, 
limited catches, and budget constraints. These issues are context-specific and do not indicate 
structural non-compliance. No further action is required at this stage, but continued monitoring is 
recommended. 

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

All deviations related to stomach sampling were identified and commented. Explanations were 
considered acceptable, with no issues requiring action. The required spatial and temporal coverage 
was achieved. However, in 36 cases, planned stomach sampling was not carried out — this was 
partly justified. Overall, no further action is required. 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

Most survey records were positively assessed with no issues raised. Two surveys (ECOCADIZ_ESP 
and BOCADEVA) were cancelled and will no longer be conducted; this is documented in Annex 1.1 
and they are excluded from the next WP.  
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Not all planned activities were achieved, but explanations are consistently provided in the AR. For 
some activities, it is not possible to assess achievement because the corresponding cells in the WP 
contain text instead of numerical targets. Overall, no further action was requested. 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

No issues highlighted 
 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

Minor issue regarding formatting in Table 5.2. 
 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

Minor issue regarding formatting in Text Box 6.1. 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

A revision of the WP was requested the last year but the MS did not provide corrected version of WP 
2025-2027. The MS should revise the reference year in table 1.1 in the WP in order to avoid 
inconsistencies between Table 1.1 and Table 7.1. Moreover, if the WP is not amended the 
inconsistency could be treated as data failure for future AR submissions.  
 

11.  Data transmission issues  

The EWG 25 08 awaits future follow up and clarifications by MS considering the following identified 
data issues related to coverage, quality and timeliness:  

- three issues for the IOTC data call  

- one issues for ICCAT data call 

- four data issues for Fleet economics data call.  
 
 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

Overall, the Member State demonstrated consistent and effective implementation of the work 
programme across all domains, with no major or recurrent issues identified between 2022 and 2024. 
Minor challenges such as budget constraints or low catches occurred sporadically. Socio-economic 
data collection for fisheries, aquaculture and the processing industry was positively evaluated 
throughout the period. 

However, a recurring inconsistency in the reference year used for the fish processing sector was 
noted. Despite a request in the 2024 AR evaluation, the WP was not corrected. If not addressed, this 
may be considered a data failure in future evaluations. 

 

 Estonia [EST] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

The Estonian Annual Report 2024 was very well executed and reported. The MS’s overall 
performance and compliance was rated "Yes" in 14 cases and “Mostly” in one case (2.5). Compliance 
for all relevant sections was "Yes", with several sections being highlighted as Not Applicable (3.1, 4.1, 
4.3, 6.1 and 7.1). 
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2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

Minor shortfalls occurred in 2 schemes, but with clear explanations. 

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

The provided Table 2.4 was not in consistent with guidelines, but it was revised and resubmitted 
during EWG. 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Some surveys were undersampled and 2 interview surveys was not yet analysed. Estonia may 
consider re-evaluating the feasibility of achieving the planned sample sizes under current eel 
population and fishery conditions and update the Work Plan accordingly. 

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No issues highlighted 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

Apart from some undersampling due to several reasons provided by Estonia, no particular issues 
have been highlighted in this section. 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

No issues highlighted. 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No issues highlighted. 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

NA 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

NA 

 

11. Data transmission issues  

No data transmission issues were reported for Estonia. 

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS performance in 2022-2024 

The Member State demonstrated stable performance across most reporting sections during the 
2022–2024 period. No major changes or developments were observed in the data collection for 
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diadromous species in fresh water. However, some formal issues persisted throughout the period, 
particularly recurring inconsistencies between the units reported in the Work Plans and Annual 
Reports. In the socio-economic data collection for the fisheries sector (Section 5), minor formatting 
and reporting issues were flagged by the pre-screeners in 2023 but were promptly addressed by the 
MS. No other significant or recurring issues were identified across the remaining AR sections. 

 

Finland [FIN] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

The overall reporting and implementation performance of Finland was assessed as good. Minor 
issues identified during both the pre-screening and STECF EWG review phases were promptly 
resolved. The Annual Report 2024 was ultimately evaluated as compliant, receiving a final 
assessment of 'Yes'. 

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No biological data collection from recreational salmon fisheries in Tenojoki was carried. Furthermore, 
undersampling occurred for both salmon and eel. 

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

Recurring issue 2022-2024, Swedish authorities do not allow research activities in the Swedish EEZ. 
However, EWG considers that this issue cannot be solved by Finland alone. MS to consider a 
diplomatic dialogue with Sweden for this issue. 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 
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10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

No data transmission issues have been observed. 

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

The Member State demonstrated consistent performance in implementing the annual work plans and 
reporting across most sections during the 2022–2024 period. Biological sampling activities were 
reliably executed, and improvements in reporting format were observed, such as the systematic 
replacement of empty cells with zeros, which enhanced clarity and consistency. Regarding 
diadromous species, the MS maintained a steady approach, with only minor recurring issues such as 
low catches.Recreational fisheries data collection (T2.4) was stable and well implemented throughout 
the period. 

In contrast, the implementation of research surveys at sea continued to be hindered by the lack of 
permission from Swedish authorities to operate within the Swedish EEZ. The EWG acknowledged 
that this issue lies beyond the responsibility of the MS and encouraged diplomatic engagement to 
address the matter. 

Socio-economic data collection for fisheries and aquaculture initially faced recurring formatting issues 
and insufficient explanations, which were resolved with the transition to the DCF IT platform. As a 
result, the final assessments were positive. Similarly, socio-economic data collection for the fish 
processing sector was consistently effective and received favourable evaluations in each year. 

 

Output from each Member State France [FRA] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

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

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

For all regions many species and variables were sampled although there are still many species with 
"0" values. In table 2.2 only explanations were given for species present in table 2.2 and flagged with 
an "X" but no explanations for the cases with "0" values although they came from a sampling scheme 
marked as "opportunistic". If, in practice, no individuals were sampled, this constitutes an absence of 
data collection and consequently a deviation from the plan, since the plan included the intention to 
sample a specific variables/species. In this context, a zero result (no individuals sampled) should not 
be left unexplained.  
 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

The estimation of annual catches and releases was planned for 57 species for the Northeast Atlantic 
region, but the off-site survey on recreational fishing using an online panel could not be carried out in 
2024. It was only achieved for T. thynnus, from the mandatory reports. For the North Sea & Eastern 
Arctic region and the Mediterranean and Black Sea the estimation of annual catches and releases 
was planned for 41 species and 58 species, but both off-site surveys on recreational fishing using 
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online panels were not be carried out in 2024. MS states that efforts to recruit more panelists have 
been stepped up and on-site surveys will be carried out to supplement the panelists’ data and collect 
dedicated biological data, as recommended by the WGRFS and GFCM. However, MS is asked to 
take appropriate actions to minimise deviations. 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Some sampling schemes were under sampled. However, MS provides detailed explanation for all 
deviations.  

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No issues highlighted. However, France could provide more information about the achievement and 
follow ups of the studies in future AR submissions. 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

No issues highlighted. 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

For all regions for some segments in case of the NPS Data collection scheme 'Planned sample 
numbers' and 'Achieved coverage' were not achieved but explanations were provided. 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No issues highlighted. However, France should check if the segment 'Vessels using hooks 10-< 12 
m*' with 0 population (reported in Table 5.2) is relevant, and if it is, it should be included in Table 5.1. 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No issues highlighted. 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

NA. 

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

There were 3 DT issues with high severity for France, all relating to the ICES WGBIE with regards to 
missing data for three fish stocks. The EWG assessment was for all three issues “unsatisfactory”. 

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

The Member State demonstrated consistent performance in the implementation of biological sampling 
tasks (Tables 2.1 and 2.2) throughout the 2022–2024 period. While no major changes or 
developments were observed, the EWG noted that zero sampling results should be accompanied by 
clear justifications in the AR comment fields. Similarly, for Table 2.3, France showed stable execution, 
with only minor formatting or technical issues reported. 
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In contrast, the performance in recreational fisheries data collection remained weak, as the planned 
off-site survey using an online panel was not conducted during the three-year period. The MS is 
encouraged to provide full documentation of the final pilot study results in future submissions. 
With regard to fishing activity and socio-economic data on fisheries, some inconsistencies between 
AR tables and formatting issues were observed. However, these are expected to be mitigated by the 
implementation of the DCF IT platform. Overall, these sections were positively evaluated, with a final 
assessment of 'Yes'. 

For the annexes, performance could not be fully assessed. While Annexes 1.1 were correctly 
submitted in 2022 and 2023, the relevant parts of the 2024 AR were missing. 

 

Greece [GRC] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

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

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No issues have been raised by the EWG regarding biological sampling. 

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No issues have been raised by the EWG regarding recreational fisheries. 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No major issues have been raised by the EWG regarding anadromous, catadromous data collection 
in fresh water.  

Only slight undersampling in case of yellow eels collected in EMU3 in 2024 that was due to the low 
density of the existing population in Lake Vistonida. 

In order to avoid this deviation Greece may consider re-evaluating the feasibility of achieving the 
planned sample sizes under current population and fishery conditions, and update the work plan 
accordingly. 

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No issues have been raised by the EWG regarding impact of fisheries on marine habitats. 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

No issues have been raised by the EWG regarding surveys at sea. 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

No issues have been raised by the EWG regarding fishing activity variable. 
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8. Fleet socio-economic  

No issues have been raised by the EWG regarding fleet economic. 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No issues have been raised by the EWG regarding socio-economic for aquaculture. 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No issues have been raised by the EWG regarding socio-economic for processing industry. 

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

No issues have been raised by the EWG regarding data transmission issues. 

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

The Member State demonstrated consistent effectiveness in implementing the annual work plans and 
reporting across all sections of the data collection framework throughout the 2022–2024 period. No 
major recurring issues were identified, and the overall performance was positively evaluated in line 
with the AR evaluation criteria over the three years. 

 

Croatia [HRV] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

The overall performance for AR 2024 was assessed to compliance class “YES”. 

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

Regarding table 2.5, 13 out of 35 Sampling Frame Identifiers (SFI) with planned sampling were under 
sampled (<90%), while 4 of them were not sampled due to lack of activity of fishing fleet.  

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

MS is developing an information system (mobile app for catch reporting, database and web interface), 
that will be implemented following legislative changes, which will take effect in the course of 2026.  

The off-site survey successfully estimated catches for 26 out of 55 species planned and another 10 
was estimated at a genus level. From the rest 8 were protected or rare species and for 11 there was 
no explanation given in the comments. However, in the releases none was achieved, from the 24 
planned. For these species, no catches were to be estimated and in the comments were stated as 
protected species. It is probably a re-occured mistake to be corrected in the next WP submission, but 
nothing is written in the Textbox.  

           

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No major issues were detected. 
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5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No major issues were detected. 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

Regarding table 2.6, the planned number of sampling activities has been achieved in different 
proportions for each survey. Specifically, the achievement was 65-84% for MEDIAS, 28% for MEDITS 
(lower coverage for MEDITS) and 143% for SOLEMON. 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

No major issues were detected. 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No major issues were detected. 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No major issues were detected. 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No major issues were detected. 

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

No major issues were detected. 

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

The Member State demonstrated consistent effectiveness in implementing the annual work plans and 
reporting across all sections during the 2022–2024 period. The overall performance was positively 
evaluated in line with the AR evaluation criteria, with final assessments rated as 'Yes' throughout the 
cycle. 
 

Hungary [HUN] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

The overall performance for AR 2024 was assessed to compliance class “YES”. 

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

Not applicable 
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3. Recreational Fisheries  

Not applicable 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Not applicable 

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

Not applicable 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

 

Not applicable 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

Not applicable 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

Not applicable 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No comment 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No comment 

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

No comment 

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

Over the 2022–2024 period, the Member State’s overall performance was positively evaluated in line 
with the AR evaluation criteria, with a final assessment of 'Yes'. However, the MS is encouraged to 
improve sampling implementation by increasing response rates and better achieving the planned 
sampling targets. 
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Ireland [IRL] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

The Irish Annual Report for 2024 was well executed and reported. The overall performance and 
compliance for Ireland was classified as “Yes”. Only two modules were classified as “Mostly”. For the 
seven data transmission issues concerning Fleet economics Data Call, MS response was assessed 
as unsatisfactory. 

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No major issues. 5 out of 20 SFI are undersampled. 

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No major issues. However, it was noted that the estimation of annual catches and releases was 
planned for 85 species, but it was only achieved for 43. MS reflects well on deviations and considers 
actions to avoid deviations (especially reg. diaries & surveys). 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Some issues have been raised regarding the execution. The number of samples of fisheries-
dependent (F)/stock related variables and catch quantity by area/life stage not achieved - out of 115 
surveys, 60 were either not sampled or under sampled due to the absence of fisheries, low catch 
levels, or lack of exploitation potential. In contrast, 16 surveys were oversampled as a result of higher-
than-expected catch numbers. The planned number of samples of eel recruits, standing stock and 
silver eels, salmon parr, smolts and ascending adults (fisheries-independent, FI) by management unit 
(EMU/river) not achieved - out of 89 surveys, 24 were either not sampled or undersampled due to 
internal issues with the national utilities company "ESB" (whose sampling activities, not funded by 
EMFAF, were reorganized in 2022) or due to lower than expected catches. Conversely, 9 surveys 
were oversampled as a result of additional sampling efforts or higher-than-anticipated catch numbers. 

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

No major issues have been raised by the EWG. However, the MS has recurrent difficulties in carrying 
out non-mandatory activities in surveys e.g. sediment sampling as well as seabirds and marine 
mammals’ observers. MS to consider removing non-mandatory sampling activities in next NWP. 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 
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9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No data collection. 

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

In total, 7 issues were identified for Ireland, which refer to Fleet economics Data Call. All of them were 
classified as being of low severity and were assessed as unsatisfactory.  

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

Over the 2022–2024 period, the Member State demonstrated overall good and consistent 
performance in implementing the annual work plans and reporting. While the overall evaluation was 
positive, with a final assessment of 'Yes', some recurring issues were noted. These included delayed 
data availability, insufficient explanations in AR comments, and repeated formatting inconsistencies 
(e.g. in annotating fisheries-dependent and -independent sampling). For diadromous species, the MS 
faced some administrative difficulties in data collection. Ireland also continued to face challenges in 
carrying out certain non-mandatory survey components, such as sediment sampling and observations 
of seabirds and marine mammals. On the other hand, the MS showed good performance in the areas 
of recreational fisheries, fishing activity, and socio-economic data collection for both fisheries and 
aquaculture. 

 

Italy [ITA] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

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

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

MS has performed well in 2024. However, MS should consider potential mechanism to avoid the 
absence of any sampling in the future. Also, MS to consider how to deal with this in approved WP 
2025-2027. 

There is a significant error in Table 2.2 which originates from the approved WP. Column F does not 
correspond to column 3 of Table 1 of CID 1167/2021, as it should according to CID 2022/39. As a 
result, the biological variables of the species are reported for each individual GSA instead of groups of 
GSAs (as in Table 1 of CID 1167/2021). This also affects the reporting and assessment of the AR. 
However, this error cannot be corrected now, but only in the next WP submission. MS to follow 
guidance of table 2.2. for AR and WP 2025-2027 submission. If under the WP2025-2027 MS did not 
adjust this, it is recommended to submit a revision of the WP accordingly. 

New sampling frames were added. MS to take into account that when new frames are added to a 
scheme, this addition affects the size of the sampled population and corresponding Annex 1.1 has to 
be updated. 
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3. Recreational Fisheries  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

The Member State, as explained in the comments of Table 2.3 in the white part of the Work Plan, had 
summarized all samplings for yellow and silver eels across all EMUs into a single total (n=270). 
Estimates were made based on the correct planned numbers, as clarified in the comments. For future 
submissions, planned numbers should be listed separately by life stage and EMU. 

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

No data transmission issues were reported for Italy. 

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

Over the 2022–2024 period, the Member State demonstrated positive development in the 
implementation of its annual work plans and reporting. Notably, the collection of biological data from 
fisheries improved significantly following earlier disruptions caused by the absence of contracts, which 
had previously affected the execution of sampling activities (Section 2.5). The MS has since ensured 
data collection aligns with the planned schedule, including progress in stomach sampling. For 
diadromous species, alternative sampling locations were organised to address past shortcomings. 
Reporting practices were also refined, with the MS now providing separate Text Boxes for each 
RFMO (e.g. GFCM and ICCAT). Minor reporting and formatting issues were observed during the 



 

69 

 

period, though these are expected to be resolved with the use of the new DCF IT platform. Socio-
economic data collection on fisheries was implemented effectively throughout the three years. 

 

Latvia [LVA] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

The overall performance for Latvia is “Yes”. Latvia performed well in all most cases. Only one issue 
has been detected regarding undersampling in Surveys at Sea. In addition, only few minor issues 
have also been detected, while no Data Transmission issues appeared. Overall, the evolution of the 
MS reporting in 2022-2024 is very good, with limited issues detected throughout the evaluation 
process. 
 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No major issues were identified. Some low response rates were sufficiently justified 
 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No major issues detected. Only the planned number of Salmon was not achieved in licence angling 
due to low numbers of post-spawning salmon migrating to the sea 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No major issues were identified. An issue regarding classification of fisheries-dependent and 
fisheries-independent information is already collected in the new work plan. 
 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

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

 

6. Surveys at sea  

Only one issue regarding Cod stomachs (BITS_Q1), that were undersampled because of very low 
catches of cod during survey. The same for Round goby stomachs (GORDEM). 
 

7. Fishing activity variable 

Not applicable, MS does not collect complementary data. 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No issues detected. 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No issues detected. 
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10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No issues detected. 

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

No data transmission issues  
 
12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

Over the 2022–2024 period, the Member State demonstrated a very good and consistent 
performance across all areas of the work plan. No major changes or developments were observed 
throughout the three-year cycle. However, improvements in reporting were noted, particularly where 
previous feedback from pre-screenings and EWG assessments had been addressed effectively. 

 

Lithuania [LTU] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

The overall performance for Lithuania is “Yes”. The MS performed well in almost all cases. Few 
issues were detected, that were solved during the evaluation or they were well-justified. 

Finally, there are no Data Transmission issues. 

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No major issues were identified. Some undersampling issues and other deviations from the plan were 
solved or reasonably justified during the EWG. 
 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No major issues were identified. Few issues derived during pre-screening were addressed during 
EWG 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No major issues were identified. Few deviations were adequately justified.  
 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

In general, there are no major issues, apart from the stomach sampling, where deviations were 
acknowledged and justified. Also some other deviations justified in an acceptable way. 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

No issues were identified.  
 

7. Fishing activity variable 

No issues were identified. 
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8. Fleet socio-economic  

No major issues were identified. 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

Not applicable. 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No major issues were identified. 

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

No Data Transmission issues were detected 

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

Over the 2022–2024 period, the Member State demonstrated consistently good performance across 
the work plan. Several issues identified during the first year—particularly regarding formatting and 
follow-up actions—have since been addressed. While stomach sampling was not conducted in the 
first two years, the MS initiated sampling for one species in 2024. Similarly, SPRAS was not carried 
out in 2022 and 2023 due to mechanical failure, but the issue was resolved, and the survey was 
successfully conducted in 2024 as planned. 

 

Malta [MLT] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

The Malta Annual Report 2024 was executed as partly (10 – 50 %). The MS’s overall performance 
and compliance was rated "Yes" in 9 cases, “Mostly” in 3 cases (Tables 5.1, 6.1 and 7.1), “Partly” in 1 
case (Table 5.2) and “No” in 5 cases. Compliance for all relevant sections was "Partly", with several 
sections being highlighted as Not Applicable (Tables 1a, 2.3 and 3.2). 

To improve the MS report and its compliance with the requirements, comments to the MS were 
provided several times. They were provided to the MS by pre-screeners and twice by EWG 25-08 
experts, but mostly they were not responded to accordingly. Experts stressed that AR2024 biological 
part (except “Surveys”) provided by MS was not assessable. 

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

EWG comments that were not responded by MS: “Update Table 2.1 and Text Box 2.1 to: – 
Identify each stock with zero values; – Provide justification where relevant; – Include corrective 
actions and indicative timeframes. Table 2.2: - Correct the formula generating “X”;– Clarify relevant 
cases in the AR Comments column or Text Box 2.2; – Acknowledge and justify minor deviations 
where applicable”; 

"Sampling schemes (2.5): Adapt AR Comments to reflect actual deviations (avoid generic repetition); 
Clarify the underperformance in LLD_LPF_0_0_0; Include corrective actions and indicative timeframe 
in Text Box 2.5. Table 2.5 have serious issues in several columns (at least: Average number of PSUs 
during the reference period, Total number of PSUs in the implementation year, Number of species 
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with length measurements) that makes table not useful and evaluation not possible. MS is requested 
to resubmit." 

“Sensitive species (2.5/4.2): Clarify absence of PETS monitoring in relevant sampling schemes; 
Justify zero PETS coverage where applicable; Include actions and timeframe to improve PETS 
monitoring.” 

Assessment by EWG 25-08 of the AR for Tables 2.1, 2.2 and 2.5 and Textboxes 2.1, 2.2 and 2.5 was 
not possible. "Assessment by EWG 25-08 of the AR Textbox 4.2, link to Table 2.5 was not possible as 
well. 

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

All mandatory catch variables (catch data, release data) are included in Table 2.4, with an annual 
frequency, but no sampling was done due to administrative issues, even though this was the last of 
the 3-year period that MS stated that the survey will be conducted. Table 2.4 species is mandatory to 
be sampled with "Annual" frequency. In the next submission MS should report catch and release data. 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Not applicable. 

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

EWG comment that were not responded by MS: “Sensitive species (2.5/4.2): Clarify absence of 
PETS monitoring in relevant sampling schemes; Justify zero PETS coverage where applicable; 
Include actions and timeframe to improve PETS monitoring.” 

No information provided in Text Box 4.2. Some sampling schemes in Table 2.5 report 0% of fishing 
trips where observers dedicated time to record PETS bycatch. This suggests that PETS monitoring 
was not consistently implemented across all relevant schemes. Deviations regarding PETS 
monitoring (e.g. 0% coverage in certain schemes) are not identified or discussed in any part of the 
report. The generic comments in Table 2.5 do not refer to PETS specifically. No actions are listed to 
address the lack of PETS monitoring in specific schemes. The “NA” under “actions to avoid 
deviations” in Text Box 4.2 confirms this omission. 

Assessment by EWG 25-08 of the AR Textbox 4.2, link to Table 2.5 was not possible. 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

No issues highlighted. 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

No issues highlighted. 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

EWG comment that were not responded by MS: "Tables 5.1 and 5.2. should contain figures for 
reference year 2023 (MS provided figures for 2024). In Table 5.2 Ms did not provide information on 
response number (even if it is zero), for several variables/segments. MS to correct and resubmit 
Tables 5.1 and 5.2." 
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MS failed to correctly submit Table 5.2 and provide numbers for evaluation. Also, MS provided 
incorrect reference year. The reference years should be in line with Table 1.1. 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

EWG comment that were not responded by MS: “Table should contain figures for reference year 
2023 (MS provided figures for 2022). Table 6.1. should be corrected and resubmitted.” 

MS provided incorrect reference year. The reference years should be in line with Table 1.1. No other 
issues were detected. 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

EWG comment that were not responded by MS: “Table should contain figures for reference year 
2023 (MS provided figures for 2022). Table 7.1. should be corrected and resubmitted.” 

MS provided incorrect reference year. The reference years should be in line with Table 1.1. No other 
issues were detected. 

 

11. Data transmission issues  

No issues detected. 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS performance in 2022-2024 

Over the 2022–2024 period, Malta demonstrated generally good performance across most sections of 
the work plan. The MS showed consistent effectiveness in collecting data on fishing activity, 
aquaculture, and the fish processing sector, with final assessments of 'Yes' in most years. Some 
issues in the socio-economic data for fisheries were noted in AR 2024, including formatting errors and 
inconsistencies between tables, but overall performance in this area remained positive. No screening 
survey for recreational fisheries was implemented during the three-year period, with postponement 
indicated for 2025–2026. Several parts of the 2024 Annual Report were not assessable and were 
therefore excluded from the performance evolution. 

 

The Netherlands [NLD] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

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

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 



 

74 

 

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. The planned number of sampled stomachs was adjusted in 
line with the updated ISSG rotation scheme, with alternative species sampled accordingly. No 
additional studies on the fisheries impact on marine habitats were carried out. 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

No major issues have been raised by the EWG. The planned number of sampled units was achieved 
for the majority of sampling schemes. 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No issues have been raised by the EWG. 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

Not applicable. 

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

One low-severity coverage issue was identified for the Netherlands in the 2024 Fleet Economics data 
call. For large pelagic trawlers >40 m, the planned financial data (long/short debt and total assets) 
were not collected due to insufficient responses, despite being included in the NWP. The issue, 
unresolved since 2023, is assessed as unsatisfactory. The MS is encouraged to explore additional 
methods to improve data collection.  

No other issues were identified by end-users, and an improvement in performance is noted by the 
EWG compared to DTI-2023. 

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

Over the 2022–2024 period, the Netherlands demonstrated consistently good and stable performance 
across all sections of the work plan. The MS implemented the planned activities effectively, with no 
major recurring issues identified. Minor formatting or editing inconsistencies were observed in some 
biological data sections, but overall reporting quality remained high. Data collection for fishing activity, 
socio-economic variables (fisheries and aquaculture), and research surveys was conducted in line 
with requirements. The MS also showed strong engagement in the areas of diadromous species and 
recreational fisheries. 

 

Poland [POL] 
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1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 work plan was performed in good quality and assessed 
as a ‘Yes’.  

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No critical issues have been raised by the EWG. Some reporting issues, however, have been 
identified. 

For CECAF area: No actions and timeframes were provided in order to explain provided for 0 (zero) 
values, for the stocks selected for sampling in WP. 

For CECAF area the MS does not provide any action to avoid deviations. EWG25-08 requested the 
MS to provide the actions to avoid this in the future in the TextBox. Once the reason for the deviation 
is explained, MS should provide in the TextBox the actions to avoid this in the future. In cases of 
repetitive failure in execution, MS in charge of the sampling should give an explanation and proposal 
of actions to resolve the issue within or without the multilateral agreement. 

Table and Text Box 2.5. For the period 2022-2024, MS has reported in a transparent way their 
approach about why they do or do not do a splitting in sampling at sea and sampling on shore. MS 
used hereby a recommendation given by STECF EWG 21-09. However, in respect of continuous 
improvement of the AR and the data collection itself, MS should also look into developing two distinct 
sampling schemes and not only a distinction in the reporting. Communication with ICES WGCATCH 
is recommended therefore, based on this output, MS can re-assess how to approach the split 
between at sea and on shore sampling in practice. Although this cannot be considered for a revision 
of the WP2025-2027 this year, MS could apply a distinct data collection and refer to this in future AR, 
i.e from 2026 onwards and describe this in the textbox of AR 2026 (if needed). 

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No major issues have been raised by the EWG. 

Deviations from planned collection of data for eels and cod occurred due to fishing bans for these 
species in Baltic Sea. Due to high refusal rate within trolling boat skippers reported in 2024, a self-
sampling using the annual fishing logbook was not conducted.  

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

No major issues have been raised by the EWG. 

MS exhibited very good performance over the last 3-yr work plan. Some minor undersampling or 
formatting issues were highlighted during evaluations. 

Some empty cells in achieved numbers & WP comments. In future submissions, MS should avoid 
empty cells, even if no sampling was planned (use NA or 0 in achieved numbers of AR).  

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No issues have been raised by the EWG25-08. 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

No issues have been raised by the EWG25-08 (final 
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evaluation=YES). 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

No major issues have been raised by the EWG. 

As reported in the AR assessment guidelines, there is no common approach of evaluating achieved 
response and coverage rates. 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No major issues have been raised by the EWG. In some cases, response rates are lower than the 
planned sample rates but in AR comments justification is provided. MS claims that CV tests proved 
that it is sufficient to ensure good quality of estimation. As reported in the AR assessment guidelines, 
there is no common approach of evaluating achieved response and coverage rates. 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No critical issues have been raised by the EWG25-08 (final 

evaluation=YES). 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No critical issues have been raised by the EWG 25-08 (final 

evaluation=YES)  

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

No data transmission issues have been raised by the EWG 25-08 08 (final 

evaluation=YES). 

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

Over the 2022–2024 period, Poland demonstrated consistent and effective implementation of its work 
plan across all sections, with no major recurring issues. Biological sampling activities were carried out 
correctly, and improvements were made through the introduction of a dedicated web application for 
managing the sampling process. The MS reported transparently on its sampling approach at sea and 
on shore. In the area of diadromous species, performance was very good, with only minor 
undersampling or formatting issues noted. Research surveys at sea were conducted without 
problems. Socio-economic data collection for aquaculture and the fish processing industry was 
implemented effectively. While minor reporting inconsistencies were observed, these are expected to 
be resolved through the use of the new IT platform. 

 

 PORTUGAL  [PRT] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP 

Overall, the Portuguese report was quite good. All the tables were completed, and detailed 
explanations of any deviations were provided in the relevant text boxes. A number of issues were 
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raised. Some were resolved during EWG 24-08, while others will be considered by the Member State 
(MS) in future. The overall reporting and execution were evaluated as 'Mostly'. 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

 

Portugal performed adequately in the biological sections. However, an issue was raised regarding the 
reporting in Tables 2.1 and 2.2. The EWG noted that explanations of deviations would be clearer if 
they were provided by species rather than sampling scheme, as this would facilitate evaluation. 

Regarding execution, quite a lot of sampling frames (about 35%) were found to be poorly 
implemented or not implemented at all. As the Member State (MS) frequently cites a lack of 
manpower for sampling species below the threshold, it is advised that they revise their sampling plans 
for those species (e.g. those below 200 tonnes). 

MS is encouraged to take all necessary actions to ensure the proper implementation of sampling for 
biological data in future. 

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

Execution in the recreational fisheries was fairly good, although not all of the mandatory species listed 
in Table 4 were selected for sampling. MS is encouraged to include all mandatory species in its work 
programme (WP) in future. 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Lower sampling intensity has been identified for diadromous data collection in both fisheries-
dependent and fisheries-independent surveys. One out of three fisheries-dependent eel surveys were 
not conducted, and 11 out of 40 eel surveys were undersampled. MS is encouraged to take all 
necessary actions to ensure the proper implementation of sampling for anadromous and catadromous 
species. 

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

Regarding the impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems, lower sampling intensities have been 
identified. The PETS observation was executed properly. However, for stomach sampling notable 
under sampling was detected. This issue should be addressed by the MS. 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

Lower execution was also noticed for the surveys, as two mandatory (NepS and IBTS Q4) and one 
non-mandatory (DEEPVME) surveys out of seven planned were not executed due to technical issues. 
Attempts were made by MS to carry out the IBTSQ4 survey on board RVs from three other ICES 
countries that were also performing the IBTS. MS has been requested to take appropriate action to 
ensure that all surveys are carried out in future. 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

No issue since no complementary data collection for fishing activity implemented by the MS. 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

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

No major issues were detected.  

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No issue since no additional socio-economic data was collected 

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

One high-severity issue for aquaculture was assessed as unsatisfactory. Two low-severity issues 
were also detected for the fleet economy and were assessed as unknown. 

  

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

 

Over the 2022–2024 period, Portugal generally demonstrated good performance in implementing its 
work plan. In the area of biological sampling, the MS made efforts to clarify the reasons for not 
reaching thresholds for certain species, but the explanations remained unclear to evaluators and 
external readers. To enhance transparency, the EWG suggested the use of structured tables within 
the AR to summarise threshold-related outcomes. Additionally, the MS cited a lack of manpower for 
sampling species below threshold in recent years. EWG 25-08 recommends that the MS revise its 
sampling plan for such species and reflect adjustments in the WP 2025–2027. For diadromous 
species, the MS performed well overall, though recurring issues such as undersampling due to 
weather, low catches, and problems with logbook acceptance were noted. Regarding surveys, the MS 
planned a test study and optimisation of the NepS in 2024, but the survey was not conducted during 
the full MAP cycle. Instead, future efforts will focus on a UWTV test study and expanded sampling in 
IBTS Q4. For all other sections, Portugal maintained stable performance over the three-year period. 

 

Romania [ROU] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

The overall performance for AR 2024 was assessed to compliance class “YES”. 

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No major issues were detected. 

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

No major issues were detected by EWG. MS collected recreational fisheries data as was planned, for 
7 species, no deviations from WP was observed. In future AR submissions MS is advised to clarify 
Mugilidae reporting in Textbox 2.4. 

        

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Not applicable. 
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5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

No deviations from the WP, oversampling is within the planned range. Concerning the 2024 incidental 
catches of sensitive species, MS reported activities carried out in 2025. The EWG acknowledges the 
clear reporting and asks MS to ensure that sampling activities occur within the expected sampling 
year. 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

No issues observed by EWG. 

7. Fishing activity variable 

Not applicable. 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No major issues were detected, few inconsistencies in reporting Table 5.1 and 5.2 were observed, but 
they were solved during EWG.  

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No major issues were detected, only few inconsistencies in reporting Table 6.1 and Text Box 6.1 were 
observed, however, they were solved during EWG.  

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No major issues were detected, only few inconsistencies in reporting Table 7.1 and Text Box 7.1 were 
observed, however, they were solved during EWG.  

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

No major issues were detected. In fleet economics data call, low severity data transmission issue was 
reported, MS did not provide data on Energy consumption and Energy costs for segment MBS 
PMP0006 NGI *. High severity data transmission issue was observed in aquaculture data call. End-
user reported that the values provided for Employment and FTE are equal for the years: 2017, 2018, 
2019, 2020 and 2022. 

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

Over the 2022–2024 period, the Member State demonstrated consistent and accurate implementation 
of the work plan for the biological sections (2.1, 2.2, 2.5, 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3), without any recurrent 
issues. In the area of economic data collection, some formatting and segmentation inconsistencies 
between AR tables were noted. However, these issues are expected to be mitigated by the use of the 
new DCF IT platform. 
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Slovakia [SVK]  

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

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

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

Not applicable. 

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

Not applicable. 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Not applicable. 

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

Not applicable. 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

Not applicable. 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

Not applicable. 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

Not applicable. 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

Not applicable. 

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

Not applicable. 

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

No data transmission issues were reported for Slovakia. 
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12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

Due to Slovakia's landlocked status, most sections of the Work Plan were not applicable, and the 
EWG was therefore not able to evaluate the overall performance for the 2022–2024 period. During 
this time, a pilot study on environmental monitoring and the development of a database on pond 
aquaculture had been planned. However, after repeated postponements, the Member State decided 
to withdraw from the DCF for the upcoming 2025–2027 period. 

 

Slovenia [SVN] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

The overall performance and compliance for Slovenia was good and was classified as “MOSTLY”, 
with one “MOSTLY” FOR Section 2.6 and one “NO” for Section 4.2. The main issues are related to 
the Text box 4.2, which did not comply with the guidelines, and Table 2.6, where 2 out of 3 mandatory 
surveys were not executed and for the 3rd mandatory survey, 50% was achieved. Furthermore, there 
are many formatting issues regarding the text boxes 2.1, 2.2 and 2.5 on the biological sampling as 
well as the text box 2.5 on the recreational fisheries. Most of the issues are recurrent in the period 
2022-2024.  

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

Formatting issues regarding mainly Text box 2.1, Text box 2.2 and Text box 2.5 were raised by the 
EWG. The same issues were highlighted also in the previous assessment (AR 2023) with the request 
to MS by the EWG to solve these issues for future AR submissions. Clearly, that request was not met 
by the MS. However, for both years these issues were solved by the MS during the EWG by 
resubmitting the AR text file. 

MS did not plan to sample any species in the accepted WP. However, biological data for thirteen 
species were collected opportunistically from research surveys, and some sampling trips in three 
metiers were carried out by the MS for commercial fishing. As the MS did not plan sampling for 
commercial fisheries, Annex 1.1 does not include information on the sampling schemes. 

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

MS stated that annual survey about catches is referring to 2023, because data for 2024 was not 
analysed yet. In future submissions MS should follow guidelines and include in Text box 2.4 
information about the achieved data collection for the reference year. 

Text box 2.4 in the AR reports new text in the white part, which instead should be identical to that 
included in the approved WP. Any changes should be added in the grey part. On the contrary, the 
grey part of the Text box 2.4 in the AR does not report any text.  In future submissions of the AR, the 
MS should leave the white part identical to the WP, and report in the grey part information about the 
achieved data collection for the reference year if there are deviations from the WP. 

In Annex 1.1 there is no specific text box for recreational fisheries and the sampling scheme identifier 
"recreational (off site surveys)". MS is expected to include the sampling scheme identifier 
"recreational (off site surveys)" in Annex 1.1 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

Not applicable. 
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5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

The format of the Text Box 4.2 does not comply with the guidelines. In the grey section concerning 
the AR, the MS repeats the content of the WP with the correct information, which is appreciated. 
However, the information related to the AR (results/deviation/actions to avoid deviations) is missing, 
although the MS carried out 24 trips, according to Table 2.5. The MS should take into consideration 
that information and questions related to the AR, in the grey area, in the sections 'results', 'deviation' 
and 'actions to avoid deviation', should be answered in future AR submissions. All the questions 
should be filled in, even if the answers are “not applicable” or “results are not yet available”. 

 

6. Surveys at sea  

A total of 2 out of 3 mandatory surveys were not executed due to malfunction of the research vessel. 
For the 3rd mandatory survey, 50% was achieved. MS should clarify these deviations in the AR 
comment column of Table 2.6. Furthermore, in Textbox 2.6 the MS should clarify how these 
deviations are expected to be avoided in the future. 

The link to the meeting report from the body coordinating the survey for MEDIAS does not work. As 
regards MEDITS the link refers to location where no recent reports can be found. Furthermore, no 
links were provided for OTB_VOL, OTBSLO. Deviations are identified and commented for MEDITS 
and MEDIAS, while no comment is reported for SOLEMON. The MS should update the link for 
MEDIAS and provide a link to any status reports (e.g. cruise reports) for the non-mandatory surveys 
in future AR submissions. 

In the Annex 1.1, the quality documents for surveys are provided twice. The second version should be 
deleted. The observation type used in all surveys is "SciObsOnShore", which is incorrect. The correct 
one is "SciObsAtSea". This should be corrected in the next WP submission. 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

Not applicable. 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No issues have been raised by the EWG.  

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No issues have been raised by the EWG.  

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

No issues have been raised by the EWG.  

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

No data transmission issues were identified for Slovenia. 
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12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

Over the 2022–2024 period, Slovenia showed overall stable implementation of the annual work plan, 
though several recurrent issues were identified in reporting. Problems with correctly completing the 
grey sections of Text Boxes 2.1, 2.2, and 2.5 were already highlighted in AR 2023 and repeated in AR 
2024 before being addressed during pre-screening. A persistent issue was also noted in Table 2.4, 
where data consistently referred to the previous year instead of the reference year, with the MS 
explaining that current-year data had not yet been analysed. Furthermore, Text Box 4.2 lacked 
complete replies to questions on results, deviations, and corrective actions across all three years. In 
contrast, the economic sections of the AR showed only minor formatting issues in 2022 and 2023, all 
of which were resolved during the assessment process. No new issues were raised for 2024. 

 

 Sweden [SWE] 

 

1. Overall reporting and execution of the 2024 WP  

The overall performance and compliance for Sweden was classified as 'Mostly'. The Member State 
responded to feedback requests from the pre-screening and the EWG, resolving most of the 
outstanding issues as an effort that was appreciated. However, a few issues remain and will need to 
be addressed in the future. Full details are available in the Member State's evaluation grids. 

 

2. Biological sampling of commercial fisheries and stocks 

No major concerns were raised by the EWG, and several issues were resolved during the EWG 
meeting. Moving forward, the Member State should submit Text Box 2.1 separately for each region, in 
alignment with Table 2.1. The EWG noted a reduction in execution rates in some cases; however, the 
Member State indicated that a sufficient number of samples were collected, with no expected impact 
on end-user needs. For future Annual Report submissions, the EWG requests that the Member State 
include a link to the official report from the end-user. Additionally, the Member State requested further 
clarification on cases of complete absence of achievement. 

 

3. Recreational Fisheries  

 

The EWG raised concerns regarding the planned biological data collection for cod and salmon in the 
Baltic Sea, which was not conducted due to a fisheries ban, refusal from tour boats, and the claim of 
'no end-user need.' The Member State provided a valid explanation, with the rationale for the lack of 
recreational fisheries data outlined in Text Box 2.4. 

 

4. Anadromous, catadromous data collection in fresh water  

The EWG raised concerns regarding undersampling and uncollected samples. The Member State 
provided a valid explanation. However, the EWG emphasized that future Work Plan and Annual 
Report submissions should adhere to the provided guidance. 

 

5. Impact of fisheries on marine ecosystems 

The EWG raised concerns and requested that the Member State review its protocols and planning to 
ensure alignment with expected objectives in the future. 
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6. Surveys at sea  

No major concerns were raised by the EWG. For future Annual Report submissions, the Member 
State is advised to complete all report cells in accordance with the guidelines, ensuring no cells are 
left empty. 

 

7. Fishing activity variable 

No major concerns were raised by the EWG. An issue regarding inconsistency between the number 
of vessels and the achieved response count was resolved through resubmission. 

 

8. Fleet socio-economic  

No major concerns were raised by the EWG. The inconsistency between Table 5.2 and Text Box 5.2, 
along with the lack of reporting on two new segments, was resolved during the EWG meeting. 

 

9. Socio-economic for aquaculture  

No concerns have been raised by the EWG.  

 

10. Socio-economic for processing industry 

The EWG raised concerns regarding the incorrect reference year indicated and the lack of deviation 
explanations in cases of low response rates. Some of these issues were addressed during the EWG 
meeting. The EWG also noted that, in future submissions, the Member State should highlight new 
data in grey. 

 

11.  Data transmission issues  

No high severity data issues in DTMT platform were reported for Sweden. 

 

12. A short overview of the evolution of MS reporting in 2022-2024 

Over the 2022–2024 period, Sweden demonstrated good and stable performance in implementing the 
annual work plan and reporting. The biological sections were consistently well executed, and the MS 
improved the clarity of its justifications for deviations from the planned activities. Data collection for 
diadromous species was generally adequate, although some recurring issues such as undersampling 
were noted. No recurrent problems were identified in the areas of recreational fisheries and research 
surveys. For fishing activity data, reporting and formatting issues arose in AR 2022 and AR 2024 but 
were successfully resolved during the assessment process. Socio-economic data collection for both 
fisheries and aquaculture was carried out effectively, with overall execution exceeding 90%. 
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