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Abstract

The Expert Working Group meetings of the Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries EWG-14-12 and EWG-
14-21 on Assessment of balance indicators for key fleet segments and review of national reports on Member States efforts to
achieve balance between fleet capacity and fishing opportunities were held on 27th — 31st October 2014 in Salerno, Italy and
on 13th — 15th January 2015 in Ispra, ltaly. The report was reviewed by the STECF by written procedure in February 2015.
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SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC COMMITTEE FOR FI  SHERIES
(STECF)

Assessment of balance indicators for key fleet seg@mts and review of national reports
on Member States efforts to achieve balance betweéleet capacity and fishing
opportunities (STECF EWG -14-12 and STECF-EWG 14-211

THE STECF REVIEW OF THE EWG -14-12 and EWG 14-21 REPORT WAS
UNDERTAKED DURING FEBRUARY 2015 AND WAS ADOPTED BY THE
COMMITTEE BY WRITTEN PROCEDURE ON 13 FEBRUARY 2015

Background

The Commission requests that an analysis of bal@eteeen fleet capacity and fishing

opportunity be made using a standard approach aalb&U fleet segments and based on
DCF information. Where possible, evaluation shaigd data reference year 2009 to 2012 or
2013 if data are available. In 2012 the assessed egments represented over 70% of the
value of landings of the EU. The objective is torgase this percentage in the next few years.

Request to the STECF

Tasks to be performed:

1. Consider technical, economic and biological indarat for analysis of balance between
fleet capacity and fishing opportunity and commamtthe balance or imbalance for the
fleet segments provided.

JRC will provide tabulated values (in the same fatrias the MS indicator tables in reports
STECF-13-28 and STECF 14-09) for all indicatorsdasailed in items i) to vi) below,
covering fleet segments making up at least 70%efvalue of landings of the EU. The fleet
segments assessed in the STCF 12-18 and STECF 1&928&s should be among the
selected fleet segments. If some of these 92 legmnents are not part of the initial selection
(70% of the value of landings of each MS), thersthsegments should be added to the initial
selection. The EWG is requested to use these valbese they are considered appropriate,
or else to provide alternative values with explamat

The following indicators are to be calculated amderpreted as defined in the 2014
guidelines:

(1) Sustainable harvest indicator (SHI)

(i) Stocks at risk indicator (SAR)

(i) Return on investment (ROI) / Return on FiXxgangible Assets (RoFTA)

(iv) Ratio between current revenues and break-exeenue (CR/BER)

(v) The inactive fleet indicator

(vi) The vessel use indicator



For fleet segments for which the indicators camdleulated, STECF is requested to consider
and evaluate the indicators and to make brief pnétative comments relating to the trend
over the last 4-year period, the sustainabilityhef situation and the availability or reliability
of data.

For fleet segments for which the indicators canoetcalculated, STECF is requested to
identify the problem with the data.

2. Evaluate Member State's Reports

Evaluate the underpinning of the conclusions drawtihe national reports on the balance or
imbalance for the identified fleet segments inMember State's reports.

Specifically, Member States' reports should be est@ccording to the system for required
elements detailed in sections 7.1 and 7.5, ane talil of the report by SG-BRE10-01.

The results of the scoring exercise should be ptedeas in tables 7.2 and 7.3 of the report of
SG-BRE 10-01. Updated versions of tables 7.4 aldshould also be presented. Basic
observations as given in the report of SG-BRE 10settions 7.2, 7.3 and 7.4 on the content
of the Member States' reports should also be pealid

3. Evaluate Member State's Action Plans

Assess the proposed measures in the action plansitted by Member States, in the light of
the adjustments required to eliminate the struttwarcapacity as identified by the Member
States in their reports based on the indicatorshiinee been used.

STECF response

STECF reviewed the report of the EWG 14-12 and E¥&1 noted the considerable efforts
made by Member States in preparing their natiorgpdRs and the efforts of the Expert
groups to address the requests from the Commissitve. Expert Group Report is

comprehensive and provides a detailed commentaMeamber States’ National Reports and
Action Plans and a critique on the suitability andity of the indicators used by Member
States in drawing conclusions on the balance betwieet capacity and fishing

opportunities.

Based on the discussions and findings in the Repiahe EWG 14-12 and 14-21, the STECF
wishes to make the following observations and amsiohs.

Observations and main findings

As Tasks 2 and 3 primarily relate to the STECFeevdf Member States’ 2014 National
Reports and Action plans in the context of the 2GLddelines, the STECF observations and
conclusions with respect to these are given imnelgidelow. The STECF response to Term
of Reference 1 concerns the utility of the balamogicators and the associated 2014
Guidelines and suggestions for future additions @ameéndments and are therefore presented
last.



TAsSK 2: Evaluate the underpinning of the conclusions drawtihe national reports on the balance
or imbalance for the identified fleet segmentshie Member State's reportSpecifically, Member
States' reports should be scored according to yiséesn for required elements detailed in sectiofs 7.
and 7.5, and table 7.1 of the report by SG-BRE10-01

The results of the scoring exercise should be ptesgeas in tables 7.2 and 7.3 of the report of SG-
BRE 10-01. Updated versions of tables 7.4 and fiduld also be presented. Basic observations as
given in the report of SG-BRE 10-01, sections 7.2,and 7.4 on the content of the Member States'
reports should also be provided.

Seventeen Member State reports were made availal8VG 14-12. The remaining Six
Member State reports were made available to EW@114>elays in receiving MS reports
were due to late submissions by Member Stategjrtteerequired to translate reports, and re-
submissions of updated reports by some MembersState

There was further overall improvement in the primrisand quality of the required

elements in MS reports relating to 2013 compare@ports relating to 2012.

This is the sixth consecutive year in which the EW&3 observed improvements in
guality of completed elements relative to the poasiyear.

Of the 23 MS assessed, 6 MS achieved scores of 100&e quality of the required

elements.

EWG 14-12 concluded that there is a need to rahsecoring system developed by
STECF in previous years to address the requirenadritee new CFP in general, and
the 2014 Balance Indicator Guidelines (including aglevant future revisions of the

Balance Indicator Guidelines) in particular.

TAsSK 3: Assess the proposed measures in the action pldmsitsed by Member States, in the light
of the adjustments required to eliminate the strait overcapacity as identified by the Member
States in their reports based on the indicatorg treve been used.

STECF EWGs 14-12 / 14-21 evaluated 6 Action Plapgcifically from Cyprus,
Croatia, France, Italy, Latvia and Spain.

The evaluation of Action Plans conducted by STEQ¥ES 14-12 / 14-21 considered
the following points:

Consistency between fleet report and Action Plan

Presence of a discussion about the cause ofanisg

Examination of the adjustment targets;

Specification of tools to reach the adjustmargets;

Specification of a clear time frame.

arwnE

STECF notes that EWG 14-21 has evaluated all theodlans and the key findings for
each are presented below.

General Observations

STECF notes that there are a number of generiessthat should be considered by
the Commission in making an informed decision orethar MS Action plans are
acceptable as the justification for adjusting flegipacity via decommissioning



programmes. In particular, all six MS should previclearer reasoning and logical
argument regarding their choice of the capacity agament measures proposed in
their Action Plans. In cases where there is camalile uncertainty in stock status
which has led to stock assessments being rejegtetiebrelevant scientific bodies

(STECF, ICES and GFCM), the biological indicatolues will also be uncertain and

consideration needs to be given as to whetherappgopriate to use them to identify
fleet segments that require an Action Plan.

- As requested, STECF EWG 14-12 / 14-21 undertookAdson Plan evaluations
against indicators estimated following the 2014aBak Indicator Guidelines (COM
(2014) 545 Final). However some of the indicatosedito inform an assessment of
the balance between fishing capacities and fislbimgortunities can be misleading,
especially the Sustainable Harvest Indicator. Coueetly, if Member States’
assessment of whether a fleet segment is out ahbalwith fishing opportunities was
based primarily on the SHI, their assessments reayulestionable and any associated
action plan may be inappropriate or undesirable.

- STECF agrees with the Expert group proposal thatold be useful if additional
guidelines for the preparation of action plans barincorporated into the guidelines
to Member States for the preparation of their ahreforts.

Observations of Member States’ Action plans

Cyprus

- Cyprus concluded that the polyvalent fleet (0-<12ms)ng passive gears was (in
2013) not in balance with its fishing opportuniti&ECF notes that this conclusion
was based on values of the SHI and RoFTA indica®F&CF notes that the rationale
for concluding that the fleet segment is over cépas clearly explained. While the
timeframe for permanent cessation of fishing isvyated, the rationale behind the
conclusion that 30% of this segment should be pea@ps not explained. STECF is
unable to assess if this percentage is appropoiateot. Furthermore, STECF notes
that the target number of vessels to be decommmedias unclear and further
clarification is required.

Croatia

- Croatia concluded that four purse seine fleet seggnand four demersal trawl
segments were (in 2013) not in balance with fisfopgortunities. STECF notes that
this conclusion was based primarily on values @f liological indicators. STECF
notes that the rationale for concluding that tleetflsegment is over capacity is clearly
explained. However STECF notes that the econondicator (CR/BER) is positive
for three of the segments. STECF notes that thenae behind the planned
scrapping of between 5% and 20% of the capacity®fand DTS fleets VL 6-40 in
terms of GT and kW is not explained and therefof&GSF is unable to assess if the
proposed percentage reductions are appropriateotorFurthermore, STECF notes
that the timeframes for implementation are unckeat it is also unclear whether fleet
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capacity reductions will be achieved under thetexgsEFF OP or the EMFF. STECF
considers that further clarification is required.

France

France concluded that twelve fleet segments were imabalance with fishing
opportunities in 2013. Six segments target Eurofgarand six segments operate on
Posidonia beds. STECF notes that this conclusios based solely on the SAR
indicator for the segments targeting European dedreas the justification for the
fleets operating on Posidonia beds is the impa¢herhabitat rather than any specific
stocks at rislper se STECF therefore notes that the rationale focckahng that the
fleet segments are over capacity relative to th&hing opportunities is not explained
for the latter fleet segments. STECF also notestti®rationale, in terms of GT and
kW, behind the planned scrapping of 212 vesselsnoisexplained and therefore
STECF is unable to assess if the number of vessalgpropriate or not. STECF notes
that the timeframes for implementation are unclead considers that further
clarification is required. The French Action Pldscaidentifies an additional set of
fleet segments which, according to their assessmesd#d to be monitored with
respect to the balance between capacity and fistjpgrtunities. STECF notes that
Member States are required to report annually bfiesdlt segments and not simply
those specified in Member States’ Action plans.

Italy

Italy concluded that three fleet segments were motbalance with fishing
opportunities. STECF notes that this conclusion Wwased primarily on the SHI
biological indicators. STECF notes that the ratienr concluding that the fleet
segment is over capacity is not clearly explainedhat it does not elaborate on the
proposed 2% reduction in GT’'s nor specify the numifevessels involved or the
adjustment tools and targets. STECF is unable sesssif the proposed percentage
reductions are appropriate or not. Furthermore, @Emotes that the timeframes for
implementation are unclear. STECF considers thaléu clarification on the above
points is required.

Latvia

Latvia concluded that the gill net fleet segmenhich almost exclusively targets
Baltic Cod (VL 24-40m), is not in balance with fisg opportunities and that the
entire fleet segment comprising of 5 vessels shbeldcrapped. STECF notes that
this conclusion was based primarily on the biolabiadicators (SHI). STECF notes
that the rationale for concluding that the fleetjraent is over capacity is clearly
explained. However, STECF notes that there is aunbiat uncertainly in the
assessment of Baltic Cod which has recently bejewctesl by ICES as the basis of
advice. STECF notes that basing conclusions on capacity on an unstable stock
assessment may lead to incorrect inferences beiagind STECF is unable to
determine whether the removal of the entire fleginsent would improve the balance
situation or not.
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Spain

- An Action Plan was presented by Spain that includietdiled information about, and
analysis of, biological, economic, technical andialoindicators. However no formal
decommissioning programme was proposed in the Ad?lan to bring the identified
fleet segments into balance with their fishing appaties. STECF notes that
Information was lacking on targets and timefran@iven that no actual action has
been proposed, STECF has no further comment.

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

General observations on assessment of balance

STECF agrees with the Expert group report thatszasg whether a fleet segment is in or out
of balance with fishing opportunities is not simg@ytechnical or scientific issue. Such an
assessment also requires consideration of thelswwilaeconomic aspects and objectives of
the fishery management policy. Furthermore, judgimgther a fleet segment is in or out of
balance with the available fishing opportunitieslismately a judgement for the Commission
and the Member State concernBg.definition, the role of indicators as a basigiatermine
whether a given fleet is in or out of balance matter of judgement for fisheries managers
depending on their priorities. STECF reiteratepivious advice that no single indicator can
be considered to be evidence of over capacity balamce and that indicators cannot provide
an unequivocal measure of whether a fleet is inoot of balance with its fishing
opportunities. Such indicators should only serveagwompt to Member States to further
investigate the relevant fleet segments. The vahmelsweighting forll available indicators
should be considered when assessing whether tlaeitapf a fleet segment might, in the
years represented, have been out of balance stim§ opportunities.

STECF also considers that concluding an imbalandke recent past does not necessarily
imply the existence of imbalance in current or nieswire years. When considering future
possible actions, MS should consider the posgihiliait both fleet capacity and the fishing
opportunities are likely to have changed sincedat were collected. Initial studies have
shown that the introduction of the Landing Obligatis likely to have a negative impact on
the economic performance of some fleet segment&C&Tnotes that the use of indicators
which are based on perigulior to the introduction of the landing obligation &g tasis for
future Action Plans may not be appropriate. Inipalar, if discard plans are implemented as
intended, over-reliance on quotas that are likelydhoke” fishing activity, will alter the
economic viability of individual vessels and fleggments considerably.

Member States’ assessment of balance.
STECF notes that 18 of the 23 Member States’ Natiogports conclude that one or more

fleet segments were not in balance with fishing aspmities. In some cases, such
conclusions appear to be based on the values fgraosingle indicator or a sub-set of the

12



indicators listed in the 2014 Guidelines. It isfidiflt to understand how such conclusions
have been reached using the segment-specific bodigcalues alone. STECF considers that
conclusions as to whether the capacity of a pdaidleet segment is in, or out of balance
with fishing opportunities cannot reliably be sugpd without ancillary information. In
order to evaluate whether a Member States’ assessrhbalance is justified, there is a clear
need to have the overall rationale behind the emmmh and not just the segment—specific
indicator values. In short, the indicators alonendbprovide an objective measure of whether
a fleet segment is in or out of balance with ishiing opportunities.

It is possible for example, that for individual dlesegments, the economic and biological
indicators will give opposing signals. A fleet segrthmay be deemed to be economically in
balance if the economic indicators signal a positaconomic performance, even if such a
fleet segment is to some extent reliant on stolcks dre being exploited at rates that are not
consistent with those capable of producing MSY .Fsasituation is highly plausible as stock
status is fundamental to the calculation of theldgical indicators but it is the overall
exploitation rate on a stock generated by all feeggments that determines the status of that
stock and not the exploitation rate of an individiget segment.

STECF comments on indicators used

STECF also notes that the utility and reliability the indicator values are currently
compromised through a deficit of appropriate segrspecific data. For example, where fleet
segments exploit stocks for which there is no aigly assessment, it is not possible to
generate biological indicators. Conversely, whearoels have full analytical assessments,
indicators can be calculated meaning that fleetnsegs for which biological indicators are
available can potentially be identified as being) @ubalance whereas no conclusions can be
draw about other segments despite their poterttiatve more substantial balance issues in
practice. Based on the data received, it is pasght some MS may have overlooked or
were unable to identify some fleet segments thatcandidates for further investigation as to
whether they could be considered out of balanclke axtilable fishing opportunities.

STECF concludes that the indicators, while usdfalie a number of limitations that must be
considered when judging whether a fleet segmemm gr out of balance with the fishing
opportunities available to it. The sustainable batwndicator (SHI) could potentially identify
fleet segments that could be considered out ofncaldi.e. SHI >1) despite the fact that they
may only have a minor contribution to catches otks where F > Fmsy. Conversely, other
segments could be considered as being in balaridbaegemake greatercontribution to the
overall fishing mortality. This is due to the latfeeet having a broader diversity in catches of
other stocks where F<Fmsy. As such, STECF notdsatl&H| value greater than one, only
indicates a fleets reliance on stocks that are exploited, not how much they contribute to
the overall fishing mortality, which may be of moirgerest to managers. Consequently,
Member State may base an Action Plan to reducedpacity of particular fleet segment on
the basis of the SHI value, even though that #egiment catches only a small proportion of
a stock or stocks that is/are being exploited &srayreater than.k, STECF therefore
proposes two indicators that could be used in cuartjon with the existing SHI and SAR

13



indicators; an indicator of the number of overhated stocks which is weighted by the
relative contribution and individual fleet segmemide to the total fishing mortality; and the
Economic Dependency Indicator, which shows how ecoaally reliant fleet segments were
on overfished stocks.

Future Reporting on Balance

The STECF conclusions with respect to Term of Refee 1 primarily relate to a critique of
the suitability and utility of the indices specdién the 2014 guidelines and suggestions for
alternative and additional indices that may proedptul to Member States in preparing
future National Reports. While noting that the EVR@port has drafted proposals to amend
the 2014 Guidelines to be in keeping with its sstjgas for alternative and additional
indicators, the possibility for Member States tdiseé alternative or additional indicators to
those listed in the 2014 Guidelines is already i@y for. Furthermore, in spite of their
limitations, each of the indicators described i@ #14 Guidelines has at least some merit in
its ability to assist Member States in assessirgtiance between fleet capacity and fishing
opportunities, provided that Member States realiggh limitations and interpret the indicator
values accordingly. Hence, there may be no immediatd to replace the 2014 Guidelines
and given that the list of indicators used by MenmB&tes is likely to evolve, especially as
the provisions of the 2013 CFP are implemented. EGH therefore suggests that the
proposed draft Guidelines presented in Annex IVhefExpert Group report be considered at
a future date if and when it becomes necessarg\se a new set of Guidelines. Any future
revisions should include precise details on howitigdécators should be calculated. Member
States should also be encouraged to check andatalideir calculated indicator values and
provide sufficient data and clarity of process meit National reports to enable the
calculation of all indicators to be replicated.
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Expert Working Group EWG-14-12 and EWG-14-21 Report

REPORT TO THE STECF

EXPERT WORKING GROUP ON
Assessment of balance indicators for key fleet segmits
and review of national reports on Member States efirts to
achieve balance between fleet capacity and fishing

opportunities
(EWG-14-12 and EWG-14-21)

EWG-14-12: Salerno, Italy, 27-31 October 2014
EWG-14-21: Ispra, Italy, 13-15 January 2015

This report does not necessarily reflect the viéthe STECF and the
European Commission and in no way anticipates thrar@ission’s future
policy in this area
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
OVERVIEW OF THE WORK UNDERTAKEN

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

A group of eleven experts, five biologists and emonomists, worked together to address this
TOR during EWG 14-12. The work was finalised byraup of two economists and three
biologists at EWG 14-21. Values for indicators irsMummary tables, for the period 2008-
2012/2013 and divided by fishing area and individileet segments, were provided to
experts at the start of the meeting. The tablesiged included (i) the actual values for the
sustainable harvest, stocks at risk, return onstment and return on fixed tangible assets,
ratio between current revenues and break-even wegeninactive fleet and vessel use
indicators, and (ii) additional information wherelavant to facilitate the interpretation of
indicator values by experts.

In order to deal with all the indicators calculafest fleet segments experts split into smaller
sub-groups which always included at least one gisteand one economist. Experts did not
try to assess fleet segments from their own MS. |8Wmterpreting and commenting on
indicator trends experts encountered several isseiesed to the reliability of indicator
calculations, and problems related to difficuliescombining biological and economic data
at fleet segment level. The latter was mainly du@rbblems with clustered economic data,
which is not available at the same level disaggregas biological data and in many cases is
clustered inconsistently over time.

EWGs 14-12 / 14-21 focused additional effort onleating the quality and reliability of the
sustainable harvest indicator (SHI) and the statkssk indicator (SAR). Both experts which
had provided the SHI and SAR indicator values tghoan ad hoc contract, and new experts
which had never worked on these indicators befeseewed indicator calculations and
discussed indicator properties. Although time wasitéd and the group could not fully
evaluate the indicators or carry out a full semsitianalysis as suggested by STECF Plenary
13-01, the group was able to highlight a numbeissifies affecting the calculation of these
indicators together.

Inconsistencies and problems relating to the catmn of indicator values outlined by MS in
their annual fleet reports as well as the 2014 Baddndicator Guidelines (COM (2014) 545
Final) were reviewed by EWG 14-21. In order to addrthe inconsistencies and misleading
statements identified by EWG 14-21 in the Balanudidator Guidelines, a new version of
the guidelines and a proposal for new biological aconomic indicators were drafted.

Due to the large number of issues and problemstifaih with the existing balance
indicators, the Expert Group considered that it Mobe inappropriate to draw any
conclusions for the SHI and SAR indicator as retpeesinder TOR 1. EWGs 14-12 / 14-21
were thus unable to fully address TORL1.
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TOR 2: Evaluate the underpinning of the conclusions dramvthe national reports on the balance
or imbalance for the identified fleet segmentdim¥Member State's reports.

A group of seven experts, five economists and tistobists, worked on the evaluation of 17

MS fleet reports during EWG 14-12. A group of sixperts, three economists and three
biologists worked on the evaluation of the remanenMS fleet reports during EWG 14-21.

The experts assessed compliance with Article Regfulation 1380/2013, as well as Articles
13 and 14 of Regulation 1013/2010 by using theisgosystem that had been developed
during SGBRE 09-01 and evolutions of the systenoupWG 12-11 (Report STECF-12-18).

The experts also completed the time series of siswed scores for all MS reports. EWGs
14-12 / 14-21 were able to fully address TOR2.

In addition to evaluating the national reports eguested by TOR 2 the group discussed the
need to update the scoring system developed by BTiE@revious years to better address
the requirements of the new CFP in general, and20fe} Balance Indicator Guidelines
(including any relevant future revisions of the &ate Indicator Guidelines) in particular.
Only limited time was devoted to this aspect siitcwas not part of the meeting TOR as
such.

TOR 3: Assess the proposed measures in the action pldmmsitted by Member States, in the light
of the adjustments required to eliminate the strait overcapacity as identified by the Member
States in their reports based on the indicatorg tieve been used.

A group of five experts, three economists and twologists, evaluated Action Plans
submitted by Member States for fleet segments wdéhtified structural overcapacity in line
with Article 22.4 of Regulation (EU) 1380/2013 chgi EWG 14-12. A group of seven
experts, three biologists, three economists andlamger continued with the evaluation of
Member State Action Plans during EWG 14-21. Prabéeginning the assessment of the
Action Plans during EWG 14-12, the experts discdigbe approach to be taken as a group,
and identified a series of aspects to be takenaotmunt when evaluating measures being
proposed by MS. EWGs 14-12 and 14-21 were ablelipdddress TORS3.

SUMMARY OF THE MAIN FINDINGS

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

- Assessing whether a fleet segment is in or ouatdrize with fishing opportunities is
not simply a technical or scientific issue. Such assessment also requires
consideration of the social and economic aspects @bjectives of the fishery
management policy.

- Even if all indicators are calculated for a fleetgsent, a conclusion cannot
unequivocally be drawn on the balance betweenrgsbpportunity and fleet capacity
for a fleet segment based only on their valuese ifldicator values should serve to
prompt Member States to further investigate thevaatt fleet segment.
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By definition, the role of indicators as a basiglatermine whether a given fleet is in
or out of balance is a matter of judgement fordrgs managers depending on their
priorities. EWG 14-21 reiterates previous STECFieg¥hat no single indicator can
be considered to be evidence of over capacity balance. The values and weighting
for all available indicators should be considered wheassssg whether the capacity
of a fleet segment might, in the years represerttagde been out of balance with
fishing opportunities.
An assessment concluding an imbalance in the rguaestf does not necessarily imply
the existence of imbalance in current or near &tyears. When considering future
actions, MS should consider the possibility thahlibe fleet capacity and the fishing
opportunity are likely to have changed since tha @aere collected.
The utility and reliability of the indicator valuese currently compromised through a
deficit of appropriate fleet segment-specific data would be improved if in future,
Member States gave priority to providing more coshgnsive datasets with higher
coverage, and efforts to carry out stock assessmesre increased.
The use of the Sustainable Harvest Indicator (3¢1Bssess whether a fleet is out of
balance with available fishing opportunities may iesleading and give rise to
inappropriate or ineffective decisions.
Member State may propose an Action Plan to redueecapacity of particular fleet
segment on the basis of the SHI value, even ththaghfleet segment catches only a
small proportion of a stock or stocks that is/aeenf exploited at rates greater than
Fusy. Conversely, a fleet with a much greater catcthefstocks of concern, may be
considered in balance simply because it has a brazdch profile of other species.
As an alternative, the EWG proposes that the Sulshbe discarded and replaced
with two alternative indicators:

o0 An indicator for the Number of Overharvested Sto@¥®S);

0 An Economic Dependency Indicator (EDI).
The methodology used to calculate the SAR indicatwould be revised and the
indicator should be renamed Number of Stocks &t RNSR).
Based on the data received, it is possible thaeddi® may have overlooked or were
unable to identify some fleet segments that arelidates for further investigation as
to whether they could be considered out of balamgth available fishing
opportunities.
The introduction of the Landing Obligation will gottially give rise to significantly
different indicator values than those given in #@14 Reports and Action Plans
implemented by Member States prior to its impleragoh, may no longer be
appropriate. In particular, if discard plans arglemented as intended, overreliance
on TACs that are likely to “choke” fishing activjtwill alter the economic viability of
individual vessels/fleet segments considerably.
The 2014 Balance Indicator Guidelines issued to bEmStates presently are
ambiguous in a number of places and the Commissooid consider the adoption
and dissemination of new guidelines. To assist, EM&1 has provided suggestions
that may help in this process. The Expert grougssty that the STECF commends
the draft revised guidelines to the Commissiordiesemination to Member States.
Precise details of how indicators are to be catedlavill need to be included in these
guidelines following a decision by DG MARE on whioki the proposed indicators
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are to be adopted and included in the Reports fktember States on the balance
between capacity and fishing opportunities. Mengtates should also be encouraged
to check and validate estimates and be providel sufficient data and clarity of
process to replicate the calculation of all indicat

TOR 2: Evaluate the underpinning of the conclusions dramvthe national reports on the balance
or imbalance for the identified fleet segmentdim¥Member State's reports.

- Seventeen Member State reports were made avatallgVG 14-12. The remaining
six Member State reports were made available to EW¥&1. Delays in receiving
MS reports were due to late submissions by Memltate§ the time required to
translate reports, and re-submissions of updafsatteby some Member States.

- There was further overall improvement in the primrisand quality of the required
elements in MS reports in 2013 compared to 2012.

- This is the sixth consecutive year in which the EW&3 observed improvements in
guality of completed elements relative to the poasiyear.

- Of the 23 MS assessed, 6 MS achieved scores of 100fbe quality of the required
elements, which is an improvement on scores oldam&012.

- EWG 14-12 discussed the need to revise the scsyisigm developed by STECF in
previous years to address the requirements of ¢élae @FP in general, and to be in
line with the provisions of the 2014 Balance IntlicaGuidelines (including any
relevant future revisions of the guidelines) intjzartar.

TOR 3: Assess the proposed measures in the action plémsitted by Member States, in the light
of the adjustments required to eliminate the stradt overcapacity as identified by the Member
States in their reports based on the indicatorg treve been used.

- STECF EWGs 14-12 / 14-21 evaluated 6 Action Plapgcifically from Cyprus,
Croatia, France, Italy, Latvia and Spain.

- The evaluation of Action Plans conducted by STEQ¥3S 14-12 / 14-21 considered
the following points:

1. Consistency between fleet report and Action Plan
2.  Presence of a discussion about the cause ofani®g
3. Examination of the adjustment targets;

4.  Specification of tools to reach the adjustmargets;
5.  Specification of a clear time frame.

- There were unresolved issues with respect to al Attion Plans reviewed.
Clarification of the issues identified is desiraliieorder to take an informed decision
on the suitability of the proposed Action Plans.plarticular, the rationale for the
choice of the capacity management measures propysel six Member States and
the associated targets require further elaboratnahclarification.

- In the case of considerable uncertainty in thewatadn of stock status which has led
to stock assessments being rejected by the apatepscientific bodies such as
STECF, ICES and GFCM, the biological indicators|valso be uncertain and
consideration needs to be given as to whether pgropriate to use them in
identifying fleet segments that require an Actidar?
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When a multi-annual management plan is alreadyaoepat EU level, coherence and
consistency of management measures under the Aetemwith existing measures
under the multi-annual management plan should bered.

STECF EWG 14-12 / 14-21 undertook its Action Plaaleations against the 2014
Balance Indicator Guidelines (COM (2014) 545 Finelpwever the 2014 guidelines
are in need of revision, and some of the indicaiised to inform an assessment of the
balance between fishing capacities and fishing dppdies should be replaced. The
Sustainable Harvest Indicator in particular is peatatic and may be misleading. As
a result, if Member States’ assessments of whetHlzet segment is out of balance
with fishing opportunities was based on the SHIeirthassessments may be
guestionable and any associated action plan mayap@ropriate or undesirable.
Additional guidelines for the preparation of Acti&tans should be incorporated into
future guidelines to Member States for the prepamadf their annual fleet reports.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Expert working groups EWG-14-12 / 14-21 were comeennder STECF to assess balance
indicators for key fleet segments, review naticeglorts on Member States efforts to achieve
balance between fleet capacity and fishing oppdrés) and assess Action Plans submitted
for fleet segments where Member States identifteacgiral overcapacity. EWG-14-12 was
held in Salerno, Italy from the 27 — 31 October £20EWG-14-21 was held in Ispra, Italy
from the 13 — 15 January 2015.

Independently calculated balance indicators, basedDCF economic data and stock
assessment information were provided to expertd, e evaluation of these balance
indicators is reported here. Member State fleeticidyp reports were assessed by using the
scoring system developed and applied in previolSGGTEWGS. Fleet segment Action Plans
submitted by Member States for fleet segments vdéntified structural overcapacity as
identified by the Member States in their reportéine with Article 22.4 of Regulation (EU)
1380/2013 were evaluated for the first time.

1.1 Terms of Reference for EWG-14-12

The following terms of reference were agreed by M@&ritime Affairs and Fisheries (DG-
MARE) and the chair of the expert working group:

Background

The Commission requests that an analysis of baleteeen fleet capacity and fishing

opportunity be made using a standard approach saalb&U fleet segments and based on
DCF information. Where possible, evaluation shaigd data reference year 2009 to 2012 or
2013 if data are available. In 2012 the assess&d §egments represented over 70% of the
value of landings of the EU. The objective is torgase this percentage in the next few years.

Tasks to be performed:

1. Consider technical, economic and biological indators for analysis of balance
between fleet capacity and fishing opportunity andcomment on the balance or
imbalance for the fleet segments provided.

JRC will provide tabulated values (in the same fatrias the MS indicator tables in reports
STECF-13-28 and STECF 14-09) for all indicatorsdasailed in items i) to vi) below,
covering fleet segments making up at least 70%efvalue of landings of the EU. The fleet
segments assessed in the STCF 12-18 and STECF &8s should be among the
selected fleet segments. If some of these 92 legmnents are not part of the initial selection
(70% of the value of landings of each MS), thersthsegments should be added to the initial
selection. The EWG is requested to use these valbese they are considered appropriate,
or else to provide alternative values with explamat

The following indicators are to be calculated amderpreted as defined in the 2014

guidelines:
) Sustainable harvest indicator (SHI)
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(i) Stocks at risk indicator (SAR)

(i)  Return on investment (ROI) / Return on FiXgangible Assets (RoFTA)
(iv) Ratio between current revenues and break-eseenue (CR/BER)

(v) The inactive fleet indicator

(vi)  The vessel use indicator

For fleet segments for which the indicators camdleulated, STECF is requested to consider
and evaluate the indicators and to make brief pné&tative comments relating to the trend
over the last 4-year period, the sustainabilityhef situation and the availability or reliability
of data.

For fleet segments for which the indicators canoetcalculated, STECF is requested to
identify the problem with the data.

2. Evaluate Member State's Reports

Evaluate the underpinning of the conclusions drawnn the national reports on the
balance or imbalance for the identified fleet segnmes in the Member State's reports.

Specifically, Member States' reports should be est@ccording to the system for required
elements detailed in sections 7.1 and 7.5, ane falil of the report by SG-BRE10-01.

The results of the scoring exercise should be ptedeas in tables 7.2 and 7.3 of the report of
SG-BRE 10-01. Updated versions of tables 7.4 aldshould also be presented. Basic
observations as given in the report of SG-BRE 10settions 7.2, 7.3 and 7.4 on the content
of the Member States' reports should also be peavid

3. Evaluate Member State's Action Plans

Assess the proposed measures in the action plandsutted by Member States, in the
light of the adjustments required to eliminate thestructural overcapacity as identified
by the Member States in their reports based on thandicators that have been used.
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2 TOR 1 ASSESSMENT OFBALANCE INDICATORS

2.1 Background

All indicators provided and used in the STECF EWI3s12 / 14-21 were calculated, as
closely as possible, according to the 2014 Balandigator Guidelines The Commission’s
2014 Balance Indicator Guidelines seek to providm@mmon approach for estimating the
balance over time between fishing capacity andrfgslopportunities according to Art 22 of
Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013 of the European Pawdiat and the Council on the Common
Fisheries Policy.

2.2 Provision, Quality and Reliability of Indicator Val ues

JRC produced a first set of technical, social azwhemic indicators in April. STECF EWG
14-04 (AER meeting part 1) was requested to qualigck, analyse and summarise these
three types of balance indicators for the period8R012/13. These indicators, as well as the
two biological indicators, derived through twad hoc contracts, were submitted to the
STECF in May for review and subsequently adoptedwoiten procedure in May (see
STECF 14-09_ Balance Indicators). The report an@ ditses were made available on the
STECF webpade

Due to DCF data resubmissions by several MembeesStauring and after STECF EWG 14-
05 (AER meeting part 2), all balance indicators evee-estimated by JRC aratl hoc
contractors using the latest data available (lalstrsssion: 19/09/2014). These re-estimated
indicators were not presented to STECF prior todpeised by EWG 14-12.

A revised table prepared by the JRC containinghal balance indicators by MS and fleet
segment (supra-regior fishing technology + vessel length) was provite&EWG 14-12 at
the start of the meeting. The data were providedetch year over the period 2008-2013
(2012 for economic indicators).

Table 2.1 lists the set of balance indicators aleit some additional information.

! Communication from the Commission to the EuropRarliament and the Council — Guidelines for thelysim
of the balance between fishing capacity and fisldpgortunities according to Art 22 of RegulatiorlJjENo
1380/2013 of the European Parliament and the Cban¢he Common Fisheries Policy COM(2014) 545Ifina
2 hitp://stect.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports/balance

% The DCF supra-regions are: (1) Area 27 = Baltia, ¢orth Sea, Eastern Arctic, North Atlantic; (2e& 37 =
Mediterranean Sea and Black Sea; (3) OFR = Otlstrirkg Regions.
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Table 2.1 Indicators provided to experts at the sté of EWG 14-12

Indicator Calculate | Comments
d by:
SHI Dr Jerome | 1. Provided via amd hoccontract.
Sustainable Harvest Guitton 2. Calculated by landings value for 2008-2012 for g\eU fleet
Indicator segment in Area 27 for which data were availablc@ated
by landings weight for 2012 for every EU fleet segin Area
27 for which data were available.
3. Calculated by landings weight and landings value2fil 2 for
g every EU fleet segment in Area 37 for which dataewe
S available. Stock assessment parameters prior t® 2@&Lnot
= readily available for Area 37 since there is nataste with
E data on time series offfent(Mmean F) and §ry for fish stocks
8 found in Area 37.
'g» 4. Preliminary indicator values for landings value 20x13 were
° provided wherever possible.
oM 5. Fleet segments were highlighted when less than @f0%e
annual value of landings came from assessed stocks.
SAR Dr Armelle | 1. Provided via amd hoccontract.
Stocks At Risk Jung 2. Calculated for 2008-2012 for all fleet segmentsvibich data
Indicator were available.
3. Preliminary indicator values for 2013 were providdterever
possible.
ROI or RoFTA JRC 1. Calculated using the same principle as STECF EWG1t 3he
The Return on target reference value to which the indicator vadusompared
%) Investment (ROI) or is the risk-free interest rate.
% Return on Fixed 2. Calculated for years 2008-2012, the most recentfpeavhich
9O Tangible Assets DCF economic data are available.
E (ROFTA) 3. 2013 economic data will not be available until 2@mdier the
Q DCF.
g 4. The same clustering approach adopted for the CRIB&R
5 adopted.
8 CR/BER JRC 1. Calculated for years 2008-2012, the most recentfpeavhich
Current revenue as DCF economic data are available.
proportion of break- 2. The same clustering approach adopted for the RB&TA
even revenue was adopted.
UTR JRC 1. Calculated using latest uploaded data for year8-2012.
" Fleet segment 2. Preliminary indicator values for 2013 were providdterever
S utilisation ratio possible.
_S Average Days at 3. Member States (MS) had provided either maximum oiesk
T Sea / Maximum days at sea (DAS) for each fleet segment or maximum
> Days at Sea theoretical DAS.
S 4. Due to several inconsistencies in the data provigesome MS
‘g for maximum theoretical DAS, the EWG decided to thee
= value of 220 maximum theoretical days at sea pet 8egment
< for all MS.
'E Inactive vessels perl JRC 1. Number and proportion of inactive vessels, in num&d and
S length category kW provided based on MS fleet register data fory@808-
[ 2012.
2. Preliminary numbers of inactive vessels for 2018enmrovided
wherever possible.
Data source: 2014 DCF data call (MARE/A3/AC(20143t data upload 19/09/2014

The data used to compile the various indicatorsewsllected under the Data Collection
Framework (DCF), cf. Council Regulation (Europeaminission (EC) No 199/2008 of 25th
February 2008). Technical and economic balancecatois were calculated using data
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submitted under the 2014 DCF call for economic detdhe EU fishing fleet issued by DG
MARE on 4 February 2014 (MARE/A3/AC(2014)). Theatwiological indicators (SHI and
SAR indicator) were calculated based on DCF ‘datébmitted under the same data call.
Additional information needed to calculate the bgital indictors (Eurens Fusy €tc.) was
obtained from other sources (see sections 2.4ridPa.2.1 for details on calculation).

The 2014 fleet economic data call requested trasalV@and economic data covering years
2008 to 2014. Capacity data (GT, kW, no. of ve3seiss requested up to and including
2014, while employment and economic parameters vegq@ested up to and including 2012.
Most effort and all landings data were requestetbugnd including 2013, as well as, income
from landings (non-mandatory) to allow for econonperformance projections to be

estimated at fleet segment and national level @32 In terms of the completeness of the
Member States data submissions, most countries igednthe majority of the parameters

requested under the call. In many cases missirggrakdtes to fleet segments with low vessel
numbers. As ‘maximum days at sea by fleet segmemidt a DCF parameter, it is requested
and submitted through the data call on a volunbasjs.

In terms of data quality, inevitably some ‘abnorh@l unexpected estimates for various
indicators were detected by JRC or the experts,iamtiany cases were rectified by the
Member States. However, some quality issues remadstanding. Greece provided data
but only for 2012, and with substantial amountsniésing data, in particular on effort and
landings. Croatia submitted DCF data for the firse, providing economic data for the years
2011 and 2012. Submission from Cyprus, France gaihScontinue to be incomplete and
some data quality issues remain for several otrenbkr States, such as Bulgaria and Malta.

EWG 14-12 used the dataset available for the mgéitin, due to the limited time available,
did not assess the quality or the reliability oé thiological data made available. For the
economic and technical variables (except for thgimam DAS voluntary delivered by MS),
the quality and reliability of data was already dked during the AER EWG (EWG 14-04 /
14-05). However, no comments from the AER EWG am dhality of the data were made
available to experts during EWGs 14-12 / 14-21.

2.3 Fleet Segment Coverage of Indicators

Some of the indicators could not be calculatedafbfleet segments due to lack of data or, in
the case of economic and technical indicators,tdugustering segments together, which is
done in order to protect commercial confidentiality

Fleet segments necessarily include only vesselehwvhave been active, since it is their
activity that allocates them to a fleet segmerdctive vessels are counted and categorised at
national and where applicable regional Ivatcording to the length of the vessel.

The tables below show, for each MS, the numbeiest fsegments, the number of vessel
length categories (of which there are’ithat have inactive vessels, the total number of
segments when clustering is done and the numbieeaifsegments for which each indicator
is calculated.

* DCF value and weight of landings in the case of, 8Hd landings weight in the case of the SAR iatic.

> Non-mandatory 2013 data requested under the D&Foddl is flagged as preliminary in the AER.

® Appendix Il of Commission Decision 2010/93/EU sifies the data collection requirements for fleet
segmentation by region.

"VL 00-10m; VL 10-12m; VL 12-18m; VL 18-24m; VL 240m; VL 40-XXm.
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Table 2.2 — Total number of fleet segments, numbeof inactive vessel length-groups and
number of fleet segments after clustering includedn MS summary indicator tables and the

number of fleet segments covered by each indicatdigr the years 2008-2013.
ND = No data or insufficient data available for ttadculation of the indicator in question
NA = Not applicable

Total number of active fleet segments Total number of Inactive length-groups

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
BEL 9 10 10 10 10 11 2 3 3 2 2 2
BGR 13 14 14 15 19 22 1 1 1 1 1 4
CYP 4 7 6 6 6 7 5 5 4 4 5 5
DEU 24 23 23 23 21 21 6 6 6 5 6 6
DNK 17 17 16 15 19 ND 6 6 5 6 5 ND
ESP 59 63 62 74 80 84 6 6 6 6 6
EST 8 7 9 9 9 3 3 3 3 3
FIN 6 6 6 6 6 4 5 4 3 3
FRA 107 105 103 102 100 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
GBR 47 48 51 50 47 46 6 6 6 6 6 6
GRC ND ND ND ND 11 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
HRV NA NA NA 33 31 34 NA NA NA 5 5 5
IRL 40 37 33 37 36 32 5 5 5 5 5
ITA 23 24 22 23 25 22 5 6 5 6 5
LTU 8 8 8 8 8 8 5 5 6 6 6 5
LVA 4 4 4 4 4 4 ND ND ND 3 1 1
MLT 21 24 22 24 23 23 5 5 6 6 5 5
NLD 10 10 10 10 10 10 6 6 6 6 6 6
POL 12 16 16 16 17 17 5 5 5 5 4 4
PRT 56 55 54 48 48 46 6 6 6 6 6 6
ROU 5 7 5 6 7 6 4 5 5 4 2 2
SVN 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4
SWE 35 27 28 28 27 25 6 5 5 5 5 5
Total 513 517 507 552 569 435 90 92 92 96 92 87

Number of active fleet segments after clustering

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
BEL 7 7 7 7 7 7
BGR 9 10 10 10 14 3
Cyp 4 6 6 6 6 7
DEU 14 14 14 14 14 14
DNK 17 17 16 15 19 ND
ESP 46 52 51 55 57 77
EST 5 5 6 6 6 5
FIN 6 6 6 6 6 5
FRA 107 95 86 82 74 ND
GBR 26 26 26 26 26 26
GRC ND ND ND ND 11 ND
HRV NA NA NA 24 23 22
IRL 26 24 22 23 23 21
ITA 23 24 22 23 25 22
LTU 5 5 5 5 5
LVA 4 4 4 4 4 4
MLT 21 24 22 24 23 23
NLD 10 10 10 10 10 10
POL 9 10 11 10 8 9
PRT 41 42 44 43 44 44
ROU 3 4 2 3
SVN 5 5 5 5 5 4
SWE 7 7 7 7 7
Total 395 397 382 408 421 318
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RoFTA Rol
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
BEL 3 7 7 6 7 BEL 0 0 0 0 0
BGR 2 3 3 2 3 BGR 0 0 0 0 0
CYP 4 4 4 4 4 CYP 0 0 0 0 0
DEU 13 13 13 13 13 DEU 0 0 0 0 0
DNK 17 17 16 15 19 DNK 14 17 16 15 19
ESP ND ND ND 49 44 ESP ND ND ND 4 5
EST 4 EST 4
FIN 6 FIN 0 0
FRA ND ND 54 52 45 FRA ND ND 0
GBR 26 26 26 26 26 GBR 26 26 26 26 26
GRC ND ND ND ND ND GRC ND ND ND ND ND
HRV NA NA NA 17 16 HRV NA NA NA 2 2
IRL 13 9 10 12 9 IRL 0 0 0 0
ITA 22 23 22 23 24 ITA 0 0 0 0
LTU 5 5 5 LTU 0 0 0 0 0
LVA ND 4 4 4 LVA ND 0 0 0 0
MLT 16 17 18 16 16 MLT 0 9 12 4 11
NLD 9 9 10 10 NLD 9 8 10 8 10
POL 7 9 6 POL 0 0 0 0 0
PRT 39 41 41 43 44 PRT 0 0 0 0 0
ROU 3 4 3 ROU 3 4 2 3 4
SVN 5 5 SVN 0 0 0 0 0
SWE 7 7 SWE 0 0 0 0 0
Total 201 212 266 329 319 Total 56 68 70 66 81
Net profit margin CR/BER

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
BEL 3 7 7 6 7 BEL 6 7 7 7 7
BGR 2 3 3 2 3 BGR 2 3 3 2 4
CYP 4 4 4 4 4 CYP 4 4 4 4 4
DEU 13 13 13 13 13 DEU 13 13 13 13 13
DNK 17 17 16 15 19 DNK 17 17 16 15 19
ESP ND ND ND 49 44 ESP 43 48 37 49 44
EST 4 4 4 EST 4 4
FIN 5 FIN
FRA ND ND 54 52 45 FRA 48 31 55 52 45
GBR 26 26 26 26 26 GBR 26 26 26 26 26
GRC ND ND ND ND ND GRC ND ND ND ND ND
HRV NA NA NA NA 16 HRV NA NA NA 17 16
IRL 13 9 10 12 9 IRL 13 10 10 12 10
ITA 22 23 22 23 24 ITA 22 23 22 23 24
LTU 5 5 LTU 5 5
LVA ND 4 4 4 4 LVA ND 4 4 4 4
MLT 16 17 18 16 16 MLT 16 17 18 16 16
NLD 9 10 10 NLD 9 10 9 10
POL 7 9 6 POL 7 9 8 6
PRT 39 41 41 43 44 PRT 40 41 44 43 44
ROU 3 4 2 3 ROU 3 4 2 3
SVN 5 5 5 SVN 5 5 5
SWE 7 7 7 7 SWE 7 7 7 7
Total 201 212 266 312 319 Total 296 292 307 330 321
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UTR

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
BEL 7 7 7 7 7 9
BGR 6 6 6 7 14 7
cYp 6 6 4 12
DEU 13 13 13 13 13 20
DNK 17 17 16 15 19 ND
ESP ND ND ND ND 57 97
EST 2 2 2 2 2

FIN 6 6 6 6 6

FRA ND ND 66 64 65 ND
GBR 26 26 26 26 26 32
GRC ND ND ND ND ND ND
HRV NA NA NA 24 23 27
IRL 18 14 14 15 16 26
ITA 23 24 21 22 24 27
LTU 5 5 5 5 5 10
LVA 4 4 4 4 4 5
MLT 19 22 20 19 21 28
NLD 10 10 10 10 10 16
POL 9 10 11 10 8 13
PRT 41 41 44 43 44 50
ROU 3 4 2 3

SVN 5 5 5 5 5 8
SWE 7 7 7 7 7 10
Total 221 229 291 311 380 417

The tables below show, for each MS, the numbercb¥a and inactive vessels, the number
of vessels and proportion of vessels to MS fleewfhbich corresponding landings data were
available.

Table 2.3. shows that landings in value was aviglély most MS fleet segments, with over
90% of the vessels covered in most MS. Exceptiookide Cyprus (for the years 2009 to
2012), France and Ireland. In the case of the ftedt, the low proportion of vessels covered
by landings is mainly due to missing landings dataa significant part of the small scale
fleet (under 10 m) due to a data collection issue.
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Table 2.3 — Total number of active and inactive vegls in each MS fleet and the number
of vessels for which landings data was available drincluded in MS summary indicator
tables for the years, 2008-2012/13.

ND = No data or insufficient data available for ttadculation of the indicator in question
NA = Not applicable

Number of active vessels Number of inactive vessels

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
BEL 98 92 84 83 82 80 BEL 4 8 5 6 4 3
BGR 854 1118 1383 1010 1192 1204 BGR 1826 1303 1309 1335 1195 862
CYP 530 901 907 964 858 927 CYP 832 866 408 419 524 537
DEU 1348 1311 1260 1227 1153 1142 DEU 513 506 499 437 411 400
DNK 1810 1769 1639 1603 1537 ND DNK 1003 1017 1043 1060 515 ND
ESP 9803 9683 | 10355 9885 8938 8795 ESP 3312 1818 854 1007 1606 1372
EST 950 941 934 923 913 1342 EST 14 22 13 11 10 7
FIN 1553 1531 1619 1649 1952 1895 FIN 1687 1709 1662 1716 1407 1344
FRA 6605 6475 6100 6003 5830 ND FRA ND ND ND ND ND ND
GBR 4704 4656 4585 4651 4586 4453 GBR 2089 1963 1958 1818 1830 1954
GRC ND ND ND ND| 16063 ND GRC ND ND ND ND ND ND
HRV NA NA NA 2843 2815 2739 HRV NA NA NA 1069 1421 1629
IRL 1788 1859 1924 1968 2024 2068 IRL 184 185 195 194 179 179
ITA 13470 13374 13284| 13319| 12951 12603 ITA 1568 1603 1685 1396 1545 1536
LTU 125 124 104 103 104 94 LTU 125 95 89 68 47 54
LVA 858 814 771 319 279 273 LVA ND ND ND 88 77 81
MLT 703 779 848 634 784 774 MLT 613 332 264 453 276 266
NLD 599 569 580 570 558 544 NLD 127 143 145 168 182 197
POL 841 768 724 721 768 793 POL 41 109 99 84 38 43
PRT 5276 5150 5022 4882 4323 4051 PRT 3431 3514 3584 3675 4075 4274
ROU 405 160 206 200 183 112 ROU 36 280 223 288 78 84
SVN 88 87 91 84 89 83 SVN 93 98 94 102 92 88
SWE 1148 1132 1064 1031 1019 982 SWE 359 339 351 328 303 317
Total 53556 | 53293 | 53484| 54672| 69001 | 44954 Total 17857 | 15910 14480| 15722| 15815| 15227

Number of vessels with landings data Proportion of vessels with landings data

MS 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 MS 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
BEL 98 92 84 83 82 BEL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
BGR 834 1,118 1,383 1,010 1,192 BGR 98% 100% 100% 100% 100%
CYP 498 484 487 492 467 CYP 94% 54% 54% 51% 54%
DEU 1,336 1,304 1,251 1,217 1,145 DEU 99% 99% 99% 99% 99%
DNK 1,810 1,769 1,639 1,603 1,537 DNK 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
ESP ND ND ND ND 8,938 ESP ND ND ND ND 100%
EST 944 937 929 918 908 EST 99% 100% 99% 99% 99%
FIN 1,553 1,531 1,619 1,649 1,952 FIN 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
FRA 3,280 5,706 6,072 4,079 5,203 FRA 50% 88% 100% 68% 89%
GBR 4,704 4,656 4,585 4,651 4,586 GBR 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
GRC ND ND ND ND ND GRC ND ND ND ND 0%
HRV NA NA NA 2,843 2,815 HRV NA NA NA 100% 100%
IRL 583 740 753 766 789 IRL 33% 40% 39% 39% 39%
ITA 13,470 13,374 13,284 13,319 12,951 ITA 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
LTU 125 124 104 103 104 LTU 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
LVA 858 814 771 319 279 LVA 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
MLT 693 772 831 626 776 MLT 99% 99% 98% 99% 99%
NLD 599 569 580 570 558 NLD 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
POL 836 763 720 717 765 POL 99% 99% 99% 99% 100%
PRT 5,276 5,148 5,022 4,882 4,323 PRT 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
ROU 405 160 206 200 183 ROU 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
SVN 88 87 91 84 88 SVN 100% 100% 100% 100% 99%
SWE 1,148 1,132 1,064 1,031 1,019 SWE 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Total 39,138 41,280 41,475 41,162 50,660 Total 73% 77% 78% 75% 73%
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Table 2.4 shows indicator coverage per MS in teoithe proportion of MS landed value

that is made by fleet segments which have an itmlicalue, i.e. for which there is indicator

coverage. It is important to note that full covexatpes not necessarily cover all MS fleet
segments/vessels since the sum of landed valuagsadmidual fleet segments provided by

MS may not necessarily correspond to the totalddndilue of a MS fleet.

For confidentiality reasons, some MS may not prevldndings data for specific fleet

segments in cases where the data is considereitivveasd clustering of fleet segments may
be insufficient to overcome breaching confidentyatlules. For example, landings for the
German pelagic fleet are not provided but the Stdidator appears to have full coverage.
This is because the coverage of the indicator g @tative to the data provided and should
therefore be considered together with the numbéeef segments and/or vessels.

Table 2.4 Coverage of each balance indicator in ters of landed value submitted by MS

and year.

ND = No data or insufficient data available for tteculation of the indicator in question (includifack of
stock parameters in AREA37 affecting the calcutatibthe SHI for the years 2008-2011 and 2013)

NA = Not applicable

SHI
MS 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
BEL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
DEU 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
DNK 100% 99% 100% 100% 100% ND
ESP ND ND ND ND 99% ND
EST 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
FIN 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
N FRA ND 99% 99% 100% 99% ND
E GBR 99% 99% 99% 100% 99% 98%
< IRL 96% 92% 91% 87% 99% 96%
LTU 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
LVA 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
NLD 98% 100% 99% 100% 98% 99%
POL ND ND ND 99% 100% 100%
PRT 99% 99% 100% 99% 99% 99%
SWE 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
BGR ND ND ND ND 77% ND
CYP ND ND ND ND 100% ND
ESP ND ND ND ND 99% ND
FRA ND ND ND ND 95% ND
5 HRV NA NA NA NA 100% ND
E ITA ND ND ND ND 94% ND
MLT ND ND ND ND 91% ND
MLT ND ND ND ND 0% ND
ROU ND ND ND ND 98% ND
SVN ND ND ND ND 100% ND
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RoFTA ROI
MS 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Ms 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
BEL 93% 100% 100% 99% 100% BEL 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
BGR 11% 70% 62% 13% 32% BGR 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
cYP 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% cYp 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
DEU 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% DEU 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
DNK 100% 100% 99% 99% 100% DNK 99% 100% 99% 99% 100%
ESP ND ND ND ND 96% ESP ND ND ND ND 20%
EST 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% EST 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
FIN 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% FIN 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
FRA ND ND 76% 79% 75% FRA ND ND 0% 0% 0%
GBR 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% GBR 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
GRC ND ND ND ND ND GRC ND ND ND ND ND
HRV NA NA NA 98% 98% HRV NA NA NA 57% 53%
IRL 98% 92% 95% 93% 94% IRL 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
ITA 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% ITA 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
LTU 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% LTU 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
LVA ND 100% 100% 100% 100% LVA ND 0% 0% 0% 0%
MLT 85% 89% 93% 78% 100% MLT 0% 73% 91% 41% 90%
NLD 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% NLD 100% 97% 100% 97% 100%
POL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% pPOL 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
PRT 99% 100% 96% 100% 100% PRT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
ROU 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% ROU 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
SVN 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% SVN 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
SWE 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% SWE 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
CR/BER UTR-220
MS 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 Ms 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013
BEL 93% | 100% | 100% [ 99% | 100% BEL 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% [ 100% [ 99%
BGR 1% | 70% | €2% | 13% | 32% BGR 92% | 95% | 84% | 86% | 97% | 100%
cYP 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% cYp 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%
DEU 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% DEU 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% [ 100% | 100%
DNK 100% | 100% | 99% | 99% | 100% DNK 100% | 100% | 99% [ 99% | 100% ND
ESP ND ND ND ND | 96% ESP ND ND ND ND | 100% ND
EST 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% EST 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%
FIN 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% FIN 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% [ 100% | 100%
FRA ND ND | 76% | 79% | 75% FRA ND [ 89% | 87% | s88% | 84% ND
GBR 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% GBR 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%
GRC ND ND ND ND ND GRC ND ND ND ND ND ND
HRV NA NA NA [ 98% | 98% HRV NA NA NA | 100% | 100% | 100%
IRL 98% | 92% [ 95% | 93% | 94% IRL 98% | 98% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%
ITA 99% | 100% [ 100% | 100% | 100% ITA 100% | 100% [ 99% | 99% | 98% ND
LTU 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% LTU 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%
LVA ND | 100% [ 100% | 100% | 100% LVA 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% [ 100% | 100%
MLT 85% | 89% [ 93% | 78% | 100% MLT 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% [ 100% | 100%
NLD 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% NLD 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%
pPOL 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% POL 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%
PRT 99% | 100% [ 96% | 100% | 100% PRT 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% [ 100% | 100%
ROU 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% ROU | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%
SVN 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% SVN 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%
SWE 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% SWE 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%
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SHI

Overall the SHI had a full or almost complete cager of the landings data provided for all
MS fleets in Area 27. In Area 37 (Mediterranean &fack Sea fishing regions), for which
data was only readily available for 2012, most M high coverage with the exception of
Bulgaria (77%) and, to a lesser extent, France j9%%6wever, this coverage includes SHI
values that were calculated for all stocks witheasment data, even if the proportion of
landings value of the assessed stocks made uphlEs<0% of the total landings value of the
fleet segment, i.e. in such cases, the indicatmorssidered as unrepresentative/unreliable.
The coverage of this indicator when only takingoiaiccount fleet segments for which the
proportion of landings value of the assessed stocéde up more than 40% of the total
landings value of the fleet segment is presentéichbile 2.6 below. No data was available for
Greece. Data was only available in 2012 for Spain.

A 100% coverage indicates that, when analysed hgéea value, all MS fleet segments
landed species for which at least one SHI coulddleulated, i.e. species composition of
landings for all MS fleet segments contained astle@ne assessed stock. Low coverage
indicates that only a small portion of the landicgmposition of the MS fleet segments
landed at least one stock with available biologmalameters for the calculation of SHI. A
0% coverage indicates that there were no stocks aviailable biological parameters for the
calculation of SHI in the landings composition df S fleet segments. Overall, coverage
for SHI has remained quite stable across MS andsyaelysed.

SAR

For the SAR indicator, all fleet segments with egponding landings data were screened for
stocks falling under the definition of stocks akriall of the landings data provided by MS
were thus considered in the SAR analysis. Howewuer td the manner in which the SAR
indicator was calculated it is not always posstiolalistinguish between (i) fleet segments
which did not fish any stocks at risk, and (ii)eftesegments which could not be included in
the analysis due lacking or problematic landingt& daee section 2.4.2.1 below). For this
reason SAR coverage in terms of landed value stduinily MS has not been included in
Table 2.4, and cannot be discussed further here.

ROl or RoFTA

For ROFTA, most MS presented full or almost conglatverage of fleet segments (100%),
exceptions being Bulgaria, France and Malta. RoE®®erage is consistent within the years
for MS, except Bulgaria and Malta, for which cowggdluctuates substantially.

For the ROI indicator, coverage is low as the D@Ffaan fishing rights (income from rights,
associated fishing rights costs and estimated vafidishing rights) required to estimate the
indicator is either not applicable (no rights bafisderies exist in some MS) or not available
for several MS. Denmark, Estonia, the UK, The Neg#mels and Romania are exceptions and
have good coverage because these MS have righad-liakeries and were able to provide
the necessary data on fishing rights. For Malteecage for ROI is only available since 2009,
and coverage fluctuates.

No data was available for Greece. Data was onlyfabla in 2012 for Spain.
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UTR

Most MS have full coverage (100%) for all yearseasgd, i.e. the indicator was calculated
for fleet segments that represent all or aimosthalllandings in valleby the MS fleet.
Exceptions include Bulgaria and France, where @mers less than 90% in some or all
years, i.e. indicator values are available fortflemgments representing less than 90% of the
landed value. These MS also reveal some inconsigtencoverage over the period 2008-
2012.

No data was available for Greece. Data was onlyfabla in 2012 for Spain.

CR/BER

For the majority of the MS, full coverage of the BBER indicator was possible. Again,
exceptions include Bulgaria and France as wellt@sa lesser extent, Ireland and Malta.
CR/BER coverage is consistent within the yearsepifor BRG, which presented variations.

No data was available for Greece. Data was onlyfabla in 2012 for Spain.

2.4 Consideration of Indicators

EWG 14-12 followed the 2014 Balance Indicator Glinds for MS but also tried to be
consistent with the recommendations of EWG 13-28wtonsidering biological / economic

/ technical indicators, and making interpretatisencnents. On this basis, the group agreed on
the following assessment method for each indicator:

1. For fleet segments for which indicator values cdadccalculated, EWG 14-12
assessed the availability of a suitable time-seri@sdicator values.

2. Where suitable time series were available a comimsenade indicating if the values
show an increasing, decreasing or no significamtdr Experts also provided
additional comments for each fleet segment anadtatdr where relevant.

The group could not assess in any detail the nétiabf the data and indicator values which
were made available in the limited time availalff®r biological indicators it was not
possible to assess the reliability of the data thate used to calculate indicator values.
Instead, additional information on, for instandes toverage of the indicator was provided. A
number of MS however identified inconsistenciesmeein the indicators provided to them
and when recalculated by the MS, which suggest ttexie may be errors present in the
biological indicators (see section 2.6); furtheecking and/or peer review would thus have
been appropriate prior to using the indicator valte the purpose of the EWG. For the
technical and economic indicators, it was assurhatdAER EWG 14-04 / 14-05 had already
guality checked the data. In some cases, the aseatsf the economic indicators was made
difficult because of the use of inconsistent clste of fleet segments over time by some
MS. This problem has already been highlighted eWENVG 13-28 report.

8 Landings value provided by MS under the DCF anusittered in this assessment may not necessarigr cov
all landings by the MS fleet. In some cases, MSndb submit data on landings for specific fleet
segments where there may be confidentially isfoegxample, the German pelagic trawlers.
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Experts did not comment on whether specific flegnsents are in or out of balance with
their fishing opportunities since this is a judgetahich must include consideration of
political aims and preferences and also dependshenndividual characteristics of fleet
segments, communities and fisheries. This judgematitshould ultimately be made by
fisheries management decision makers with relereaponal expertise.

2.4.1 Sustainable Harvest Indicator (SHI)

The sustainable harvest indicator is designedftectethe extent to which a fleet segment is
dependent on stocks that are overharvested. Heerharvested’ is assessed with reference
to Rusy values over time, and dependency is based ondégghent revenues. Whergsk is
defined as a range, exceeding the upper end ofatige is interpreted as ‘overharvesting'.
Values of the indicator above 1 indicate that atfeegment was (during the reference years),
on average, relying for its income on fishing oppoities which were set above levels
corresponding to MSY. It is implied that an indmavalue over 1 could be an indication of
imbalance if it has occurred for three consecugrears. Shorter time periods should be
considered in the case of small pelagic species

2.4.1.1 Method of Calculating, Presenting and Assessingtie

As a first step, DCF landings data provided by M& attributed to the relevant stocks. The
stock reference list used in the calculation of$k# is provided in Annex |.

The following formula is then used to calculate 8tél:

a F.
i=nys i
Ziz1 Vi Fmsy;

APN%

F is the most recent value of fishing mortality itadale for the from scientific assessments.
Vi is the landing values (or volume), for the comaal fleet, of the stock i.

For each fleet (whenever information on at least stock is available) the parameters
illustrated in Table 2.5 were compiled by #m hoccontractor who calculated the SHI.

Data on Eurent(Mmean F) and \rsy for fish stocks found in Area 27 were obtainedrfrthe
ICES online database. Such a database is not gavig GFCM, so for Area 37 the most
recent estimate ofcfrentand sy (Or its proxy k1) were extracted from the STECF report
on Review of Scientific Advice - Consolidated Adwion Fish Stocks of Interest to the
European Union for 2024 This document provides a synthesis of stock assest results
coming from both STECF and GFCM stock assessmentkimgp groups evaluating
Mediterranean and Black Sea fish stocks. This tepmwvever only contains the most recent
estimates of rentand sy (or the FMsy proxy b 1); the 2008-2013 time series of F current
for each year estimated by an analytical stocksassent as required for the calculation of
the SHI indicator are thus not readily availableAoea 37.

® Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee fishieries (STECF) — Review of scientific advice 26x1.4 —
Consolidated Advice on Fish Stocks of Interesthi® European Union (STECF-13-27). 2013. Publications
Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, EUR 26828 JRC 86158, 575 pp.
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Table 2.5. Parameters estimated as part of the SHhlculation.

Parameter Parameter Description Example
FLEET _SEGMENT Name of the fleet SEGMENT (MS + Gear + Length | SWE TM VL40XX
Class)

capt_assessed F 2 Landings values (or weight) for the fleet of the stocks | 15307723
for which we have an Fc/Fmsy available.

Fishstock_F2 List of the stocks that are included in the indicator her-30 her-3a22 her-47d3 her-
riga hom-west mac-nea spr-2232

nb_stock_assessed Number of stocks included in the indicator 7
stock_over_exploited | Number of stocks over fished in the indicator F2*>1 5
F_etoile2 The ‘Sustainable Harvest Indicator’ 1.05080037
ratio_F2 Part of the landing values (or weight) of the fleet that | 78.3796104

are included in the indicator (capt_assessed_F 2
/ capt_totale)

capt_totale Total landing values (or weight) of this fleet in this | 19530236.8
area (27 or 37)
rate_in_EC Proportion of the landings values (or weights) of this | 0.60947593

fleet compared to the total landings values (or
weights) of the area.

With regards to highly migratory fish stocks, tleare STECF report on Review of Scientific
Advice - Consolidated Advice on Fish Stocks of tagt to the European Union for 2014 was
used as a source of stock assessment advice irifomniar the following stocks: (i) Eastern
Atlantic and Mediterranean Sea bluefin tuna, (iQrtd Atlantic Ocean albacore tuna, (iii)
Atlantic Ocean yellowfin tuna, (iv) Atlantic Oce#éfue and while marlin. As was the case for
Area 37, only the most recent estimates gf.dr: and sy could be extracted from this
report.

In line with the 2014 Guidelines for the analysfsbalance between fishing capacity and
fishing opportunities (COM (2014) 545 final), thellSvas also calculated based on landings
volumes for consideration by EWG 14-12. This catioh was done for the years 2008-2012
and 2013 where possible, but only results for 20d2d on the most recent fishing mortality
rate estimated for each stock are presented. $Hisdause EWG 14-12 identified an error in
the calculation whereby the most recent estimaté whs used in the SHI calculation of the
entire time series, instead of the true time sesfds as calculated by the relevant analytical
stock assessments.

EWG 14-12 commented on SHI indicator values a®¥adl to identify fleet segments where
there is/are:
o Insufficient recent datéData unavailable for one of more of the last 3
consecutive years in relation to the reference 26ape
o0 Lack of dataData unavailable for the entire time series 20082

Insufficient recent data and lack of data may rédegither unavailable landings value data or
stock assessment parameters. To help distinguisfebe the two, coverage of landing value
data by fleet segment and year is provided. Furtbez, missing data may be due to the
clustering of fleet segments. However, as the D@fstversal variables are requested by fleet
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segment, whether data was unavailable due to diugtéor inconsistent clustering) was not
considered and flagged as either insufficient redata or lack of data.

Fleet segments withow Coverage (LC),e. when the SHI is unreliable because those stock
for which the F/Fmsy can be calculated make up <40%e total landings value of the fleet
segment, were also highlighted.

SHI trends were not calculated due to the largebmirof issues and problems identified with
the SHI (see sections 2.4.1.4 and 2.4.1.5).

2.4.1.2 SHI Data Availability and Reliability

Data quality was a major concern when calculatimdy @tempting to interpret the SHI:

o No data on landings by species were available feeGe;

o0 Spanish data were available only for 2012;

o Information on fishing sub-regions were not alwaysilable for France for a
part of the landings (an average of 27% from 20082). These landings
were taken into account for the total landings toe biological indicators
calculation, but it was not possible to allocatenthto a specific stock due to
the lack of information on regions where catchesaweade.

0 EWG 14-12 decided not to use 2013 SHI values sific€013 data were not
available for all MS and (ii) previous experiena@stshown that landings data
submitted by MS is in many cases incomplete antinpreary, and likely to
be changed in subsequent data uploads. Data framc&rand Denmark for
instance were not available for 2013.

Additional information was provided by tla& hoccontractor on the % of landings (in value
and weight) covered by stocks for which values @B kysy are available (see Annex III).
This information was used to assess the coverageeatata and the reliability of the SHI for
the fleet segments under consideration.

2.4.1.3 Findings for the SHI

Due to the large number of issues and problemdifahwith the SHI (see sections 2.4.1.4
and 2.4.1.5 below), the Expert Group consideretlithaould be inappropriate to draw any
conclusions on the SHI indicator, or to assessifStHtator trends.

Table 2.6 presents the coverage for the SHI indic&ts the SHI is based on those stocks for
which the F/Fmsy can be calculated make up >40% eftotal landings value of the fleet
segment, the overall indicator coverage is muchetavan the values presented in Table 2.4
above.
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Table 2.6 Coverage of representative SHI in termsf@ercentage landed value, landed weight, number ofessels, GT, and engine kW by MS
and year.Representative means the indicator was calculatestdcks which make up >40% of the value of feEgment landings.

MS Landed value Landed weight Number of vessels Gross tonnage Engine power (kW)
2008 | 2009| 2010| 2011| 2012| 2008| 2009| 2010| 2011| 2012| 2008 | 2009| 2010| 2011| 2012] 2008| 2009| 2010| 2011| 2012| 2008| 2009| 2010| 2011| 2012
BEL 98.7% | 98.5% | 98.7% | 97.5% | 91.7%| 98.9% | 97.1% | 100.0% | 96.3% | 90.2% ] 98.0% | 97.8% | 98.8% | 91.6% | 93.9% | 99.1% | 98.4% | 98.6% | 96.7% | 91.4% | 99.3% | 98.4% | 98.6% | 96.1% | 92.3%
DEU 64.1% | 67.7% | 66.8% | 38.8% | 31.3%] 82.9% | 83.9% | 77.9% | 44.8% | 45.0% | 81.0% | 81.5% | 81.7% | 80.9% | 80.9% | 53.1% | 46.5% | 47.4% | 25.3% | 16.4% ] 56.6% | 54.8% | 54.8% | 40.7% | 34.6%
DNK 56.0% | 77.3% | 81.3% | 80.9% | 80.4%] 67.3% | 86.8% | 88.3% | 86.1% | 84.3%| 18.2% | 21.7% | 21.5% | 21.2% | 22.3% 59.8% | 81.2% | 80.5% | 81.6% | 82.8% | 48.2% | 63.4% | 62.7% | 63.3% | 64.6%
ESP ND ND ND ND | 37.1% ND ND ND ND | 32.4% ND ND ND ND | 10.1% ND ND ND ND | 41.6% ND ND ND ND | 30.9%
EST 84.5% | 83.1% | 81.6% | 80.6% | 76.7%| 92.6% | 92.0% | 95.7% | 95.1% | 93.0%] 16.1% | 15.2% | 14.8% | 13.9% | 13.4%| 39.3% | 45.1% | 43.3% | 40.3% | 38.3% | 45.6% | 48.4% | 47.2% | 44.4% | 43.5%
FIN 68.2% | 64.4% | 65.6% | 66.5% | 67.6%]92.4% | 91.9% | 91.6%| 91.5% | 86.3%| 4.3%| 3.5%| 3.2%| 3.3%| 4.6%| 63.2% | 63.7% | 62.7% | 67.8% | 64.4% | 27.4% | 25.9% | 24.7% | 28.2% | 27.8%
5 |FRA ND | 27.1% | 27.6% | 25.3% | 25.6% ND | 21.0% | 28.3% | 23.5% | 28.4% ND | 23.4% | 11.9% | 12.3% | 12.2% ND | 36.7% | 36.6% | 35.6% | 33.6% ND | 27.2% | 22.4% | 22.2% | 21.3%
é GBR 41.5% | 48.8% | 45.6% | 50.2% | 47.9%| 62.6% | 63.7% | 61.0% | 62.7% | 63.4%] 3.9%| 17.2% | 3.8%| 17.5%| 3.4%| 52.5% | 53.8% | 53.2% | 54.4% | 53.7%| 31.9% | 37.1% | 32.8% | 37.4% | 33.0%
<  lIRL 36.7% | 47.9% | 36.4% | 37.1% | 46.1%] 77.2% | 80.9% | 78.1%| 69.5% | 70.2%| 2.3%| 2.7%| 2.1%| 2.1%| 2.0%| 47.3% | 53.9% | 50.9% | 46.7% | 46.1% | 28.1% | 32.4% | 30.0% | 29.6% | 30.5%
LTU 96.0% | 79.0% | 99.8% | 81.8% | 69.3%| 99.1% | 68.6% | 99.9% | 66.7% | 60.1%] 33.6% | 31.9% | 100% | 28.0% | 34.0% | 97.7% | 83.4% | 100% | 82.6% | 83.6% | 86.6% | 71.9% | 100% | 67.2% | 70.6%
LVA 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%| 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%| 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%] 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%| 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%
NLD 74.4% | 44.8% | 43.3% | 42.9% | 69.8%| 93.0% | 12.7% | 12.4% | 12.7% | 89.7%] 27.7% | 56.1% | 19.1% | 57.0% | 18.5%| 76.9% | 32.7% | 30.1% | 32.0% | 84.5% | 74.2% | 52.0% | 45.5% | 52.9% | 72.7%
POL ND ND ND | 83.4% | 85.4% ND ND ND | 88.9% | 89.2% ND ND ND | 30.6% | 35.1% ND ND ND | 67.2% | 68.4% ND ND ND | 60.3% | 62.2%
PRT 17.4% | 19.3% | 18.3% | 20.0%| 26.9%| 9.1%| 12.0%| 11.1%| 12.8% | 12.2%| 0.2%| 0.3%| 0.3%| 0.3%| 0.3%] 32.1%| 33.4% | 35.2% | 34.3% | 35.1%] 8.9%| 9.6%| 9.9%| 9.7%|10.1%
SWE 77.4% | 63.9% | 76.1% | 76.9% | 75.0%| 94.0% | 89.8% | 95.3% | 94.9% | 93.7%] 49.1% | 45.6% | 49.1% | 46.8% | 50.1% | 82.8% | 65.7% | 83.9% | 83.1% | 83.0% | 65.6% | 54.6% | 66.1% | 63.5% | 63.6%
BGR ND ND ND ND| 51.1% ND ND ND ND | 46.3% ND ND ND ND | 20.6% ND ND ND ND | 60.3% ND ND ND ND | 42.2%
CcYP ND ND ND ND 0.0% ND ND ND ND [ 0.0% ND ND ND ND | 0.0% ND ND ND ND | 0.0% ND ND ND ND | 0.0%
ESP ND ND ND ND | 78.5% ND ND ND ND | 84.9% ND ND ND ND | 40.6% ND ND ND ND | 83.9% ND ND ND ND | 74.5%
FRA ND ND ND ND | 18.5% ND ND ND ND | 6.2% ND ND ND ND | 1.3% ND ND ND ND | 22.7% ND ND ND ND | 8.6%
5 |GRC ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
é HRV NA NA NA NA| 75.4% NA NA NA NA | 94.7% NA NA NA NA | 43.3% NA NA NA NA | 69.7% NA NA NA NA |61.7%
< |ma ND ND ND ND| 60.3% ND ND ND ND | 67.8% ND ND ND ND | 22.4% ND ND ND ND | 77.0% ND ND ND ND | 58.4%
MLT ND ND ND ND 0% ND ND ND ND 0% ND ND ND ND 0% ND ND ND ND 0% ND ND ND ND 0%
PRT ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 0% ND ND ND ND 0% ND ND ND ND 0%
ROU ND ND ND ND | 38.1% ND ND ND ND | 24.0% ND ND ND ND | 68.3% ND ND ND ND | 77.1% ND ND ND ND | 71.0%
SVN ND ND ND ND | 20.6% ND ND ND ND | 32.6% ND ND ND ND | 4.5% ND ND ND ND [ 7.6% ND ND ND ND | 7.5%
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The coverage of representative SHI indicator valuases depending on whether it is
calculated with regards to the landed value oftetclanded weight of catches, the number
of fishing vessels, vessel GT, or vessel engine &erall when calculated with regards to
the number of vessels, representative coverageHbfisSlow in the great majority of MS,
whilst it is the highest when put in relation toded catch weights.

There are considerable variations between MS. Na tacalculate the SHI was available in
2008-2011 for Spain, in 2008 for France, in 200&20or Greece, and 2008-2010 for
Poland. SHI for Croatia was calculated for 2011 3Ad2; Croatia joined the EU in 2013.
Belgium, Latvia and Sweden have the highest reptatee coverage of SHI indicator
values, whilst Malta, Cyprus and Portugal have Vewycoverage.

In Area 37 SHI estimates are only available for204nd coverage in the great majority of
MS is very low.

Overall it is clear that coverage of representatnatues of the SHI is too variable,
inconsistent and low in the great majority of MSagsess the extent to which each fleet relies
(economically) on stocks that are fished aboveetargtes.

2.4.1.4 General Biological Indicator Issues, Problems anddats

Paragraph 3 of the introduction to the current 2Ba¥ance Indicator Guidelines prepared by
the Commission (COM(2014) 545 Final) asserts tbatefich fleet segment, the extent to
which each fleet relies on stocks that are fish®alva the target rates, and an assessment of
how many stocks that make up a significant patheir catches are at biological risk due to
low abundance and are significantly affected by ftet, will allow an assessment of the
imbalance between each fleet segment and the stoeksely on.

The indicators devised and prescribed in the 20&krRe Indicator Guidelines to assess
each of the above criteria are as follows:

a) Sustainable Harvest Indicator (SHI); used tacaig the extent to which each fleet
relies on stocks that are fished above the taegesr

b) Stocks at Risk (SAR) indicator; used to assess Mmany stocks that make up a
significant part of their catches are at biologicek due to low abundance and are
significantly affected by the fleet.

EWGs 12-14 / 14-21 noted several general issueshndiifect the overall reliability of the
biological indicators, most of which had alreadghdighlighted at previous STECF EWG
meetings (see section 2.4.1.5 below). These geisstas are presented below together with
some suggestions on appropriate measures to adtressituation and to improve the
accuracy of the biological indicator calculations.

Several changes to the current indicators are bgiogosed (see section 2.7 below). The
considerations outlined below would however remaalid even if the proposed new

indicators are adopted since data needs for themdieators would be similar to those of the
current biological indicators SHI and SAR.

The manner in which DCF landings data provided b$ Bte currently attributed to the

relevant stocks (illustrated in Annex I) has toedabt been peer reviewed or validated. The
SHI and SAR indicators are calculated dy hoccontracts, and provided to STECF EWGs
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for interpretation. Due to the large number of flsegments and indicators to consider and
the limited amount of time available during CapaddWGs, it has not been possible to

review calculation methods. EWG 14-12 / 14-21 thassider that the stock reference list
(see Annex 1) being used in the annual calculabiothe SHI and SAR indicator (or the new

proposed indicators) should be peer reviewed bydicdted STECF EWG, or verified by the

relevant bodies (ICES, GFCM) before further useaastandard in the annual balance
indicator calculations.

In the Mediterranean the division of stocks acaogdio Geographical Sub-Areas (GSAS) is
currently used for stock assessment and managemepbses. Landings information at
species level is however currently not availabl&T&CF EWGs at GSA level: the economic
data call asks for data at the level of FAO StaasDivisions (larger areas than GSA level),
whilst the Mediterranean and Black Sea data catestricted to only some of the species
caught by the fleets. A similar issue appliesdms ICES stocks which are identified for
smaller areas than the FAO statistical level attWHDCF data is currently being requested
from MS (e.g.: scallop stocks in the English Chdnms a consequence there remains some
concern that landings may have not been corrediibcaed to the relevant stocks when
calculating the biological balance indicators. EWW&12 thus considers that in future, DCF
landings data should be requested at Level 4 ofgdwgraphic stratification by Regional
Fisheries Management Organisations listed in Anhex Commission Decision 93/2010
through the relevant JRC data calls.

Biological indicators could not be calculated fteets operating in Other Fishing Regions
(OFR), and for vessels operating exclusively ogtsithion waters. Whilst information on the
most recent stock assessment results for stockeipby EU vessels operating in OFR as
required for the calculation of the SHI (or the pveed NOS indictor, see section 2.7) is
available in annual STECF review of advice repdes. STECF 13-14), time series of
fishing mortality estimates from analytical stocksassments are not readily available since
there is no consolidated stock status databasestémks of interest to the EU in OFR.
Moreover, landings data from the economic data alhggregated for all OFRs (e.g.
combining landings data from the Indian Ocean d@dSouthern Atlantic etc.). This data is
thus not suitable to calculate biological indicatdior which landings data at stock level is
required.

Landings weights / values are not always givenahroercial species level, but several
species may be clustered together into genericpgniga such as ‘marine fish’, ‘rays’ or
species complexes (e.g. landingsLophius bugegassand Lophius piscatoriugend to be
reported in the generic category of ‘anglerfish’ ‘oronkfish’). For such species, total
landings values were divided equally by the nunddestocks, which is likely to result in an
inaccurate estimation of landings by species. EW@G2A suggests that MS increase efforts to
provide the landing values at the species leva$ asquired under the DCF. Where species
are difficult to distinguish at landing sites, tbentributions of different species can still be
estimated by taking samples and estimating coritabuatios of different species, as long as
an adequate sampling strategy is in place.

Coastal fisheries of several MS target stocks wiaieh assessed at national level, which at
present are not included in the indicator calcafeti Such national assessments should be
included in order to improve the quality and cogeraf biological indicator calculations. A
necessary prerequisite would be the availabilityaoflings values and weights at the same
geographic stratification level as the stock dmttion. The inclusion of such stock
assessment data should be made after review bypropaiate scientific body.
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As previously highlighted (see report of EWG 13-1gre is an urgent need to increase the
knowledge on stock status by increasing the nurabawailable stock assessments in order
to improve the representativeness and utility of thological indicators. EWG 14-12
compiled a list of priority stocks for which stoaksessments should be carried out in order to
increase the % of stocks for which values of F &hjdy can be included in indicator
calculations. The thirty most important stocks @mh®n catch values) targeted by fleet
segments which together generated 80% of totailgsdsalues in FAO major fishing areas
27 (Northeast Atlantic) and 37 (Mediterranean aracB Sea) are presented in Annex Il
Those stocks for which no stock assessments aitalaleaare also identified in Annex II.
Annex Il should be updated when landings datataglaer level of geographic resolution are
available, i.e. at stock- rather than FAO statataivision- level landings data.

As in some cases economic indicators are calculaedlustered fleet segments, a direct
comparison of biological and economic indicatouesl at fleet segment level is problematic.
One way of addressing this issue is to also caleulmlogical indicator values for clustered
fleet segments. However prior to doing this obsgineonsistencies in the clustering of fleet
segments when calculating economic indicators shbel addressed. A sensitivity analysis
should be carried out, calculating biological iredars for clustered and unclustered fleet
segments, and assessing the impact clusteringrhasdator values. If trends and overall
conclusions for MS fleet segments based on biokbgndicators is similar with and without
clustering, adopting the same clustering approasdd uor the calculation of economic
indicators is suggested for the calculation ofdujidal indicators.

2.4.1.5 SHI Issues, Problems and Caveats

In addition to the general issues which affect thesrall reliability of the biological
indicators, several problems specific to the natditdie SHI calculations were identified.

EWG 14-12 realised that for the Mediterranean alatilBSea the SHI was calculated using
only one F/lysy estimate for the whole time series of landing galuonly the most recent

fishing mortality rate calculated for each stockrgygorted in the report of STECF EWG 13-
14 was used in the calculation of the indicatonc8ithe time series of the SHI for the
Mediterranean based on this input data is erronemig SHI values for 2012 are reported in
the MS indicator table (see section 2.5 for linkable).

The SHI, used in isolation, merely provides therage ratio of F/fsy for those stocks
caught by a specific fleet segment, weighted byvlee of the landed catch from each of
those stocks by that fleet segment. The resultalge simply indicates whether a particular
fleet segment may be economically dependent orkstihat are estimated to be fished at a
rate not consistent with fishing apéy. To use this indicator to assess whether a péaticu
fleet segment is in balance with its fishing oppoities could be wholly misleading.
Moreover, the SHI can give misleading results altbet extent to which a fleet segment
relied on over-harvested stocks and secondly, daésprovide any indication as to the
overall contribution a fleet segment makes to therall catch from an over-harvested stock.
Due to the calculation method, a fleet segmenthzare a SHI value (average kpéy) below

1 even if one or more stocks was, in that yeandsied abovefsy.
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Indeed, previous STECF Balance EY§@nd STECF plenary repoftsepeatedly expressed
concern about the usefulness of the SHI and theneran which it was being estimated. The
main issues highlighted by STECF in the past are:

- Quality checking of biological indicator calculat® should take place before
Balance EWG meetings;

- Databases with historical results of stock assestrfer the Mediterranean, the
Black Sea and Other Fishing Regions (OFR) are reduio increase indicator
coverage and to calculate indicator time-seriestfese regions;

- The SHI and its utility for assessing the balaneénmeen fishing capacity and
fishing opportunities is not well understood;

- The SHI integrates information on the harvest @ftehe stocks, the landings
composition, and the prices of the various fishcggse which makes it difficult to
draw clear conclusions.

- The SHI may deliver a value of less than 1 fortfeEgments which partly rely on
individual stocks harvested at rates abovgyF hence masking instances of
unsustainable fishing;

- The SHI may deliver a value of more than 1 fortfleEgments which are not over-
capacity with regards to their permitted harvegiarsfunities;

- The SHI may flag problems with a certain fleet seghdespite the fact that the
main problem lies with another fleet segment, whiclurn may not necessarily
be flagged;

- The limited number of fleet segments for which gresentative indicator
coverage can be achieved severely limits the use$slof the SHI indicator.

It is further stated in STECF PLEN-13-0%TECF concludes that the added value of the
sustainable harvest indicator to the indicatorsealdy in use is not clear at the moment. It
would be useful to investigate the sensitivity leé indicator value to changes in the
underlying developments and draw conclusions oratiteal responsiveness and usefulness
of this indicator. An evaluation of the value ofstindicator will only be informative if it is
based on concrete case study dat@uch an investigation has not been carried loyever,
the following simple hypothetical example illusgathow a misleading result of SHI can
arise.

10 Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee Fasheries (STECF) — Review of national

reports on Member States efforts to achieve baltweteeen fleet capacity and fishing opportunities
(STECF-12-18). 2012. Publications Office of the &he&an Union, Luxembourg, EUR 25600 EN, JRC
76704, 84 pp.

Scientific, Technical and Economic Committe® fisheries (STECF) — Assessment of
balance indicators for key fleet segments and vewi€ national reports on Member States efforts to
achieve balance between fleet capacity and fisbgprtunities (STECF-13-28). 2013. Publications
Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, EUR 268N JRC 86350, 140 pp.

Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee Fisheries (STECF) — 41st Plenary Meeting
Report (PLEN-12-03). 2012. Publications Office b&tEuropean Union, Luxembourg, EUR 25579
EN, JRC 76701,

Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee féisheries (STECF) — 42nd Plenary
Meeting Report (PLEN-13-01). 2013. Publicationsi€¥fof the European Union, Luxembourg, EUR
25969 EN, JRC 81549;

Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee Fsheries (STECF) — 44th Plenary Meeting
Report (PLEN-13-03). 2013. Publications Office b&tEuropean Union, Luxembourg, EUR 26332
EN, JRC 86096, 124 pp
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Consider the case presented in Table 2.7 belowth®rfollowing two hypothetical fleet
segments A and B.

Table 2.7 Hypothetical landings value by species iarbitrary currency units (CUs) for
each fleet and the resulting SHI indicator values.

Reference year 20xx  Landings value by fleet segment
Stock F/IFMSY Segment A Segment B
cod 1.3 10 100
haddock | 0.9 8 500
whiting | 1.2 2 50
plaice 0.8 0 400
sole 11 0 50

Total landings 20 1,100

SHI value 1.13 0.92

The resulting SHI values for fleets A and B are3lahd 0.92 respectively. This could be
interpreted to mean that fleet A was more dependentoverfished’ stocks than fleet B,
where ‘overfished’ in this sense means at a rade ithgreater thanyfsy. According to the
F/Rusy estimates, the stocks that were overfished inillustration were cod, whiting and
sole. The landings value of ‘overfished’ stocksflegt segment A comprised 10 Currency
Units (CU) for cod, 2 CU for whiting and 0 CU fools, whereas the corresponding values
for ‘overfished’ stocks by fleet segment B are 100, 50 CU and 50 CU. The main issue to
note is that, in this example, using the SHI toigateé that a fleet is out of balance with
available fishing opportunities, may give rise tinclusions and even to an Action Plan to
reduce the capacity of fleet segment A when initsgahost of the excess fishing mortality
was being generated by fleet B. In such circum&snié only fleet segment A was reduced
in capacity, the net effect on k& would be relatively small.

A further complication is that because the SHlasdxl on landings value, the impact of the
catch of both fleet segments on the fishing maxtatite on the stocks that they harvest is
ignored.

The simple example outlined above shows that ugiagHI as an indicator to illustrate that
a fleet segment may be out of balance with avaldishing opportunities could give rise to
inappropriate conclusions regarding balance, arasesyuently to ineffective management
action. As a result, EWG 14-21 considers that geaf the SHI as an indicator to inform on
whether a fleet segment may have been of out aihlbal with available fishing opportunities
should be abandoned and replaced by two alternatiseators, the Number of Over-

harvested Stocks (NOS) and the Economic Dependedayator (EDI), which are described

below.

2.4.2 Stocks at Risk Indicator (SAR)

The Stocks at Risk indicator is a measure of homyrmstocks are being affected by the
activities of the fleet segment that are biolodicalulnerable — in other words, stocks which
are at low levels and are at risk of not being ableeplenish themselves and which are either
important in the catches of the fleet segment oerelthe fleet segment is important in the
overall effects of fishing on the stock. Accorditmgthe 2014 Guidelines to Member States, if
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a fleet segment has an impact on one or more stacksgh biological risk, this is an
indicator of a potential capacity imbalance. Ifleef segment takes more than 10% of its
catches taken from a stock which is at risk, thisild be treated as an indication of
imbalance.

2.4.2.1 Method of Calculating, Presenting and AssessingiRg

The SAR indicator aims to count the number of s$atiat are exploited by a fleet segment
which are currently assessed as being at high dicdbrisk. According the the definition of
the SAR indicator in the 2014 Balance Indicator delines, a stock at high biological risk
means a stock which is either:

a) assessed as being below thg Biological level; or

b) subject to an advice to close the fishery, to grblirected fisheries, to reduce the fishery t® th
lowest possible level, or similar advice from atemnational advisory body, even where such
advice is given on a data-limited basis; or

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

d) a stock which is on the IUCN ‘red list’or is listég¢t CITES.

AND for which either:

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

This can be expressed, for each fleet segmentingtohstocks of fish, as:
i=n
(1if (Ci > 0.1Ct)or( Ci > 0.1Ti); otherwise 0)

=1

where

Ci= catch, Ct = total catch of all stocks takently fleet segment, Ti = total catch of stock i
taken by all segments, for n stocks that fall @y one of categories a) to c) above.

The following describes, step by step, how theaatdir was calculated for consideration by
EWG 14-12:

1. DCF landings data provided by MS were attributedht® relevant stocks. The stock
reference list used in the calculation of the SA&gator is provided in Annex I.
2. Selection of the stocks :
a. Where B, and SSB data were available, and SSBsBhe stock was
selected for the relevant year
b. The STECF report on Review of Scientific Advice erSolidated Advice on
Fish Stocks of Interest to the European Union foi& as well as stock
assessment information from ICES, GFCM, or otheMBRFreports were
checked to identify stocks which are subject to:
- Closure of fisheries;
- Prohibition of direct fisheries;
- Reduction of fisheries to the lowest possible level
c. TAC and quotas listings for each year were chedkeadentify stocks where
the status is identified as RED — that is, ‘theckts outside safe biological
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limits while not under a long-term plan, or is dijto a scientific advice that
there should be no fishing.’

d. CITES listings for the classes Actinopterygii andadfobranchii were
downloaded from the CITES Listed Species Dataamed checked against
DCF landings data submitted by MS.

3. Fleet segments where the total landed volume ¢tbek st risk is either greater than
10% of the total landed volume for all stocks lashtdg the fleet, or greater than 10%
of the total landed volume for the stock at riskdblyfleets in the relevant Area were
identified.

The SAR calculation did not distinguish betweemrffleegments which did no land any stocks
considered at risk, fleet segments for which lagslidata was not submitted by MS, and fleet
segments for which landings data was submittecbther problems were encountered (e.g. a
lack of information on fishing sub-regions in these of France). A lacking SAR value in the

MS balance indicator table does thus not necegsamdlan that the fleet segment was not
assessed. Instead the SAR values presented in$heaMnce indicator table (see section 2.5
for link to table) need to be interpreted as fokow

SAR value is 1 or more
One or more stocks landed by the fleet segmenatanggh biological risk, and the stock(s)
makes up more than 10% of the catches of the ftedhe fleet takes more than 10% of the
catches of the stock(s).

SAR value is 0

One or more stock(s) landed by the fleet segmenaahigh biological risk, but the stock(s)
do not make up more than 10% of the catches ofl¢gle¢, and the fleet does not take more
than 10% of the catches of the stock(s).

No SAR value (i.e. there is a dash ‘-‘in the indacaable)

This can represent one of three possible situations

1. The fleet segment did no land any stocks consitat risk;

2. The fleet segments could not be assessed dukbi of landings data;

3. The fleet segment could not be assessed duprttbem with the submitted data.

In order to facilitate the interpretation of SARJicator values, EWG 14-12 commented on
SAR indicator values as follows to identify fleefgsnents where there is/are:
0 Lack of dataLandings data unavailable for the entire timeese2008-2012
o Insufficient recent dataData unavailable for one of more of the last 3
consecutive years in relation to the reference 26ape

SAR trends were not calculated due to the largebaurof issues and problems identified
with the SAR (see sections 2.4.1.4 and 2.4.2.4).

2.4.2.2 SAR Data Availability and Reliability

12 http://www.speciesplus.net/
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Data quality was a major concern when calculatimdy @tempting to interpret the SAR:

o No data on landings by species were available feeGe;

0 Spanish data were available only for 2012;

o Information on fishing sub-regions were not alwaysilable for France for a part of
the landings (an average of 27% from 2008-2012ks€handings were taken into
account for the total landings for the biologiaadlicators calculation, but it was not
possible to allocate them to a specific stock duthé lack of information on regions
where catches were made.

0 EWG 14-12 decided not to use 2013 SAR values si(ige2013 data were not
available for all MS and (ii) previous experiencashshown that landings data
submitted by MS is in many cases incomplete andinpreary, and likely to be
changed in subsequent data uploads. Data from &rand Denmark for instance
were not available for 2013.

2.4.2.3 Findings for the SAR

Due to the large number of issues and problemgifeiehwith the SAR (see sections 2.4.1.4
above and 2.4.2.4 below), the Expert Group consdiérat it would be inappropriate to draw
any conclusions on the SAR indicator, or to asS&€R indicator trends.

2.4.2.4 SAR Issues Problems and Caveats
See also section 2.4.1.4 on general biologicatatdr issues, problems and caveats above.

According to the 2014 indicator guidelines (COM(2D545 final), if a fleet segment takes
more than 10% of its catches from a stock whiclatisisk, this could be treated as an
indicator of imbalance The Expert Group considers that this is not geadly true, but it
can be used to indicate that a fleet segment maydothy of further investigation to
determine whether it is not in balance with ithiing opportunities.

The EWG 14-12 also discussed the threshold, anednibiat the current 10% threshold is
arbitrary. EWG 14-12 suggests that the SAR indicticeshold is tested in a future STECF
Balance EWG by carrying out a sensitivity analyssing different percentage thresholds as
a cut-off point in order to investigate the impatdifferent thresholds (the same applies for
the proposed NSR indicator threshold of 10%; seBme2.7).

Although the 2014 Balance Indicator Guidelines #gecatch data should be used to
calculate the SAR indicator, the calculations wsased on landings data. This was due to the
fact that the required catch data was not avail&bléhe experts calculating the indicator
through amd hoccontract. The lack of information on by-catch amstdrds is an important
omission, constraining the usefulness of the irndic&WGs 14/12 / 14-21 therefore consider
that the use of landings data from the economia datl to calculate biological indicators
which should be based on catch data is not appatgrand a separate (dedicated) data call
could in future be requested. Alternatively fut@®nomic data calls should be altered to
request all the data required for the calculatibtine biological balance indicators.

With the exception of stocks assessed as beingvbitle B, biological level, identifying
and categorising ‘stocks at risk’ is subjective doea range of terminology used in stock
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advice. The Expert Group suggests in future to ipgewvo versions of the SAR; one based
on Bin values (criterion &Y and a second based on criteria b-d given in theeBnes. The
details of these changes are detailed further e déction 2.7 on proposed changes to
indicators.

In order to consider IUCN data in future (criteridp, the precise IUCN categories to be
included in the SAR indicator calculations needbéospecified. EWG 14-12 suggests that
future SAR indicator calculations include landindata from all species categorised as
threatened by IUCN, i.e. listed as ‘Critically Endaered (CR)’, ‘Endangered (EN)’ or
‘Vulnerable (VU)' by IUCN*.

Several species were recently added to CITESABIES Bangkok Meeting, 2013). Stocks
of such species were not taken into account simedarmal process was still ongoing when
the SAR indicator was being calculated. Prior tiedating SAR indicator values in future, it

needs to be ensured that the most recent CITESglist used.

In addition to the IUCN Red List and CITES, specis$s from other conventions (e.g.
OSPAR and CMS, Barcelona Convention, etc.) coultuiare be considered. However the
data sources underpinning the relevant speciesdgssshould be verified on a case by case
basis. Once the calculation of the DCF Indicatanl'Conservation Status of Fish Species’
(CSF) proceeds beyond its current preliminary statuhis could be a useful source of
information for the calculation of the SAR indicato

EWG 14-12 considers that a time consuming dataegaii exercise would be necessary to
include all these listings, and that such an egerahould be separated from the actual
calculation of the indicator. In order to accuratedliculate the SAR indicator in future, this
information should be gathered and peer revieweld iveadvance of the calculation of the
SAR indicator. A continuously updated database vatbcks at risk’ could be established,
made publicly available to ensure transparency,used to provide the necessary input data
for this indicator. Until an all the above aspeats taken into account EWG 14-12 / 14-21
considers that the calculation of the SAR indicaitorits present form should not be
continued. Instead only information on the NumbérStocks at Risk (NSR) based on
criterion (a), i.e. stocks assessed as being b&8gy should be considered although the
implications of the NSR indicator values for di#et fleet segments need to be carefully
considered (see section 2.7 on proposed changeditators below).

2.4.3 Return on Investment (ROI) or Return on Fixed Tialeghssets (RoFTA)

The Return on Investment (ROI) or Return on Fixethdible Assets (RoFTA) indicator
compares the long-term profitability of the fishirfteet segment to other available
investments. If this value is less than the lovi-feng term interest rates available elsewhere,
then this suggests that the fleet segment may éecapitalised. If the return on investment or
net profit is less than zero and less than the &esilable long-term risk-free interest rate,

3 1n 2012 only 10% of stocks selected for inclusiorihe SAR indicator were stocks assessed as tbeitoyy
the B, level, 90% of the remaining stocks were selectased on the qualitative criteria (criteria b-d
in the 2014 Balance Indicator Guidelines).

4 http://www.iucnredlist.org/static/categories_aride 3_1

15 For further details see the following repd@ES. 2013. Report of the Workshop on DCF Indicgtad - 25
October 2013, ICES Headquarters, Copenhagen, Dekni@ES CM 2013/ACOM:38. 81 pp.
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this is an indication of long-term economic inefiecy that could indicate the existence of an
imbalance.

2.4.3.1 Method of Calculating, Presenting and AssessindgRibéor RoFTA
Return on Investment (ROI)

ROI (also referred to as capital productivity) lie treturn of the investment divided by the
cost of the investment. It measures profits intir@teto the capital invested, i.e. indicates how
profitable a sector is relative to its total assé&tse higher the return, the more efficient the
sector is in utilising its asset base.

When data on intangible assets (e.g. fishing righégural resource) are not available, the
Return on Fixed Tangible Assets (ROFTA) is usedraapproximation of ROI.

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

ROI is compared against a Target Reference poiRPJT For this exercise, the 5-year
average of the risk free long-term interest rateech MS was used.

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

RoOFTA* is calculated as:
Net profit* / (fleet depreciated replacement vajue)

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

According to the 2014 Balance Indicator Guidelirie®)| is preferably used if it is available.
When ROI is unavailable, then RoFTA should be usedthe case when both are
unavailable, then Net Profit margin should be used.

ROI or RoOFTA trends were calculated according ® filiers detailed below for the years
2010-2012.
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Table 2.8 Methodology used to automatically generate commentsn ROl or ROFTA
indicator trends.

Filter 1 Filter 2 Result

At least 3 consecutive yearSlope* >0.5 Increasing

with data Slope* <-0.5 Decreasing
-0.5<Slope*<0.5 No significant trend**

No time series of at least |3 No conclusion (Null value)

consecutive years

* The slope is calculated with the intercept of tiead line / the first value of the trend (a/i0)
** A threshold of 50% is use to indicate whetheg tralue is significant or not.

EWG 14-12 commented on Rol and/or RoFTA indica@ugs as follows to identify fleet
segments where there is/are:
o Lack of dataData unavailable for the entire time series 20082
o Lack of data / clusteData unavailable for the entire time series 20082
due to clustering
o Lack of data/.IC.: Data unavailable for the entire time serie@820012 due
to Inconsistent Clustering (I.C.)
o Insufficient recent datéData unavailable for one of more of the last 3
consecutive years in relation to the reference 26ape
o Insufficient recent data / clustdData unavailable for one of more of the last 3
consecutive years in relation to the reference £6a@ due to clustering
o Insufficient recent data /C.: Data unavailable for one of more of the last 3
consecutive years in relation to the reference 286a@ due to Inconsistent
Clustering (I.C.)

Fleet segments frequently need to be grouped tegeth clusters in order to deliver
economic data that does not breach confidentieditgirements; fleet segments should only
be clustered when the number of vessels in thet #egment is too low to ensure
confidentiality of sensitive economic data. As emmic data is often only provided by the
main fleet segment contained in the cluster, therominor fleet segments in the cluster may
not contain any data. As this may not be a caseisding data, in addition td.ack of data’
and ‘Insufficient recent data’comments includingCluster’ and ‘I.C." for Inconsistent
Clusteringwere also provided.

2.4.3.2 ROI or ROFTA Data Availability and Reliability

According to experts’ opinion during the AER EWG-04 and EWG 14-05, several MS
fleets were excluded from the time series analgéése EU fishing fleet and trend analyses
for reasons either related to the coverage, amplfality of the data submitted. MS fleets that
were excluded from time series analyses due mainlgcomplete datasets over the period
2008-2012 included: France, Spain and Greece. Bi8sflthat were excluded due mainly to
guestionable datasets included: Bulgaria, Cro&prus and Malta. Indicator values for
these latter MS fleets should be considered withesocaution.
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An important further issue which hindered the iptetation of indicator trends were
inconsistently clustered fleet segments throughioeitime series. If clustering is inconsistent
over time, any trends observed may be erroneous.

2.4.3.3 Findings for ROI or ROFTA

Overall, ROFTA trends were estimated for 197 fleegments, of which 92 showed an
increasing trend over the period 2010-2012, 97t flsgments revealed a decreasing trend
and 8 showed no significant trend.

In Area 27, the situation is globally characteridmdfleet segments (n=365) for which no
conclusion on trend in indicator values could bgcdined. Of these 365 fleet segments, a
large portion is due to fleet segments that haen lmbustered (n=121) and hence do not have
indicator values (i.e. these are not necessarygsaf ‘lack of data’ or ‘insufficient recent
data’ to assess trends). Furthermore, the numbfeeifsegments with no conclusion could
be reduced significantly (n=126) if MS used a cst&sit approach to clustering over the time
series in order to provide sensitive economic datder the DCF. Of the 142 fleet segments
for which RoFTA trends were calculated, 67 showedirecreasing trend, 69 showed a
decreasing trend, and 6 showed no significant trend

In Area 37, although data coverage of MS fleetsuger, the situation was similar to that in
Area 27, with 21 fleet segments showing an increpROI trend, 26 a decreasing ROI trend
and 2 fleet segments revealed no significant Réxdr

Of the 507 fleet segments assessed over the p2008-2012, ROI trends were calculated
for 53 fleet segments, 29 of which showed an irgirgatrend, 17 a decreasing trend, and 7
showed no significant trend. No conclusion could dsawn on the remaining 454 fleet

segments due to lack of (n=441) or insufficienterdcdata, often caused by inconsistent
clustering over the time series.

No trends could be characterised for fleet segmeptyating in Other Fishing Regions
(OFR).
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Table 2.9 ROI or RoOFTA trends per Area and MS— Numbers of fleet segments where
ROI trends are increasing, decreasing, or not shgpany significant trends, together with an
indication of the number of fleet segments for viahmo conclusion was possible. Reasons for
why no conclusion on trends was possible are aisaqged.

Rol - Trends (2010-2012) No Conclusion - Rol
No No. Insufficient Insufficient Insufficient

MS [Increasing |Decreasing |significant .No of MS recent recent recent Lack of
Supra trend conclusion |trend Supra data data / data / 1.C. data/NA

Region Obs. Region cluster
BEL 12 0 BEL 12
DEU 26 0 DEU 26

DNK 6 3 6 4 15 DNK 4

ESP 67 0 ESP 5 1 61
EST 3 1 7 4 EST 1 6
FIN 6 0 FIN 6
N FRA 113 0 N FRA 113
E GBR 17 9 26| 26 E GBR 26
< IRL 45 0 < IRL 45
LTU 6 0 LTU 6
LVA 6 0 LVA 6

NLD 3 4 1 2 8 NLD 2
POL 30 0 POL 30
PRT 65 0 PRT 65
SWE 39 0 SWE 39
Total AREA27 29 17 7 454 53 Total AREA27 9 2 2 441
BGR 35 0 BGR 35
CYP 8 0 CYP 8
ESP 50 0 ESP 50
FRA 72 0 FRA 72
5 [GRC 1] o 5 [GRC 11
E HRV 54 0 E HRV 1 1 52
< ITA 31 0 < ITA 31
MLT 4 26 4 MLT 11 15
PRT 1 0 PRT 1
ROU 2 13 2 ROU 2 1 10
SVN 6 0 SVN 6
Total AREA37 6 0 0 307 6 Total AREA37 12 3 1 291
DEU 3 0 DEU 3
ESP 61 0 ESP 61
EST 1 0 EST 1
e FRA 25 0 e FRA 25
o ITA 2 0 o ITA 2
LTU 2 0 LTU 2
POL 1 0 POL 1
PRT 22 0 PRT 22
Total OFR 0 0 0 117 0 Total OFR 0 0 0 117
Total 35 17 7 878 59 Total 21 5 3 849
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RoFTA Trends (2010-2012)

No Conclusion - RoOFTA

No No No. of Insufficient Insuf:::::: Insufficient| Lack Lazl; Lack of
Mms Increasing|Decreasing|significant . trend Mms recent recent| of data /
Supra trend EDELE Obs. Supra data data / data / I.C.|data data / I.C.
Region Region cluster cluster
BEL 1 5 6 6 BEL 1 5
DEU 6 7 13 13 DEU 13
DNK 7 8 4 15 DNK 4
ESP 67 0 ESP 24 5 9 1 28
EST 3 1 7 4 EST 1 1 5
FIN 4 1 1 5 FIN 1
N [FRA 8 4 1 100 13 N FRA 22 1 19| 23 3 32
E GBR 18 8 26 26 E GBR 26
< IRL 2 5 38 7 < IRL 2 5 16 15
LTU 2 2 2 4 LTU 2
LVA 2 2 2 4 LVA 1 1
NLD 3 5 1 1 9 NLD 1
POL 1 2 27 3 POL 6 5 1 6 9
PRT 9 15 2 39 26 PRT 10 13 4 12
SWE 1 4 2 32 7 SWE 32
Total AREA27 67 69 6 365 142 Total AREA27 68 9 44| 50/ 112 82
BGR 1 1 33 2 BGR 1 1 11 10 10
CYP 2 2 4 4 CYP 4
ESP 50 0 ESP 12 8| 12 6 12
FRA 2 6 64 8 FRA 11 11| 19 23
S [GRC 11 0 P GRC 11
E HRV 54 0 E HRV 13 4 4 8| 13 12
< ITA 4 13 2 12 19 < ITA 6 6
MLT 8 2 20 10 MLT 15 5
PRT 1 0 PRT 1
ROU 2 13 2 ROU 2 1 4 6
SVN 2 2 2 4 SVN 1 1
Total AREA37 21 26 2 264 49 Total AREA37 59 7 25| 62 48 63
DEU 3 0 DEU 3
ESP 61 0 ESP 14 1 3 8 6 29
EST 1 0 EST 1
e FRA 25 0 e FRA 1 22 2
o [ITA 1 1 1 o ITA 1
LTU 1 1 1 LTU 1
POL 1 0 POL 1
PRT 3 1 18 4 PRT 6 4 2 3 3
Total OFR 4 2 0 111 6 Total OFR 21 1 7| 35 13 34
Total 92 97 8 740 197 Total 148 17 76| 147| 173 179

2.4.3.4 ROI or RoFTA Issues, Problems and Caveats

Resource rent is perhaps the optimal indicatohefldalance between fishing fleet and fish

stocks, but in the absence of a measure of resquramhuctivity, resource rent cannot be
reliably estimated. Net profit as provided in AERVE (i.e. including the opportunity cost of

capital) can be used as a proxy for the resourtegenerated by fisheries.

Return on Investment can only be considered anogpipte indicator of capital productivity

when, in addition to tangible assets, the intamgdssets are correctly estimated. It should be

made clear to Member States via the revised guieel{see Annex IV) that ‘Income’ for the

calculation of ‘Net Profit’ includes ‘Income fromshing rights’. Additionally, “Fishing

rights costs” and “Estimated value of fishing rigihtnust also be included in the calculation

of ROI.
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2.4.4 Ratio between Current Revenue and Break-Even Re\(@R/BER)

The ratio between current revenue and break-ewamue reflects the financial capability of
businesses with vessels in a given fleet segmerdritnue operating on a day-by-day basis:
does income equal or exceed the costs of pay orctéw and the fuel and other running
costs for the vessel? If the ratio between cummevénue and break-even revenue is less than
one, this is an indication of short-term finanadficulty.

2.4.4.1 Method of Calculating, Presenting and Assessin@CiREBER
Current revenue to break-even revenue ratio (CR)B&Balculated as:

Current revenue (CR) / Break Even Revenue (BER),
where,
CR = income from landings + other income
where,
BER = fixed costs / (1-[variable costs / currentargue])
and,
Fixed costs = non variable costs + annual depiieniat
and,
Variable costs = crew wage + unpaid labour + enemgts + repair costs + other
variable costs

‘Long-term’ CR/BER, including opportunity cost ofjital, was also provided according to
the 2014 Balance Indicator Guidelines (but notuded in the Summary Balance Indicator
Table) and calculated as above and where:

Fixed costs = non variable costs + annual depiieniat opportunity cost of capital
and,

Opportunity cost of Capital = real interest*capaaket value,
where,

real interest (r) = [(1+)/(1H)] - 1;
where, i is the nominal interest rate of the MS3ha year concerned arjd is the inflation
rate of the MS in the year concerned
and,

Capital asset value = fleet depreciated replacenane

EWG 14-12 commented on CR/BER indicator valuesollevis to identify fleet segments
where there is/are:
o0 Lack of dataData unavailable for the entire time series 20082
o Lack of data / clusteiData unavailable for the entire time series 20082
due to clustering
o Lack of data/.IC.: Data unavailable for the entire time serie@820012 due
to Inconsistent Clustering (I.C.)
o Insufficient recent datéData unavailable for one of more of the last 3
consecutive years in relation to the reference 26ae
o Insufficient recent data / clustebata unavailable for one of more of the last 3
consecutive years in relation to the reference £6ae due to clustering
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o Insufficient recent data [C.: Data unavailable for one of more of the last 3
consecutive years in relation to the reference £6a@ due to Inconsistent
Clustering (I.C.)

As for the ROI or RoFTA indicator, fleet segmentgently need to be grouped together in
clusters in order to deliver economic data thatsdoa breach confidentiality requirements.
Fleet segments should only be clustered when th&au of vessels in the fleet segment is
too low to ensure confidentiality of sensitive egprc data. As economic data is often only
provided by the main fleet segment contained inctbster, the other minor fleet segments in
the cluster may not contain any data. As this n@ybe a case of missing data, in addition to
‘Lack of data’ and Insufficient recent data’comments includingCluster’ and ‘I.C." for
Inconsistent Clusteringrere also provided.

No trends were evaluated for this indicator. EWG124considers that due to the volatile
nature of some of the variables costs associatéd fighing, these indicator values may
fluctuate considerably from one year to the nexd aammenting on trends driven by the
price of fuel for instance, does not necessarilp &form the assessment of fleet under- or
over-capacity in relation to fishing opportunities.

For overall evaluation of this indicator over aipdrof time, it was instead noted in how
many of recent years the CR/BER was below one.

2.4.4.2 CR/BER Data Availability and Reliability

According to experts’ opinion during the AER EWG-04 and EWG 14-05, several MS

fleets were excluded from EU level and/or trendlyses for reasons related to either the
coverage and/or quality of the data submitted. M&et$ that were excluded due to

incomplete time series data included: France, SpachGreece. MS fleets that were excluded
due mainly to questionable datasets included: Bidg&roatia, Cyprus and Malta. Indicator

values for these latter MS fleets should be comedie/ith some caution.

As for the ROI or ROFTA indicator, an important ther issue which hindered the
interpretation of indicator trends were inconsiflienlustered fleet segments throughout the
time series. If clustering is inconsistent overdjnany trends observed may be erroneous.
There was insufficient time to assess in depticadles with inconsistent clustering during
EWG 14-12 / 14-21 but probable cases of incondistieistering were flagged and contained
within the categoriednsufficient data / I.C.and ‘No data / I.C.

2.4.4.3 Findings for the CR/BER

BEL

The majority of CR/BER ratio calculated for Belgifieet segements in 2008-2012 are less
are less than 1 (20 are less than 0.9; 5 are bet@8eand 1; 9 are greater than 1). In 2011 /
2012 four out of the seven assessed fleet segmearts characterised by a CR/BER value
below 1. Out of these four segments two (DTS VL1&2# TBB LV1218) have had a
CR/BER indicator value below 1 since 2008.

BGR

There was no data available to calculate the CR/B&R for most of the Bulgarian fleet
segments in 2008-2012. All segments for which tiR¥BER ratio could be estimated have
had an indicator value below 1 since 2010.
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CYP

The majority of CR/BER ratios calculated for Cypriteet segments in 2008-2012 are less
than 1 (15 are less than 0.9; 5 are greater thadulhber of segments with a CR/BER below
1 in 2012 has increased compared to 2011. Two sagnieTS VL1824 and PGP LV1218)
have values under 1 for CR/BER during the entrigoge2008 -2012.

DEU

German fleet segments with sufficient data to dateuthe CR/BER, are characterised by
fluctuating values of CR/BER in 2008-2012. Thiriyef fleet segments have CR/BER values
under 1 in 2008-2012, and thirty three fleet segsbave values close to (between 0.9-1) or
greater than 1. The total number of segments walhevfor CR/BER below 1 in 2012 has
decreased compared to 2011. Two segments (PG VIARADTS LV40XX) have CR.BER
values under 1 during the entire period 2008 -2012.

DNK

The majority of CR/BER ratios calculated for Danifdet segments in 2008-2012 are less
than 1 (54 are less than 1; 10 are between 0.9.a80 are greater than 1). The number of
segments with CR/BER values below 1 in 2012 hasased compared to 2011, from 8 fleet
segments to 11 fleet segments. There are five sggnieRB VL1218, DTS VL0010, PGP
VL0010, PGP VL1012 and PMP VL1012) which have CRB#&lues consistently below 1
during the period 2008 -2012. Only one segment (DTL80XX) had CR/BER values above
1 during the same period.

ESP

The majority of CR/BER ratios calculated for Spariieet segments operating in Area 27 in
2008-2012 are above 1 (46 are less than 1; 52eaweebn 0.9-1 or greater than 1). However,
the number of segments with value for CR/BER belbw 2012 increased compared to
2011, from 7 segments to 9 segments.

The situation of Spanish fleet segements operatingrea 37 for which sufficient data wa
available to calculate the CR/BER is not very cldae to fluctuating values of CR/BER
during the period 2008-2012. Thirty five fleet segmts have CR/BER values under 1; 33
have values close to or greater than 1. The nuofsrgments with CR/BER values below 1
in 2012 decreases compared to 2011, from 7 segrtebtsegments. There is one segment
(DTS VL2440) in Area 37 which has CR/BER valuesobell during the entire period 2008 -
2012.

In 2008-2012 the majority of CR/BER ratios calcathfor Spanish fleet segments operating
in OFR are below 1 (36 are less than 1; 19 aredmiv0.9-1 or greater than 1). However, the
number of segments with value of CR/BER below 12012 has decreased compared to
2011, from 7 to 5 fleet segements. The segment QK824 has a negative CR/BER
during the entire period 2008-2012.

EST

The majority of CR/BER ratios calculated for Estmifleet segments in 2008-2012 are
above 1 (2 are less than 1; 18 are greater tham Iact Estonian fleet segement have no
CR/BER ratios below 1 in 2010, 2011 and 2012. Thsreo data for an Estonian fleet
segment operating in OFR (EST OFR DTS VL40XX).
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FIN

The majority of CR/BER ratios calculated for Firmiteet segments in 2008-2012 are above
1 (7 are less than 1; 22 are between 0.9-1 orggrd@n 1). There are no fleet segemnts with
CR/BER below 1 in 2012. CR/BER values for the segnmieM VL1824 have consistently
been above 1 during the period 2008-2012.

FRA

The majority of CR/BER ratios calculated for Frerildet segments in 2008-2012 are above
1 (38 are less than 1; 123 are between 0.9-1 ategréhan 1). For four fleet segments (DFN
VL1012, DRB VL0010, FPO VL0010 and PMP VL1012) 6&/BER ratio is consistently
above 1in 2008-2012.

Of the French fleet segments operating in Areadd#hich data was available to estimate
the CR/BER indicator in 2008-2012, 36 are unde33lare greater than 1. However indicator
values fluctuate considerabley over the time serlas2012 only 5 segments had a CR/BER
indicator value below 1.

GBR

The majority of CR/BER ratios calculated for Biitileet segments in 2008-2012 are above
1 (21 are less than 1; 109 are between 0.9-1 ategréhan 1). The number of segments with
CR/BER ratios below 1 has decreased from 5 segme®11 to 2 segments in 2012.

GRC
There was no data available to calculate the CR/Bttitator for any of the Greek fleet
segments in 2008-2012.

HRV

Data was available to calculate the CR/BER indi@orCroatian fleet segments in 2011 and
2012. The majority of fleet segments were charaedrby CR/BER ratios below 1 (24 are
below 1; 9 are above 1). The number of fleet segsnsith negative CR/BER values in 2011
and 2012 stayed constant.

IRL

The majority of CR/BER ratios calculated for Irifbet segments in 2008-2012 are above 1
(19 are less than 1; 36 are between 0.9-1 or gréd@e 1). The number of segments with
CR/BER ratios below 1 has decreased from 6 segmer@811 to 4 segments in 2012. The
number of segments with CR/BER ratios below 1 in20as decreased compared to 2011
from 6 segments to 4 segments.

ITA

The majority of CR/BER ratios calculated for Italileet segments operating in Area 37 in
2008-2012 are above 1 (21 are less than 1; 88 etieebn 0.9-1 or greater than 1). The
CR/BER ratios was only below the threshold of 1&aut of a total of 24 fleet segmeents for
which the indicator was calculated in 2012. Onlye dleet segment (DTS VL2440) had a
CR/BER ratio below one during 2008-2012.

The only Italian fleet segment fishing in OtherHtigy Regions (OFR) for which data was

available to calculate the CR/BER indicator (ITARBTS VL40XX) had positive ratios in
2008-2012.
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LTU

The majority of CR/BER ratios calculated for Litmian fleet segments operating in Area 27
in 2008-2012 are above 1 (2 are less than 1; 1Betveeen 0.9-1 or greater than 1).

The only Lithuanian fleet segment fishing in Otlk@shing Regions (OFR) for which data
was available to calculate the CR/BER indicator LDFR TM VL40XX) had positive
indicator values in 2011-2012. There were no lathian fleet segments with a CR/BER
ratio below 1 in 2012.

LVA

Data was available to calculate the CR/BER inditwoiLatvian fleet segments in 2009-2012.
The majority of CR/BER ratios calculated for LTék segments in 2009-2012 are above 1
(4 are less than 1; 12 are greater than 1). Howelhernumber of segments with CR/BER
ratios below the threshold of 1 in has increasethf0 segments in 2011 to 2 segments in
2012.

MLT

The great majority of CR/BER ratios calculated Ktailtese fleet segments in 2008-2012 are
below 1 (75 are less than 1; 8 are greater thaidHg.number of segments with CR/BER

ratios below 1 has decreased from 16 in 2011 to 20iL.2. However it is important to note

that these values relate to different fleet segmeirice data was not available for all fleet
segements in 2011 and 2012. Indicator values edtliifor 2011 and 2012 are thus not
directly comparable.

NDL

The majority of CR/BER ratios calculated for Duftdet segments in 2008-2012 are above 1
(14 are less than 1; 33 are greater than 1). Taerehree segments (DRB VL10010, DTS
VL2440 and TBB VL40XX) which consistently have CRZR ratios above the threshold of
1 during the period 2008 -2012. The number of segsneith CR/BER ratios below 1 in has
increased slightly from 3 segments in 2011 to 4rssgs in 2012.

POL

The majority of CR/BER ratios calculated for Politget segments in 2008-2012 are above 1
(9 are less than 1; 29 are greater than 1). Thébaunf segments with CR/BER ratios below
the threshold of 1 in has decreased slightly froee@ments in 2011 to 1 segments in 2012.

PRT

The majority of CR/BER ratios calculated for Portage fleet segments operating in Area 27
in 2008-2012 are above 1 (52 are less than 1; i@between 0.9-1or greater than 1). The
number of segments with CR/BER ratios below theghold of 1 in has increased slightly
from 13 segments in 2011 to 14 segments in 2012.

The majority of CR/BER ratios calculated for Poriage fleet segments operating in Other
Fishing Regions (OFR) in 2008-2012 are above la(gdess than 1; 24 are between 0.9-1 or
greater than 1). The number of segments with CR/BEiRs below the threshold of 1 in has
increased slightly from 2 segments in 2011 to 4rssgs in 2012.

ROU

There was no data available to calculate the CR/Bieftator for most of the Romanian
fleet segments in 2008-2012. Those segmenets fmhvdata was available are preominanty
characterised by indicator values above 1 (2 a® tlean 1; 14 are above 1). No ROU fleet
segments had CR/BER ratios below the thresoldinf2D10, 2011 and 2012.
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SVN

The majority of CR/BER ratios calculated for Sloianfleet segments in 2008-2012 are
below 1 (16 are less than 1; 8 are greater thaitg.number of segments with CR/BER
ratios below the threshold of 1 in has decreasgghtst from 3 segments in 2011 to 2

segments in 2012. However this is most likely du¢he fact that no data was available to
estimate the CR/BER ratio for one of the fleet segt® which had a negative indicator value
in 2011.

SWE

The majority of CR/BER ratios calculated for Swéditeet segments in 2008-2012 are
above 1 (16 are less than 1; 19 are greater thafhg) number of segments with CR/BER
ratios below the threshold of 1 in has decreasgghtst from 3 segments in 2011 to 2
segments in 2012. There are two segments (DFN VL@@H DFN VL1012) with a CR/BER

ratio below 1 during the entire period 2008-2012] shree fleet segments (DTS VL1218,
DTS VL1824, and DTS VL2440) with a CR/BER ratio abdl during the entire period 200-
2012.
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Table 2.10.Percentage MS fleet segments for which the CR/BERatio was below / close

to / or above the threshold of 1 in 2008-2012

Green cells show the percentage of fleet segmeititsasnCR/BR ratio >1; yellow cells show the pereceyg of
fleet segments with a CR/BR rati®.9 but< 1; red cells show the percentage of fleet segmeittsa CR/BR
ratio <0.9. Percentages were calcluated in relgtathe total number of fleet segments for which @R/BER
ratio could be calculated. Area 27 — Northeastmtita Area 37 — Mediterranean and Black Sea; ORRther
Fishing Regions; ND — no data, NA — not applicable.

Member State 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
BEL 100%| 0% 0% | 57% | 29% | 14% | 29% | 0% | 71% | 57% | 29% | 14% | 57% | 0% | 0%
BGR 0% | 0% | 100% | 100%] 0% | 0% | 100%| 0% | 0% | 100%] 0% | 0% |100%] 0% | 0%
CYP 50% | 0% | 50% | 75% | 0% | 25% | 75% | 0% | 25% | 75% | 0% | 25% | 100%| 0% | 0%

DEU-Area27 | 54% | 0% | 46% | 46% | 15% | 39% | 23% | 0% | 77% | 77% | 15% | 8% | 46% | 15% | 39%

DNK 71% | 6% | 23% | 82% | 6% | 12% | 56% | 13% | 31% | 53% | 20% | 27% | 58% | 16% | 26%

ESP-Area27 | 64% | 4% | 32% | 48% | 4% | 48% | 40% | 13% | 47% | 37% | 5% | 58% | 43% | 5% | 52%

ESP-Area37 | 75% | 0% | 25% | 54% | 13% | 33% | 50% | 0% | 50% | 54% | 0% | 46% | 31% | 6% | 63%

ESP - OFR 89% | 0% | 11% | 75% | 8% | 17% | 70% | 10% | 20% | 41% | 6% | 53% | 71% | 0% | 29%

EST 25% | 0% | 75% | 25% | 0% | 75% ] 0% | 0% | 100%| 0% | 0% | 100%| 0% | 0% | 100%

FIN 33% | 0% | 67% | 33% | 0% | 67% )| 0% | 17% | 83% | 50% | 0% | 50% | 0% | 0% | 100%

FRA-Area27 | 13% | 3% | 84% | 10% | 10% | 80% | 47% | 22% | 31% | 19% | 19% | 62% | 26% | 26% | 48%

FRA - Area37 | 47% | 6% | 47% ND 56% | 0% | 44% | 40% | 10% | 50% | 36% | 14% | 50%
GBR 23% | 0% | 77% | 12% | 0% | 88% | 19% | 0% | 81% | 19% | 0% | 81% | 8% | 4% | 88%
GRC ND ND ND ND ND
HRV NA NA NA 71% | 0% | 29% | 75% | 0% | 25%

IRL 8% 8% | 86% | 40% | 20% | 40% | 40% | 0% | 60% | 50% | 0% | 50% | 40% | 0% | 60%

ITA-Area37 | 19% | 14% | 67% | 14% | 0% | 86% | 14% | 0% | 86% | 23% | 9% | 68% | 26% | 9% | 65%

ITA - OFR 0% | 0% | 100%| 0% | 0% | 100%| 0% | 0% | 100%] 0% | 0% | 100%| 0% | 0% | 100%

LTU- Area27 | 25% | 25% | 50% | 0% | 0% | 100%] 0% | 25% | 75% | 25% | 0% | 75% | 0% | 0% | 100%

LTU - OFR 0% | 0% | 100%| 0% | 0% | 100%| 100%| 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 100%| 0% | 0% ] 100%

LVA ND 25% | 0% | 75% | 25% | 0% | 75% | 0% | 0% | 100%] 50% | 0% | 50%
MLT 94% | 0% 6% ]100%] 0% | 0% | 100%| 0% 0% | 100%] 0% | 0% | 56% | 0% | 44%
NLD 0% | 11%| 89% | 33% | 0% | 67% | 40% | 10% | 50% | 33% | 11% | 56% | 40% | 0% | 60%
POL 57% | 0% | 43% | 12% | 0% | 88% | 11% | 0% | 89% | 25% | 0% | 75% | 17% | 0% | 83%

PRT- Area27 | 23% | 3% | 74% | 18% | 9% | 73% | 31% | 0% | 69% | 37% | 3% | 60% | 41% | 3% | 56%

PRT - OFR 40% | 0% | 60% | 29% | 0% | 71% | 50% | 0% | 50% | 25% | 13% | 62% | 40% | 0% | 60%

ROU 33% | 0% | 67% | 25% | 0% | 75% | 0% | 0% | 100%| 0% | 0% | 100%| 0% | 0% | 100%
SVN 60% | 0% | 40% | 80% | 0% | 20% | 80% | 0% | 20% | 60% | 0% | 40% | 50% | 0% | 50%
SWE 57% | 0% | 43% | 57% | 0% | 43% | 43% | 0% | 57% | 43% | 0% | 57% | 29% | 0% | 71%

2.4.4.4 CR/BER Indicator Issues, Problems and Caveats

Annual changes in the value of Break Even Reveaua fleet segment can be due to several
factors. If this indicator is being used to conitd a more in depth assessment for example,
Break Even Revenue could be estimated for diffeprntiucts (e.g. by species or fishing
operation type - gear). It is possible that, witline enterprise, some operations make
positive contribution margins while others are mgknegative contribution margins, and
may in fact be greater.
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2.4.5 Inactive Vessel Indicator

The Inactive vessel indicator describes the progorf vessels that are not actually active at
all in a MS (i.e. that did not fish at any timethre year). Under normal conditions, it can be
expected that 10% or less of the vessels in adlsginent should be inactive, which could be
due to major repairs, refits, conversions or pegd@aes and transfers.

2.4.5.1 Method of Calculating, Presenting and Assessindrihetive Vessel Indicator

The inactive vessels are split according to lergdisses. For each subgroup, the number of
vessels, total GT and kW were provided per year.

If the proportion of inactive vessels is more tl2&% (in number or in GT or in kW) within a
MS, this could indicate some technical inefficiency

Trends were assessed for the years 2008-2013.

Table 2.11 Methodology used to automatically generate commentsn Inactive Vessel
Indicator trends.

Filter 1 Filter 2 Result

At least 3 consecutive yearSlope* >0.1 Increasing

with data Slope* <-0.1 Decreasing
-0.1<Slope*<0.1 No significant trend**

No time series of at least |3 No conclusion (Null value)

consecutive years

* The slope is calculated with the intercept of tieed line / the first value of the trend (a/i0)
** A threshold of 10% is used to indicate whethee walue is significant or not

EWG 14-12 commented on inactive vessel indicatdues as follows to identify fleet
segments where there is/are:
0 Lack of dataData unavailable for the entire time series 20082
o Insufficient recent dataData unavailable for one of more of the last 3
consecutive years in relation to the reference 26ape

Missing data may be due to the clustering of ffegments. However, as the DCF transversal
variables are requested by fleet segment, whetiter wlas unavailable due to clustering (or
inconsistent clustering) was not considered fos timdicator and flagged only as either

insufficient recent data or lack of data.

2.4.5.2 Inactive Vessel Indicator Data Availability and Réility

Data for 2008-2013 are provided by all the MS exdepnce and Greece. Denmark did not
provide data for 2013.

2.4.5.3 Findings for the Inactive Vessel Indicator
For 6 MS (Bulgaria, Cyprus, Malta, Portugal, Ronaaaind Slovenia), there is a high level of
inactivity over the period 2008 to 2013 confirmeddll indicators (Number of vessels, GT

and kW). For some MS, the situation according ® \thssels’ inactivity is deteriorating in
2013 compared to 2008-2012 (Lithuania, Portugaljnmroving (Malta).
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At the EU level, highest levels of vessel inacyivdire encountered in small scale fleets, i.e.
vessels measuring less than 12 m in overall length.

Table 2.12. Inactive Vessel Indicator Inactive vessels per MS in %
kW in 2008-2013

of number, GT and

% inactive vessels

% inactive GT

% inactive kW inactive

2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013
BEL 3.9 8.0 5.6 6.7 4.7 3.6 2.6 6.2 5.4 9.5 5.2 3.6 6.8 5.3 9.3 5.3 2.9
BGR 68.1 53.8 48.6 56.9 66.0 41.7 42.7 26.8 26.6 33.9 41.8 25.0 37.6 37.8 45.7 51.1 34.0
CYP 61.1 49.0 31.0 30.3 37.9 36.7 44.7 40.9 36.6 52.3 69.5 52.9 60.3 31.7 31.7 44.1 37.1
DEU 27.6 27.9 28.4 26.3 26.3 25.9 4.2 6.4 4.9 4.1 4.8 9.2 9.4 9.3 9.2 9.8 11.9
DNK 35.7 36.5 38.9 39.8 25.1 ND 19.0 13.7 7.3 6.4 3.1 ND 17.4 13.1 11.8 7.4 ND
ESP 253 15.8 7.6 9.3 15.3 13.5 2.3 2.0 1.8 1.5 6.2 6.6 3.5 2.5 2.4 7.4 7.6
EST 1.4 2.3 14 1.2 1.1 0.5 20.2 254 22.3 12.4 12.9 1.2 17.8 14.7 8.9 8.7 2.1
FIN 1.3 14 1.2 1.0 0.7 0.5 8.3 8.4 6.6 4.3 3.0 2.4 5.4 4.5 3.6 2.2 1.8
FRA ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
GBR 30.7 29.7 29.9 28.1 28.5 30.5 10.7 10.9 11.1 9.1 6.9 10.3 16.5 16.3 14.7 13.6 15.1
GRC ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
HRV NA NA NA 27.3 33.5 37.3 NA NA NA 20.6 26.7 30.5 NA NA 25.9 26.6 30.5
IRL 9.3 9.1 9.2 9.0 8.1 8.0 13.3 14.8 12.5 23.1 14.8 14.5 17.4 15.6 19.5 15.6 15.1
ITA 104 2.6 2.7 2.0 2.2 2.2 2.4 2.0 3.9 0.8 3.2 1.1 6.2 2.1 5.2 6.4 5.9
LTU 50.0 43.4 46.1 39.8 31.1 36.5 28.6 15.8 18.7 5.4 5.4 333 18.5 22.3 10.2 9.4 34.4
LVA ND ND ND 21.6 21.6 22.9 ND ND ND 16.1 0.9 1.1 ND ND 16.5 3.6 2.7
MLT 46.6 29.9 23.7 41.7 26.0 25.6 32.5 28.4 46.2 46.8 24.0 19.7 27.2 23.3 33.8 21.9 21.0
NLD 17.5 20.1 20.0 22.8 24.6 26.6 4.1 4.5 4.6 5.0 4.2 4.5 6.8 7.3 8.4 7.8 8.2
POL 4.7 12.4 12.0 10.4 4.7 5.1 1.2 5.5 6.0 4.3 1.7 0.7 9.9 10.2 8.5 2.9 2.6
PRT 39.4 40.6 41.6 43.0 48.5 51.3 17.0 15.7 17.8 17.3 16.9 21.8 16.1 17.2 17.2 18.6 224
ROU 8.2 63.6 52.0 59.0 29.9 42.9 50.5 71.4 67.9 40.3 254 14.4 65.5 62.2 34.9 19.2 14.4
SVN 51.4 53.0 50.8 54.9 50.8 51.5 20.7 24.0 21.0 233 26.2 34.1 37.4 33.1 38.4 37.5 30.0
SWE 23.8 23.0 24.8 24.1 22.9 24.4 13.0 13.2 14.5 8.7 3.8 5.3 13.9 16.1 12.4 10.2 11.8

o For Belgium the number of inactive vessels in teahsumbers, GT and kW is lower
in 2013 compared to the years 2009-2012.

o For Bulgaria, Cyprus and Malta the percentagesnattive vessels in terms of
numbers, GT and kW are decreasing, but still extieedhreshold of 20%.

o0 The number of the inactive vessels for Germanyasenthan 20% but for kW and GT
the values do not exceeded 10% for the period 2Q0&L2. Nevertheless there is a
small increase in kW and GT of inactive vessel®0fh3.

o There is no 2013 data for Denmark. The averageesailu percentage for the period
2008 - 2012 show a decreasing trend. Despite #dusedsing trend the percentage still
is above the 20% threshold.

0 There is no clear trend for all the areas whereSgp@nish fishing fleet operates. 2013
values show a very small increase compared to 2012.

o France and Greece did not provide data.

o For the Great Britain, Netherlands, Portugal ancd@m the percentages of inactive
vessel numbers exceed 20% during the period 200B3:-2'he values for GT and kW
increase in 2013 compared to 2012.

o For Croatia average values for inactive vesselshausy GT and kW are increasing,

and exceed 20% for the period 2011- 2013.
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Estonia, Ireland, Italy and Poland show a relayivathble trend, with low values for
inactive vessels.

The values for the Lithuanian fleet show very laapacity use in 2013. Results could
be explained with the big inactive capacity entrghe segment VLA0XX metres. The
segment VL0010 metres have the highest valueshiomumber of inactive vessels
but the values for GT and kW in the same segmenhegligible.

Romania does not show a clear trend during 20082-20r the number of inactive
vessels, but values for GT and kW shows a clearedsig trend during 2009-2013.
Slovenia has a high percentage of inactive ve$setie period 2008 — 2013.

For Latvia the percentage of inactive vessels edc@8% from 2011 -2013. In 2013
compared to 2012 the values for GT increase angesdbr kW decrease.
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Table 2.13 Inactive vessel indicator trends by MS- Number of inactive vessel length

groups, by number of vessels, GT and kW, whichirageeasing, decreasing, or not showing
any clear trends, together with an indication & ttumber of length groups for which no
conclusion was possible over the time period 200822

No. Inactive vessels - Trends (2008-2013) Inactive GT - Trends (2008-2013)
No | No Conclusion | No. of No | No Conclusion | No. of
MS |Increasing |Decreasing | significant (insufficient | trend | |MS |Increasing |Decreasing | significant (insufficient | trend
trend recent data) | Obs. trend recent data) | Obs.
BEL 1 1 1 2| [BEL 1 1 1 2
BGR 1 3 1| |BGR 1 3 1
CYP 1 2 1 4| |CYP 1 3 1 4
DEU 1 4 1 5| |DEU 1 1 5
DNK 4 1 5| |DNK 3 2 1 5
ESP 2 2 10 7 14| [(ESP 3 11 7 14
EST 1 2 3| |EST 1 2 3
FIN 3 2 3| |FIN 3 2 3
GBR 6 6| |GBR 1 5 6
HRV 5 5| |HRV 5 5
IRL 1 5| [IRL 2 3 5
ITA 1 1 3 2 5| |ITA 5 2 5
LTU 2 3 1 6| |LTU 2 6
LVA 3 0| |[LVA 3 0
MLT 3 2 1 5| [MLT 5 1 5
NLD 4 1 1 6| |NLD 1 5 6
POL 1 2 1 1 4| |POL 1 3 1 4
PRT 2 4 6| |PRT 3 3 6
ROU 1 4 1| |ROU 1 4 1
SVN 1 1 2 4| |SVN 3 1 4
SWE 1 1 1 3 3| |SWE 1 1 1 3 3
Total 21 28 44 30 93| |Total 21 22 50 30 93
Inactive kW - Trends (2008-2013)
MS Increasing | Decreasing signific:::': N%lf\:::fl::::\: o] No- of trend
trend recent data) ifacRofidat Obs.
BEL 1 1 1 2
BGR 1 3 1
CYP 2 2 1 4
DEU 1 4 1 5
DNK 3 2 1 5
ESP 3 1 10 7 14
EST 2 1 3
FIN 3 2 3
GBR 2 3 1 5
HRV 4 1 5
IRL 1 4 5
ITA 1 4 2 5
LTU 2 3 1 6
LVA 0
MLT 4 5
NLD 4 1 6
POL 1 3 1 4
PRT 2 4 6
ROU 1 4 1
SVN 1 4
SWE 1 3 3
Total 24 28 40 31 92
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2.4.5.4 Inactive Vessel Indicator Issues, Problems and &ave

The number of inactive vessels is provided by lengasses at national level; only some
countries provide data by supra-region (Spain)diia on inactive vessels were provided by
France and Greece. To make data comparable, aid&d provide data on inactive vessels
by supra-region, as is required under the DCF (Adpe lll of Commission Decision
2010/93/EU). Although vessels may be inactive, nmfation from the fleet register should
enable MS to determine the supra-region a vesieluiader.

2.4.6 Vessel Use Indicator (UTR - utilisation ratio)

The Vessel Use Indicator, also known as the Vedsékation Ratio (UTR) concerns the
average activity levels of vessels that did fisleast once in the year, taking account of the
seasonality of the fishery and other restrictidhshe average activity level of vessels in a
fleet segment is recurrently less than 70% of tbkemial, workable activity of comparable
vessels, this could indicate technical inefficignaless it can be explained by other reasons,
such as unexpected climatic or man-made eventmergency measures as foreseen in the
new CFP.

2.4.6.1 Method of Calculating, Presenting and Assessing/gesel Use Indicator

JRC provided 3 sets of values for this indicatof:RJper fleet segment based on max DAS
(Days At Sea) provided by MS, UTR including clustéifleet segments based on max DAS
provided by MS and UTR per fleet segment based conamon max DAS of 220. Because
of the poor quality of the max DAS provided by soM8& (see section on reliability), the
EWG decided to assess only the last indicator dftenereferred to as UTR-220.

UTR trends were calculated for the years 2008-2&®rding to the filters detailed below.

Table 2.14 Methodology used to automatically generate commentsn UTR indicator
trends.

Filter 1 Filter 2 Result

At least 3 consecutive yearSlope* >0.1 Increasing

with data Slope* <-0.1 Decreasing
-0.1<Slope*<0.1 No significant trend**

No time series of at least |3 No conclusion (Null value)

consecutive years

* The slope is calculated with the intercept of tiead line / the first value of the trend (a/i0)
** A threshold of 10% is used to indicate whethee value is significant or not.

EWG 14-12 commented on UTR-220 indicator valuesaises where there is/are:
o Lack of dataData unavailable for the entire time series 20082
o Insufficient recent datéData unavailable for one of more of the last 3
consecutive years in relation to the reference 26ae

Missing data may be due to the clustering of fsmgfments. However, as the DCF transversal
variables are requested by fleet segment, whethtar wlas unavailable due to clustering (or
inconsistent clustering) was not considered fos tindicator and flagged only as either

insufficient recent data or lack of data.
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2.4.6.2 Vessel Use Indicator Data Availability and Relidlil

Although the quality of the variable ‘average DASbvided by MS per fleet segment was
already checked by the EWG AER, some quality isseewined that were not corrected.
There was clear evidence that the concept of ‘masindays at sea’ is not clear for several
MS, and that different methodologies are used locutate this parameter. These unresolved
issues justify the use of the UTR-220 indicatothits report.

2.4.6.3 Findings for the Vessel Use Indicator

Overall, UTR-220 trends were estimated for 269 tflsegments, of which 8 showed an
increasing trend over the period 2008-2012, 12t egments revealed a decreasing trend,
and 249 showed no significant trend.

In Area 27, the situation is globally characteridmdfleet segments (n=306) for which no
conclusion on trend in indicator values could bgcdined. Of these 306 fleet segments, a
large portion is due to fleet segments that havenbeustered and hence do not have
indicator values (i.e. these are not necessarygsaf ‘lack of data’ or ‘insufficient recent
data’ to assess trends). Furthermore, the numbfeeifsegments with no conclusion could
be reduced significantly if MS used a consisteqrapch to clustering over the time series in
order to provide sensitive economic data undeDi@G€. Of the 201 fleet segments for which
UTR-220 trends were calculated, 6 showed an incrgdasend, 5 showed a decreasing trend
and 190 showed no significant trend.

In Area 37, although data coverage of MS fleetsuger, the situation was similar to that in
Area 27; no conclusion on trends in indicator valaeuld be reached for the great majority
of fleet segments (n= 253). One fleet segment spwin increasing trend, 4 a decreasing
trend and 55 fleet segments revealed no signifizantl.

With regards to fleet segments operating in OFRgar@lusion on trends in indicator values

could be reached for 109 fleet segments. One $legtnent showing an increasing trend, 3 a
decreasing trend and 4 fleet segments revealedynificant trend.
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Table 2.15 UTR-220 trends per Area and MS- Numbers of fleet segments which are
improving, worsening, or not showing any clear d®ntogether with an indication of the
number of fleet segments for which no trend analyss possible.

UTR - Trends (2010-2012) No Conclusion - UTR
No No No. of Insufficient Lack of
Supra MS Increasing | Decreasing | significant . obs. On Supra MmS recent
. conclusion . data
Region trend trends Region data
BEL 1 7 4 8 BEL 4
DEU 13 13 13 DEU 13
DNK 15 4 15 DNK 4
ESP 67 0 ESP 67
EST 5 6 5 EST 2 4
FIN 6 6 FIN
N FRA 1 15 97 16 N FRA 77 20
E GBR 3 38 11 41 E GBR 9 2
< IRL 3 21 21 24 < IRL 10 11
LTU 1 5 6 LTU
LVA 4 2 4 LVA 2
NLD 10 10 NLD
POL 4 26 4 POL 11 15
PRT 1 25 39 26 PRT 25 14
SWE 1 22 16 23 SWE 10 6
Total AREA27 6 5 190 306 201 Total AREA27 154 152
BGR 7 28 7 BGR 27 1
CYP 8 0 CYP 7 1
ESP 50 0 ESP 50
FRA 10 62 10 FRA 41 21
5 GRC 11 0 5 GRC 11
E HRV 54 0 E HRV 54
< ITA 1 19 11 20 < ITA 11
MLT 1 1 12 16 14 MLT 16
PRT 1 0 PRT 1
ROU 4 11 4 ROU 9 2
SVN 2 3 1 5 SVN 1
Total AREA37 1 4 55 253 60 Total AREA37 166 87
DEU 3 0 DEU 3
ESP 61 0 ESP 61
EST 1 0 EST 1
e FRA 25 0 e FRA 2 23
o ITA 2 0 o ITA 2
LTU 1 1 2 LTU
POL 1 1 POL
PRT 2 3 17 5 PRT 11 6
Total OFR 1 3 4 109 8 Total OFR 15 94
Total 8 12 249 668 269 Total 335 333

2.4.6.4 Vessel Use

Indicator Issues, Problems and Caveats

The use of the theoretical DAS of 220 is obviousbn-relevant for some fleet segments
where the fishing activity is seasonal. In ordeadalress this problem MS should be asked to
submit accurate information on maximum DAS. A clesthodology on how to calculate
maximum DAS should be provided to MS in order tailifmte this. In the absence of
accurate data on maximum DAS being submitted bytMSEWG recommends that fleet
segments for which the theoretical maximum of 2a8@sdat sea is not relevant are identified.
For such fleet segments an alternative maximum ldhba defined for use in indicator

calculations.
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2.5 Indicator Values by Member State

The indicator values and trends by area and MSeatownloaded from:
http://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports/balance

For each indicator there are brief conclusionstiredato the availability and/or the reliability
of the data, and where relevant trends over theg008-2012.

2.6 MS Comments on Balance Indicators from Annual FleeReports

All the quotes and page numbers given in sectiofs22.6.2 and 2.6.3 below refer to the
last updated English version of the national flegiorts made available to EWG 14-12 / 14-
21. For MS which submit their fleet reports in Bselglreference is made to the original MS
fleet report, whilst for MS which submit their fieeeports in a language other than English,
reference is made to the translated version ofepert provided to STECF by DG Mare.

2.6.1 Issues with Biological Indicators

ESP- calculation
SHI - p. 34,
The Spanish authorities note that:

‘An error occurs by assigning the OCC and NEP Fletaalue to all OCC and NEP
catches that have been made in 37.1.1; it showe lomly been applied to 25% of the
catches for NEP (the % of NEP fished in GSA 5)tari¢bo for OCC (only 2% of OCC
fishing is in GSA 5). This fleet’s catches woulgéhto be studied separately for GSA 5
(Balearic Islands), which will be done in futurepoets. It clearly affects the poor
OCC results for POTS and NEP results for trawlers.’

EWG 14-21 considers that the MS has raised a vaeddcern and therefore that the
calculation of the SHI may be inappropriate.

SAR Indicator — p. 53,
The Spanish authorities note that:

‘This indicator is a measurement of how certaimeu@ble stocks are being affected by
the segment’s fishing. If the stock makes up 10%are of the catches by the fleet
segment, or the fleet segment takes 10% or motieeototal catches from that stock,
this is an indication of imbalance; we considertthrathe phrase ‘if the stock makes up
10% or more of the catches by the fleet segmdns, 0% is in relation to the total
catches made by that segment (e.g. DTS VL24-4teiiNorth Atlantic) and not of all
the 24-40 metre trawlers from the country‘s fleg¢orth Atlantic + Mediterranean +
Other regions).’

EWG 14-21 considers that the MS has a valid concegarding the calculation and it is
inappropriate to combine catches from FAO areacdgjéther with FAO 27 to calculate an
indicator that is only pertinent to North Atlantic.
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IRL - calculation
SHI & SAR - p. 10,
The Irish authorities note that:

‘There are a number of examples where specifid #egments have been shown to
have SHI values greater than 1 that deserve coreide and possibly revaluation.

For the IRE HOK VL1012 segment, the SHI indicateisalance between a small scale
jigging fishery for mackerel and the target speciBisis seems counter intuitive given
that the mackerel stock is undergoing a periodtafrg growth and this fleet segment
removes a very small percentage of the overallkstdmalysis of the spreadsheets
available on the JRC website, shows that for tlestfsegment, only one stock (nea-
mac) is included in the indicator and that thiscitas considered to be over-exploited
which is not the case, fishing mortality on mackbes been below Fmsy since 20009. It
is therefore unclear why EWG 13-11 reached the losian that ‘half of the assessed
stocks harvested by the fleet segment are fish&astainably in the most recent years'.

EWG 14-21 considers that the MS has a valid concegarding the calculation and it is
unclear why the conclusion that ‘half of the asedsstocks ..... are fished unsustainably’
given that landings from this segment represerdrg small fraction of the overall landing of
North East Atlantic Mackerel. Furthermore, EWG 1442otes that there is a difference
between the SHI estimates reported in EWG 13-Iiketproduced during EWG 1484ent
by DG MARE to Member States for inclusion in the ivtger States’ national reports on
balance-capacity, and the most recent values stduhridr consideration by EWG 14-21.:

IRE HOK VL1012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
EWG 13-11 LP 1.37 1.37 1.4 NA NA
EWG 14-04 1.35(LP) 1.49 1.49 14 1.4 1.4
EWG 14-21 1.27 1.13 1.09 0.94 0.85 0.87

ITA — calculation & use
SHI & SAR — p. 14,
The Italian authorities note that:

‘The European Commission has provided an estimiatki®indicator at FAO division

level with regard to the Italian fleet segmentsr{g® contract concluded by the
Commission). In this sphere, the assessments daoue at GSA level were taken into
account. However, more than one stock is assessad FAO statistical division and

therefore the landing values have been divided é&twthe number of stocks. In the
absence of information on the actual proportioneithone stock of a particular species
in an area accounts for, an equal distribution Haesen assumed. For the FAO 37
division, the mortality values from current fishirfgcurrent) and Fmsy are those
contained in the ‘Review of Scientific Advice f0d2 — Consolidated Advice on Fish

18 Available for download fronhttp://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports/balance
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Stocks of Interest to the European Union’. Thisueent also contains a summary of
the results of the GFCM SAC and STECF working gsoup

EWG 14-21 considers that the MS has a valid conoegarding the calculation given that
there is a discrepancy between the assessmentaadeshe spatial disaggregation of the
available landings data.

Furthermore, Italy notes that:

‘In 2013 the condition of taking the 60 % threshoitb consideration, with regard to
the proportion of landing values included in thalicator (proportion in relation to
coverage), was met for fewer fleet segments th&0112. This was primarily due to the
lower number of assessments available for 2013.18iding value for these segments
amounts to only about 9 % (including the valueegrsent PSVL40XX) of the landing
value of the entire fleet, whereas in 2012 a valti@0 %, which was already rather
low, was achieved.’

EWG 14-21 notes that the threshold value of 60%rreél to in the Italian National Report
should in fact be 40%. This error should not beoappned to the MS, but is an artefact of
unclear guidelines.

EWG 14-21 notes that the Italian National Repod rased a number of issued relating to
the utility of the SHI in particular. These limiiabs are common across all MS and relate
mainly to coverage, stability and comparability ethican be driven by the presence or
absence of a stock assessment and mismatches beassessment and reporting areas.
These issues are discussed elsewhere in this report

CYP — recalculation of SHI

EWG 14-21 considers that the recalculation of thi# Iy Cyprus is appropriate given the
limitations identified in their National Report.

DEU — calculation & use
SHI - p. 9,
The German authorities note that:

‘Generally speaking, however, this indicator should viewed critically, as the
calculation relies on information from biology (@gastatus) and economics (prices of
individual fish species) together with informatiabout the composition of landings
from the various segments, which makes the int&fioa of the results, as regards the
biological status of the resources used, moredtiffi This, then, is neither a purely
economic nor a purely biological indicator. Howeyas this indicator is presented as
a biological indicator, it might seem as if the Gam fleet segments were putting the
fished stocks at risk. The current fishing presqishing mortality FC) is considered
in relation to the fishing pressure that is regaddes optimal (fishing mortality FMSY),
which appears to be a reasonable approach. Thiatia is then offset against the
value (€) of the landings of the stocks and flest$ against the weight of the landings.
By using the landed weights, together with fishimgssure, it would be possible to
draw conclusions about the influence of individileét segments on various stocks. By
contrast, the highly dynamic prices of certain fighecies make it more difficult to
interpret biological influence.’
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EWG 14-21 agrees with these concerns and has tiwdéeth practice this indicator describes
the economic reliance of a given fleet segmenttooks that are estimated to be fished at
levels in excess of target fishing mortality,{f and as such cannot be considered as purely a
biological indicator (see section on SHI issueshbfems and caveats elsewhere in the report).

SAR - p. 11,
The German authorities note that:

‘The recalculation for 2013 revealed that of thmee SAR stocks, at least one stock
should indeed be deducted, as it does not me&ARecriteria.’

EWG 14-21 agrees noting that for North Sea cod,|@tS advice for 2013 estimated the
stock status was above,Band there was no advice to cease fishing.

Furthermore, the German authorities note that f@e@land Cod and Blue Ling that catches
of non-EU countries are not included in the STE@Fadset, which only includeldndings
associated with EU fleets. EWG 14-21 considers #uaording the guidelines, the 10%
threshold should relate to the total outtakes fribba stock and furthermore, given that
Germany, while contributing more than 10% of th&lt&cU catch of blue ling contributes
<10% to the total international landings. Therefttre blue ling should be removed from the
SAR list. Due to a lack of sufficiently disaggreg@tGreenland cod catch data, it is not
possible to determine whether German catches dirlga contribute greater than 10% of the
overall outtake from this stock.

UK - calculation & use
Intro — p. 1,
The UK authorities note that:

‘The indicators have been checked and verified befige to the extent possible given
the information supplied. These checks have idedtiivo errors in the process — one
specific to the UK and one affecting data for alefiber States for 2011 for one
indicator — details of these issues are includediast the relevant indicator. As such it
is requested that the Commission make availablefuledata processes for all the

balance indicators to allow a full validation ofqesses$

EWG 14-21 considers that in the interests of trarepcy and given the discrepancies and
issues identified, it appropriate that the indidtuata used and the indicator estimation
process itself be made available to permit checkinmdividual MS.

SHI - p. 11,

EWG 14-21 notes that the UK has identified a patigsue with the calculation of the SHI
for the fleet segment GBR HOK VL2440:

‘This is because for this segment an error was tified in the Stocks At Risk indictor
related to the mapping of Species-Stock used foin bus and the Stocks At Risk
indicator. It has not yet been possible to worls tifirough to allow revised data for this
indicator to be presented, but it is expected tiag will move the indicator down to
below 1 for this segment, and there are likely éoifapacts for other fleet segments as
well for the UK and possibly other Member States.’
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It is not possible for EWG 14-21 to examine thetipalar mapping of the species-stock, but
notes that there is a potential problem with the 8Hthis segment.

SAR - p. 13,

EWG 14-21 notes that the UK has identified a paa¢rgsue with the calculation of the SAR
for a number of fleet segments:

‘For example, for the Demersal Trawl and Seinetflsgment for vessels of 18 to 24m,
of the 7 stocks this segment fished in 2013 thet wlassed as at risk, the catches of 6 of
these together accounted for only 0.6% of the traédhes by this segment. Similarly, for
the Demersal Trawl and Seine fleet segment foreles$ 24 to 40m, of the 9 stocks this
segment fished in 2013 that were classed as at thiekcatches of 8 of these together
accounted for only 0.9% of the total catches by thegment. This means that this
biological indicator is very much driven by thearmhation used to make the scientific
judgment on the state of stocks rather than thel le/landings of the stocks in question
for the fleet segment. It would thus be helpfulhetve an understanding from the
Commission regarding the confidence that can ba&chtd to the stock assessment data
used to create the biological indicators.’

It is not possible for EWG 14-21 to examine theadipular issues, but notes that there is a
potential problem with the SAR for these segments.

HRYV — indicator use
SHI - p. 13,
The Croatian authorities note that:

‘In terms of DFN fleet segment, although the biatagindicator shows a discrepancy
between the capacity and the status of the staskiéhe HRI is above 1 in all 3 years, it
should be noted that this fleet segment is less Ghaeters LoA, using passive gears and
operating in coastal waters almost exclusivelyislttonsidered that albeit the indices
show a discrepancy, this fleet segment is not fiecefn imbalance, given the specific
manner of operation of this fleet. As Mediterraneaalities show that the fisheries are
mostly composed of small units (in particular, theet segment contributes with less
than 0.2% in total landings), this element of asa&yis considered to be slightly
misleading. Croatia shall continue to carefullyléaV the situation in this fleet segment
in relation to stocks exploited.’

‘There are fleet segments for which indicators gheint out to an imbalance, such as
hook and line and miscellaneous active gears grobps these fleets are considered
highly local and operational in very restricted age As such, it might not be

appropriate to use the indicators available, sira@rages calculated may be misleading
in terms of comparison. Also, the technical and neooic indicators have been

calculated based on a short time series. Croatildbllow closely these fleet segments
to avoid that this situation leads to a negativ@att on stocks.’

EWG 14-21 notes that while the SHI indicator fastbegment is >1, the landings associated
with this fleet are low and therefore the actistigf this fleet do not represent a significant
biological impact on the stock.
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NLD — calculation and use
SHI - p. 17,
The Dutch authorities note that:

‘It should be noted that the calculation of thiglicator depends on the availability of
guantified scientific advice for the stocks in digs In cases where more than 60% of
the value of the catch is made up of stocks forchvhialues of F and Fmsy are
unavailable the indicator is deemed to be unavdda{®G Fisheries and Maritime
Affairs Guidelines). Additionally, at present thelicator is not weighted by the actual
TAC the Netherlands obtains each year. We recomntieaid such an approach is
considered in the future as the relative part & fishing mortality caused by the Dutch
fleet on a certain species can then be delineated.’

EWG 14-21 considers that weighting by national gqualfocation may be appropriate and
should be considered as a weighting method for reewy indicators. However this would
require testing to assess the potential impacssicth an approach.

SVN —calculation and use
SHI - p. 27,
The Slovenian authorities note that:

‘Nevertheless, we have some observation and coscegarding the calculation of the

Sustainable harvest indicator (SHI) by the STEF@e Bcientific Advisory Committee
(SAC) of the GFCM established that there was aakésin the reference points included
in Recommendation GFCM/37/2013/1 for the anchow/sardine stock in GSA 17 and
raised some concerns regarding assessment modslangtions and input data used for
the assessment of the anchovy stock.’

EWG 14-21 considers it appropriate that the SHu@ahould be reconsidered in light of the
new information presented, and that this shoul@¢dresidered in the Number of Overfished
Stocks (NOS) indicator (see section on proposedgdsto indicators).

SAR - p. 28,

EWG 14-21 notes that the Slovenian authorities mased two issues regarding the utility of
the SAR indicator. These are issues have beerdrhisether MS and previously by STECF
(see section on SAR issues, problems and caveats).

‘The stock at risk indicator has the following tuet observed constraints:

* It is difficult to apply to Mediterranean stocks agreed reference points are not
available. This does not preclude the possibiligttsome stocks are known to be at
risk but combined with the status of catch dataMediterranean stocks in the DCF,
it makes it difficult to present a complete vievgtoicks in the area.

» Landings statistics used to calculate the stockssktindicator should ideally include
landings from non-EU countries and from all fleétsg. all under 10m fleets), but
such information is lacking in most cases, particiyl in the Mediterranean.
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BGR - lack of data
Bio indicators — p. 8
The Bulgarian authorities not that:

‘The necessary biological information for 2013 wast collected due to failure to
conduct research surveys in the Bulgarian Black @Gea&ording implementation of
NDCP). Consequently the biological indicators —t8uable harvest indicator and
Stocks-at-risk indicator were not calculated.’

EWG 14-21 notes that for the calculation of the @Ht#l SAR indicators survey data is not
required and that both indicators have been cakdilmr Bulgaria under thed hoccontract.

FIN — lack of data
Bio indicators — p. 9,
The Finish authorities note that:

‘According to a report by the European Commissian2012, STECF (Scientific,
Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries) haddata available to it on

biological indicators. With regard to the Finnidishing fleet and the fish stocks it
utilises, there is at present no reliable data #alie on all fish stocks to provide
biological indicators.’

EWG 14-21 notes that for many of the stocks exptbiby Finland, there are analytical
assessments available and that both SHI and SAPRatots have been calculated for Finland
under thead hoccontract.

MLT — lack of data
Bio indicators — p.4,
The Maltese authorities note that:

‘The sustainable harvest indicator was deemed taifevailable for Malta. Malta
attempted to calculate the indicator, using stoskessments carried out by STECF
and GFCM (the fisheries commission relevant to NMfegliterranean) based on data
from 2007-2012. In each case, for every year, nitbam 40% of the value of each
catch was made up of stocks for which values ofnB &msy or FO0.1 were
unavailable.’

EWG 14-21 notes that both the SH and SAR indicat@nse calculated for the Maltese fleet
segments under ttea hoccontract.

2.6.2 Issues with Economic Indicators

In most cases, MS used economic indicators (ROlcariRbFTA and CR/BER) as calculated
during the STECF EWG 14-04 using data submittedM& under the Data Collection
Framework (DCF).

In cases where MS re-calculated the economic itmlisathey sometimes faced difficulties to
compile all the variables or to make indicators pamble over the period:
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FRA p 21

‘In view of the provisional nature of the data retey to replacement value and capital
depreciation in the call for data issued on 21 Jary2014 for this report:

- ROFTA could not be calculated for the Frenchtfisgments;

- the calculation of CR/BER was slightly modifieddadid not make allowance for
depreciation.’

ESP, p70 Annexes
Some issues when calculating the indicators:

o Not being able to calculate the indicator dudatck population in the stratum. This means
that in some cases it is impossible to analysedsein a stratum and all we can say is
whether the result obtained for that year is acabjg or not.

° The existence of some strata in which certaira detre missing, which distorted the value
obtained, and even made it impossible to calculdtese data are depreciation and fixed
costs. In order to avoid eliminating these stratanf the study, this value has been imputed
as the average from the other years.

° There are several strata that do not have persboasts available.

MLT, p 19

It should be noted, however, that results for pyasi years can only be compared with
difficulty. Prior reports calculated this indicatdsy including direct subsidies and excluding

depreciation. As from 2013, however, direct sulesidiave been excluded while depreciation
has been included in the calculation for the intlica(as per the Guidelines for analysis of

the balance between fishing capacity and fishingoojunities of 12th June 2014).

EWG 14-21 suggests that these issues on the dijfita provide some economic variables
under the DCF should be considered in future PGECORF workshops and raised by the
EWG for the AER.

Other comments claim the need to clarify the methagl provided in the 2014 guidelines
and the full process for the calculation of ecoromdicators:

SWE, p5

ROI: It should also be recalled that the total reue includes not only the total landed value,
but also revenue from trading in fishing rights asttier revenue, meaning that the indicator
is overvalued.

CR/BER: It should again be pointed out that labatosts do not include owners’
withdrawals from sole proprietorships, meaning thlaé actual labour costs are in fact
higher.

EWG 14-21 agrees with the need to clarify the methmgy of the 2014 guidelines.
Regarding the ROI calculation, it should be madearcithat ‘Other income’ for the
calculation of ‘Net Profit’ includes ‘Income frorhe fishing Rights’.
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Regarding the potential impact of labour costs Waton on the CR/BER, EWG 14-21
suggests that MS should clarify the way that thalcudate economic variables provided
under the DCF when they submitted data.

GBR, p 10

It is thus requested that details of the full psses and calculations made for the other
indicators (economic and technical...) are release@llow further checks to be possible, as
well as additional uses of the indicators.

EWG 14-21 notes that JRC provides data qualitynego MS after data submissions and
before producing the STECF Annual Economic Repé&ER). MS are encouraged to
resubmit revised and corrected data; national ens@nd AER draft report are circulated to
MS experts before it is published.

SVN, p 29

Return on Investment (ROI): In case of this indicaGlovenia submits two sets of
calculations and accompanying interpretations: ocaétions that were prepared by the
STEFC and in addition calculations that were dooe the purpose of this report by the
Fisheries Research Institute of Slovenia. The dattdculations are submitted as we deem
that the figures provided by the STEFC are waytmh for which we fail to find suitable
explanation.

EWG 14-21 notes that JRC checked the above menutiorkcator values with an expert
from SVN during EWG 14-12 and errors were detedtethe SVN calculations. However,
no further feedback was provided to JRC.

2.6.3 Issues with Technical Indicators

In most cases, MS used technical indicators prelpase JRC and validated by STECF
EWGs.

Comments on technical indicators included in MS &epwere in many cases related to the
methodology used to calculate the vessel utilisaimaicator, in particular with regards to
issues on:

- The definition of the maximum days at sea conrgidethat some fisheries are seasonal,

- The irrelevance of a threshold for indication tethnical (in)efficiency in general or
applied to some segments, namely the small scglees# fleets.

Several MS also report the strong heterogeneith@fevel of activity within some segment
fleets compromising any assessment of technicgf(iaiency.

BEL, p16

The comments relies on the 12-24 m beam trawl s€cithe maximum number of days at
sea is irrelevant, as the 270-day maximum appleshe entire Belgian fleet, and is, in
practice, unachievable for the vessels in this &nalector, partly as a result of weather
conditions and the exchange of days at sea fomfysbpportunities. A quota utilisation rate
of around 80% is regarded as in balance for thigerlzeterogeneous fleet segment.’
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DNK, p 12

Making strong conclusions about presence of techrogercapacity are difficult, because
each fleet segment is not very homogeneous, thér@bgg a large variation in the maxi-
mum observed days at sea

FRA, p20

It should be noted that the second technical indicégs not presented for the segments in
which vessels are less than 12 metres in lengtl.|&Vvel of dependence on fisheries among
owners of vessels in the length classes below i2smshould be assessed more discerningly
So as to take account of the higher degree of difreation.

GBR, p16

Given the highly variable nature of activity seeithim each fleet segment within the UK
fleet, the UK wished to take up the option of ajmglydifferential days at sea figures for
certain segments.

HRV, p12

It should be noted that particularly in smaller dtesegments fishing activities do not
represent the only source of income, and rarelytheemain one. Due to this fact, in those
segments even though the indicator shows valueshes 0,7 it is considered that it is not
really a sign of imbalance

IRL, p2

The technical indicators as currently set down @b allow for the highly diverse nature of
the fleet or the range of natural variation withimese segments. For example the polyvalent
segment of the fleet is diverse, in terms of dizessels, geographical spread of activity and
species targeted. Also certain specified areasycaffort restrictions, or are subject to
seasonal/monthly patterns. It is difficult when ldegwith such a wide variety to compare
them all on the same basis so while the assessmeatation to technical indicators has
been carried out it cannot give an accurate pictungil such time as these natural variations
can be allowed for within the assessment.

SVN, p24

Figures below 0,7 can be seen especially in flegiments with large proportion of small
vessels. The majority of fishing vessels of theeBian fisheries sector are vessels engaged
in small scale coastal fishing (92 % of all Slowanfishing vessels are below 12 meters). For
most of the Slovenian fishermen, fishing does ewrtesent their main economic activity, it is
not the main source of their income, but it is alifonal, complimentary activity to other
activities (such as tourism etc.), therefore fighattivity of many fishermen is rather low.

Most of the fish caught by Slovenian fishermennaigratory species which means that they
occur in the northernmost part of the North Admatsea, which is the fishing area of
Slovenian fishermen, occasionally or seasonally.aAsonsequence, the fishermen must
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adjust their fishing trips to the occurrence ofghemigratory species. Therefore there can be
many periods during a year when they do not fishlaand many fishers try to engage in
other gainful activities. For example, vessels ggmrse seines are mainly active only in
period April-September

SWE, p8

The Commission's guidelines state that values roally below 0.7 must be considered as
showing structural overcapacity. ... As regards benavessels (of less than 12m) that fish
with passive gear, it should also be pointed oat these account for less than 3% of the
total Swedish catch and often involve operatorsaged in part-time fishing.

EWG 14-12 agrees that the use of the theoreticgb DA220 for some fleet segments where
the fishing activity is seasonal (due to targetcsgge or fishermen behaviour) is not
appropriate. In order to address this issue MS rteedubmit accurate information on

maximum DAS. A clear methodology on how to caloellahaximum DAS should be

provided to MS as part of the proposed revised ajuids (see Annex IV) in order to

facilitate this.

In the absence of accurate data on maximum DASgbsubmitted by MS, the EWG
recommends that fleet segments for which the thieatenaximum of 220 days at sea is not
relevant are identified. For such fleet segmentaltrnative maximum should be defined for
use in indicator calculations.

EWG 14-12 agrees on the irrelevance of technicalagsessment for segments where vessel
activities are strongly heterogeneous. In that clk® should provide elements on this high
variability.

2.7 Proposed Changes to Indicators

EWG 14-21 considers that the Sustainable Harvestadior (SHI) should be replaced by two
indicators, one giving information on the Number@ferharvested Stocks (NOS), and an
Economic Dependency Indicator (EDI). The StocksR&tk (SAR) Indicator should be
replaced by an indicator giving information on thamber of Stocks at Risk (NSR). The
proposed changes to the indicators are explainetbne detail below.

The NOS and NSR indicators calculated at fleet segrtevel should be presented together
with information on (1) the number of stocks extdi by the fleet segment, and (2) on the
number of these stocks for which fishing mortalégd/or biomass reference points are
assessed at national and international leveloy&STECF or the relevant RFMOs).

Number of Overharvested Stocks (NOS)

The NOS essentially indicates the number of stdoksvhich the ratio of F/zsy is greater
than 1.0 (i.e. stocks that at a particular pointiine are being fished at rates that are not
consistent with MSY) that are exploited by a fleegment, provided that the catch of that
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fleet segment account for more than™i%f the total catches from that stock by all segisien
This means that if a fleet segment takes a cateh & stock for which Fifsy is greater than
1.0, but that catch represents less than or equ#t of the total catches from that stock, the
stock would not be counted in deriving the indicat@lue for the fleet segment. A
hypothetical example is given in the table below.

Derivation of the NOS for 2 hypothetical fleets AdaB (all units are arbitrary)

Total

catch Catch Catch Catch

(all fleet | Catch | proportion| proportion | Count Count
Stock Filmsy | fleets) | A fleet B | fleet A fleet B Fleet A | fleet B
cod 1.3 110 10 100 0.09 0.91 0 1
haddock| 0.9 508 8 500 0.02 0.98 0 0
whiting | 1.2 52 2 50 0.04 0.96 0 1
plaice 0.8 400 0 400 0.00 1.00 0 0
sole 1.1 50 0 50 0.00 1.00 0 1
NOS 0 3

The above example results in NOS values of 0 arfdr3leets A and B respectively,
indicating that fleet B plays a greater role théeetf A to the exploitation rates on stocks
where Fl/lysy is greater than 1. Hence such an indicator isuligafthat it can inform
managers on which fleets might be suitable canegdsdr action in their quest to align their
fleet capacity with available fishing opportunitie&s with other indicators used in this
report, the NOS cannot be used in isolation tocaid that fleet capacity is not in balance
with available fishing opportunities.

In order to facilitate estimation of a time serfes the number of over-harvested stocks
(NOS), it would be useful to have access to a @eslon stock status (mean F by yeggvF
SSB, B estimates etc.) for the Mediterranean and Black & well as Other Fishing
Regions (OFR). Such databases could be hostedelbnelévant RFMOs, and would need to
be frequently updated with results of the most meamalytical stock assessments available.
Before setting up a fully functional database, GEGJTECF and ICCAT working groups
could be asked to complete a simple Excel templaltéch, after review by relevant bodies
(GFCM SAC, STECF plenary etc.), could be made phpkvailable. A similar suggestion
on setting up a database with information on sgiakus was made in the reports of previous
STECF Balance EWGs 12-10 and 13-11.

One of the parameters required in the calculatibthe NOS is total catches, i.e. catches
made by all fleet segments exploiting a partics@rck. In the case of stocks shared with
third countries, catches made by non-EU fleets riede considered. Such data is generally
available in the relevant RFMO databases (e.g. |CESO/GFCM capture production
databases available online). However there mandtances where MS do not have access to
the relevant data; data on total catches in theitelednean is only available up to 2011 and
total catch data for some OFR stocks will be dificto obtain. In such instances the

" The n% threshold is suggested as an arbitrarghbtd aimed to eliminate fleet segments that caéck low
levels of the stocks in question. N is expressedl ABlumber of fleet segments, e.g. if the number o
fleet segment is 100 the Threshold percentage woailt%. If the number of fleet segments is 10, then
the threshold would be 10%.
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indicator could nevertheless be calculated basetbtah catches of all EU fleets exploiting
the stock.

Number of Stocks at Risk (NSR)

With the exception of stocks assessed as beingvbitle Bi,, biological level, identifying
and categorising ‘stocks at risk’ based on the ouhkitogy outlined in the 2014 Balance
Indicator Guidelines is subjective. In 2012 onlyd 0f stocks selected for inclusion in the
SAR indicator were stocks assessed as being bdlevBi, level, 90% of the remaining
stocks were selected based on the qualitativerierifgriteria b-d in the 2014 Balance
Indicator Guidelines).

It is thus suggested to split the quantitative walton of the SAR indicator based on.B
values (criterion a) from the qualitative estimatiaf the SAR indicator (based on criteria b-
d) in the future so the origin of the data behindRSindicator values is clearer and the
indicator is easier to interpret.

Economic Dependency Indicator (EDI)

The EDI essentially indicates what proportion o tandings value from a fleet segment is
derived from stocks for which the ratio of [y is greater than 1.0 (i.e. stocks that at a
particular point in time are being fished at ratkat are not consistent with MSY). A
hypothetical example is given in the table below.

Derivation of the EDI for 2 hypothetical fleets AdB (all units are arbitrary)

Total Value Value

value of proportion proportion

landings| Landings| Landings| Value Value Fleet A | Fleet B

(all value value proportion| proportion| (Overharvested | (Overharve
Stock Fimsy | fleets) | fleet A fleet B fleet A fleet B Stocks) sted Stocks)
cod 1.3 110 10 100 0.50* 0.09 0.50 0.09
haddock| 0.9 508 8 500 0.40 0.45 NA NA
whiting | 1.2 52 2 50 0.10 0.05 0.10 0.05
plaice 0.8 400 0 400 0.00 0.36 NA NA
sole 1.1 50 0 50 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05
Total 20 1100 EDI 60% 19%

NA: Not Applicable because Ryky is not greater than 1
* The value proportion of fleet A is 0.5 for cochee fleet A has a total catch value of 20 unitswbfch 10
units are cod.

The EDI represents the cumulative proportion of iésenue from such stocks to that fleet
segment. The indicator can be used to inform on redant a particular fleet segment is on
the revenue obtained from stocks that are beingpggd at a rate that is not consistent with
MSY. As with other indicators used in this repdhe EDI cannot be used in isolation to
indicate that fleet capacity is not in balance vaitailable fishing opportunities.
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Social Indicators

The 2014 Balance Indicator Guidelines do not menéiny social indicators. This is despite
the fact that the new CFP Regulation (EC 1380/281&8gs that the common guidelines may
be developed by the Commission to indicatee ‘relevant technical, social and economic
parameters’ and that these guidelines should be used inréqgapation of MS reports on the
balance between fishing capacity and fishing opputies. Despite the exclusion of social
indicators in the 2014 Balance Indicator Guideljredeven Member States took the initiative
to nevertheless provide such indicators in their&2@nnual reports.

It was however not possible to reach agreemenhemppropriateness of social indicators in
the assessment of balance between fleet capaaityfisimng opportunities for MS fleet
segments during EWG 14-12 / 14-21 due to the venydd time available for discussion.
Several variations of potential indicators weretbyi considered, however, no agreement was
reached as to the utility of any of the indicatpresented. The Expert group suggests that an
assessment of the utility of candidate social iahics be undertaken by the 2015 EWG on
balance between fleet capacity and fishing oppdrasn

2.8 Proposed New Version of Guidelines

Article 22 of the CFP (Regulation (EU) No 1380/2a#3L1 December 2013) prescribes that
measures should be taken to adjust fishing capaxiaichieve a stable balance with fishing
opportunities. It also prescribes that Member Statall send to the Commission, by 31 May
each year, a report on the balance between thadislapacity of their fleets and their fishing

opportunities. To facilitate a common approach s&rthe Union, that report shall be
prepared in accordance with common guidelines whichy be developed by the

Commission indicating the relevant technical, Sloana economic parameters.

The Expert group notes that the current 2014 Baldndicator Guidelines prepared by the
Commission (COM(2014) 545 Final) contain a numbkinconsistencies and misleading
statements, and proposes that a new version oGthdelines should be produced taking
account of the following points and with suitabéeiew by appropriate scientific experts. A
draft of the proposed new version of the guidelisgzesented in Annex IV.

2.9 Discussion and Conclusions on Balance Indicators

Overall EWGs 14-12 / 14-21 note that there is gdarumber of fleets segments for which no
assessment based on biological, economic, antetbnical indicators is possible. Poor data
quality and coverage from a number of MS prevented EWG from comparing country
values due to the discriminatory impact on MS thate provided the relevant data. More
comprehensive datasets are thus urgently requnaad Member States. These data then
require quality assurance checks prior to useercticulation of indicators. In addition there
is a need to increase the number of stock assessnasl stock status databases should be
established for the Mediterranean Sea and for stotknterest to EU fishing fleets operating
in OFR. A further factor which prevented the EW®nfr commenting on indicator values
were limitations with the way several of the indarahad been calculated; current indicator
calculations require substantial improvements tprowve the reliability of the results.
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EWGs 14/12 and 14-21 in particular have reservatiover the calculation methods and
validity of biological indicators SHI and SAR. Thise of the Sustainable Harvest Indicator
(SHI) to assess whether a fleet is out of balanitle available fishing opportunities may be
misleading and give rise to inappropriate or ingtffee decisions. Specifically, EWG 14-21
considers that due the manner in which the SHaisutated, Member State may propose an
Action Plan to reduce the capacity of particulaetlsegment on the basis of the SHI value,
even though that fleet segment catches only a gnghortion of a stock or stocks that is/are
being exploited at rates greater than FMSY. Corehgra fleet with a much greater catch of
the stocks of concern, may be considered in balamaply because it has a broader catch
profile of other species. With regards to the SARGEGs 14-12 / 14-21 note that with the
exception of stocks assessed as being below tha Biological level, identifying and
categorising ‘stocks at risk’ is subjective duat@ange of terminology used in stock advice.

As a consequence EWG 14-21 considers that the ntu8kEll should be discarded and
replaced with the Number of Overharvested StockON The SAR indicator should be
revised to only include stocks that are assessdibiag below Blim biological level. The

existing criteria (b), (c) and (d) used for thecc#dtion of SAR should no longer be used in
calculating the SAR. The revised SAR indicator stidoe renamed Number of Stocks at
Risk (NSR). In addition, a new Economic Dependeimclcator (EDI) should be adopted as
outlined in the section on proposed indicator clearapove.

EWG 14-21 considers that these newly proposed atalis should be thoroughly tested and
peer reviewed with regards to their properties, et degree of sensitivity to the variables
included in the calculation prior to the 2015 BalarEWG meeting. Such testing and peer
reviewing should be done by a separate dedicata#tingpgroup meeting. This working
group should also assess the appropriateness i irslicators for fleet segments that are
inconsistently clustered over the time series. @ohdg these checks prior to the Balance
EWG and making the reports publically available ldcallow experts to draw more valuable
and reliable conclusions on MS fleet segments duttie 2015 Balance EWG meeting, and
also permit MS to evaluate the adopted processdsnathodology used to calculate the
indicators.

EWG 14-12 acknowledges that economic indicatorevessessed by STECF AER EWGs
prior to EWG 14-12, and concludes that it woulduseful to have access to STECF AER
EWGs’ comments on data quality and reliably duladance EWGs.

In addition to the issues with current indicatd&8yG 14-21 identified a substantial number
of ambiguities and issues with the Balance Indic&oidelines issued by the Commission in
September 2014 (COM(2014) 545 final). EWG 14-2tcbades that it is important that the
Commission adopts and disseminates to MS new guoetelbased on the draft version
proposed by the EWG. Precise details of how the pesposed indicators are to be
calculated will need to be included in these gui following a decision by DG MARE on

which of the proposed indicators are to be adoptetlincluded in the Reports from Member
States on the balance between capacity and fisimpgrtunities.

In particular EWG 14-21 considers that the assefi@t the biological indicators will allow
an assessment of the imbalance between eachélgmest and the stocks that they rely on is
not necessarily correct. To unequivocally draw actgsion that a single fleet segment is in
or out of balance with its fishing opportunitiessbd solely on the values for the above
indicators may be erroneous. It is not possibléeinitively draw such a conclusion without
taking into consideration additional factors. lasteall the indicator values (biological,
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economic and technical) should be considered whsesaing whether the capacity of a fleet
segment might, in the years represented, have loe¢nof balance with its fishing
opportunity. The EWG considers that one singledattir value that exceeds the threshold for
a particular fleet segment cannot be considereevatence of over capacity or imbalance
between fleet capacity and fishing opportunity. tRemrmore, even when a full set of
indicators is available for a fleet segment, in@ valid to draw a conclusion on balance
based on the indicator values alone. Instead thia cue for Member States to further
investigate the fleet segment to ascertain whetteze is a problem and the fleet is currently,
or was recently, out of balance with its fishingpopgunity. To reach a conclusion on balance
requires the consideration of political preferenoestural values and subjective judgements;
it is not a technical or scientific question andiat be based on a single indicator (see also
similar comments in previous STECF reports, e.gEGH Plenary 12-03 and STECF
Plenary 13-0%).

Moreover, when considering future actions relatiogthe adjustment of fleet capacity in
order to bring it into balance with fishing opparity, MS must bear in mind that the current
and near future balance is not necessarily the santlee balance situation as assessed in the
most recent year for which data are available aponuwhich the indicators are based.
Imbalance in the recent past does not necessanilyithe existence of imbalance in current
or near future years. If balance might have impdowecurrent or near future years due to
increases in the fishing opportunity, reductiondl@et capacity, or a mix of both, then it
might not be necessary to take any further policyoa. Therefore in the development of
management measures, MS should consider thatetsiecthpacity and the fishing opportunity
are likely to have changed and therefore the balaitaation will also have changed since
the data were collected. The EWG also notes tlaintinoduction of the Landing Obligation
is likely to significantly alter the validity of dicators and action plans introduced by
Member States prior to its implementation.

18 Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee fegheries (STECF) — 40th Plenary Meeting Report (RLE
12-02). 2012. Publications Office of the Europeandd, Luxembourg, EUR 25411, EN, JRC 73093,
124 pp.

19 Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee fdsheries (STECF) — 42nd Plenary Meeting Report
(PLEN-13-01). 2013. Publications Office of the Huean Union, Luxembourg, EUR 25969 EN, JRC
81549
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3 TOR 2EVALUATION OF MEMBER STATE FLEET REPORTS

3.1 Scoring System

The working group assessed compliance with Artd@e? of Regulation 1380/2013, as well
as Articles 13 and 14 of Regulation 1013/2010 bynagishe scoring system that had been
developed during SGBRE 09-01 and subsequent regigiReport STECF-12-18). Table 3.1
shows the scoring system used, which is basedeoeléiments of Article 14 (items 1A to 2 in
Table 3.1) and Article 13 (item O in Table 3.1).eTécoring system was largely as used in
previous years and awards a score for providingetaired information and a separate score
for the quality of the information. Scores for piding the required information are weighted
to reflect the experts’ view of the importance be telements included (present) in MS
reports. The quality score is a reflection of tbenpleteness, robustness and relevance of the
information provided.

In the agreed scoring system, reports were awatfteednaximum marks available for the
inclusion of required elements, even if informatissas not complete. If the element in
respect of 2013 was absent, the score was zeeoMS$ included a required element but it
related to the wrong year, the report would scere for including that element.

Experts awarded specific scores for completenesisystness and relevance and each
elements could achieve a score of 0, 0.5 or 1lhabthe total quality score could be between
0 and 3 for each required element.

As in 2013, experts decided to award additionahisdior structure for each required element
of the report. Thus, for example, if item ‘1A.iievelopment in fleets’, is not given a
heading, and the content for this item is includeder another heading, elsewhere in the
report, that MS report would receive the markstfer item being present, but would score
zero for structure of that required element. Tovelfor the possibility of variable and / or
weak translation of reports, experts accepted hgadhat were slightly different in wording
as along as the meaning was essentially the sathatagquired by the regulation.

Experts split into three subgroups to evaluate Mjorts so it is possible that groups may
have applied the scoring system differently. Howedkie system was discussed in plenary so
this risk is considered to be small. Last year's 8¢8res were also reviewed to try to ensure
consistency of evaluation between years. If expgtsded to award a different score for the
2013 MS report than was awarded for essentiallyilaintontent in previous years, the
experts recorded an explanation of their ratiomalawarding a different score and this is
contained later in section 3.3 of this report, unttes on each MS report.

A quality score of 3, the maximum available scal@es not necessarily mean that there is no
room for improvement in the presentation of a regpielement in the report.

For required element 1.d.ii), if a MS included adli@g in their report and indicated that

there was no plan for improvement in their fleenagement system, but this statement is in
contradiction with what was declared in the presi@ection ‘Summary of weaknesses &

strengths of fleet management system’, no pointe @earded for presentation.

For required elements 1A, 1.B and 1.C. if a MS @nésd only a Table or Figures and no

statement a score for being present was awardédhé&uwMS was penalised by losing points
on quality.
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With regard to element 1E, information on chandethe administrative procedures relevant
to fleet management, MS reports were not penalisegeérms of quality if there is a clear
statement in the report which states that thereewes changes in the administrative
procedures relevant to the fleet management.

The requirement that reports should be 10 pagdsssrwas interpreted to mean that the
annual report covering the legally required elemesfitould be 10 pages or less. If a report
exceeded 10 pages only because it included nonreglgeilements such as balance indicators,
or an annex of detailed information, then the remas still awarded a point for being 10
pages or less.

According to the recommended structure of the SGBB1 report (7.5. Ideal information
under each required element of the MS reports)stiement of MS opinion on the balance
of capacity and opportunity for their fleets shobflincluded in the section 2. Therefore, if a
report doesn’t follow this scheme, the correspogdicore of structure is 0.

Table 3.1 Scoring system for evaluating Member Stes annual reports

Maximum score available
Q Element to be included
Present | Structure Quality
i) Description of fleets 2 1 3
1A | ii) Link with fisheries 3 1 3
iii) Development in fleets 3 1 3
i) statement of effort reduction schemes 2 1 3
1B
i) impact on fishing capacity of effort reductiscshemes 3 1 3
1C | Statement of compliance with entry / exit scheme 2 1 3
i) Summary of weaknesses & strengths of fleet mamegnt system 1 1 3
1D i) plan for improvements in fleet management syste 2 1 3
iii) information on general level of compliance hiitfleet policy 1 1 3
instruments
1E Information on changes of the administrative praced relevant to fleef 1 1 3
management
2 Report 10 pages or less? 1 n/a n/a
(@) Overall: does report assess balance betweenigafampportunity? 3 1 n/a
Total possible scores 24 11 30

3.2 Evaluation of Member State Annual Reports for 2013

Seventeen Member State reports in English versiene weceived by EWG 14-12 and could
thus be evaluated by experts against the requirsnoéirticle 22 of Regulation 1380/2013,
as well as Articles 13 and 14 of Regulation 10130
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In Tables 3.7 and 3.8 only 22 MS reports are canmei because Croatia was evaluated for
the first time in 2013.

Figure 3.1 shows the overall improvement in quadityd inclusion of required elements
between 2008 and 2013. The calculation is basethersum of scores as percentage of
maximum scores and the percentage for 2013 is lesdclifor 22 countries. There is less
variation between MS reports in terms of their ctetgmess and quality compared to the
previous years.

3.2.1 Completeness

Table 3.2 shows the scores per MS for inclusioreqtiired elements in their annual reports
(the ‘Present’ score). Table 3.5 ranks MS by tkeare for inclusion of required elements. A
maximum of 24 points was available. Italy, UK, Balg, Portugal, Cyprus, Denmark,
Greece, Latvia, Netherlands, Romania, Spain actli¢he maximum 24 points, while the
minimum was 18 points for Sweden.

The total score for including the required elemems 93% in 2013 (Table 3.7). Compared
to 2012, there was a slight increase of 2% forgmes.

The scores for all sections in the MS reports iaseel or remained the same compared to the
same sections in 2012. The sections with the biggeseases in the scores (approximately 5
%) are:

» 1Aiii) Development in fleets;

» 1Bii) impact on fishing capacity of effort reduatischemes

» 1Dii) plan for improvements in fleet managementesys

» 1E Information on changes of the administrativegadaures relevant to fleet

management.

3.2.2 Quality

Table 3.3 shows the Quality scores by MS for inetbelements in the annual reports; there
is an improvement in quality compared to the 204@orts. Table 3.6 ranks MS by their
quality score for the required elements.

For 2013 the maximum points for quality is 30 psjitecause no points were awarded for
the quality of the overall statement on balancepdfts did not assess balance indicators
presented by MS in their annual reports. The repoft Germany, Estonia, Portugal,
Denmark, Slovenia and UK achieved the maximum sobi@0 points. Only four countries
decreased compared to the previous year. Annualovements in quality of reports are
illustrated in Table 3.8 and Figure 3.1. The tae@dre for quality was 84% in 2013 and 79%
for 2012.

3.2.3 Structure
Table 3.4 shows scores awarded by experts to teélecextent to which MS annual reports
followed the report structure. Three MS reportsaiSpPortugal, France closely followed the
recommended structure, reaching the maximum sEogerts find it very time consuming to
identify the required elements with headings thatndt reflect the material contained in
those sections.
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Table 3.2 Scores by Member State for inclusion ofeiquired elements in annual reports
N
o -
b= = I R TN I I e Z|lw|o < z < | <= z
Sle|le|3|2|2|2|8|2|olz|>|2|2|c|[3|S|o|lz|z|z|a
Max s l<|Z |z < | = wl<|2|>|<|B|Z1Z|D|<|u O | ¥
Clolo|lalz2 Sl13|1zlzluldl=z|e|2|2|lx|I|F s | = Slo|3
score [ 2 | 3 = I rlglo|lel<|[Z|S (L]l o4&
Zls|s|c|g|a|z(e|ga|s|E[5|[SE(=|2(218(2]|2|%|3
o |lgm| O o |w| o & = = el |a n
Q Required element of report zZ
1A | i) Description of fleets 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
ii) Link with fisheries 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 3|3
iii) Development in fleets 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
1B i) statement of effort reduction schemes 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
i) impact on fishing capacity of effort reduction 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
schemes
1c Statement of_compllance with entry / exit 5 5 5 5 5 2 2 2 5 5 2 5 5 2 2 5 2 2 5 5 2 2 5 5
scheme and with level of reference
1D i) Summary of weaknesses & strengths of fleet 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
management system
ii) plan for improvements in fleet management 5 5 5 5 5 2 2 0 5 5 2 0 5 2 0 5 2 2 5 5 2 2 0 5
system
iii) information on general level of compliance
with fleet policy instruments ! ! ! ! ! L L L ! ! L ! ! L 0 ! L 0 ! ! L L 0 !
1E Information on changes of the administrative 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
procedures relevant to fleet management
2 Report 10 pages or less? 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1
o Overa]l: does report assess balance between 3 3 0 3 3 3 0 3 |3 0 3 3 |3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 3 0 3
capacity & opportunity?
Total scores: 24 24 | 21 |24 |24 |24 (21 |22 (23|21 |24 |22 |24 |24 |19 |20 |24 |22 (24|24 )20 |24 |18 | 24
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Table 3.3 Scores by Member State for quality of ragired elements in annual reports
a
s |2 < £l<]e z|lwl|o < z =l I ¢ =z
M Slz|e|3|lz|(2|2|8|2|clz|>=|2|z|c|3|c|a|Z2|Z2|=z|a
1o |S|S|E|=|e|3|z|z|8|[3(=2 |22l |3|2|S|5|5|Q|%
score | 2 | Q1o ||z ||z |2 |lz|8 ||| | Z|2|lul|ldl|lR]|l=2]13]|2a =)
w ) o 5 w N = i L & x = 3 = > T 8 % O et 0 =
o0 o @) a w T o ©) x 5 = o & 7 7
Q Required element of report z
1A | i) Description of fleets 3 2.5 3 3 3 3 3 15 3 3 3 3 0.5 3 3 3 3 2.5 3 3 3 3 2.5 3
i) Link with fisheries 3 3 3 3 2.5 3 3 2 3 3 2.5 2 15 3 2.5 0 3 15 3 2 3 3 2 3
iii) Development in fleets 3 2.5 3 3 3 3 3 25| 25 3 1 2 1 2.5 3 3 25| 25 3 2.5 3 3 2.5 3

i) statement of effort reduction

1B
schemes

i) impact on fishing capacity of
effort reduction schemes

Statement of compliance with entry
1C |/ exit scheme and with level of| 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 15 1] 25 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
reference

i) Summary of weaknesses &
1D |strengths of fleet management 3 0 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 1 1 1 3 3 3 3 0 3 3 3 3 2.5 3
system

i) plan for improvements in fleet
management system

iii) information on general level of
compliance  with fleet policy 3 0 3 0 25 3 3 15 3 3 15 1 2 15 0 3 3 0 3 3 3 3 0 3
instruments

Information on changes of the
1E | administrative procedures relevant 3 2 25 3 3 3 3 25 3 3 25 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 3
to fleet management

2 Report 10 pages or less? na | nfa|na|na|na|na]nal|na|na]|na|na|na]|na]|na|na]|na]|na]|na]|na]|na]|na]|na]na]|na
Overall: does report assess

O |balance between capacity &| n/a [ n/a|n/a|nfa|na|na]|na]|na|na]|na]|na|na]na]|na]|na]na]|na]|na]|na]|na]|na]|na]nla]|na
opportunity?

Total scores: 30 19 |295| 27 | 29 | 30 | 30 [185| 29 | 30 |205|185|175] 27 | 19 | 27 | 26 (215 30 |275| 30 | 29 | 18 | 30

86




Table 3.4 Scores by Member State for structure ofeguired elements in annual reports

[a)
-
s | 2| < Tl<|o z lwl|o < z T | < | < P
Slz|2|S (2|2 |2(8|2|lolz|>||Z2(c|2 |S8|e|z|z|z|a
Max | 5 | < | & | & 5|l =<| =z ml<|2|>|5|E |z S |D|=|Uu|Z|o|x
10 o a | 2 = < = w _l < [ w3 [ s > w | >
scoe | 2 S| @[S |z(hlz|ele|lx|a|le|l=<|&|L|E olx |30 |&]|=
a|lg|lolo|B|lo|lc|(z]|g|lo|x |5 F |0z |a 7
Q Required element of report zZ
1A i) Description of fleets 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
ii) Link with fisheries 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1
iii) Development in fleets 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1
1B i) statement of effort reduction 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1
schemes
i) |mp_act on fishing capacity of effort 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1
reduction schemes
Statement of compliance with entry /
1C |exit scheme and with level of 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1
reference
1p |) Summary of weaknesses &| 1 lr a1 flrafolar|afala]afolo|a a2 ]a|2]|]1]2
strengths of fleet management system
i) plan for improvements in fleet
management system 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1
iii) information on general level of
compliance with fleet policy 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1
instruments
Information on changes of the
1E administrative procedures relevant to 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
fleet management
2 Report 10 pages or less? n/a nfalnfaln/a|na|nalnalnalnalnalnalnaln/aln/aln/aln/aln/aln/aln/aln/aln/aln/alnlalnla
Overall: does report assess balance
O between capacity & opportunity? 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0
Total scores: 11 7 10 | 10 | 10 | 10 | 10 | 2 11| 8 5 6 7 8 4 |10 | 10| 8 11| 8 10| 11 | 4 | 10
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Table 3.5 Ranked results for inclusion of requirecelements in MS reports.

2013 Scores for inclusion of required elements
Member State 2013 score Max score % 2012 score Difference
ITALY 24 24 100% 4 20
UK 24 24 100% 21 3
BELGIUM 24 24 100% 23 1
PORTUGAL 24 24 100% 23 1
CYPRUS 24 24 100% 24 0
DENMARK 24 24 100% 24 0
GREECE 24 24 100% 24 0
LATVIA 24 24 100% 24 0
NETHERLANDS 24 24 100% 24 0
ROMANIA 24 24 100% 24 0
SPAIN 24 24 100% 24 0
FRANCE 23 24 96% 24 -1
FINLAND 22 24 92% 19 3
IRELAND 22 24 92% 22
POLAND 22 24 92% 23 -1
GERMANY 21 24 88% 21 0
ESTONIA 21 24 88% 23 -2
BULGARIA 21 24 88% 24 -3
SLOVENIA 20 24 83% 23 -3
MALTA 20 24 83% 24 -4
LITHUANIA 19 24 79% 19 0
SWEDEN 18 24 75% 22 -4
CROATIA 24 24 100% n/a n/a

Table 3.6 Ranked results for quality of included edments in MS reports

2013 scores for quality of included elements
Member State 2013 score Max score % 2012 score | Difference
GERMANY 30.0 30 100% 19.5 10.5
ESTONIA 30.0 30 100% 23.0 7.0
SLOVENIA 30.0 30 100% 24.5 5.5
UK 30.0 30 100% 28.5 15
PORTUGAL 30.0 30 100% 29.5 0.5
DENMARK 30.0 30 100% 30.0 0.0
BULGARIA 29.5 30 98% 30.0 -0.5
FRANCE 29.0 30 97% 23.0 6.0
CYPRUS 29.0 30 97% 275 1.5
SPAIN 29.0 30 97% 29.0 0.0
ROMANIA 275 30 92% 24.0 3.5
LATVIA 27.0 30 90% 25.0 2.0
MALTA 27.0 30 90% 26.5 0.5
NETHERLANDS 26.0 30 87% 23.5 25
POLAND 215 30 2% 26.0 -4.5
GREECE 20.5 30 68% 20.5 0.0
LITHUNIA 19.0 30 63% 15.5 3.5
BELGIUM 19.0 30 63% 19.5 -0.5
FINLAND 18.5 30 62% 18.5 0.0
IRELAND 18.5 30 62% 225 -4.0
SWEDEN 18.0 30 60% 16.0 2.0
ITALY 17.5 30 58% 5.5 12.0
CROATIA 27.0 30 90% n/a n/a
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Table 3.7 Comparison of scores for inclusion of ragred elements between 2012 and 2013 MS reports

2012 MS reports

2013 MS reports

Scores for including required elements Summed sum of Summed sum of
Sum of | score as Sum of | score as
max max
scores % of scores * % of
scores scores
. max max
Q Required element of report
i) Description of fleets 44 100% 44 44 100% 44
1A | ii) Link with fisheries 63 95% 66 63 95% 66
ii) Development in fleets 63 95% 66 66 100% 66
i) statement of effort reduction schemes 40 91% 44 42 95% 44
1B
i) impact on fishing capacity of effort reduction schemes 63 95% 66 66 100% 66
Statement of compliance with entry / exit scheme and with level
1Cc of reference 44 100% 44 44 100% 44
gyztuen;]mary of weaknesses & strengths of fleet management 20 91% 22 21 95% 22
1p | ii) plan for improvements in fleet management system 34 7% 44 36 82% 44
iii) information on general level of compliance with fleet policy
instruments 19 86% 22 19 86% 22
Information on changes of the administrative procedures relevant
1E | o fleet management 21 95% 22 22 100% 22
2 Report 10 pages or less? 18 82% 22 19 86% 22
Overall: does report assess balance between capacity &
(¢} OppOunNity? 51 7% 66 51 7% 66
Total scores: 480 91% 528 493 93% 528

* Scores for Croatia excluded
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Table 3.8 Comparison of scores for quality of inclded elements between 2012 and 2013 MS reports

2012 MS reports

2013 MS reports

Scores for quality of included elements Summed sum of Summed sum of
Sum of | score as max Sum of | score as max
scores % of scores * % of
. scores scores
Q Required element of report max max
i) Description of fleets 49.5 75% 66 60.5 92% 66
1A | ii) Link with fisheries 47.5 2% 66 545 83% 66
iii) Development in fleets 40.5 61% 66 57 86% 66
i) statement of effort reduction schemes 43 65% 66 60.5 92% 66
1B
i) impact on fishing capacity of effort reduction schemes 35 53% 66 50.5 7% 66
Statement of compliance with entry / exit scheme and with level
1C of reference 46.5 70% 66 64 97% 66
i) Summary of weaknesses & strengths of fleet management 35 53% 66 525 80% 66
system
1D | ii) plan for improvements in fleet management system 36.5 55% 66 49.5 75% 66
iii) information on general level of compliance with fleet policy
instruments 28.5 43% 66 46 70% 66
Information on changes of the administrative procedures relevant
1€ to fleet management 46 70% 66 61.5 93% 66
2 Report 10 pages or less? n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Overall: does report assess balance between capacity &
o opportunity? n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Total scores: 408 79% 660 556.5 84% 660

* Scores for Croatia excluded

90




Completeness and quality of MS reports
100

M Present

= Quality

Sum of scores as % of max possible score

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Reference year of reports

Figure 3.1 Annual development in MS sum of scores as percenta@f maximum scores.
Scores for Croatia are not included.

3.3 Comments on Member State Annual Reports

3.3.1 Belgium (BEL)

The headings of the sections in the report donltofo the recommended structure:
information on ‘Link with fisheries’ and on ‘Statemt of compliance with entry / exit
scheme’ was provided in a section with a diffefegader.

In the future BEL is encouraged to provide moreaiiedi information for missing segments
in the section ‘Development in fleets’.

In the section on ‘Impact on fishing capacity ofoef reduction schemes’, MS should give
more explanations why there is no link between rganmeent of fishing effort and fishing
capacity.

The section on ‘Statement of compliance with eritrgxit scheme’ does not follow the
recommended structure.

BEL should provide more detailed information abdlé ‘Summary of weaknesses and
strengths of fleet management system’ and ‘Infoilonabn general level of compliance with
fleet policy instruments’.

Information on changes in the administrative praced relevant to fleet management should
be updated.

3.3.2 Bulgaria (BGR)

The report was clear and closely followed the rem@mded structure.

Information included in section 1E ‘Information changes of the administrative procedures
relevant to fleet management’ is more related ®ittiormation that should be included in
section ‘Information on the general level of comapkie with fleet policy instruments’.

The section ‘Balance between fleet capacity arturfgs opportunities’ should be included in
the report; relevant conclusions should be provided
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3.3.3 Croatia (HRV)

Croatia delivered a comprehensive and good quafgrt.

The section ‘Management plan for sardine and anchoSA 17’ should have a heading
according to the recommended structure (i.e. setewrf effort reduction schemes).

Croatia is encouraged to present more informatiooutthe compliance with the effort
reduction schemes for next year.

Croatia did not provide any information on the gahé&vel of compliance with fleet policy

instruments, for example with regards to contrall @amforcement or other administrative
procedures. Croatia should present information abmlance between fleet capacity and
fishing opportunities’ according to the recommendtdcture of the SGBRE 10-01 report.

3.3.4 Cyprus (CYP)

Overall the report was clearly presented and fadidwhe recommended structure.

The section on ‘Link with fisheries’ could be impea by including a detailed table with
information on landings by species and fleet sedgmen

More information regarding the ‘General level ohgaiance with fleet policy instruments’
will improve the quality of the report.

An assessment of the balance between fleet capacityfishing opportunities is provided,
but only for the main fleet segments.

3.3.5 Germany (DEU)

The section ‘Information on fishing effort redugticchemes and their impact on catch
capacity’ should be presented separately in difieparagraphs: one on ‘Statement of effort
reduction schemes’ and one on ‘Impact on fishirgacdy of effort reduction schemes’.

The information about ‘Changes to administrativecedures’ should be moved to the
section 1E ‘Information on changes of the admiaiste procedures relevant to fleet
management’.

The section ‘Balance between fleet capacity arturigs opportunities’ should be included in
the report; relevant conclusions should be provided

3.3.6 Denmark (DNK)

Overall the report was clearly presented and fadidwhe recommended structure.

A comprehensive and detailed description of thairiig fleet was provided. Information
about the ‘Description of fleets’ and ‘Link withshieries’ could be improved by adding more
information as was the case in previous years.

An assessment of the balance between fleet capauityfishing opportunities was provided
by DCF fleet segment using the traffic light system

3.3.7 Estonia (EST)

The overall report quality improved compared to finevious years, and the recommended
structure of the report was respected.

The section ‘Balance between fleet capacity arturigs opportunities’ should be included in
the report; relevant conclusions should be provided

3.3.8 Greece (GRC)

The recommended report structure was not alwaysrado. Information on ‘Description of
fleets', ‘Link with fisheries’ and ‘Development ifieets’ was combined into one general
section.
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The table provided under ‘General description @ fishing fleet’ would be rendered more
useful by including information from previous yearShere is no information about
catches/landings by the different fleet segments.

Greece is encouraged to include this data withctreect heading and in the correct section
in future. For example ‘Statement of effort redontischemes’ and ’Impact on fishing
capacity of effort reduction schemes’ are not pressk separately. Moreover, more robust
information on ‘Impact on fishing capacity of effaleduction schemes’ will improve the
quality of the report. Information in the section dmpact on fishing capacity of effort
reduction schemes’ should be presented in tablé®afigures to make it easier to visualise
the status of the Greek fleet.

Information about ‘Weaknesses and strengths ot fie@nagement system’ is incomplete;
some information on the ‘Fleet management systeas provided but it is insubstantial. The
same applies to the ‘Plan for improvements’ and @eneral level of compliance with fleet
policy instruments’. A more detailed account wol&lhelpful.

Greece should present information about ‘Balanctvdren fleet capacity and fishing
opportunities’ in a relevant section.

3.3.9 Finland (FIN)

As in previous year the report did not follow tleeemmended structure.

More relevant qualitative and quantitative inforraaton: the ‘Description of fleets’; ‘Link
with fisheries’ and ‘Development of fleets’ shouldé included. The information should be
presented by fleet segment, and include a shofaeation.

In relation to the ‘Impact on fishing capacity dfcet reduction schemes’ the period of data
provided is not the same in the text and underd&. The information on reduction of
capacity after 2009 is absent.

In the section on ‘Statement of compliance withr@ekit scheme’ there is missing
information on the entries and exits at the engQif3.

‘Summary of weaknesses & strengths of fleet managémystem’ is not clearly defined
and the section ‘Plan for improvement in fleet ngament system’ does not provided
relevant information.

‘Information on general level of compliance witledt policy instruments’, would improve
the overall quality and completeness of the report.

In the section on ‘Information on changes of thenenistrative procedures relevant to fleet
management’ information about changes and admaisagr procedures should be included
for the 2013.

Finland should present information about ‘Balanagween fleet capacity and fishing
opportunities’ in a relevant section.

3.3.10 France (FRA)

The section on ‘Link with Fisheries’ has improvedtidwing last year's comments.

In the section ‘Development in fleets’ some figuodscapacity trends would improve the

quality of the report. The table with entries armdsshould be included near paragraph 5 in
section C on ‘Compliance with entry/exit scheme’.

The ‘Summary of weaknesses & strengths of fleet agament system’ section was

improved from last year’s report, but it is suggesto list ‘strengths’ and ‘weaknesses’

separately in future.

Additional information on other relevant measuresild be included in the section on

‘Information on level of compliance with fleet poyiinstruments’.
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3.3.11 Ireland (IRL)

The report had the same weaknesses mentioned dast The report did not follow the
recommended structure.

Information on ‘Description of fleets’, ‘Link witisheries’ and ‘Development in fleets’ was
combined into one general section, and informadiohe two latter aspects was missing.

A section on the ‘Impact on fishing capacity ofceffreduction schemes’ should be provided
following the report structure.

The sections: ‘Weaknesses & strengths of fleet igamant system’ and ‘Information on
general level of compliance with fleet policy instrents’, should be provided according to
the report structure. More robust information woufdprove the overall quality and
completeness of the report.

No information was provided on ‘Plans for improverm fleet management system’.

3.3.12 ltaly (ITA)

The overall quality of the report improved compatedast year. All the required sections
were present in the Italian report. The reportoiwkd improvement recommendations made
in the previous STECF EWG 13-28 report. However réggort did not always follow the
recommended structure.

The section ‘Description of fleets’ should be mdegailed, and DCF segmentation should be
applied.

Sections on ‘Impact on fishing capacity of eff@tuction schemes’ and ‘Statement of effort
reduction schemes’ were combined in one generéibsethese two sections should contain
more detailed information.

Information on ‘Summary of weaknesses & strengthifeet management system’, ‘Plan for
improvements in fleet management system’ and ‘médion on general level of compliance
with fleet policy instruments’ were combined intoeogeneral section. These sections should
be more detailed and presented separately.

There is no general statement about the balanemlmalance between fleet capacity and
fishing opportunity.

3.3.13 Latvia (LVA)

All the required sections were present in the laatwieport. The report followed some of the
recommendations made in the previous STECF 13-g8rtreHowever the report did not
always follow the recommended structure.

Information on the ‘Description of fleets’ was coleie and presented in the relevant section.
‘Development of the fleet' should be described adow to fleet segment and more
substantial information should be provided.

The ‘Impact on fishing capacity of effort reductiechemes’ does not state or show the
magnitude of the reduction of fleet capacity inrsrof vessel GT or kW, only the number of
vessels is provided. More information about cayaetiuction should be provided.
‘Weaknesses & strengths of fleet management systéf@an for improvements' and the
‘General level of compliance with fleet policy instnents’ were not given in the relevant
order of the suggested structure.

Latvia is encouraged to also mention other relevagulations in the section on ‘General
level of compliance with fleet policy instruments’.

There is no general statement about the balandmlmalance between fleet capacity and
fishing opportunity.
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3.3.14 Lithuania (LTU)

The report did not follow the recommended structure

Information about fleet segmentation, gear and ddndgpecies should be provided. Some
information about fishery was included in the ‘Déscription of fleet’, but the section ‘Link
with fisheries’ is missing from the report stru&ui his should in future be included with the
correct heading.

The section ‘Statement of effort reduction schenseabsent.

The section ‘Impact on fishing capacity of the effeeduction schemes’ provided some
information of reduction between 2005 and 2007. Elsv there was no information on the
impact of reduction schemes on capacity in 2012.

The section ‘Statement of compliance with entryif scheme’ should be provided according
to the recommended report structure.

The sections ‘Plan for improvements in fleet mamag@at system’ and ‘Information on
general level of compliance with fleet policy instrents’, were missing and should be
included in the report with the relevant informatio

3.3.15 Malta (MLT)

The report follows the recommended structure, Ima $ection ‘Link with fisheries’ is
missing.

The information about the balance between fleeaci&p and fishing opportunities should be
presented by fleet segments. Overall the assessm&ra general; no clear conclusions are
presented by the Maltese authorities.

3.3.16 Netherlands (NLD)

In the section ‘Development in fleets’, two tablesre presented but with no accompanying
comments. The relevant comments should be provided.

The section on ‘Statement of effort reduction sckedoes not have clear information about
effort. More information should be provided.

Tables are presented in the section on ‘Impact ishinly capacity of effort reduction
schemes’, but again with no accompanying comments.

More explanation about plans for improvement sheoallde provided in the section ‘Plans for
improvement in fleet management system’.

There is no general statement about the balanemlmalance between fleet capacity and
fishing opportunity.

3.3.17 Poland (POL)

The information provided on the ‘Link with fishesieis not sufficiently clear, robust and
relevant because only limited information aboutdiag volumes by species and fleet
segment is provided by the POL.

Overall, POL is encouraged to present more detaitddrmation, preferably by DCF

segments.

3.3.18 Portugal (PRT)
The wording of the headings for 'Link with fishesieand ‘Statement of compliance with

entry / exit scheme’ was different from the headisgggested by the Guidelindshis seems
to have been a translation problem and the EWGshadested that the Commission could
supply translators with the suggested report sualings for reference in future.
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3.3.19 Romania (ROU)

The report followed the recommended structure anthe headings but not in the content.
The information provided on the ‘Link with fishesievas not robust enough, and most of the
information was not given in the relevant sectiohWwas set out in an Appendix - without the
provision of references in the appropriate section.

No relevant information was provided on the ‘Impantfishing capacity of effort reduction
schemes’.

The information included in ‘Development in fleesdiould be moved to section ‘Statement
of compliance with entry / exit scheme’ and infotioa in ‘Statement of compliance with
entry / exit scheme’ should be moved to the seadlmnimpact on fishing capacity of effort
reduction schemes’. Information about the develagnie fleets is dispersed in different
sections of the report.

There is no clear concluding statement about thenbea or imbalance between fleet capacity
and fishing opportunities.

3.3.20 Slovenia (SVN)

The report followed the recommended structure.

The overall quality and completeness were improv@ahpared to the previous year by the
inclusion of more qualitative and quantitative imf@tion in particular with regards to

Information on ‘Weaknesses & strengths of fleet agament system’, ‘Plans for

improvement in fleet management system’ and ‘Infation on general level of compliance
with fleet policy instruments’.

There is no general statement about the balandmlmalance between fleet capacity and
fishing opportunity.

3.3.21 Sweden (SWE)

The report did not follow the recommended structarevided in previous STECF reports,
and does not follow the recommendations of the SHEWG 13-28 report. Consequently
the report is difficult to interpret.

Information about the ‘Link with fisheries’ is inaled in Table 2 and again in the text after
Table 11; EWG 14-12 could not find any informatimm the ‘Link with fisheries’ by species
and by fleet segment.

The development of active and inactive fleet isspreed in separate tables presented in
different parts of the report (Table 1 and Tablg 11

Although there are statements of effort reducticimesnes, there is no information regarding
the ‘Impact on fishing capacity of effort reductischemes’.

More detailed information about the ‘Summary of Weessses & strengths of fleet
management system’ should be provided becauserdsent information is very general.
Detailed information is also lacking for the sencon ‘Impact on fishing capacity of effort
reduction schemes’, and no information was provided the sections on ‘Plan for
improvements in fleet management system’, and finfgion on general level of compliance
with fleet policy instruments’.

In the text on ‘Information on changes of the adstmtive procedures relevant to fleet
management’ it is not clearly indicated whetherghgave been changes in the administrative
procedures.

There is no general statement about the balandmlmalance between fleet capacity and
fishing opportunity.
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3.3.22 Spain (ESP)

Spain delivered a comprehensive and good qualtyrte

ESP should provide more information regarding cleanm the section ‘Information on
changes in fleet management administrative proesdur

3.3.23 United Kingdom (UK)

UK delivered a comprehensive and good quality repor

The appendix E. ‘Results for balance indicatorsludes separate tables for each calculated
indicator and some of conclusions were made.

3.4 Discussion on Evaluation of Member State Fleet Repis

In line with the meeting TOR, EWG 14-12 and EWG2I4applied the scoring system that
had been developed during SGBRE 09-01 and subserpasions (Report STECF-12-18)

to evaluate the national annual fleet reports stibthiby MS. This exercise revealed that
there was a slight increase in overall provisiomezfuired elements in reports submitted in
2013, like in previous years there was an overafirovement in the quality of the required
elements.

However EWG 14-12 and EWG 14-21 considers thatst@ing system developed by
STECF in previous years needs to be updated tessldne requirements of the new CFP in
general, and the 2014 Balance Indicator Guidel{imesuding any relevant future revisions
of the Balance Indicator Guidelines as outlinedmmex 1V) in particular. It is suggested that
a specific TOR on revising the current scoring elysshould be included in a future STECF
balance EWG so that a thorough revision of theisgasystem can be undertaken, using the
above considerations as a starting point.

EWG 14-12 and EWG 14-21 reflected on a number gfdegestions which in future need to
be evaluated in order to determine whether MS natioeports were made in accordance
with the 2014 balance indicator guidelines:

1. Are biological & economic indicators (includirdternative indicators developed by MS)
included?

Two new requirements of the reformed CFP relat@éednclusion of (i) indicators referred to
the Guidelines, and (ii) alternative indicators eleped by MS should in future be added to
the list of required elements in the scoring systenevaluation of MS annual reports.

2. Are indicators calculated at fleet segment Iegetlefined in DCF?

DCF fleet segmentation should be followed by MS miamalysing the balance between
fishing capacity and fishing opportunities in liwéth the 2014 balance indicator guideliffes

If a different classification of fleets is used théhese should be justified by the MS. EWG
14-12 and EWG 14-21 noted that in several casesafisessment of balance indicators

20 sections 2 and 8 of COM(2014) 545 final respecyisthte the following:

These guidelines aim to ... use data collected aaugito the Data Collection Framework to facilitatemparisons and to avoid
duplication of work.

In order to avoid duplication of work and in order keep consistency with other economic and biodgiata, the evaluations
set out here should be calculated from data asctéd and structured under the Data Collection Fearark in force.
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presented in MS reports cannot be compared witlatla¢ysis of balance indicators based on
JRC calculations since some MS opted to use diftdteet classifications in their reports. A
specific requirement relating to this aspect shobdl introduced and evaluated when
reviewing annual MS reports in future.

3. Are separate annual assessment included foerdiff regions, including for fleets
operating in the outermost regions and for vesyadsating exclusively outside Union waters

presented?

Information on fleets operating in the differengians (Area 27, Area 37 and in particular
outermost regions) should be provided by all MScktiave fleets operating in several areas.
Where biological and economic data are not availabis should be clearly stated by MS
together with an indication of any measures beindeutaken to address such a lack of
information.

4. Is a balance at fleet segment level assessat nmanner which allows instances of
structural overcapacity to be identified?

MS are required to carry out an assessment of talbatween capacity and opportunity at
fleet segment level, based on the calculation dicators in accordance with the 2014
balance indicator guidelines developed by the Casion. It is very difficult for MS which
have a large number of fleet segments and/or flénets are active in a range number of
métiers (different species and/or areas) to comeitipan overall conclusion on the balance
between capacity and opportunity in their fishingef. Moreover the term ‘structural
overcapacity’, as used in Article 22.2 of the newPC(Regulation 1380/2013) does not
appear to be defined.

The question ‘Overall: does the report assesmbaldetween capacity & opportunity?’ in
the previous scoring system should in future bengbd to ‘Does the report include relevant
information about the balance between capacity goofunity in MS fleet?’.

5. Has the Member State proposed an Action Plarildet segments where imbalance has
been demonstrated?

Where an Action Plan has been proposed by a MSieatign on whether the information
presented in an Action Plan is consistent with rimi@tion in the MS fleet report could be
included in the revised scoring system. The pragaésmplemented Action Plans should be
clearly indicated in the fleet report each year.

3.5 Conclusions on Evaluation of Member State Fleet Reypts

English versions of 23 MS reports relating to 201&e available in English version for
review by the EWG. Since Croatia was evaluateditlier first time in 2013, only 22 MS
reports were considered for comparison purposes2aii2.

Evaluation of MS reports relating to 2013 showedal tihere was a slight increase in overall
provision of required elements in reports comparedeports relating to 2012. There was
further overall improvement in the quality of trequired elements in MS reports relating to
2013 compared the previous year. Of the 23 MSdhlmitted reports, 6 MS achieved scores
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of 100% for the quality of the required elementsick is an improvement on last year’s
scores.

With regards to the overall conclusions, 18 MS pted information on whether their fleet
was or was not in balance with its fishing oppoitiduring 2013.

Several MS noted discrepancies between indicatargiged by the Commission and their
own calculations when of indicators were recal@daby the relevant national authorities.
EWG 14-21 considers concludes that the indicatbmases should be subject to peer review,
and that MS should specifically be invited to vatel the accuracy of the indicators or
provide alternative values with data and explamatias required.

In order to avoid the repetition of the same comenade by STECF EWGs during the
evaluation of MS fleet reports each year, EWG 14ahd EWG 14-21 suggests that the
Commission should request feedback from MS on comsn@ade on their national reports,
including confirmation of receiving STECF commergsich feedback should be requested as
soon as the STECF Balance EWG report is issuedfgilewing STECF autumn plenary),
before MS begin drafting the report of the follogyipear.

The scoring system developed by STECF in previ@assyneeds to be revised to address the
requirements of the new CFP; the new scoring systhould reflect the 2014 balance
indicator guidelines for analysing the balance Ileetv fishing capacity and fishing
opportunities. Key questions to be addressed wing@ring the scoring system include:

o Are biological & economic indicators (including ebative indicators developed by
MS) included & measured?

o Are indicators calculated at fleet segment levalettned in DCF?

o0 Is separate annual assessment included for diffezgions, including for fleets
operating in the outermost regions and for vesgadsating exclusively outside
Union waters presented?

o Is a balance at fleet segment level assessed anaanwhich allows instances of
structural overcapacity to be identified?

0 Has an Action Plan proposed by a Member Statehfofleet segments where
imbalance has been demonstrated?

A specific TOR on revising the current scoring systshould be included in a future STECF
balance EWG so that a thorough revision of theisg@ystem can be undertaken.
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4 TOR 3 EVALUATION OF MEMBER STATE ACTION PLANS

4.1 Introductory Remarks for TOR3

The recent reform of the EU's Common FisheriescRdICFP) obliges Member States to
put in place measures to adjust the fishing capacit their fleets to their fishing
opportunities over time. Member States are requioedo so by taking into account trends
and based on the best scientific advice, with thjeative of achieving a stable and enduring
balance between fishing capacity and fishing opputies (Article 22.1 of EC 1380/2013).

According to COM (2014) 545 Final, from now on, Maen States shall prepare and include
in their annual fleet reports an Action Plan foe fileet segments with identified structural
overcapacity. The Action Plans will set out theuatinent targets and tools to achieve a
balance, and a clear-cut timeframe for its impletagon. Failure to make an annual report
on the balance between fleet fishing capacity goubdunities, and/or failure to implement
the Action Plan may result in the proportionatepsmsion or interruption of funding under
the new European Maritime and Fisheries Ef@n@rticle 22.4 of EC 1380/2013).The
evaluation of Action Plans conducted by STECF EWI3sl12 / 14-21 considered the
following points:

Consistency between fleet report and Action Plan
Presence of a discussion about the cause ofantsg
Examination of the adjustment targets;
Specification of tools to reach the adjustmargets;
Specification of a clear time frame.

arwnE

STECF EWG 14-12 / 14-21 undertook its Action Plaaleations against the 2014 Balance
Indicator Guidelines (COM (2014) 545 Final). Howews explained in sections 2.6.3 and
2.6.4, the Expert Group considers that the 201deduies are in need of revision, and some
of the indicators used to inform an assessmerfte@btlance between fishing capacities and
fishing opportunities should be replaced. The Snakde Harvest Indicator in particular (see
section on SHI issues, problems and caveats faailsletis problematic and may be
misleading. As a result, if Member States’ assesssnef whether a fleet segment is out of
balance with fishing opportunities was based on 8i¢l, their assessments may be
guestionable and any associated action plan maindggpropriate or undesirable. In an
attempt to assist the Commission and Member Stidte$ xpert Group has drafted proposed
revisions to the guidelines (see Annex IV) and aers that the indicators listed therein
should be adopted to inform future assessmentiseob&lance between capacity and fishing
opportunities.

2L Art. 22 of Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013 of the &mean Parliament and the Council on the Common
Fisheries Policy

22 Regulation (EU) No 508/2014 of the European Paudiat and the Council on the on the
European Maritime and Fisheries Fund
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4.1.1 Cyprus (CYP)

An Action Plan that ends in 2020 was presented \yy@ for the small scale inshore fishery
(license categories A&B) that was considered imadd by the Cypriot authorities. The
target set by Cyprus is to achieve balance of lgwt by 2020. The basic tool for achieving
this is the permanent cessation of fishing acasitithrough the withdrawal of fishing vessels
from this fleet.

4.1.1.1 Indicators and Fleet Segments Considered

The Action Plan proposed by Cyprus sets the adprstntargets and tools to achieve a
balance for the vessels with polyvalent passivagg@a<12m (small scale inshore fishery
with category licenses A&B, CYP PG VL0012). Theirmsited SHI suggests that the fleet
relies on stocks that are being exploited at rakegeding those capable of delivering MSY;
the stocks contributing to the indicator reach &m®0% of the value of landings. The
RoOFTA regarding the fleet segment is very low ogatieve and with a deteriorating trend,
indicating economic over-capitalization, althoudte tratio CR/BER, suggested that the
segment is profitable (6-<12m) in 2012. It is hoaewnportant to note that the Cypriot
authorities consider that the results of the CR/BaRulation should be treated with caution
since the data used in the calculations is basegliestionnaire surveys due to the absence of
financial accounts.

4.1.1.2 Adjustment Targets and Tools

The adjustment targets and tools proposed are itherawal of an additional 55 small scale
inshore vessels. The Action Plan also refers tofdlse that a modification of the national
fisheries law in Cyprus is ongoing, in order to\pde the necessary legal framework for
achieving the required fleet balance by 2020.

The Cypriot Action Plan states thalt is worth mentioning that the measure of permanent
cessation started being implemented under the previous programming period (2007-
2013), during which a number of 107 small scale inshore vessels were withdrawn; the aim

is to complete this measure under the new programming period, with the withdraw of
additional 55 vessels. In total, with the completion of the measure of permanent cessation,

a reduction of at least 30% of the small scale inshore fleet is expected.” There is no clear
explanation of the rationale behind the percentaiggessels which is being targeted for
scrapping.

4.1.1.3 Timeframes for Implementation

The time frame for implementation of the Cypriottida Plan is clearly stated: actions to
achieve balance between fishing capacity and fisbipportunities should be concluded by
2020. The Action Plan outlines the planned permaoessation of 55 fishing vessels by the
end of 2017, and a parallel modification of theiaval Cypriot fisheries law. Furthermore, it
is stated that the MS will evaluate the Action Ré@nan annual basis.
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4.1.1.4 Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures

STECF EWG 14-12 notes that the rationale for catioly that the fleet segment is over
capacity is explained. However, while the toolsathieve the targets in the Action Plan are
clear, the target number of vessels that are telsemmissioned is unclear. It is not obvious
whether a total of 107 vessels have already betrdmwn under the 2007-2013 programme
or whether only a number of the 107 vessels eamaider withdrawal have been withdrawn.
While the Action Plan aims to decommission 55 vissby the end of 2017, it remains
unclear whether this is in addition to or consétua proportion of the 107 vessels referred to
in the 2007-2013 programme. The time frame forglemanent cessation of fishing vessels
and the planned achievement of balance betweemdistapacity and fishing opportunities
are described. However the rationale behind thengld scrapping of 30% of the small scale
inshore fleet segment is not explained.

4.1.2 Croatia (HRV)

An Action Plan that ends in 2019 was presented tmatia for purse seine (PS) and demersal
trawl (DTS) fleet segments, which the MS considrsbe out of balance with fishing
opportunities. The targeted reduction is expectedd achieved in 2019, following the
application of EMFF measures for scrapping, andagiy@ication of other measures aimed to
facilitate vessel exits from the fleet. STECF EW4 1R noted some inconsistencies between
what is outlined in the fleet report and the Acti®lan.

4.1.2.1 Indicators and Fleet Segments Considered

Croatia identifies overcapacity in some segmenth®fleet and proposes to reduce capacity
in the following segments: PS 06-12; PS-12-18; P38 S24-40; DTS 06-12; DTS -12-18;
DTS 18-24 and DTS 24-40. The SHI value suggeststh®fleets rely on stocks that are
being exploited at rates higher than those capafdielivering MSY; the stocks contributing
to the indicator represent around 80% of the valube purse seine landings and 20% of the
demersal trawl landings.

From the economic point of view, only 4 of thesgments reveal no profitability, with
negative values for DTS 12-18 m and 24-40 m lengtld, PS 6 - 18 m length. Regarding the
fleet segment demersal trawlers 6 — 12 m lengthpande seiners 18 — 24 m and > 24 m
length, it appears that these segments have gaweic viability. The same segments have
ratios (CR/BER) above 1. Nevertheless, in the Actban proposes capacity reductions for
two of these segments. However, STECF EWG 14-1@snihat the plan does not include
any proposals for action for any of the other sagsé¢hat based on the SHI rely on stocks
that are being exploited at rates higher than tieapable of delivering MSY and which show
weak economic viability.

4.1.2.2 Adjustment Targets and Tools
The adjustment targets and tools proposed are ithenawal of between 5% and 20% of the

capacity of PS and DTS fleets VL 6-40 in terms af &d kW (Table 1), and the general
continuation of measures to manage the fishingtefieployed by the Croatian fleet.
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Table 4.1 Targeted indicative reduction in the flee

2013 Percentage Targeted reduction
Fleet segment Nr. of vessels§ ~ GT kw ?(-];duction GT kW
DTS VLO00-06 7 8,7 37,46 0% 0 0
DTS VL06-12 190 1.432,14 16.505,74 15% 214,82 2475,86
DTS VL12-18 203 3.702,51L 31.000,44 10% 370,25 3100,04
DTS VL18-24 40 2.241,99 9.942,90 5% 112,10 497,15
DTS VL24-40 16 2.581,88 7.384,40 5% 129,09 369,22
PS VL00-06 3 3,3 89,15 0% 0 0
PS VL06-12 34 230,64 3025,43 20% 46,1 605,09
PS VL12-18 45 978,46 7338,69 10% 97,85 733,87
PS VL18-24 54 4277,6b 18352,6| 5% 213,88 917,63
PS VL24-40 67 9953,19  35941,64 5% 497,66 1797,08

4.1.2.3 Timeframes for Implementation

Although it is stated that the targeted reductisrexpected to be achieved in 2019, the
timeframes for implementation of the proposed messsare not clear.

4.1.2.4 Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures

STECF EWG 14-12 noted that the measures proposéukilCroatian Action Plan do not
consider the DFN segment, even though the SHI atdicis higher for this fleet segment
compared to the PS fleet segments. The Action Rlatifies not considering the DFN
segment for any action, stating that ‘this fleegrsent comprises only vessels less than 6 m
LoA, operating seasonally and highly locally. Mower the Action Plan affirms that
‘although the number of vessels is high and thehest low, the balance of this segment
might in reality actually be higher than indicatelhe STECF EWG 14-12 notes that such
justifications are likely to apply to the majorityf Mediterranean fleets. Moreover, the
Member State’s assessment that the DFN fleet segmenfact more in balance than what is
indicated by the SHI is not supported by any datadalitional indicator values presented in
its fleet report.

STECF EWG 14-12 also noted that the proposed Adimes not make a clear distinction
between the use of EFF and EMFF funds for scrapgding not clear which part of the

planned reduction in fleet capacity will be achi@vmder the EFF OP, and which part will be
achieved under the EMFF Action Plan. Consequertly precise timeframe for the

implementation of the Action Plan is not clear. Tihierence is that the Action Plan runs
from 2015 until 2019, but this is not explicithased.

Taking into consideration the above observatioT&& EWG 14-12 concluded that further

clarification is required to clearly understand &ka what is being proposed and the
associated timeframe for implementation. Furtheandhe rationale behind the planned
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scrapping of between 5% and 20% of the capaci®fnd DTS fleets VL 6-40 in terms of
GT and kW is not explained.

4.1.3 France (FRA)

An Action Plan for fleet segments that based ohri@al, economic or biological criteria, or
a combination of such criteria have been assesgeHrdénce to be out of balance was
reviewed. STECF EWG 14-21 notes the following issnethe proposed Action Plan:

1. Despite the fact that the Action Plan recognisesied to use technical, economic or
biological principles the only criterion the Frenaksessment of balance is solely
based on the Stock at Risk indicator (SAR);

2. The Action Plan also refers to a list of fleet segithat need to be monitored in a
certain timeframe in order to identify whether the®gments become demonstrably
out of balanced over time. The time frame is howext clearly defined;

3. The Mediterranean fleet segments definedsasguiare considered out of balance
due to the implication of this fishing activity dhe habitat Posidonia oceanica
beds), not based on an assessment done using Bien8igator.

4.1.3.1 Indicators and Fleet Segments Considered

The Action Plan proposed by France sets adjusttaegéts and tools to achieve a balance
for the Mediterranean and North Atlantic segmelass(than 6, less than 10 and less than 12)
targeting eel with different gears (pots, traps aets) and Mediterranean fleets fishing on
Posidoniabeds (namelysangu). The indicators taken into consideration are dmbjogical;

for Ganguiin particular the biological indicator referring tioe impact on the habitat of the
stock targeted is not in agreement with the Comomsguidelines. The assessment of
balance by France for its fleet segments, doetaketinto account any technical or economic
indicators.

Although an Ecosystem Based Approach to Fisheriaadgement as well as the agreement
in the Barcelona Convention on the protectionPafisidonia habitat has been taken into
account by the French authorities in assesSiagguifleet segments as candidates for action,
the STECF EWG 14-21 notes that this metier is aillgwed to operate under a specific
derogation (Article 4 (5) of the Mediterranean ragjon (No 1967/2006)). The provisions of
that Article calls for a specific management plamd aspecifically does not allow the
replacement of fishing vessels decommissioned withlic aid. Consideration therefore
needs to be given as to whether it is appropriatehie Ganguisegment to form part of the
proposed action plan.

4.1.3.2 Adjustment Targets and Tools
The adjustment targets and tools proposed are ithelrawal of a maximum of 212 vessels
(177 targeting European eel and 35 using@amgui gear). However the Action Plan does

not specify the rationale behind the proposal tap64% of the vessels in the fleet segment
targeting European eel, and 29% of the vesselg @&amgui
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Concerning those fleet segments targeting EuropearsTECF EWG 14-21 notes that ICES
2015 advises that all anthropogenic mortality (eegreational and commercial fishing,
hydropower, pumping stations, and pollution) afifegtproduction and escapement of silver
eels should be reduced to — or kept as close &v6-as possible.

It is worth noting that the present Action Plarerefto secondary actions such as acquisition
of knowledge and enhance use of available datagpréation of European eel and
prohibition of new entry into the fleets.

4.1.3.3 Timeframes for Implementation

The time frame for implementation of the FrenchidwetPlan is not clearly specified. The
starting point and the end date of the Action Rlenunclear. The timetable only covers the
timely implementation of the decommissioning scheamel does not set any deadline for the
completion of the Action Plan in its entirety. Thas no tentative timetable for the secondary
actions.

4.1.3.4 Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures

STECF EWG 14-21 notes that the Action Plan doe<lsatrly describe the reasons why an
exit scheme is proposed only for those fleet segsndentified in the action plan.

The rationale to base an assessment of whethex thambalance between capacity and
fishing opportunities solely on the SAR indicaterlikely to result in some fleet segments
that would be candidates for action being overlooke

Furthermore, the sole reliance on biological inttics is potentially misleading and raises
issues as to the validity of the analysis of thenEh fishing capacity. As indicated in the
Commission Guidelines, ‘the indicators are intendedoe used in combination to draw
conclusions on imbalance for each fleet segmenaraggy’. In this Action Plan the
indicators are not used in combination and theeefioe conclusions reached as to which fleet
segments are considered unbalanced are questionable

The targets are not explained. The proposal woeltefit from a clear explanation of the
rationale behind the planned decommissioning scheand the targets they are designed to
achieve. Furthermore, the time frame for all thelsopresented (permanent cessation of
fishing vessels and other measures) is not clspdgified.

The French Action Plan also identifies an additicet of fleet segments that according to
their assessment need to be monitored with redpetite balance between capacity and
fishing opportunities. STECF EWG 14-21 notes thaniber States are required to report
annually on all fleet segments and not simply theyseeified in Member States’ Action plans.

Taking into consideration the above observatioT&& EWG 14-12 concluded that further

clarification is required to clearly understand @kawhat is being proposed and why and
the associated timescale for implementation.
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4.1.4 ltaly (ITA)

An Action Plan based on technical and biologic#leda, or a combination of such criteria
has been presented by Italy to identify fleet segméat are assessed by the Member State
to be out of balance with their fishing opportussti However STECF EWG 14-21 identified
several issues in the Action Plan:

1. The only criterion taken into consideration in assgg whether fleet segments are in
balance with their fishing opportunities is the stinable Harvest Indicator (SHI);
The Expert Group considers that such an approaadtigippropriate and may give
misleading results (see section 2.4.1.5 / Annexsd¥tion on indicator ‘Purpose and
Principles’);

2. The Action Plan mentions an effort adjustment plaut, it does not specify effort
reductions (it only generically mentions GT and kitrease);

3. The reduction of 2% fishing capacity in term of &M and the timeframe chosen are
not justified.

The Action Plan also mentions other tools such esgraphical and time-based closures,
plans for temporary cessation of fishing activitesl specific technical measures but without
specifying segments, targets or timeframes.

4.1.4.1 Adjustment Targets and Tools

The adjustment targets and tools do not specifyitimeber of vessels that would be scrapped.
There is some specification in the Member Stateuahfleet report of the fisheries that
would be affected by the reduction in capacity, thig is not mentioned in the Action Plan.

The Action Plan does not elaborate any justificatior the proposal to scrap 2% of the
GT/kW for the segments identified.

4.1.4.2 Timeframes for Implementation

The time frame for implementation of the Italiantida Plan is not entirely clear. The
starting point and the end date of the Action Riea clearly specified, but no intermediate
steps or implementation targets are mentioned.

4.1.4.3 Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures

STECF EWG 14-21 notes that the Action Plan doe<lsatrly demonstrate the reasons why
a capacity reduction scheme is required for thatiled fleet segments.

The lack of any reference to indicators other thamogical indicators is very problematic
and raises issues as to the validity of the amalysthe Italian fishing capacity. As indicated
in the Commission Guidelines, ‘the indicators atemded to be used in combination to draw
conclusions on imbalance for each fleet segmenaraggly’. In this Action Plan the
indicators are not used in combination and theeefioe conclusions reached as to which fleet
segments are considered unbalanced are questionable
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The Italian fleet report lists various problemshniihe calculation of the SHI, and states that:
‘a decision has been taken to aggregate the segnoentbe basis of the SHI biological
sustainability indicator assessment and to struetilmee separate action plans on the basis
of these aggregated dataHowever no details on calculations based on sagdregated
segments are presented, and no concrete propamalsnproving SHI calculations are
presented. In any case, the Expert Group consitiatsbasing an assessment on the SHI
alone is not appropriate and may give misleadirgylte (see section 2.4.1.5 / Annex IV
section on indicator ‘Purpose and Principles’).

A reduction of 2% in terms of fleet segment GT &\d is proposed for each of three fleet
segments: (1) bottom trawling, (2) purse seining pair trawling, and (3) other methods.
This reduction target is however not justified bgyaconcrete indicator calculations.
Moreover as the report itself points out therenseaisting fishing effort adjustment plan for
the Mediterranean fleet, which is made up of 18ionmal decommissioning schemes
separately structured according to geographicatasehs (GSAs) and fishing methods.
According to Table 5 in the MS fleet report theiagkd reductions in GT and kW by fishing
method and geographical sub-area (GSA) have in daceeded the planned reductions.
Rather than presenting a justification why furtdecommissioning is required, the Italian
authorities state in the Action Plan thtite actions undertaken to date to bring the flestkb
to a balanced situation have produced a result Whaverall, may be considered reasonably
satisfactory:

The targets listed in the Action Plan are presemigkdout any explanation or justification;
the proposal would benefit from a clear explanatadrthe rationale behind the planned
decommissioning schemes and the targets they aigneel to achieve. Furthermore, the time
frame for all the tools presented (permanent cessaf fishing vessels and other measures)
is not clearly set and should also be specified.

Taking into consideration the above observatiol&€& EWG 14-21 concluded that further
clarification is required to clearly understand &kawhat is being proposed and why and
the associated timescale for implementation.

4.1.5 Latvia (LVA)

Latvia presented an Action Plan for 2015-2017 uheoito reach balance between the Latvian
fishing fleet’'s capacity and the fishing resoureesilable to the fleet. STECF EWG 14-12

noted an inconsistency between what is outlinethenfleet report and in the Action Plan

regarding the precise number of vessels in the #egment that was considered by the
Latvian authorities not to be in balance.

4.1.5.1 Indicators and Fleet Segments Considered

An imbalance in capacity and fishing opportunitigas assessed by Latvia for the fleet
segment Netters VL 24-40 m. The biological indicai8HI) for this fleet segment was
calculated in relation to the target fishing matyalbased on the assessment done at
WGBFAS2013 for Eastern Baltic Cod i{fget = 0.30). The Return on Investment (ROI)
indicator is also reported in the Action Plan fdr ¥4-40m Netters. The ROI indicator shows
low profitability. The causes of this in the ROI2012 and 2013 are explained as being the
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result of low quota utilisation. However, the remsdor the low quota utilisation are not
explained.

4.1.5.2 Adjustment Targets and Tools

With regards to adjustment targets and tools, tb&#oA Plan proposes to eliminate the whole
VL 24-40m Netters fleet segment.

4.1.5.3 Timeframes for Implementation

The Action Plan states that the exit (scrappingVbf24-40 m Netters is planned to be
accomplished by the 31st December 2017.

4.1.5.4 Conclusion on Assessment of Proposed Measures

STECF EWG 14-12 notes that the proposed measutigeafction Plan are based on SHI
calculated using the ratio of F/Fmsy based on 082CES assessment. As pointed out by
STECF EWG 14-10, due to a number of issues thdtsestiEastern Baltic Cod analytical
assessment are particularly uncertain. Therefgrananterim measure, ICES has adopted the
data limited approach to providing advice for 20E6tthermore, the Expert Group considers
that basing an assessment on the SHI alone is ppyb@riate and may give misleading
results (see section 2.4.1.5 / Annex |V sectiomadicator ‘Purpose and Principles’).

The economic data provided by MS indicates thaffifafmlity in the fleet segment is
currently low despite having showed profits in tleeent past. STEC EWG 14-12 has no
basis to estimate the potential future economidopmance of the VL 24-40 m netters
segment.

Taking into consideration the existing limitatio®S[ECF EWG 14-12 considers that it is not
appropriate at this time to evaluate the measugsoged in the Latvian Action Plan.

4.1.6 Spain (ESP)

An Action Plan was presented by Spain that inclutietdiled information about, and analysis
of, biological, economic, technical and social ogadors. The conclusions drawn highlighted a
number of fleet sectors across several fishing gdhat require specific measures. These
were consistent with the data and the Fleet Refmantyever no proper decommissioning
program was proposed in the Action Plan to brirggittentified fleet segments into balance.
A number of management tools currently in placeeniated only in the Fleet Report, but
information was lacking on targets and timeframBse final paragraph of the translated
Action Plan made available to STECF EWG 14-21 sttttat the Member State is awaiting
2013 biological data prior to preparing relevanttidiw Plans. As such Spain proposes
compiling a comprehensive Action Plan later in §ear for implementation in 2015.
According to the document, this will be sent to emmission as soon as it is ready, by
December 2014.

Given that no Action plan has yet been proposedcGGH EWG 14-21 has no further
comment.
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4.2 Discussion and Conclusion on Evaluation of Membert&te Action Plans

STECF EWG 14-12 discussed the operational apprmabk applied in order to evaluate the
Action Plans. As a first step the consistency betwihe contents of the fleet report and the
Action Plan of each MS needs to be checked. Thenale behind the choice of certain target
and tools should be clearly outlined in an Actidar®? and a clear explanation why the
proposed measure(s) is (are) the most appropoatés) to achieve the target(s) should be
provided. The timeframe of the Action Plan implemagion should be clearly stated and
linked to the adjustment targets, and a justifarativhy a certain timeframe has been chosen
should be given. EWG 14-12 suggests that an owenoé the progress achieved in
implementing Member States’ Action Plans should dmeumented future annual fleet
reports.

STECF EWGs 14-12 / 14-21 considers that in the cdssonsiderable uncertainty in the
evaluation of stock status which has led to stoskessments being rejected by the
appropriate scientific bodies such as STECF, ICEKE@FCM, the biological indicators will
also be uncertain and consideration needs to e to whether it is appropriate to use
them in identifying those fleet segments that remjan Action Plan.

STECF EWGs 14-12 / 14-21 also considers that whemuli-annual management plan is
already in place at EU level, coherence and caersigt of management measures under the
Action Plan with existing measures under the matitual management plan should be
ensured.

STECF EWG 14-21 discussed the issues with andegiaocies between Member States’
Action Plans, taking also into consideration thdidw Plans revised during STECF EWG
14-12. Clear guidance on the specific requiremehisction Plans and the criteria by which
they are assessed is likely to lead to improveditguand consistency amongst Member
States Action Plans. The Expert group suggestsatitditional guidelines for the preparation
of action plans should be incorporated into futgredelines to Member States for the
preparation of their annual reports. Such guidslisteould strongly emphasise the following
five components required and subsequently usedsiesa Member States’ Action Plans:

(i) Consistency with analysis of balance indicatareluding the three types of

indicators and excluding extraordinary circumstantteat might temporarily affect

the perception of overcapacity (e.g. exceptionahge in market prices);

(ii) Discussion of the cause of imbalance: existeatdifferent fisheries, possibility

to exploit different stocks, external economic aiton or data issues;

(i) Examination of adjustment targets, based,dwample, on historical attainment

of previous targets and a description of circumstanthat might affect future

attainment;

(iv) Specification of tools including which fleeegments and fisheries will be

targeted. Reasons for matching the tool to tha Begment will also improve the

probability of success, as for example previougeeked effectiveness of the tool,

available resources for the implementation, agre¢nvéh stakeholders;

(v) Specification of a clear timeframe, preferalvigluding fixed dates, intermediate

steps and a realistic period for implementatiors@oae.g. on past experiences with

capacity reduction).
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STECF EWGs 14-12 / 14-21 evaluated 6 Action Plapecifically from Cyprus, Croatia,
France, Italy, Latvia and Spain. There were issugl all the Action Plans which were
reviewed, which will need to be addressed by theveant MS authorities before the plans can
be considered acceptable. All six MS should prowgi@arer reasoning regarding their choice
of the capacity management measures proposediiratiti®n plans.
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6 LIST OF BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS

Background documents are published on the meetmefssite on:
http://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/ewg1412

List of background documents:

1. EWG-14-12 — Doc 1 - Declarations of invited and JBperts (see also section 5 of this
report — List of participants)

2. COM(2014) 545 final — Doc 2 - Guidelines for theabysis of the balance between fishing
capacity and fishing opportunities according to 22tof Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013 of
the European Parliament and the Council on the Gamfasheries Policy.

The following STECF reports used as background ahecus can be found on:
http://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports/balance

2014-06_STECF 14-09 - Balance indicators_JRC90403.p

2014-06_STECF 14-09 - Balance indicators_all taklB€£90403.zip
2013-11_STECF 13-28 - Balance capacity JRC86350.pdf

2013-04_STECF 13-08 - Balance indicators_JRC81659.p

2012-11 STECF 12-18 Balance capacity  JRC76704.pdf

2011-11 STECF11-17- Balance capacity and fishirqgpdpnities JRC67795.pdf
10-09_SG-BRE 10-01 - Fleet capacity and fishingoopmities _ JRC61983.pdf
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7 ANNEX | —STOCK REFERENCE LIST

The reference list shown below is currently usedditade commercial landings data at
species level into stocks. The resulting stock ilag&l data (by value or weight) was used by
the ad hoccontractors in the calculation of the Sustainatéevest Indicator (SHI) and the
Stocks at Risk Indicator (SAR) for consideration®yeCF EWG 14-12/ 14-21.

‘ fishstock ‘ species_code | sub_division_fao ‘ nb_stock | fishstock ‘ species_code ‘ sub_division_fao | nb_stock |

alb-27 ALB 27.4.A 1 hom-west HOM 27.7.H 1
alb-27 ALB 27.7.G 1 hom-west HOM 27.5.B 1
alb-27 ALB 27.7.H 1 hom-west HOM 27.8.C 2
alb-27 ALB 27.7 1 hom-west HOM 27.7.E 1
alb-27 ALB 27.6.B 1 hom-west HOM 27.8.D 1
alb-27 ALB 27.8.B 1 hom-west HOM 27.8.B 1
alb-27 ALB 27.6.A 1 hom-west HOM 27.5.B.2 1
alb-27 ALB 27.8.E 1 hom-west HOM 27.4.A 1
alb-27 ALB 27.9.8B 1 hom-west HOM 27.7.C 1
alb-27 ALB 27.7.K 1 hom-west HOM 27.7.F 1
alb-27 ALB 27.1 1 hom-west HOM 27.7.G 1
alb-27 ALB 27.7.E 1 hom-west HOM 27.7.) 1
alb-27 ALB 27.7.D 1 hom-west HOM 27.6.A 1
alb-27 ALB 27.7.C 1 jrs-gsa09 JRS 37.13 1
alb-27 ALB 27.10.A 1 lib-gsa26 LIB 37.3.2 1
alb-27 ALB 27.10.B 1  lin-comb LIN 27.8.A 1
alb-27 ALB 27.8.A 1 lin-comb LIN 27.7.C 1
alb-27 ALB 27.7.) 1 lin-comb LIN 27.4.B 1
alb-27 ALB 27.8.D 1 lin-comb LIN 27.7.B 1
alb-27 ALB 27.9 1 lin-comb LIN 27.8.B 1
alb-27 ALB 27.9.A 1 lin-comb LIN 27.12.A 1
alb-27 ALB 27.7.A 1 lin-comb LIN 27.2.A 1
alb-27 ALB 27.12.A 1 lin-comb LIN 27.8.E 1
alb-27 ALB 27.12 1  lin-comb LIN 27.3.A 1
alb-27 ALB 27.8.C 1  lin-comb LIN 27.3.B.23 1
alb-27 ALB 27.7.F 1 lin-comb LIN 27.14.B 1
anb-78ab MON 27.7.C 2  lin-comb LIN 37.1.2 1
anb-78ab MON 27.7.H 2  lin-comb LIN 27.7.H 1
anb-78ab MNZ 27.7.B 2  lin-comb LIN 34 1
anb-78ab MON 27.7.G 2  lin-comb LIN 27.3.D.25 1
anb-78ab MNZ 27.7.C 2  lin-comb LIN 27.8.C 1
anb-78ab MNZ 27.8.A 2  lin-comb LIN 3411 1
anb-78ab ANF 27.7.D 2  lin-comb LIN 27.7K 1
anb-78ab ANF 27.7.G 2  lin-comb LIN 27.6.B 2
anb-78ab ANF 27.7.) 2  lin-comb LIN 27.9.A 1
anb-78ab ANF 27.8.A 2  lin-comb LIN 27.8.D 1
anb-78ab MNZ 27.7.K 2  lin-comb LIN 27.1 1
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anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-78ab
anb-8c9a
anb-8c9a
anb-8c9a
anb-8c9a
anb-8c9a
anb-8c9a
anb-gsa05
anb-gsa05
anb-gsa05
anb-gsa06
anb-gsa06
anb-gsa06
anb-gsa07
anb-gsa07
anb-gsa07
anb-gsal5_16
anb-gsal5_16
anb-gsal5_16
anb-gsal5_16
anb-gsal5_16
anb-gsal5_16
ane-bisc
ane-bisc

ane-bisc

MON
MON
ANF
MON
MON
ANF
MNZ
MON
MON
ANF
MNZ
ANF
ANF
MNZ
MNZ
ANF
MNZ
MNZ
MON
ANF
MNZ
MON
ANF
MNZ
MON
MNZ
MON
ANF
ANF
MON
MNZ
MON
ANF
MNZ
ANF
MON
MNZ
ANF
ANF
MNZ
MON
MON
MNZ
ANE
ANE
ANE

27.8.A
27.7.)
27.7.H
27.7.K
27.7.F
27.7.B
27.7.F
27.7.B
27.7.E
27.7.C
27.7.H
27.8.B
27.7.F
27.7.E
27.7.G
27.7.E
27.8.B
27.7.D
27.7.D
27.7.K
27.7.)
27.8.B
27.8.C
27.9.A
27.8.C
27.8.C
27.9.A
27.9.A
37.1.1
37.1.1
37.1.1
37.1.1
37.1.1
37.1.1
37.1.2
37.1.2
37.1.2
37.2.2.15
37.2.2
37.2.2.15
37.2.2
37.2.2.15
37.2.2
27.8.C
27.8.A
27.8.B
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lin-comb
lin-comb
lin-comb
lin-comb
lin-comb
lin-comb
lin-comb
lin-comb
lin-comb
lin-comb
lin-comb
lin-comb
lin-comb
lin-comb
lin-comb
lin-comb
lin-faro
lin-rock
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mac-nea
mgb-8c9a
mgb-8c9a
mgb-8c9a
mgb-8c9a
mgw-78
mgw-78
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LIN
LIN
LIN
LIN
LIN
LIN
LIN
LIN
LIN
LIN
LIN
LIN
LIN
LIN
LIN
LIN
LIN
LIN
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MAC
MEG
LEZ
MEG
LEZ
MEG
LEZ

27.3.C.22
27.4.A
27.7.)
27.7.G
27
27.7.D
27.3.D.24
27.2.B
27.5.B
27.6.A
0
47.1.1
27.7.A
27.7.E
27.7.F
27.4.C
27.5.B
27.6.B
27.7.)
27.7.D0
27.7H
27.6.A
27.4
27.4.8
27.7.C
27.8.A
27.4.A
27.3.A
27.8.B
27.6.B
27.7.G
27.9.A
27.4.C
27.7.E
27.7K
27.8.C
27.7.8B
27.6
27.7.A
27.7.F
27.9.A
27.9.A
27.8.C
27.8.C
27.8.B
27.7.C
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ane-bisc
ane-gsa01
ane-gsa06
ane-gsa09
ane-gsal6
ane-gsal7
ane-gsal7_18
ane-gsa29
ang-iwvi
ang-iwi
ang-iwi
ang-iwi
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab
anp-78ab

anp-8c9a

ANE
ANE
ANE
ANE
ANE
ANE
ANE
ANE
ANG
ANG
ANG
ANG
ANF
MON
ANF
MNZ
MNZ
ANF
MON
ANF
MNZ
MON
MON
ANF
MON
MNZ
MON
ANF
MON
MNZ
MNZ
ANF
MON
MON
MON
MNZ
MNZ
ANF
ANF
ANF
MNZ
MNZ
ANF
MNZ
MON
ANF

27.8
37.1.1
37.1.1
37.1.3
37.2.2
37.2.1
37.2.1
37.4.2
27.4.B
27.4.A
27.6.B
27.6.A
27.7.E
27.8.A
27.7.H
27.7.F
27.7.E
27.8.B
27.7.G
27.7.D
27.7.K
27.7.)
27.7K
27.7.B
27.7.B
27.7.H
27.7.C
27.7.F
27.7.F
27.8.B
27.7.D
27.7.K
27.7.D
27.8.B
27.7.H
27.7.B
27.7.C
27.7.G
27.7.)
27.8.A
27.8.A
27.7.)
27.7.C
27.7.G
27.7.E
27.8.C
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mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-78
mgw-8c9a
mgw-8c9a
mgw-8c9a
mgw-8c9a
mts-gsa09
mts-gsal0l
mts-gsal7
mts-gsal8
mulbar-gsa0l
mulbar-gsa0l
mulbar-gsa03
mulbar-gsa03
mulbar-gsa05
mulbar-gsa05
mulbar-gsa06
mulbar-gsa06
mulbar-gsa07
mulbar-gsa07
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MEG
LEZ
LEZ
LEZ
LEZ
LEZ
MEG
LEZ
MEG
MEG
MEG
MEG
LEZ
MEG
MEG
MEG
MEG
MEG
LEZ
LEZ
LEZ
LEZ
LEZ
MEG
LEZ
MEG
MEG
LEZ
LEZ
LEZ
MEG
MEG
MTS
MTS
MTS
MTS
MUT
MUX
MUX
MUT
MUX
MUT
MUX
MUT
MUX
MUT

27.7.C
27.7.H
27.8.B
27.7.D
27.7.8B
27.7.A
27.7.D
27.8.D
27.7.A
27.7.F
27.7H
27.7.E
27.7.K
27.7
27.8.A
27.7.)
27.7.G
27.7.K
27.8.E
27.7.E
27.7.F
27.7
27.7.)
27.8.E
27.7.G
27.8.D
27.7.B
27.8.A
27.8.C
27.9.A
27.9.A
27.8.C
37.1.3
37.1.3
37.2.1
37.2.1
37.1.1
37.1.1
37.1.1
37.1.1
37.1.1
37.1.1
37.1.1
37.1.1
37.1.2
37.1.2
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anp-8c9a
anp-8c9a
anp-8c9a
ara-gsa0l
ara-gsa05
ara-gsa06
ara-gsa09
ara-gsalo
ara-gsal5_16
ara-gsal5_16
ars-gsa09
ars-gsalo
ars-gsall
ars-gsal2_16
ars-gsal2_16
ars-gsal5_16
ars-gsal5_16
ars-gsal8

bft

bft

bft

bft

bft

bft

bft

bft

bft

bft

bft

bft

bft

bft

bft

bft

bft

bft

bft

bft

bft

bli-comb
bli-comb
bli-comb
bli-comb
bli-comb
bli-comb

bli-comb

MNZ
MNZ
ANF
ARA
ARA
ARA
ARA
ARA
ARA
ARA
ARS
ARS
ARS
ARS
ARS
ARS
ARS
ARS
BFT
BFT
BFT
BFT
BFT
BFT
BFT
BFT
BFT
BFT
BFT
BFT
BFT
BFT
BFT
BFT
BFT
BFT
BFT
BFT
BFT
BLI
BLI
BLI
BLI
BLI
BLI
BLI

27.8.C
27.9.A
27.9.A
37.1.1
37.1.1
37.1.1
37.1.3
37.1.3
37.2.2
37.2.2.15
37.1.3
37.1.3
37.1.3
37.2.2
37.1.3
37.2.2.15
37.2.2
37.2.1
27.8.E
27.10.A
27.9.A
27.7.D
37.2.1
37.2.2
37.1.2
27.8.A
27.8.D
27.7.)
27.7.K
37.1.3
37.3.2
27.7.E
27.10.B
27.7.F
27.9.B
27.7.H
27.8.C
37.1.1
27.8.B
27.7.C
27.5.B
27.7.K
27.7.)
27.7.G
27.7.B
27.7.H
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mulbar-gsa09
mulbar-gsa09
mulbar-gsal0
mulbar-gsal0
mulbar-gsall
mulbar-gsall
mulbar-gsall
mulbar-gsall
mulbar-gsal5_16
mulbar-gsal5_16
mulbar-gsal5_16
mulbar-gsal5_16
mulbar-gsal7
mulbar-gsal7
mulbar-gsal8
mulbar-gsal8
mulbar-gsal9
mulbar-gsal9
mulbar-gsa25
mulbar-gsa25
mulbar-gsa29
mulbar-gsa29
mulsur-gsa05
mulsur-gsa09
mulsur-gsa25
mulsur-gsa26
nep-10-noup
nep-11
nep-12
nep-14
nep-15
nep-17
nep-2022
nep-2022
nep-32-nor
nep-33-horn
nep-3-skag
nep-4-kat
nep-5-botney
nep-5-botney
nep-6-farn
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8 ANNEX Il —PRIORITY LIST OF REQUIRED STOCK ASSESSMENTS

A list of fleet segments which together generat@® &f total landings values in FAO major
fishing areas 27 (Northeast Atlantic) and 37 (Med#anean and Black Sea) in 2012 is
presented below. The thirty most important stoddesséd on catch values) targeted by these
fleet segments for which no stock assessmentsvaikalale are illustrated in Figures 8.1 and
8.2 below. Carrying out assessments for these stslould be a priority in order to improve
the coverage of the SHI and SAR indicators.

Area 27 — Northeastern Part of the
Atlantic Ocean

70 fleet segments (23%) produce 8

of the landing values

Area 37 —Mediterranean and Black Sea

V%8 fleet segments (11%) produce 80% of
landing values

supra_reg fleet_code values supra_reg fleet_code values
AREA27 GBR-PS-VL40XX 251027015.3 AREA37 ITA-PS-VL40XX 15049263.2
AREA27 ESP-DTS-VL2440 179362105.6 AREA37 ESP-DTS-VL1218 19090224.8
AREA27 FRA-DTS-VL1824 143166474.5 AREA37 ITA-HOK-VL1218 20036698.7
AREA27 GBR-DTS-VL2440 130058302.3 AREA37 ITA-PS-VL2440 21135292.5
AREA27 DNK-TM-VL40XX 125232447.8 AREA37 ESP-PS-VL1218 21842622.2
AREA27 NLD-TBB-VL40XX 115544666 AREA37 ESP-PGP-VL0612 23840877.8
AREA27 PRT-DTS-VL40XX 108887456 AREA37 ESP-PS-VL2440 26567390.1
AREA27 NLD-TM-VL40XX 107869227 AREA37 ITA-TM-VL2440 31515363.9
AREA27 GBR-DTS-VL1824 104778088.3 AREA37 ESP-PS-VL1824 33016105.3
AREA27 ESP-HOK-VL2440 101037989.7 AREA37 ITA-PGP-VL1218 35435134.2
AREA27 FRA-DTS-VL2440 94806669.47 AREA37 ESP-DTS-VL2440 40855056.8
AREA27 ESP-DTS-VL40XX 92741468.41 AREA37 ITA-PGP-VLO006 44794989
AREA27 IRL-TM-VL40XX 91635056.42 AREA37 ITA-DRB-VL1218 51959313.1
AREA27 FRA-DTS-VL1218 79946826.13 AREA37 ESP-DTS-VL1824 67356442.6
AREA27 GBR-FPO-VL0010 67270927.53 AREA37 ITA-DTS-VL2440 87354066.8
AREA27 ESP-PS-VL2440 65798201.16 AREA37 ITA-DTS-VL1824 165997245
AREA27 GBR-DTS-VL1218 61961403.56 AREA37 ITA-DTS-VL1218 168942777
AREA27 NLD-TBB-VL1824 59683710 AREA37 ITA-PGP-VL0612 196675096
AREA27 DNK-DTS-VL2440 55133495.13

AREA27 BEL-TBB-VL2440 52254320.77

AREA27 FRA-DFN-VL1012 50778523.32

AREA27 IRL-DTS-VL1824 48657194.53

AREA27 FRA-DTS-VL40XX 44880452.78

AREA27 PRT-DTS-VL2440 44224170

AREA27 DEU-DTS-VL40XX 43509134

AREA27 ESP-PS-VL1824 42684202.59

AREA27 DNK-DTS-VL1824 41816299.75

AREA27 IRL-DTS-VL2440 40802144.83

AREA27 PRT-PS-VL1824 40626832

the
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AREA27

ESP-PGP-VL0010

39492140.67

AREA27 FRA-DTS-VL1012 38219845.84
AREA27 FRA-DFN-VL1218 37953214.54
AREA27 DNK-DTS-VL40XX 37410481.54
AREA27 DNK-DTS-VL1218 35446974.8
AREA27 GBR-DTS-VL40XX 34585008.52
AREA27 FRA-DRB-VL1218 32041801.75
AREA27 DEU-TBB-VL1218 31113099
AREA27 ESP-PS-VL1218 29280821.16
AREA27 FRA-DFN-VL1824 29089910
AREA27 FRA-DFN-VL2440 28711523.66
AREA27 GBR-DRB-VL2440 27905972.14
AREA27 SWE-TM-VL40XX 27360950.05
AREA27 FRA-TM-VL1824 26907816.96
AREA27 NLD-DTS-VL2440 26905891
AREA27 NLD-TBB-VL2440 26721749
AREA27 PRT-PGP-VL0010 26185527
AREA27 ESP-DTS-VL1218 25647072.3
AREA27 POL-TM-VL2440 24189865.95
AREA27 DEU-TBB-VL1824 23710495
AREA27 ESP-DRB-VL0010 23334723.46
AREA27 GBR-FPO-VL1218 22361871.33
AREA27 FRA-FPO-VL0010 21953717.29
AREA27 SWE-DTS-VL1824 21925512.49
AREA27 GBR-DRB-VL1218 21828790.09
AREA27 ESP-DTS-VL1824 21812547.93
AREA27 GBR-FPO-VL1012 21435517.68
AREA27 FRA-DFN-VL0010 21284639.42
AREA27 FRA-HOK-VL0010 20462105.86
AREA27 FIN-TM-VL2440 20047000.85
AREA27 IRL-TM-VL2440 19519833.59
AREA27 GBR-TBB-VL40XX 18228248.25
AREA27 SWE-DTS-VL2440 17955572.82
AREA27 PRT-PS-VL2440 17903900
AREA27 FRA-PS-VL1218 17525788.65
AREA27 GBR-TBB-VL2440 17433104.71
AREA27 LVA-TM-VL2440 17369795
AREA27 GBR-DTS-VL0010 17358323.69
AREA27 ESP-DFN-VL1218 17312170.54
AREA27 FRA-DRB-VL1012 16693215.91
AREA27 SWE-DTS-VL1218 16183646.49
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Total values for major fleets
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Figure 1. Thirty most important stocks in FAO major fishing Area 27 - Northeast
Atlantic (based on catch values) targeted by fleet segménth together generated 80% of
total landings values and for which no stock assess$ data is available. X-axis shows value
in Euros.

Total values for major fleets

J

Silver scabbardfish-37.2.2  mee—
Gilthead seabream-37.1.1 —
Sargo breams nei-37.1.3
Common sole-37.1.3
European squid-37.2.1
Scorpionfishes nei-37.1.3
Squids nei-37.2.1
Common octopus-37.2.2
European squid-37.1.3
Angler(=Monk)-37.2.1
Horned octopus-37.1.3
Caramote prawn-37.2.1
Musky octopus-37.2.1
Squids nei-37.1.3
Gastropods nei-37.2.1
Venus clams nei-37.2.1
Common cuttlefish-37.2.2
Surmullet-37.2.2
Common cuttlefish-37.1.3
Finfishes nei-37.1.1
Common octopus-37.1.3
Red mullet-37.2.1
Swordfish-37.2.2
Marine fishes nei-37.2.2
Marine fishes nei-37.2.1
Swordfish-37.1.3
Common cuttlefish-37.2.1 )
Norway lobster-37.2.1 )
Marine fishes nei-37.1.3 )
Striped venus-37.2.1

Lo

L

T T T T N N

L

T I P I |

o

5000 10000 15000 20000 25000 30000 35000 40000 45000

Figure 2. Thirty most important stocks in FAO major fishing Area 37 — Mediterranean
and Black Sea(based on catch values) targeted by fleet segménith together generated
80% of total landings values and for which no staslsessment data is available. X-axis
shows value in Euros.
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9 ANNEX Il — COMPLIMENTARY DATA FOR THE SUSTAINABLE HARVEST
| NDICATOR
Information on the number of stocks for which aseeants are available and the number of

stocks considered overfished (Fcurrent > Fmsyopibxy FO.1 in 2012), provided by MS
fleet segment.

Supra region Country Fleet code Number of stocks assessed Number of stocks overfished \
27 BEL BEL-DFN-VL1218 4 2
27 BEL BEL-DFN-VL1824 5 4
27 BEL BEL-DRB-VL1824 11 8
27 BEL BEL-DTS-VL1012 5 3
27 BEL BEL-DTS-VL1218 3 2
27 BEL BEL-DTS-VL1824 16 10
27 BEL BEL-DTS-VL2440 18 12
27 BEL BEL-TBB-VL1218 5 4
27 BEL BEL-TBB-VL1824 15 9
27 BEL BEL-TBB-VL2440 19 13
27 DEU DEU-DFN-VL1218 8 6
27 DEU DEU-DFN-VL2440 8 5
27 DEU DEU-DTS-VL1012 4 3
27 DEU DEU-DTS-VL1218 6 5
27 DEU DEU-DTS-VL1824 11 7
27 DEU DEU-DTS-VL2440 14 8
27 DEU DEU-DTS-VL40XX 9 5
27 DEU DEU-PG-VL0010 4 2
27 DEU DEU-PG-VL1012 4 3
27 DEU DEU-TBB-VL1012 3 1
27 DEU DEU-TBB-VL1218 5 4
27 DEU DEU-TBB-VL1824 6 4
27 DEU DEU-TBB-VL2440 6 3
27 DNK DNK-DRB-VL1012 5 3
27 DNK DNK-DRB-VL1218 4 3
27 DNK DNK-DTS-VL0010 9 6
27 DNK DNK-DTS-VL1012 9 5
27 DNK DNK-DTS-VL1218 14 8
27 DNK DNK-DTS-VL1824 15 8
27 DNK DNK-DTS-VL2440 14 7
27 DNK DNK-DTS-VL40XX 10 4
27 DNK DNK-PGP-VL0010 13 8
27 DNK DNK-PGP-VL1012 11 7
27 DNK DNK-PGP-VL1218 9 6
27 DNK DNK-PMP-VLO010 12 8
27 DNK DNK-PMP-VL1012 12 7
27 DNK DNK-PMP-VL1218 12 8
27 DNK DNK-PMP-VL1824 7 4
27 DNK DNK-TBB-VL1218 8 5
27 DNK DNK-TBB-VL1824 9 6
27 DNK DNK-TM-VL1218 13 6
27 DNK DNK-TM-VL40XX 9 3
27 ESP ESP-DFN-VL0010 4 1
27 ESP ESP-DFN-VL0612 1 1
27 ESP ESP-DFN-VL1012 8 3
27 ESP ESP-DFN-VL1218 10 5
27 ESP ESP-DFN-VL1824 9 4
27 ESP ESP-DFN-VL2440 10 6
27 ESP ESP-DRB-VL0010 7 3
27 ESP ESP-DTS-VLO612 2 1
27 ESP ESP-DTS-VL1012 1 1
27 ESP ESP-DTS-VL1218 7 3
27 ESP ESP-DTS-VL1824 9 5
27 ESP ESP-DTS-VL2440 14 7
27 ESP ESP-DTS-VL40XX 9 4
27 ESP ESP-FPO-VL1012 8 3
27 ESP ESP-FPO-VL1218 9 4

134



27 ESP ESP-HOK-VL0010 5 1
27 ESP ESP-HOK-VL0612 2

27 ESP ESP-HOK-VL1012 9 4
27 ESP ESP-HOK-VL1218 12 6
27 ESP ESP-HOK-VL1824 7 2
27 ESP ESP-HOK-VL2440 13 4
27 ESP ESP-PGP-VLO006 2

27 ESP ESP-PGP-VL0010 8 3
27 ESP ESP-PGP-VL0612 2

27 ESP ESP-PGP-VL1012 6 1
27 ESP ESP-PGP-VL1218 10 3
27 ESP ESP-PGP-VL2440 1 1
27 ESP ESP-PS-VL1012 6 2
27 ESP ESP-PS-VL1218 7 2
27 ESP ESP-PS-VL1824 8 3
27 ESP ESP-PS-VL2440 4 1
27 EST EST-DTS-VL1218 2

27 EST EST-DTS-VL2440 2 2
27 EST EST-PG-VL0010 3 2
27 EST EST-PG-VL1012 2 1
27 EST EST-TM-VL1218 3 1
27 EST EST-TM-VL1824 3 1
27 EST EST-TM-VL2440 4 2
27 FIN FIN-PG-VL0010 4 1
27 FIN FIN-PG-VL1012 4 1
27 FIN FIN-TM-VL1218 4 1
27 FIN FIN-TM-VL1824 3

27 FIN FIN-TM-VL2440 4 1
27 FRA FRA-DFN-VL0010 21 11
27 FRA FRA-DFN-VL0612 2 1
27 FRA FRA-DFN-VL1012 27 14
27 FRA FRA-DFN-VL1218 24 14
27 FRA FRA-DFN-VL1824 19 11
27 FRA FRA-DFN-VL2440 16 10
27 FRA FRA-DRB-VL0010 10 8
27 FRA FRA-DRB-VL1012 16 11
27 FRA FRA-DRB-VL1218 14 9
27 FRA FRA-DRB-VL1824 10 7
27 FRA FRA-DRB-VL2440 2 2
27 FRA FRA-DTS-VL0010 14 9
27 FRA FRA-DTS-VL1012 19 11
27 FRA FRA-DTS-VL1218 24 14
27 FRA FRA-DTS-VL1824 28 17
27 FRA FRA-DTS-VL2440 29 17
27 FRA FRA-DTS-VL40XX 16 9
27 FRA FRA-FPO-VL0010 16 9
27 FRA FRA-FPO-VL1012 8 5
27 FRA FRA-FPO-VL1218 9 5
27 FRA FRA-HOK-VL0010 16 9
27 FRA FRA-HOK-VL1012 16 9
27 FRA FRA-HOK-VL1218 6 4
27 FRA FRA-HOK-VL1824 7 5
27 FRA FRA-HOK-VL2440 12 8
27 FRA FRA-MGO-VL0010 8 6
27 FRA FRA-MGO-VL1012 6 3
27 FRA FRA-MGP-VL0010 8 6
27 FRA FRA-MGP-VL1012 13 9
27 FRA FRA-MGP-VL1218 14 9
27 FRA FRA-MGP-VL1824 10 6
27 FRA FRA-MGP-VL2440 7 4
27 FRA FRA-PGO-VLO010 7 4
27 FRA FRA-PGP-VL0010 13 9
27 FRA FRA-PGP-VL1012 10 7
27 FRA FRA-PGP-VL1218 3 2
27 FRA FRA-PMP-VL0010 12 9
27 FRA FRA-PMP-VL1012 14 10
27 FRA FRA-PMP-VL1218 12 9
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27 FRA FRA-PS-VL0010 3 2
27 FRA FRA-PS-VL1012 3 1
27 FRA FRA-PS-VL1218 6 4
27 FRA FRA-PS-VL1824 4 1
27 FRA FRA-TBB-VL0010 2 2
27 FRA FRA-TBB-VL1012 5 4
27 FRA FRA-TBB-VL1218 10 7
27 FRA FRA-TM-VL1012 5 3
27 FRA FRA-TM-VL1218 15 9
27 FRA FRA-TM-VL1824 17 10
27 FRA FRA-TM-VL2440 7 5
27 FRA FRA-TM-VL40XX 5

27 GBR GBR-DFN-VL0010 20 12
27 GBR GBR-DFN-VL1012 17 11
27 GBR GBR-DFN-VL1218 13 9
27 GBR GBR-DFN-VL1824 9 5
27 GBR GBR-DFN-VL2440 3 2
27 GBR GBR-DRB-VL0010 18 12
27 GBR GBR-DRB-VL1012 14 9
27 GBR GBR-DRB-VL1218 20 13
27 GBR GBR-DRB-VL1824 6 5
27 GBR GBR-DRB-VL2440 13 10
27 GBR GBR-DTS-VL0010 22 13
27 GBR GBR-DTS-VL1012 18 11
27 GBR GBR-DTS-VL1218 23 13
27 GBR GBR-DTS-VL1824 24 14
27 GBR GBR-DTS-VL2440 22 14
27 GBR GBR-DTS-VL40XX 21 12
27 GBR GBR-FPO-VL0010 19 12
27 GBR GBR-FPO-VL1012 17 11
27 GBR GBR-FPO-VL1218 14 8
27 GBR GBR-HOK-VL0010 19 12
27 GBR GBR-HOK-VL1012 8 4
27 GBR GBR-HOK-VL2440 2 1
27 GBR GBR-MGP-VL0010 13 7
27 GBR GBR-MGP-VL1012 12 8
27 GBR GBR-MGP-VL1218 12 8
27 GBR GBR-PGP-VL0010 18 12
27 GBR GBR-PMP-VL0010 10 6
27 GBR GBR-PS-VL0010 3 1
27 GBR GBR-PS-VL1218 11 5
27 GBR GBR-PS-VL2440 1 1
27 GBR GBR-PS-VL40XX 11 2
27 GBR GBR-TBB-VL0010 4 2
27 GBR GBR-TBB-VL1012 6 5
27 GBR GBR-TBB-VL1218 12 9
27 GBR GBR-TBB-VL1824 14 10
27 GBR GBR-TBB-VL2440 13 9
27 GBR GBR-TBB-VL40XX 7 4
27 IRL IRL-DFN-VL1012 8 5
27 IRL IRL-DFN-VL1218 6 3
27 IRL IRL-DFN-VL1824 7 4
27 IRL IRL-DFN-VL2440 4 3
27 IRL IRL-DTS-VL1012 11 6
27 IRL IRL-DTS-VL1218 13 7
27 IRL IRL-DTS-VL1824 21 11
27 IRL IRL-DTS-VL2440 18 10
27 IRL IRL-FPO-VL1012 11 7
27 IRL IRL-FPO-VL1218 6 4
27 IRL IRL-HOK-VL1012 1

27 IRL IRL-PMP-VL1012 1

27 IRL IRL-PMP-VL1218 3 1
27 IRL IRL-PMP-VL1824 10 4
27 IRL IRL-TBB-VL1824 7 6
27 IRL IRL-TBB-VL2440 7 6
27 IRL IRL-TM-VL1012 4

27 IRL IRL-TM-VL1218 9 5
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27 IRL IRL-TM-VL1824 8 4
27 IRL IRL-TM-VL2440 8 1
27 IRL IRL-TM-VL40XX 7 1
27 LTU LTU-DFN-VL1012 2 1
27 LTU LTU-DFN-VL2440 1 1
27 LTU LTU-DTS-VL2440 1 1
27 LTU LTU-DTS-VL40XX 1

27 LTU LTU-PG-VLO010 2 1
27 LTU LTU-TM-VL2440 4 2
27 LTU LTU-TM-VL40XX 3 1
27 LVA LVA-DFN-VL2440 2 2
27 LVA LVA-PGP-VL0010 3 2
27 LVA LVA-TM-VL1218 3 1
27 LVA LVA-TM-VL2440 4 2
27 NLD NLD-DTS-VL0010 5 2
27 NLD NLD-DTS-VL1824 12 7
27 NLD NLD-DTS-VL2440 13 8
27 NLD NLD-PG-VL0010 6 3
27 NLD NLD-TBB-VL1218 1 1
27 NLD NLD-TBB-VL1824 6 3
27 NLD NLD-TBB-VL2440 9 4
27 NLD NLD-TBB-VL40XX 10 5
27 NLD NLD-TM-VLA0XX 5 1
27 POL POL-DFN-VL1218 3 2
27 POL POL-DTS-VL1218 5 3
27 POL POL-DTS-VL1824 5 3
27 POL POL-PG-VL0010 4 3
27 POL POL-PG-VL1012 5 3
27 POL POL-TM-VL2440 6 4
27 PRT PRT-DFN-VL0O010 5 1
27 PRT PRT-DFN-VL1012 11 5
27 PRT PRT-DFN-VL1218 10 4
27 PRT PRT-DFN-VL1824 9 3
27 PRT PRT-DRB-VL1012 5 3
27 PRT PRT-DTS-VLO010 8 3
27 PRT PRT-DTS-VL1012 2 1
27 PRT PRT-DTS-VL1218 7 3
27 PRT PRT-DTS-VL1824 7 3
27 PRT PRT-DTS-VL2440 10 5
27 PRT PRT-DTS-VLA0XX 2 1
27 PRT PRT-FPO-VLO010 3 1
27 PRT PRT-FPO-VL1012 4 1
27 PRT PRT-FPO-VL1218 8 3
27 PRT PRT-FPO-VL1824 6 3
27 PRT PRT-HOK-VL0010 5 1
27 PRT PRT-HOK-VL1012 2 1
27 PRT PRT-HOK-VL1218 9 3
27 PRT PRT-HOK-VL1824 8 1
27 PRT PRT-HOK-VL2440 7 1
27 PRT PRT-PGP-VL0010 10 4
27 PRT PRT-PGP-VL1012 7 3
27 PRT PRT-PGP-VL1218 6 3
27 PRT PRT-PMP-VL0010 9 3
27 PRT PRT-PMP-VL1012 2

27 PRT PRT-PMP-VL1218 4 1
27 PRT PRT-PMP-VL2440 2

27 PRT PRT-PS-VLO010 5 1
27 PRT PRT-PS-VL1012 5 2
27 PRT PRT-PS-VL1218 5 1
27 PRT PRT-PS-VL1824 5

27 PRT PRT-PS-VL2440 3 1
27 SWE SWE-DFN-VL0010 11 7
27 SWE SWE-DFN-VL1012 12 7
27 SWE SWE-DFN-VL1218 6 4
27 SWE SWE-DTS-VL0010 7 4
27 SWE SWE-DTS-VL1012 11 6
27 SWE SWE-DTS-VL1218 12 7
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27 SWE SWE-DTS-VL1824 15 8
27 SWE SWE-DTS-VL2440 15 8
27 SWE SWE-FPO-VL0010 10 6
27 SWE SWE-FPO-VL1012 10 6
27 SWE SWE-HOK-VL0010 5 4
27 SWE SWE-HOK-VL1012 6 4
27 SWE SWE-HOK-VL1218 7 5
27 SWE SWE-PGP-VL0010 7 4
27 SWE SWE-PGP-VL1012 7 6
27 SWE SWE-PMP-VL0010 4 2
27 SWE SWE-PMP-VL1012 4 3
27 SWE SWE-PMP-VL1218 4 2
27 SWE SWE-PS-VL0010 1

27 SWE SWE-PS-VL1012 2 1
27 SWE SWE-PS-VL1218 1

27 SWE SWE-PS-VL2440 8 3
27 SWE SWE-TM-VL2440 10 4
27 SWE SWE-TM-VL40XX 10 3
37 BGR BGR-DFN-VL0006 5 4
37 BGR BGR-DFN-VL0612 5 4
37 BGR BGR-DFN-VL1218 4 3
37 BGR BGR-DFN-VL1824 2 2
37 BGR BGR-DFN-VL2440 2 2
37 BGR BGR-HOK-VL0006 2 2
37 BGR BGR-HOK-VL0612 3 2
37 BGR BGR-HOK-VL1218 2 2
37 BGR BGR-HOK-VL1824 2 1
37 BGR BGR-HOK-VL2440 1 1
37 BGR BGR-PG-VL0006 3 2
37 BGR BGR-PG-VL0612 3 2
37 BGR BGR-PMP-VLO006 3 2
37 BGR BGR-PMP-VL0612 3 2
37 BGR BGR-TM-VL0006 1

37 BGR BGR-TM-VL0612 2 2
37 BGR BGR-TM-VL1218 3 2
37 BGR BGR-TM-VL1824 3 2
37 BGR BGR-TM-VL2440 3 2
37 CYp CYP-DTS-VL1824 9 9
37 CYp CYP-PGP-VL1218 6 5
37 CYP CYP-PG-VL0612 5 5
37 ESP ESP-DFN-VL0612 24 24
37 ESP ESP-DFN-VL1012 13 13
37 ESP ESP-DFN-VL1218 28 26
37 ESP ESP-DFN-VL1824 5 5
37 ESP ESP-DRB-VL0006 1 1
37 ESP ESP-DRB-VL0612 13 13
37 ESP ESP-DRB-VL1218 19 19
37 ESP ESP-DTS-VL0612 28 26
37 ESP ESP-DTS-VL1218 30 28
37 ESP ESP-DTS-VL1824 54 49
37 ESP ESP-DTS-VL2440 37 34
37 ESP ESP-FPO-VL0612 17 15
37 ESP ESP-FPO-VL1012 16 16
37 ESP ESP-FPO-VL1218 13 13
37 ESP ESP-HOK-VLO006 6 6
37 ESP ESP-HOK-VL0010 4 3
37 ESP ESP-HOK-VL0612 21 20
37 ESP ESP-HOK-VL1012 1 1
37 ESP ESP-HOK-VL1218 29 26
37 ESP ESP-HOK-VL1824 12 10
37 ESP ESP-HOK-VL2440 2 1
37 ESP ESP-PGP-VLO006 18 16
37 ESP ESP-PGP-VL0612 29 26
37 ESP ESP-PGP-VL1218 15 15
37 ESP ESP-PS-VL0612 18 16
37 ESP ESP-PS-VL1218 22 20
37 ESP ESP-PS-VL1824 24 22
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37 ESP ESP-PS-VL2440 15 12
37 ESP ESP-PS-VL40XX 1

37 FRA FRA-DFN-VL0O006 11 11
37 FRA FRA-DFN-VL0612 17 16
37 FRA FRA-DFN-VL1218 9 9
37 FRA FRA-DRB-VL0612 1 1
37 FRA FRA-DTS-VL1012 1 1
37 FRA FRA-DTS-VL1218 11 10
37 FRA FRA-DTS-VL1824 4 3
37 FRA FRA-DTS-VL2440 13 12
37 FRA FRA-FPO-VL0010 1 1
37 FRA FRA-FPO-VL0612 3 2
37 FRA FRA-FPO-VL1218 1 1
37 FRA FRA-HOK-VL0612 8 7
37 FRA FRA-HOK-VL1218 1

37 FRA FRA-MGO-VL0612 1 1
37 FRA FRA-MGO-VL1012 2 1
37 FRA FRA-PGP-VL0006 2 2
37 FRA FRA-PGP-VL0612 14 12
37 FRA FRA-PGP-VL1218 3 2
37 FRA FRA-PMP-VLO006 2 2
37 FRA FRA-PMP-VL0612 5 4
37 FRA FRA-PMP-VL1218 2 1
37 FRA FRA-PS-VL0612 1 1
37 FRA FRA-PS-VL1218 1

37 FRA FRA-PS-VL2440 1

37 FRA FRA-PS-VLA0XX 1

37 FRA FRA-TM-VL2440 4 4
37 HRV HRV-DFN-VL0006 9 9
37 HRV HRV-DFN-VL0612 11 11
37 HRV HRV-DFN-VL1218 5 5
37 HRV HRV-DFN-VL2440 2 2
37 HRV HRV-DRB-VL0612 7 7
37 HRV HRV-DRB-VL1218 9 9
37 HRV HRV-DTS-VLO006 6 6
37 HRV HRV-DTS-VL0612 11 11
37 HRV HRV-DTS-VL1218 11 11
37 HRV HRV-DTS-VL1824 7 7
37 HRV HRV-DTS-VL2440 5 5
37 HRV HRV-FPO-VL0612 2 2
37 HRV HRV-HOK-VL0006 5 5
37 HRV HRV-HOK-VL0612 10 9
37 HRV HRV-HOK-VL1218 1

37 HRV HRV-MGO-VL0006 9 9
37 HRV HRV-MGO-VL0612 9 9
37 HRV HRV-PGP-VL0612 5 5
37 HRV HRV-PMP-VL0006 7 7
37 HRV HRV-PMP-VL0612 9 9
37 HRV HRV-PMP-VL1218 5 5
37 HRV HRV-PS-VL0612 9 9
37 HRV HRV-PS-VL1218 9 9
37 HRV HRV-PS-VL1824 6 6
37 HRV HRV-PS-VL2440 6 6
37 HRV HRV-PS-VL40XX 4 4
37 ITA ITA-DTS-VL0612 45 42
37 ITA ITA-DTS-VL1218 49 46
37 ITA ITA-DTS-VL1824 49 46
37 ITA ITA-DTS-VL2440 48 45
37 ITA ITA-HOK-VL1218 12 11
37 ITA ITA-HOK-VL1824 2 1
37 ITA ITA-PGP-VLO006 33 32
37 ITA ITA-PGP-VLO612 40 37
37 ITA ITA-PGP-VL1218 36 33
37 ITA ITA-PMP-VL0612 5 5
37 ITA ITA-PS-VL0612 6 6
37 ITA ITA-PS-VL1218 7 6
37 ITA ITA-PS-VL1824 2 2
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37 ITA ITA-PS-VL2440 7 6
37 ITA ITA-PS-VLA0XX 1

37 ITA ITA-TBB-VL1218 3 3
37 ITA ITA-TBB-VL1824 7 7
37 ITA ITA-TBB-VL2440 9 9
37 ITA ITA-TM-VL1218 11 11
37 ITA ITA-TM-VL1824 5 5
37 ITA ITA-TM-VL2440 8 8
37 MLT MLT-DFN-VLO006 2 2
37 MLT MLT-DFN-VL0612 4 4
37 MLT MLT-DTS-VL1824 14 13
37 MLT MLT-DTS-VL2440 14 13
37 MLT MLT-HOK-VL0612 5 4
37 MLT MLT-HOK-VL1218 4 3
37 MLT MLT-HOK-VL1824 6 5
37 MLT MLT-HOK-VL2440 1

37 MLT MLT-MGO-VL0612 4 4
37 MLT MLT-MGO-VL1218 6 5
37 MLT MLT-MGO-VL1824 1

37 MLT MLT-PGP-VLO006 5 5
37 MLT MLT-PGP-VL0612 5 4
37 MLT MLT-PMP-VLO612 7 6
37 MLT MLT-PS-VL2440 1 1
37 PRT PRT-DTS-VL1218 6 6
37 PRT PRT-DTS-VL2440 10 10
37 ROU ROU-PGO-VL1218 3 3
37 ROU ROU-PGP-VL1824 2 2
37 ROU ROU-PG-VLO006 3 2
37 ROU ROU-PG-VL0612 7 6
37 ROU ROU-PMP-VLO612 3 2
37 ROU ROU-PMP-VL2440 5 4
37 SVN SVN-DFN-VL0006 11 11
37 SVN SVN-DFN-VL0612 11 11
37 SVN SVN-DTS-VL1218 11 11
37 SVN SVN-PS-VL1218 7 7
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10 ANNEX IV —PROPOSEDNEW VERSION OF GUIDELINES

Guidelines for the analysis of the balance betwedishing capacity and fishing
opportunities according to Art 22 of Regulation (EYJ No 1380/2013 of the European
Parliament and the Council on the Common FisherieBolicy %.

1. Introduction

The new Common Fisheries Policy confirms the nemdnfieasures to manage fishing
capacity: Member States are required to put ineplaeasures to adjust the fishing capacity
of their fleets to their fishing opportunities oviame. The analysis and evaluation of the
balance between the fleets and the resourceshiénaekploit is carried out by each Member
State, in accordance with the present common goiteldeveloped by the Commissitn
These guidelines should also be used for the parpbthe Commission's annual report to the
Council and Parliament on the balance betweenishe§ capacity of member States' fleets
and their fishing opportunitiés

The common guidelines developed by the Commissidiralso play an important role from
2014 onwards by establishing a direct link betweach Member State's fleet report and fleet
measures under the new European Maritime and Fésh&und (EMFFF, which will
continue to make available public support for tleenpanent cessation of fishing vessels in
the 2014-2020 peridd A specific ex-ante conditionality related to et report has been
established, which may have a direct impact orattieevement of the specific objectives of
the new EMFE®. Under the rules of the EMFF, support for permarassation is limited
and targeted to cases where a fleet segment iseffettively balanced with fishing
opportunities available to that segnfént

The new fleet report guidelines contained in thesuiment set out a common approach for
the estimation of the balance over time betwednirfgs capacity and fishing opportunities.
Account needs to be taken of the available fislWpgortunities as well as of the impact of
the fleets upon them. To this end, it is recommdnideassess, for each fleet segment, the
extent to which each fleet relies on stocks thatf@shed above the target rates, and to assess
how many stocks that make up a significant patheir catches are at biological risk due to
low abundance and are significantly affected by fteet. Such an approach may identify

% Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013 of the European Bawint and of the Council of 11 December 2013 en th
Common Fisheries Policy, amending Council RegutstitEC) No 1954/2003 and (EC) No 1224/2009
and repealing Council Regulations (EC) No 2371/2008%1 (EC) No 639/2004 and Council
Decision/585/EC, OJ L 354/22 of 28.12.2013.

24 Article 22 (2) of Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013.

% Article 22 (4), second subparagraph of Regulaifid) No 1380/2013.

% Regulation (EU) No 508/2014 of Parliament of thedpean Parliament and of the Council of 15 May4201
on the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund andalepy Council Regulations (EC) No 2328/2003, (ED)
861/2006, (EC) No 1198/2006 and (EC) No 791/200d@ BRegulation (EU) No 1255/2011 of the European
Parliament and of the Council, OJ L 149/1 of 220%4.

27 public support for permanent cessation under MEFEis also limited in time (31 December 2017).

2 Annex IV to Regulation (EU) No 508/2014.

“Article 34 (1) point (b) of Regulation (EU) No 5Q8/14.
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fleet segments that can be considered as candiffatemanagement actions by Member
States in their attempts to align fishing capawitth available fishing opportunities. Other
sources of information may also indicate other aiate fleet segments, for instance,
unprofitable or underused fleet segments. Wheneymassels in a fishing fleet segment are
recurrently or permanently tied up and inactive,wdrere many vessels spend less time
fishing than they could, then in some cases, théy nmdicate overcapacity and such a
segment could be a candidate for specific managemeions, particularly if economic
performance is poor.

2. Purpose and Principles

The purpose of these guidelines is to provide antom methodology to assist Member
States and the Commission to arrive at an assessihdre balance over time between fleet
capacity and fishing opportunities at the fleetrseqt level.

These guidelines aim to:

* Use standard methods to ensure a level playing Wlen different fleet segments are
being compared,;
« Follow best possible scientific, economic and teéchimpractice¥, and ensure
compatibility with standard biological, economiadasocial assessments;
» Use data collected according to the Data Colledti@mework to facilitate
comparisons and to avoid duplication of work.
The fleet segment assessment should be a syn#sssissment taking into account the values
of all the relevant indicators outlined in thesedglines and any other relevant information.
It is important to note that no single indicatoedsn isolation can provide an assessment of
whether the capacity of a fleet segment is in ldamith available fishing opportunities. The
indicator values need to be considered in comlonaind there are a range of other potential
factors that may need to be taken into accountderao take a decision on appropriate and
effective management actions. A proposed standatthodology to assist in deriving an
overall assessment for each fleet segment is deschelow.

3. Measuring the Parameters

Member States are invited to calculate values f&mall number of biological, economic and
technical indicators each year in an attempt tessssvhether the capacity of fleet segments
are in balance with available fishing opportunitiesorder to keep the workload manageable
and to have standardised analyses, the indicataevahould primarily be based on data
collected under the Data Collection Framewdrklthough other data and information may
need to be taken into account in order to correntirpret the indicator values.

% These guidelines are based in on advice from #&CF (SGBRE 10-01, EWG 11-10 and PLEN 10-03),
including comments by four Member States, and @kibo account experience in 2013 reported on in
STECF EWG 13-28, 14-12 and 14-21.

31 See Council Regulation (EC) No 199/2008 of 25 Eaky 2008, concerning the establishment of a

Community framework for the collection, managemantl use of data in the fisheries sector and sugport

scientific advice regarding the Common Fisheriekclo0OJ L 60, 5.3.2008.
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Three main types of indicators can be identified.

a) Biological indicators which are designed to refldgwt extent to which each fleet
segment exploits stocks that are at risk throudheed stock biomass and stocks for
which the exploitation rate is too high.

b) Economic indicators which are designed to refléctrs and long-term profitability.

¢) Indicators for vessel utilisation. Such indicatprevide information about the
economic and operational state of a fishing flegihsent, which may inform the
analysis of the balance and also inform on decssipnMember States.

4. Assessing the Balance

The indicators are intended to be used in comlaindb inform the assessment of the balance
between fleet segment capacity and available fistupportunities. Aggregated analyses
across many different fisheries in one Member Saa¢enot likely to be informative, since
potential overcapacity in one segment may be maskedgh undercapacity in others.

In general, fleet segments that are relying onthgattocks and are also profitable both in the
short- and long- term are less likely to be canisidor specific management actions than
fleets that rely on stocks that are being explo#terhtes that are not consistent with MSY or
on stocks that are at risk as a result of low b&sna

Fleet segments with poor economic performance whrehfishing healthy stocks may face
low profitability related to factors such as lowesaprice of the fish, high production costs,
consumer preferences, low demand, increase inpiieds, high imports, fishing skippers’
experience and skills or substitution effects. Statbrs are not necessarily related to an
imbalance between capacity and available resouidatonal authorities should monitor
fleet segments in such situations to avoid negathygacts on stocks in the medium to long
term.

In the absence of biological and economic indicateessel use indicators may be a useful
means to identify those fleet segments that waftatiier investigation regarding the balance
between capacity and fishing opportunities.

As no single indicator can unequivocally lead te donclusion that a fleet segment is or is
not in balance with available fishing opportunitiddember States should consider the
combined values for all available indicators invdrag any conclusions with regard to

whether the capacity of fleet segements is in lz@lavith available fishing opportunities. The

conclusions drawn by Member States following thessessment of balance should be
accompanied by supporting arguments irrespectitkeoindicator values.

5. Progressive Implementation
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The overall objective should be that Member Staidseve a stable and enduring balance
between the fishing capacity of their fleets arglrthishing opportunties over time. For many

stocks, available fishing opportunites do not neagly correspond to those that are
consistent with the objective to deliver MSY e.g. ¢ases where current management
measures are designed to achieve a gradual toansdi achieving this objective. In such

situations indicator values are likely to exceensthcorresponding to the MSY and Member
States should indicate in their annual reports vithenis the case.

6. Action Plan

For the fleet segments that are clearly demonstrate to be to in balance with available
fishing opportunities, the Member State concerrell prepare and include in the report on
the balance between fishing capacity and fishingpopinities, an action plan that sets out the
adjustment targets and tools to achieve a balanu @ clear time-frame for its
implementation. The action plan should clearly déescthe rationale for the conclusion and
the extent that the fleet segment is not in balamitle available fishing opportunities and
specify whether the this is due to biological, emoit or technical reasons.

7. Indicators

The calculation methods for the indicators listedolw are described in Section 2.6.3 of the
report of STECF EWG 14-12 / 14-21.

Number of Stocks at Risk (NSR)

The NSR indicator is a measure of the number obtbeks exploited by a fleet segment that
are biologically vulnerable — in other words, st®dkr which spawning stock biomass is
below the limit reference for that stock. The N&Rue alone cannot indicate whether a fleet
segment is in balance with available fishing oppaities, but it can be used to identify those
fleet segments that worthy of further investigation

Threshold: if a fleet segment takes catches frostoak for which SSB is below the limit
reference, that stock should be included for theppses of calculating the NSR indicator
value.

Number of Overexploited Stocks (NOS)

The NOS essentially indicates the number of stdoksvhich the ratio of F/zsy is greater
than 1.0 (i.e. stocks that at a particular pointiine are being fished at rates that are not
consistent with MSY) that are exploited by a fleegment, provided that the catch of that
fleet segment account for more than®A%f the total catches from that stock by all segisien
This means that if a fleet segment takes a catwh & stock for which Fffsy is greater than

32 The n% threshold is suggested as an arbitrargliotd aimed to eliminate fleet segments that caézfi low
levels of the stocks in question. N is expressetl Adlumber of fleet segments. e.g if the number of
fleet segment is 100 the Threshold percentage woiltl%. If the number of fleet segments is 10, then
the threshold would be 10%.
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1.0, but that catch, represents less than or dquado of the total catches from that stock,
stock would not be counted in deriving the indicatalue for the fleet segment.

Threshold: if a fleet segment takes more than n%satatches from a stock for which the
ratio of F/Rysy is greater than 1.0, that stock should be included the purposes of
calculating the NOS indicator value.

Economic Dependency Indicator (EDI)

The EDI essentially indicates what proportion o tandings value from a fleet segment is
derived from stocks for which the ratio of [y is greater than 1.0 (i.e. stocks that at a
particular point in time are being fished at ratest are not consistent with MSY).

The EDI represents the cumulative proportion of iésenue from such stocks to that fleet
segment. The indicator can be used to inform on reiant a particular fleet segment is on
the revenue obtained from stocks that are beingpegegd at a rate that is not consistent with
MSY. As with other indicators used in this repdhe EDI cannot be used in isolation to
indicate that fleet capacity is not in balance vaittailable fishing opportunities.

Threshold: if a fleet segment takes catches frostoak for which the ratio of Fffsy is
greater than 1.0, the landings value of the segmerdtches from that stock should be
included for the purposes of calculating the EDdigator value.

Return on Investement (Rol)

Rol compares the long-term profitability of thehiisg fleet segment to other available
investments. If this value is less than the lovi-tang term interest rates available elsewhere,
then this suggests that the fleet segment may éecapitalised.

Threshold: If the Rof® is less than zero and less than the best availkminig-term risk-free
interest rate, this is an indication of long-termoaomic inefficiency which may indicate that
a fleet segment is not in balance with availaldifig opportunities.

Current Revenue / Break-Even Revenue (CR/BER)

CR/BER measures the economic capability of the Begment to keep fishing on a day-by-
day basis: does income cover the pay for the cmeavthe fuel and running costs for the
vessel? If not, this may indicate that the fleginsent is not in balance with available fishing
opportunities.

Threshold: If the ratio between current revenue anebk-even revenue is less than one, this
is an indication of short-term economic inefficigrwehich may indicate that a fleet segment
is not in balance with available fishing opportues.

33 Experience shows that the capital asset valuéés mot available or is not reliable. Net profituid replace
ROI (or ROFTA) in such cases.
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The following indicators describe how intensivelgsgels in a fleet segment are being
utilised.

Inactive Vessel Indicator (IVI)

The Inactive Vessel indicator describes the praporof vessels in a fleet segment that did
not undertake any fishing activity for a given calar year. Under normal conditions, it can
be expected that 10% or less of the vessels mea segment may be inactive, which could be
due to major repairs, refits, conversions or pegd@aes and transfers.

Average Vessel Activity (AVA)

AVA relates to the average activity levels of vésdhat carried out at least one fishing
activity in a given calendar year, taking into amebthe seasonality of the fishery and any
other restrictions in fishing activity? Under noidnsanditions, it can be expected that 10% or
less of the vessels in a fleet segment should d&aive, which could be due to major repairs,
refits, conversions or pending sales and transfers.

Threshold: it is suggested that if more than 20%heffleet segment is recurrently inactive or
if the average activity level of vessels in a fleagment is recurrrently less than 70% of the
potential, workable activity of comparable vess#iss could indicate technicahefficiency,
which may imply that the segment is not in balanith available fishing opportunities and
may therefore indicate that the fleet segment gstjan should be investivated further. Other
reasons why the indicator values may exceed theyestigd thresholds may include
unexpected climatic or man-made events or the diitbon of emergency measures under
the provisions of the CFP.

8. Working Method and Use of Data

In order to avoid duplication of work and in orderkeep consistency with other economic
and biological data, the evaluations set out hboellsl be calculated from data as collected
and structured under the Data Collection Framewof&rce.

Indicator values should be calculated separatelfjel®y segment.

As both biolological and economic parameters vavgrotime, it is recommended that
Member States calculate and consider time-seriest tdast three years when undertaking
their assessments of the balance between fleetitapad available fishing opportunities.

It is possible that consistency problems remairrtiqdarly for the economic data and
indicators. If fleet segments show erratic econgpeidormance, Member States are expected
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to check and if so indicate whether income or chatse been affected by sudden, short-term
shocks.

9. Additional Information to be Included in National Fishing Fleet Reports.

In addition to the values for the indicators lisiedsection 7, national fishing fleet reports
should also contain the following information:

() a description of the stocks exploited by fighifleet segments: development(s) during
recent years, including fish stocks covered by m@muiftual management or recovery plans;

(b) the impact on fishing capacity (kW and GT) shing effort reduction schemes adopted
under multiannual management or recovery plang appropriate, under national schemes;

(c) information on compliance with the entry/exiheme to ensure that national maximum
capacity limits are not exceeded;

(d) a summary report on the weaknesses and steergjthhe fleet management system
together with a plan for improvements and inform@aton the general level of compliance
with fleet policy instruments;

(e) any information on changes of the administeapvocedures relevant to the management
of the fleet.

It is acceptable to address these points by rederém other documents so long as they are
publicly available.

(f) for fleet segments assessed not to be in balavith available fishing opportunities in
recent years, and not expected to achieve balantieeinear future without specific policy
intervention, an action plan, setting out the atent targets and tools to achieve the
balance should be included in the report. The agtian should prescribe a clear time frame
for its implementation. Since balance may be addewn the near future simply due to
increases in the fishing opportunity, it is not @esarily essential to include an action plan to
achieve balance, but such cases should be clelaryified and explained.

10. Indicator Calculation

Details of how the indicators are to be calculasbduld be provided in these guidelines
following a decision by DG MARE on which of the pased indicators are to be adopted
and included in the Reports from Member Stateherbtlance between capacity and fishing
opportunities.
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