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Abstract

The Eur op e d8V) fishing fleaet lias long-faced overcapacity, resulting in
the overexploitation of fish stocks. The 2009 Green Paper on the Common
Fisheries Policy (CFP) highlighted this challenge, and reforms in 2013 promoted
sustainable fisheries, healthier stocks, and a reduced fleet size. Although EU
fleets now generally meet capacity limits, sustainability and sector viability remain
a risk. This study analyses EU fleet imbalances from 2015 to 2023, identifies
vulnerable segments, and explores causes of overcapacity. Five European case
studies, including stakeholder consultation, show that existing capacity limits may
not fully ensure alignment between fleet size and available resources. Achieving
a balanced fleet is a precondition for vessel modernisation and energy transition.
Future challenges, such as adopting lower CO2-emitting engines and attracting
young fishers, may not require additional capacity, especially if national capacity
ceilings are not yet met. However, future policies may affect the profitability of
active fleets. EU policy must ensure that renewal and modernisation efforts do
not lead to overcapacity or increased pressure on fish stocks, as per CFP. A
review of the best international practices in fleet capacity management was also
undertaken to help identify applicable solutions for the EU. The goal was to review
international practices that would tackle ongoing challenges without increasing
overcapacity or imbalance. Finally, and based on the main findings, the study
provides recommendations to inform the EU fleets future development.
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ExecuSuimvimal ¥ N]

The main objective of this research study is to describe the evolution of the
European Unionds fleet, identify present atl
these challenges i mpact the fleetds sustai:l
how to address these challenges.

The need to optimise and manage effectively fishing capacity is a recurring theme
in CFP reforms. Since the last 2013 CFP reform, the EU fishing fleet has evolved,
with its nominal capacity decreased. However, yearly reports of Member States
show that, for some fleet segments, imbalances remain where weak economic
performance is coupled with a poor state of fish resources.

Today, the EUOGs fishing f1.eGlimate fchmmge, s many
biodiversity loss and marine pollution are reducing the productivity of marine

ecosystems and fish stocks, which in turn threatens the f | e ed¢or@omic
sustainability. At the same time, the sector must accelerate the energy transition

and modernis e vessels , including improving onboard conditions to attract new

entrants and support generational renewal of the workforce.

In recent years, fishing industry stakeholders have criticised that the fleet capacity
ceilings hinder growth, innovation, safety, and renewal of an ageing fleet. As
stipulated in the 2013 amendment to the CFP Regulation, where the fishing fleet
capacity of the Member States is controlled by ceilings and an entry/exit scheme
(Article 23, 2013 CFP), a new vessel can only enter a fleet after the equivalent
fishing capacity (in kW and GT) is removed from the same fleet. Besides, EMFAF
funds only allow increasing the GT of a particular vessel (< 24 m) to improve
safety, working conditions or energy efficiency, and only if this vessel belongs to
a segment for which the fishing capacity is in balance with the fishing
opportunities available.

Despite a reduction in absolute value in the metrics used to define fishing fleet
capacity, resulting from various public scrapping programs and voluntary exit,
numerous cases of imbalance between fleet and fishing opportunities have

been reported from 20 14 to the present . Hence, the observed decrease in EU
fishing fleet capacity (by means of total kW and GT) did not translate into an
overall balanced capacity with the available fishing opportunities. Because
imbalance was widespread, this contributes to a gap between actual GT and
GT ceilings observed for all EU Member States . Consequently, all 22 coastal
Member States have shown an annual decrease in both their GT and kW since
the year 2000.

To better understand the reasons why imbalance occurs within various EU fleet
segments and what the main drivers are behind the observed trends, five case
studies were developed from different sea basins. As demonstrated in these case
studies, there is no guarantee that the current limitations on fishing capacity are
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sufficient to ensure the fleets are balanced with the available resources. Despite
some progress, EU indicators show that many fleet segments remain
imbalanced, which climate change, and other environmental factors external to
fishing, may further exacerbate due to inflexible capacity and quota reallocation.
Reaching a better balance between fleet capacity and fishing opportunities would
not only ensure the fishing industry is eligible for public aid, but also enable vessel
modernisation without public aid.

The main drivers for imbalance  mentioned by stakeholders in case studies are:

1 Western Mediterranean: The deterioration of key economic indicators was
closely linked to a significant increase in operating costs and negatively
impacted fleets. Slow stock improvement has been observed, and the
main stocks of commercial interest, such as hake, remain below target
biomass. Consideration of economic and social aspects when assessing
reasons for fleet imbalance is perceived as lacking, while a weak or a lack
of generational change in the fishing workforce is an issue.

1 EU Atlantic Western Waters: Recurrent imbalances in the biological and
economic indicators of certain segments of the fleet were related to the
state of key resources, necessitating the implementation of Action Plans.
The economic performance of the region's fishing fleets was also affected
by the Covid-19 pandemic, particularly those specialising in the fresh fish
market. There is a lack of socio-economic studies on market conditions.
The social impact of market conditions on the economic performance of
these fleets would need to be analysed further.

i1 Baltic Sea: Resource availability and fish stock fluctuations impacted the
economic viability of the fleet. At the same time, factors external to fishing,
such as price variations, affected profitability and fleet sustainability.
Environmental changes, such as climate shifts and habitat degradation,
impacted fish distribution.

1 Greater North Sea: Quota dynamics, particularly the role of choke species
like cod and Norway lobster in mixed fisheries, emerged as critical drivers
of imbalance. Limited application of quota exchange between Member
States so far has not helped rebalance capacity. Methodological
challenges persist in socio-economic indicators, including data
fragmentation and inconsistent reporting standards, which hinders
comprehensive analysis.

1 EU_External waters: The lack of sufficient quota and the mismatch
between capacity and quota availability, or the ability to swap quotas, were
the most significant sources of fleet imbalance. Taxation has also
discouraged taking part in the scrapping program, with a labour shortage
also mentioned as a possible source of some fleet inactivity.
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Considerable efforts have been made to address the problem of overcapacity
outside the EU, and a variety of mechanisms have been put in place to reduce
the incentives to accumulate capacity or to provide the means to reduce it. The
study provides an overview of international experience in the management

of fishing fleet capacity for a select group of countries with large fishing fleets,
which can help distil several lessons that could be useful in the EU context, thus:

1 Iceland: Like for Iceland's initial experience with decommissioning
schemes, the successive EU structural fisheries funds have allowed
permanent cessation of redundant fleet capacity. Also, like Iceland, rights-
based management in the EU imposes restrictions that range from partial
to full restrictions on transferability to prevent market concentration.
Despite these restrictions, ITQs in the EU have led to a degree of
concentration of fishing rights and fleet reduction in some EU fleets.

1 South Africa: A system of fishing days based on engine power and quotas
has been implemented, following an active participatory process with
industry to address capacity issues. It should be noted that similar
initiatives could be implemented in the EU, and the ad hoc technical
working groups of the Advisory Councils are well placed to act as
participatory platforms.

1 New Zealand: Non-professional fishers can acquire fishing rights on the
market and speculate with them. Applied to the EU, this would affect the
social fabric of the fisheries sector, as quota holders would benefit from
the exploitation of a resource without carrying out any fishing activity
themselves. This would fail to preserve intangible assets, such as
traditional fishing practices and values, as well as maintaining employment
levels in fishing and related activities within fishing communities.

1 The Bering Sea pollock fishery: The sector was allowed to form
cooperative quotas, enabling fishers to cooperate and contribute to
management through a degree of co-management. The study found that
the EU management system is even more flexible by allowing exchanges
between sectors, with POs able to pool members' quotas and request
governments to negotiate quota swaps between countries. At the Member
State level, POs can also exchange quotas with other POs.

1 China: China's approach to fleet management differs from that of the EU
in the predominance of input management measures, which require a
robust enforcement system. China, like for EU Member States,
compensates fishers for the temporary cessation of fishing activity, using
public funds, and both have also used public resources to remove excess
fleet capacity. China is also used to reassign idle fishing labour from
scrapped vessels to other activities in the fisheries value chain.
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1 Norway: There are some parallels between Norway and the EU, such as
the shared aim of eliminating redundant capacity and the increased use of
rights-based management. Norway no longer has fully-funded

decommissioning schemes or rights of permanent duration.

1 UK: Individual quota allocations only apply to vessels belonging to a PO.
The UK innovated virtual e n thaterademe nt s, |
licenses to remain in the system after a vessel has been scrapped, for use
with newly built vessels or to facilitate the entry of larger, modernised
vessels. Adopting these kinds of systems in the EU (some countries
already use virtual licences, but they are subject to a number of conditions)
would allow owners to trade licences and quotas with other vessel owners
for fishing purposes, or to adapt their fishing vessels for environmental

protection and crew habitability.

The CFP allow s new fishing vessels to be built with private money, along

with safeguards to prevent the fleetbds tot a

In managing the EU fishing fleet and addressing overcapacity, alternatives to the
current CFP proxies ( 1 . e . kw and GT) for meastudyr i ng nf
explored alternatives to determine whether complementary metrics better capture

the |ink to fiharvesting capacityo
other challenges (such as vessel modernisation). These include:

(defined

1 Safety tonnage: Increases in GT capacity ceilings to improve safety
onboard, working conditions, or product quality under certain conditions
can have counterproductive effects. In Spain, for example around the year
2000, several incidents involved vessels that had benefited from safety
tonnage allowances. Giving extra capacity to individual vessels can thus
come with unintended adverse effects. For example, the safety at sea and
working conditions may be compromised due to the calculation method

used for the GT or the categorisation of the LOAs.

1 Net tonnage: Some stakeholders claim that net tonnage (NT) may be a
better indicator of actual fishing capacity or fish storage space. Still, the
study found that the NT declaration is poorly suited to fishing vessels and

therefore makes the NT information inaccurate for fishing vessels.

1 Potential fishing capacity: Evaluating the Ahypothetic

catcho wildl require evaluating

t he f eas

categories. These categories could include GT_safety (e.g., additional
deck space), GT_energy_transition (e.g., space for battery storage or
installing a bulbous bow or inverted bow), GT_wellbeing (e.g., more
accommodation on board for the comfort of the crew), and a
GT_harvesting_cap (i.e. harvesting capacity). Implementing these
distinctions would also require the development of clear, harmonised
definitions and protocols for marine surveyors to assess and verify these
GT components. In the long-term, the study concluded that the fishing

XXi



European Unionés fishing fl edfinalRepod!| uti on,

capacity should also be revised to track and account for technological
advances that improve harvesting capacity over time.

The study also documented the strength of the link between fishing capacity and
harvesting capacity, as well as the impact of quota regimes, effort regimes, and
mixed fisheries situations. In managing the EU fleet, it is found that the situation
in the Northeast Atlantic and the Mediterranean and Black Sea regions differ
significantly. This is due to the different dominant fisheries management regimes
in place (i.e. output controls in the Northeast Atlantic vs. input controls in the
Mediterranean and Black Sea).

There are multiple technological solutions  to improve energy efficiency, to use
alternative fuels for vessel propulsion, and to reduce the carbon footprint of the
fishing fleet. The study found that, contrary to shifting to new fuel types, short-
term solutions for lowering fossil fuel consumption in fisheries do not typically
involve more GT/kW. Minimising energy use - with solutions for more energy
efficiency - before shifting over to alternative fuels will also help to minimise the
possible need for increased storage space for fuel.

An overarching challenge for the EU fleet policy is to provide more flexibility in
fleet renewal policies to allow modernisation without permanently reducing or
increasing its capacity. Fleet policy must ensure that fleet renewal and
modernisation, which may require additional capacity, does not result in an
improved ability to catch fish, leading to further fleet imbalance and
overcapacity, or putting more pressure on exploited stocks. It is not clear,
however, if extra capacity is required at all, given that the actual active capacity
is well below the country-specific capacity ceilings for most EU countries. A set
of proposed measures and recommendations to address and reallocate fishing
capacity across fleet segments effectively, which are further expanded on in
Section 8, include:

Recommendation 1 i Conduct Member State and segment -specific studies
to evaluate the need for additional capacity . The study suggests examining
whether current ceilings can accommodate the necessary changes or would be
exceeded, without resulting in increased out-of-balance situations.

Recommendation 2 1 Distinguish vessel volume unrelated to harvesting
capacity , including decomposing the vessel volume into subcomponents that
address different functional purposes, such as a safety GT, an energy transition
GT, an ability-to-fish-related GT, and a wellbeing GT, and continue controlling
and monitoring vessel volumes and engine power.

Recommendation 3 T Explore the redistribut ion of fishing capacity , and
develop the adapted governance for it, as well as considering market-based fleet
management, e.g. individual quotas, licence detached from the vessel,
possibilities for quota swaps and quota pools, local market development, promote
governance for better catch valuation, transitioning from high to low-impact
fishing gears, evaluate transition costs and feasibility.

XXii
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Recommendation 4 T Continue EU fleet management in support of fisheries
management objectives , by increasing vessel efficiency, while continuing to
implement catch and effort limits, removing barriers that prevent full quota uptake,
and ensuring sustainable fishing as a prerequisite for funding eligibility.

Recommendation 5 1 Control unintended side effects of effort -based
management and complement with catch limits . Limit the ability to catch fish
through close monitoring and effective control of fishing effort. This includes
restricting the number of allowable fishing days, addressing unintended side
effects associated with management systems based solely on effort controls, and
continuing to investigate ways to reduce incentives for oversized kW engines.

Recommendation 6 1 Work toward reducing uncertainty in catch advice ,
and revise EC 2014 guidelines for evaluating EU fleet balance that better link to
the risk of overcapacity. This includes fishing with more caution below the Fusy
and modifying the fAbalanced indicators to c

A core challenge for fleet management aimed at controlling fishing capacity is
how to accommodate efficiency improvements that are often essential for the
economic viability of certain fleet segments. Therefore, the study concludes that
fleet management should not seek to constrain efficiency at the level of individual
vessel, but rather to manage fleet-level efficiency so as to maintain a
sustainable balance with fisheries opportunities . This is a prerequisite for a
successful EU fleet renewal, alongside an energy transition toward low-carbon
low-impact fisheries.

K%k
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R®EsSuUumM® e[x®RJut i f

Le principal objectif de cette étude de recherche est de décrire |"évolution de la

flotte de p°che de | 0Union europ®enne, doid
doexpliquer comment ces d®f i s affectent I
fournissant des pistes pour y faire face. I
péche et de la gérer efficacement constitue un theme récurrent dans les réformes

de la PCP. Depuis la derniere réforme de la PCP en 2013, la flotte de péche de

|l 6UE a ®vol u®, sa capacit® nominale ayant
annuels des Etats membres montrent que, pour certains segments de la flotte,

des déséquilibres subsistent, ou une faible performance économique est

associée a un état médiocre des ressources halieutiques.

Aujourdohui , la flotte de p°che de | O06UE f
changement climatique, | 6 ®r osi on d eet la gollubon andriney er si t ®,
réduisent la productivité des écosystémes marins et des stocks de poissons, ce
qui menace la viabilité économique de la flotte. En méme temps, le secteur doit
accélérer la transition énergétique et moderniser les navires, notamment en

am®l| i or ant |l es conditions ° bord afin dobéatt
|l e renouvell ement de | a maindodéiuvr e.

Ces derni res ann®es, | es parties prenantes
l e fait que |l es plafonds de capacit® de | a
|l a s®curit® et |l e renouvell ement doune fl ot

2013 au réglement du PCP, lorsque la capacité de péche des Etats membres est

contr!'!| ®e par des plafonds de capacit® de
(article23duPCP2013) , un nouveau navire ne peut i
gue la capacité de péche équivalente (en kW et en jauge brute, GT) ait été retirée

de la m°me flottes DondsabFEAdMPAon®autori sen
de la GT d"un navire (de moins de 24 métres) seulement si le but est d"améliorer

la sécurité, les conditions de travail ou son efficacité énergétique, et si ce navire

appartient a un segment évalué en équilibre avec la ressource disponible qu’il

cible. Malgré une réduction en valeur absolue des indicateurs utilisés pour définir

la capacité de la flotte de péche a la suite des plans de sortie de flottes qui se

sont succédé, de nombreux cas de déséquilibre entre la flotte et les

opportunités de péche ont été signalés de 20 14~ auj ourAihsi,Hau i

di minution observ®e de | a capacit® de | a fI
et en GT totaux) ne sobest pas traduite par
les opportunités de péche disponibles. Les situations de déséquilibres

persistantes ont donc contribué a créer un écart entre le GT réel et les plafonds

de GTobservés pour tous | es £t aEmconségquaice, ks de | 06|
22 Etats membres cétiers ont enregistré chaque année une diminution tant de

|l eur GT que de | €@00.s kW depuis | 6an
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Pour mieux comprendre les raisons pour lesquelles le déséquilibre apparait dans

l es di ff®rents segments de | a flotte
tendances observeées, cing études de cas ont été réalisées a partir de bassins
marinsdistt ncts. Comme | e montrent ces ®t

que les limites actuelles de la capacité de péche soient suffisantes pour assurer
un équilibre entre les flottes et les ressources disponibles. Malgré quelques

udes de

progres, les indicateursde |l 6 UE r ®v | ent que de nombr eux

restent déséquilibrés, un déséquilibre qui pourrait étre aggravé par le
changement climatique et déautres f
p°che, ou en raison doéune desdudtas. Aitemdrd
un meilleur équilibre entre la capacité de la flotte et les opportunités de péche
permettrait non seul ement )  6i ndus
publiques, mais aussi de moderniser les navires sans recourir a ces aides.

Principaux facteurs
prenantes dans les études de cas :

| @&waquésgparnies patties

1 Méditerranée occidentale : la détérioration des indicateurs économiques
clés était étroitement liée a une hausse importante des colts

acteurs

t

t ® dar

rie de

d®s ®qu

déoexpl oitation, ce qui a eu un i mpact n
une | ente am®Ilioration des stocks, et I

commercial, comme le merlu, restent en dessous de la biomasse cible.
Léaspect ®conomique et social est

j ug® i

de | 6®valuation des raisons du d®s®qui l

faiblesse ou une absence de renouvellement générationnel dans la
mai ndéiuvre de | a p°che constitue

f Eaux atlantigues o c: ®Oesddésaquilibtes récurmrds
dans les indicateurs biologiques et économiques de certains segments de
la flotte étaient liés a I'état des ressources clés, ce qui a nécessité la mise
en Tuvre de plagpefermanhce &anomique des flottes de
péche de la région a été affectée par la pandémie du Covidl9, en
particulier celles spécialisées dans le marché du poisson frais, que les
parties prenantes ont identifi€é comme une cause de déséquilibre. Il
manque des études socioéconomiques sur les conditions du marché, et
| 6i mpact soci al de ces conditions
flottes doit étre analysé plus en profondeur.

1 Mer Baltique : la disponibilité des ressources et les fluctuations des
stocks de poissons ont influencé la viabilité économique de la flotte.
Parallelement, des facteurs extérieurs a la péche, tels que les variations
de prix, ont affecté la rentabilité et la durabilit¢ de la flotte. Les
changements environnementaux, comme le déreglement climatique et la
dégradation des habitats, ont modifié la répartition des poissons.

1 MerduNord : ladynamique des quotas, en particulier le réle des especes
limitantes (« choke species ») comme le cabillaud et la langoustine dans
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Hor s de | 6 UE, des efforts consi d®r abl

les pécheries mixtes, apparait comme un facteur clé du déséquilibre. Les
®changes | imit®s de quotas entre
permis de rétablir un équilibre de capacité. Des difficultés
méthodologiques persistent concernant les indicateurs
socioéconomiques, notamment la fragmentation des données, et des
incohérences dans les normes de déclaration entravent une analyse
compleéte.

Eaux ext ®r i eur kesdécdlage dnteeUI& capacité et la
disponibilité des quotas, ainsi que la difficulté a échanger des quotas,
constituent les principales sources de déséquilibre de la flotte. Le régime
fiscal décourage également la participation au programme de mise hors

service des navires, et |l a p®nuri e
®vogqu®e comme une cause possible doi

flotte.

probleme de la surcapacité, et divers mécanismes ont été mis en place afin de
réduire les incitations a accumuler de la capacité de péche ou de fournir les
moyens doen Ld®mudeerpropose un aper -u
internationale en matiere de gestion de la capacité des flottes de péche

dans | es pays disposant de grandes f|
enseignements susceptibl es dUE’asaveir:ut i |

T

Islande : ~ | 6i nstar de | 6exp®rience
programmes de mise hors service, les fonds structurels européens
successifs ont permis la cessation permanente des capacités de flotte

n,
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redondantes. De m°me que pourlesldrditss| ande,
dans | 6UE i mpose des restrictions,

i nterdictions tot al es de transf ®r abi

marché. Malgré ces restrictions, les quotas individuels transférables (ITQ)
dans | GenrEinéametcertaine concentration des droits de péche et
une réduction de la flotte dans certaines flottes européennes.

Afrique du Sud : un systeme de journées de péche basé sur la puissance

des moteurs et |l es quotas a ®t® mi

participatif actif avec les pécheurs pour traiter les problémes de capacité.
Il convient de noter que des initiatives similaires pourraient étre déployées
dans | 6UE, et que | es gr ohacpdessCondeds
consultatifs sont bien placés pour servir de plateformes participatives.

Nouvelle -Zélande : les non professionnels peuvent acquérir des droits de
p°che sur | e march® et | es sp®cul
impacterait le tissu social du secteur de la péche, car les détenteurs de

a

| | €

it

en

travai

er .

Si

guot as b®n®f i ci erai ent alee sendexengdroi t ati o

euxm°®° mes déactivit® de p°che. Ce
déactifs i mmat ®ri el s tel s qgue I
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traditionnell es, ai nsi gue | e maintien
et les activités connexes au sein des communautés de pécheurs.

1 Péche du merlu de la mer de Béring : le secteur a pu créer des quotas
coopératifs, permettant aux pécheurs de collaborer et de contribuer a la
gestion gr ©ce ° une forme de cogestion
syst me de gestion de | 6UE est encore pl
échanges entre secteurs, les organisations de pécheurs (OP) pouvant
regrouper les quotas de leurs membres et demander aux gouvernements
de négocier des échanges de quotas entre pays. Au niveau des Etats
membres, les OP peuventéga | e ment ®changer des quot as
OP.

1 Chine:l 6approche chinoise de | a gestion d
| 6UE par | a pr®dominance des mesures de
péche («input control »), qui nécessitent un systeme de controle
rigour eux. La Chine, ° [|I660uWBt airndlemnifdat
p°cheurs pour l arr °t temporaire de | 0a
fonds publics, et les deux ont également mobilisé des ressources
publiques pour éliminer la capacité excédentaire des flottes. En outre, la
Chineréaffectel a mai nddéiTuvre de p°che inoccup®e
mis hors service vers dobébautres activit®s

1 Norvege : i | existe certains parall | es entr
| 6objecti f commun doéo®l i miner | a capacit¢
la gestion fondée sur les droits de péche (« right-based management »).

La Norvége ne dispose plus de programmes de mise hors service
entierement financés ni de droits de durée permanente.

1 RoyaumeUni : les allocations de quotas individuelles ne concernent que
les navires appartenant a une organisation de pécheurs (OP). Le
RoyaumeUni a introduit les « droits virtuels », ou « licences factices », qui

permettent aux licences de rester actives dans le systeme aprés la mise

hors service doun navire, afin de | es r¢
faciliter | 0entr®e de navires plus gran
type de dispositif dans | 6UE (certains
virtuelles, sous certaines conditions) permettrait aux propriétaires

do®changer | icences et quotas avec dobéaut
fins de p°che, ou doéadapter |l eur s batea
|l 6environnement et “bibam®l pouati é6®gdephk

La PCP autorise la construction de nouveaux navires de péche avec des fonds

priv®s, tout en pr®oyant des gardefous po
capacit® totale de p°che de | a flotte. Dans
et la lutte contre la surcapacité, I'étude a envisagé des alternatives aux proxies

actuelsdelaPCP (cbdbest "dire | es kW et Icapacittauge br

de péche ». Cela permettrait de déterminer si des métriques complémentaires
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Y

saisissent mieux le lien avec |” « efficacitted e p°che e (d®finie comm
capturerun certain volume de capture) et 1 ®poni
la modernisation des navires). Parmi ces alternatives, on trouve :

1 «Jauge de sécurité en mer » : siles plafonds de capacité en GT étaient
augmentés pour améliorer la sécurité a bord et en mer, les conditions de
travail ou la qualité du produit dans certaines circonstances, cela a eu
| 6ef f et paiexample,a @t our 2000, plusieasaccidents se
sont produits en Espagne avec des navire
de GT destinée a une sécurité renforcée. Ainsi, accorder une capacité
supplémentaire & des navires individuels peut entrainer des effets
indésirables. Par exemple, la sécurité en mer et les conditions de travail
peuvent étre compromises en raison de la méthode de calcul utilisée pour
le GT ou de la catégorisation de la longueur hors tout (LOA).

1 Jauge nette (NT) : certains acteurs estiment que la jauge nette pourrait
étre un indicateur plus pertinent de la capacité réelle de péche ou de
| 6espace de stockage du poisson. Tout e
déclaration de la NT ne correspond pas aux navires de péche, rendant
ainsi les informations relatives a la NT inexactes pour ces embarcations.

1 Capacité de péche potentielle : évaluer le « captage annuel maximal
hypothétique » impligue de pouvoir scinder la jauge brute (GT) en
différentes catégories. Ces catégories pourraient inclure : (GT_sécurité )
I'espace supplémentaire sur le pont, destiné a améliorer la sécurité a
bord ; (GT_transition_énergétique) |'espace réservé au stockage de
batteries ou ° | oO0installation doune pr ot
transition énergétique ; (GT _bienétre) avec davantage doéoh®ber
bord pour le confor t de | 6 ®@GTu capasitg_€e_extractioh)
capacit® proprement dite dbéattraper un ¢
en Tuvre de ces distinctions n®cessiter
définitions claires et harmonisées ainsi que de protocoles destinés aux
experts du secteur pour évaluer et vérifier ces composantes de la GT. A
|l ong terme, | 6® ude conclut que | a notio
révisée afin de suivre et prendre en compte les avancées technologiques
qui améliorent la capacité d”extraction au fil du temps.

LO®t ude a ®gal ement mis en ®vidence | a for
p°cche et |l a capacit® dEextraction, ai nsi q
doeffort de p°che, et de | a situation des |
flotte He appBEA’ U gue | a situation dans I
nettement de celle des régions Méditerranée et Mer Noire. Cette divergence

sbexplique par |l e type de gestion des p°ch
contrlles de product itique Ngrd&st canttetcpntrokbsa n s Il 6 A

doeffort (input) enmeM®idei t erran®e et dans | a
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Il existe plusieurs solutions technologiques pour am®Il i orer | 6 e
énergétique, utiliser des carburants alternatifs pour la propulsion des navires et
r®duire | 0empreinte carbone de |l a flotte

contrairement a un passage systématique a de nouveaux types de carburant, les
solutions a court terme visant a diminuer la consommation de combustibles

fossiles dans |l a p°che néi mpliqguent g®n®r a
jauge brute (GT) ou de | a puissance (kW). |
grace a des solutonsd 6 ef fi caci t ® ®ner g®ti que, avant
alternatifs contribuera ®gal ement " i mit

| 6espace de stockage du carburant.

Un défi transversal de la politique de la gestion de la flotte de péche de | 6 UE
consiste a offrir davantage de flexibilité dans les politiques de renouvellement
afin de permettre la modernisation sans réduire ou augmenter définitivement la
capacité de la flotte. La politique de la flotte doit veiller a ce que le
renouvellement et la modernisation, qui peuvent nécessiter une capacité

suppl ®ment aire, nbébentra  nent pas une meill e
aggraverait le déséquilibre et la surcapacité, ni n e mette davantage de
pression sur les stocks exploités . Cependant , i nodest pas

capacit® suppl ®mentaire requiert de r®viser
donné que la capacité active réelle se situe largement en dessous des plafonds

de capacité propres a chaque pays pour la plupartde s £t at s membres de
Les résultats de [|"‘étude conduisent a proposer des mesures et des
recommandations, détaillées plus avant au chapitre 8, visant a redistribuer

efficacement la capacité de péche parmi les différents segments de flotte, en

particulier :

Recommandation 17 Mener des études spécifiques par Etat membre et par

segment afin do®valuer | e besoin de c
L6®t ude SDuap | enepwidndeur si les plafonds actuels peuvent
accueillir |l es changements requis ou so6il s

aggravation des déséquilibres.

Recommandation 27 Di sti nguer | e volume du navire (
capacité de récolte

Cela impligue de décomposer le volume du navire en souscomposantes
correspondant a des fonctions différentes, telles que : une jauge brute de sécurité

(GT sécurité), une jauge brute de transition énergétique

(GT transition énergétique), une jauge brute liée a la capacité de péche
(GTcapacited bextraction) et wune |benége, tobterut e de |
continuant a contréler et a surveiller les volumes des navires et la puissance des

moteurs.

Recommandation 37 Explorer la possibilité de redistribution de la capacité

de péche et développer une gouvernance adaptée a cet effet, ainsi que

considérer une gestion de la flotte basée sur le marché (par ex. quotas

i ndividuel s, |l icences d®tach®es du navire,

XXiX



European Unionbés fishing fl edtrinalRepod! uti on, chal l

de pool s de quotas, d®vel oppement de mar C
gouvernance favorisant une meilleure valorisation des captures, transition des

engins de péche a fort impact vers des engins a faible impact, évaluation des

colts de transition et de leur faisabilité).

Recommandation 47 Connaitre les opportunités et les défis de la gestion

des péches en poursui vant l a mise en Tuvre de
augmentant | 6efficacit® des navires, en suf
| 6utilisation compl te des quotas, et en g
condition pr ®al afinaneemeéntsl 6 ®1 i gi bi |l it ® aux
Recommandation 5T Pour sui vr e | a gestion de | a fl
soutenir la gestion des péches
Continuer “ Ilimiter | a capacit® de capture
de péche, en restreignant le nombre de jours autorisés, en controlant les effets
secondaires impr®vus dbébune gestion uni queme

en poursuivant les recherches visant a réduire la préférence pour les moteurs
surdimensionnés (kW éleves).

Recommandation 67 Travaill er " r®dui r e l 6incertit
capture et r ®vi ser |l es lignes directrices de | a
de | 6®quil i bre de | a flotte de | O6UE afin d
surcapacit®. Cela comprend | dadoption dobéune
du FMSY (production maximale durable) et la modification des indicateurs

«d 6 ®q u» (k balarrceindicatorsé ) pour mi eux refl ®t er | es

de la surcapacité.

Un d®fi central de | a gestion doéune flotte
p°che r ®si de dans l e fait gue | es am®Il i o
indispensables pour renforcer la viabilité économique de certains segments de

flotte. Ainsi, I'étude conclue quel 6 obj ecti f de | a gestion de
consister a contraindrel 6 ef fi cacit® individuell ea des na
flotte de telle sorte a garantir un équilibre durable avec les opportunités de

péche, conditionindispensabl e © un renouvell ement r ®uUs

tout en menant la transition énergétique vers des pécheries a faible empreinte
carbone et a faible impact.

*k%k
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ZusammenfaBEJung

Das Hauptziel dieses Forschungsberichts besteht darin, die Entwicklung der
derzeitigen Flotte der Europaischen Union zu beschreiben, aktuelle und
zukunftige Herausforderungen fir die Flottenpolitik zu identifizieren und zu
erlautern, wie sich diese Herausforderungen auf die Nachhaltigkeit der Flotte
auswirken. Zusatzlich sollen Einblicke gegeben werden, wie diese
Herausforderungen bewaéltigt werden kdnnen.

Die Notwendigkeit, die Fangkapazitaten zu optimieren bzw. effektiv zu managen
und effektiv zu verwalten, ist ein wiederkehrendes Thema bei den Reformen der
GFP. Seit der letzten GFP-Reform im Jahr 2013 hat sich die Fischereiflotte der
EU weiterentwickelt, wobei ihre nominale Kapazitat zuriickgegangen ist. Die
Jahresberichte der Mitgliedstaaten zeigen jedoch, dass in einigen
Flottensegmenten weiterhin Ungleichgewichte bestehen, wo eine schwache
Wirtschaftsleistung mit einem schlechten Zustand der Fischbestande einhergeht.

Die Fischereiflotte der EU steht heute vor vielen Herausforderungen . Der
Klimawandel und die Meeresverschmutzung verringern die Produktivitat der
Meeresokosysteme und Fischbestande, was wiederum die wirtschaftliche
Nachhaltigkeit der Flotte gefahrdet. Gleichzeitig muss der Sektor die
Energiewende beschleunigen und die Schiffe modernisieren , einschliellich
der Verbesserung der Bedingungen an Bord, um neue Arbeitskréfte anzuziehen
und den Generationswechsel in der Belegschaft zu unterstitzen.

In den letzten Jahren haben Interessenvertreter der Fischereiindustrie kritisiert,
dass die Obergrenzen fur die Flottenkapazitat Wachstum, Innovation, Sicherheit
und die Erneuerung einer alternden Flotte behindern. Gemaf der Anderung der
GFP-Verordnung von 2013, wonach die Fischereiflottenkapazitat der
Mitgliedstaaten durch Obergrenzen und eine Zugangs-/Abgangsregelung (Artikel
23, GFP 2013) kontrolliert wird, kann ein neues Schiff nur dann in eine Flotte
hineinkommen, wenn die entsprechende Fangkapazitat (in kW und BRZ) aus
derselben Flotte ausscheidet. Eine Ausnahme gibt es nur, wenn ein Antrag auf
EMFAF-Mittel zur Verbesserung der Sicherheit, der Arbeitsbedingungen oder der
Energieeffizienz gestellt wird. Dies gilt aber nur, wenn das Fahrzeug zu einem
Segment gehort, fur das die Fangkapazitdt im Gleichgewicht mit den
vorhandenen Fangmadglichkeiten ist.

Dies tragt zu einer Lucke zwischen den tatsadchlichen BRZ und den fir alle
EU-Mitgliedstaaten festgelegten BRZ -Obergrenzen bei . Infolgedessen
verzeichnen alle 22 Kistenmitgliedstaaten seit dem Jahr 2000 einen jahrlichen
Ruckgang sowohl inrer BRZ als auch ihrer kW.

Trotz dieses RuUckgangs der absoluten Werte in den zur Definition der
Fischereiflottenkapazitat verwendeten Kennzahlen, wurden seit 2000 bis heute
zahlreiche Falle von Ungleichgewichten zwischen Flotte und
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Fangmoglichkeiten gemeldet . Die neuesten Gleichgewichtsindikatoren, die
2024 berechnet wurden, zeigen, dass es in der EU 619 aktive Flottensegmente
mit 52 820 Schiffen gab. Daher fuhrte der beobachtete Riickgang der Kapazitat
der EU-Fischereiflotte (gemessen in Gesamt-kW und BRZ) nicht zu einer
insgesamt ausgewogenen Kapazitat im Verhaltnis zu den verfligbaren
Fangmoglichkeiten.

Um besser zu verstehen, warum es in verschiedenen Segmenten der EU-Flotte
zu Ungleichgewichten kommt und was die Hauptursachen fur die beobachteten
Trends sind, wurden funf Fallstudien aus verschiedenen Ozeanbecken
ausgewahlt. Wie diese Fallstudien zeigen, gibt es keine Garantie dafur, dass die
derzeitigen Beschrankungen der Fangkapazitaten ausreichen, um ein
Gleichgewicht zwischen den Flotten und den verfigbaren Ressourcen zu
gewahrleisten. Trotz einiger Fortschritte zeigen die EU-Indikatoren, dass viele
Flottensegmente nach wie vor unausgewogen sind, was durch den Klimawandel
und andere umweltbezogene Faktoren auf3erhalb der Fischerei aufgrund
unflexibler Kapazitaten und Umverteilung von Quoten noch verscharft werden
konnte. Ein besseres Gleichgewicht zwischen Flottenkapazitdt und
Fangmoglichkeiten wirde nicht nur sicherstellen, dass die Fischereiindustrie
Anspruch auf o6ffentliche Beihilfen hat, sondern auch die Modernisierung von
Schiffen ohne 6ffentliche Beihilfen ermdglichen.

Die wichtigsten Treiber fur Ungleichgewicht, die Interessenvertreter in den
Fallstudien genannt haben, sind:

1 Westliches Mittelmeer: Die Verschlechterung wichtiger
Wirtschaftsindikatoren stand in engem Zusammenhang mit einem
erheblichen Anstieg der Betriebskosten und wirkte sich negativ auf die
Flotten aus. Es wurde eine langsame Verbesserung der Bestandshohen
beobachtet, aber die wichtigsten kommerziell interessanten Bestande, wie
beispielsweise Seehecht, liegen noch unter der Zielbiomasse. Bei der
Bewertung der Grunde fur das Ungleichgewicht der Flotten werden
wirtschaftliche und soziale Aspekte offenbar nicht ausreichend
bertcksichtigt, wéhrend ein schwacher oder fehlender
Generationswechsel in der Fischereibranche ein Problem darstellt.

1 EU-Gewasser im westlichen Atlantik: Wiederkehrende Ungleichgewichte
bei den biologischen und wirtschaftlichen Indikatoren bestimmter
Flottensegmente standen im Zusammenhang mit dem Zustand wichtiger
Ressourcen, was die Umsetzung von Aktionsplanen erforderlich machte.
Die wirtschaftliche Leistungsfahigkeit der Fischereiflotten der Region
wurde auch durch die COVID-19 Pandemie beeintrachtigt, insbesondere
diejenigen, die sich auf den Frischfischmarkt spezialisiert haben, was von
den Interessengruppen als Ursache fir Ungleichgewichte genannt wurde.
Es mangelt an soziobkonomischen Studien zu den Marktbedingungen,
und die sozialen Auswirkungen der Marktbedingungen auf die
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wirtschaftliche Leistungsfahigkeit dieser Flotten misste weiter analysiert
werden.

1 Ostsee: Die Verfugbarkeit von Ressourcen und Schwankungen der
Fischbestédnde wirkten sich auf die Wirtschaftlichkeit der Flotte aus.
Gleichzeitig beeinflussten Faktoren auf3erhalb der Fischerei, wie
beispielsweise Preisschwankungen, die Rentabilitdt und Nachhaltigkeit

der Flotte. Umweltverdnderungen wie Klimawandel und
Lebensraumzerstdrung wirkten sich auf die Verteilung der Fischbestande
aus.

1 Erweiterter Nordseeraum: Die Quotendynamik, insbesondere die Rolle
von Engpassarten wie Kabeljau und Kaisergranat in der gemischten
Fischerel, erwies sich als entscheidender Faktor fir das Ungleichgewicht.
Die bislang begrenzte Anwendung des Quotenaustauschs zwischen den
Mitgliedstaaten hat nicht dazu beigetragen, die Kapazitaten wieder ins
Gleichgewicht zu bringen. Bei den soziodkonomischen Indikatoren
bestehen  weiterhin  methodische  Herausforderungen, darunter
Datenfragmentierung und uneinheitliche Berichtsstandards, die eine
umfassende Analyse erschweren.

 Gewasser in den Uberseegebieten: Das Fehlen ausreichender Quoten
und das Missverhéltnis zwischen Kapazitat und verfiigbaren Quoten bzw.
die Mdglichkeit zum Quotentausch waren die wichtigsten Ursachen fur das
Ungleichgewicht in der Flotte. Auch die Besteuerung hat die Teilnahme
am Abwrackprogramm erschwert, neben einem Arbeitskraftemangel, der
ebenfalls als mdgliche Ursache fur die Inaktivitat eines Teils der Flotte
genannt wurde.

Es wurden erhebliche Anstrengungen unternommen, um das Problem der
Uberkapazitaten auRerhalb der EU anzugehen, und es wurden verschiedene
Mechanismen eingefuihrt, um die Anreize zum Aufbau von Kapazitaten zu
verringern oder Mittel zu ihrer Reduzierung bereitzustellen. Die Studie bietet
einen Uberblick Uber die internationalen Erfahrungen mit der Steuerung der
Fischereiflottenkapazitat einer ausgewahlten Gruppe von Landern mit grof3en
Fischereiflotten, aus denen sich mehrere Lehren ziehen lassen, die im EU-
Kontext nutzlich sein kdnnten, namlich:

1 Island: Wie bei Islands ersten Erfahrungen mit Stilllegungsprogrammen
haben die aufeinanderfolgenden EU-Strukturfonds fir die Fischerei eine
dauerhafte Stilllegung Uberflissiger Flottenkapazitaten ermdglicht.
Ebenso wie in Island sieht auch das fangrechtebasierte Management (wie
individuell handelbare Quoten (ITQ)) in der EU Beschrankungen vor, die
von teilweisen bis zu vollstandigen Ubertragungsbeschrankungen von
Kapazitat reichen, um eine Marktkonzentration zu verhindern. Trotz dieser
Beschrdnkungen haben die ITQs in der EU zu einer gewissen
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Konzentration der Fischereirechte und zu einer Verringerung der
Flottengréf3e in einigen EU-Flotten gefihrt.

Sudafrika: Nach einem aktiven partizipativen Prozess mit der Industrie zur
Losung von Kapazitatsproblemen wurde ein System von Fangtagen
eingefuhrt, das auf Motorleistung und Quoten basiert. Es sei darauf
hingewiesen, dass &hnliche Initiativen auch in der EU umgesetzt werden
konnten und dass die Ad-hoc-Arbeitsgruppen der Beirdte gut geeignet
sind, als partizipative Plattformen zu fungieren.

Neuseeland: Nicht-professionelle Fischer kdnnen Fischereirechte auf dem
Markt erwerben und mit ihnen spekulieren. Auf die EU Ubertragen wirde
dies Auswirkungen auf das soziale Geflige des Fischereisektors haben,
da Quoteninhaber von der Ausbeutung einer Ressource profitieren
wirden, ohne selbst Fischereitatigkeiten auszutben, wodurch
immaterielle Werte wie traditionelle Fischereipraktiken und -werte sowie
das Beschaftigungsniveau in der Fischerei und damit verbundenen
Tatigkeiten in Fischereigemeinden nicht erhalten blieben.

Die Pollack-Fischerei im Beringmeer: Dem Sektor wurde erlaubt,
Gemeinschaftsquoten einzufiihren. Dies ermdglichte es den Fischern
zusammenzuarbeiten und bis zu einem gewissen Grad in einem Ko-
Management mitzubestimmen. Die Studie ergab, dass das EU-
Managementsystem noch flexibler ist, da es Quotentausche zwischen
Fischereisektoren erlaubt. Erzeugerorganisationen kénnen Quoten der
Mitglieder bindeln und Regierungen bitten, Quotentausche mit anderen
Mitgliedsstaaten auszuhandeln. Auf der Ebene der Mitgliedsstaaten
kbnnen  Erzeugerorganisationen auch  Quoten mit anderen
Erzeugerorganisationen tauschen.

China: Chinas Ansatz zum Flottenmanagement unterscheidet sich von
dem der EU durch die Vorrangstellung von Input-MaRnahmen (z.B.
maximale Anzahl an Seetagen), die ein robustes Durchsetzungssystem
erfordern. Wie die EU-Mitgliedstaaten entschadigt auch China die Fischer
fur die vortibergehende Einstellung ihrer Fischereitétigkeit aus 6ffentlichen
Mitteln, und beide haben auch offentliche Mittel eingesetzt, um
Uberschissige Flottenkapazitaten abzubauen. In China ist es auch tblich,
unbeschaftigte Arbeitskrafte von verschrotteten Schiffen fur andere
Tatigkeiten in der Wertschopfungskette der Fischerei einzusetzen.

Norwegen: Es gibt einige Parallelen zwischen Norwegen und der EU, wie
beispielsweise das gemeinsame Ziel, Uuberflissige Kapazitaten
abzubauen und verstarkt auf ein anreizbasiertes Management (z.B. ITQ)
zu setzen. Norwegen verfugt nicht mehr dber vollstdndig finanzierte
Stilllegungsprogramme oder Fangrechte mit unbefristeter Laufzeit.
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1 Vereinigtes Konigreich: Individuelle Quotenzuteilungen gelten nur fir
Schiffe, die einer Erzeugerorganisation angehéren. Das Vereinigte
K°nigreich hat virtuel-liezemzsenig cdhien @afeqh
es ermoglichen, dass Lizenzen nach der Verschrottung eines Schiffes im
System verbleiben, um sie flr neu gebaute Schiffe zu verwenden oder den
Zugang grolerer, modernisierter Schiffe zu erleichtern. Die Einfiihrung
solcher Systeme in der EU (einige Lander verwenden bereits virtuelle
Lizenzen, die jedoch einer Reihe von Bedingungen unterliegen) wiirde es
den Eignern ermoéglichen, Lizenzen und Quoten mit anderen
Schiffseignern  fur  Fischereizwecke zu handeln oder ihre
Fischereifahrzeuge im Hinblick auf den Umweltschutz und die
Lebensbedingungen der Besatzung anzupassen.

Die GFP ermdglicht den Bau neuer Fischereifahrzeuge mit privaten Mitteln,
wobei gleichzeitig MaRnahmen getroffen wurden, um einen Anstieg der
Gesamtfangkapazitat der Flotte zu verhindern.

Bei der Verwaltung der EU-Fischereiflotte und der Bekédmpfung von
Uberkapazitaten wurden Alternativen zu den derzeitigen GFP-Proxies (d. h. kW

und BR2Z) zur Messung der AFischereikapazit
erg®nzende Messgr°®°Cen den Zusammenhang mit
al s Adi e Fahigkeit, Fi sch zu fangeni)
Herausforderungen (wie die Modernisierung von Schiffen) angehen. Dazu

gehoren:

1 Sicherheitskapazitat: Eine Erhéhung der Bruttoraumzahl-Obergrenzen zur
Verbesserung der Sicherheit an Bord, der Arbeitsbedingungen oder der
Produktqualitdt kann unter bestimmten Bedingungen kontraproduktive
Auswirkungen haben. In Spanien kam es um das Jahr 2000 zu mehreren
Zwischenfallen mit Schiffen, die von Sicherheits-kapazitats-Zulagen
profitiert hatten. Die Gewahrung zusatzlicher Kapazitaten fur einzelne
Schiffe kann unbeabsichtigte negative Auswirkungen haben. So kdénnen
beispielsweise die Sicherheit auf See und die Arbeitsbedingungen
aufgrund der fir die BRZ verwendeten Berechnungsmethode oder der
Kategorisierung der LUA beeintrachtigt werden.

1 Nettoraumzahl: Einige Interessengruppen behaupten, dass die
Nettoraumzahl (NRZ) ein besserer Indikator fur die tatsachliche
Fangkapazitat oder den Fischlagerraum sein kdnnte. Die Studie ergab
jedoch, dass die NRZ-Angabe fiir Fischereifahrzeuge ungeeignet ist und
daher die NRZ-Informationen flr Fischereifahrzeuge ungenau macht.

T Potenzielle Fangkapazit?2at: Die Bewertung
Jahresfangmengeh erfordert ei ne Bewert
Aufteilung der Bruttoraumzahl (BRZ) in verschiedene Kategorien. Diese
Kategorien kdnnten BRZ_Sicherheit (z. B. zusatzlicher Platz an Deck),
BRZ_Energiewende (z. B. Platz fur Batteriespeicher oder die Installation
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eines Wulstbugs oder eines umgekehrten Bugs), BRZ_Wohlergehen (z.
B. mehr Unterkiinfte an Bord fur den Komfort der Besatzung) und
BRZ_tats.Fangkapazitat (d. h. die tatsé&chliche Kapazitat, Fische zu
fangen) umfassen. Die Umsetzung dieser Unterscheidungen wirde auch
die Entwicklung klarer, harmonisierter Definitionen und Protokolle fir
Schiffsgutachter erfordern, um diese BRZ-Komponenten zu bewerten und
zu uberprufen. Die Studie kam zu dem Schluss, dass langfristig auch die
Fangkapazitat tberarbeitet werden sollte, um technologische Fortschritte,
die die Fangkapazitat im Laufe der Zeit verbessern, zu verfolgen und zu
berticksichtigen.

Die Studie dokumentierte auch den starken Zusammenhang zwischen bisheriger
Fangkapazitat und der tatséchlichen Kapazitat, Fische zu fangen sowie die
Auswirkungen von Quotenregelungen, Aufwandsregelungen und gemischten
Fischereisituationen. Beim Management der EU-Flotte zeigt sich, dass sich die
Situation im Nordostatlantik und in den Regionen Mittelmeer und Schwarzes
Meer erheblich unterscheidet. Dies ist auf die unterschiedlichen vorherrschenden
Fischereibewirtschaftungsregelungen zuriickzufuihren (d. h. Fangobergrenzen im
Nordostatlantik gegentber Aufwandsbeschrankungen im Mittelmeer und im
Schwarzen Meer).

Es gibt mehrere technologische Lésungen zur Verbesserung der
Energieeffizienz, zur Verwendung alternativer Kraftstoffe fir den Schiffsantrieb
und zur Verringerung des CO2z-Ful3abdrucks der Fischereiflotte. Die Studie
ergab, dass Kkurzfristige Lésungen zur Senkung des Verbrauchs fossiler
Brennstoffe in der Fischerei im Gegensatz zur Umstellung auf neue
Kraftstoffarten in der Regel nicht mit einem héheren BRZ/kW-Bedarf verbunden
sind. Die Minimierung des Energieverbrauchs 1 mit Losungen fur mehr
Energieeffizienz 1 vor der Umstellung auf alternative Kraftstoffe tragt auch dazu
bei, den moglichen Bedarf an zusatzlichem Lagerraum fur Kraftstoff zu
minimieren.

Eine Ubergeordnete Herausforderung fir die Flottenpolitik der EU besteht darin,
mehr Flexibilitdt bei den Flottenerneuerungsmal3nahmen zu schaffen, um eine
Modernisierung zu ermdglichen, ohne die Flottenkapazitat dauerhaft zu
verringern oder zu erh6hen. Die Flottenpolitik muss sicherstellen, dass die
Flottenerneuerung und -modernisierung, die moglicherweise zusatzliche
Kapazitaten erfordern, nicht zu einer Verbesserung der Moglichkeiten zum
Fischfang fuhrt, was zu einem weiteren Ungleichgewicht der Flotte un dzu
Uberkapazitaten fihren oder den Druck auf die befischten Bestande
erhohen wirde . Es ist jedoch unklar, ob Uberhaupt zusatzliche Kapazitaten
erforderlich sind, da die tatsachliche aktive Kapazitat in den meisten EU-La&ndern
deutlich unter den landerspezifischen Kapazitdtsobergrenzen liegt. Eine Reihe
von vorgeschlagenen Maflnahmen und Empfehlungen zur wirksamen
Bewadltigung und Umverteilung der Fangkapazitaten zwischen den
Flottensegmenten, die dann in Kapitel 8 erweitert werden, umfasst
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Empfehlung 1 T Durchfihrung  von Mitgliedstaaten -  und
segmentspezifischen Studien zur Bewertung des Bedarfs an zusatzlichen
Kapazitaten. Die Studie schlagt vor, zu Uberprufen, ob die derzeitigen
Obergrenzen die erforderlichen Anderungen ermdglichen konnen oder
Uberschritten wdrden, ohne dass dies zu einer Verscharfung der
Ungleichgewichte fuhrt.

Empfehlung 2 T Unterscheidung zwischen Schiffstonnage, die nicht mit der
Fangkapazitat zusammenhangt , und Schiffstonnage, die mit der Fangkapazitat
zusammenhangt, indem die Schiffstonnage in Unterkomponenten aufgeteilt
wirde, die unterschiedlichen funktionalen Zwecken dienen, wie z. B. eine
Sicherheitstonnage, eine Energiewandlungstonnage, eine
fischereifahigkeitsbezogene Tonnage und eine Wohlergehenstonnage.
Mitgliedsstaaten sollen weiterhin die Schiffstonnage und die Maschinenleistung
kontrollieren und Uberwachen.

Empfehlung 3 1 Untersuchung der Umverteilung der Fangkapazitaten und
Entwicklung einer entsprechenden Steuerungsmalinahme sowie Erwagung
eines marktbasierten Flottenmanagements, z. B. ITQ, vom Schiff unabhangige
Lizenzen, Mdglichkeiten fur Quotentausch und Quotenpools, Entwicklung lokaler
Méarkte, FOorderung eines Managementansatzes fir eine bessere Bewertung der
Fange, Ubergang von Fischereigeraten mit hoher zu solchen mit geringer
Umweltbelastung, Bewertung der Ubergangskosten und der Durchfiihrbarkeit.

Empfehlung 4 1 Fortsetzung des EU -Flottenmanagements zur
Unterstitzung der Fischereimanagementziele  durch Steigerung der Effizienz
der Fischereifahrzeuge bei gleichzeitiger Weiterfuhrung der Fang- und
Aufwandsbeschrankungen, Beseitigung von Hindernissen, die eine vollstandige
Ausschopfung der Quoten verhindern, und Gewabhrleistung einer nachhaltigen
Fischerei als Voraussetzung fur die Forderfahigkeit.

Empfehlung 5 1 Begleitende MalRnahmen zur Begrenzung unbeabsichtigter
Nebenwirkungen des auf dem  Fischereiaufwand basierenden
Managements und Ergdnzung durch Fangbeschrankungen. Begrenzung der
Fangmaoglichkeiten durch strenge Uberwachung und wirksame Kontrolle des
Fischereiaufwands. Dazu gehdren die Begrenzung der zuldssigen Fangtage, die
Bekampfung unbeabsichtigter Nebenwirkungen von Managementsystemen, die
ausschlie3lich auf der Kontrolle des Fischereiaufwands basieren, sowie die
weitere Suche nach Madoglichkeiten zur Verringerung der Anreize flr
Uberdimensionierte Motoren.

Empfehlung 6 1 Bemiuhungen zur Verringerung der Unsicherheit bei

Fangempfehlungen und Uberarbeitung der Leitlinien der Europaischen
Kommission aus dem Jahr 2014 zur Bewertung des Gleichgewichts der EU-
Flotte, um eine bessere Verknlpfung mit dem Risiko einer Uberkapazitat
herzustellen. Dazu gehdren eine vorsichtigere Fischerei unterhalb des FMSY-
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Referenzwertes und eine Anpassung der AGI e
Ursachen fir Uberkapazitaten zu erfassen.

Eine zentrale Herausforderung fur Flottenmanagement mit dem Ziel der Kontrolle
der Fangkapazitaten besteht darin, wie mit Effizienzsteigerungen umzugehen ist,
die oft unerlasslich sind, um die Wirtschaftlichkeit bestimmter Flottensegmente
zu verbessern. Daher kommt die Studie zu dem Schluss, dass das Ziel des
Flottenmanagements nicht darin bestehen sollte, die Effizienz auf dem Level
einzelner Schiffe zu verringern, sondern vielmehr darin, die Effizienz auf
Flottenebene so zu steuern, um so ein dauerhaftes Gleichgewicht mit den
Fangmoglichkeiten zu gewahrleiste n. Dies ist die Voraussetzung fur eine
erfolgreiche Erneuerung der EU-Flotte neben einer Energiewende hin zu einer
emissionsarmen Fischerei, die auch einen niedrigeren Impakt hatte.

K%k
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Resumen EjJESUtivo

El objetivo principal de este estudio de investigacion es describir la evolucion de
la flota de la Unidn Europea, identificar sus retos presentes y futuros, de qué
forma estos retos afectan a la sostenibilidad de la flota, y proporcionar ideas
sobre como abordar dichos retos. La necesidad de optimizar y gestionar de
manera eficaz la capacidad pesquera es un tema recurrente en las reformas de
la PPC. Desde la ultima reforma de la PPC en 2013, la flota pesquera de la UE
ha evolucionado y su capacidad nominal ha disminuido. Sin embargo, los
informes anuales de los Estados Miembros muestran que, en algunos segmentos
de la flota, persisten los desequilibrios, ya que los malos resultados econdmicos
se suman al mal estado de los recursos pesqueros.

Hoy en dia, la flota pesquera de la UE se enfrenta a numerosos retos. El
cambio climatico, la pérdida de biodiversidad, y la contaminacion marina estan
reduciendo la productividad de los ecosistemas marinos y las poblaciones de
peces, lo que a su vez amenaza la sostenibilidad econémica de la flota. Al mismo
tiempo, el sector debe acelerar la transicion energética y modernizar los
buques, lo que incluye mejorar las condiciones a bordo para atraer a nuevos
operadores y apoyar la renovacion generacional de las tripulaciones.

En los ultimos afios, las partes interesadas del sector pesquero han sefialado
que los limites maximos de capacidad de la flota obstaculizan el crecimiento, la
innovacion, la seguridad y la renovacion de una flota envejecida. Tal y como se
estipula en la modificaciéon de 2013 del Reglamento de la PPC, en la que la
capacidad de la flota pesquera de los Estados miembros se controla mediante
limites y un régimen de entradas y salidas (articulo 23, PPC de 2013), un nuevo
buque solo puede incorporarse a una flota después de que se haya eliminado de
la misma flota la capacidad pesquera equivalente (en kW y GT). Ademas, los
fondos del FEMPA solo permiten aumentar el GT de un buque concreto (<24 m)
para mejorar la seguridad, las condiciones de trabajo o la eficiencia energética,
y solo si dicho buque pertenece a un segmento cuya capacidad pesquera esté
en equilibrio con las posibilidades de pesca disponibles.

A pesar de la reduccion en valor absoluto de los parametros utilizados para
definir la capacidad de la flota pesquera, como resultado de diversos programas
publicos de desguace y de retiro voluntario, desde el afio 20 14 hasta la
actualidad se han registrado numerosos casos de desequilibrio entre la flota
y las posibilidades de pesca. Por lo tanto, la disminucién observada en la
capacidad de la flota pesquera de la UE (en términos de kW y GT totales) no se
tradujo en un equilibrio general de la capacidad con las posibilidades de pesca
disponibles. Dado que el desequilibrio era generalizado, esto contribuye a la
existencia de una diferencia entre el GT real y los limites maximos de GT
observados en todos los Estados miembros de la UE . En consecuencia, los
22 Estados miembros costeros han registrado una disminucién anual tanto de su
GT como de su kW desde el afio 2000.
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Para comprender mejor las razones por las que se produce el desequilibrio en
los distintos segmentos de la flota de la UE y cuales son los principales factores
gue impulsan las tendencias observadas, se elaboraron cinco casos de estudio
de diferentes cuencas maritimas. Como se demuestra en estos casos de estudio,
no hay garantia de que las limitaciones actuales de la capacidad pesquera sean
suficientes para garantizar el equilibrio de las flotas con los recursos pesqueros
disponibles. A pesar de algunos avances, los indicadores de la UE muestran que
muchos segmentos de la flota siguen estando en desequilibrio. EI cambio
climatico y otros factores medioambientales ajenos a la pesca pueden agravar
aun esta situacion debido a la falta de flexibilidad de la gestion de la capacidad
y la reasignacion de cuotas. Lograr un mejor equilibrio entre la capacidad de la
flota y las posibilidades de pesca no solo garantizaria que la industria pesquera
sea elegible a ayudas publicas, sino que también permitiria la modernizacion de
los buques sin necesidad de ayudas publicas.

Los principales factores que las partes interesadas citaron en los casos de
estudio como causantes del desequilibrio son:

1 Mediterraneo occidental: El deterioro de los principales indicadores
econdémicos estuvo estrechamente relacionado con un aumento
significativo de los costes operativos y tuvo un impacto negativo en las
flotas. Se ha observado una lenta mejora de las poblaciones, y las
principales poblaciones de interés comercial, como la merluza, siguen
estando por debajo de la biomasa objetivo. Se considera que no se han
tenido en cuenta los aspectos econémicos y sociales a la hora de evaluar
las razones del desequilibrio de la flota, mientras que la debilidad o la falta
de renovacion generacional de la mano de obra pesquera es un problema.

1 Aguas Occidentales de la UE: Los desequilibrios recurrentes en los
indicadores biolégicos y econdmicos de algunos segmentos de la flota
estuvieron relacionados con el estado de recursos claves, siendo
necesario ejecutar Planes de Accion urgentes. El rendimiento econémico
de las flotas pesqueras de la regién también se vio afectado por la
pandemia del COVID-19, en particular las especializadas en el mercado
del pescado fresco. Se carece de estudios socioeconémicos sobre las
condiciones del mercado. Seria necesario analizar mas a fondo el impacto
social de dichas condiciones en el rendimiento economico de estas flotas.

1 Mar Baltico: La disponibilidad de recursos y las fluctuaciones de las
poblaciones de peces afectaron a la viabilidad economica de la flota. Al
mismo tiempo, factores externos a la pesca, como las variaciones de
precios, afectaron a la rentabilidad y la sostenibilidad de la flota. Los
cambios medioambientales, como los debidos al cambios climéaticos y la
degradacion del habitat, afectaron a la distribucion de los stocks.

1 Gran Mar del Norte: La dinamica de las cuotas, en particular el papel de
especies limitantes como el bacalao y la cigala en las pesquerias mixtas,
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se revel6 como un factor determinante del desequilibrio. La aplicacion
limitada del intercambio de cuotas entre los Estados Miembros hasta la
fecha no ha contribuido a reequilibrar la capacidad. Persisten los retos
metodoldgicos en los indicadores socioecondmicos, incluida la
fragmentacion de los datos, y la falta de coherencia en las normas de
notificacion, lo cual dificulta un analisis exhaustivo.

Aguas exteriores de la UE: La falta de cuotas suficientes y el desajuste
entre la capacidad y la disponibilidad de cuotas, o la posibilidad de
intercambiar cuotas, fueron las causas mas importantes del desequilibrio
de la flota. La fiscalidad también ha desincentivado la participacion en el
programa de desguace, ademas de la escasez de mano de obra, que
también se menciona como posible causa de la inactividad de parte de la
flota.

En el ambito internacional los paises han realizado esfuerzos considerables para
abordar el problema de la sobrecapacidad y se han establecido diversos
mecanismos para reducir los incentivos a acumular capacidad o proporcionar los
medios para reducirla. El estudio ofrece una vision general de la experiencia
internacional en la gestion de la capacidad de la flota pesquera de un grupo
selecto de paises con grandes flotas pesqueras, lo que puede ayudar a extraer
varias lecciones que podrian ser Utiles en el contexto de la UE, a saber:

T

Islandia: Al igual que en la experiencia inicial de Islandia con los planes
de desguace, los sucesivos fondos estructurales de la UE para la pesca
han permitido el cese definitivo de la capacidad excedente de la flota.
Ademas, al igual que en Islandia, la gestion basada en derechos en la UE
impone restricciones que van desde restricciones parciales hasta
restricciones totales a la transferibilidad para evitar la concentracion del
mercado. A pesar de estas restricciones, las cuotas individuales
transferibles (CIT) en la UE han dado lugar a un cierto grado de
concentracion de los derechos de pescay a la reduccion de algunas flotas
de la UE.

Sudafrica: Se ha implantado un sistema de dias de pesca basado en la
potencia del motor y las cuotas, tras un proceso participativo activo con la
industria para abordar las cuestiones relacionadas con la capacidad.
Cabe sefialar que podrian aplicarse iniciativas similares en la UE, y que
los grupos de trabajo técnicos ad hoc de los consejos consultivos estan
bien situados para actuar como plataformas participativas.

Nueva Zelanda: Los pescadores no profesionales pueden adquirir
derechos de pesca en el mercado y negociar con ellos. Si esto se aplicara
a la UE, afectaria al tejido social del sector pesquero, ya que los titulares
de cuotas se beneficiarian de la explotacion de un recurso sin realizar
ellos mismos ninguna actividad pesquera. Esto impediria preservar
activos intangibles, como las practicas y los valores tradicionales de la
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pesca, asi como mantener los niveles de empleo en la pesca y las
actividades relacionadas con ella en las comunidades pesqueras.

La pesca del abadejo en el mar de Bering: se permitio al sector establecer
cuotas cooperativas, lo que permiti6 a los pescadores cooperar y
contribuir a la gestion mediante un cierto grado de cogestion. El estudio
revel6 que el sistema de gestion de la UE es aun més flexible, ya que
permite los intercambios entre sectores, y las OPs pueden poner en
comun las cuotas de sus miembros y solicitar a los gobiernos que
negocien intercambios de cuotas entre paises. A nivel de los Estados
Miembros, las OPs también pueden intercambiar cuotas con otras OPs.

China: El enfoque de China respecto a la gestion de la flota difiere del de
la UE en cuanto al predominio de medidas de gestion de los inputs, que
requieren un sistema de aplicacion robusto. China, al igual que los
Estados miembros de la UE, compensa a los pescadores por el cese
temporal de la actividad pesquera con fondos publicos, y ambos han
utilizado también recursos publicos para eliminar la sobrecapacidad de la
flota. China también suele reasignar la mano de obra pesquera ociosa de
los buques desguazados a otras actividades de la cadena de valor de la
pesca.

Noruega: Existen algunos paralelismos entre Noruega y la UE, como el
objetivo comun de eliminar la sobrecapacidad y el mayor uso de la gestién
basada en derechos. Noruega ya no cuenta con planes de
desmantelamiento totalmente financiados con recursos publicos ni con
derechos de duraciéon permanente.

Reino Unido: Las asignaciones de cuotas individuales solo se aplican a
los buques que pertenecen a una organizacion de productores. El Reino
Unido innové con los derechos virtuales, o «licencias ficticias», que
permiten que las licencias permanezcan en el sistema después de que un
bugue haya sido desguazado, para su uso con buques de nueva
construccion o para facilitar la entrada de buques mas grandes y
modernizados. La adopcion de este tipo de sistemas en la UE (algunos
paises ya utilizan licencias virtuales, pero estan sujetas a una serie de
condiciones) permitiria a los propietarios intercambiar licencias y cuotas
con otros propietarios de buques con fines pesqueros, o adaptar sus
buques pesqueros para la proteccion del medio ambiente y la
habitabilidad de la tripulacion.

La PPC permite la construccion de nuevos buques pesqueros con recursos
privados, junto con salvaguardias para evitar que aumente la capacidad
pesquera total de la flota. A la hora de gestionar la flota pesquera de la UE y
abordar la sobrecapacidad, se pueden explorar alternativas a los actuales
indicadores de la PPC (es decir, kW y GT) para medir la «capacidad pesquera»,
el estudio analiz6 alternativas para determinar si hay métricas complementarias
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que reflejen mejor el vinculo con la «capacidad de captura» (definida como «la
capacidad de pescar») y aborden otros retos (como la modernizacién de los
buques). Entre ellas se incluyen:

1 Tonelaje de seguridad: el aumento de los limites maximos de capacidad
en GTs para mejorar la seguridad a bordo, las condiciones de trabajo o la
calidad de los productos en determinadas condiciones puede tener
efectos contraproducentes. En Espafia, por ejemplo, alrededor del afio
2000, se reportaron varios incidentes que involucraban buques que
habian obtenido asignaciones de tonelaje de seguridad. Otorgar
capacidad adicional a buques individuales puede por tanto tener efectos
adversos no deseados. Por ejemplo, la seguridad en el mar y las
condiciones de trabajo pueden verse comprometidas debido al método de
calculo utilizado para el GT o la categorizacion de la LOA.

1 Tonelaje neto: Algunas partes interesadas afirman que el tonelaje neto
(NT) puede ser un mejor indicador de la capacidad real de pesca o del
espacio de almacenamiento de pescado. Sin embargo, el estudio reveld
que la declaracién del NT no es adecuada para los buques pesqueros y,
por lo tanto, la informacion sobre el NT es inexacta en el caso de estos
buques.

1 Capacidad pesquera potencial: Para evaluar la «captura maxima anual
hipotética» sera necesario evaluar la viabilidad de dividir el GT en
diferentes categorias. Estas categorias podrian incluir GT_seguridad (por
ejemplo, espacio adicional en cubierta), GT_transicién energética (por
ejemplo, espacio para el almacenamiento de baterias o la instalacion de
una proa con bulbo o invertida), GT_bienestar (por ejemplo, mas espacio
a bordo para la comodidad de la tripulacién) y GT_capacidad_captura (es
decir, capacidad de captura). La aplicacion de estas distinciones también
requeriria el desarrollo de definiciones y protocolos claros y armonizados
para que los inspectores maritimos evalien y verifiquen estos
componentes de GT. A largo plazo, el estudio concluyé que también
deberia revisarse la capacidad pesquera para hacer un seguimiento y
tener en cuenta los avances tecnoldgicos que mejoran la capacidad de
captura a lo largo del tiempo.

El estudio también documentd la fuerte vinculacién entre la capacidad pesquera
y la capacidad de captura, asi como el impacto de los regimenes de cuotas, los
regimenes de esfuerzo y las situaciones de pesca mixta. En la gestion de la flota
de la UE, se ha constatado que la situacién en las regiones del Atlantico
nororiental y del Mediterraneo y el Mar Negro difiere significativamente. Esto se
debe a los diferentes regimenes de gestion pesquera dominantes que se aplican
(es decir, controles de produccion en el Atlantico nororiental frente a controles
de entrada en el Mediterraneo y el Mar Negro).
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Existen multiples soluciones tecnologicas para mejorar la eficiencia energeética,
utilizar combustibles alternativos para la propulsion de los buques y reducir la
huella de carbono de la flota pesquera. El estudio ha revelado que, a diferencia
de la transicion a nuevos tipos de combustible, las soluciones a corto plazo para
reducir el consumo de combustibles fésiles en la pesca no suelen implicar un
aumento de GT/kW. Minimizar el consumo de energia d con soluciones para una
mayor eficiencia energéticad antes de pasar a combustibles alternativos
también ayudard a minimizar la posible necesidad de aumentar el espacio de
almacenamiento de combustible.

Un reto general para la politica de la flota de la UE es proporcionar mas
flexibilidad en las politicas de renovacion de la flota para permitir la
modernizacion sin reducir permanentemente la capacidad de la flota. Al mismo
tiempo, la politica de la flota debe garantizar que la renovacion y
modernizacién de la flota, que pueden requerir capacidad adicional, no den

lugar a una mejora de la capacidad de captura, lo que provocaria un mayor
desequilibrio de la flota y sobrecapacidad , o ejerceria mas presion sobre las
poblaciones explotadas. Sin embargo, no esta claro si se necesita realmente
capacidad adicional, dado que la capacidad activa real esta muy por debajo de
los limites maximos de capacidad especificos de cada pais para la mayoria de
los paises de la UE. Hasta ahora, se ha informado de la capacidad no utilizada
de los buques inactivos. Entre las medidas y recomendaciones propuestas para
abordar y reasignar eficazmente la capacidad pesquera entre los distintos
segmentos de la flota figuran las siguientes:

Recomendacion 1: realizar estudios especificos por Estado Miembro y
segmento para evaluar la necesidad de capacidad adicional . El estudio
sugiere examinar si los limites maximos actuales pueden adaptarse a los
cambios necesarios o si se superarian, sin que ello dé lugar a un aumento de las
situaciones de desequilibrio.

Recomendacion 2: distinguir el volumen de los bugues que no esta
relacionado con la capacidad de captura , incluyendo la descomposicion del
volumen de los buques en subcomponentes que aborden diferentes fines
funcionales, como un GT de seguridad, un GT de transicion energética, un GT
relacionado con la capacidad de pesca y un GT de bienestar, y continuar
controlando y supervisando los volumenes de los buques y la potencia de los
motores.

Recomendacion 3: Explorar la redistribucién de la capacidad pesquera y
desarrollar la gobernanza adecuada para ello, asi como considerar la gestion de
la flota basada en el mercado (por ejemplo, cuotas individuales, licencias
independientes del buque, posibilidades de intercambio y agrupacion de cuotas,
desarrollo del mercado local, promocion de la gobernanza para una mejor
valoracion de las capturas, transicion de artes de pesca de alto impacto a otras
de bajo impacto, evaluacion de los costes de transicién y de viabilidad).

xliv
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Recomendacion 4: continuar con la gestion de la flota de la UE en apoyo

de los objetivos de gestion pesquera , aumentando la eficiencia de los buques
y continuando con la aplicacion de limites de captura y esfuerzo, eliminando las
barreras que impiden el pleno aprovechamiento de las cuotas y garantizando la
sostenibilidad de la actividad pesquera como requisito previo para poder optar a
la financiacion.

Recomendacion 5: controlar los efectos secundarios no deseados de la
gestién basada en el esfuerzo y complementarla con limites de captura.
Limitar la capacidad de captura mediante una estrecha supervision y un control
eficaz del esfuerzo pesquero. Esto incluye restringir el nimero de dias de pesca
permitidos, abordar los efectos secundarios no deseados asociados a los
sistemas de gestion basados Unicamente en controles del esfuerzo y seguir
investigando formas de reducir los incentivos a la instalacion de motores de kW
sobredimensionados.

Recomendacion 6: Trabajar para reducir la incertidumbre de las
recomendaciones de captura y revisar las directrices de la CE de 2014 de
evaluacion del equilibrio de la flota de la UE mas relacionadas al riesgo de
sobrecapacidad. Esto incluye pescar con mas precaucion por debajo del Fusy y
modificar los indicadores de «equilibrio» para captar los factores que impulsan la
sobrecapacidad.

Uno de los principales retos de la gestion de la flota enfocada al control de la
capacidad pesquera es como incorporar las mejoras en la eficiencia que son a
menudo esenciales para la viabilidad econémica de determinados segmentos de
la flota. Por lo tanto, el objetivo de la gestion de la flota no debe ser reducir la
eficiencia de los buques individuales, sino gestionar la eficiencia a nivel de flota
para garantizar un equilibrio persistente con las oportunidades pesqueras :
como requisito previo para el éxito de la renovacién de la flota de la UE, junto
con una transicidn energética hacia una pesca con bajas emisiones de carbono
y bajo impacto.

*kk
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11l ntroducti on

1.1 Background

The imbalance betweenthe Eur o p e a n BWhfishing fieet capacity (*) and
the resources they fish for, has been an important factor behind the historic
overexploitation of resources in European waters. The 2009 Green Paper on the
Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) (European Commission, 2009a) highlighted that
overcapacity (°) of the European fishing fleet was a fundamental problem of the
CFP. Efforts since the 2013 reform of the CFP to manage fisheries in accordance
with the maximum sustainable yield (MSY) objective have improved the state of
many fish stocks and brought reductions in fleet size. Currently, all Union fishing
fleets are below the capacity ceilings set under Article 22 in the CFP Regulation
(EU) No 1380/2013 (°). Nevertheless, despite an overall decrease in the total
number of EU fishing vessels, overcapacity still exists today for certain sectors.
Overcapacity undermines both the sustainability of fish stocks and the long-term
viability of the fishing sector. It also puts high pressure on marine ecosystems
and habitats. The need for optimising fishing capacity and managing it more
effectively is a recurrent theme in reforms of the CFP.

The management of fishing capacity is an important pillar of the fisheries
management under the CFP (%). The 2013 reform of the CFP included a policy
specific to the management of the fleet, aimed to contribute to the CFP objectives.
Concretely, it ensures that the European fleet does not expand and that its size
iIs managed in a way to bring a balance between the environmental, social and
economic objectives of the policy. Specifically, in addition to the entry/exit system
of édnpameeout 6, EU Me (WB)anust ehsuee that their national fleet
does not exceed, at any time, the fishing capacity ceilings (in terms of overall
gross tonnage and engine power measured in kilowatt) as set out in the CFP
Regulation. This is complemented with the requirement in Article 22(1) of the CFP

Regul ati on whi ch r eq putingase nMasunds éoradjuSttha t

fishing capacity of their fleet to their fishing opportunities over time, taking into

( Fishing capacity means a vessel 6s paoverinkdy/ e
(Kilowatt).

(® FAO has published a paper referring to excess capacity and overcapacity, the first being a
short run phenomenon and the latter being a long run phenomenon (FAO, 2002)

(®]) OJL 354, 28.12.2013, ELI: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/req/2013/1380/0j

(*) Part IV of Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013

es
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account trends and based on best scientific advice, with the objective of achieving
a stable and enduring balance between themao .

Since the 2013 CFP reform, the EU fishing fleet has evolved, and its nominal
capacity decreased. However, yearly reports of Member States show that, at fleet
segment level, many imbalances remain whereby weak economic performance
is coupled with a poor state of fish resources.

Today, the EUOGs fishing fleet faces

marine pollution which are affecting the productivity of ecosystems and fish
stocks and therefore the economic sustainability of the fleet. Other challenges
include technological creep (°); the need for energy transition to reduce over-
reliance on fossil fuels and, in turn, price variability; and the need for better
conditions on board, also to attract and promote generational renewal of the
workforce. These are only a few examples of the challenges affecting the fleet.

In recent years, stakeholders have been criticizing that growth, innovation, safety
and renewal of an ageing fleet (°) are hindered by:

1 the fleet capacity ceilings (country specific ceilings Article 22 of the 2013
CFP, or induced by some engine power limitations implemented by some
management plans of certain fisheries) and

1 the entry/exit scheme (Article 23 of the 2013 CFP).

1.2 Main objectives and structure of the report

The main objective of this research study is to provide a description of the current

European Unionds fleet, identify present

these challenges i mpact the fl eetds
how to address these challenges. The following provides a summary outline of
this report.

Section 2 of this report provides the historic background and evolution of the
EU fishing fleet policy , starting from the analysis provided as a basis for the
2009 Green Paper and the impact assessment for the Commission proposal

(®) The technological development which continuously increases the efficiency of the vessels
is a mechanism referred to as technological creep (see Eigaard et al., 2014).

() The 2022 common fisheries policy and common market organisation reports: your opinion
counts i take part in targeted consultations: https://oceans-and-
fisheries.ec.europa.eu/news/2022-common-fisheries-policy-and-common-market-
organisation-reports-your-opinion-counts-take-part-2021-12-17_en.

many ch
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https://oceans-and-fisheries.ec.europa.eu/news/2022-common-fisheries-policy-and-common-market-organisation-reports-your-opinion-counts-take-part-2021-12-17_en
https://oceans-and-fisheries.ec.europa.eu/news/2022-common-fisheries-policy-and-common-market-organisation-reports-your-opinion-counts-take-part-2021-12-17_en
https://oceans-and-fisheries.ec.europa.eu/news/2022-common-fisheries-policy-and-common-market-organisation-reports-your-opinion-counts-take-part-2021-12-17_en
https://oceans-and-fisheries.ec.europa.eu/news/2022-common-fisheries-policy-and-common-market-organisation-reports-your-opinion-counts-take-part-2021-12-17_en
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leading to the 2013 CFP reform, to the present, highlighting key milestones that
have shaped the current EU fleet.

The state of play of the EU fishing fleet and fleet mapping is presented in
Section 3. This provides a description of the EU fishing fleet and to present a
visualisationoft he f |l eet 6s distribution based on di
basin/region, type of fishery, and type of vessel (gear or metier or fleet segment).

Section 4 provides an overview of the main trends of imbalance in the EU
fishing fleet and fleet segments  that appear to be out of balance with their
fishing opportunities between 2015-2023. To help better understand the reasons
why imbalanced fleets occurred, five case studies with stakeholder consultation
are investigated. The five case studies were conducted in different sea basins for
fisheries (or fleet segments) which appear to be imbalanced for several years.

The study further provides a review of international experience in the
management of fishing fleet capacity in Section 5 to help identify best
practices that could be useful to the EU context, identifying what systems could
be applied to managing fleet capacity within the current EU fisheries management
framework.

Drawing on previous knowledge and examples from international fleet policy, the

study further explores the current and future challenges and how these affect fleet

management, including an analysis of possible alternative ways of addressing

these challenges. More specially, Section 6 proposes a definition of fishing

capacity , including alternative or additional elements for defining fishing
capacity, an assessment of the feasibility
without increasing its ability to catch fish, and the concept of fleet renewal and

future challenges including vessel modernisation for energy transition.

Section 7 examines the impacts of fishing capacity management approaches,
particularly in fisheries where Total Allowable Catches (TACs) and quotas are
present.

Finally, and drawing on the results of all the previous sections a summary of the
findings, key future challenges and general recommendations is provided in
Section 8, supported by additional information within Annexes to the report.
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2 Hi stpolccy background
shaped EU fl eet policy

Since the establishment of the CFP, the evolution of EU fleet policy has been
shaped by major reforms and political, scientific and social insights. The CFP
reforms of 1992, 2003 and 2013 have each played an important role in this
process, aiming to reduce fleet overcapacity, enhance sustainability and ensure
economic viability and social fairness in the fishing industry.

Following these reforms, important changes have taken place in the governance
of fleet policy. One of the most important shifts has been the gradual
decentralisation of responsibility for managing and reducing fishing capacity, with
key transferred functions from the EU level to individual Member States. In
parallel, regulatory oversight has tightened with increased requirements for
monitoring, control and reporting.

This review assesses the scientific instruments and monitoring programmes used
to track the performance of the CFP. In addition, it examines the financial tools
developed within the EU structural policy to align financial capacity with policy
objectives in managing the EU fleet capacity (7).

Links between the EU fleet policy and approaches beyond the EU are not
included in this review, but they are addressed in Section 5.

2.1 Policy evolution leading to 2013 CFP reform

Since its establishment in 1983, the CFP has undergone major reforms in 1992,
2002 and 2013, which marked key milestones in the evolution of the EU fleet
policy (Table 1). The introduction of the Multi-Annual Guidance Programmes
(MAGPs), starting with MAGP | (19831 1986), was pivotal to early developments
of fleet capacity management by introducing two monitoring metrics: gross

and

tonnage (GT), a measure of the,ivkdowate | 6 s

(KW).

As a result of a continued expansion of fishing activity, MAGP Il (19871 1991)
introduced binding targets requiring Member States to reduce the number of
fishing vessels, their GT and kW, which marked the start of the development of
national fleet capacity targets and ceilings. These capacity ceilings, based on
capacity reference levels established by Article 12 of Council Regulation (EC) No

(") Financial tools include the European Fisheries Fund (EFF), the European Maritime and
Fisheries Fund (EMFF), and the European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund
(EMFAF), which have been used to support fleet renewal, modernisation, safety and
traceability improvements, as well as temporary or permanent cessation of fishing.

v ol



Eur opean Uni o névslutidnjcealengegand futueed tFinal Report

2371/2002, set maximum allowed thresholds for the power and size of national
fleets. The effectiveness of these programmes, however, was limited. At the end
of the last MAGP (MAGP V) in 2007, an increase in average vessel size was
observed, despite a reduction in crew size (Perez-Labajos, 2012). The progress
of capacity adjustment programmes was further hampered by the need to
balance competing political, economic and socio-economic interests (Lindebo et
al., 2002).

During this time, the European Commission identified several issues, including
the variety of fleet capacity metrics defined and measured across Member States;
complex fleet segmentation; numerous amendments to policy objectives; and the
failure to implement biological advice into fishing mortality cutbacks (Lindebo et
al., 2002). In this, the lack of reliable and harmonised capacity indicators was
considered as key obstacle to achieving reductions in fishing capacity reduction
through MAGPs (Box 1).

Box 1. Evolution of terminology to define fleet capacity in EU.

Over time, the terminology used in fleet policy-related legislation to describe vessel
capacity has changed, resulting in some inconsistencies. These terms include:

0 Fishing capacity: Defined within the CFP based on two physical
characteristics of fishing vessels: gross tonnage (GT), a measure of the
vessel 6s volume, and engine power i
term ‘fishing capacity' is often used inconsistently, sometimes referring to a
broader set of factors beyond its formal definition.

0 Harvesting capacity: Al | means that deter mi ne
including fleet capacity metrics monitored under the CFP (i.e. GT and kW),
and additional elements such as gear characteristics (e.g. size and geometry);
towing force under full power (i.e. bollard pull); fish-finding equipment; fish
hold capacity, and rates at which hold can be filled and emptied, which depend
on the fishing method.

1 Eishing effort: The product of the capacity and the activity of a fishing vessel (e.g.
the sum of fishing effort of all vessels in a group of fishing vessels) as defined by
Article 4 of the CFP (Regulation (EU) 1380/2013).

The MAGPs were further refined during the 2002 CFP reform with the aim of
imposing stricter controls on fleet overcapacity and introducing more effective
management strategies through recovery and management plans. Regional
Advisory Councils (RACs) were established to increase stakeholder involvement.
From this point forward, the EC was required to publish annual reports on the
implementation of the EU fleet policy. These reports were primarily based on
national reports submitted by Member States, as mandated under Article 14 of
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Council Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002 (®) and re-affirmed in Article 31 of the
2002 CFP.

The 2009 Green Paper on the Reform of the Common Fisheries Policy , later
referred to as the 2009 Green Paper, marked an important moment in shaping
the future policy direction. It addressed the persistent issues of fleet overcapacity
and unclear policy objectives combined with poor compliance and enforcement
and stressed the need for a long-term sustainable ecosystem-based approach to
fisheries management, while advocating for broader stakeholder engagement
(European Commission, 2009a). It emphasized the need for built-in mechanisms
in the future CFP to ensure that the size of the EU fishing fleet is adapted to
available resources. The 2009 Green Paper laid the conceptual foundation for
the 2013 CFP reform, particularly in promoting regionalisation as a policy element
(European Commission, 2009a).

In 2011, the European Commission proposed reforms to the CFP, including the
introduction of a market-based system of Transferable Fishing Concessions
(TFC) (European Commission, 2011b). TFCs are right-based permits that grant

holders a set share ofa Member St at eds yearly fishing

aiming to boost efficiency, curb f
economic viability. The introduction of a system of TFCs was expected to be a
major driver for fleet capacity adjustment. The impact assessment (European
Commission, 2011b) carried out in relation to the reform of the CFP has shown
clear, positive, and significant contributions from such a system of TFCs to
eliminate overcapacity and improve the economic results of the fishing industry.
However, the European Commission's proposal for mandatory TFCs in the CFP
were rejected by the co-legislators (Council of the EU and the European
Parliament) in favour of a system that allows Member States to voluntarily
introduce TFCs or other rights-based management tools. The primary reason for
rejecting mandatory TFCs was concern that they would lead to the concentration
of fishing rights in the hands of a few large companies, negatively impacting
small-scale fishers and communities (Weissenberger, 2013).

In preparation for the 2013 CFP reform, the EC conducted an impact assessment
of its 2012 proposal (European Commission, 2011a), which highlighted several
potential risks associated with financial support. The assessment recognised that
funding vessel modernisation and equipment upgrades (i.e. energy efficient
engines) could unintentionally lead to increased fishing pressure through
increased harvesting capacity. These enhancements, while beneficial for working
conditions, safety and efficiency, could enable vessels to reach fishing grounds
faster, with less fuel, and increase operational productivity. Consequently, without
careful management, this development might undermine stock recovery efforts.

(®) OJL 358, 31.12.2002, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/req/2002/2371/0j
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2013 CFP reform

The 2013 CFP reform marked a significant shift towards more sustainable
fisheries management by making fishing at sustainable levels a legally binding
commitment (Council Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013) (°). One of the key
elements was the continuation of capacity ceilings (Article 22, 2013 CFP), which
set limits on the overall size of the fishing fleet in terms of gross tonnage (GT)
and engine power (kW)(19). This added to the obligation for the Member States
to report annually on the balance between the fishing capacity of their fleets and
the fishing opportunities. The aim of these capacity ceilings is to reduce the risk
of overcapacity, by controlling the physical fishing capacity of the fleet, and to
report on the results of Member States' efforts to achieve a sustainable balance.

In addition to this, the entry/exit regime (Article 23, 2013 CFP) was designed (*?)
to ensure that the size of the fishing fleet is aligned with the available resources
and to prevent overfishing. This regime regulates the EU fishing fleet capacity by
requiring that any increase in capacity through the entry of new vessels is
balanced by the exit of other vessels, usually older or less efficient ones.

Member States are obliged to establish and monitor an overall capacity ceiling
for their national fleet. Following the scrapping of a vessel with public financial
aid, the Member State must revise their capacity ceiling accordingly to prevent
that capacity from being reintroduced. Some vessels also leave the fleet without
public financial aid, for reasons such as private decisions, retirement or economic
pressures, which also contributes to capacity reduction. In the latter case, the
country specific capacity ceilings are not affected.

However, the European Court of Auditors (2017) concluded that compliance with
both capacity ceilings and the entry/exit regime requirements of each Member
State has to be more closely monitored. This conclusion was based on audits
and assessments of MS self-reporting data.

2.2 Developments following the 2013 CFP reform

A recent evaluation of the 2013 CFP Reform, as outlined in the 2023 CFP
Implementation Report (European Commission, 2023a), considers the current
CFP adequate to achieve its objectives. However, the report proposes several
areas for improvement to ensure long-term sustainable fisheries management.
These include socio-economic aspects, the adoption of ecosystem-based
approaches, and considerations of the availability of food supply. The report also

(°®) OJL 354, 28.12.2013, ELI: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reqg/2013/1380/0j

(*) Asacontinuation of CFP 2002 (Article 12 fnReference

(*1) As a continuation of CFP 2002 (Article 1I3A Ent ry/ Exit scheme and overall
reductiono)
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acknowledges several unforeseen challenges that have emerged since the 2013
CFP reform, such as the UK withdrawal from the EU, COVID-19 pandemic,
energy crisis and climate change, plus the unprovoked Russian aggression
against Ukraine.

Furthermore, the European Green Deal and 2030 Biodiversity Strategy set
ambitious environmental and sustainability goals that influence the objectives and
implementation of the CFP. A brief overview of these initiatives, along with the
2024 mission letter of Commissioner Kadis, contextualise their impact on future
sustainable fisheries management and the fleet policy for a balanced EU fleet.

UK6s withdrawal from the EU

Following the United Kingdomd @JK) withdrawal fromthe EU ( i Br ghe UK i®
no longer bound by the rules of the CFP as of January 2021 (Churchill, 2022).
Instead, the UK-EU Trade and Cooperation Agreement (TCA)  (*?) entered into
force on 1 May 2021, providing a framework for fishing rights between the UK
and EU. The TCA sets out the framework for provisions on fishing grounds
accessibility and quota allocations for shared stocks during the transitional period
between 1 January 2021 and 31 December 2025. Through Decision No 1/2025
(33), the agreement is extended to 30 June 2038.

The TCA has also established systematic legal mechanisms for resolving fishery
disputes, which is vital for addressing potential future conflicts between both
parties (Zhu & Xu, 2024). While the agreement ensures substantial EU access to
UK waters, including within the 6-12 nautical mile territorial waters (Stewart et al.,
2022), new complexities for both sides are introduced, ranging from transitional
to long-term challenges.

For the EU, Brexit has created operational and political challenges, particularly in
adjusting the distribution of fishing opportunities across Member States. In
addition, EU vessels may need to adapt to different UK regulatory standards,
including gear or technical measures, when operating in UK waters. For the UK,

the need to enforce fisheries policy independently, to manage st akehol der s 6

expectations and to deal with quota reallocation or access decisions gives both
challenges and opportunities.

European Green Deal

The European GreenDeal i s t he EUO6s overarching
neutrality by 2050. It aims to transform the EU into a resource-efficient, modern
and competitive economy by ensuring no net emission of greenhouse gases

(*2) OJL 149, 30.4.2021, ELI: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/agree _internation/2021/689(1)/oj

(*¥) 0OJL, 2025/1231, 20.6.2025, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/dec/2025/1231/0j
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(GHG) by 2050, economic growth decoupled from resource use, while not leaving
anybody or any place behind in the transition. The legally binding framework for
achieving climate neutrality is established in the European Climate Law
(Regulation (EU) 2021/1119) (*4).

As part of its comprehensive environmental goals, the European Green Deal
places strong emphasis on protecting the marine environment. Key priorities
include safeguarding marine biodiversity and ecosystems, reducing pollution,
promoting circular economy, improving waste management, and introducing strict
measures on fleet capacity to align with ecological limits and ensuring the long-
term sustainability of the fisheries sector and broader blue economy.

EU 2030 Biodiversity Strategy

The EU 2030 Biodiversity Strategy is a core component of the European Green
Deal with the aim of halting biodiversity loss and restoring ecosystems across the
EU by 2030. It mandates the legal protection of at least 30% of EU marine areas,
with one third of these under strict protection (i.e. no fishing or mining), and
prioritises the restoration of degraded marine ecosystems. The CFP aims to
manage potential conflicts between biodiversity conservation and fishing
activities by encouraging the designation of Marine Protected Areas (MPASs) and
adopting ecosystem-based approaches to fisheries management (Hermoso et
al.,, 2022). The new goals for MPA establishment are considered to be
challenging for fleet management by affecting existing activities, although they
offer an opportunity to bridge fisheries management and conservation (Bergstrom
et al., 2022).

In 2024, the Nature Restoration Regulation (Regulation (EU) 2024/1991) (*°)
entered into force which is a key element of the EU Biodiversity Strategy
(European Commission, 2020). The Regulation sets quantified and time-bound
restoration targets, in terms of marine surface area to be further protected, for
habitats included in Annex | of the Habitats Directive (*6). Also, it establishes
targets for protected species under the Habitats and Birds Directives and
restoration targets for essential marine habitats covered by the directives and the
Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD). This endeavour is foreseen to
affect existing activities, with subsequent changes in fishing opportunities and
impacts on their balance with the current EU fishing capacity.

(**) OJL 243,9.7.2021, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/req/2021/1119/0j

(*5) OJL, 2024/1991, 29.7.2024, ELLI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/req/2024/1991/0j

(*%) OJL 206, 22.7.1992, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/1992/43/0j
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2024 Mission letter for Commissioner  Costas Kadis

Following the European Parliament elections in 2024 and the subsequent
formation of a new College of Commissioners, Costas Kadis was appointed as
Commissioner for Fisheries and Oceans. In his mission letter (%), the
Commissioner is mandated to develop and implement a long-term strategic vision
for European fisheries, aquaculture, and broader blue economy sectors by 2040.
This vision aims to foster resilience, competitiveness, and sustainability, by
managing EU fishing fleets while contributing to securing European food
sovereignty. For the development and implementation of the long-term strategic
vision, the Commissioner will undertake a comprehensive evaluation, refinement
and enhancement of the CFP, with particular attention to environmental,
economic and social dimensions of the fleet policy.

Additionally, the Commissioner will, amongst other things, promote sustainable
fisheries partnerships, advance the new European Ocean Pact (European
Commission, 2025b), and lead t h e [Effdriissagainst illegal, unreported and
unregulated (IUU) fishing, which incidentally also contributes to fleet overcapacity
in certain segments of the EU fishing sector.

(*") https://commission.europa.eu/about/organisation/college-commissioners/costas-
kadis_en#documents
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Table 17 Key policy legislations, documents and regulations with objectives and outcomes that shaped the EU Fleet Policy

Nature
Restoration
Regulation

CFP Reform UK-EU Trade &
Regulation (EU) coomratlon
Agreement

No 1380/2013

Objective

Adopt MSY as the new
management target (all
fisheries by 2020),
introduce discard ban &
landing obligation, shift
governance to regional
level

Objective

Put in place restoration
measures to achieve the
good condition of key
habitat types and
habitats of species on
land and at sea

Outcome:
Comprehensive push for
sustainability & capacity
reduction, but
enforcement gaps &

2009 social impacts persist . 202 1 -25

Outcome
Ongoing

Source: Own elaborations
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2.3 Tools to support the EU fleet policy

The evaluation of scientific instruments and monitoring programs used to track
the performance of the EU fleet policy, along with the financial tools developed
within the EU's structural policy, are integral to understanding how the EU
manages and regulates fleet capacity in alignment with policy objectives (Table
2). The key scientific advisory bodies and monitoring tools, fleet capacity
management tools (see Section 3.1), and financial instruments are essential in
the EUOGs fleet policy architecture.

2.3.1 Scientific advisory bodies and monitoring tools

The Data Collection Framework (DCF) is one of the primary scientific
monitoring tools established by the EU to support the CFP through systematic
data collection in the fisheries sector. The DCF was introduced in 2000 (Council
Regulation (EC) No 1543/2000) (*8), implemented in 2002 and revised in later
CFP reforms during 2017 in response to evolving policy requirements (Council
Regulation (EU) No 2017/1004) (*°). The DCF mandates Member States to
collect biological, technical, environmental, and socio-economic data on fisheries,
aguaculture and fish processing in line with national work plans. The current DCF
is more end-users driven and has evolved to more regional harmonisation of the
data collection creating Regional Coordination Groups  (RCGs) (?°), composed
of experts including national correspondents, end-users and representatives from
the Commission, appointed by each Member State.

DCF data are assessed by experts of the Scientific, Technical and Economic
Committee for Fisheries (STECF) to evaluate fleet capacity, the status of stocks
in the Mediterranean and Black Seas, and socio-economic performance. As key
CFP scientific advisory body, STECF provides independent scientific advice and
technical expertise to the EC. Similarly, the International Council for the
Exploration of the Sea (ICES) provides scientific advice on the status of 200-
250 fish stocks in the Northeast Atlantic and Baltic Sea, which is used by the
Commission for its proposal to Member States during the EU6s AGRI FI SH
Council each year to set up the fishing opportunities for the sector in the coming
years. Both STECF and ICES bring together independent scientific experts to
provide the best available scientific advice to decision-makers under the CFP and
the MSFD, with ongoing efforts to deliver integrated ecosystem advice.

(*8) OJ L 176, 15.7.2000, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/req/2000/1543/0j

(*°) OJL 157, 20.6.2017, ELI: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/req/2017/1004/0j

(?%) Article 9 of Council Regulation (EC) No 2017/1004
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By 2030, the EU calls for the General Fisheries Commission for the
Mediterranean (GFCM) and other institutions, such as the ICES, to present and
support the implementation of additional efforts to boost fishing gear selectivity.
This consists of developing new and innovative gear techniques to reduce
catches of small fish and spatial and temporal-specific measures related to high
concentrations of fish below the minimum conservation reference size, as
reported in the EU Marine Action Plan (European Commission, 2023b). A
summary of their main purpose and evaluation is given in the table below.

Table 21 Overview of key EU advisory bodies and scientific monitoring tools
within the CFP including their purpose and evaluation

Tosl and ad .
Eval uati on

commi ttees

Dat a Col Fi shereileast ed Cruci al data for scientil
Framework (lcoll ectembetyas!l st ock assessments, flee-t
serves as basi economic i mpacts. Lack o
of i shing fleetcollecti aoemad@bageesesource
status and dat a gaps and del ayed
performance effecti DMARE 2 0B &lhsnce r €
2018
Advi sory Co Promote cooper ACs enable the CFP to dr
stakehol dersupexperience of al I(Eur tpi
deci-makhnng ba Commi ssi oa), | n20024vi ng st a
expert input, partiAGsar at ail fl r osmt aacersc
coll ection a i mpl ementation idfs tphre vmele
regional i ssueguideline for the CFP unc
Regi onal CocPromote cooperThe EC supports the MS an
Groupss)( RCG MS within the groups (RCGs) in i mpodlelme
regions contr obligations. As a me mb €
fisheries Dat partici pates thr oufgdc ielxipt
Framewor k communication among the ¢
end users.
Scientific, Evaluate fleetReports ar e regarded as
and Eco status of st scientific advice f ®r o \Eil
Commi ttee f(Mediterranean consultations on matters
(STECF) Seas, an-€cosnooc management of l'iving ma r
perfor mance annual reports on fleet
performance of sector.
Gener al FApply fisheri¢The GFCM both coordinate
Commi ssi on wihtt he authori support of initiatives tc¢
Mediterraneibinding recomnand capacitdyng among its
fisheries con
management a

aguacul ture de

I nternati oniProvide i mpart Evaluati on f ocusegualni tpyr c
the Exploraltion the state aadvice based omevigweadulse
Sea (I CES) use of our seaensuringasomedsci ence ad\
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2.3.2 Financial instruments for supporting the fleet policy

Over the past three decades, the EU has developed several financial instruments
to support the implementation of the CFP. The instruments have evolved in
parallel with CFP reforms, shifting from structural support to targeted measures
aimed at reducing overcapacity, promoting socio-economic resilience and
enhancing long-term environmental sustainability (Gallizioli, 2014).

The Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance (FIFG) supported the CFP
by funding structural measures in fisheries, aquaculture, and related sectors from
1993 to 1999 (Council Regulation (EC) No 2080/93) (*!) and 2000 to 2006
(Council Regulation (EC) No 1263/1999) (??). FIFG financed multiple MAGPs,
primarily targeting fleet restructuring and fishing effort reduction through
permanent cessation premiums, aid for scrapping vessels, and joint enterprises
(Lagares & Ordaz, 2014). However, grants for vessel renewal and modernisation
often increased fishing efficiency due to technological advancements and thereby
contributed unintentionally to the problem of overcapacity (Hegland and Raakjeer,
2008).

The European Fisheries Fund (EFF) was a key financial instrument from 2007
to 2013 aimed to support the sustainable development of the EU fishing industry,
fishing areas and inland fishing (Council Regulation (EC) No 1198/2006) (*3). The
EFF set five priorities eligible for funding: 1) fleet adaptation, 2) aquaculture,
inland fishing, processing and marketing, 3) collective actions, 4) sustainable
development of fishing areas, and 5) technical assistance. As part of the CFP
reform, subsidies for the construction of new vessels ended (Article 25). Instead,
public support was provided for temporary or permanent cessation of fishing
(Articles 23 and 24). The EFF also funded socio-economic measures such as
early retirement, retraining programs, and job diversification for fishers (Article
27). While temporary cessation aid was effective, uptake of exit schemes
remained limited (Gallizioli, 2014).

The EFF was replaced by the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund  (EMFF)
which operated from 2014 to 2020 (Council Regulation (EU) No 508/2014) (*4).
The fund was managed partly by the EC to support EU-wide objectives in coastal
and maritime affairs (11%) and partly by Member States to fund operational
programmes (89%). Financial support was provided either through direct
payments to fishers or through funding of scientific research and sustainability
projects. Member States could support scrapping schemes for older vessels, with

() OJL 193, 31.7.1993, ELI: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/1993/2080/0j

(?3) 0OJL 161, 26.6.1999, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/req/1999/1263/0j

(3®) OJL 223, 15.8.2006, ELI: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/req/2006/1198/0j

(®**) OJL 149, 20.5.2014, ELI: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/req/2014/508/0j
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aid for cessation and engine upgrades capped at EUR 6 million or 15% of a
Member State's allocation.

The European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund (EMFAF) (Council

Regulation (EU) No 2021/1139) (%°), established for 2021-2027, is the current
financial i nstrument desi gne&ENMFAFalignswihport t h
the Multiannual Financial Framework (Council Regulation (EU and Euratom)

2020/2093) and has a EUR 6.108 billion budget to fund projects contributing to

the sustainable management and exploitation of aquatic or marine resources.

EMFAF also supports fleet energy transition, overcapacity reduction, and
modernisation particularly for small-scale fleets and aguaculture, data collection,

and may compensate for temporary or permanent cessation.

(*®) OJL 247, 13.7.2021, ELI: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/req/2021/1139/0j
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3 State of pl ay of t he EU

fl eet mapping

The objective of this section is to provide an overview of the main trends of
imbalance in the EU fishing fleet, such as where it occurs; which main fleet
segments are affected; and reasons underlying the overcapacity.

3.1 EU Fleet Capacity Management

It is assumed that a stable, long-term and sustainable balance between the
fishing capacity and fishing opportunities could be ensured through the
management of fishing fleet capacity expressed in gross tonnage (GT) and
kilowatts (kW). Gross tonnage, as defined by Council Regulation (EC) 3259/94
(%) repealed by Regulation (EU) 2017/1130 (?7), after the 1969 Convention (%),
is measured as the internal volume of a water-going vessel measured from keel
to funnel and from bow to stern. In addition, kilowatts define the unit of mechanical
engine power following the definition consolidated in Regulation (EU) 2017/1130
(Article 5) (%°).

Every EU coastal Member State has a fishing fleet capacity ceiling based on GT
and kW. Since 2014, the fleet capacity ceilings for E U 6Member States have
been kept stable or have decreased through the entry/exit system established
under Article 23 of the 2013 CFP. This system only allows the addition of new
capacity without public aid if it is compensated by the prior withdrawal, without
public aid, of at least the same amount of capacity. In practice, this may lead to
several vessels replacing one vessel, or one vessel replacing several. Overall,
the overall capacity of the EU fishing fleet has decreased since 2014.

The entry/exit scheme was evaluated in 2018 (European Commission, 2019a) as
required by Article 23(3) of the 2013 CFP. The evaluation found that, since 2003,

i n the Nort heast Atl anti c and for t he

(38) OJL 339, 29.12.1994, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/req/1994/3259/0j

(") OJL 169, 30.6.2017, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/req/2017/1130/0j

(?8) The International Convention on Tonnage Measurement of Ships, held in London on 23
June 1969 (1969 Convention), established the first universal system for calculating ship
tonnage (Gross and Net Tonnage) based on enclosed volume, replacing varied national
methods for ships in international trade, providing uniformity for dues and safety
regulations, and entering into force on 18" July 1982.

(*®) The continuous engine power shall be determined in accordance with the requirements
adopted by the International Organization for Standardization in its recommended
International Standard 1SO 3046/1, 51 edition, May 2002
(https://www.iso.org/standard/28330.html).

16

f

N

exte


http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/1994/3259/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2017/1130/oj
https://www.iso.org/standard/28330.html

Eur opean Uni o névelutidnjckallengegand futueed tinal Report

45%) of capacity reduction was attributable to operators (capacity withdrawn and
not yet replaced), driven largely by access conditions to available fishing
opportunities. Because operators in the Northeast Atlantic have voluntarily

chosen to withdraw some capacity, there 1is

potentially be reactivated, as long as they also acquire fishing rights.

In contrast, most capacity reductions in the Mediterranean and Black Seas have

been driven by permanent cessation measures

Most of the capacity reduced in this region cannot be reactivated, as it was
removed with public aid. However, this does not exclude the possibility that part
of the capacity in the Mediterranean and Black Seas could still be mobilised
again. For example, the Italian fleetd sapacity decreased steadily from 2018 to
2023 without public aid (source: 2023 FDI data). In Italy, thisé vi r t u al
(removed without public aid) is 14,865 GT representing 11% of GT (source Italian
Fleet Report 2024).

The EU Fleet Register (Article 24, 2013 CFP) is a public database containing
information on all EU fishing vessels, including those flying the flag of an EU
country (%) (Table 3). Data in the Fleet Register can be classified in three
categories: (1) administrative identifications (e.g. vessel name, registration port);
(2) technical characteristics (e.g. length, tonnage, fishing gear, power); and (3)
historical events (e.g. modifications of characteristics, entry into and exit from
fleet). Member States are also responsible for sending to the Commission, by 31t
May each year, Fleet capacity reports (Article 22, 2013 CFP) on the balance
between the fishing capacity of their fleets and their fishing opportunities (3%).

Table 37 Overview of key fleet capacity management tools within the CFP
including their purpose and evaluation

EU FI Dat abase tcompdniatncare Ef fective in tracki
Regi ste capacity ceilings stfleet. Concer rmdr eopno r

datianpaiorviemrg apacity
Fl eet Annual reports sub Usef ul in identify
Capacit State serve as basi specific fleet S ¢
Report compliance with fle«cchall enges-eaanmomiox i

can weaken i mpact

reductions.

(®9) https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fleet-europal/index_en

(®Y) https://oceans-and-fisheries.ec.europa.euf/fisheries/rules/fishing-fleet-capacities/fleet-
capacity-reports-2024_en
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The EU Fleet Register is regularly updated (*?) and serves as a key tool for
monitoring how Member States implement fleet capacity management (Figure 1).
Member States must inform the EU of any changes to a vessel's status, such as
whether it has been scrapped or modified. Based on these declarations, the total
fleet capacity can be calculated per country. Fleet capacity per Member State is
then deduced from the register by summing up across all registered vessels
(Table 4).

Figure 17 Registered vessels in the EU Fleet Register  on the 31 of December
each year for the top five Member States in terms of (left) Number of vessels
registered , and (right) kW

Member State =e= ESP =e= FRA =e= GRC ITA PRT

No vessels registered kW registered
20000
1200000 A

15000 1

= 900000 1
3

No Vessels

10000 1
600000

------------------------

The accuracy of the EU Fleet Register depends on the information provided by
Member States. However, the reliability in reflecting the actual fishing capacity
has been questioned. For example, a lack of compliance with declared engine
power was highlighted in a 2019 EC study (European Commission, 2019b).
Uncertainties also remain regarding additional power installed on board that is
not used for propulsion ( A a u x i | i s ay its datlgrationas optional. Such
additional power, if not accounted as fishing capacity, is likely to contribute to the
v ess el 0 barvesting capacity (see Section 7).

In addition, to provide a quantitative overview of the current EU fishing capacity
across all 22 coastal Member States, it is necessary to disaggregate the overall
fishing fleet capacity by country and by the main type of species fished (i.e. by
A f i s,lasedefipadl as a grouping of coherent species assemblages targeted by
a fleet). Our analysis will use the EU Fleet Register and link it to the best available

(®®» Regul ati on ( BMS)shalsdbini to thd Gommission any event (..) no later than
at the end of the working day when the event has been fully registereda
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fisheries data and regional data warehouses (e.g. ICES, GFCM) (*3)(3%), as
described further below.

Table 41 Mapping fleet capacity as extracted from the EU Fleet Register (records
up to the 1% of January 2024)

ColnEy Nymbgr Tot al
Fi shing V[Tonna@Te) (

BELBel gi um®60 13 697.00 44 312.00
BGRBulgari 1 777 5 847.70 52 211. 33
CYRCyprus 818 3 893.49 39 974.75
DEUGer many 1 138 56 238.00 125 142.00
DNkDenmar k1 777 65 218. 614 200 014. 30
ESRPSpain 8 548 314 676.17 755 227.50
ESTEstonia?2 035 16 206. 26 49 264.57
EINinland 3 227 14 998.15 172 096. 97
ERAFrance 5 993 157 629.33 920 273.00
GRGGreece 11 465 59 931.80 343 405. 22
HRVMVCroatia?7 320 42 016. 98 338 402. 86
| Rilrel and 1 935 59 807.92 167 928.06
| TA taly 12 264 146 254.79 948 169. 31
LTULi thuan 117 32 535.25 37 477.19
LVALatvi a 66 2 22 058.29 39 183.60
ML FMal t a 832 6 520.89 69 050. 29
NLDNetherl 659 82 674.00 190 657. 75
POLPol and 8214 35 476. 30 83 871.02
PRTPortuga 6 854 84 807. 48 342 978.06
ROURomani al?74 1 634.01 6 348.56
SVNSIl oveni 136 668. 37 8 760. 21
SWESweden 957 24 167. 28 130 664. 62

Source: https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fleet-europa/stat_glimpse _en

s2  Status of the EU fishing capacity measured with kW
and GT

As the fishing fleet capacity of the Member State is regulated by fishing capacity
ceilings and the entry/exit scheme (Article 23, 2013 CFP), a new vessel can only
enter a fleet after the equivalent amount of fishing capacity (in kW and GT) is
removed from the same fleet. No extra capacity can be introduced unless a

(®®) https://www.ices.dk/data/Pages/default.aspx

(®%) https://www.fao.org/gfcm/data/en/
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https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fleet-europa/stat_list_vr_en?fleetCountry=FRA&selectDate=01-01-2024
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fleet-europa/stat_list_vr_en?fleetCountry=GRC&selectDate=01-01-2024
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fleet-europa/stat_list_vr_en?fleetCountry=HRV&selectDate=01-01-2024
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fleet-europa/stat_list_vr_en?fleetCountry=IRL&selectDate=01-01-2024
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/?fleetCountry=ITA&selectDate=01-01-2024
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2023/1805/oj?fleetCountry=LTU&selectDate=01-01-2024
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/5037826?fleetCountry=LVA&selectDate=01-01-2024
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40152-022-00259-0?fleetCountry=MLT&selectDate=01-01-2024
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fleet-europa/stat_list_vr_en?fleetCountry=NLD&selectDate=01-01-2024
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/1970/2141/oj?fleetCountry=POL&selectDate=01-01-2024
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/1976/101/oj?fleetCountry=PRT&selectDate=01-01-2024
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fleet-europa/stat_list_vr_en?fleetCountry=ROU&selectDate=01-01-2024
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fleet-europa/stat_list_vr_en?fleetCountry=SVN&selectDate=01-01-2024
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fleet-europa/stat_list_vr_en?fleetCountry=SWE&selectDate=01-01-2024
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fleet-europa/stat_glimpse_en
https://www.ices.dk/data/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.fao.org/gfcm/data/en/
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vessel applies to the EMFAF fund to improve safety, working conditions or energy
efficiency (see Section 6.1). All 22 coastal Member States have shown an annual
decrease in both GT and kW since the year 2000 (or since their respective date
of entry to the EU), with the withdrawn capacity not being replaced. Overall
reductions of between 30% and 40% have been observed for Spain, France and
Italy since the year 2000 to the present. This has led to a gradual widening of the
gap between actual GT and GT ceilings (Figure 2).

Despite the reduction in absolute value of the fishing fleet capacity, expressed in
kw and GT, numerous cases of imbalance between fleet and fishing
opportunities have been reported over the same period (see Section 4 for review).
Hence, the observed decrease in EU fishing fleet capacity (by means of total kKW
and GT) did not translate into an overall balanced capacity with the available
fishing opportunities. This is likely due to a change in fleet composition (vessel
size and age), the status of fish stocks and a decline in stocks faster than the
fishing capacity reduction, and/or not preventing a concomitant increase in the
harvesting capacity (i.e. dAability t

The fishing fleet capacity in terms of kW and GT, as well as vessel size (length
overall, LOA, in metres) and vessel age is presented by country from the EU Fleet
Register (see Table 31 in Annex 1). It shows that Spain and France in Northeast
Atlantic (FAO 27 area), and Italy in the Mediterranean Sea (FAO 37 area covering
the Western Mediterranean Sea, the Central Mediterranean Sea, the Adriatic Sea
and the Eastern Mediterranean) are the countries contributing the most to the
total European kW and GT. There are also regional variations in the main fishing
gear used by vessels (e.g. pelagic gears in northern EU, longlining in southern
EU), as well as in vessel age and average length of vessels.

The capacity metrics declared in the fleet register are aggregated and reported
in the STECF Fisheries Dependent Information (FDI) database covering all EU
waters. Such aggregation at the DCF fleet segment level can be used to map the
capacity further down to the DCF segments used in the FDI. In addition, it is also
possible to link the species landed, as reported in the FDI, to their stock status
(e.g. F/Fmsy), as monitored by the STECF. This linkage makes it possible to map
the total level of kW and GT associated with fisheries directed toward stocks that
are fished unsustainably or toward stocks that are fished sustainably across the
North Atlantic Ocean (NAO) and Mediterranean and Black Sea (MBS) ecoregions
(see Figure 3 and Figure 4). Based on those visuals, there seem to be some
areas with a large amount of fishing capacity directed toward stocks fished
unsustainably (Figure 3), while other areas show substantial capacity targeting
stocks fished sustainably (Figure 4).
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Figure 2 T Proportion of Gross tonnage GT (GT) or kW and unused tonnage
(GTunused ) or unused kW (kW Unused) left under the country -specific capacity
ceilings as per 1 s of January 2024
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Source: Own elaboration

Note that the GT (or kW) ceiling for a specific country equals the GT (or kW) plus the unused GT (or kW) for
that country
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Figure 31 Mapping the kW of the EU fleet across FAO areas within the NAO and
MBS ecoregions
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Source: Own elaboration

Data obtained from the coupling of FDI Capacity data for the 22 coastal Member States to the JRC datasets
used in the STECF ad-hoc monitoring of the CFP evaluation. Top i total kW associated with overfishing,
bottom 7 total kW associated with stocks fished sustainably. Finland excluded due to lack of FDI reported
data
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Figure 41 Mapping the GT of the EU fleet across FAO areas within the NAO and
MBS ecoregions
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Source: Own elaboration

Data obtained from the coupling of FDI Capacity data for the 22 coastal Member States to the JRC datasets
used in the STECF ad-hoc monitoring of the CFP evaluation. Top i total GT associated with overfishing,
bottom 7 total GT associated with stocks fished sustainably. Finland excluded due to lack of FDI reported
data.

23



Eur opean Uni o névelutidnjckallengegand futueed tinal Report

3.3 Mapping the EU Fishing Capacity per fishery

The overall EU fishing capacity can be disaggregated to a level that shows the
fishing capacity per type of fishery (i.e. combination of a fishing area, an
assemblage of targeted species, and a type of fishing gear used) across EU sea
basins. A breakdown of overall fishing capacity by fishery across all 22 coastal
Member States is possible when the Fleet Register is linked to DCF fleet
segments and is further related to the individual stocks fished by each segment,
where the status of those stocks is known. This breakdown in DCF fleet
segments, at a finer level than that defined by the EC 2014 guidelines (COM
(2014) 545 final), gives the proportion of each Member State6 sapacity directed
toward fishing sustainably (i.e. in balance with fishing opportunities).
Furthermore, this helps to characterise the possible dependency of various fleet
segmentd fishing capacity on overfished stocks.

Fisheries currently identified by fishing area, target species and type of fishing
gear may represent the most suitable level for implementing capacity and effort
limitations based on fishing techniques. For example, if the segment definitions
remain too broad (i.e. defining segments that are engaged in several different
fisheries, as with the current DCF segment definition described in EC 2014
guidelines), fisheries managers would be unable to identify which proportion of
capacity within each segment is excessive, or the reasons for this excess. This
could lead to requesting action plans on already balanced fisheries.

By managing fishing capacity per fishery as outlined above, each fishery might
ultimately be individually authorised with a maximum capacity allocated to clearly
defined fishing activities. Such an alternative segmentation in managing fleet
capacity would, however, call for a standardisation of capacity units so that
comparison among fisheries would account for differential catching power.

3.3.1 Disaggregating and standardising fishing fleet
capacity into fisheries-related capacity

The EU Fleet Register (Commission Regulation (EC) No 26/2004 (®°), repealed
by 2017/218 (3%)), which provides the number of vessels and kW, GT, LOA and
vessel age by registration port, can be mapped per DCF fleet segment alongside
the dominant activity of a vessel, as described in Table 8 of DCF (Commission
Delegated Decision (EU) 2021/1167) (®"). The register is integrated with EU
fisheries-related datasets to assess and provide a detailed summary of the

(3%) OJL5,9.1.2004, ELI: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/req/2004/26/0j

(36) OJL 34,09.02.2017, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/req_impl/2017/218/0j

(3") OJL 253, 16.7.2021, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/dec_del/2021/1167/0j
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present and historical (i.e. 2015-2023) fishing capacity in each fishery at the data
resolution of DCF Level 6 (a combination of a gear type, a target assemblage,
and a mesh size and other selective devices, as described in Table 5 of (EU)
2021/1167). Obtaining fisheries descriptions down to a finer level has not been
possible as it would require analysing species composition and logbook/FDI catch
data and the involvement of Member State experts in streamlining and validating
such calculations. A summary of the different levels of fishing fleet segmentation
for describing EU fleet capacity is shown in Table 5 below.

Table 571 Different levels of fishing fleet segmentations for describing the EU fleet
capacity

EU Fl eet RegisMain and second Currently repor
Commi ssiRengul ati o
2017/ QuBrengédd to
t he EU Fl eet (8.

—
- @

Includes fl eet ca
GT, kWAux (kW aux
safety), LOA, and
vessel being atte
registration (fho
STECEnnual Ec(A combination o AER dat a eanbleSt At
Report ( AER) si ze category, (publicly availab
technique
EU DCF/ STECF FA <combination " FDI dat a MeanbleSt at
category, fishi(confidential to
target assembl a
si ze
EU Regional daA <combination I CES dat aemadt aftea
category, targ RDBES in the NEA
fishing gear, m | CES)
Level 6)
Nati onal l ogbol ndividual vess Confidential Meanbe
St at e

Broader segmenDeduced from gr Morwor kabl e
occurrences

The adopted approach in this study is to use the registration port or the port of
landings, as reported in the EU Fleet Register, to disaggregate economic
activities into fisheries and regions.

The landing port within the EU Fleet Register is used as a proxy to attach landing
values and/or other economic and social indicators collected by the EU DCF. This
coupled dataset consists of listing records on Vessel ID / kW / GT / LOA / Age /
Landing Harbour / DCF Level 6 / Region / Days at Sea / kW Day / GT Day,
therefore characterising individual capacity and effort metrics within the same
dataset.

(®®) See https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fleet-europa/index_enfor
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In this endeavour a strong assumption was to ignore that, in some occurrences,
the location of the landing port does not necessarily directly relate to the region
where the economic activity is generated. Given the data segmentation level
available for this study, there was no way to correct for this assumption, as it
requires access to national data that are not collected within this project.

Another major shortcoming is that the presence of a vessel in the EU Fleet
Register does not mean that it is actively engaged in fishing activity in the
recorded year. Hence, the fleet capacity measured in this way is likely
overestimating the active fleet capacity (when compared to the STECF Balance
Capacity Vessel Utilisation Ratio (VUR) indicator, which identifies only active
vessels; STECF, 2024a), while at the same time underestimating the capacity
reduction required to achieve balance, given that the existing active capacity is
more efficient than expected.

A source for geo-localised capacity, effort and landings data is the RDBES
(Regional Database and Estimation System) database in the North Atlantic
Ocean (NAO) area within the EU waters, which is owned by ICES. The RDBES
data call 2023 to Member States can be found online (*°). The RDBES database
conveniently gathers the landings and effort declaration per DCF fleet
segmentation Level 6 and landing harbours, which Member States submit to
ICES ahead of running the stock assessment in the NAO. The RDBES includes
the information required to associate geographical land-based ports with marine-
based fishing activity and landing location and to provide further understanding
and insight into the cross-ecoregional dependence of fisheries. However,
landings data are aggregated by national institutes per harbour before uploading
to the RDBES according to the data model. Therefore, the vessel and gear
characteristics behind the aggregation are not known from this dataset alone.

In the Mediterranean and Black Seas area, the FDI data might be used to map
the fleet capacity of the EU Fleet Register per country and DCF Level 6, but such
capacity is only related to Geographical Sub-Area (GSA) information, as
information on landing ports is not available in the FDI dataset. Such information
might be ultimately retrieved in the more complete Integrated Fisheries
Information System for the Mediterranean and Black Sea (RDBFIS) (*°) which is
under development. This study did not pursue disaggregating fleet capacity in the
MBS to fisheries level given the lack of proper data to do so at the time of the
study.

(®%) https://doi.org/10.17895/ices.pub.23623179

(“9) https://medbsrdb.eu/
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3.3.2 Linking fleet capacity metrics to stock status

Landing records from the RDBES database were further assigned to a particular
fish stock using a separate lookup table for linking ICES fish stocks to species-
area combinations (*!). This makes it possible to aggregate the coupled data per
ICES stock and link the landing records to the related ICES stock assessment
data (assessed biomasses, recruitment, and fishing pressure (fishing mortality,
F)). The coupling to the EU Fleet Register was done for the 2021-2023 period.
By linking fishing pressure estimated from the stock assessment database, which
provides the ratios of the current fishing mortality (F) to target fishing mortality
(Fmsy) for all assessed stocks (F/Fwsy), all RDBES catch records were
characterised to indicate whether the reported landings and effort corresponded
to catches from sustainably harvested stocks (i.e. F/Fusy<1) (*?) or, conversely,
from stocks under overfishing (i.e. F/Fmsy>1). If no Fusy is defined the analysis
looked at other reference points such as B<Biim or B<Bwmsytrigger. The stocks with
no reference points are dismissed (152 out of 204 stocks with catches in the
NAO).

The RDBES comes with two separate tables for landings and effort data. This
study merges the landings and effort tables per country, year, métier Level 6,
landing location, and vessel length category. Total effort in days at sea recorded
in the RDBES per fleet segment is then aggregated per harbour and linked to the
harbour registered in the EU Fleet Register (UN/LOCODE harbour location) (*3).
Such information helps to split the harbour-aggregated fleet capacity metrics into
estimates per fleet segment. Such disaggregation enables the fleet capacity to
be mapped to a higher level of resolution than the one recorded in the EU Fleet
Register, and subsequently to map the percentage of fishing effort made on
sustainable stocks (Table 6).

Hence, calculating the fraction of the fishing capacity (effort expressed as
thousand kW.days or thousand GT.days summed over 2019-2022, covering only
the EU fleet active in Northeast Atlantic) directed to stocks fished sustainably (i.e.
F/Fmsy<1), or otherwise, shows that 56.6% of kW.days and 59.3% of GT.days
has been deployed on sustainable fishing over 2019-2022.

(*) Given most species distribute over several stocks whenever stocks are defined per catch
area. For example, her.27.25-2932 stocks distribute over FAO 27 Baltic subdivisions 25 29,
31 and 32, while it is trivial to say that the herring species is also present outside the Baltic
Sea.

(*?) An indicator of the CFP to report on the progress of achieving the MSY, as stipulated in
Article 50 of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP; Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013 of the
European Parliament and of the Council of 11 December 2013).

(*®) https://unece.org/trade/uncefact/unlocode
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Table 6 1 Percentage of fishing effort (total kW.days and GT.days between 2019-
2022, covering only EU fleet active in Northeast Atlantic Ocean) directed towards
stocks fished sustainability (i.e. F/F  msy<1), or otherwise

Status of the |kW. daydsOO0s) GT. ddyWws0 0 s)

On sustainabl e 233 778.6 96 062. 37
Overfishing sto 179 374.2 66 007.76
Percentage sust 56. 6% 59. 3%

The fishing capacity in terms of kW.days and GT.days applied to the status of fish
stocks differed by country (Figure 5), type of fishing techniques and vessel size
category (Figure 6 to Figure 8). Hence, in some countries a large proportion of
effort has been directed toward sustainably fished stocks (e.g. Spain in the NAO),
while others show the opposite pattern (e.g. France in the NAO, Figure 5). About
half of the bottom trawling effort (Figure 6) - the gear type with the highest overall
effort, particularly in France and Denmark - is directed toward unsustainably
fished stocks (Figure 7). A similar patterns is observed for beam trawling in the
Netherlands. In contrast, bottom trawling effort in Spain is mostly directed toward
sustainably fished stocks. Figure 7Further decomposition (Figure 8) facilitates
this interpretation.

Further analysis at the Annual Economic Report (AER) level, shows this coarser
segmentation used to assess the balance of fishing capacity is, most of the time,
encapsulating fisheries that target sustainably harvested stocks (if the F/Fusy
ratio were the only criterion to assess sustainability). This holds for fleet segments
of vessels larger than 18 m (Figure 9) and less than 18 m (Figure 10). Using a
finer segmentation in such evaluation would mean avoiding pooling
unsustainable with sustainable fisheries in managing fleet capacity.

28



Eur opean Uni o névelutidnjckaliengegand futueed tinal Report

Figure 571 Country Effort directed towards sustainably vs. unsustainably fished stocks in the Northeast Atlantic Ocean
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Source: Own elaboration. Effort in kW-days and GT-days estimates for 2019 to 2022 by country, after coupling the EU Fleet Register to the RDBES and stock
assessment data in the Northeast Atlantic Ocean
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Figure 6 I Partition of fishing capacity between vessel size and fishing techniques used
by the EU fleet active in the NAO
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Source: Own elaboration. Sankey plot to visualise the distribution of total kW.days between vessel size
category (e.g. VL0012 for vessel length between 0 and 12m, VL40XX for vessels exceeding 40m in
length), fishing technique and stock status within Northeast Atlantic region for the period 2019-2022. The
width of the links is proportional to the magnitude of kW.days.

Figure 71 Partition of the fishing capacity between fishing techniques and
countries for the EU fleet active in the NAO
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Source: Own elaboration. Sankey plot to visualise the distribution of total kW.days between fishing
technique, EU Member State and stock status within Northeast Atlantic region for the period 2019-2022.
The width of the links is proportional to the magnitude of kW.days.
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Figure 81 Partition of the fishing capacity for highest 3 countries by catch
volume

Undefined

Fursesan: N
Pot
Pot <A\ /
i ="

ﬁ Overfishing stﬁoq@(ghlr

Net | «“
9 —
Y ——
- %, -

Longline ‘4‘:
' ,,,;, 7aiinablé stocl;(s) k

DemSeine e

P

| BottomTrawl

Country Fishing_Technique Status Vessel_Size
=

Undefined

line | ‘ 1
Lalighee On sustainable stock(s) .

BottomTrawl §
: VL1218
VL0012

Country Fishing_Technique Status Vessel_Size

Undefined

PelagicTraw!

\ f,
’ Overfishing
o'ﬂ »

o\

~

-

: BottomTrawl |

BeamTraw|

Country Fishing_Technique Status Vessel_Size

Source: Own elaboration. Sankey plot to visualise the distribution of total kW-days for highest 3 countries
by catch volume (top: France, middle: Spain, bottom: Denmark) between fishing technique, stock status

and vessel size category within Northeast Atlantic Ocean region for the period 2019-2022. The width of the

links is proportional to the magnitude of kW.days.
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Figure 91 Presence of sustainable fisheries within A nnual Economic Report
coarser segmentation
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Figure 9 (continued) T Presence of sustainable fisheries within ~ Annual Economic

Report coarser segmentation
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Figure 101 Presence of sustainable fisheries within A nnual Economic Report
coarser segmentation
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Figure 10 (continued) 1 Presence of sustainable fisheries within ~ Annual
Economic Report coarser segmentation

. On sustainable stock(s) Overfishing stock(s)
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Refining assessment of balance with a fishery  -related segmentation

Overall, judging the appropriateness of disaggregating fleet segments at the
fishery level, the evaluation of fleet balance with their fishing opportunities
requires access to more comprehensive fisheries-related data (i.e. nationally-
owned data). This then requires a carefully streamlined data treatment, such as
the one developed in this study applied to regional ICES data.

Of course, multiple vessels operating at a fishery level can also participate in
other fisheries, each having different economic and technical variables.
Aggregating these vessels at a fleet segment level as well as fishery level will
mask individual vessel indicators. Therefore, a description of the balance at the
fishery level will most likely remain feasible only in relation to the biological
indicators (Sustainable Harvest Indicator and Stocks At Risk). On the contrary, of
the economic indicators (Return on Investment, Return on Fixed Tangible Assets
and Break even ratio) and technical indicators (Inactivity Indicator and Vessel
Use Ratio) can be used at a fishery level, if the vessel is used to participate in
only a single fishery during that year, which is unlikely. Therefore, the economic
and technical indicators may ultimately only be refined per fishery if a
certain vessel is used to participate in only one fishery in the year, which is
unlikely .

Hence, there is a risk that overall fleet capacity subdivided into a sub-
segmentation, or too-finely defined categorisations, will create inconsistencies
(e.g. capacity not summed up at the DCF level), preventing a comparison and a
common level-playing field between Member States. Besides, applying the same
workflow as developed here for the NEA (FAO 27 area) to the Mediterranean and
Black Sea (FAO 37 area) is not possible, as the only available data to the
contractor, which covers all EU waters, is the FDI (confidential data). In the FDI,
no landing harbour location is recorded; therefore, merging the dataset can at
best be done at the country or GSA level, which does not add useful information
for this study.

Making fleet capacity comparable across segments with a standardisation
Linking the DCF and EU Fleet Register information to the highest degree
segment resolution provides the opportunity to map the fishing capacity per
fishery, and not only per primary gear (the only fishery-related mandatory
information collated in the EU Fleet Register). Beyond measuring the fishing
capacity as such, this linkage provides an opportunity for standardising the
registered fishing capacity metrics (kW and GT) to describe relative harvesting
capacity (ie. r el aabv éi iy t o acrosa fishdries f{seesBox ) for
description of harvesting capacity).

Standardising the fishing capacity aims to translate nominal fishing capacity into

an actual harvesting capacdatthyf i d&ufch.a e d

standardisation characterises relative kW and GT among fisheries by calculating
catch rates per species caught (kg per hour, kg per kW, or kg per GT) and
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geographical area for each fishery. The standardisation may further help capture

temporal change in harvesting capacity and correct the nominal fishing capacity

accordingly, so that technological development(so-c al | ed fit echnol ogi ca
is also captured over time.
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4 Outl ook of t heabBd ftlaseset sb ald:

This section provides an overview of the main trends of imbalance in the EU
fishing fleet between 2015 and 2023 . The focus is on regions, fisheries and
fleet segments (*4), that appear to be out of balance with their available fishing
opportunities. The overview isbas ed on &Jess@dnoos fleet reports
submitted by Member States and the relevant GFCM reports (e.g. Working Group
on the Management of Fishing Capacity WGCAP, Working Group on Fishing
Technology WGFIT, the State of Mediterranean and Black Sea Fisheries SoMFI,
and sub-regional committees for the Mediterranean Sea and Black Sea).

The overview identifies where imbalances occur, which fleet segments are
affected, and underlying reasons for overcapacity. It also highlights the regions,
fisheries, and fleet segments that systematically lack the biological and/or
economic data needed to assess balance.

For a better understanding of why fleet imbalance occurs and to identify factors
contributing towards this, five case studies were selected from different sea
basins and in different fisheries/fleet segments, which appear to be imbalanced
for several years.

4.1 Balance indicators used to assess EU fleet

EU Member States are required to submit an annual report on fleet balance (*),
using guidelines provided by the European Commission. These national fleet
capacity reports are reviewed each year by the STECF to assess, for all fleet
segments, the balance between fishing capacity and the fishing opportunities
available to them.

Commission guidelines COM(2014) 545 final (European Commission, 2014) (and
COM(2024) 223 final (European Commission, 2024b) specific to the Outermost
regions and further replaced by COM(2025)798 final) provide a standardised
approach for assessing the balance between fishing capacity and fishing
opportunities over time, in accordance with Article 22 of the 2013 CFP
Regulation. These guidelines are used to determine whether fishing fleets
depend on overfished stocks or contribute to the depletion of fish stocks that are
already at low levels and at risk of not being able to replenish themselves, using

(**) Fleet segments are defined in accordance with the segments defined in Appendices Il and
11l of Commission Decision 2010/93/EU adopting a multiannual Community programme for
the collection, management and use of data in the fisheries sector for the period 2010-
2013. Segments are described by vessel length, primary gear and zone of activity.

(*®) Reports can be accessed from European Commission: https://oceans-and-
fisheries.ec.europa.eu/fisheries/rules/fishing-fleet-capacities/fleet-capacity-reports-2023 _en
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two biological indicators: the Sustainable Harvest Indicator (SHI), and the Stocks-
At-Risk indicator (SAR).

In addition to the biological indicators, the guidelines include economic and
technical indicators that are also used to show whether a fleet may be
imbalanced. These include indicators for fleet profitability: Return on Investment
(Rol), Return on Fixed Tangible Assets (RoFTA) and Ratio Current Revenue and
Break-Even Revenue (CR/BER). Another indicator is the level of vessel activity:
the Vessel Use Ratio (VUR). Further details of the calculation methods for
biological, economic and technical indicators are provided under Sections 10, 11
and 12 respectively in COM(2014) 545 final.

Note that, due to several key differences related to the structure and operation of
the EU fleet within the outermost regions (*¢), in many cases, conducting a
balance assessment for these fleets in accordance with COM(2014) 545 final is
not possible. In consequence, COM(2024) 223 final provides alternative methods
that the Member States can apply for fleet segments consisting of vessels of less
than 12 metres in length in the outermost regions.

4.2 Regional trends in imbalance

Balance indicators calculated in 2024 using 2022 data show that there were 619
active fleet segments across the EU including 52,820 vessels (STECF, 2024d).
An overview of balance indicator values and trends between 2018 and 2022 for
each fishing region is provided below. Trends are described as one of five types:
improving, deteriorating, flat trend, no clear trend identified, or no trend calculated
given the data available. A breakdown of the number of fleet segments (Table 7)
and total active vessels (Table 8) within each region for six balance indicators is
given Table below.

4.2.1 North Atlantic Ocean (NAQO)

Out of 143 fleet segments in the NOA region for which biological indicator SHI
could be calculated. Of these, a total of 29 segments (20.3%) were out of balance
and 114 (79.7%) in balance with fishing opportunities in 2022. Of those 29 out of
balance, 12 (41.4%) segments were improving, 5 (17.2%) were deteriorating and
12 (41.4%) either had no trend (flat) or could not be calculated. Similar trends are
observed for the numbers of active vessels. A total of 492 (12.8%) were out of
balance and the remaining 3,356 (87.2%) were reported as in balance. Of those
492 out of balance, 148 (30.1%) active vessels were improving, 22 (4.5%) were
deteriorating and 322 (65.4%) either had no trend (flat) or could not be calculated.

(“6) French Guiana, Guadeloupe, Martinique, Mayotte, Réunion and Saint-Martin (France);
Azores and Madeira (Portugal); Canary Islands (Spain).
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Based on the 266 fleet segments for which the biological indicator SAR could be
calculated, a total of 116 segments (43.6%) were out of balance and 150 (56.4%)
in balance. In comparison, a higher proportion of active vessels were out of
balance in the NOA (12,832 out of a total of 19,300 vessels, or 65%).

With respect to economic indicators, most of the fleet segments and number of
active vessels were in balance in 2022 but the trend between 2018 and 2022
appeared to be deteriorating. For the technical indicators (VUR) no clear trend
could be determined for most fleet segments and number of active vessels,
whereas the latter had a higher proportion out of balance (14,344 out of 16,228
vessels, or 88.4%).

4.2.2 Mediterranean and Black Seas (MBS)

Out of 94 fleet segments in the MBS region for which SHI could be calculated, a
total of 52 segments (55.4%) were out of balance and 42 segments in balance.
Of these 52 segments out of balance, 28 (53.8%) were improving, 3 (5.8%) were
deteriorating and 21 (40.4%) either had no trend (flat) or could not be calculated.
In contrast, out of a total of 15,563 active vessels in MBS for which SHI could be
calculated, a total of 13,748 vessels (88.3%) were out of balance. Out of these,
11,179 (81.3%) active vessels were improving, 819 (6%) were deteriorating, and
1,750 (12.7%) either had no trend (flat) or could not be calculated.

Of the 174 fleet segments for which the biological indicator SAR could be
calculated, a total of 88 segments (50.6%) were out of balance and 86 (49.4%)
in balance. In comparison, a higher proportion of active vessels were out of
balance in the MBS (23,620 out of a total of 31,011 vessels, or 76.2%).

Compared to the NOA region, according to economic indicators most fleet
segments were in balance with fishing opportunities in 2022, whereas a higher
number of active vessels were out of balance. Similarly, while no clear trend was
observed in the status of technical indicators (VUR) for fleet segments, a higher
number of active vessels were out of balance (26,282 out of 30,556 vessels, or
80.1%).

4.2.3 Other fishing regions (OFR)

Balance indicator values for the OFR region could only be calculated for a small
number of fleet segments and active vessels.

Out of 39 segments for which SHI could be calculated, a total of 6 (15.4%) were
out of balance and 33 in balance with fishing opportunities in 2022. Of the 6
segments out of balance, 2 were improving and 2 were deteriorating. The
remaining 2 segments either had no trends or could not be calculated. In contrast,
no active vessels were deemed out of balance with fishing opportunities, and a
total of 453 vessels were in balance. Of the marginal 14 fleet segments for which
the biological indicator SAR could be calculated, a total of 10 segments (71.4%)
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were out of balance and 4 (28.6%) in balance. Similarly, a higher proportion of
reported active vessels were out of balance in the OFR (1,075 out of a total of
1,647 vessels, or 65.2%).

For the limited number of segments for which economic indicators could be
calculated, the majority were in balance with fishing opportunities, with segments
appearing to improve. Technical indicators show that 57 out of 59 segments were
in balance with fishing opportunities in 2022.
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Table 77 Balance indicators with n umber s of fleet segments
(NAO), Mediterranean and Black Sea (MBS) and Other
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Fishing Regions (OFR)

by region: North Atlantic Ocean
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Table 81 Balance indicators with number s of active vessels in balance or out of balance, by region: North Atlantic Ocean (NAO),
Mediterranean and Black Sea (MBS) and Other Fishing Regions (OFR)
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Values in 2022 and trend information (improving, deteriorating, etc.) for the period 2018-2022. Indicators: SHI - Sustainable Harvest Indicator; SAR - Stock-at-Risk;
CR/BER - Ratio between Current Revenue and the Break-Even Revenue; Rol i Return on Investment; RoFTA - Return on Fixed Tangible Assets; VUR - Vessel
Utilisation Ratio.
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4.3 Balance capacity of fleet segments at Member State
level

This section provides a summary of the status of EU fleet balance using data
submitted by Member States and compiled by the Joint Research Centre (JRC)
to be analysed by STECF (2024d). All Member States report more than one
imbalanced fleet segment (Table 9). In addition to this, small-scale fleets are
more subject to inactivity, as seen by the percentage of inactive vessels and the
Vessel Use Ratio (VUR) as outlined in STEFC (2024d). On the other hand,
medium and large-scale fleets are more likely to be out of balance with biological
indicators.

Table 91 Balance indicators with numbers of fleet segments in balance or out of
balance, by Member State in 2022 , including trends between 2018 -2022

RoOFTA
1

Belgium (BE) In balance 2 5 1 2
Area 27 Out of balance 0 0 2 1
Decreasing trend 0 - 0 3 1
Increasing trends 0 - 0 - 1
Stable/no trend 2 - 5 - 1
Bulgaria In balance 4 18 16 13 6
(EEiR) Out of balance 7 5 7 3 10
Area 37 Decreasing trend - - 8
Increasing trends 6 - 4
Stable/no trend - - 14 -
Croatia (HRV) In balance 2 9 12 9 12
Area 37 Out of balance 12 20 18 14 11
Decreasing trend 6 - - 14 11
Increasing trends 1 - - 6 8
Stable/no trend 4 - 26 1
Cyprus (CYP) In balance 1 3 0 2 2
TR Out of balance 1 4 7 4 4
Decreasing trend 0 - 0 4 3
Increasing trends 0 - 1 2 1
Stable/no trend 2 - 6 0 2
Denmark In balance 4 7 - 7 12
(LS Out of balance 3 18 - 18 13
Area 27 Decreasing trend 1 - - 6 1
Increasing trends 0 - - 0 3
Stable/no trend 1 - - 0 2
Estonia (EST) In balance 1 1 0 2 2
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Member State
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ROl/
- 2 8

Member State

Increasing trends 0 8
Stable/no trend 8 - 15 0 5
Latvia (LVA) In balance 0 4 1 4 4
Area 27 Out of balance 2 - 3 0 0
Decreasing trend - - 0 - 0
Increasing trends - - 0 - 1
Stable/no trend - - 2 - 1
Lithuania In balance 1 1 4 1 1
() Out of balance 2 4 1 2 2
Area 27 Decreasing trend 0 - 0 1 0
Increasing trends 3 - 1 0 0
Stable/no trend 0 - 2 0 1
Lithuania In balance 2 1 1 1 1
ey Out of balanced 0 1 0 0 0
OFR Decreasing trend 1 - 0 0 0
Increasing trends 0 - 0 1 1
Stable/no trend 1 - 1 0 0
Malta (MLT) In balance 1 3 10 5 6
R & Out of balance 6 7 9 4 4
Decreasing trend 2 - 3 4
Increasing trends 0 - 0 5 5
Stable/no trend 4 - 13 0 0
The In balance 1 10 4 7 11
(NNeEg(;rlands Out of balance 5 1 7 3 0
Area 27 Decreasing trend 3 - 0 3 4
Increasing trends 0 - 0 7 5
Stable/no trend 3 - 8 0 2
Poland (POL) In balance 5 3 2 3 6
Area 27 Out of balance 0 7 9 4 1
Decreasing trend 4 - 2 4 4
Increasing trends 0 - 1 0 0
Stable/no trend 0 - 3 0 0
Portugal In balance 10 26 24 29 305
(FRV) Out of balance 0 9 13 6 6
Area 27 Decreasing trend 0 - 14 9
Increasing trends 2 - 20 23
Stable/no trend 8 - 36 1 3
Portugal In balance 2 0 2 2
() Out of balanced 0 2 0 0
OFR

Decreasing trend
Increasing trends
Stable/no trend
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RoOFTA
2 7

Romania In balance 4 2 2
(=Rl Out of balance 3 1 1
Area 37 Decreasing trend - - 0 2 2
Increasing trends - - 4 0 0
Stable/no trend - - 2 0 0
Slovenia In balance - 2 3 8 3
() Out of balance - 1 0 0 0
Area 37 Decreasing trend - - - 1 -
Increasing trends - - - 2 -
Stable/no trend - - - 0 -
Spain (ESP) In balance 19 22 26 22 23
Area 27 Out of balance 3 15 11 4 3
Decreasing trend 3 - 13 12
Increasing trends 1 - 3 10 10
Stable/no trend 7 - 24 0 1
Spain (ESP) In balance 10 12 18 12 13
Area 37 Out of balance 3 15 8 7
Decreasing trend 7 - 11 9
Increasing trends 0 - 0 7 9
Stable/no trend 1 - 21 0 0
Spain (ESP) In balance 4 2 8 b) 6
OIFR Out of balance 0 6 0 1 1
Decreasing trend 1 - 2 3 3
Increasing trends 0 - 0 3 3
Stable/no trend 2 - 6 0 0
Sweden In balance 17 15 2 5 5
GHE) Out of balance 4 16 7 4 4
Area 27 Decreasing trend 7 - 2 6 6
Increasing trends 3 - 0 3 3
Stable/no trend 7 - 18 0 2

Source: EWG-24-13 and own elaborations.

Colour of cells represent trends: improving (green), deteriorating (red) or stable/none (blue). The total
number of fleet segments showing different trends (increasing, decreasing, stable) for each Member State
may differ to the total number of fleet segments (i.e. both in balance and imbalanced) for each indicator due
to data availability.

For fleet segments with demonstrated imbalance, Member States must take
measures to achieve the balance. These measures should be included in an
Action Plan (AP). An example of a measure is decommissioning of vessels
through public funding. When a Member State fails to report or does not
implement the AP, this may lead to proportionate suspension or interruption of
the relevant EU funding (as stipulated in Article 22 of 2013 CFP Regulation).

a7



Eur opean Uni o névslutidnjcealengegand futueed tFinal Report

In 2024, according to the STECF Expert Working Group (EWG), new APs were
presented by Lithuania and Malta, whereas Latvia submitted an AP in 2023 and
is in the implementation phase, and Croatia continued with their existing AP. An
update of existing APs was provided by ten Member States 1 Bulgaria, Cyprus,
Denmark, France, Germany, Italy, Poland, Portugal, Romania and Spain
(STECF, 2024d). Of these, only Cyprus, Croatia, Germany, Lithuania, Poland,
Portugal and Spain were considered by the EWG as sufficiently detailed
regarding the timeframe, measures to be implemented, and objectives and
targets for reducing the perceived level of imbalance in fleet segments.

The EWG found a total of eight Member States (Belgium, Estonia, Finland,

Greece, Ireland, the Netherlands, Slovenia and Sweden) had not included a new

or updated APs in either their 2023 or 2024 annual report (STECF, 2024d). Of

these, Greece was preparing an AP but was not submitted with the annual report

in 2024, the Netherlandshad not provi ded an AP due to t
the North Sea sole stock benchmark and the ongoing negotiations between the

Coast al States on the pel adthe others didook manag
present any AP because these countries considered all fleet segments to be in

balance.

4.4 Case studies of drivers for imbalance and
persistence

The overview of national fleet balance indicators shows that several EU fisheries
or fleet segments are out of balance, either with the fishing opportunities or in
terms of one or more economic or technical indicators.

To better understand the reasons why imbalances arise within fleet segments
and the main drivers behind the observed trends, as perceived by stakeholders,
five case studies were carried out in different sea basins. These are (i) demersal
trawl fisheries in the Western Mediterranean; (ii) Portuguese longline fleets in
external waters; (iii) Spanish fleets in the Atlantic EU Western Waters; (iv) Polish
fisheries in the southern Baltic Sea; and (v) demersal mixed fisheries in the North
Sea.

Each case study summarised the main trends in fleet capacity and engaged
different stakeholder groups to enable an in-depth analysis. Further details of
each case study are provided in Annex 2. The following tables present a summary
of the main findingsf r om st a k e h anleacle case&tudy.i e ws

Across all five case studies, fleet imbalance is driven by a combination of
biological constraints, economic pressures, policy design, and structural

characteristics of fleets, but the relative importance of these drivers differs
markedly by region.
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Rising operating costs, emerge as a cross-cutting driver of reduced profitability
and imbalance in the Western Mediterranean, Portuguese, Spanish and North
Sea case studies. Workforce challenges, notably ageing fishers and crew
shortages, are persistent, particularly in small-scale fleets (<12 m) in the Western
Mediterranean, Spanish, Portuguese, and Polish case studies. Environmental
change is increasingly recognised everywhere as a factor affecting stock
productivity, from climate change and pollution in the Western Mediterranean to
hypoxia and warming in the Baltic Sea and shifting conditions in the North Sea.
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Table 107 Main findings from the case study on demersal trawl fisheries in the Western Mediterranean
including stakeholders’

perception s of the main drivers of fleet imbalance

(France, Italy and Spain)

. See Annex 2 for detailed findings

Trends in fleet balance Perceived mai drivers of f|
Recent stock assessmenttconby rgF@M amar®1France, ltaly and Spain have | arge and
of several exploited demersal stocks, iaffected by various factors, makiBreg wietr
the Western Mediterranean (FAO, 202 3; (2018 and 2022, the economic situation ¢
some recent positive trends$anmomaepa&cimsy oif external factors that -tddarrmecprl o/f ii tmgphaicltietc
(e.qg SHI, SAR), most stopks W'_th_val'cPoIicy and r egulTahteo rnyu litsisaurensual pl an f o
beyond biologically sustained I'm'ts’_"(WestMed MAP) has been seen by national
a_bOVNsYFConsequently, fl_ebeotttsoengmernatwsl v\dl__etas a response to the out of balance ste
fishdrni eshe Western Mecujuuttecnframmaalncrem\ﬂlmits i mpact on flde@trs osmaincabiilsi Sy ian
gglogrntcgmurtoee.szmaﬂ of a total of 19 fleesince its implementation (2019).
SGver [ he pasi flve yeans demer sal traVSlow stock I'mpTlhoegnengt ocks are i mprovi
have faobdtantial decl i.né€rlhiirs tdootwawlwairrdccremaln below target biomass.
in Gross Value Added, Gross Profit, ancEnvironment 8omempaspondents from Produc
decreased. The decline has been gradualhighlighted that the current scientific
Net profit, which had exceedcdoendsiEsUtRe Btol yy ¢! i mate change and pollution's impact ¢
after year, when in 2022, net profiTthitstEconomic :Thetdeserioration of key econc
l oss is primarily driven by a reductiorto a significant increasBUi MAbpieaht Mage
compensated by higher producer prices. pPlan (MAP), a 40% reduction in fishing
Reductions in economic performance indidecreased fleet activity. This, combine
not affected all vesselmositzerohassesdunagainst Ukraine, have driven apted efrigye
RoOFTA were observedllerettrseegmﬂé$124340In 2 other regions, the e elodn oanpipce airnsp atcot hoafv e
France, Spain, and Italy operating in \impact on the fishing sector.
negative ROFTA values. The DTS1824 and Technical and met hodoAcogircdaln gc htaol Irensgeos
satisfactory profitability | ewdelICGR/UBIHER | stakeholders, fleet inactivity in the
a downward trend0d%epgertihed. 2018 fishers and the challenges of finding r
With regards to vessel utilisation (VUF
DTS2440 i mo&BAu8derutilised |I,t aMiitahn af lhe
number of i nactive vessel s, are repdese
m where fishing is a complementary actd.i
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Table 117 Main findings from the

perceptions of the main drivers of fleet imbalance

case study on Portuguese pelagic lon gline fleets in external waters

, including stakeholders’

. See Annex 2 for detailed findings

Trends in fleet balance Percei vedrimadrns of fl eet i mb
Portugal macntweéenpehagic |wmdédrn ntehdljeet Responses from national authorities, pr
tuna Regional Fisheries MEMOgedmemti tdr ge NGOs identified several drivers behind
concentrated in the | CCAT. The fleetodos the past five years, including:
in the North Atlantic.an.d .Iiartceerptiihdrs,h.etrQuota management and resoWhad alsl se®tni ¢
has faced structuralrembiaftBngesuccessiVcayse of fleet imbalance is inadequate
admi nistrative intervention to prevent fy||y uytilize available resources due t
icontinuous rescue from i mbalance. o resource assessments and sl owhtadlattoe s t
Based on the combined application of bimisalignments between actual fish stock
t hleongline ishing segment (HOK) for VveEconomic constraints and maRkstngopdodi
Iength presents SeVe.l’aTlheChValj”reenrgmtBl||t| (fue|’ maintenance, and materia|s), al c
significant for vessels over 24 metres |jke @OVI@re seen to have worsened fle
and have a lower catch capacity, makinccompetition from frozen fish impectsd g
subegment ofstuhifacfelé@tngihvshhehsprimariljprices_ Economic pressures are compounc
Howevemrm| | ohkat edf quot he EU Northern Atl ivessel owner s, hindering fleet renewal
remains i nsufof incaiiennttai n regul ar operat:i Workforce and technol ogi cCaséacrhtad d essh,g atsar
In addihtei an,j |l i sation rate has deteriorifleet operations. The fl eet also faces
18 and 24 metresasi nwelhelngatshn t he HOK V.L4 outdated vessels Whil e technol ogical ¢
Portugal has placed special focus on mchave also intensified fishing pressure
|mplement|ng_adjustments_to better allgPollcy and regul &tuarriebhitpyww bwarti cul arly
Thesmeasures include ongoing permanent \papn3gement and fleet regulation, are se
decommi ssionasigoutlined in the 2023 Act gt akehol ders advocati md afrd m gmamee hfalnéd xsimt
Fleet Report, as well as temporary i mmc|ack of a strategic EU plan fermibabtge
quotas for the northern stock in 2023 (guotas with actual resource availabilit
Landings are degeomanmdnabpmewbbhch has enatipamlailtical decis_,ions, Mocloecdiobwg fhee
through multiple |legislative reforms. f(have added complexity to resource manacg
meeting certain sales criteria. Additicgyternal fact ortseramdstlromtgeWtielse Brexi t
the-Mobocco agreement, were gmsdreineéd pa®s ha49 mini mal direct impact on Portugal 6s
avail able quotas. HMeasasedysuveliasn sthdF(and gl obal market shifts may hatver mnfl L
ef fort to t he Sd&tom?ﬁ)t,'mmtdidhiendin\/tierLdaJ'effectiveness of subsi di es (yepg'O,V|EjMFfm
transferabl € IqQest)ag 2013) were introduc relief but may increase fishing effort
manageability. Legislation in 2022 expe
all ocQuotoam.avail abi EUNgr tmmmt hanwdtcer s
remains insuyf foif¢dieent elgewierli npgo lhiitg hc al ne
foreign flcecentsiEnweiottoasbe underutilised.
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Table 127 Main findings from the case study on Spanish fleets in the Atlantic EU Western Waters, including stakeholders”
perceptions of the main drivers of fleet imbalance. See Annex 2 for detailed findings

Trends in fleet bal ance

According to MAPA, the Spanish fleet ofAs
Wat erdseeinsed | argel,y wint thvamlnd mgenent s cur
gl obal out of balianc.e DsRBtlu2alt8i casnd DRB18 So

r

n the Gulf of Cadi z. However, a reviev

bi ol ogical and technical indi chdmearss aslhc
trawlers, longliners, driftnets and dr e
some or even most ionf tthhee piedr@i2d2da t200r1s8

Overall it can be stated tlhatt todHe brau mt

ndi cator haisn dtelte epég2i@d@® . 20Hh8 2018, the
segments out of balance (55% of the eve
16 %) . |l R2A2®, ptehre ode grad@t s of dr

fleets that Aar
5 (45% of all
arien caonls iysetaerr
8 DTS1824,
em to be
he | ast t

as decreased
fl eet segmen
2 and DFN121
are a few ot
e in this in
and PMPO0OO1O.
ding to the | atest Nati oORdIBEMR € entd
t

|

[EEY

n —
N
— -

c

0O X—o =z<
MBS ® OS>

TOoOO0 R T RO

nce in fi.ve fl eet segments
n

Fl eetaRgpovensfie@adi caegmeéht
ms de

spite the technical i
the biol
i
e

gical and econor
e North Atlantic
0201&nd 2022, 1:
bal ance for this

|

er

at 0
gment s n th
n iR 2pedino @
d as out of
O years.
apPplaines to two dreddhiesg sSeg!l
r

h e economic deteriorati
i
t

t h
ng capacity. To this enc
crap 15 dredges wusing pt

52

Percei

segment s
iotehner s
rformance.

clam hav

m
o

4o "taoa—rnaoe n<
® O TS " ®3I 00
® o>

of balance i nThBOFTA fil reckitc asteagrmeir

N =
o w

D -

t i mbal ance for moTshte imuidni ma x

ved main drivers of fI

segment can be affected «k
single explanation for the
have fallen out of bal anc
moved into balance due t

abemenhhe Venthe tE®OmMm(R2D&BY

ement measures i mplement e
not praeowenrdtaenct ea od e d lhien ¢
close to the | imit biome
isndi cate that the increa
significant negative ir
fleetl9 Ipanaceditci amd the
egdeteemeocaonomic result
sh fish (MAPA, 2022).
d that the economic inc
within the Venus c¢cl am
res of the clam fishery
e in energy costs has ¢

segment s.

melrhte ccamrsterndi rstegg:ment at
r rigid and hinders an
make it difficult t
e moterssitied ©OO6 th
al 8 aneuoé small

- m

o ¢
e &S

chnoMogt cafl tcheal il ragteisv
s than 12 m |l ength, wh e
thus vessels may have
t h es oancatliivtiyt ya nidn ttheer nfisa cc
ary to the main economi
ate use of technical ir
not s uds adfl-es ehbol| ft lheee tcs



European

Un i o n évelutidnj ckalengegand futueed tFinal Report

Table 1371 Main findings from the
perceptions

case study on fisheries in the southern Baltic Sea
of the main drivers of fleet imbalance

(Polish example ), including stakeholders’

. See Annex 2 for detailed findings

Trends in fleet balance Perceived mai drivers of f|
In the Baltic Sea, where cod stocks areFishing cDeepsapciittey:a rel atively stable nu
by Polish fishers are sprat, herring, ffleet between 2014 and 2023, only minor
such as bream, roach, perch and stim&iwecapacity and engine power. These change
in the southern part of the sea. Vesselreplacing ol der tvieosns elasn,d neacheerrnissta uct u
(vLOOO8, VLO0812) and fish close to theiDecember 2023, per manent cessation meas
particularly vulnerable to changes in rin fleet size to 718 vessels. By the er
and onmahreirt i me restrictions. Vessels over register |isted 690 remaining vessel s.
(vL1218), demersal trawlers (VL1218) Orgpnyjronment aBnviimparcment al conditions ha
VL2440) on the stock status and fishing opportuté
Over the p2023d 20 1bi oEbbhbasabeénmnddeahod characterised by exfermrse)veé agroxi andoryq
average show that all fleet segments, econcentrations, whieproadecknown ffao !l aaes:s
Speci féesal 1 so,ns haovwefrlaegeet, sEélgm2h@ BEN218DTSspecies This has resulted in little or
vi2 o, VL1182 ¥T2WM Jand@Me i n bal ance with and all cod stocks, despite the absence
opportunities, -almhoedhspatiyeg A€ th a nCli mate change further etxharcoeurgbha tiensc rtehaess
mortality rate were ewdflluadteds@EFED@OBEGrt emperatures and shifts in species dist
VLO81PPGHI values \menraevacodsasbtlueer_pd_opor_t TACs, quot&hapyekein stock abundance he
value was | ess _than n430_%.| elet asdedgimeindrs, it ;, i abl e fishing opportunities, incluc
SAF{We_stern Baltic herring and both cod fisheries. I n addition, indust-magnageedes
llandings. can experience -tseuars tgaunatiaalf lyuecatrud 2 i%o n &
Economic iRa@li cand rSR(BERBcCkoo& profitab and +108% in 2025), contributing to ecc
S e0 e s el e_nga_ged,|alpbbaghcheawbiUSOC_-eoonomiC analysis &ndhindicatassry r
DCF, economic indicators were only calcy, ogycessive fishsogl efflbeeétj nwhhehsmht
values were reported for the VLO0O08PG, | oqy|atory frameworkel timat mangbnahgactt
segments, indicating an imbalasbenbetwe ,n35ement perspective, persnwsitecatmevta
prperton.tles. oD addl bl o, t.he CR/BER and gl obal ma-rwkhetr edyfrnasrmi pg i ces ar eidrae
segments do not generate suffici Nt Fevca.en as key underlying drivers.
Wi t h regesdeltutiIitshaetiroenSL(IVtUsR)show tha technical and methodol Agécrmdi mdg atl ¢ esigak
underutilised (less than 70%), with onl; ac¢jyvity is not directly linked to pc
achieved values higher than 50%. particularly for | arger vessels, inacti
Il mpl ement ed AotrieceeBl anper manent reduciwhile owners of vessels umpdemeh2 amyofefca
end of March 2025, 130 vessels had beeropportunities.
register.
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Table 147 Main findings from the

. See Annex 2 for detailed findings

case study on mixed demersal fisheries (Denmark, Belgium, The Netherlands and Germany)
including stakeholders” perceptions of the main drivers of fleet imbalance

Trends in fleet balance Perceived mai drivers of f|
North Sea f | eettsarcentpirn g ev eqsusod lasn cagnudo tfal Fi shi ng cFaipsahciintgy:capaci ty i North Sea
speci es. Mi xed demersal fisheries in ttdeclined since 2013, especially n -rDelna
recent geopolitical shifts (e.g. Brexitdecommi ssioning. Di fferences in natione
costs, especially Benevwewd@®dd,3andssaklnitinterpretations of obacloanntcrea sitnidni gc aatsosress sl
tonnage (GT) and engine power (kW) declstakeholders point to choke species, fu
reductions help reduce overcapacity in key drivers of imbalance, -$ipgbdiliigbtamd
underutilisatironvamdillony. Sommaifheiembzrebal ancing strategies.
due to choke species, which |imit flsthACS, quota uptake,Hiagdafiuoyasswapgsasse
Bel gi u@verall, the fleet shows no biolcessential for setting appropriate quot ¢
only TBB VL2440 had a SAR valwue indicatthrough quota uptake and swapping, thot
small share of [ andings and is based orfisheries have remained | ismistted tdrnyd |loiwk
remai n exlolnyomiicabl e and technically bal is |l argely driven by chokerspgipes bwiwwing
and technical i ndtiecramt oercso.n oMiixce dp esrhfoorrtma pr i,cewhi ch can create fleet i mbal ances
no segment meets the critgereana hesebsmmalin broader STECF bal ance indicators, st
framewor ks. alternative fishing strategies.
Denmar kThe 2023 fl eet capacity report s Soceconomic analnysicat®meghi ng capacity
economic i mbal ance for North Sea demerscharacteristics, fishing methods, -targe
irrel evant to the area or not indi cativeconomic factors, and is closely i nkec
CR/ BER) wmeracwépthable rangeismhbhalsante sioof fishing segments is stsongéysalffage:s
Technlcal indicators | argely showed baland di ffering earning models, which car
VL182 bel ow threshold, while previous DCF fl eets. sRgmeinst e ndtelsyp ehciigahl Icyo sftosr cr e
imbalance eneBbgpn reduce profitabilityeamdfieetei
Ger manyAn analysis of balance indicator Environment aSt a kmphaccltdser s noted that env
generally well balanced, with i mprovin¢cNorth Sea, such as shifts i temperatur
declining mumkestoftkat since 2019, and i1increasingly affecting fisheries and me

cat-cdint ri

passdear

do no

The Net heThreaadsfl eet
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buting fl eets.

assessments of N o
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Wi
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a

CR/ BER indicatosome questioned wheattept chpatatyosbdoexkt

vessels, t kaotmmeafclieadt otrheiurppinac | otgrm nature of these changes makes f|

indi dapprporat cmaiptaxiitymbal ance. future fishing opportunities.
segments show biol Technical and met hodollogécecmdi sthadthespygae e
SAR i ndi evVaLtloOrl 2(;WIGPBIBE O a-WH40RBR), due to data across sources created uncertainty
rth Sea sole that m&w complicating assessment of quota swaps
g r ednucel0P4 esBuoromi c i ndicatonational systems such as | Dltade qiuod ae ¢
deteriorating situation, with methodol ogical |imits of current balanc
a marked downward trend over tltmore dynamic biol ogi cealc,onoomercatfiaccntaolr,s ¢

showi

ng

their relevance.
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5 Policy approaches out si

Many non-EU countries and regional bodies have also developed different
strategies to align their policies with the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO)
international plan of action for the management of fishing capacity (IPOA-
Capacity) (/). Considerable efforts have been made to address the problem of
overcapacity, and a variety of mechanisms has been put in place to reduce the
incentives to accumulate capacity or to provide the means to reduce it. The
management of fleet capacity coexists with the management of other aspects of
fishing fleets, such as environmental and social aspects. The use of additional
space on board to improve energy efficiency, habitability and crew safety also
has implications for fishing capacity management.

An overview of international experiences in the management of fishing fleet
capacity can help distil several lessons that could be useful to the EU context,
identifying what systems could be applied to managing fleet capacity within the
current EU fisheries management framework. This section describes how various
countries outside the EU have managed their fleets not only to address capacity
accumulation in terms of resource sustainability and economic risks, but also to
incorporate social considerations (i.e. working conditions and safety onboard).

The study reviewed seven case studies and describes the experience of different
countries (Iceland, South Africa, New Zealand, USA, China, Norway, and UK) on
five continents in managing their fishing fleets. Details of case studies can be
consulted in Annex 3. The main findings of the seven cases are presented in
Table 15-Table 21 below.

The review shows that fishing capacity was built in response to significant fishing
opportunities, which were mostly provided by the extended fisheries jurisdictions
in the late 1970s. Large public funds were typically devoted to helping private
operators make use of the available resources. However, escalating resource
depletion and global environmental concerns gradually led to the adoption of
international FAO guidelines and the implementation of measures to deter or
eliminate fleet capacity in many countries. The present analysis identified a
variety of approaches tailored to the specific characteristics of the fleets in
question. Notably, a number of these approaches are common across the
different cases and, to some extent, at EU level.

Decommissioning schemes were used in some fisheries to reduce structural fleet
capacity, predominantly funded by public money, as illustrated by the Iceland and
Alaska case studies (Table 15 and Table 18). This mirrors developments in the
EU. Rights-based management was the most common approach used in the

(") https://www.fao.org/fishery/en/ipoa-capacity
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cases analysed. The approach is effective for aligning fleet capacity with fishing
opportunities. However, these systems may require complementary measures,
such as decommissioning schemes, to promote more flexible and timely fleet
rationalization. Allowing rights to be transferred when a vessel is removed
provides an additional incentive for vessel owners to leave the fishery. Similar
measures have been implemented at the Member State level in the EU. Notably,
international experience with decommissioning schemes implemented within a
rights-based management framework has been positive, because private
operators are responsible for decisions on adjusting capacity in line with allocated
fishing opportunities, as seen in the New Zealand and Norway case studies
(Table 17 and Table 20). The use of comprehensive ITQ systems in the EU, which
offer sufficient flexibility for fishers to make entrepreneurial decisions, may
similarly encourage vessel owners to reduce redundant capacity using their own
resources.

Another mechanism widely used by decision-makers is to protect small-scale
fishing fleets through the allocation of quotas to coastal communities or by
restricting the exchange of rights with large-scale fishing fleets. These
mechanisms complement rights-based management and help prevent small-
scale operators from being absorbed by larger ones if they compete in the same
market (e.g. USA case study, Table 18). They are widely applied due to the need
to protect the social fabric and preserve intangible assets, such as traditional
fishing practices and values, as well as maintaining employment levels in fishing
and related activities within fishing communities.

Similar measures exist in the EU when ITQs and other forms of rights-based
management are in force. In the absence of a rights-based management
mechanism, subsidies to compensate fishers for the temporary or permanent
cessation of fishing have also been identified. This is similar to the EU and
appears to reflect the strong social orientation of fishing activities and the
recognition of their importance for food security. Notably, these measures are
adopted in regions such as China (Table 19), where market-oriented mechanisms
are not widely applied.

Rights-based management appears to allow fishing operators to take care of their
own decisions as entrepreneurs and as such depend less on public support. This
is relevant not only to withdrawing vessels but also for investment in new ones.
Operators tend to reflect more carefully on investments when they are not
supported by public administrations.

Wider implementation of these systems, particularly ITQs, may not be possible
as Member States retain the responsibility for managing their own fleets, and
market-based approaches may not be applicable in some countries due to
predominance of small-scale activities or strong socio-political preferences.
Nonetheless, the ITQ approach includes some mechanisms that can help adapt
fleets to new management requirements and may be useful for wider application
in the EU. This is the decoupling of fishing rights, licenses and vessels (see the
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UK case study, Table 21), which transfers capacity from removed vessels to
others that require more space on board for crew accommodation, and use lower
emissions propulsion systems. In addition, administrations could allow vessel
owners to trade their remaining rights to provide further incentives for vessel
owners to remove idle capacity.
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Table 157 Main findings Case Study Iceland, indicating management measures, outcomes and applicability in the EU context
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Table 16 7 Main findings Case Study South African Cape hake fishery , indicating management measures, outcomes and

applicability in the EU

context
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(“8) See the study on CFP Regionalization (ILVO et al., 2022).
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Table 177 Main findings Case Study New Zealand, indicating management measures, outcomes and applicability in the EU

context
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(“°) See the Study on Ownership and Exclusive Rights of Fisheries Means of Production (MRAG et al., 2019).
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Table 187 Main findings Case Study USA Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands  (BSAI) Pollock fishery, indicating management
measures, outcomes and applicability in the EU context
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Table 197 Main findings Case Study China, indicating management measures, outcomes and

applicability in the EU context

A in 19B&, pcoolnitcryond edumber of motorized vessels and engine power, with caps
A ln the | EteagalodV@0Ohs fi Ayirnouvgt chi'efsor | avediemglkse ment edntrol the increase in fleet
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Table 207 Main findings Case Study Norway, indicating management measures, outcomes and applicability in the EU context

Aln the 1980s, there was a strong political commit aménts ht agp TAICCscti ng r esol
A Later in teedit9&0sstpck abundance in the Barents Sea led to significant |
Aln the 1990s, the entry into force of taHd otcraawlonl add eruogyas tsehra rkerso u gh tt rvaiwt
Aln the late 1990s, decommi ssioning schemes were introdthaesddt anercdhsatnri santsu r ¢
A The Individual Vessel Quota (I VQ) system was introduced in 2004.
Aln 2005, permanent quotas were implementedHawengsi deé haser avetriecthedudiisomn:
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Table 217 Main findings Case Study United Kingdo m, indicating management measures, outcomes and applicability in the EU

context
A The UK fishing fleet expanded after World War |1 due t o nritshiengl 9s7tOosc.k | e v ¢
A From its inception in 1983 until 2021, UK fisher,ies wamea geunkejnea nnde tcantartnin astmi
funding.
Aln the early 1990s, the UK reali zed /dxiet nreelde ¢ owearda rierstsr dd leed d oivretr @ afpiasch d
force by the EU
A Since the 1990s, the fleet has substantiall Yeceodumisd, ohnii gl y ntesmdd vrasn a gie
which POs play a key rol e.
A The Fisheries Act (2020) establishes the framewor k for t hfec tmainnavgoelnveenst tohfe
Fi sheries Management Plans. A recent plan has established capacity caps ¢
A As of 202tomphasiedaedt 6 0,00r evpersesseelnst i ngsandéd8 %t hedeatipynl1990s.
The main fleet managementThe issue of fleet overce¢é¢While the UK was part of
pl ace isQid@BhalFocati spns{&Qthrough fleet size reductautonomy to establish it:
which incentivizes quota appear to have been instrsystems. It pilereersedst bt
and adapt to fishing oppcfleet from expanding and Member States, the UK di:
Fisheries Management Plalsustainable expl olindcaded,n opport_un!tieT_heFUKis_sappe(
instruments of the Act i,the 1990s, th_e fl_eet has many_5|mllar|t|es W!th t
goals. With regard to f|(due to a com_blnaylon of (partlcular, concerning _tI
FMP (2024) has estabush(decommlsmonlng |nb:aam_edver|ghts _One di fference i
f o te o ves—@temtsatsapgcmanagement' As ocfompOr2als,edt al | ocati ons only apply tc«
the ChaSea. 6 000 vese@eresenti ng8% gicAnotdhlar actiesrithtti ase of
the early 1990s. entitlements, or fAdummy |
Other mechanisms that adi bet ween t he Scrapp|ng of
possibilitiéexiitnclyrsde msnt new one.
individual quotas to be t
industry.
POs play a key role in me
associated vessel sneestehsaste
are not part of a PO, as
metres, are not granted i
they have access to a gr«
The Fisheries Act (2020)
framework for the managet
independent coastal stat ¢

64



Eur opean Uni o névslutidnjcealengegand futueed tFinal Report

6 Def i niftiisomiamgici t vy

This focus of this section is to explore alternative or added elements to gross
tonnage and kilowatt as metrics for measuring fishing capacity.

6.1 Alternative or additional elements for defining fleet
capacity

Fishing capacity ceilings established in the EU Regulation 1380/2013 (Annex II)
have been deemed essential for Member States to adjust fishing capacity to
prevent overcapacity (i.e. overfishing and overcapitalisation) and to ensure that
vessels remain economically sustainable. These ceilings set an upper boundary
on the total volume and power of the fleet. The current situation in many EU
fisheries showing imbalance (as identified in Section 4) would justify maintaining
fleet policy rules to also prevent further increases in fishing capacity when they
are associated with a better ability to catch fish resulting from technological
improvements and an increased size and number of fishing gears.

Meanwhile, the CFP rules allow new fishing vessels to be built with private
funding, provided that safeguards are inplacet o p r e v e n ttotat fisheng
capacity from increasing to above the ceiling. This is ensured by means of the
Member State specific fishing capacity ceilings and the entry/exit scheme
established under the 2013 CFP. Specifically, any privately funded new fishing
capacity (measured in GT and kW of vessels) entering the fleet must be
compensated for by at least the same amount of capacity being withdrawn (%9).
However, this rule does not prevent a possible concomitant increase in harvesting
capacity (i.e. ability to catch fish).

In managing the EU fishing fleet and addressing overcapacity, alternatives to the
current fishing capacity proxies (i.e. kW and GT) can be explored to determine
whether complementary metrics better capture the link to harvesting capacity.
This study thus lists the challenges posed by the current metrics used to define
fishing capacity that may ignore differences among fishing practices. For
example, those metrics are challenged by other input factors, such as the fishing
gear characteristics, that help explain catching productivity. There is evidence
that the ability to catch fish can still increase even if kW or GT are kept constant
(see Annexes 4 and 5). Furthermore, if these other inputs beyond kW or GT are
not monitored, they may allow an increase in effective capacity through input

(®%) To avoid such assumption, previous version of the article assumed entry of new capacity
should first withdraw at least 1.35 times that amount of capacity, for the entry of new
vessels of more than 100 GT as stipulated Article 13(ii) in CFP 2002 (Reg No 2371/2002).
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substitution (for example, when labour is substituted with some equipment while
providing the same or better output). As a result, harvesting capacity may
increase over the long term (Lindebo et al., 2002).

At present, Member States fishing capacities remain below their capacity ceilings
and are therefore not found to be limited by those ceilings (see Section 3). Hence,
Member States have the flexibility to allocate the margin between the capacity
ceilings and the actual capacity, for example, to fishing vessels with energy-
efficient propulsion systems. This margin of GT and kW can be allocated to
segments of the fleet in need, and there are no specific rules governing this. It is
up to each Member State to decide its own allocation mechanism (Article 16(6)
of 2013 CFP Regulation). However, this observation is based on the strong
assumption that the reported figures for actual capacity are accurate, even
though their reliability has been questioned. This issue could directly affect the
actual available capacity for this purpose. In addition, Member States must use a
transparent mechanism with objective criteria in the allocation of fishing
opportunities (Article 17). In practice, limited information on the methods used is
available (°).

Meanwhile, according to the fishing industry, the existing constraints on fishing
capacity might limit the possibility for the industry to adjust to new challenges,
such as energy transition and vessel modernisation for better and safer working
conditions on board fishing vessels. These issues call for evaluating possible
technical adjustments to the definition of fishing capacity with new concepts,
includingafidecar bome lsatt @ d nt o Mreadgrextl yaatnedld at onnageo

The need for extra space is perceived as being further exacerbated by the
Landing Obligation rules implemented in 2019 (Uhlmann et al., 2019; European
Commission, 2025c), which may increase pressure to increase the hold storage
capacity when unmarketable fish cannot to be discarded. Safety features and
improved living conditions compete for priority with elements aimed at increasing
profitability, such as hold space (to store more fish) and fuel tanks (to enable
vessels to operate for longer periods).

However, such alternative metrics should avoid posing a risk to creating
imbalance and leading to overcapacity, particularly if the adaptations involve
improvements in the fleet’s ability to catch fish. This requires evaluating whether
there is a weak or strong link between fishing capacity (defined as the physical
characteristics of the fishing production tools) and harvesting capacity (defined
as the "ability to catch fish"). Ultimately, the extent to which such a metric can
complement kW and GT in managing fleet capacity depends on the extent of this

(®1) See Communication from the Commission for enhanced transparency and good
governance in the allocation of fishing opportunities by Member States: A vade mecum on
the application of Articles 16 and 17 of Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013 on the Common
Fisheries Policy [OJ C, C/2025/6227, 17.11.2025,

ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/C/2025/6227/0]]
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association. In case of a weak correlation, increasing the physical fleet capacity
would not come with increased risk for overcapacity, as other factors are more at
play. On the contrary, a strong correlation would require closely monitoring of the
current metrics, complemented with additional or refined metrics to address the
energy transition and modernisation challenges.

The review further explores how additional, or alternative metric indicators would
improve the management of the balance between input capacity (describing how
many fish can be caught with the full utilisation of the existing fishing capacity)
and output-oriented analysis (describing the amount per stock allowed to be
fished, i.e. the fishing opportunities).

An additional or alternative fishing capacity metric could also account for the
6technol ogical creepod e fabileyctda catchvishiotthe
fleets with different technological advancements, with the risk of overexploiting
marine living resources.

6.1.1 Safety-, Net- and Social-related tonnage

Limitations on GT have been widely reported as restricting efforts for vessel
modernisation to improve safety features and living space for the well-being of
crew on fishing vessels (e.g. ERGOSPACE, 2007). Improvements to safety
onboard would require installing equipment that would either reduce the space
required for fishing operations or necessitate extra GT (Table 22).
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Table 227 Safety and social tonnage related measures in fishing vessels extracted
from (European Commission, 2016) and their potential impact on vessel
dimensions

Potenti al

pti needing
onboard

Ensur e Watertight integrity. CheclLow

suitabilitygood condition to hold out

\éetsse! te.:Review of the stability an High

t'e errora 'fishyierag, new superstructur

I me. changes might affect the s
modi ficati ons woul d be ne
stability in safe margins.

Anodic protection. Reviewa Low
propell er etc.

Steering gear in correct c(Moderate
Pumping system revision. Low
Propul sion condition check.Moderat e
Seawater systems. He a't exc Moder at e
pipe circuits etc.

El ectrics. Low
Navigation and communicati(Low
Conditions for working sini(Moderate

Emergency Personal flotation device 1Moderate

ProCeEnr es Fi-feghting equipment . Low
Inclusion of |iferafts onb(Moderate

Stability Changes to increase vessel High
more space onboard. Excess
deck might negatively affe
under deck with safety and
considerable space.

Gener al Keeping the boat tidy and <Moderate

areas areas should not be obstrut

Wat chkeepirThe skipper must have provilLow
to see what is around.

Accommodati Accommodati on areas of t heHi gh
ambient temperature and ad:
Appropriate di mensi ons f oHi gh
insul ation against noise al
Cabin space for observer oI Moderate

Engine roorPreventive maintenance, incLow
of belts
Ensure it is a safe area ti(Moderate
Good ventilation to remove Moderate

Boarding alEnsure twhwasseglouirs safe to Moder at e

the vessel slippery, handrails are in
obstruction free route.

Foul ed gear Fi shing gear, nets etc. shcModerate
to work safely
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Safety Tonnage

To encourage better working conditions,t he EU devel oped the conc
tonnaged6é. This was first included as part o
IV (MAGP IV; see section 2 for a timeline of the CFP fleet policy) through a clause

in Article 4(2) of Decision 97/413/EC (°?):

6ln the Multiannual Guidance Programmes |
capacity resulting exclusively from safety improvements shall justify, on a
case by case basis, an increase by the same amount of the objectives for
fleet segments where they do not increase the fishing effort of the vessels

A

concerned. 0

This sought to |l imit the EUOGs fl eet capaci
adjustment period between 1%t January 1997 and 31s' December 2001. During
this time, vessels that made | mprovements

A

effortd could apply to the EU for additiona

The concept of Gafety tonnage§ however, was not clearly defined and led to a

number of court cases against the EU when several applications from the Irish

fleet were turned down, culminatiwg in a
Co mmi s &3 (see Annex 6).

Under the 2002 CFP Regulation, capacity ceilings in GT could be increased to
improve safety onboard, working conditions, or product quality under certain
conditions. The 2019 evaluation (European Commission, 2019a) remarked that
this possibility has not been used extensively by Member States, with the notable
exception of Spain, which introduced 3,776 GT for safety reasons during the
period between 15t January 2003 and 315t December 2013. Other countries either
did not make use of the possibility or enabled relatively low total capacity
increases for safety reasons over that same period.

Currently there are only 242 EU vessels (less than 0.5% of the total number of
vessels on the EU Fleet Register) with a registered safety tonnage (i.e.
GT_safety). Most of the vessels that were originally given a GT_safety allowance
have been decommissioned (see Annex 7). If the GT_safety information held in
the EU Fleet Register is accurate or complete, it would indeed mean that no
recent vessels have applied or could have applied to get extra space based on
safety grounds. However, it might be worth investigating if it is possible to
crosscheck national fleet registers with the EU fleet register to compare
GT_safety allowances for recent years, which would also indicate whether
Member States comply with the requirements of Regulation (EU) 2017/218.

(®?) OJ L 175, 3.7.1997, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/dec/1997/413/0j

(®®) Joined Cases T-218/03 to T-240/03 i 13 June 2006
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As an example, the Royal Decree RD 2887/1998 (*4) entered into force in Spain,
aiming to control the Afishing effor
the safety and working conditions, and crew accommodation. By this law, new
vessels under 15 metres LOA could increase their GT by a factor of 1.1 compared
to a decommissioned vessel. For vessels above 15 metres, the GT could be
increased by a factor between 1.35 and 1.7 depending on the type of vessel, but
the volume below the deck could only be increased by 10%. This led to the
addition of closed spaces, heavy cargo, fishing gear and other elements above
the deck, directly raising the centre of gravity of the vessels and deteriorating their
stability. As stated by Mata-Alvarez-Santullano and Souto-lglesias (2013), the
approval of this decree could be related to several incidents involving fishing
vessels constructed between 1999 and 2000 and between 2004 and 2007. This
example also shows that giving extra capacity to individual vessels can have
unintended negative effects. Hence, there are examples where the safety at sea
and the working conditions might have been degraded due to how the GT is being
calculated, or the LOA being categorised with unexpected side effects.

Social Tonnage

Although limitations on gross tonnage aim to prevent any modifications of vessels
and equipment that would increase the ability to catch fish, it appears to conflict
with vessel improvements that would make the vessel more ergonomic and safer
without necessarily increasing their GT or kW (ERGOSPACE, 2007). As noted in
European Commission (2016), there is a need to clearly define what constitutes
&ocial tonnageband &afety tonnagedand how to control for living space usage
whenever there is the wish for enhancing crew accommodation above the bare
minimum. This would list the pieces of equipment that contribute to the
improvement in safety and working conditions (e.g. following the International
Maritime Organization (IMO) fishing vessel safety code and voluntary guidelines
after the 2012 Cape Town Agreement) (°°), and how to measure their GT. For
example, enough separated living space and sufficiently insulated against noise,
cabin space for an observer onboard, improve visibility on the deck, need for
ballasts to improve vessel stability and safety-related superstructure installed
above the vessel deck (e.g. deckhouses covering the deck to protect the crew
against the sea and weather conditions and avoid risk of submersion).

Controlling for installation onboard fishing vessels and for initiatives aimed at
adding extra safety, comfort, and quality improvements to vessels is also needed
because fishing capacity limitations may incentivise non-compliance as these
limitations counteract arrangements for improving working conditions and safety

(®*%) https://www.boe.es/eli/es/rd/1998/10/23/2287

(%) https://www.imo.org/en/OurWork/Safety/Pages/Fishing%20Vessels-Default.aspx
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(e.g. Alvarez-Santullano and Souto-lglesias, 2014). The control needs to ensure
that such installation is fit-for-purpose.

Adding on minimum standards for safety onboard fishing vessels (Council

Directive (EU) 2017(159)) would therefore be beneficial to ensure standards are

upheld, should some GT to be redirected toward other uses (i.e. toward vessel
modernisation). Even though few Member States have ratified the ILO
Convention C188 (56)itst at es t hat sl eeping rooms shal/l
adequate space and comf orntangidgdrom 1t52 e?of i sher s
floor area per person of sleeping roomsa It also states that fthe maximum number

of people to occupy any sleeping room should be clearly marked in the room, and

that individual berths should not be less than 198 x 80 cm on 24 metre plus

vessels, or 190 x 70 cm minimum if agreed by the competent authorityd The

section on Design and Construction requires headroom of 200 cm in all
accommodation, or 190 cm if agreed by the competent authority.

Net Tonnage

Some stakeholders claim that net tonnage (NT) may be a better indicator of actual
fishing capacity or fish storage space. Using NT could provide a more accurate
representation of a vessel's operational fishing potential, rather than just its
physical size.

Net tonnage would deduct from capacity measurements the crew spaces and

other parts of the vessel not holding cargo. Measures that support vessel
modernisation and improve living and working conditions may compete with the

space allocated for fish holds, engine rooms and fuel tanks, potentially leading to

unintended side effects. For example, when fish hold volume and onboard
processing facilities are | imiting factors,
cause it to end trips early and return to port. Consequently, reserving part of the
vessel 6s capacity for modernisation (e.g.
transition), which may reduce available storage for the catch, could be perceived

as a reduction in the short-term profitability of fishing activities, unless such

additional capacity is excluded from standard capacity calculations.

From this perspective, it is argued that to make room for modernisation,
particularly those aimed at increasing vessel safety, it may be worthwhile
measuring the capacity in terms of NT. This would involve assessing whether it
could be an alternative proxy for GT and/or overall fishing capacity, provided that
measuring in NT would be accounting for the cargo volume only and thereby
excluding unused vessel space that is not directly linked to fishing capacity.

(%) Belgium, Denmark, Estonia, France, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal and
Spain have ratified the ILO C188 Convention. For a full list of countries see
https://normlex.ilo.org/dyn/nrmix_en/f?p=1000:11300:0::NO:11300:P11300 INSTRUMENT

ID:312333
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There is a formal and internationally recognised definition of NT, established by

the International Convention on Tonnage Measurement of Ships, 1969 (°’), which

is enforced by the IMO. In practice, t hi s means applying the
definition to determine the Net Tonnage of a vessel. However, for most fishing

vessels, NT does not exceed 30% of their GT. Therefore, NT is arbitrary

considered as 0.3 x GT, since the Convention (1969) establishes that NT shall

be at least 30% of the GT.

Given NT for most fishing vessels is set at 0.3 x GT by default, including NT in
the assessment of fishing capacity does not provide much additional information.
If in reality most fishing vessels could have an actual NT less than 0.3 x GT, the
current legal convention leads to NT values being inaccurately reported.

6.1.2 Other concepts for defining fishing capacity

The previous section calls for examining potential alternative concepts for
measuring fishing capacity and provide an analysis of its advantages and
disadvantages compared to the current approach. The extent to which it is
possible to control the ability to catch fish and to avoid technological advances
(leading to imbalanced fleets in the long run), is taken into consideration and
reflected in the analysis.

Ability to catch fish

According to the 2013 CFP Regulation, only kW and GT are recognised as fleet
capacity metrics. However, how those metrics relate to the actual ability to catch
fish remains a challenge. The concept of @bility to catch fishdhas proven difficult
to define. For example, in the 2002 reform of the CFP Regulation, Article 11(5)
stipulated that @n fishing vessels of five years of age or more, modernisation over
the main deck to improve safety on board, working conditions, hygiene and
product quality may increase the tonnage of the vessel, provided that such
modernisation does not increase the ability of the vessel to catch fishg yet it did
not define what constitutes this ability. Nevertheless, it is likely that modernisation
aimed at improving ¢oroduct quality§ may, in fact, enhance harvesting capacity
(e. g. by installing a refrigeration room
operational range).

To support this with data, auxiliary sources are needed to provide information on
the gear in use, as well as the relationship between the fishing capacity of
individual vessels registered in the EU and their individual @bility to catch fishd
Such analysis would link the type, size and geometry of fishing gear these vessels
can deploy for a given declared or measured input (kW, GT, days at sea, fuel

(°") https://treaties.un.org/doc/Publication/UNTS/Volume%201291/volume-1291-1-21264-
English.pdf

72


https://treaties.un.org/doc/Publication/UNTS/Volume%201291/volume-1291-I-21264-English.pdf
https://treaties.un.org/doc/Publication/UNTS/Volume%201291/volume-1291-I-21264-English.pdf

Eur opean Uni o névslutidnjcealengegand futueed tFinal Report

use). Recording fishing gear characteristics in logbooks is required, as stipulated

in the (EU) Control Regulation of 2023 and formulated as Article1 4 ( 2) (f ) : Ot he
of fishing gear, its technical specifications and dimensions, whenever
systematically collected for all Member States will be valuable for estimating

harvesting capacity at DCF Level 6. It will also help identify special characteristics

that influence differential fishing ability and enable a more detailed breakdown by

fishery (see Section 3). Hence, gear characteristics and dimensions are now

mandatory information to collect alongside logbooks as stipulated by Commission
Implementing Regulation (EU) 2025/2196 as specified in Annexe Tables XV and

XVI.

Vessel kW is also mentionedascontri buting to the Aability
vessel weight that can be displaced across the water linked the dragging force

(dollard pulld determining maximum gear size, and the optimal vessel speed

determine how quickly the vessel can navigate between spots and also back and

forth to the harbour.

Potential fishing capacity

Anot her concept to manage the fl eet i's toc
capacityo. As recal 03 &FAWLIYPI8 Hescnleecethedishieg al . (:
capacity as fAthe maxi mum amount of fish ov
that can be produced by a fishing fleet if fully utilised, given the biomass and age

structure of the fish stock and the present state of the tec hnol ogy 0. The
overcapacity therefore results from an excess in potential fishing capacity

compared to the target capacity which is the one required to capture the MSY.

Fishing effort (kW.days)

A measure based on GT was introduced in 2013 of the CFP Regulation to

address overfishing, as relying solely on kW was insufficient. This was due to the

possibility of installing oversized engines that could be de-rated (°8), the presence

of unaccounted auxiliary kW power, and discrepancies between the official and

effective kKW ratings. To counteract this, Italy restricts operators to use engines

and register their official kW rating, only to engine types based on the
manufacturerdéds product range s-mptedcpower cat i on s
ratings outside these specifications, which can reduce the likelihood of high-

impact infringements.

(®®8) De-rating means deliberately limiting the maximum power output of an engine below its true
technical capability through technical modification(s), provided that there is no possibility to
increase the performance of the engine above the de-rated power after de-rating is
completed.
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Despite this, some European fishing fleets, particularly in the Mediterranean,
have still been assessed as deploying an overall fishing effort exerting a fishing
pressure up to twice the sustainable level (see STECF ad-hoc CFP monitoring
reports). In this context of imbalance, fisheries management must better relate
the directly managed fishing capacity metrics (kW and GT) to the harvesting
capacity, which is only indirectly managed given the same capacity can lead to
different catching abilities and fishing mortalities depending on the fishing effort
deployed. An effective metric for harvesting capacity would need to better capture
the link between kW and GT to fishing mortalities Regarding kW, in the EU and
beyond, measuring fishing effort in kW.days instead of days-at-sea alone has
been a step toward capturing differences in harvesting capacities and
acknowledging their impact. In addition to this, fishing gear characteristics are
likely to significantly influence a fleet's ability to catch fish, and the size of the gear
typically depends onthev e s sleN. 6 s

GT categories

If current fishing capacity metrics are to be adjusted to prevent an increase in the
ability to catch fish when GT is increased, it would require evaluating the
feasibility of splitting GT into different categories. These categories could include
GT_safety (e.g. additional deck space), GT_energy_transition (e.g. space for
battery storage or installing a bulbous bow or inverted bow), GT_wellbeing (e.g.
more accommodation on board for the comfort of the crew), and a
GT_harvesting_cap (Figure 11).

Implementing these distinctions would also require the development of clear
protocols for marine surveyors (*°) to assess and verify these GT components. In
addition, it would require accurate reporting of the gear type and quantities used,
as vessels might otherwise exploit added space to store more nets, fishing
equipment, refrigerated fish hold and tanks, or to increase vessel size and
mobility, all of which could inadvertently increase harvesting capacity, besides
risks for safety onboard. For example, the fish hold capacity is linked to the
harvesting capacity, as it constraints the duration of fishing trips. However, other
conservation modes, such as fish tanks, might allow for better fish preservation,
but can also reduce vessel autonomy by limiting mobility and eventually its
harvesting capacity, especially when fish must be retained alive or in acceptable
conditions. Fitting a bulbous bow could also allow more space for other uses.

(%) Marine surveyors inspect equipment intended for new or existing vessels to ensure
compliance with various standards or specifications.
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Figure 11 7 Hypothetical split of the overall GT of a fishing vessel into four
subcomponents: GT_energy_transition, GT_harvesting_cap and GT_safety, and
GT_wellbeing. Note that the area covered by each square is hypothetical and does

not relate to any specific vessel arrangement known

B GT_harvesting cap B GT_energy_transition
W GT harvestingcap & energy transition W GT_wellbeing

B GT_safety

GT_harvesting_cap GT_wellbeing GT_energy_transition | GTharvestingcap&
energytransition

Individual cabin

Fish hold capacity incl
RSW

Engine room

washroom and sanitary

Bulbous bow, Hull
shape Fueltanksize

other accomodation Ballast

Source: Own elaboration

Onboard an individual vessel, it is apparent from Figure 11 that increasing the
GT_energy_transition without affecting the GT_harvesting_cap is a challenge.
The harvesting capacity of a vessel, proposed here to be approximated as its
hypothetical maximum annual catch, is determined by the rates at which the fish
hold is filled and emptied (see definition in Box 1, page 5). These rates depend
on several factors, including the crew available to operate the vessel and process
the catch, the capacity of the fish hold itself (which, once filled, could end the trip
unless transhipment takes place for vessels fishing outside EU waters), the catch
rates (in conjunction with production/freezing capacity in case of factory
ships/freezer vessels) that dictate how quickly the hold can be filled, and the
distance to the fishing grounds, which adds time to each trip.

Below is a detailed breakdown with equations that illustrate these factors:
Harvesting capacity = (max days at sea / trip duration) * fish hold capacity
where trip duration (in days) is defined as:

Trip duration = (fish hold capacity / catch per day) + steaming time
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Such a dramatically simplified formulation of the harvesting capacity (for example,
this formula will not hold if transhipment occurs, e.g., as for the EU’s external
fleet) already highlights some trade-offs with the fishing capacity. Hence, from the
equations we deduce that:

a) for example, the harvesting capacity could increase if:

1 The fish hold volume and other storage facilities are increased from an
optimised vessel configuration or a larger vessel (i.e. larger GT). There is
an increase in the internal volume of the vessel and more room for storage
(for the catch and ice, or various equipment such as nets, cranes, larger
drums, etc.) and more crew. For example, more room would be available
if the hull shape is changed for making less resistance to water, or with a
bulbous bow or an inverted bow.

1 The catch rates are increased due to larger gear size (from larger kW to
pull nets or travel faster, and larger space onboard to store nets). Larger
catch rates could also be induced by harvested stocks in better shape, or
the core of the stock distribution is closer to the shore (i.e. less steaming
time required to reach the core distribution of the stocks).

b) for example, the harvesting capacity could decrease if:

1 The engine room grows to the detriment of the fish hold volume and other
storage facilities.

1 The accommodation is made larger for each crew, and if better working
conditions require more space onboard.

1 The autonomy/range of the vessel is decreased from using less efficient
vessel propulsion.

1 The distance to reach the fishing ground increase over time from unwished
stock depletion effects or changing spatial distribution of the harvested
stocks.

We also note that the accommodation for crew could increase, for example if:

1 The hull shape is changed for making less resistance to water, for example
with a bulbous bow or an inverted bow whenever it comes with an increase
of the internal volume of the vessel and more room for accommodation.

Such division of the overall GT allowance into subcomponents addressing
different purposes (GT_safety, GT_energy transition, GT_harvesting_ cap,
GT_wellbeing) should be carefully crafted as the goal would be to balance the
GT_harvesting_cap (redefined as the maximal annual catch that a given vessel
can anticipate) with the fishing opportunities, without affecting the other GT
components. However, it would also account for a GT_harvesting_cap that is still
susceptible to change depending on the accessibility and availability of the
targeted stocks. For balanced fisheries it makes sense to remove several old and
inefficient vessels to introduce new and more efficient ones. However, once extra
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capacity enters a fishery, it would be very difficult to reduce it later if it exceeds
the available fishing opportunities. This is due to the longevity of fishing vessels
(25 to 40 years), which makes such adjustments cumbersome, especially if they
require a brand-new purpose-built vessel or a refit. A redefinition of GT would
also consider the existing legally binding country-specific capacity ceilings which
are currently expressed in overall GT.

A different way of calculating GT depending on the LOA

To standardise GT measurement, the EU adopted the method established by the

1969 London Convention. Using this approach, all Member States were required

to implement a programme to convert the measurement of vessels of 15 metres

LOA and over to this new basis. The required parameters outlined in Council
Regulation (EC) N0.3259/94 (%) , i nclude the vessel 6s LOA,
depth, and year of construction. For vessels near the 15-metre limit, the gap

between the method applied above and below this limit can result in different GT

values for otherwise similar vessels (see Table 23). This discrepancy likely
incentivises the design or retrofitting of vessels to stay below the 15-metre limit

in order to maximise GT allowances.

Gross Tonnage is generally calculated in a standardised way under the
International Convention on Tonnage Measurement of Ships (1969). However,
different methods of calculating GT may appl
LOA is less than 15 metres or greater than 15 metres. In addition, different
taxation schemes based on LOA (e.g. less than 12 metres), specific provisions
on LOA in the Technical Measures Regulation (EU 2019/1241) limiting access
for fishing in specific areas and/or with specific gear, have led to so-called
At hreshol d ethef EJcflees (see wxamphes m Annex 4), creating
incentives for abnormal vessel hull shapes and vessels with degraded
performance, resulting in reduced safety due to lower stability at sea and non-
optimal working conditions. This differential calculation of GT makes it more
advantageous to maintain or reduce vessel length to below 15 metres to stay
below this threshold and get more GT, often at the expense of onboard
ergonomics (ERGOSPACE, 2007). As a consequence, vessel hull forms have
changed over time to give less priority to hydrodynamic efficiency and more to
maximising the deck area available within a given vessel length. The reduction in
speed due to a shorter vessel hull has been partially offset by using more powerful
engines, which in turn also burn more fuel (Johnson et al. 2022). Hence, there is
increasing pressure within the sector to revise vessel size categorisation criteria
to eliminate these threshold effects (61). However, such effects are likely to persist

(59) OJL 339, 29.12.1994, ELLI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/req/1994/3259/0j

(%) Gross Tonnage and Propulsion Power ceilings - Grant agreement No VP/2016/001/0047
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regardless of how LOA categories are redefined, as any upper limit will always
be seen as a constraint.

Vessel length requirements are not part of the current capacity indicators GT and

kW used under the CFP. However, a vessel 0s
LOA. One potential improvement to fleet policy would be to revise the current GT

calculation method to remove the negative incentive to widen vessels instead of

lengthening them. This would encourage more hydrodynamic hull designs,

addressing the so-cal |l edshat dreffectso and i mprovin
Currently, a portion of the EU fleet may have suboptimal hull shapes caused by

these threshold effects on the LOA, leading to an increase in vessels” resistance

to water and, consequently increasing fuel consumption. It is likely that the engine

power required to propulse this reshaped vessel will also be lower than her

shorter equivalent (as a longer, narrower hull generally reduces wavemaking

resistance significantly, e.g. Lindstad and Eskeland 2015).

Table 231 Applying GT calculation from the formula given in Council Regulation
(EC) No. 3259/94 to two hypothetical vessels of 18 and 24 m in length in overall
(LOA), with vessel characteristics as defined by Regulation (EU) 2017/1130 (%?)

Bread{Dept e 0T
((m) ( m) formul a
apply)
18 5.5 2 46.50 GT 50 GT 7. 0%
24 5.5 2 73 GT 96 GT 24 %
6.2 Assessingt he feasibility of incre

and/or KW without increasing its ability to catch fish

In recent years, stakeholders have been criticising that the fleet capacity ceilings
hinder growth, innovation, safety and renewal of an ageing fleet (6%). However, it
remains to be seen if it is possible to change these safeguards without increasing
the overall ability to catch fish. This section aims to assess the feasibility to
increase a vesselds GT and/ or kW without in

(52) OJ L 169, 30.6.2017, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/req/2017/1130/0j

(5%) The 2022 common fisheries policy and common market organisation reports: your opinion
counts i take part in targeted consultations: https://oceans-and-
fisheries.ec.europa.eu/news/2022-common-fisheries-policy-and-common-market-
organisation-reports-your-opinion-counts-take-part-2021-12-17 _en.
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6.2.1 Evaluate the degree of correlation between fishing
capacity (GT or kW) and harvestingc apaci ty (nabi
tocatchf i s ho)

Previous studies have documented the strength of the link between fishing

capacity and harvesting capacity, which can vary dependingon t he vessel 0
length (i.e. unexpectedly, larger vessels do not always tow larger nets, Reid et al.

2011, see Annex 8). Indeed, according to an EC Communication in 2007, there

are two major ways to develop a control strategy of the fishing capacity and effort

indicators under the CFP (European Commission, 2007): i) vessel
characteristics; and ii) fishing gear characteristics. In addition, iii) the

management measures in place will also influence the development of the

harvesting capacity.

Vessel characteristics

The strategy so far is to rely on kW and GT as control mechanisms (see Annex
4) of the fishing capacity. If a strong correlation is found between kW and GT and
the ability to catch fish, a strategy to accommodate the safety and energy
transition challenges is to define some fleet capacity metrics independent of the
fishing capacity (i.e. some metrics that link to the social- net- or safety related
tonnages concept).

However, as the actual GT and kW of the EU fleets have gradually decreased
over time, the gap between the capacity ceilings and actual fleet capacity in terms
of GT and kW has widened for most EU Member States (see Figure 2, Section
3). The limits set for the national fishing fleet capacity expressed in kW and GT,
likely no longer correspond with the required balance to available fishing
opportunities, even if the i e n/é x igytstém were to work to adjust it.

This indicates a weak relationship between the fleet capacity, measured in GT or
kw, and the fability to catch fisho of a vessel, given the current imbalanced
situations reported in the EU. Therefore, the strategy should be to search for
alternative metrics beyond kW or GT, since changes in these metrics may not
meaningfully reflect shifts in fishing pressure if other factors (e.g. gear
characteristics), are the true drivers. These characteristics would thus need to be
collected, monitored and controlled to achieve a proper balance. This indicates a
substantial mismatch between the nominal fishing capacity and the
corresponding effective harvesting capacity (i,e.thevessébhbsl ity to ca
f i s I astrong correlation is found, the strategy is to continue relying on kW
and GT as control mechanisms (see Annex 4). In this case a addressing safety
and energy transition challenges would require a defining the fleet capacity
metrics independent of the fishing capacity.
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Gear characteristics

Previous studies collated information about the effect of gear characteristics in
determining the harvesting capacity. Such relationships were based on previous
studies of individual vessel data (EU FP6 TECTAC, CAFE (°%) or DEGREE,
Eigaard et al. 2011, 2014 and 2016), that used national logbooks to investigate
what are the factors affecting the ability to catch fish in each fishery or among
fisheries. Examples of such relationships are provided in Annex 5.

These studies also recognised that increased auxiliary power (not included in the
definition of the capacity in kW; see EEC No 2930/86 (°°) repealed by Regulation
(EU) 2017/1130 (%) has allowed the use of bigger nets and made fishing possible
at great depths (by powering electric winches), as well as powering Refrigerated
Sea Water (RSW) tanks onboard or electric fish pumps (Annex 9).

Management regime characteristics

The harvesting capacity and the relative impact of an increase of fishing capacity
is also likely to depend on the type of management regime in place (see also
Section 7.1):

1 For a quota regime little correlation might be expected between main
engine power (kW) and harvesting capacity if the fishing vessels operate
with quotas. With an increase in the engine power under the
implementation of catch limits, vessels would reach fishing grounds faster,
trips would be shorter (less time exposed to sea conditions), but the
catches would remain the same (volume limited by quota, and assuming
full compliance and catch declared correctly, full compliance to the
Landing Obligation, and no technical interactions among fisheries), and
therefore the kW in use would be decoupled for a large part from the ability
to catch fish. In practice, a strong correlation might be found, however, as
soon as the nArace f torbe theifissthad fishing, thd
guotas can incentivise bigger vessels and bigger engines to fish longer,
further away or deeper, and with bigger nets, with increased risks of
catching more unwanted catches and incentivising misreporting practices.

1 Vessels operating primarily without quotas (e.g. effort regime in the
Mediterranean, or targeting non-quota species in the NAO), there may

(5%) ices.dk/about-ICES/projects/EU-
RFP/EU%20Repository/CAF%C3%89/FP6%20CAF%C3%89%20Final%20Activity%20Rep
ort.pdf

(55) OJ L 274, 25.9.1986, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/req/1986/2930/0j

(6%) The term ‘'fishing capacity' means a vessel's tonnage in GT (Gross Tonnage) and its power
in kW (Kilowatt) as defined in Articles 4 and 5 of Council Regulation (EEC) No 2930/86
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exist a stronger correlation between the engine power (kW) increment and
the GT and the harvesting capacity, since vessels could cover longer
distances in a shorter time, going faster and operate with bigger nets or
other fishing gears, reaching higher catch rates, as well as storing more
catch. If an effort management is set to mitigate such an effect, e.g.,
whenever limiting the number of days allowed, or constraining the trip
pattern to daily trips (for example, in the multiannual plan for fisheries
exploiting demersal stocks in the Western Mediterranean i the West Med
plan), it might in practice reinforce such correlation as a limitation on
volume caught is lacking.

1 Vessels conducting mixed fisheries, correlation between the fishing and
the harvesting capacity is assumed high, as in mixed fisheries situations
(typical of demersal fisheries where actual catches risk more mismatching
fishing opportunities whenever demersal species co-exist and are caught
all together), a larger fishing capacity would apply a larger pressure on
mixed species, non-target species, or non-quotas species.

6.2.2 Technological advances affecting the harvesting
capacity

The effects of technological improvements must be taken into consideration and
reflected in the analysiswhenassessing the feasibility to
and/or kW without increasing its ability to catch fish.

Technological advancement factors

At the fleet level, harvesting capacity increases over time when technological

i mprovements occur JStutebhaol ogicec@laser e@apad h
catchf i sho resul ts f r okWvand)fuel &fficieraey, i) improvede ngi ne
gear performance (e.g. size of the net, net rigging, net material, hydraulic

winches, horizontal opening in trawl nets, headline length, number of net drums),

iii) improving fishing strategies (e.g. shifting to different depth stratum, fishing

grounds, or upgraded navigation equipment); and iv) technical adaptations

aiming to increase the economic performanc
nozzle propulsion systems that increased fuel savings, by up to 20% (Damalas

et al., 2014).

Increasing economic performance by lowering fuel expenses might lead to a
greater "abilitytocatchf i sho i f such expenses Were the
indicator of technological improvement is the amount of fuel consumed per catch
tonne (i.e. fuel use intensity, FUI). The FUI has been in constant decrease in the
last two decades, for different fisheries such as the purse seiners operating in the
Indian Ocean (Chassot et al., 2021) or the different fishing vessels of the
Norwegian fisheries (Jafarzadeh et al., 2016), in part given by the technological
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advancements (e.g. when more operations are done per fishing day by a vessel,
or more catch per operation, or less fuel used, etc.). Hence, substituting an old
vessel with a new one or modernising an existing vessel are both changes
expected to increase the harvesting capacity. Depending on the fishing gear
applied, fuel expenses are very important, and fishers decide on their fishing
strategy taking them into account. Fishers may limit their fishing days because of
the fuel costs.

Such an ability to catch fish per unit of fishing effort could also decrease
depending on the type of fishing techniques the reallocated fishing capacity is
directed to, as the same species can also be caught using different fishing
techniques with different efficiency (e.g. Danish seine vs bottom trawling vs
bottom set nets). Indeed, the harvesting capacity varies among fleet
segments/fisheries/vessels, especially between vessels of different sizes, and
increases on average with vessel length, and also because of more storage and
processing facilities onboard. Larger storage space may mean longer fishing
trips. Large high-seas freezer trawlers and factory vessels have a complete fish
processing plant on board and large storage facilities for frozen fish filets. In
addition, outside EU waters they usually make use of transshipments to transfer
catches. In the future, with changes in available species, changing market
requirements, and improvements in fish processing, more space may be
necessary. Such extra space may come with a better ability to catch fish.

Advances in electronic and computer technologies have also significantly
increased harvesting capacity, enabling fishers to easily locate fish, or, for
example, fishing closer to shipwrecks without risking losing the nets. Skipper’s
experience and literacy in using outcomes of research in ecosystem conservation
I such as satellite maps and high-definition fish distribution models i have been
leveraged by companies offering fishing aid products. Hence, the harvesting
capacity can also vary depending on the individual skipper's ability to use gears,
fish behaviour and selectivity of the gears, electronic onboard equipment and
weather conditions that vessels may encounter. This progress has led to a
substantial rise in the ability to catch fish.

Annual percentage increase

In a previous CFP revision, the entry/exit scheme (Article 13 of 2002 CFP
Regulation) stipulated that at least 1.35 times the capacity had to be withdrawn
before new capacity could be added to the fleet 1 specifically if the new vessel
would exceed 100 GT. This measure was designed to counteract the effects of
technological creep.

The likely annual percentage increase in the ability to catch fish may be included
in guidelines as a corrective measure of fishing capacity measurement.
Technological advances such as GPS, echo sounders or enhancements in
fishing gears may have accounted an average increase of 2% per year in fishing
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capacity according to Palomares and Pauly (2019). These authors analysed 51
different case studies, covering periods from 4 to 129 years. According to this
result, the fishing capacity of commercial fishing could double in 35 years due to
technological creep. Other studies estimated up to a 3% annual increase in the
harvesting capacity given by the technological advances (Auditors, 2011).
Damalas et al. (2014) estimated the effect of technological creep in the Greek
demersal fleet to be less than 1% over the period 1994-2008. Negative values
were also reported, likely due to overexploitation, indicating that when fishing on
overexploited stocks the technological creep may be underestimated.

Pattern in technological advance s

Studies have shown that harvesting capacity changes with time and technological
development. The most frequent pattern in fisheries-related technological
advance seems to be shorter, relatively stable periods with gradual increases
interrupted by one or two large year-to-year jumps (Marchal et al., 2002; O6 Ne i | |
and Leigh, 2007).

EU wide evaluation of annual increase in harvesting capacity

An overall decreasing trend in total catches has been observed since the 2000s,
with catches declining from 5.9 million tonnes in 2001 to 3.3 million tonnes in
2023 (Eurostat, 2024). This trend has also been reported by the European Market
Observatory for Fisheries and Aquaculture Products (EUMOFA, 2025). At the
same time, a gradual reduction in the total GT and kW of the Member States6
fleets has been observed since the 2000s. If technological creeping is increasing,
more tonnes of fish caught per GT should be expected over time. Indeed, two
increasing periods of increase in this ratio (catch tones/GT) can be identified:
2007-2018 and 2021-2023 (Figure 12). However, some declining periods are also
evident, which are likely associated with phases of overexploitation. This
suggests the need for a more detailed and disaggregated analysis of the
technological creeping effect, taking into account fleet segments and different
vessel types.

Quantitative analysis of changes in the ability to catch fish over time can support
corrective statistical analysis, such as CPUE standardisation (e.g. Marchal et al.
2001, Eigaard et al. 2014, Damalas et al. 2014, Mahévas et al. 2011, Hoyle et al.
2024). This can be achieved by examining time series data for DCF Level 6
fisheries to adjust trends in fishing capacity relative to changes in harvesting
capacity (see Annex 10 on standardisation of the fleet capacity with a GLM
statistical modelling). Such analyses would deserve being repeated with more
disaggregated data, if national logbook data and national fleet registers become
available, potentially providing more detailed information than the EU Fleet
Register, such as the targeting behaviour, soaking time, and other operational
parameters.
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Figure 1271 Time series of catch per GT, all EU fleet
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Automatic m itigation of technological advances with a corrective factor

The European Commission has acknowledged that harvesting capacity tends to
increase over time and disregarding such an increase can result in excess fishing
capacity (European Commission, 2009b). While technological improvements can
enhance more selective fishing, technological creep also poses challenges for
managing the risk of overfishing and increases the incidental catch of non-target
species that lack commercial value.

Historically, finput ¢ o n t (e.g. leffort management) of EU fisheries has been

implemented through Multi-t-An nu a | Gui dance Progr/axihmes anc
r e g i meoantetad this effect by reducing and limiting fishing capacity. The

European Commission (European Commission, 2009b) suggested that an

annual increase of 3% in effective fishing capacity is a realistic estimate. Such an

increase would have more than offset the substantial reduction in nominal EU

fleet capacity achieved through large-scale policies targeting fishing capacity and

effort reductions from 1992 to 2008 (Eigaard et al. 2014). However, no automatic

reduction for technological creep has been implemented so far.

6.3 Vessel modernisation for energy transition
Reduction in fuel consumption and energy transition call for implementing new
fishing technologies to complement or substitute the existing ones (¢7).

A previous stakeholder consultation (European Commission, 2022a) identified
current regulations as one of the main barriers to the uptake of new technologies,

(57) https://maritime-forum.ec.europa.eu/theme/blue-economy-and-fisheries/blue-
energy/energy-transition-partnership_en
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as regulations could limit the opportunities for improvements supported by the
EU. The current limitations on vessel fishing capacity are seen as having two side
effects: i) they have led to the development of non-optimal vessels in the past;
and ii) they may hinder the adaptation to accommodate new technologies
necessary for energy transition.

At the same time, some stakeholders (e.g. environmental NGOs) argue that fuel
subsidies or any measures that enhance fishing capacity could delay adaptation
to rising operational costs and contribute to unsustainable fishing practices. Some
fisheries would not be profitable without subsidies and subsidies also ensure that
enough revenue is generated for the vessel crew to be paid (given the particular
remuneration by share system in the fishing sector). However, reducing the cost
of fuel reduces the incentive to use it efficiently, potentially undermining the
sector 6 s pr cedugingtinvestinegntyin emiastbn-reducing technologies
(OECD, 2025).

A recent EU techno-economic analysis (European Commission, 2024c) identified
multiple technological solutions to reduce the carbon footprint of the fishing fleet.
However, these solutions vary in terms of technological readiness, fuel storage
requirements, and the geographical range of exploration (i.e. autonomy) they
offer to fishing vessels. Depending on these factors, the space required on board
a vessel may differ, leading to variations in how GT and kW are used to provide
the same service as the baseline configuration. Consequently, implementing
some of these solutions, while keeping the same individual vessel capacity, may
reduce a abiitg t® cach thessame quantity of fish per trip.

Among the vessel improvements identified that would make the vessel more
energy-efficient without necessarily increasing their GT or kW are some technical
innovations related to propulsion and engine systems (Table 24).

Table 247 Summary elaborated from the  EU techno -economic analysis 2024

Technological Readiness Levels (TRL) are a system for assessing the maturity of the
technology, where TRL 1 being the lowest (basic research) and TR 9 being the highest
(full scale deployment)

Fossiue
Categor/flnnovations|saving Extra space

potent.i

TechniciElectric

measuretconsumer s i 101L5% 9 Moving of cargo s
propul sihydraulic
engine Freqguency co 0-2% 9 N o
Wast e heat 10 % 9 Yes
systems
Ol L fIItrat"go%f oi 9 Uncertain
frequency dr
0 | .
On shore ele LU0 i 9 Uncertain
port
Large propel\lmo% 9 No

nozzl e
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Fossiue

Categorflnnovations|{saving space nee
potent.i

Anti fouling 510 % 9 N o
Pr-eand ost |

-050 ?
stators Vit 2 ’
Antiroll sys Uncertai?9 ?
Propealulddrer u 5% 9 N o

Vessel Il mproved hul 430% 9 Yes

ard VEa I air

operatit PPy 3-15% 9 N o
system

0. 5 (o

Energy effic Sl eed oo

AIternaIElectric 100% 4-5 Ve, el sae g t'
fuel s size of the vesse
Diesélctric 1025 % 9 Yes, increased sy
. . Mor e bunkering ne
0, -
Bi odi esel 406 % 4-9 energy density
Bi ocrudes 100 % 2-9 ?
Mor e-bomarsd or age s
Met hanol 100% 8-9 needed as met han
heating value
1 litre gasoline-=
0 o
Et hanol 100 % 4-6 based on power de
Mor e bunkering ol
' . : are needed due t
AMIME D1 & = DU 7= densaintdy t o ensur e
saf.ety
LNG 25 0 9 LNG ha_s a Iow_er
than diesel (circ
Tank volume i s a
0, -
Sydregen =D ) more than that di
Wi nd Kite 1-25 % 7-9 Uncertain
aSSIStaISuction wi ng 525% 8-9 Yes, need deck s¢
Sail s 5-25 % 7-9 Yes, need deck sg
Wind turbine 02% 8-9 Not much needed
FIl ettner rot 320% 9 Not much needed
Fishing Sumwing beam 1130% 9 Not needed
i i Not needed
OQutrigging 13545% 9
net s
Twinrig beam 25% 9 Not needed
Al ternative 20% 5-9 Not needed
Using sledge 15% 9 Not needed
From active 90 % 9 Uncertain, bu_t §
gear operate the fishi
Hel i x tsrpawlall45% 5 Not needed
beam trawler
Lighter nets 40% 9 Not needed
Al ternative 20% 1-9 Not needed
Onboard Multlstagdaloo_s% 9 Not needed

processipumps
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Fossiue

Categorflnnovations|{saving Extra space nee
potent.i
50
CoggeBelVt 25 % S Not needed
el ectric
Usimatur al re20% 9 Uncertain
Facilit: Not needed, unl
measure:!Slow or smar 150% 9 ability to catch
effective ti me
Rout e planni a
devices 10% 7-8 Not needed
Energy audit Variabl ¢9 Nomeeded
Oms @&l €10% 9 Not needed

monitoring s

I ntegrated d

and monitori510% 9 Not needed

e. g. Bl uebox
Some other improvements would require extra space, such as vessel design and
vessel operations listed in the table above. For example, installing a dual system
propeller, which could contribute to fuel cost savings per unit of effort, may
necessitate a larger engine room. However, implementing these fossil fuel
savings potential might, for some of them (i.e. the ones not substituting for
alternative fuel), also allow for the installation of a smaller fuel tank, thereby
freeing some cargo space.

Depending on the type of solution, the likelihood of requiring extra space, and
thus changes in fishing capacity, is different. Solutions that would increase a
v e s s leM odbGT should be assessed on a case-by-case basis (Figure 13). Such
assessments should involve consultations with naval architects, marine
engineers or other independent entities to technically justify that any increase in
vessel capacity is solely due the space needed for energy transition solutions.
These justifications should be further reviewed by independent technical experts
in the field.

In the following sub-sections, we examine in more detail the different possibilities.

87



Eur opean Uni o névelutidnjckaliengegand futueed tinal Report

Figure 131 A decision flow chart under different probabilities (very low, low, considerable) for requiring extra vessel capacity
likely needed in addressing energy  transition challenges

Decarbonisation Reallocation Have former Yes[  Preserve
modifications evaluation - unbalanced - reallocation
(periodic). segments strategy.
jmproved?
Allow to increment Iz the increment Review/removal of the
KW/GT according | Y83 justified, not providing >, _N° | kW/GT modifications that Reallncation of No
to the technical potential fish capacity would increase fishing fishing efforts
justification. increments? capacity of the vessel. ishing efforts.
Mo

Technical justification and

revision of the reasons and KW Does it require Yes Does it require Doesit CD_\"EF any
increment level given in the extra GT or extra extra capacity? technical
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Fishing capacity increment
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Yes probability:
Promote. Find
extrapolation options O Very low
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fishing capacity?
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increment in vessel
dimensions for the
proposed solution.

Source: Own elaboration
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6.3.1 Improving energy efficiency

Short-term energy transition solutions that improve energy efficiency, excluding
more radical changes such as switching to alternative propulsion systems or
redesigning new hull shapes for new vessels (see 6.3.2) are unlikely to require
additional space onboard (European Commission, 2024c). Hence, the European
Co mmi s stechno-écenomic analysis (2024c) evaluated a range of energy
efficiency innovative solutions, all of which demonstrated high technological
readiness levels (TRL).

Energy-efficient solutions that can be implemented on existing vessels would
include: the use of biodiesel, waste-heat recovery systems, propeller-rudder
upgrades, larger propellors, nozzle and optimised sterns, electric-powered on-
board equipment (e.g. for cranes and winches), frequency converters, oil filtration
systems, anti-fouling measures, shore-side electricity supply, fins and stators,
bulbous bows, and anti-roll systems or stabiliser fins.

New vessel designs or retrofits may include adding a bulbous bow (as a
protuberant bulb) to the hull of the vessel or installing hybrid/electric propulsion
systems. These modifications can reduce fuel consumption but may require an
increase in the GT if using some GT dedicated to other utilisation is perceived as
a drawback or may impair the safety on board (°®). For example, the addition of
a bulbous bow may require an increase of 3-4 m® to the hull volume. However,
such changes are currently prohibited under the CFP regulation due to the overall
andi ndi vi dual 0GT/ kW/ fishing efforté
and 23. However, if eligible, exemptions may be made under Article 19 of the
EMFAF, which allows for capacity increases only if an equivalent amount of
capacity is first removed.

When assessing the potential resistance from the fishing sector or Member
States (i.e. political risk), to adopting new technologies or practices, as well as
assessing their potential for adverse environmental impacts beyond carbon
emissions, such as pollution, noise, or the risk of overfishing (i.e. environmental
risk), these solutions were found to be feasible and associated with low political
and environmental risks (see the complete inventory of solutions in the EC
techno-economic study).

Improving the energy efficiency of fishing gears also offers promising potential
without altering their catchability. In addition, making fishing gear more selective

(68) Overall, the change of the engine itself might not require much more space, but the storage
systems for alternative fuels, the addition of batteries or other technologies might need
more space. For example, a methanol engine could be similar in dimensions when
compared to a marine gasoil engine (MGO), but the storage of methanol requires twice the
space required for MGO, hence possibly requiring more GT_energy_transtion, and possibly
extra safety facilities onboard.
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in targeting commercial or marketable species can enhance sustainability, reduce
fuel use intensity (i.e. fuel use per kilogramme of catch), and promoting healthier
fish stocks and ecosystems. However, for certain fishing techniques, such as
bottom trawling, it remains uncertain whether fuel consumption can be reduced
without negatively affecting the catchability of the gear (STOA, 2024).

To address the challenges of energy transition, where energy efficiency
improvements may require additional vessel capacity or enhance fishing

efficiency, it is essential to investigate the extent to which capacity metrics (GT,

kW) and other vessel character i catchfciss (d OA)
(see Section 6.2). Technical solutions that do not require an increase in vessel

capacity generally pose a low risk of increasing overall fishing capacity. These

types of short-term changes, which help to reduce fuel consumption, could be

promoted while carefully monitoring any potential increase in fishing capacity

risks.

6.3.2 Using alternative fuels for the vessel propulsion

The EU techno-economic analysis (European Commission, 2024c) further
identified the requirements for fleet renewal and the existing solutions to address
future challenges in fisheries development. These requirements include
retrofitting existing vessels or designing larger ones to operate with new energy
sources and greener fuels. Knowledge and development of alternative fuels for
propulsion, such as LNG (liquified natural gas), methanol, hydrogen (produced
through water electrolysis) and electrification, is growing (SINTEF Ocean, 2021,
IRENA & Methanol Institute, 2021; European Commission, 2023c).

However, these alternative fuels have lower volumetric energy density than
diesel, requiring more onboard space for larger engines and fuel tanks, as
summarised in Table 25. For example, electrification requires a much larger
space onboard vessels than energy storage via conventional diesel (FIS, 2023;
Figure 14).

Thus, maintaining the same vessel GT, but using alternative greener fuels with
lower energy density, may reduce available space and performance. Moreover,
the installation of some energy transition technologies may increase vessel
weight (Figure 15). For instance, converting a 15 m trawler to methanol could
increase the weight of the empty vessel (e.g. the weight of the empty vessel with
machinery and equipment) by 21.4% compared to using conventional marine
gasoil. In the case of LNG, the extra vessel weight could be up to 54% (FIS,
2023).
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Figure 141 Fuel volume taken by 10 megawatt -hour (MWh) of energy for different

fuels

Liquid Liquid Gaseous Gaseous

Di L Meth L

lese ethano Ammonia Hydrogen Hydrogen Hydrogen
(70 MPa) (35 MPa)

Source: Estimates by Panic et al. 2022 for energy densities of: Diesel, LNG (liquified natural gas),
Methanol, Liquid and gaseous hydrogens, and Foretich et al. 2021 for Liquid ammonia)

Figure 15 - Percentage of extra weight given in a 55-litre gasoline tank when
considering different alternative fuels

Note that these increments are only based on the weight of the tank (%°). LPG (liquified
petroleum gas), CNG (compressed natural gas), H2 (Hydrogen)
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Source: Martins and Brito (2020)

(8%) Alternative fuels, some of them provide much more MWh per kg than marine gasoil. For
example: hydrogen has a calorific value of 120-140 MWh/kg, LNG has 50-55 MWh/kg,
while diesel has 45.6 MWh/kg. If we only observe the fuel itself, there exist some fuels with
higher kWh per kg than marine gasoil (for same kWh they might need less weight).
However, the increment in weight does not come only from the fuel, but also from the tanks
and other necessary equipment to install alternative fuels.
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According to Damian et al. (2022), one of the main drawbacks of hybrid power
systems in vessels, apart from the large space needed for the installation of
components such as Energy Storage Systems (ESS), is the potential increase in
vessel weight. Similarly, Gray et al. (2021) found that energy transition solutions
such as lithium-ion batteries, methanol or hydrogen require additional space and
add more weight than conventional diesel systems to achieve equivalent range,
based on their study of cargo ships.

In the fishing sector this could also require additional kW compared to the
conventional propulsion systems in some cases. Assuming the same level of
effort at sea is maintained, the heavier and larger size of gas or battery/electric
engines compared to diesel counterparts, may require either more kW or an
increase in GT on the same vessel.

Contrary to shifting to using new fuel types, short-term solutions for lowering the
fossil fuel consumption in fisheries do not involve more GT/kW in general (see
Table 25). Minimising energy use with such solutions for more energy efficiency
(see 6.3.1) before shifting over to alternative fuels will also help to minimize
possible need for increased storage space for fuel.
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Table 257 Changes in vessel dimensions for different decarbonisation modifications (see Annex 11)
Technol Type of st Type of v i i Ref erenc
LNG Long teOperative vessSeifi@&rawl el Dual engine + battery pa Bai-Mar i t(2 0%l
m) |l onger than its previous EC(202)3
Long teViability stucCoastal dei124. 6% om an insulated LNCJafarzadeh
trawler (3:Marine Gas Oil (MGOpPR the 20137

vol ume x 2. 8.

Long teViability stucFactory triFrom MGO modLNGcation inlLei(2@)8
(39.79 m) di mensi ons:

Length w.|I. (m): 39.79tt
12.03
Fuel tank vol ®)me FIP.exi’f i

Long teViability stucl6.7 m trayvlncrement in dimensions: FI @033
Tankg +122% vol ume) ; Leng-
GT + 39 GT (36.7 %)

Long teViability stuc24.5 m tralncrement in dimensions: FI @023
Tankg +114. 3% vol ume) ; Le
GT + 91 GT (36.8 %)

Met hano Long teState of the &- Lower energy capacity, r Cent(20)7

the tanks needed for MGO
Vmet hanol / Vdi esel =2)

Long teState of the &- Met hanol requires twice Gabrieli:d a
diesel tank,emwendy thentsa Jaf ar 2a0d2e0h

Long teViability stucContainer ¢For a service speed of 31 Amma2039

m) met hanol ahdi €9e4l. 3( dw al

needed, and ap@Odwa unlad el
needed (twice the tank v
fuel engine).

Long teViability stuclO0O m pot I ncrement in dimensions: FI@0233

f
\rlngtszglno' U'Tantke 1200 L ( 10°0+%)0;. 7B ema nf
GTte 7 GT (53.8 %)

Long teViability stucl6.7 m tra'lncrement in dimensions: FI @023
met hanol
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Tantke 9000 L (100 %); Le

%)
GT to + 29 GT (27.4 %)
Long teViability stuc24.5 m travlncrement in dimensions: FI@023)
methanol Tank to + 23,150 L (110
%)
GT ° + 48 GT (19.4 %)
Bi odi es Short t Operative vessArtisanal 1{1Used B50 biodiesel extraMoecke (20126
boat s without any additional g
Long teReview of |ite- Brake specific fuel cons Sakthi v l0 e
when compared to pure di
consumptions may | ead to
requirements)
Short t Operative vessTrawlers (:The vessels ran with B20 Oced&n sheri e
19 m) with no extra investment (20230
changes. Biodiesel bl end
handled in the same way
El ectri Short t Operative vessl1ll m and 1.:.Diesel engine for steami Mari il mant e
THybrid Sma$t¢tale fifishing grounds, all fit (20239
electri. vessels
Sy Bl Eme Long teViability stuclO0O m pot fiThe vessel operation | as FI @023
fishing vetand 100 kW electric moto
modi fying gross tonnage
Long teReview of | ite- Battery banks are heavy, Gabrielidi a
shorter operational dist f ar Z2a0d2e0h
the same sizes
Long teReview of [|ite- Due to onboard space | i mBasur ka2 ®33
is compromi sed.
Long teOperative batt - Gives a eference of a b Kemp 2021
has a volumetric enerigyl
other wordspftotshmheeadge 11
Short t Energy StorageSome ssmadlle Change in vessel di mensi e. ¢gc.or vEunser g
and diesel gerfishing ve:tvolumetric energy densit 2@3%
already op¢size of the generator an
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with hybri:
propul si on.

Hydroge Long teReview of [|ite- Liguid hydrogen requires Bal comb &2 0elt9
ammoni a vol ume than HFO and 30 t
compressed hydrogen. Hyd
stored as |iquid ammoni a
such | ow temperatures
Long teReview of |ite- Due to hydrogen having a Romano and
density so storage syste (2021
and therefore distributi
to 6traditional 6 fuels
Long teOperative vessTraining fiGreen Hydrogen fuel <cell e. dNor wegi an
vessel (35 for zero emission operat Hydro@eni4
have started in summer 2
340 kW, with the f2l3 owi COFVEMer@y34
2.2 m
Bul bous Long teViability stuc25.8 m tra\'A bul bous bow wibhthOtfie*| Szel angi ewi
could reduce the water r (2031
8.5 knots. aGas of ¥ eodhe r2e% t ¢
the waterline I ength of
0O.m to 2.3 m Il ength of b
all ows for such a change
Fish ho Long telLiterature Ability to Larger vessel di mensions ASIBhi p Dstsu
di mensi . increased yUse Intensity by reducin (2018)
catch from whenever fish hold capac
Wi nd Long teOperative vess4l m | ongliRigid sail system instal Alei x@08g40i
propul s 12n hi gh. No increment ir
Visibility and stability
considered depending on
Suitable in fishing vess
Fi shing Short t Test in operat75m3rawler No major changes needed Gri mal d@0o4g6b
solutio 17. 7% fuel consumption r
trawl doors
Short tLaboratory tes- 17% fuel consumption reddLee €g20Hh8 .

designs.
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Technol Type of st Type of v i i Ref erenc

Short t Laboratory tesTwo m4trawl No major
to 18% f

changes needed Parent €2 0e(t8

uel consumption
the net design parameter
Short/ Literature - Change needed in vessel Bastard{2# 2
medi um catch efficiency (Il arger
ri sk for overexploitatio
mesh size. Compatible wi
Regul ati on
Operati Short tViability Stuc- No major changes needed Lato20@1
changes. and sl ow stean 15% reduction in fuel <co
f![S‘h'tng,Short t Viability Stuc37 m purse No major changes needed Basur ko2 @33
strateg. and slow steanand pol al1l15% reduction in annual
fishing vec:
Short t Viability StucTrawlers (:No major changes needed Sala @024l
and slow steanm). 1005% fuel consumption r ¢
steaming speed from 11 t
Short t Viability StucTropical tiNo changes needed in ves Granado(2e84
optdamii on. seiners reductions given by opti
FAD objects.
Short t Technical stucPurse sein¢eNo changes needed in ves Marine | nst
optimisation routing optimisation can (2032
20 %.
Short t Viability StucTropical tiNo major changes needed Goi koet xea
opti mum fishirseiners. Fuel consumption reducti (2024
of optimum fishing groun
Short t Viability Stuc- No maj or changes needed Chang (20136l
Fuel consumption reducti
consideration of sea cur
Technol Short t Operative vessOne trawleiNo major changes needed Gabi fTa(2eét) 6a
changes devices. trolling I'iAround 2% fuel consumpt.i
vessels by the usage of magnetic
Short t Viability stuc39 m botterNo major changes needed Basur ko2 @33
consumption intrawler Repl acement of existing
d

onboar
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Technol Type of st Type of v i i Ref erenc

Short t Antifouling cc21 m bottoiNo major changes needed Notti(et9al
Decreased fuel consumpt.
innovatirieleedvalcoati ng.

Long teReduce engine In case of Replace engi ka\emg@gb.nesNwald1CFP Art 22,

motorisatitincrease required. One v

mot or size vessels vs. two old vess

speed. efficient vessel
Governa Short t Rebuilding fisAll vessel Less time at sea if more Bastard(@2®3e
changes Fusvor | ess stocks. No change in cap
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6.3.3 Capacity reallocation among fleet segments

To reduce fuel consumption, there is potential to change from fuel-intense to low-
carbon fishing techniques. This should consider the flexibility in redistributing GT
or KW across fisheries, with a focus on maintaining or reducing overall harvesting
capacity, particularly for overfished stocks. This approach could also be used by
Member States as a workaround to maximise the use of their allocated GT and
kW without increasing overall fleet capacity.

However, reallocating effort from overcapacity or less efficient fleets to those with
remaining margin and lower carbon intensity, may inadvertently create new
imbalances. Hence, by analysing historical catch data and standardising capacity
metrics to make them comparable across fisheries (see Section 3.3.1), a
transition or conversion matrix based on in kW or GT could be developed (see
example in Annex 10). This matrix could serve as the bases for testing
prospective fleet conversion scenarios or supporting the development of specific
fisheries. These scenarios would take into account fleet renewal requirements,
such as increased safety, better working conditions/habitability, and
modernisation for energy transition, and could be used to evaluate the
subsequent change in overall EU fishing capacity under a given level of kW or
GT.

By nature, fish stocks are subject to inherent variations, which cause fishing
opportunities to vary over time. This variability can conflict with a fixed fishing
capacity, potentially leading to short-term imbalance, either under- or
overcapacity. Such imbalances are likely to persist in specialised fleets that may
struggle to adapt when fishing opportunities for their specific target species
decline. In contrast, allocating more capacity to polyvalent vessels (those fishing
upon a diverse portfolio of species), may help mitigate this risk (see Section 7).

In fisheries experiencing excess effort or overcapacity, the implementation of
individual vessel quotas was predicted to reduce fleet imbalance. Such quotas
would enable an increase in the fishing capacity of more economically viable
fishing vessels, while likely reducing the overall capacity as it is reallocated from
vessels exiting the sector. The implementation of individual vessel quotas, has
for example led to a reduction in the number of fishing vessels in countries such
as Norway or Denmark (Asche et al., 2014).

There are examples of managing harvesting capacity that take into account
differences in fishing techniques (see Table 26). Harvesting capacity translates
into fishing mortality when fishing capacity is multiplied by the fishing pressure
(effort) on fish stocks. Hence, the fishing mortality resulting from a given level of
fishing effort depends on the specific fishing techniques used. However, if some
fishing vessels can be specialised in a particular technique, it is also possible to
operate different techniques on polyvalent vessels. This makes the relationship
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between a vessel6 $arvesting capacity and a specific fishing technique less
straightforward.

Table 26 1 Fishing gear characteristics  that would define harvesting capacity and
possible limiting factors

Fi shTencghni g|Har v e sGaipnagci t vy

Longliners Average number of hooks wused hnthat
have been in the sea with a number
per hook is constant, the totalNumts
of | i nes ocaairdrii reidt eoch bby ,¢thiea agemisera cc
and deskexptade operfaitsihnigng.he

Vessels usinThe mesh size, average |l ength and a
wi t h number of haul s, and fishing
determine the harvesting capacity s
the amount of greaw @amdbecarzée of

Trawl ers The meshndi mesh @éonmeter ynet , the ti
been in the sea with a number of
opening ogthéehéehaviourthedfspkhbetab
aspects thaor dedméaptiomadswl e,e dwhuilcthi m
depemmessel capabddinidteisd® nh,dGtTh used f o
and on the propul siaomargy stugmmre npb

propell ers etc, and auxil i arTyhep dweea
would also be representative in the
Pair trawler Fi shimai risn can enable small vessels
tow much bigger trawl sizes than wc
gaining more than the sum, al so av
vessels are departed from the gear
Seiners Total net | ength depl oy éadni aredhmngdesy pcttal

ondardnd he strengowbfodckAhéenti on sh
number -mggrfdgadti ng devices (FAD)

Pot s Number and silziemiofed hley potesr age eéap
pots and water tank for conser vinmogr
potshan whostsiibsl y f eas i bolpee rtavth ecdae v e/r
woul d okose to Nbe cesmptecated i nf
onboard to operate pots.

What is at stake when reallocating effort among fleet segments is the need to
document the equivalence of fishing effort between different techniques (e.g.
trawlers, longliners), for instance through the relative volume or catch
composition per unit of GT or effort. The passive fishing gears, for example, are
left on the fishing grounds while the vessel either sets other gears or returns to
port, the measurement of fishing time or activity may become independent of the
v ess el 08meapert atada. An example of translation of fishing effort is
provided within the West Med Plan, which outlines methods to convert nominal
effort reductions into effective effort reductions per type of fishery when
implementing the p| an & s  efiergreductiensl Conversion factors should
also account for differential effects on the environment so that to account for it
when encouraging Member State to take action for converting or reallocating
capacity toward those fishing practices with lower impacts on the environment.
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6.3.4 The case of the EU fleet of the Mediterranean Sea

The fishing sector in the Mediterranean faces several challenges that hinder the
transition to lower-carbon operations, which are often different from the
challenges in other parts of the EU fishing fleet (e.g. a semi-closed sea with a
specific biodiversity, smaller vessels, and numerous landing sites). The
Mediterranean fishing industry typically operates with tight profit margins, while
the upfront costs of decarbonisation technologies such as energy-efficient
engines, alternative fuels, or renewable energy systems, are significant. As a
result, the energy transition process was initiated in a top-down approach.

In March 2023, the General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM)
held its first workshop on decarbonising the fishing industry (GFCM WKDECA
2023) ("°). The workshop identified short-, medium-, and long-term actions and
solutions for decarbonisation. Short-term solutions included improving data
collection on fuel consumption, launching pilot projects to test new fishing gear,
and conducting socio-economic analyses to evaluate the impact of
decarbonisation on the sector. Medium-term solutions involved creating a
regional platform for the exchange of best practices and mapping fuel
consumption baselines. For the long-term, the workshop explored structural
modifications to vessels and the use of alternative fuels.

Sala et al. (2022) recognised the potential of improving the decarbonisation of
fisheries through the adoption of easy-to-implement changes, such as the use of
alternative gear materials, lightweight trawl doors, and modifications in fishing
behaviour (e.g. vessel speed reduction), all of which can be adapted to different
fisheries and vessel types. Various projects are getting started under the initiative
of the European Commission (mission Ocean projects) (1) to further investigate
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these aspects. In 2023, the EC| aunched a specific project ¢

iDecarbonisation of the fishing fl &et

The overarching aim of DecarbonyT is to assess to what extent the use of
optimized trawling gears in the Mediterranean and Black Sea can lead to lower
fuel consumption and a more decarbonised fishing fleet. Preliminary results of
the first DecarbonyT experimental survey show promising opportunities for
reducing fuel consumption for trawlers, especially when a combined gear
configuration (floating doors and redesigned trawl) has been tested. Commercial
catches were mostly constant in all hauls, and significant fuel savings were
observed, even if there were specificities by subregion of at-sea trials in the West
Med, in the Adriatic, and East Med. Longer term decarbonisation solutions are
considered in the framework of SEAGLOW project (“3), which aims to test hybrid
propulsion systems and alternative fuels such as hydrotreated vegetable oll
(HVO) in small-scale fishing vessels.

("9) https://www.fao.org/gfcm/technical-meetings/detail/en/c/1639499/

(") For example, see Digital technologies and energy transition in fisheries and/or aquaculture
HORIZON-MISS-2025-03-OCEAN-03

("?) https://decarbonyt.eu/

("®) https://seaglow.eu/
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7 Fishing capacity management

The focus of this section is on examining impacts of fishing capacity
management approaches, also depending on the management regime in place,
i.e. Total Allowable Catches (TACs), and quotas or effort management systems.
This discusses the impacts of the policy on the EU fleet including limitations and
barriers to its modernisation or renewal, and the extend and possible causes of
the currently unused capacity.

7.1 Impacts of fishing capacity management in EU
(including limitations and barriers to its
modernisation or renewal)

Examining the impacts of fleet policy on the EU fleet involves identifying both the
limitations that constrain progress and the barriers that must be overcome for
modernisation or renewal. It also requires assessing whether these constraints
help explain the currently low levels of investment in new vessels.

Meeting the future needs of the fishing sector while maintaining a balance
between fishing opportunities and fishing capacity remains a significant
challenge. Under the current policy framework, this may result in an overall
reduction in the number of vessels, with the aim of removing those that are out of
balance. At the same time, the current regulations include instruments that can
help address specific requirements for vessel modernisation, facilitating the
energy transition, improving working conditions, and reducing negative
externalities (e.g. by adopting alternative fishing gears to reduce impacts on
marine habitats).

However, within the framework of the CFP and associated legislation, certain
barriers to the development of fishing capacity have been deliberately established
(e.g. the ban of subsides for new vessels, see Section 2). While these were
designed to control overcapacity, they may now hinder the sect or 6 s
retrofit vessels, modernise engines, renew the fleet and adopt the latest
innovations. Indeed, regulatory barriers can delay or prevent the authorisation of
innovative solutions, such as using greener fuels that conflict with the urgent need
to renew and modernise an ageing fleet.

New technologies continue to improve under all conditions (e.g. by increasing
vessel efficiency). The effectiveness of fleet policies in preventing fleet
imbalances will likely depend on the type of fisheries management system in
place, such as whether management is based on effort control or catch limits.
Under an effort management regime, improvements in efficiency may necessitate
continuous reductions in effort levels. Hence, it is important to examine how
increases in fishing capacity may affect fisheries depending on whether target
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stocks are managed under strict catch limits or regulated primarily through effort
controls (e.g. limits on fishing days or in the number of licensed vessels).

In this context, fishers may invest in better technology, including more efficient or
larger fishing gear (e.g. increased gear length, width, or mouth opening), use the
smallest legally permitted mesh size, or increase the volume dedicated to fish
holds or fishing gear, all of which increase their overall ability to catch fish.

Increasing the ability to catch fish can lead to higher bycatch, rising operating
costs, and economic imbalance due to overcapitalisation. Under an effort-based
management regime, vessels are incentivised to increase their fishing efficiency
to maximise their economic returns per unit of effort. This could lead to a dgace to
fish@ where investments in better technology result in an imbalance and
contribute to overfishing without effective output controls such as TACs and
quotas.

This section introduces key considerations regarding barriers to fleet renewal,
showing how current regulations, such as capacity ceilings and the requirement
to withdraw equivalent capacity when introducing new vessels, may constrain
fleet modernisation. In this respect, the situations in the Northeast Atlantic and
the Mediterranean and Black Sea regions differ markedly in terms of the
outcomes of EU fleet policy, largely due to the dominant fisheries management
regimes in place (i.e. output controls in the Northeast Atlantic versus input
controls in the Mediterranean and Black Sea). Where relevant, distinctions have
therefore been made between the specific challenges faced in each of these two
regions.

Ensuring the energy transition and improving safer working conditions pose
special challenges considering the existing country-specific ceilings on GT (Table

27). For example, in its response to the Co mmi s si o n e rlg'sJanliag/t t er

chal |

of

2024, one Member State suggestedthatia possi bl e way forward c

flexible approach at the EU level, where [the GT] capacity rules only apply to the
part of the vessel used for storing fish. This would create more opportunity for
green solutions, such .aHoweuerm sinces fish kokds
represent only a small proportion of the vesseld s  tG®,tingplementing such a
proposal would undermine the effectiveness of existing capacity ceilings, which
are currently based on overall vessel GT.

These national capacity ceilings and the entry/exit scheme may limit the ability of
fleets to adapt, especially when some new builds would be powered with larger
kW engine, or some of the innovative solutions require additional space and kW
to maintain profitability. If vessel or engine modernisation, such as greener fuel
than diesel, results in increased space and consequently greater harvesting
capacity, it would prevent the balance between fleet capacity with available
fishing opportunities (i.e. @ n wi s foresagr@ario, see Figure 16).
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Figure 16 i Hypothetical scenarios to show alternative outcomes under both EU
fishing capacity ceiling for GT (blue bars) and ability to catch fish (t he fAharvesti ng
c a p a c withy bayvesting cap to prevent overfishing on stocks (yellow bars)

Note that if the harvesting capacity can silently exceed the cap, the fishing capacity
cannot exceed the national capacity ceiling as for the CFP Art 22

After scaling up Extra on ceiling
solutions to the required?
entire active fleet?

EU ceiling

Extra Extra
Reused

Now Optimal Less favorable Unwanted

Source: Own elaboration

The Figure 16 above shows various outcomes of hypothetical scenarios where
the scaling of energy transition and modernisation requirements to the full active
fleet may reveal incompatibilities with Member States' capacity ceilings. For
example, the optimal outcome would enable the fishing capacity (GT) to increase
up to reach a national ceiling level, while maintaining harvesting capacity in
balance with fishing opportunities.

A second less favourable scenario may exist where future fishing capacity (shown

in blue in Figure 16) exceeds the ceiling level but harvesting capacity (in orange)

remains in balance with the fishing opportunities. This could result from an energy

transition pathway that enables the construction of larger vessels without

increasing their ability to catch fish. Fishing capacity ceilings for MS were

originally set based on the capacity levels at thattime (t he Ar ef er,enced p
and each vessel leaving the fleet with the help of public money has since reduced

those ceilings. Exceeding these national thresholds might be acceptable, as long

asthef | e leatvésting capacity remains unchanged (or reduced for imbalanced

segments).

Finally, a completely unwanted scenario, would occur if both future fishing
capacity exceeded national limits and harvesting capacity became out of balance
with fishing opportunities. This is the most likely scenario if monetary
compensation would be given to individual vessels to keep an oversized,
imbalanced fleet in business, while simultaneously allowing extra fishing capacity
to address modernisation needs.

These scenarios highlight the importance of assessing whether current ceilings
can accommodate the necessary changes or whether they would be exceeded,
leading to further situations of imbalance.
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Table 27 1 ldentified specific EU sea basins challenges in managing the EU fleet
capacity and impacts of policy on the EU fleet

ChallenMed & Bl ack|AIl I basins
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Fluctuating f
to the issue

In the past, adjustments to the EU law have already been suggested to allow
fleets to accommodate the additional storage volume needed by implementation
of the landing obligation (LO) under Article 15 of the 2013 CFP Regulation.
However, such a rationale may directly contradict the intended objectives of the
LO. Therefore, justification for requesting additional vessel volume should be
carefully checked for possible inconsistencies with the objectives of the CFP.
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Before discussing individual aspects regarding fleet policy, we will provide results
from a questionnaire on fleet policy issued by the EC at the beginning of 2023 in
the next section. Those results show how Member States look at current barriers
and developments regarding fleet policy.

7.2 Main results from a questionnaire to Member States

In January 2024, Commissioner Si n k e \seént a latter to the Member States
regarding their fishing fleets. The main purpose of the enclosed questionnaire
was to gather background information on key aspects of fleet policy, including the
age of fleets, unused capacity, and factors hindering investment. All 21 EU
coastal Member States with access to coastal waters provided answers to the
European Commission. These responses were made available for use in this fleet
policy report.

Overall, 13 Member States reported that limits in capacity (GT and kW) hinders
possibilities for energy transition, while only 4 argued that this is an important
reason for problems to invest in an improvement of working conditions. Although
there was only a small nhumber of Member States mentioning this, many
discussed the general problem of missing investments in the fishing sector due
to problematic economic conditions.

From the 21 Member States, 16 reported having available unused capacity above
500 GT, while 14 reported unused capacity exceeding 100 kW. Some Member
States, however, have a system of private ownership of capacity licences. In
cases where vessels are withdrawn from the fleet without assistance of public
funding, the owners receive a capacity licence, meaning that the capacity is not
removed from the national capacity ceiling. Thisk i nd of &ésl eepi
for example, be used by other companies for future investments.

Many Member States consider the limited availability of kW to distribute to new
fishers or to companies wanting to invest in energy-efficient or decarbonized
engine technologies as a key obstacle to modernisation. However, governments
cannot take decisions who may receive that capacity for investments.

Several Member States mentioned that the current rules governing public (state)
aid is an issue regarding renewal of fleets. A specific issue in this respect is the
ban on supporting the construction of new vessels. Many countries claim that this
restriction is one reason why only a few companies have invested in new vessels.
Fishing companies often lack funds to invest in new vessels and claim that only
additional public funding would make such investments possible.

However, the question is whether the EU or national governments should allow
public funding for new vessels, given that this was one of the main reasons for
overcapacity, both in the past and present (e.g. some non-EU countries have
heavily invested subsidised new vessel construction, Skerrit et al. 2020). This
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issue may stem from the fact that high subsidies in the past allowed fishers to
invest in vessels larger than their available quota justified. Consequently, after 20
to 30 years, these operators cannot generate enough income to build up capital
for vessel renewal (personal communication,f i sher mends repr

7.3 Unused fishing capacity

Unused fishing capacity refers to both the underutilisation of av e s s eapadity
(e.g. the number of days at sea per year), and to latent or inactive capacity, where
a vessel is not engaged in fishing activity but retains a fishing license and remains
registered in the EU Fleet Register. In the STECF report (STECF, 2023), experts
report on possible reasons for inactive vessels and unused fishing capacity (see
Section 3).

Unused capacity from inactive vessels

Many countries report fleet segments with only a few days at sea in their annual
fleet reports. For small-scale fisheries, Member State reports often indicate that
these vessels operate only part-time during the year, resulting in some degree of
ounderutilised6 fishing capacity.

Member States can voluntarily report both the maximum number of days at sea
and the extent to which their vessels approach that level. Alternatively, the
number of days at sea is compared to a benchmark of 220 days as a theoretical
maximum number of days at sea.

Since there are always vessels that are temporarily inactive, due to repairs,
refitting or pending sales, the STECF, following EC 2014 guidelines, assumes
that operating at only 70% of days at sea may indicate technical inefficiencies.
This could indicate an excess number of vessels in a fleet segment relative to the
available fishing opportunities, suggesting that the segment could be out of
balance (STECF, 2023).

The inactive vessel indicator identifies vessels that may potentially return to
fishing. However, in the Northeast Atlantic, only a few segments show a high level
of inactive vessels (Table 28). While the number of inactive vessels increased by
27.3% between 2013 and 2022, the amount of kW decreased by 4.7%.

In the small-scale fleet segments, it is not unusual that fishers are not fishing
year-round and have also other sources of income. It is important to note that a
vessel being inactive does not necessarily mean that it is entirely unused. In many
cases, especially for small vessels, inactivity results from economic reasons, part-
time operation by fishers, or a planned permanent cessation.
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Table 281 Evolution of inactive vessels from 2013 -2022

cva: X)X X X XTI X EEEE
14.

vessel s
Total vessel toi 649 648 712 631 698 661 661 734 724 786
Totvaels s el power 124 114 116 106 97 99 93 101 103 119
Value of physici520 516 584 553 448 460 444 476 470 518
Consumpt i omamift al1l5b 15 32 24 27 65 66 79 82 8 4
Opportunity cos118 18 20 19 16 16 16 17 16 18
Source: STECF (2024c). Note: Member States data submissions under the 2024 Fleet Economic data call
(MARE/A3/ACS(2024)); All monetary values adjusted for inflation; constant prices (2022). Number of

vessels, tonnage and vessel power reported in thousands, value of physical capital, consumption of fixed
capital and opportunity cost reported in millions.

The relevant indicator in the STECF balance report is the vessel utilisation ratio
(VUR). The STECF reports the number of fleet segments classified as either in-
balance or out-of-balance based on this ratio (see Section 3). In terms of both
inactive vessels and the VUR, unused fleet capacity in the EU fleet operating in
the Mediterranean Sea has been steadily decreasing.

Unused fishing capacity from latent/inactive capacity

According to the entry/exit scheme defined in Article 23 of the 2013 CFP
Regulation, some companies have scrapped vessels without receiving public aid
and obtained documentation confirming that they retain ownership of that
capacity nv alowsthan tb huild a n@whviessel with private funds,
drawing on this virtual capacity, either their own or capacity purchased from
others. In practice, this means a new vessel could be as large as the scrapped
one(s), within the limits of the virtual capacity held. In some Member States,
operators receive a certificate about removed capacity (which stays in the register
of the Member State as no public funds are issued to withdraw the capacity) when
capacity is withdrawn, while in others, no certificate is returned, and the capacity
is returned to the public (as indicated in the Member State answers to the
questionnaires).

This raises the question of whether, in countries where private and/or public
ownership of capacity is allowed, the available GT or kW is sufficient to support
fleet modernisation. This issue is particularly relevant when implementing
solutions that would require additional capacity on individual vessels to maintain
profitability.

Examples from practices from some Member States are provided below. As
stipulated in Article 22 of the 2013 CFP Regulation, capacity from the Spanish
vessels permanently removed from the fleet register cannot be used to offset new
capacity. However, Spanish Royal Decree 1044/2022 (see Annex 7 for further
details), allows the government to reallocate available GT and kW to other fishing
companies, regardless of the fleet segment from which the previous vessel was
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removed provided that the withdrawn vessels were not decommissioned with
public aid.

By contrast, other Member States have imposed stricter limits on capacity
redistribution. For example, Germany has aligned its fleet segmentation with the
DCF segments as required by the DCF, assigning vessels into those segments.
If a company wants to invest in a new vessel, it must ensure that the capacity
stays within the same segmentd s o0 v e r .aHehce, the @errhas fishing
management system is more precautionary compared to the Spanish system,
which is more flexible. However, the Spanish approach places greater
responsibility on fisheries managers to effectively reallocate fishing capacity to
minimize the risk of imbalanced fleets. If a particular fleet segment is already
imbalanced and more fishing capacity is added, it will become increasingly
difficult for that segment to achieve balance.

In addition, permanent cessation measures, whether through vessel scrapping or
decommissioning, can further reduce the number of active vessels in a short
timeframe (see also Figure 1). In Italy, a new decommissioning scheme was
launched in July 2024, targeting a planned reduction of about 11 200 GT,
equivalent to 9% of the ¢ o u n tactiyedGT in 2023. The decommissioning
scheme starts in 2025 and will be reflected in the fleet register at earliest in 2026.

The reasons behind underutilisation

One of the main drivers for the 2013 reform of the CFP reform, outlined in the
Green Paper (COM (2009)163 final), was the high number of overfished stocks
in European waters. The introduction of MSY as a management objective, along
with the implementation of long-term management plans (before 2013) and
multiannual plans (after 2013) ("4) led to improvements in the status of many
stocks in the NEA (Table 29).

(") https://oceans-and-fisheries.ec.europa.eu/fisheries/rules/multiannual-plans_en
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Table 29717 Number of overfished stocks in EU waters in the NEA

EcoRegion 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
ALL 53 57 54 a7 55 53 47 39 36 39
Baltic Sea 7 7 6 7 6 6 5 ) 3 2
BoBiscay & Iberia 12 12 12 12 11 11 9 7 7 6
Celtic Seas 12 13 12 13 15 14 12 9 10 14
Greater North Sea 15 18 19 20 19 17 18 17 15 16
Widely 7 7 5 5 4 5 3 1 1 1
EcoRegion 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
ALL 35 39 35 34 32 30 32 27 25 25
Baltic Sea 3 4 5 4 3 4 3 3 3 1
BoBiscay & lIberia 7 7 5 5 4 4 4 2 0 0
Celtic Seas 9 9 8 10 8 7 7 5 8 9
Greater North Sea 15 17 15 13 15 13 16 15 11 12
Widely 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3

Source: STECF (2024b).

These management plans reduced the level of annual bargaining between
Member States over fish quotas. In most cases, the AGRIFISH Council of
Ministers adopted quota proposals that followed the rules laid out in the plans,
particularly Harvest Control Rules (HCR). In addition, the reduction of fleet
overcapacity contributed to the recovery of fish stocks. As a result, the status of
many stocks has improved over the last decade (STECF, 2024b p. 30) (Table
30).

Table 307 Number of stocks by year for which fishing mortality (F) was
above/below F wsy in the Mediterranean and Black Sea

-

F
F

F
F

MsyE 3 3 4 4

sy 11
-

MsYFE 4 7 47 42

GhsyF 16 16 12 16 15 15 16 22 25 -

Source: STECF (2024b)

On the other hand, there are cases where certain fish stocks remain underutilised
because the EU quota is not fully fished. A prominent example in EU waters of
the NEA is the plaice stock in the North Sea. Plaice is caught as part of a mixed
flatfish fishery, where common sole is the main target species. In this context, the
sole quota acts as the limiting factor, effectively capping plaice catches. There is
no targeted plaice fishery, primarily due to its low market value and high costs
associated with direct fishing efforts specifically towards plaice.

In recent years, many Dutch beam trawlers, traditionally catching sole and plaice,
have been scrapped. The main reason was the ban on pulse trawling and
increasing fuel costs, which made it unviable for vessels to stay in business given
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it is by nature a fuel-intense fishery. Germany has only four flatfish vessels
remaining, which may also leave the fishery soon. As a result, the remaining trawl
fleet will be relatively small and lacks sufficient capacity to exploit the available
quotas (ICES, 2025).

There are also other species for which the ICES-estimated catches (landings plus
discards) do not reach the agreed TAC. The reasons for not reaching the quota
are different from those in the flatfish fishery. Some stocks may be overestimated
(i.e. stock biomass lower than in the official assessment). In other cases, the
Council of Ministers may set quotas higher than the ICES catch advice and
fishers were not able to fish out the quota. For stocks with a low biomass, the
speci es may okae ts padinitiag fsfoageffort for a vessel once its
quota is fished out. Low market prices for many species can also make it difficult
to fish out a quota. In addition, climate change is already affecting the distribution
of stocks in the NEA. As the distribution of quotas do not change, vessels in some
cases need to travel over longer distances to catch their quota compared to
previous decades, as stocks have moved further north.

In her letter to Commissioner Kadis ("), the President of the European
Commission, Ursula von der Leyen, stressed that fisheries and aquaculture need
to be part of the Co mmi s swor@ ondo®d sovereignty. Although it is clear that
the EU is unable to produce as much fish as is currently consumed (’6), better
utilisation of its own resources could still be important. Stocks for which quotas
are not fished out could be of particular concern, especially in cases where the
same or similar species are imported. Examples from 2024 for the North Sea are
(see latest ICES advice for 2025):

1 Haddock (Subarea 4, Division 6a): TAC 101 421 t, ICES catches 53 702 t.

1 Hake (Northern stock): TAC 72 839, ICES catches 53 733 t.

1 Plaice (Subarea 4, Subdivision 20): TAC 18 2500 t, ICES catches 73820
t.

i Saithe ("") (Subareas 4 and 6, Division 3a): TAC 66 876 t, ICES catches
58 305 t.

1 Sole (Subarea 4) for 2023: TAC 9 152 t, ICES catches 4 375 t.

1 Whiting (Subarea 4, Division 7d): TAC 76 697 t, ICES catches 30 413 t.

() https://commission.europa.eu/about/organisation/college-commissioners/costas-
kadis_en#documents

("%) In 2022, total EU consumption of wild capture fish (7,443,680 t) was reported to exceed EU
wild capture production (2,838,459 t):
https://eumofa.eu/documents/20124/145239/EFM2024 EN.pdf

(") The saithe stocks seem to be suffering specifically from climate change (stock moves
North) and the advice for 2026 shows a decline which led to a revoke of the MSC
certification for parts of the fleets. The underutilisation of the quota is a sign that the reason
for a decreasing stock is most likely not overfishing.
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These differences between the TAC and the overall catches can vary
considerably between the years. Fishers plan their activities based on economic
considerations. However, current data suggest that, for the North Sea, the
discrepancies between TACs and actual catches seem to be increasing. For the
flatfish fleet, this is a clear sign of high production costs, whereas for other species
the reasons are not that obvious. In all these cases, it could be an issue that
individual vessels cannot simply react by changing their target species, fishing
grounds or fishing techniques, as they hold quota for certain species (Déring,
2023).

There are, however, also examples for an overshoot of the TAC in some fisheries
for 2024:

1 Herring (Autumn spawners subarea 4, Divisions 3a and 7d): TAC 510 323
t, ICES catches 520 609 t.

1 Anglerfish (Subarea 4 and 6, Division 3a): TAC 11 293 t, ICES catches 15
732 t.

Inflexibility in reallocating GT or kW between operators, as permitted under
national legislation, can also act as a barrier. Fishers seeking to improve fuel
efficiency, adopt carbon-free technologies or enhance working conditions, may
be unable to access the necessary capacity or reactivate it alongside stock
recovery. Although capacity may be available in some countries, in many others
it is not (see Section 6.2). Member State-specific rules may further limit flexibility.
This can leave some vessels too specialised and trapped in unsustainable
practices.

The development of modular, polyvalent vessels capable of adapting to different
fisheries, could offer a way forward. In addition, maintaining a diversified portfolio
of quotas and deploying low-impact, low-carbon fishing techniques may help
address some of the underlying structural imbalances, creating potential win-win
outcomes for the environment and the industry.

7.4 Proposed measures to address and reallocate
capacity effectively

Reviewing the literature and findings of the present study, we have identified the
following measures that may improve the use of inactive vessels and unused
fishing capacity (i.e. virtual capacity from vessels scrapped without public funds):

7.4.1 Overcoming barriers to operating innovations

Solutions that woul d oradvese anaptilgabkWavowddes s el 6 s

assessed on a case-by-case basis through a technical audit. Such assessments
would involve consultations with naval architects, marine engineers, or other
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independent entities, and would be further reviewed by independent technical
experts in the field.

There is a continued need for providingd e monstrators, pilot studi
vesselso to serve as , for exampls, the EC reppmh c e p t (
APossibilities and examples for energy tr.

s e c t)¢Burspean Commission, 2023c). These initiatives would help showcase
the technological readiness of different solutions and their compatibility with
current practices. Feasibility often depends on the type of fishing techniques and
practices (e.g. autonomy constraints limiting range, or the minimal power needed
to tow nets), as well as the characteristics of the ecoregion. Different fisheries
present distinct challenges.

Economies of scale may be achieved by developing a value chain through the
standardisation of vessel construction and infrastructure. Fleet renewal could
start with smaller fishing vessels, using designs that would prioritise polyvalent,
modularity, and standardisation to enable future retrofitting. This should be done
while addressing the specific needs of different fleet segment and ecoregions.

Overcoming economic barriers includes facing upfront costs for retrofitting and
modernisation. Access to external capital is crucial, and the payback period of
the investment must not exceed the operational lifetime of the vessel. Public
funding could help by lowering loan costs or covering part of the total investment,
making innovative technologies more attractive. Targeted financial aid and
support, especially to small-scale fisheries, could be made to facilitate access to
funding, banking services and insurance (see Annex 12).

Operating a renewed, innovative fleet requires parallel efforts in developing new
education programmes for engineers and seafarers, including fishers, to enhance
their skills and abilities and authorise them to operate the innovations and ensure
the standardisation of processes. One possible solution is for the EU cohesion
policy (European Commission, 2025a) to support education schemes for fishers,
engineers and other operators. Another is to invest further in R&D to more rapidly
reduce the safety risks associated with alternative fuels.

In the longer term, when the use of alternative fuels is the objective, fleet renewal
also requires the development of new port facilities, such as fuel storage facilities,
and energy transport systems to deliver fuel from production sites to ports.
Further to this, ensuring adequate fuel supply to meet demand is essential.
Solutions will vary depending on the level of technological readiness, including
the use of alternative fuels such as methanol or ammonia, for which infrastructure
is already being developed for the needs of the commercial shipping sector,
creating potential synergies.

A useful approach is to identify lessons learnt from successful transitions,
including those from the EU Mission Ocean projects, the EU Pilot Project
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funds (8), and various other Member State-level initiatives. These examples
often demonstrate win-win solutions. For example, fitting a bulbous bow can
significantly reduce total resistance and required engine power (less kW needed
for water displacement) while also enhancing safety and vessel performance by
increasing speed, reducing fuel consumption, and improving both stability and
seakeeping.

However, prioritisation and sequencing (i.e. developing a clear roadmap) are
essential, as not all solutions are achievable in a short time frame (see European
Commission, 2024d). Specifically, the lack of infrastructure in the EU6 ©utermost
Regions can further constrain the options of distant-water fleets, especially when
landing in non-EU ports (see the Portuguese case study, Section 4.4). In practice,
scheduling new vessel construction or refits also presents a bottleneck, as it
depends on the capacity of EU shipyards to meet the growing demand.

7.4.2 Fishing capacity management benefitting from
rebuilding stocks and restoring ecosystems

Managing fishing capacity in the EU requires ensuring that fleet segments are
balanced with available fishing opportunities. This balance is a prerequisite for
eligibility for public funding. Restoring this balance largely depends on rebuilding
fish stocks.

Recent trends in exploited s tock status

Fisheries in the Northeast Atlantic have improved significantly since 2013, when
the current CFP basic regulation was introduced (STECF, 2024c). The number
of fish stocks managed at MSY levels has increased, and as a result, overfishing
has decreased (STECF, 2025). Overfishing is defined as fishing above the fishing
mortality rate (F) that corresponds to MSY (Fwmsy).

However, some stocks remain below the biomass level corresponding to MSY.
Thesemaystilbe c | assi f i e deveathoughdishiag nfortabtyhiseat od
below Fusy, suggesting that stock levels are expected to recover in future. Other
definitions of overfishing are also being considered to capture additional
ecosystem impacts, such as habitat degradation and impacts on sensitive
species, which may help explain why some stocks fail to recover from being
overfished (Bastardie et al., 2024).

The observed improvements in stock status are largely due to reduced fishing
effort, a reduction in fleet size, and quota decisions that have aligned more closely

78 https://cinea.ec.europa.eu/funding-opportunities/calls-proposals/pilot-project-
fostering-energy-transition-fisheries-sector-demonstrator-fishing-
vessel en#details
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with scientific advice, alongside the evolution of societal priorities and policy
development. However, some fisheries still target stocks that are not at MSY
levels, and excess fishing capacity remains a contributing factor.

In contrast, the status of stocks in the Mediterranean and Black Seas still show
overexploitation making fishing segments in this region out of balance with the
available resources. However, the percentage of overexploited stocks has been
declining, reaching 58% in 2021 (FAO, 2022). While more than half the stocks
with validated assessments are still being fished outside biologically sustainable
limits, fishing pressure has decreased to what is considered a sustainable level
of fishing pressure on average (F/Fusy = 0.94; STECF 2025). Despite this overall
reduction, a significant number of fisheries continue to target stocks that are far
from the MSY level while the depleted stock biomasses still do not show signs of
recovery.

Environmental factors  slowing down progress

Environmental factors may play a larger role in stock rebuilding than they did a
decade ago in some areas or fisheries (“°). In the Baltic Sea, for example, there
has been little or no recovery of the Western Baltic Sea herring and cod stocks,
despite there being no directed fishery for several years. Climate change is also
having a greater impact than ten years ago, as some stocks move north, causing
changes in species distribution (European Commission, 2022a).

In response, policies beyond stringent fleet management may need to be
triggered, such as reducing nutrient input into sea basins. For example, the Baltic
Sea Action Plan (®°), which targets reducing eutrophication and other
environmental pressures (European Commission, 2022b).

The Southern North Sea provides another example, as rising seawater
temperatures, accelerated by shallow waters, are leading to an influx of species
from the southern parts of Area 27, including sea bream, sardines and
cephalopods (European Commission, 2022b). In some areas and for certain
stocks, such as small pelagic species in the Gulf of Lion, environmental factors
may currently have a more significant influence in stock rebuilding than recent
fishing activity (European Commission, 2022b).

("®) Climate change and the common fisheries policy: Adaptation and building resilience to the
effects of climate change on fisheries and reducing emissions of greenhouse gases from
fishing.

(8% https://helcom fi/baltic-sea-action-plan/
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Lack of flexibility for fleet adapt  ation

Rising seawater temperatures are putting increased pressure on fishing
companies, particularly for those that have fishing quotas for specific stocks that
may no longer be accessible, such as cod in the Southern North Sea. A major
obstacle is the lack of flexibility in current fleet policy to address the changes in
the ecosystem. For example, new fishing methods may be necessary, and
vessels may need to participate in multiple fisheries to remain economically viable
(Doering, 2023).

In addition, increasing restrictions, such as spatial closures, bans on certain
fishing methods to protect bottom habitats, and conservation measures for
marine mammals and seabirds, may make it necessary for fishing companies to
employ a wider variety of fishing methods (European Commission, 2022b).
However, current regulations prohibit vessels from carrying multiple types of
fishing gear on a specific trip. This issue has become even more complex post-
Brexit, as the UK may apply different rules for fishing gear use in its waters.
Furthermore, societal expectations have changed since 2013, with a greater
emphasis today on energy transition and on improving social conditions of those
working onboard.

7.4.3 Fishing capacity management to support the energy
transition in the fisheries sector

Some flexibility in capacity management may be provided by mechanisms such
as quota swapping or reallocation of fishing opportunities. In this context,
proposals have been made, such as a model of the European GT Exchange Bank
(see ERGOSPACE, 2007), to support better use of fishing capacity in GT. This
system would consist in collecting all tonnage units withdrawn from fleets and
redistributing them to applicants planning new vessel construction.

The development of new type of fishing vessels (European Commission, 2023c)
provides an example of a mid- to long-term strategy to remove fossil fuel
consumption in the sector by introducing zero-carbon engines. Although the fleet

is starting to improve fuel efficiency, more needs to be done to achieve the EU6 s

Action Plan for 2050, for a carbon-neutral fisheries sector (European
Commission, 2023e).

The EMFAF operational programmes offer investment opportunities for energy
efficiency improvements in most EU Member States. However, eligibility is limited
to vessels under 24 metres and already deemed in balance with fishing
opportunities. A key concern remains, however, whether fishing companies or
individuals with vessels below 24 metres are willing to invest in alternative
engines or entirely new vessels, given the high level of uncertainty about the
future of the fishing sector.
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Reducing uncertainties, such as fluctuations in energy prices, improving
predictability on fishing opportunities, expanding bans of certain fishing
techniques in more areas (&%) or increasing safety requirements, would be of great
importance to give the fishing sector a longer-term perspective and the security
needed for investment in energy efficiency, particularly when it comes to new
vessels.

Alternatively, a fleet policy that incentivises investment in less fuel-intensive
fishing techniques, or methods that require less GT and/or kW to achieve the
same catch volume or value, could reduce the extent of change required for a full
energy transition. This would also reduce the need to revise the EU capacity
ceilings.

For example, the uptake of innovations and the reduction of mobile bottom-
contacting gear could significantly reduce emissions from fishing activities (Alma
Maris, 2023). However, alternative fishing methods such as pots or bottoms
gillnets, are often not economically viable under the current conditions of reduced
stock productivity. In addition, it is not possible to catch the same species for
which the company has a quota, unless quotas are exchanged.

7.4.4 Fishing capacity management to promote a new
generation to enter the sector

Establishing effective governance and fleet policy to improve the working
conditions onboard fishing vessels is often seen as a key requirement to increase
the attractiveness of the sector (e.g. Davies et al., 2025). This, in turn, brings a

strong argument to push toward modernisingthefleet.]| n it s decl ar at.

and Oc e an wropeanConimisgiol, 2023d), the Commission recognised
that the future sustainability and resilience of the EU fisheries sector depend on
reaching high standards of safety and working conditions for fishers.

Across nearly all European Member States, the number of fishers has declined
since 2013. Employment levels in the EU fleets dropped by approximately 13%
in terms of total jobs and by 22% in full-time equivalents (FTE) between 2013 and
2022 (STECF, 2024c) (®?). Further to this, too few young fishers are entering the
fishing profession. The generational turnover of the sector, an indicator to
measure attractiveness, is very low: 58% of crew members onboard EU vessels
are aged between 40 and 64, while only 6% of are aged under 24 (STECF, 2019).

In the Mediterranean region specifically, the fishing sector has lost social and
economic importance over the last five years. Employment in 2021 was estimated

(81) See marine action plan COM (2023) 102 final

(82) Member State data submissions under the 2023 Fleet Economic data call
(MARE/A3/ACS(2023))
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at 56 744 total jobs (62% on vessels above 12 m), representing a decrease of
approximately 8 700 jobs, or 14%, since 2018 (STECF, 2023). Contributing
factors include the high average age of fishers (with over 70% of fishers aged
above 40 in countries such as Italy and Greece), difficulties in attracting younger
generations, workforce shortages, poor working conditions, and low wages.
These issues continue to impact the fisheries sector in the region (STECF,
2024c).

One of the key factors affecting the attractiveness of the sector is the working
conditions. Fishing is widely recognised as a hazardous occupation. In 2021, it
was ranked fourth among sectors with the highest number of fatal workplace
accidents, following construction, transportation and storage, and manufacturing.
Furthermore, the European Maritime Safety Agency (EMSA) identified fishing as
the most hazardous among all maritime sectors, with fishing vessels representing
64% of vessels lost at sea in 2021 (Schreiber et al., 2024).

While many companies have improved the working conditions on board,
especially with newer vessels (less than 5 years old), in reality few vessels have
been built in the last 10-15 years. To improve the working and living conditions,
future vessels may need to be larger than those in the past. For example, a new
vessel concept in Germany (see Annex 11), includes much larger space for crew
accommodation.

7.4.5 Engage stakeholders in critical thinking of capacity
limitations and barriers

A questionnaire was developed to gather information about unused capacity and
possible underutilisation of quotas. As DG Mare provided us with answers from
MS to a questionnaire regarding fleet policy (see Section 7.2), a separate
collection of information from MS was not necessary. Some of the draft questions
were initially shared with participants of the STECF Balance Expert Working
Group, and a summary of their responses is provided in Annex 13. With a few
suggested changes, the questions were subsequently included in a questionnaire
as part of a series of MS case studies (see Section 4.4).

The potential impact of unused or dormant capacity on the risk of overfishing,
should it be reactivated, must not be overlooked. Therefore, any recommendation
should consider how best to reallocate unused capacity or redirect it toward
supporting fleet adaptation to future challenges, including the objectives of the
energy transition.

From an economic standpoint, overcapacity results from misaligned incentives
within the management system. The main example in the EU has been high
subsidies for investments in new vessel construction, which subsequently led to
pressure to utilise those vessels (Skerrit et al., 2020). In the meantime, however,
in several cases stocks are underutilised (e.g. North Sea plaice). Responses from
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the Member State questionnaire elaborate on the reasons for underutilisation,
including issues affecting small-scale fisheries and external, non-fisheries-related
factors affecting ocean productivity, such as those observed in the Baltic Sea.

7.5 Adjustment phase to new management measures in the
Effort management regime of the Mediterranean and Black
Seas

Historically, management of fisheries in the Mediterranean and Black Seas relied
primarily on technical measures, controlling fishing effort by limiting the
harvesting capacity of the fleet. Since 2019, however, significant advances have
been made in terms of managing fisheries resources through the adoption of
several multiannual management plans, at both EU and GFCM levels. Effort
regimes have been established for demersal stocks in the Western
Mediterranean, for small pelagic and demersal fisheries in the Adriatic Sea, for
demersal fisheries in the Strait of Sicily, and trawl fisheries targeting red shrimps
(giant red shrimp and blue and red shrimp) in the eastern-central Mediterranean.
In addition, catch limits have been introduced for several species, including large
pelagics and red shrimps.

As a result, the fishing industry and fleets are undergoing an adaptation phase to
align with these new management measures. These changes are having a
socioeconomic impact on fishers, with activity levels progressively declining.
Fishers must adapt both technically and behaviourally to address and adjust to
such changes.

Experience gained from various management actions based on effort reduction
and control has identified the following general characteristics and pitfalls
associated with effort-based regimes:

1 Non-linear relationship: The relationship between nominal fishing effort and
fishing mortality appears to be non-linear, and it is often obscured by various
factors (e.g. species catchability changing alongside stock status or by a
change in trip patterns, targeting and effective effort).

1 Effective effort variation: Effective fishing effort can be altered by improved
targeting behaviour, skill of individual skippers, technological creep, and
hyperstability.

1 Monitoring challenges: The assumption that effort is easier to monitor and
control than catches does not necessarily hold and can be case-specific.

1 Effort metrics limitations: Selecting appropriate effort measures is more
complex than for catches, partly due to limitations in available data from VMS
and logbooks (e.g. fishing hours, days, kW/days). In addition, metrics such as
days at sea are not necessarily appropriate for all types of gear used and the
type of fisheries (e.g. netters and longliners).
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1 Effort displacement: If only some fleet segments or fishing grounds are subject
to effort restrictions, vessels will likely move to less regulated segments or
areas.

1 Latent overcapacity: In effort management, idle overcapacity (inactive and
partly active vessels) may remain in the fishery. This may cause a problem
when stocks start to rebuild following effort reduction since this latent
overcapacity can become active again and undermine recovery efforts.

Because of these challenges, reductions in nominal effort might not translate into
lower fishing mortality if fishers are able to maintain high catches. Therefore,
monitoring whether catches are also decreasing in line with expectations is
essential to assess whether the effort reductions are achieving intended
conservation and management objectives.

Effort regimes have been the norm in the Mediterranean because catch limits and
TACs/Quota systems have traditionally been considered as poorly suited to
Mediterranean bottom trawl mixed fisheries. These fisheries are typically
multispecies, increasing the risk of choke species, and landings are widely
distributed across numerous coastal and island ports, making it challenging to
implement control and ensuring compliance.

However, recent developments in the Western Mediterranean Sea Multi-Annual
Plan have introduced catch Ilimits for red shrimps (giant red shrimp,
Aristaeomorpha foliacea; and blue and red shrimp, Aristeus antennatus). These
trawl fisheries operating on the epi-bathyal fishing ground and target only these
two species, with a relatively small bycatch, making them suitable candidates for
a catch Ilimit system. However, recent developments in the Western
Mediterranean Sea Multi-Annual Plan (West Med MAP), generally an effort
management plan, have introduced catch limits for red shrimps (giant red shrimp,
Aristaeomorpha foliacea; and blue and red shrimp, Aristeus antennatus) as
remedial measures. These trawl fisheries operate on epi-bathyal fishing grounds
and target only these two species, with a relatively small bycatch. As such, they
were considered suitable candidates for implementing a catch limit system.
Nevertheless, the effectiveness of these new catch limits, particularly in terms of
control and enforcement, and their impact on stock status has yet to be evaluated,
although STECF regularly evaluates the West Med MAP regularly (e.g. STECF
25-11).
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8 Summary and Recommendat

This study provides a thorough analysis of the current state of the EU fishing fleet
and explores the main drivers behind its evolution, with the aim to inform future
management strategies. The study used findings of previous investigations into
the past, present and future development of fishing capacity, in order to
summarise the key findings, future challenges and provide general
recommendations for managing fishing fleet capacity in Europe.

The historical policy background and key milestones that have shaped EU policy
(see Section 2) are compared with the capacity management approaches of
fishing fleets in non-EU countries (see Section 5) to highlight similarities,
differences, and positive examples relevant to the EU fleet policy. This EU policy
is examined against the findings on recurrent imbalances between fleet capacity
and available fishing opportunities, together with a review of the factors that
contribute to such imbalances (see Section 4).

One aspect of imbalance concerns whether the capacity is currently managed at
a data resolution that is most relevant, namely by fishing area, targeted species,
and gear type (Section 3). The study also considers if other monitoring methods
can help policymakers in designing a transition path toward a renewed fleet policy
and management framework for the EU fishing fleet (see Sections 6 and 7).

Addressing the energy transition of the fishing fleet must consider ways for
maintaining strict measures on fleet capacity to remain within ecological limits, as
required by the European Green Deal and 2030 Biodiversity Strategy. Within the
CFP, the challenge is to ensure th is energy transition towards cleaner
propulsion systems, improve d working conditions , and greater crew
comfort, is done without increasing the ability to catch fish, as imbalances

are already occurring . Fleet renewal is also ineligible for EU funding for fleet
segments out of balance. The fleet renewal should be based on the objective that
fthe fishing and aquaculture activities are environmentally sustainable in the long-
term and are managed in a way that is consistent with the objectives of achieving
economic, social and employment benefits, and of contributing to the availability
of food supplies.o(Article 2 of the 2013 CFP).

Fisheries regulations are intended to maintain fishery resources and ensure
sustainable fishing practices. Such regulations include managing fishing capacity
by imposing limits on vessel tonnage and engine power, as well as prohibiting
public funding for the construction and modernisation of fishing vessels and
equipment. According to the WTO and bodies like the OECD and UN FAO,
public funding for fleet renewal may lead to harmful subsidies that directly

or indirectly contribute to overfishing or overcapacity . For this reason, the
total capacity of the EU fishing fleet is capped to prevent too many or too large
vessels from competing for limited fish stocks, a situation that could reduce
profitability and increase the risk of overfishing.
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As demonstrated by five case studies examined in this study (North Sea demersal
fisheries, Spanish fleet in Atlantic North Western Waters, Portuguese fleet in EU
external waters, Polish fleet in the Baltic Sea, and Western Mediterranean fleets),
there is no guarantee that the current limitations on fishing capacity are sufficient
to ensure the fleets are balanced with the available resources. Despite some
progress, EU indicators show that many fleet segments remain imbalanced, while
climate change, and other environmental factors external to fishing, may further
exacerbate these imbalances. A lack of flexibility in fisheries opportunities
reallocation among operators also contributes to the problem.

Achieving a better balance between fleet capacity and fishing opportunities would
not only ensure the fishing industry is eligible for public aid, but also make it
possible for vessel modernisation without public aid whenever healthier fish
stocks make fisheries more profitable. To better understand the drivers to such
imbalances, the study presents a summary of the key drivers as perceived by the
stakeholders consulted across the case studies:

1 Biological uncertainties : The case studies highlight ongoing biological
uncertainties affecting fish stocks, such as hake stocks in the Western
Mediterranean, which remain below target precautionary biological
reference levels points, despite targeted effort reductions; and stock
fluctuations impacting the economic viability of the Baltic Sea fleet.
Additionally, inherent natural variability and regulatory measures affecting
catch limits influence operational capacity, while quota shortages and
mismatches between fishing capacity and available opportunities remain
key challenges in EU external waters.

1 External factors affecting fishing: While the COVID-19 pandemic had
minimal overall impact on profitability in the Western Mediterranean
(largely due to reduced fishing activity and lower fuel prices, which helped
contain operating costs), it significantly affected the profitability of the fleet
in the Atlantic North Western Waters. In addition, the energy crisis, driven
by Russiad sunprovoked aggression against Ukraine led to increased
energy costs, negatively impacting fleet operations. Market demand and
price variations also affect profitability and the sustainability of fleets, as
demonstrated in the Baltic Sea case. Furthermore, climate change and
pollution pose uncertain threats to fish stock productivity and mortality.

1 Insufficient consideration of  socioeconomic aspects: Stakeholders
from POs in the Western Mediterranean case study criticized that
measures aimed at reaching fleet balance are based primarily on
biological stock data, while sometimes neglecting economic and social
aspects. In the Atlantic North Western Waters, the study identified a lack
of socio-economic studies on market conditions. Further research is
needed to understand how the market conditions impact the economic
performance of fleet segments, both in the Western Mediterranean region
and in the Baltic Sea, where employment levels and community
dependence on fishing play an important role. In the Baltic Sea, this lack
of sufficient analysis of socio-economic factors may have led to non-
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compliance with sustainability goals and conservation measures, further
exacerbating the imbalance situation.

1 Low flexibility in fishing  opportunities : In both EU external waters and
the North Sea, stakeholders pointed to limited flexibility in quota swaps,
partly due to difficulties in identifying acceptable compensation. This issue
is linked to possible deficiencies in vessel scrapping programmes and
inadequate incentives, particularly where compensation is interpreted as
corporate profit and taxed fully. Scrapping programmes primarily target
older vessels, which are generally less efficient and contribute less to the
harvesting capacity than newer, more technological advanced vessels. In
the Baltic Sea and other regions, subsidies and financial incentives from
national and EU programmes also influence fleet modernisation and
adaptation. While technological advancements improve fishing fleet
operations, they do require financial investment.

Despite the current EU fleet policy (2013 CFP, Articles 22 and 23), a key present
and future challenge remains to limit the risk of imbalances between fleet capacity
and available fishing resources. Adhering to the scientifically advised TACs, effort
limitations, and other regulatory measures should help mitigate the risk of
overexploitation. Further reducing this risk in line with the precautionary principle
(2013 CFP, Article 2) may resultin some under -exploitation in the short -term,
but it would help the E U fleet regain balance in the longer -term.

It is not clear if facing future challenges, such as energy transition, attracting
young fishers, and improving profitability, may require extra capacity to
accommodate more efficient or alternative engines for greener fuels, and better
working conditions, given that the country-specific capacity ceilings limiting the
fishing capacity are not reached. However, current policies may impact
profitability of the current active fleet by limiting, for example, the catch storage
space on board. Besides, energy efficient measures cannot be the only solutions,
as the scope of retrofitting remains limited due to the average age of the EU fleet,
and, in most cases, , extensive upfront costs that cannot be paid back. Moreover,
introducing new, more energy-efficient new built vessels require removing an
equivalent amount of capacity from the fleet. Similarly, modernising existing
vessels by increasing their internal volume is not allowed unless that added gross
tonnage is offset elsewhere in the fleet.

An overarching challenge of the fishing sector is to make optimal use of the
capacity available or substitute it with modernised tools. If this is not sufficient,
the EU may need to offer more flexibility in fleet renewal policies to allow
modernisation without permanently reducing fishing capacity. At the same time,
EU fleet policy should continue ensuring that fleet renewal and
moderni sation, which may require additional capacity or not, alongside
improved efficiency over time, does not result in  an improved ability to catch
fish that would exacerbate fleet imbalances, create overcapacity, or put more
pressure on exploited stocks.
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Fleet renewal is complex because technological improvements are regularly
i ntroduced t hat effective abiityts @atchfighgi.e.ehk Isadresting
capacity) without altering their physical characteristics, such as vessel size, kW
or GT, nor necessarily contributing to the energy transition. As a result, fishing
capacity may increase through technological change rather than through fleet
expansion.

This challenges the needs for additional capacity, given that the ability to fish can

already increase wit hou orcapdcity.Bgsedog this, h e

is still unclear whether there is a need for additional fishing capacity, as the
physical fleet size may no longer be the only indicator to monitor and control.
While it has traditionally been assumed that greater fleet capacity leads to
increased fishing pressure and more overfishing, this relationship may be more
complex and merits further examination. Also in the future, better monitoring
using new tools, such as electronic monitoring, Artificial Intelligence (Al) and
digitalisation, may be used to mitigate risks and help control fishing capacity.

For some fleets (e.g. demersal trawlers), a correlation exists between vessel size
(GT and kW) and catch rates. Strong correlations, such as when larger vessels
use bigger nets, can be monitored using current metrics (GT and kW). However,
in cases where the correlations are weak (e.g. vessels operating passive fishing
gears), additional metrics, such as gear size and geometry, are necessary. In this
context, the study recalls that it may be worth considering a flimit on the maximum
gear size that a vessel could operate”. Hence, where GT poorly reflects how
much a vessel can catch, particularly when gear characteristics are the main
drivers, focusing solely on controlling for gear geometry and size instead of GT
poses its own challenges. For example, a single vessel may operate several gear
types, and such an approach would require gear size or geometry to be recorded
and accurately reported.

If adding more capacity does not always lead to an increase in the ability to catch
fish (i.e. the harvesting capacity), then similarly, removing kW and GT fishing
capacity from the fleet under the entry/exit scheme limitation (as stipulated in CFP
Article 23) is not expected to reduce harvesting capacity proportionately. This is
because kW and GT are not always relevant to measure the harvesting capacity,
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The study also identifies a range of different factors that should be considered
when calculating the harvesting capacity of a vessel. There exists a trade-off
between onboard space for harvesting capacity, energy transition and safety.
These can be resolved by increasing vessel size and/or increasing the rate of
filling the fish hold (e.g. higher catch rates). Further to this, the study indicates
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that different gear specifications, such as gear size, mesh size, number of hooks,
and net length, will affect harvesting capacity, yet these are not monitored (&°).

Furthermore, the effects of technological improvements must be taken into
consideration and reflected in the analysis when assessing the feasibility of
increasinga vessel s GT and/ or kW wit ho ©Our
findings indicate that current capacity metrics require further refinement to avoid
unintended fleet imbalances occurring if fishing capacity allowance levels are
changed.

Regarding Gross Tonnage (GT)

Gross Tonnage (GT) approximates the total internal volume of a vessel. In
contrast, the Net Tonnage (NT) ideally accounts only for the cargo volume,
excluding space for accommodation, the engine room, and other non-cargo
spaces. However, the study found that the current NT declarations do not
necessarily reflect the actual cargo volume on fishing vessels. Besides, in the
absence of a robust method to split GT into meaningful subcomponents, such as
GT_energy_transition, GT_safety, and GT_wellfare, and to distinguish these
from GT_harvesting_capacity, it is not possible to lift the capacity ceiling for GT
subcomponents that would be unrelated to harvesting capacity.

The study found that such a split is challenging to implement in practice, besides
adding an additional layer of complexity to fleet management, as some solutions
cannot contribute to modernisation without increasing the ability to catch fish. In
particular, the fish hold volume (FHV), which is closely linked to harvesting
capacity is currently not being monitored. Therefore, it is essential to begin
measuring and monitoring FHV based on other more readily available
information, such as the length of the vessel or GT, when estimating the
harvesting capacity. The complexity of changing vessel size also arises when, for
example, adding a bulbous bow, that helps to make the vessel more
hydrodynamic and therefore more energy-efficient, may create additional room
to store fish (if not a solid, sealed bulb). This requires strong control and
enforcement. In addition, given GT is calculated differently for vessels above and
below 15 metres LOA, there is an incentive to retrofit vessels by making them
wider to increase storage capacity, but also thereby making them unsafe.

To support the energy transition in fishing fleets and improve safety conditions
for workers, a thorough comparison of how vessel size affects harvesting

capacity would also be conducted . This analysis should be completed before
considering any changes to the current restrictions on vessel length, to avoid

(8%) But see COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING REGULATION (EU) 2025/2196 where gear
dimensions and specifications will have to be monitored from 2026 onwards as specified in
Annexe Tables XV and XVI.
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recommending solutions that would increase the vessel's harvesting capacity in
situations of imbalance.

Regarding vessel engine kW

Some modernisation solutions (such as the use of greener fuels or batteries) that
add extra weight to vessels may require an increase in engine power (kW).
However, increasing kW would be counterproductive, as future
technological developments are also expected to reduce kW needs ,
whereas increasing KW poses a higher risk of increasing pressure on stocks.

Controlling and monitoring kW is also challenging. Potential non-compliance
related to engine power has been reported. A 2019 EU report found that many
Member States either lack effective engine power certification and verification
systems or have none at all. Information showed measured engine power
exceeded certified values in 51% of verifications, with 16% of vessels found to be
non-compliant. To register engine kW accurately and prevent the undermining of
fishing effort regimes, improvements in certification and verification systems are
necessary, as well as more audits by national authorities. In this endeavour, the
EC has recently published technical guidance for the monitoring, certification and
verification of engine power in EU fisheries control (European Commission,
2025d).

8.1 Recommendations for improving the management
of the EU fleet

Given these findings, the following recommendations are proposed in order of
priority to support better management of the challenges (fleet renewal and vessel
modernisation for the energy transition and better and safer working conditions)
and the future of the EU fishing fleet:

Recommendation 1 i Conduct Member States (MS) and segment -specific
studies to evaluate whether there is a need for additional capacity

As a preamble, allowing extra space onboard vessels for the required
modernisation solutions only makes sense if the fleet segment is considered to
be in balance with the available fishing opportunities.

This study has documented the current fishing capacity of the EU fishing fleet.
However, a closer monitoring of the reported fishing capacity is required given
the various issues raised in the self-reported Member St a t dats,@s found by
the EU’s external independent court of auditors (ECA 2017). In any case, the
reported figures highlights that, in some cases, the actual fishing capacity of
individual Member States is well below capacity limits. In this context, Member
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States could use their available capacity to address modernisation, energy
transition needs, and fleet renewal, given the key challenges the fishing sector
will face in future. For some other cases, while some EU countries maintain a
reserve margin of GT or kW to allow for flexibility, these margins are maybe
limited. Therefore, targeted studies at both the Member State and fleet -
segment level are required to evaluate whether sufficient cap acity remains
available for future changes alongside different levels of ambition . Without
such documentation, country-specific data, and evidence demonstrating that
gains resulting from fleet adaptation would be insufficient to catch the same
volume, it remains unclear whether additional capacity is required.

Hence, there is a need to c ontinue effort s to provid e tools to evaluate and
assess the onboard space requirements associated with energy transition
solution s or other modernisation equipment . These tools should be used to
determine to what extent Member State capacity ceilings would be exceeded,
after accounting for future adaptations, if such solutions were implemented
across all currently active vessels.

These baseline studies would be a starting point for Member States to plan fleet
capacity use for modernisation. Part of both the existing and fvirtualdoGT and kW
capacity should be reserved for improvements in safety, better working
conditions, and sustainable technologies, governed by rigorous control
mechanisms. While v essels may need increased GT capacity to improve

energy efficiency and onboard conditions , increases in kW are not
necessarily required . It is therefore essential to establish procedures to control
modernisation metrics without affecting the vessel's fishing ability.

Besides this, the most suitable level for implementing capacity and effort
limitations may be based on fisheries. When segment definitions are too wide, as
under the current EC Data Collection Framework (EC, 2014), a single segment
may include vessels operating in several different fisheries. In such cases,
fisheries managers are unable to identify which specific fisheries within a
segment are experiencing excess capacity, how large that excess is, or what
drives it. This lack of precision may result in action plans being requested for
fisheries that are already balanced. By managing fishing capacity per fishery,
each fishery might ultimately be individually authorised with a maximum capacity
allocated to clearly defined fishing activities. Such an alternative segmentation in
managing fleet capacity would, however, call for a standardisation of capacity
units, so that comparison among fisheries would account for differential catching
power.

Further analysis to examine different fleet segments will be important for
understanding the specific operational requirements of various fisheries, such as
gear size, gear type, vessel mobility range, and fishing areas. These insights per
fishery type will help to develop capacity adjustments more precisely to the needs
of each segment of the EU fleet, as well as accounting for potential changes in
the overall ability to catch certain stocks.
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Ultimately, estimates of additional capacity needs may be scaled up to the level
of the entire Member State fleet by combining the individual requirements on a
fishery-by-fishery basis. Prototype vessels developed without the constraints
imposed by the current EU regulations (European Commission, 2023c) already
exist and findings show that scaling-up modernised designs across the entire EU
fleet would be a costly investment.

Recommendation 2 71 Distinguish vessel volume unrelated to harvesting
capacity

Recommendation 2a i Decompose vessel volume

Technical engineering expertise can advise on possibilities for decomposing the
overall GT allowance into subcomponents that address different functional
purposes, such as GT_safety, GT_energy_transition, GT_ability _to_fish, and
GT_wellbeing.

Naval architects could suggest alternatives to GT metrics and assess how easy
it is to distinguish between GT components based on their intended function. The
drafting process would list all the pieces of equipment that contribute to improved
safety and working conditions, and how to measure their GT. These include,
superstructure above the desk (e.g. covering the deck to protect the crew against
weather conditions); adequate and well-separated living space sufficiently
insulated against noise and installed above the deck to avoid risk for submersion;
dedicated cabin space for onboard observers; improved visibility from the bridge
to the deck; and additional ballast systems to improve vessel stability.

In terms of measuring fleet capacity in kW, some stakeholders may argue that
additional engine power is also required for improving fishing vessel safety,
particularly in bad weather conditions.

The possibility of decomposing the overall GT allowance into subcomponents
addressing different purposes (i.e. GT_safety, GT_energy_transition,
GT_ability _to_fish, GT_wellbeing) should be approached with caution and
carefully designed. Once extra capacity is granted to a fishery, it would be
extremely challenging to reduce it later, especially if it exceeds the available
fishing opportunities. This is due to the long lifespan of fishing vessels, which
makes capacity adjustments costly and inefficient, potentially wasting assets and
resources. Furthermore, fish stocks are inherently variable that cause fluctuations
in fishing opportunities that may conflict with previously agreed capacity limits.
This risk of persistent imbalance is more likely for highly- specialised fleets, which
have less flexibility to adapt to changing stock availability.
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Recommendation 2b - Control and monitor vessel volumes (GT) and engine
power (kW)

Lifting the GT ceiling should be considered only as a last resort, as it may entirely
remove limits on fishing capacity due to the currently high risk of inaccurate
reporting of vessel kW. The monitoring, control and surveillance department in
each Member State must ensure compliance with kW limitations.

Controlling and monitoring both the extra onboard space allowances and engine
power remains essential to prevent unintended increases in fishing capacity.
While vessel widening and lengthening may be acceptable, this should only be
permitted under robust control procedures that ensure any additional GT is used
to improve safety, working conditions, or support the energy transition. With
respect to GT, controls should be considered for unintended impacts, such as
storing catches in living spaces. The study found that, in the example of Spain,
increases in GT granted for safety concerns came with additional facilities for
storing more nets, and onboard infrastructure. These changes were also found
to reduce vessel stability.

Due to potential non-compliance, new legislation has been developed to prevent
the installation of engines that exceed the vessel's licensed power. For example,
Italy restricts engine types, as operators are not allowed to install an engine type
i f the engine manufacturerods product

range
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potentially reduce the likelihood of high-impact infringements.

According to the Control Regulation ((EC) No 1224/2009), EU Member States
are responsible for monitoring the capacity of their vessels and verifying that they
align with officially stated tonnage and engine power. For certain categories of
catching vessels with a high risk of non-compliance, the use of devices that
continuously monitor engine power shall be required as of 10 January 2028 (as
outlined in the amendments to the Control Regulation EU Reg 2023/2842).
Articles 38, 39, 40 and 41 of the 2023 Control Regulation (concerning "Fishing
Capacity") state that Member States are responsible for the certification and
verification of engine power (34) and the verification of tonnage.

The European Commission is required to adopt implementing acts, laying down
detailed rules concerning the installation, technical requirements and
characteristics of continuous engine power monitoring devices that will apply as

(®%) To support Member States in the full and harmonised implementation of a suitable system
for monitoring, certifying and verifying the engine power in accordance with applicable EU
regulations, the European Commission published Technical guidance for the monitoring,
certification and verification of engine power in EU fisheries control (European Commission,
2025d).
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of 10 January 2028 (®°). More specifically, these acts define rules focusing on
verifying (a) engine power of catching vessels, (b) tonnage of catching vessels,
and (c) type, number, and characteristics of the fishing gear. Specifically, Article
41 addresses the verification of kW, while the newly introduced Article 41a,
applicable as of 10 January 2028, addresses the verification of catching vessel
tonnage. The EC may use technical engineering expertise, e.g. naval architects,
to help draft the requirements for verification into such implemented acts.

The EC could also make the reporting of the power of auxiliary engines
mandatory, at least in vessels where a considerable percentage of fuel
consumption is derived from auxiliary engines.

Recommendation 371 Consider the r edistribut ion of fishing capacity

Recommendation 3a - Develop adapted governance

Stakeholders have identified various drivers for future fleet rebalancing by
redistributing the capacity among segments. These include aligning fleets with
new safety and energy transition standards and promoting a trend toward fewer,
larger vessels with innovative engines, which could lead to internal capacity shifts
within the fleet (North Sea case study). In addition, stakeholders raised concerns
about low capacity due to cessation schemes, and suggested that diversifying
catch portfolios (i.e., the number of species targeted by an operator) and fishing
techniques for both quota and non-quota species, might help mitigate these
negative impacts.

It is advisable to encourage Member states to take action for converting or
reallocating capacity from imbalanced fleets toward those fishing practices with
lower impacts on the environment. The CFP governance framework already
incentivises the redistribution of GT or kW across fisheries (e.g. Article 17 of the
2013 CFP), to maintain capacity and to reduce overall harvesting capacity for
overfished stocks. One way to help rebalance fleet segments would involve either
removing or redistributing capacity and fishing effort toward underexploited
stocks, where possible. This could eventually allow stock recovery with
subsequent fishing opportunities increase, as those opportunities are biologically
determined and cannot be increased without being sustained by the stock.
However, contrary to permanent reallocation, stakeholders suggested more
flexibility in catch or effort limits and in reallocating effort among fleet segments,
as fleet imbalance is often perceived by operators as being driven by temporary
issues such as insufficient quotas, labour shortages inducing inactivity, and
soaring costs, and, in the longer-term, by ineffective scrapping programs. The

(®%) To assist Member States in preparing for these new rules, the European Commission
published Technical specifications and guidance for the implementation of devices for the

continuous monitoring of dEutompeéniCongmissian,s26828d).s 6
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Atlantic Western Waters case study shows that an imbalance in biological
indicators makes them more likely to be also at risk of economic imbalance. This
is different from other cases where fisheries remain biologically sustainable, but
are economically imbalanced due to rising costs or market changes.

Recommendation 3b - Consider market incentive-based instruments for fleet
management

For large -scale fleets , a framework for market-based instruments could be
introduced to motivate private investment in fleet adaptation. A review of
international cases indicates that the use of market-based instruments enables
fleets to adapt to fishing opportunities:

1 Promote the governance for individual quotas . In the short term, using
individual quotas with a certain degree of transferability, or total
transferability (ITQs), can provide flexibility for fleet adjustments. Currently,
some Member States allow the transfer of individual rights among fishing
vessel owners on a permanent or temporary basis, depending on whether
the transferring vessel is decommissioned or not. When individual quotas
are not transferable, the removal of an old vessel means that the vessel
owner is not able to transfer the quotas of the decommissioned vessel.
This is particularly relevant whenever the removal of the capacity is not
from public aid (Article 23 of the 2013 CFP). Thus, incentives to remove
this capacity are scarce.

1 Former vessel o wner to hold the license detached from the vessel . In
the long term, market-based instruments can be used to facilitate the use
of licenses when vessels are decommissioned. Licenses are generally tied
to a vessel and in some cases also to individual catch rights. Additional
flexibility to allow the removal of a given fishing vessel, while also allowing
the owner to hold the license temporarily, may provide incentives to adapt
the fleet to new needs. This would allow the owner to trade the license and
guotas with other vessel owners for fishing purposes, or the license for the
adaptation of the fishing vessel to environmental protection and crew
habitability. The UK is an example of the use of licenses detached from a
physi cal licengesestidelmentsdj where these virtual entitlement
licenses are included in the UK fleet register instead of vessel licenses for
a period of three years.

i Possibilities for quota swaps and quota (harbour) pools . The need for
quota redistribution would require more flexibility, which should be aligned
with what is found in Section 4 (i.e. rights-based management). Quota
swap and exchange also provide flexibility to adapt (North Sea case study
T see Annex 2) and are also highlighted as a desired approach in the Baltic
Sea case study. In the case study of Portugal, for example, enhanced
cooperation between Portugal and Spain on quota sharing could help
resolve the issue and ensure fleet sustainability. Increased involvement of
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co-management in quota appropriation could help reduce social and
economic impacts associated with quota usage and fleet inactivity. This
could be addressed with quota pools managed by (harbour) communities
or Producer Organisations. In addition to allocating rights among quota-
pool members as needed, avoiding quota underutilisation would also
require, for example, more flexibility regarding target species, as vessels
may no longer be able to remain highly specialised in certain fisheries. This
would allow them to target alternative species during periods of low stock
abundance - see for instance, examples of POs allocations among their
members (e.g. Denmark within North Sea case study, or the United
States).

For small-scale fleet s, market incentive-based fleet management and
sector -specific solutions , such as direct sales, could be prioritised. In
redesigning the fleet, these strategies offer the potential to promote economic
sustainability alongside reducing catch volumes to remove situations of
imbalance and support energy transition:

1 Local market development. Direct sales require specific port facilities
and depend on the species landed. Small-scale fishers need access to
processing structures, particularly for local consumption.

1 Promote governance for Dbetter catch valuation. Operational
constraints such as landing times are crucial to ensure timely delivery to
the retail sector and maintaining product quality. Some fishing practices
have evolved from high volume catches to more selective practices, with
fishers now sorting species and package them in smaller units (e.g. 10 kg
containers) to better respect and value the resource.

i Transitioning from high - to low -impact fishing gears . Promoting small
scale fisheries often offers several comparative benefits, including
reducing the carbon footprint, minimising environmental impact per unit of
effort and help limit the risk of overfishing in certain fisheries. Energy
transition also aims to decrease fossil fuel use, while increasing economic
viability and resilience. This is often the outcome of using passive gears,
which help minimize seafloor impact and improve selective fishing. Using
the entry/exit scheme under Article 23 of the 2013 CFP can help the
transition from high- to low-impact fishing gears. This transition can reduce
energy consumption, preserve coastal jobs, and maintain social fabrics
and infrastructure.

1 Costs and feasibility : The transition involves significant initial capital and
installation costs, and the payback time depends on operating and
maintenance costs over vessel lifetime. Feasibility studies are needed to
assess economic returns, considering future fuel availability, fishing
opportunities, capacity flexibility, market conditions, and disincentives for
a change like fossil fuel tax exemptions. A critical factor for success in
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ensuring the transition, while limiting the risk for overfishing, is reducing
the primary concern of the lack of fish. Clearly, without sustainable fish
stocks, transition efforts will be inefficient.

Recommendation 4 1 Continue EU fleet management in support of the
fisheries management objectives

T

Increase vessel efficiency  while ¢ ontinu ing implement ing catch and
effort limits . A fundamental challenge in limiting fishing capacity is that
gains in efficiency are often needed to improve the economic performance
of certain fleet segments, particularly smaller vessels operating at the edge
of profitability. Limiting effort is often seen by some stakeholders as
precisely inefficient and counterproductive, as it can lead to deliberate
operational inefficiencies and, for example, wasted steaming time when
forced to return to port by limitations on trip duration. This was shown in
the Western Mediterranean case study, where some fleets could have
been compensated with public aid to compensate for temporary inactivity
and maintain a fleet presence. The justification for such financial support
iIs the fact that reducing the number of allowable fishing days may
disproportionately impact different operators: larger vessels, which are at
the greatest financial risk, as their operational days fall below the threshold
required for economic viability; and smaller vessels, even if having smaller
operating costs, in case their catch rates are far below large operators.
Low efficiency can also lead to poorer working conditions on board vessels
and make the profession less appealing to younger generations. In
addition, an ageing fleet sometimes encourages fishers to work harder to
compensate for reduced efficiency, which can lead to the overexploitation
of fishery resources. However, gains in efficiency are also a driver for
overcapacity, increasing the risk for overfishing EU fish stocks on board
vessels and make the profession less appealing to younger generations.
Effective fleet management for rebalancing the EU fleet should focus on
setting precautionary catch and effort limits and regulating gear, rather
than restricting upgrades that enhance safety, working conditions, and
environmental performance.

Remove barriers that prevent full qu  ota uptake . There is a need for the
fishing industry to explore mechanisms to address quota underutilisation,
likely caused by choke species, such as selective gear innovation and
spatial management. In the NEA region, an increasing number of fish
stocks are showing underutilised fishing opportunities. While choke effects
likely contribute to this, other factors, such as high costs of fishing, low
market prices reduced stock status, and general degradation of marine
habitat, may also play a role. Modernising fishing vessels and adapting to
energy transition can improve safety, attractiveness, profitability and
sustainability. However, regulatory frameworks may evolve to support
technological innovation and optimize fleet capacity.
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1 EUand MSto ensure s ustainable fishing as a prerequisite for funding
eligibility . A primary barrier for a fleet segment to access public aid, such
as EMFAF, is the lack of balance between fishing capacity and available
fishing opportunities. This requirement is necessary to continue reducing
the risk of overfishing in EU waters. However, this has contributed to the
underutilisation of EMFAF for fleet transition. For example, there has been
a low number of applicants to Article 18 (8%), and no applications for Article
19 (") (as of July 2024, Schmuedderich et al. (2024)).

Recommendation 5 T Control unintended side effects of effort -based
management and complement with catch limits

It is advisable to continue limiting fishing mortality by restricting the number of
days at sea specific to fleet segments (e.g. coastal versus deeper water
fisheries). In imbalanced situations, there is a need in fisheries management to
continue limiting the ability to catch fish with an effort control.

1 Accounting for technological improvements . Effort control often
incentivised technological innovations that challenged fisheries
management, whenever a fleet management monitoring, for the same
fishing capacity, would fail to capture improvement in harvesting capacity.
In reaction to effort control, fishers can bypass input controls. For example,
when limits are placed on the number of or size of vessels, fishers may
adapt by increasing boat size or engine power to maintain or even increase
their fishing capacity. Besides, coastal fisheries are particularly sensitive
to weather conditions, limiting available fishing time. While larger vessels
can operate in rougher sea conditions, they may increase the risk of
accidents, and operating trawl gear in rough weather remains less
effective. Control for unintended side effects of an effort-based
management regime would include a regular control for the change in
catch efficiency. Input controls should be carefully tailored to local
circumstances and complement, rather than substitute, output controls.

The implementation of catch limits may be promoted to avoid relying on
effort control only, which could have inadvertently led to an ageing fishing
fleet not equipped to operate in rough offshore areas, thus encouraging
more fishing in coastal areas. A shift in fishing effort can lead to
overexploitation of coastal resources, which are important habitats for

(8%) Article 19 of EMFAF states that increases in GT can be financed for safety, better working
conditions, and better energy efficiency, if they do not increase fishing capacity (i.e. in this
case, the harvesting capacity)
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commercial species. In addition, fishing in coastal areas can lead to
conflicts between different fishing segments, further exacerbating resource
depletion.

1 Investigate ways to reduce preference for over motorised kW
engines. Some propulsion setup exists where the installed engine
provides more power than the vessel strictly needs for its primary fishing
operations. In parallel, opportunities exist to install lower kW engine
requirements by promoting fuel-saving technologies and encouraging the
adoption of vessels and fishing techniques with reduced kW requirements.
This can help ensure that increases in catch efficiency do not come with
more harvesting capacity that could compromise sustainability.

Recommendation 6 i Work toward reducing uncertainty in catch advice,
and revise EC 2014 guidelines for evaluating balance that better link to the
risk of overcapacity

1 Fishing below F wmsy: Catch advice would be promoted with better
coverage and more reliable stock assessment (e.g. North Sea case study,
Western Mediterranean case study), also including setting fishing
opportunities aligned with environmental factors external to fishing which
currently decrease ocean productivity (e.g. pollution, climate change). In
this context, there is a fundamental contradiction between the fishing
sector's desire for stable fishing opportunities over several years and the
inherent fluctuations of natural living marine resources, added to ocean
productivity trending toward unknown levels (due to climate change and
other factors). To reduce these fluctuations, it may be advisable to fish with
more caution, which means operating slightly below the MSY. This
approach can help to increase the stability of the expected yield and
safeguard the long term economic and social capital already invested by
the public and private sectors in fisheries (Bastardie et al. 2024).

1 Improve data collection and revise t he Aibal anceoto i ndi c at
capture drivers of overcapacity : Evaluating balance with improved
indicators (North Sea case study, Western Mediterranean case study, etc.)
will be beneficial once data collection is improved. There is a need for
disaggregated data on fleet balance indicators (as shown in Section 2, and
stakeholder responses in case studies), also as a support for robust socio-
economic analyses. This includes investigating analyses of the reasons
why fishing quotas are not fully used and including quota uptake as an
extra indicator of balance. An increasing number of fishing quotas are no
longer being fully utilised in the NEA, for example. There are several
reasons for that, including loss of resilience and degraded productivity that
prevent catching of the fish, or lack of capacity, and, for each fish stock,
there may be specific reasons why the quotas for these stocks are not
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fished up to 100%. This is counterintuitive to the discussion on overfishing
of stocks in the EU and is a hindrance to improving the supply of fish within
the EU. Therefore, this should be analysed and measures developed to
improve the uptake of quotas in cases where stocks are not at risk of
overfishing, including acknowledging for possible ecosystem effects and
habitat restoration to support long-term ocean productivity.

To conclude, this study has identified a few potential pathways towards renewing
and modernising the EU fishing fleet. Clearly there are challenges to overcome,
and a core challenge for fleet management that aimed at controlling fishing
capacity is that efficiency improvements are often essential for enhancing the
economic performance and viability of certain fleet segments. The study
concludes that the goal of fleet management should not be to reduce individual
vessel efficiency, but rather to manage fleet-level efficiency so as to ensure a
sustained balance with fisheries opportunities. Achieving this balance is a
prerequisite for successful EU fleet renewal alongside an energy transition
towards low carbon low-impact fisheries. There are also challenges that go
beyond the realm of fishing alone, but it is timely to consider now the evolution of
the EU's fishing fleet towards a sustainable, profitable sector attractive to the next
generation of fishers, as well as to consumers wishing to purchase EU-caught
fish. This contributes to the vision that aims to foster resilience, competitiveness,
and sustainability, by managing EU fishing fleets while contributing to securing
European food sovereignty and advance on the European Ocean Pact.
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Table 317 Deduced from the EU fleet register for all vessels present in the
register on the 1st of Jan uary 2024
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Anne&Xverview of BEd cases st ui

1 2.1 Fisheries in the Western Mediterranean
1 2.2 Portuguese fleets in the external waters

1 2.3 Atlantic North Western Waters i Spanish fleets subject to the current
Action Plan (2024)

1 2.4 Fisheries in the southern Baltic Sea i Polish example

1 2.5 Demersal mixed fisheries in the North Sea

155



European Unionés fishing fl edtrinalRepodt! uti on, chal l

2.1 Case Study 1: Fisheries in the Western
Mediterranean

France, Italy and Spain

Loretta Malvarosa?l, Rosaria F. Sabatellal, Alessandro Ligas?
1 NISEA Soc. Coop., Via Irno 11, 84135 Salerno (Italy)

2 Consorzio per il Centro Interuniversitario di Biologia Marina ed Ecologia
Applicata (CIBM), V.le N. Sauro 4, 57128 Livorno (Italy)
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1. Background

In the Mediterranean and Black Sea, fisheries are generally multi-gear and multi-
species, and small-scale fisheries (SSFs) play a key role in terms of number of
vessels and employees in the fishing sector. This is despite the bulk of catches
coming from medium- and large-scale fisheries using purse-seine (targeting large
and small pelagics) and bottom trawling (targeting demersal stocks).

Within this context, a series of multiannual management plans (MAPs) have been
introduced since 2013. These include the Western Mediterranean MAP
(WestMed MAP) implemented by the European Union (EU) in 2019,), as well as
other MAPs implemented under the General Fisheries Commission for the
Mediterranean (GFCM) Recommendations: two in the Adriatic Sea (for demersal
stocks in 2019 and small-pelagic stocks in 2021), and one in the Strait of Sicily
for demersal stocks.

Bottom trawl fisheries in the Western basin are managed under the EU West Med
WestMed MAP through Regulation (EU) 2019/1022 (88), which implements a
fishing effort regime alongside other management measures (e.g. catch limits for
red shrimps, Aristeus antennatus and Aristaeomorpha foliacea, introduced under
the EU WestMed MAP since 2023).

Fleets managed solely through effort limitation (i.e. input control measures), such
as most fisheries in the Mediterranean Sea, make this balancing of the fishing
capacity with the fishing opportunities more uncertain, given the challenge of
ensuring the actual effective fishing effort and harvesting capacity (that may be
different from the nominal effort) to correspond to sustainable levels.

In the light of the existing EU WestMed MAP, an extensive amount of work has
been performed by the Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for
Fisheries (STECF). Several STECF Expert Working Groups (EWGS), including
those on Western Mediterranean stock assessment, Effort Regime, Balance
between Capacity and fishing opportunities and MAP evaluation, have been
tackling aspects related to the EU MAP in the Western Mediterranean. For
example, a review of the balance between fleet capacity and fishing opportunities
for the EU fleet in the Western Mediterranean has been carried out. Biological
and economic indicators are routinely estimated and reported in the STECF EWG
Balance reports.

A substantial body of scientific literature, including economic and social analysis,
is available. Together, these sources of information help provide supporting
evidence to better understand the causes of imbalance, as well as factors that
influencing overcapacity. This includes the hyper-stability issues i.e. situations
when effort reduction does not necessarily result in proportional reductions in
fishing mortality, F. The information links). These issues are linked to the

(%) 0J L 172, 26.6.2019, p. 1i 17
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exploitation pattern and are informed by selectivity studies and reports (e.g. the
Implemed project) and by studies on the landing obligation and discards (e.g. the
MedBLand project, see Spedicato et al., 2022).

1.1. Overview of fleet capacity

The multiannual plan for fisheries exploiting demersal stocks in the Western
Mediterranean (WestMed Plan) has been in force since 2019. Demersal fishing
is highly important for the fleets operating in this region (Sabatella et al., 2021).
Approximately 50% of the number of vessels are Spanish, 45% Italian and 5%
French (average based on STECF Fisheries Dependent Information (FDI) data,
2021-2023). In terms of vessel size (Gross Tonnage, GT), the Spanish fleet is by
far the most representative, accounting for 58% of the total GT (Figure 17). This
is because the Spanish fleet has, on average, larger vessels compared to the
Italian fleet (20 metres versus 18 metres overall length (LOA), on average,
respectively).
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Figure 17 1 Trend of capacity (number of vessels and GT) by country for the
Western Mediterranean trawling fleets, 2013 -2023

Number of vessels

1600
1400

1200
1000
80
&0
40
20

0

2013 2014 2015 201e 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

[ T s T o s

mFrance mItaly mSpain

Gross tonnage

80000
70000

€0000
50000
40000
30000
20000
10000

0

2013 2014 2015 201e 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

mFrance mItaly mSpain

Source: elaboration on STECF Fisheries Dependent Information (FDI) data
(https://stecf.ec.europa.eu/data-dissemination/fdi_en)

The number of demersal trawlers operating in the Western Mediterranean in 2023
were around 1 100 vessels, which landed around 55 thousand tonnes. FDI data
highlight an overall decrease of -18% in number and -19% in GT over the last 10
years (Figure 17), with differences at country level: data for Italy report the biggest
decrease both in number and in GT (-22%) while data for France highlight the
lowest decrease in terms of GT (-6%).

The biggest decrease, both in terms of number of vessels and in GT, is detected
on the length class 18-24 metres (-21%) while vessels belonging to the class 12-
18 metres show a decrease of -21% in number and -19% in tonnage (Figure 18).
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Figure 18 1 Trend of capacity (number of vessels and GT) by length classes for
the Western Mediterranean trawling fleets, 2013  -2023.
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From a technical perspective, the structure of the fleets from all three countries
are very different, with French vessels being the biggest in terms of tonnage (95
GT on average) and Italian vessels being the smallest (37 GT on average).
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Table 32 7 Average GT of the Western Mediterranean trawlers, by country and
length classes, 2023

- 7 7

VL0612

VL1218 24 19 25
VL1824 71 57 60
VL2440 123 132 97
TOTAL 95 37 58

Source: elaboration on FDI data (https://stecf.ec.europa.eu/data-dissemination/fdi_en)

1.2. Aims and objectives

This case study was conductedunderSpeci fi ¢ Contract No. 01l AE
fishing fleet: ev ol ut iwidhn,the ramawolk €antgaets and f
CINEA/2023/0OP/0002. The overall objective of the case studies was to provide

an overview of the main trends in regions, fisheries, and fleet segments that

appear imbalanced with their fishing opportunities from 2015 onwards. This case

study was one out of five EU case studies with structural overcapacity in the

fleet/fishery, detailing the factors and barriers that have been an influence on why

it has overcapacity or why it could not be addressed. Factors that contribute to

successful balances of the capacity may also be identified wherever a balanced

fishery is reported. Specifically, this case study aims to identify the factors

contributing to overcapacity in the Western Mediterranean bottom trawl fishing

fleets.
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2. Methodology

2.1. General approach

A range of information and data sources has been used to inform this case study.
These include a literature review, supplemented by an analysis of recently
updated datasets on capacity and socio-economic data. The literature review has
been used as a basis to draft an evidence-based background for the subsequent
quantitative analysis. In addition, stakeholder consultation has been performed
through a questionnaire aimed at collecting feedback on different aspects related
to the management of fleet capacity and balance between capacity and resources
in relation to the implementation of the EU WestMed MAP.

2.2. Literature review and data sources

This case study reviewed the balance of capacity against the fishing opportunities
for the EU fleet.

1 Biological and economic indicators are routinely estimated in the STECF
EWG balance reports and GFCM WGFIT (Working Group on Fishing
Technology) reports. STECF and GFCM stock assessment working
groups reports (as well as the outcomes that are publicly available on
GFCM and STECF/JRC websites); The GFCM SoMFi (State of
Mediterranean and Black Sea Fisheries) reports, the GFCM Sub-regional
Committees and the SAC reports were considered, as well as the
Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) monitoring reports issued by
STECF/JRC. The economic, biological, and technical/social indicators
were evaluated in combination. STECF Balance Capacity EWG reports
and national fleet reports. Agrocampus Atlas web platform used in the
STECF Balance Capacity EWGs (89).

1 STECF EWGs Reports and Scientific literature around the Western
Mediterranean Management Plan (%°).

1 Fishing fleet capacities national reports (°1).

1 A specific data request was directly addressed to the Italian Ministry to
gather production and economic data for Italy at the GSA level (GSAs 9,
10 and 11, which are included in the EMU2 of the WestMed MAP); data
for Spain and France are already available from the AER and FDI (°?).

(89) https://sirs.agrocampus-ouest.fr/stecf balance 2023/index.php?action=fiche&code=BEL -
NAO-TBB1824-NGI-%2A&type code=FS&atl version=0&idlang=uk

(°9) https://stecf.ec.europa.eu/reports/evaluation-effort-regimes-reports_en

(°Y) https://oceans-and-fisheries.ec.europa.eu/fisheries/rules/fishing-fleet-capacities/fleet-
capacity-reports-2023 en

(°°?) https://stecf.ec.europa.eu/reports/economic-and-social-analyses_en
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2.3. Stakeholder consultation

Key stakeholders relevant to the Western Mediterranean bottom trawl fisheries
were identified to help better understand some of the main aspects under the
effort management plan currently in place (Table 33). Representatives from the
national administrations of Italy, France and Spain, MEDAC (Mediterranean
Advisory Council) and an NGO were contacted. Further to this, to obtain feedback
on the potential factors deemed to affect overcapacity, key representatives from
various academic and research institutes were consulted.

Table 3371 List of key stakeholder groups relevant to fisheries exploiting demersal
stocks within the  Western Mediterranean multiannual plan

Entity Af filiation

I T National a Ministero dell e Politiche Agric
Generale dell a Pelsbchac gMiaarciotlttiumaa e

ALL Fi shery bo Mediterranean AMEDA®ONnygl| Cdungi POS§
ALL NGO WWF Me d

FR National a SPMAD/ SDRHA/ BASD Minist re de | ¢
coh®si amrdeds oi res Direction G®n(
|l a P°che et de | ' Aquacul ture

ALL Fi shery bo GFCM
ALL Scientific STECF

I T Research i CNR | RBI M

ES Research i | EO

ES National a MinistAgibcdetura, Pesca y Al i me
de I nvestigaci-n Cient2fica y Re

Pesca

Members of the case study team were important to help identify local contact
points/national correspondents to explain the imbalanced situation in detail and
provide solutions/opinions for addressing these recurrent imbalance issues.

The general methodology defined under the Specific Contract was implemented,
with the submission of a semi-structured questionnaire (Appendix 1), and face-
to-face online interviews and/or meetings, some of those meetings including
multiple stakeholders. In total, 19 stakeholders provided their input.

3. Results

3.1. Results from data analysis

Despite some recent positive trends in terms of stock status and Balance-
Capacity indicators (e.g. Sustainable Harvest Indicator SHI, and Stock at Risk
SAR), fleet segments within the bottom trawl demersal fisheries in the Western
Mediterranean remain out of balance. The following results based on various
information and data sources help to better understand the determinants and
barriers that prevent this imbalance from being corrected.
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According to the stock assessment analyses performed by both GFCM and
STECF, the number of demersal stocks fished sustainably has increased,
particularly deep-water rose shrimp and red mullet. However, European hake still
shows the highest overexploitation ratio, needing reductions in fishing mortality
more than 50% to reach the target fishing mortality in all GSAs of the Western
Mediterranean (FAO, 2023; GFCM, 2024a; STECF, 2024a,b). It was also noted
that the number of stocks with biomass reference points had increased, enabling
the forecast under different scenarios of fishing mortality (F) reduction. As
concerns the bottom trawl fisheries in the Western Mediterranean, despite the
landing obligation (LO) being in force since 2019, there is little evidence of a
change in behaviour or major improvements in gear selectivity to improve
sustainability of stocks (Damalas et al., 2018). As observed by STECF (STECF
23-04 and 23-06), the approach taken by many Mediterranean Member States
and High-Level Groups is to request exemptions to maintain the status quo.

The report on the monitoring and evaluation of EU CFP towards achieving the
MSY objectives (STECF, 2024a) shows improved stock status in the Western
Mediterranean, even though fishing mortality is, in general, still above Fusy.

Table 34 summarizes the results of two indicators computed using a state-space
model as implemented in the R package JARA (Winker et al, 2019). Model
outputs for F/Fusy for 27 stocks in the Western Mediterranean show a slightly
decreasing trend, with the lowest value (still above 1 though) in 2021. The second
indicator is based on the ratio between SSB and the SSB estimated in 2003. The
largest value (1.43) is observed in 2021, showing an improvement of the SSB of
the 27 stocks considered in the Western Mediterranean.

Table 341 Trend in F/F usy and SSB/SSB 2003 (based on 27 stocks) in the Western
Mediterranean (indicators reference year 2021)

Cnnwnnlannanlkan Hnnnlnw A aul e

CwkC MPY HPN MOPD MDPP HDPA MPYy MPP MPY MDPP MDYy
{{. ki MdPN MOPM MPH MPH MPH MPM MDPA MPa MmPa mMmDn

Y I T Y I T CY X T

Ck(C MOT M®Pc MPc MPp MdPNn MPp MPN MPH MDM TT
{{. K MPM MPH MPH MPH MPO MPo MPo MPo MPn T

Source: STECF, 2024a.

Over the past five years, demersal trawlers operating in Western Mediterranean
have faced a substantial decline in total income. This downward trend is reflected
in Gross Value Added, Gross Profit, and Net Profit, all of which have steadily
decreased. The decline has been gradual, with a particularly sharp drop after
2019. Net profit, which had exceeded EUR 30 million in 2018, has consistently
fallen year after year, and in 2022 net profit turned negative, indicating a financial
loss (Figure 19). Direct subsidies are excluded from net profit calculations, yet
they play a crucial role in segment profitability. In 2022, operating subsidies
surged by 162% compared to 2021. If subsidies are included in the calculations,
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the demersal trawlers' profit for 2022 would remain overall positive (STECF,
2024c).

Figure 1971 Trend in main economic indicators for demersal trawlers operating in
Western Mediterranean

700

Net profit

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

20
10
5

B Totalincome M GrossValueAdded B Grossprofit B Netprofit 15

Million EUR

Million EUR
=
o

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Source: For France and Spain: https://stecf.ec.europa.eu/reports/economic-and-social-
analyses_en. For ltaly, Italian Ministry of Agriculture, Food Sovereignty and Forestry data

Between 2018 and 2022, the gross value of landings declined by approximately
23%, while the active fleet shrank by 10% and the number of days at sea
decreased by 24% (Figure 20). This loss is primarily driven by a reduction in catch
volumes, which has not been compensated by higher producer prices. Prices
have remained relatively stable, averaging around EUR 7.00/kg (Figure 20).
Additionally, shifts in catch composition have influenced price trends: the share
of blue and red shrimps has declined, while the landings of deep-water rose
shrimp and European hake have increased (Figure 21). It is however worth
mentioning that other species (e.g., anglerfish, squids, etc.) are landed and
represent important revenues for trawlers.

Figure 207 Trend in number of vessels and days at sea (on the left) and live weight
of landings and average price (on the right), demersal trawlers, Western
Mediterranean, year 2018 and 2022
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Source: For France and Spain: https://stecf.ec.europa.eu/reports/economic-and-social-
analyses_en. For Italy, Masaf data
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Figure 21 - Composition of total value of landings, main species, demersal
trawlers, Western Mediterranean, year 2018 and 2022
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Source: For France and Spain: https://stecf.ec.europa.eu/reports/economic-and-social-
analyses_en. For Italy, Masaf data

Until 2021, gross profit closely mirrored the trend of the gross value of landings.
From 2018 to 2021, operating costs steadily declined as fleet activity decreased.
A key factor in this was the continuous drop in fuel costs, aided by stable and
relatively low prices up until mid-2021. In 2022, a sharp rise in diesel prices
accelerated the decline in profitability already underway in previous years,
ultimately pushing trawl fleets in the area into financial losses (Figure 22).

Figure 22 i Trend in main operational costs for demersal trawlers, Western
Mediterranean, year 2018 and 2022
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Source: For France and Spain: https://stecf.ec.europa.eu/reports/economic-and-social-
analyses_en. For Italy, Masaf data
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These impacts have varied across vessel sizes and Member States in the
Western Mediterranean. In France, the DTS2440 fleet segment (demersal
trawlers/seiners 241 40 m) consistently showed negative net profit margins
throughout the period, with a particularly sharp decline in 2021. The DTS1218
segment (121 18 m) maintained relatively stable profitability until 2020 but
experienced a notable drop in 2021 and 2022. In Italy, the DTS1218 segment
remained profitable until 2021, but saw a significant downturn in 2022, turning
negative. The DTS2440 segment showed a progressive decline, culminating in a
steep negative margin in 2022, likely driven by rising operating costs.

In Spain, the DTS1218 segment maintained positive margins across all years,
although with some fluctuations. The DTS2440 segment showed modest
profitability until 2021, but turned negative in 2022, suggesting increased cost
pressures (Figure 23).

Figure 23 7 Net profit margin for demersal trawlers by vessel length by Member
State, Western Mediterranean, year 2018 and 2022

Net profit margin_France Net profit margin_ltaly

Source: For France and Spain: https://stecf.ec.europa.eu/reports/economic-and-social-
analyses_en . For Italy, Masaf data

Based on information provided in the national Fleet Capacity Reports, 15 fleet
segments are out of balance in the Western Mediterranean Sea out of a total of
19 fleet segments (Table 35). Imbalance was defined based on SHI and SAR
indicators (even if the balance indicators cover also the economic dimension i
ROFTAand CRIBER-and t he v sation Vel for Italian vessels, the
segments considered were those with SHI indicator values larger than 1 and a
threshold above 40% for at least two out of three years in the reference period.
Dependence on overfished species in different years is highlighted for all out of
balance fleet segments (Table 35).

Economic indicators show variability not only across different vessel size classes
but also across different fishing areas except for the DTS2440 segment with
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negative economic performance indicators across all areas. Medium-sized
trawlers (VL1218; vessel length class between 12 and 18 m) show a more
favourable situation, with positive indicators in all areas except GSA 10 (Table
35). Italian demersal trawlers in GSA 11 and GSA 10 appear to have the most
challenging economic conditions.
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Table 3571 Balance assessment by demersal fleet segments in Western Mediterranean according to national Fleet capacity
reports 2024, indicator reference year 2022

Country

Fleet
segment

No of active

vessels in 2022

ROFTA CR/BER VUR

National authorities

Balance assessment by

ESP
ESP
ESP
ESP
FRA
FRA
FRA
ITA
ITA
ITA
ITA
ITA
ITA
ITA
ITA
ITA
ITA
ITA
ITA

GSA7
GSA 9
GSA9
GSA 9
GSA9
GSA 10
GSA 10
GSA 10
GSA 10
GSA 11
GSA 11
GSA 11
GSA 11

DTS0612
DTS1218
DTS1824
DTS2440
DTS1218
DTS1824
DTS2440
DTS0612
DTS1218
DTS1824
DTS2440
DTS0612
DTS1218
DTS1824
DTS2440
DTS0612
DTS1218
DTS1824
DTS2440

24
139
284
124

3

26

29

30

91

82

9

13
118

56

2

11

58

25

16

<40%

Out of balance
Out of balance
Out of balance
Out of balance
Out of balance
Out of balance
Out of balance
In balance
Out of balance
Out of balance
Out of balance
In balance
Out of balance
Out of balance
Out of balance
In balance
In balance
Out of balance
Out of balance

Source: National Fleet capacity reports 2024 https://oceans-and-fisheries.ec.europa.eul/fisheries/rules/fishing-fleet-capacities/fleet-capacity-reports-

2023 _en
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Measures implemented under the three national action plans for the Western
Mediterranean Sea (Spain, France and Italy) for the demersal trawl fleets include:

Additional effort reduction in terms of days at sea

Spatial and time-based closures

Permanent cessation of fishing vessels

Improvement of the trawl selectivity through pilot projects and temporary
cessation of fishing activities

E N

In addition to the above, in 2023, Spain planned to give an additional 5% of fishing
days to all trawlers replacing their nets with more selective mesh as an incentive
to improve fishing gear selectivity.

3.2. Results from stakeholder consultation

Feedback was received from all national authorities from EU Member States
associated with the Western Mediterranean EU MAP, namely Spain, France and
Italy. Additional replies were received from the MEDAC, the GFCM,
representatives of fishing industry and associations, NGOs and national experts.
In some cases (i.e., national authorities), the reply from the stakeholders
contacted was provided by means of a joint/shared answer. In other cases (i.e.,
MEDAC), more than one answer was collected, thus allowing to have feedback
either from a regional perspective and from single associated members,
representing the view of country-based POs or association of fishing cooperatives
(e.g., for Spain and France). Figure 24 summarizes the number of questionnaires
collected by stakeholder category.

Figure 24 1 Number of questionnaires collected by stakeholder group and
nationality
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The following provides a synthesis of the replies based on the topics addressed
by each question.

Q. What are the main drivers behind reported changes in fleets in balance or out
of balance over the past 5 years?

Spain, France and Italy have large and diverse fishing fleets. Each fleet segment
is affected by various factors, so it is difficult to identify common drivers.
However, according to responses given, the main drivers can be summarized
as follows:

1 Implementation of the WestMed MAP with an overall 40% reduction in

fishing effort over 5 years, which, according to the stakeholders, has

induced short term imbalance on the economic indicators.

Overfishing.

Overcapacity.

Ageing of fishers and vessels.

The recent energy price cr iuwprovoked

aggression against Ukraine) has a negative impact on the economic

performance of the fishing fleets.

1 The stocks status showed improvement, though hake stocks are still with
a current biomass below Biim.

1 The impact of the environmental factors (climate change) on the stocks
and fisheries.

= =4 -4 A

Some respondents from the POs pointed out that the current scientific advice is
not including environmental variables, thus the impact of external factors (e.g.
pollution, climate change) on biological reference points is unknown. In addition,
the lack of a global/ecosystem vision is a matter of concern: a large number of
exploited stocks is still not covered by scientific advice. According to the feedback
received by both POs and national authorities, the economic impact of the
COVID-19 pandemic on the EU fishing sector was smaller than expected and
had a minimal impact on the fleets.

Q. What are the causes of the current fleets in balance or out of balance situation
(e.g. resources status, fisheries management measures, markets, BREXIT,
EMFAF)?

According to the perception of the consulted stakeholders, the main causes of
balance status of the fleets operating in the Western Mediterranean can be
summarized as follows:

1 Poor stocks status.

1 The recent energy price crisis.

1 The raising impact of the environmental factors (climate change).
1 Ageing of fishers and the weak or lack of generational turnover.
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1 The Western Mediterranean EU MAP and the consequent fishing effort
reduction.

It is worth mentioning that according to both POs and national authorities, the
WestMed MAP has to be seen as a consequence/response to the out of balance
status of several fisheries in the Western Mediterranean rather than a
driver/cause. Some respondents highlighted that the usual 2-year delay of
scientific advice (i.e. 2023 advice for the Fisheries Opportunities (2024 is based
on data up to 2022) may pose the risk of management measures not fitting the
current fisheries and fleets situation; in addition, robust socio-economic analyses
are missing: therefore, the management measures are mostly supported by stock
related information (fishing mortality, biomass reference points), while economic
and social aspects are almost neglected, in the respondents” opinion.

Q. What current management decisions have been adopted to maintain the fleet
in balance (e.g. reduction of fishing capacity, flexibility in quota management,
financial support, SWAPS)?

The measures applied to achieve fleet balance can be grouped into the
following types of actions:

1 The WestMed MAP for a reduction of demersal trawling effort, including
measures such as fishing effort regimes (maximum number of fishing
days), temporary bans, permanent cessation, etc.

1 Stock improvement through the implementation of control measures, catch
limits, fisheries restricted areas, etc.

1 Improving knowledge on the stocks and fisheries through dedicated
surveys and monitoring programs.

9 Catch limits for red shrimps.

1 Measures supported by the European Maritime Fisheries and Aquaculture
Funds (EMFAF), for example, permanent and temporary cessations (e.g.
temporary cessation in Italy on a yearly basis).

1 Compensation mechanisms were introduced to reward fishers adopting
sustainable practices, offering additional flexibility in effort allocation for
those implementing measures like increased gear selectivity.

Q. Is the permanent cessation program effective at managing fleet balance?
What are other solutions and why could these be effective?

According to the respondents, the permanent cessation can effectively reduce
fishing capacity. However, it may have negative social and economic impacts on
coastal communities, so it should only be used after other measures, like
temporary cessations, have failed. While it helps manage fleet balance, its
effectiveness has been mixed, and there are concerns about delayed
socioeconomic impact assessments leading to an excessive request of funding.
It is recommended to wait for updated bio-ecological and socio-economic data
before implementing new decisions.
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According to respondents, permanent cessation is most effective when applied
to fleet segments that are the sole contributors to stocks in poor biological
condition, but less effective when multiple fleet segments are involved. However,
this measure has irreversible economic and social consequences, particularly for
affected coastal populations, and should only be used after comprehensive
analysis and prior management measures, like closed seasons or temporary
cessations, have not worked. Alternative measures include reducing fleet
capacity through licences limitation/ceiling or reduction. Temporal closures are
also a viable option to reduce economic loss while redistributing fishing efforts.
Temporal closures are also a viable option to reduce economic loss while
redistributing fishing efforts.

Q. What is causing inactivity in the fleets and what management measures can
be used to mitigate this?

Most inactive vessels are under 12 metres, where fishing is a complementary
activity, in most cases. According to respondents, fleet inactivity is driven by
factors like ageing crews, difficulty in finding new crew members, and inefficient
vessels. To reduce inactivity, diversification of fishing practices, financial support,
and training are recommended. Investments in vessel renewal and attracting
younger workers are also crucial.

According to some respondents (i.e., POs), the WestMed MAP has contributed
to fleet inactivity, and more flexibility in transferring unused effort quotas to the
subsequent year is suggested to reduce socio-economic impacts. However, the
priority, to them, is to strengthen scientific research to create more accurate stock
assessments and management measures. Current compensation measures are
complex, costly for small businesses, and may not effectively offset the negative
impacts.

Q. What future opportunities and management measures can be used to improve
implementation of fleet balance indicators and how?

To improve fleet balance indicators , some respondents suggest a new
approach to data collection in the Mediterranean, aimed at providing and
submitting more detailed and disaggregated data for each fishing area (GSA).
This would help tailor management measures and guide the transition to
sustainable fishing practices. Additionally, some respondents suggest that
revising EMFAF would be necessary to support fishing units during this transition.

Respondents believe that fleet balance indicators are useful for assessing
resource status and guiding fishers toward sustainable practices, but
improvements in methodology are needed. For instance, indicators like the
Vessel Utilization Ratio (VUR) and Stock at Risk (SAR) have limitations. VUR
may not accurately reflect imbalance in fleets with part-time or seasonal fishers,
especially for small vessels. SAR can be overestimated, particularly for shared
stocks with non-EU countries, and needs case-by-case scrutiny.
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Some respondents believe that, in the Western Mediterranean, instead of
introducing more measures, the focus should be on improving the implementation
of existing measures (like effort quotas and closures) and evaluating their
effectiveness over time.

Q. Specifically, what has been the impact of the Western Mediterranean
Multiannual Plan (MAP) on the fleets in terms of sustainability of fisheries and
stocks, viability of the fleets, and fleet performance?

The multiannual plan for the Western Mediterranean (WestMed MAP) has
been seen as a response to the out of balance status of most of the fisheries, but
its impact on fleet sustainability and performance is still unclear due to the short
time since its implementation (2019). While respondents believe that the MAP
has led to some positive trends in fish stock recovery, key measures, like the
fishing effort regime, aimed at stock recovery, they believe these measures have
not achieved the desired results.

Some respondents argue that further reductions in fishing effort beyond the
current 40% could push fleets to bankruptcy, threatening the socio-economic
heritage without reversing stock declines. Respondents believe that the EU's
approach has not fully considered external factors (e.g. climate change, pollution)
impacting fish mortality, and there is a call for a more holistic approach, combining
effective management of overfished stocks with support for the secto r
innovation and transition.

Critics also point out that the MAP has focused primarily on bottom trawling when
assessing impacts on commercial species, neglecting other fishing gears that
also negatively affect resources. The plan's current direction is viewed by some
as leading the fleet toward an unsustainable future, with no clear transition phase
defined by the regulation.

At a regional level, some respondents recalled that actions aimed at managing
fleet capacity of EU and non-EU fleets are taken also through the implementation
of the following GFCM Recommendations:
- Rec. MCS GFCM/34/2010/2 on the management of fishing capacity.
- Rec. GFCM/37/2013/2 on guidelines on the management of fishing
capacity in the GFCM area of application.

- Rec. CM GFCM/46/2023/12 on the establishment of a regional fishing
capacity management plan (for fishing vessels larger than 15 m LOA).

- Rec. MCS GFCM/46/2023/23 clarifying the application of compliance
recommendations and establishing a compliance and capacity inventory
to support the work of the Compliance Committee.

The Recommendation GFCM/46/2023/12 represents a first step towards

consolidating the state of play and begin building regional fishing capacity
management plan, taking into consideration that currently only 8% of fishing
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vessels operating in the GFCM area of application are covered by active
GFCM management plans. The implementation of this Recommendation will
permit enforcing capacity-based fisheries management in the GFCM area of
application, applying capacity ceilings in line to the EU Common Fisheries
Policy (CFP) and WestMed MAP.

4. Discussion

In the Western Mediterranean, almost all demersal trawl fisheries targeting
demersal stocks appear to be out of balance with their fishing opportunities since
2020 (15 fleet segments are out of balance out of a total of 19 fleet segments).
Imbalance was defined based on SHI and SAR indicators; most stocks with
validated assessments continue to be fished beyond biologically
sustainable limits . The objectives of the WestMed plan are to align fishing
opportunities with biological productivity, based on the biological reference point
(Fmsy), which was to be achieved by 1st January 2025 with a progressive
reduction (up to 40%) of the fishing effort from historical levels. The available data
do not allow us to verify the effectiveness of the plan and the achievement of this
goal (the last available data refer to year is 2022). However, recent stock
assessments by GFCM and STECF confirm an increase in sustainably
exploited demersal stocks , especially shrimps and red mullet across all GSAs
in the Western Mediterranean (FAO, 2023; GFCM, 2024a; STECF, 2024a,b).

From an economic perspective, the trawl fleets operating in the region have faced
a steady decline in profitability . Bioeconomic analyses of the WestMed MAP,
applied to demersal fisheries in GSAB, confirm that achieving Fmsy requires a
gradual reduction in fishing effort, leading to prolonged periods of declining
catches and financial losses spanning several years (Sola et al., 2020). While
these measures are essential for ensuring environmental sustainability, they also
intensify socioeconomic difficulties, resulting in fleet reductions, lower incomes
and deteriorating working conditions (Gémez and Maynou, 2020).

Between 2018 and 2022, the economic situation of the fishing sector was
influenced by external factors that directly impacted their short-term profitability.
The EU fisheries sector was affected by rising energy prices in the course of
2021, and Russia's aggression against Ukraine has led to a further escalation in
energy costs. The economic performance of the demersal fishing fleet
deteriorated significantly; in 2022, demersal fleets experienced a net loss
Both events created the need for sector support; subsidies were allocated to
compensate for temporary inactivity and to alleviate the impact of rising
operational costs. These financial aids partially offset the economic losses
recorded. As also confirmed by the feedback received from the questionnaires
and interviews, the EU fishing fleet was overall not severely affected by the
COVID-19 pandemic despite decreases in fishing activity, landings weight and
value. This is mainly due to a corresponding reduction in fishing costs from a
decreased fishing activity and low fuel prices (Carpenter et al., 2023).
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A more detailed analysis by size class reveals that the DTS2440 fleet segment
experienced economic imbalance across all fishing areas. The largest vessels
are at the greatest financial risk, as their operational days fall below the threshold
required for economic viability (Sabatella et al., 2021). The threshold value is
defined as the average number of fishing days per vessel below which fishing
activity becomes economically unsustainable, as indicated by a CR/BER ratio
falling below 1. When fishing activity drops below the viability threshold, vessels
are unable to cover operational costs, leading to economic unsustainability and
increased vulnerability for the fleet segment.

In consideration of the opinion of the POs stakeholders, the progressive reduction
of fishing effort i up to 40% from historical levels, as outlined in the WestMed
MAP i directly undermines economic viability, although in the medium-long term
the improvement of stocks will enhance a recovery of the economic viability of
the fishing sector.

The analysis of capacity and, consequently, of the balance between capacity and
resources, must consider the spatial mobility of fishing vessels , which often
operate in fishing areas far from their port of registry, the one used in official
registers to monitor fleet size or capacity. In particular, a comparison between the
AER and FDI datasets for the Italian fleet (the first based on the landing area,
mostly coinciding with the port of registration, and the second on the operational
area) reveals a discrepancy of approximately 7% in terms of volume of landings
and 6% in terms of effort (GT*fishing days). This difference reflects the fact that
an additional number of vessels (other than those registered in ports of the GSAs
belonging to the Western Mediterranean basin) operate in the Western
Mediterranean waters, thereby influencing operational capacity and fishing
effort , exerted there.

From the feedback received from stakeholder consultation, it was possible to
derive that there is the need to increase the input of socio  -economic
analyses into balance assessment , which are currently overshadowed by
stock-related information. The lack of generational turnover among fishers and
the ageing of fleets further exacerbated the situation. This demographic
stagnation limits innovation, adaptability, and investment capacity within the
sector. Environmental factors , such as climate change and pollution, also affect
fish stocks, and, thus, fleet balance, even though they are not addressed explicitly
in current advice.

Some respondents from the POs suggest that the current management
measures, such as permanent fishing cessation, may lead to significant social
and economic impacts on affected communities. Alternatives like spatial-
temporary cessations are preferable according to the respondentsd , thaysare
less impacting on the economy of local communities.

In terms of improving fleet balance, stakeholders from POs recommend an
improved data collection and the submission of raw/disaggregated data to

176

chal |



European Unionés fishing fl edfinalRepod!| uti on,

EU Data Calls, especially for small-scale and seasonal fisheries. This response
from the interviewed stakeholders likely reflects the belief that access to more
detailed and disaggregated data would significantly improve the ability to assess
and address fleet imbalance. Raw or more disaggregated data - covering fishing
effort, catch composition, and economic performance - enables a more nuanced
understanding of how different segments of the fleet operate across seasons,
regions, and gear types. Revising European funding guidelines (EMFAF) and
strengthening scientific research are seen as crucial for guiding future sustainable
fishing practices. Some stakeholders from POs call for an improved evaluation of
existing management measures and a shift towards long-term solutions improved
to address the challenges facing the sector.

The WestMed MAP is seen by some as a long-term response to the imbalanced
status of fisheries but has faced criticism by some stakeholders, mostly from POs,
for being focused primarily on bottom trawling, neglecting other fishing methods.
Some stakeholders argue that further reductions in fishing effort could lead to
fleet bankruptcies without reversing the decline of some stocks, such as
European hake, possibly due to other factors (e.g., environmental factors). There
is also a call for a more holistic app roach to fisheries management , which
would incorporate external factors like climate change and pollution and better
support the transition of the fishing sector to more sustainable practices by
accounting for those factors whenever adjusting fishing opportunities

5. Conclusions and recommendations

Through the literature review findings and the questionnaires, feedback was
received from the national authorities of all the EU Member States, namely Spain,
France and lItaly, interested by the Western Mediterranean EU MAP, together
with those from the MEDAC (including representatives of fishing industry and
associations), the GFCM, NGOs and national experts. The analysis of the
feedback received through the questionnaires provided the following key
messages:

1 Main drivers of fleet balance status: overfishing, despite a slight

i mpr ovement of t h e Veestarrc Mesli@rrareeénasinae s

2020; in addition, a negative role in affecting the balance status of the EU
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fleet is played alsoby t he energy <crisis (related

against Ukraine) and factors external to fishing, such as climate change,
invasive species and marine pollution added to overfished stocks.

1 Obsolescence of the fleets: actions need to be taken to hinder fleet
technological obsolescence and inactivity and foster fisherségenerational
renewal.

1 Improved data collection: need of disaggregated data for better feeding
fleet balance indicators; need for robust socio-economic analyses aimed
at giving greater relevance to economic and social impacts alongside
environmental ones.
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1 Western Med MAP: the MAP has led to some positive trends in fish stock
recovery, though with some negative economic effects in the short term
according to the stakeholder®& perception.
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Appendix 1 : Stakeholder questionnaire

Case Stud 1: Western Mediterranean Sea
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2.2 Case Study 2: Portuguese fleets in the external
waters

© Carlos Barbosa (IPMA)

Ana Claudia Fernandes, Rui Coelho, Joao Pereira

IPMA - Portuguese Institute of the Sea and Atmosphere
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7. Background

Portugal has an active pelagic longline fleet, with vessels licensed and active on
all oceans, that operate under the purview of the respective tuna Regional
Fisheries Management Organizations (t-RFMOs), specifically ICCAT in the
Atlantic, IOTC in the Indian Ocean, WCPFC in the West and Central Pacific, and
IATTC in the Eastern Pacific. Most of this fleet is active in the Atlantic and
operates under ICCAT, but some vessels are active in the other oceans.

In the Atlantic, the Portuguese pelagic longline fishery started in the late 1970s.
The fleet initially operated and started to develop in the North Atlantic especially
after 1986, while in the South Atlantic it gained importance after 1989 (Santos et
al., 2001).

The situation of imbalance has not been recognized for long. However, a cascade
of administrative steps had to continuously be taken to prevent a collapse of the
fishing fleet, which is why we consi
from imbala n c e 0 .

Initially, the fishery was managed through a ffirst come first serveo system, in
which all interested vessels competed for access to the quota. By 1997, a first
legal document (Portaria n.° 1221-A/97, of the 5" December) was issued granting
access to the quota to a restricted number of vessels whose sales of swordfish
amounted to at least 30% of the total landing volume in the previous 3 years. In
2002, the external Portuguese bottom longliners that operated in Morocco had to
deal with the non-renewal of the EU/Morocco Fisheries Agreement, with severe
impacts in the fleet and crews that operated under that Agreement, and
particularly severely in some fishing communities that were more exposed. As a
response, Portaria n.° 34/2002, of the 9™ January, was issued, granting this fleet
access to the swordfish quota. To make the system more equitable, each vessel
was assigned an individual quota. Even with this provision, this act can be
considered determinant of the permanent state of potential imbalance that
ensued, as a result of the large number of additional players that were included,
out of proportion with the previous quota uptake.

In 2004, a decision was made (Portaria n.° 898/2004, of the 22" July) to
compartmentalize sub-quotas of the total Portuguese quota, to account for the
differential rate of uptake of the different fleet components and shield the
continental (larger fleet) from some better equipped vessels registered in the
archipelagos of the Azores and Madeira. This would allow each administrative
region to close the fishery locally, without a national impact.

However, by 2007 it was evident that the quota was generally insufficient to allow
any fleet segment to operate smoothly. And therefore, a new legal document was
published (Portaria n.° 1466/2007, of the 15" November), aiming to establish
measures to redirect the activity of the fleets from the North Atlantic to the South
Atlantic, in order to reduce pressure on swordfish (and some tuna), and
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encourage a better use of stocks traditionally less exploited by the Portuguese
fleet, and for which Portugal had fishing quotas.

Realizing that the system of quotas established was largely unmanageable due
to the multiplication of individual circumstances that required action from the
managing authorities, a system of Individual Transferable Quotas (ITQ) was
created in 2013 (Portaria n.° 90/2013, of the 28" February), establishing a
mechanism for the transfer of quotas, in some cases managed by an association
of vessels, through the annual registration of interested associations.

Finally, in 2022, a new legislation was passed (Portaria n.° 237/2022, of the 14™
September), establishing further flexibility for the quota management, whereby
the ITQ system is improved, allowing the transfer of individual quotas, subject
only to an electronic logging system, and including an intra-producer organisation
discretionary quota allocation competence.

In spite of the cascade of legislation, quota availability for the EU Northern Atlantic
waters is always insufficient in relation to the requirements of the fleet operating
in this area, determining reactionary high-level political negotiations to achieve
bilaterally agreeable swaps. On the contrary, the quota for the fleet operating in
areas external to EU waters, remains under-utilised.

7.1. Overview of fleet capacity

7.1.1. Overview of Fleet Capacity and Fishing Opportunities

Based on the combined application of biological, economic, and activity
indicators, the longline fishing segment (HOK) for vessels over 12 metres in
length presents several challenges. The vulnerabilities are particularly significant
for vessels over 24 metres in overall length, as these require more labour and
have a lower catch capacity, making them especially unprofitable.

One specific sub-segment of this fleet is surface longliners, which primarily target
swordfish. However, their allocated quota remains insufficient to maintain regular
operations throughout the year. Due to these concerns, Portugal has been closely
monitoring these fleet segments, implementing temporary cessation measures in
2023, along with a permanent cessation scheme for fishing activities (DGRM,
2023).

7.1.2. Performance of Line and Hook (HOK) Fleet Segments

For vessels operating with lines and hooks (HOK), the utilisation rate (VUR) has
deteriorated for vessels of 18- 24 metres in length. Conversely, the 24-40-metre
class has seen slight improvements, although overall performance remains
unsatisfactory. Portugal has placed special focus on monitoring vessels over 12
metres, implementing adjustments to better align fleet capacity with available
resources. These measures include ongoing permanent vessel
decommissioning, as outlined in the 2023 Action Plan from the 2022 Annual Fleet
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Report, as well as temporary immobilisation of the licensed fleet with swordfish
quotas for the northern stock in 2023 (DGRM, 2024).

For fleets operating exclusively outside European Union waters, activity ratios
have generally declined in recent years. The HOK VL40XX segment, operating
in other fishing regions (OFR), has particularly stood out with an activity ratio of
0.70 (DGRM, 2023).

7.1.3. Economic Viability and Structural Overcapacity

The longline fleet operating in mainland Portugal, Madeira, and external waters
beyond the EU has faced persistent economic difficulties, reporting low or even
negative returns in recent years. Many vessels in this segment have struggled to
generate sufficient revenue to cover both operational and capital costs (STECF,
2024).

Despite these financial challenges, an analysis of vessel utilisation, biological
sustainability, and economic indicators suggests that, as a whole, the Portuguese
fleet is relatively balanced with its fishing opportunities. However, when focusing
on vessels exceeding 18 metres in length operating HOK in mainland and
external waters, the economic indicators point to structural overcapacity,
indicating that the current fleet size does not align with sustainable profitability
(STECF, 2024).

7.1.4. Fleet Adjustment Measures

To address the above-mentioned concerns, Portugal has implemented an action
plan aimed at adjusting fleet capacity. This plan builds upon the 2021 strategy
and focuses particularly on reducing the number of larger vessels operating with
hooks. The strategy includes both permanent and temporary cessation measures
to ensure a better alignment between fleet capacity and available fishing
resources.

Permanent Cessation

The action plan outlines the permanent cessation of 16 vessels, which will either
be scrapped or repurposed for non-commercial fishing activities. The vessels
targeted for permanent cessation include:

9 vessels using bottom and deep-water longlines
7 surface longliners targeting swordfish

The focus is primarily on older vessels, as they tend to be less energy-efficient
due to outdated engines and hydrodynamic inefficiencies. By removing these
vessels from operation, the plan aims to improve fleet efficiency and overall
sustainability.
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Temporary Cessation

In addition to permanent vessel reductions, the plan also includes a temporary
cessation measure affecting 40 vessels that are licensed to fish for swordfish
(northern stock). These vessels will be required to suspend their activities for a
period of 45 days, from June to September. This measure is intended to support
resource conservation and allow for better management of available quotas.

7.1.5. Implementation Timeline and Expected Impact

The action plan is structured with clear targets and timelines. Implementation
began in the second half of 2023, with the goal of completing decommissioning
by the end of 2025. The total fleet reduction includes 1,330 gross tonnage (GT)
and 3,800 kW in propulsion power. These adjustments are expected to bring the
fleet more in line with economic sustainability and resource availability while also
ensuring compliance with environmental and conservation goals (STECF, 2024).

As a conclusion, the Portuguese longline fleet faces ongoing challenges related
to economic viability, quota limitations, and fleet overcapacity. While the
government has taken steps to address these issues through a combination of
permanent and temporary cessation measures (with a focus on removing older
and less efficient vessels from operation), further adjustments and monitoring will
be necessary to ensure a sustainable balance between fishing capacity and
available resources.

7.2. Characterisation of the fleet

The Atlantic fleet can in general be separated in two main components: the "fresh
fleet" composed by vessels without freezing capacity that only refrigerate the
catch, and usually make shorter trips up to 10-15 sets mainly in the temperate
NE Atlantic, and the "freezer fleet" composed by vessels with freezing capacity
that make much longer trips, usually with 30-100 sets and operate mostly in the
tropical NE, Equatorial and Southern Atlantic (Coelho and Mufioz-Lechuga,
2019). Currently, Portugal has around 90 vessels that are licensed to operate in
the Atlantic under ICCAT, and of those, around 50 to 60 are regularly active and
operate in this ocean, mostly in the North Atlantic.

The fishery traditionally sets shallow hook sets during the night targeting mainly
swordfish (Xiphias gladius) and blue shark (Prionace glauca). Still, it is a multi-
species fishery where some other bony fishes as well as other pelagic sharks are
captured. Within the bony fishes, the main catch is swordfish, and the main by-
catch are marlins and sailfish, and on some occasions tunas. Sharks are also an
important component of the fleet catches, and besides the blue shark that is
targeted, other shark species that have also been traditionally an important
bycatch include the shortfin mako (Coelho et al. 2012).

In the Indian Ocean, the fleet started later than in the Atlantic, namely in the late
1990s and has mostly been active in the southwest area of the Indian Ocean.
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Like in the Atlantic, the fleet traditionally has also targeted swordfish but has
increasingly targeted and captured high quantities of sharks, especially blue
shark (Coelho et al., 2014). The number of Portuguese vessels that are licensed
to operate in the IOTC area have been around 15 vessels in the last years, but
the number of vessels that is actually active has decreased substantially in recent
years, mainly due to increases in the exploitation costs. In the last few years less
than 5 vessels have remained consistently active in the SW Indian Ocean.

With regards to the Pacific, the presence of Portuguese vessels is more sporadic,
even though several vessels have licenses to operate both in the WCPFC and
IATTC regions. Like in the Southern Atlantic and Indian Oceans, the vessels that
operate in the Pacific are larger freezer vessels, with autonomy to spend long
periods of time at sea. Those vessels tend to spend periods of time in one or the
other region and can move between them. In the more recent years, the majority
of the vessels that are operating in the Pacific have been operating specifically in
the IATTC area in the eastern Pacific.

7.2.1. Distribution of effort

The distribution of effort of the Portuguese pelagic longline fleet is mostly carried
out in the Atlantic Ocean, and within that mostly in the temperate Northeast
Atlantic, given the proximity to Portugal and Spanish mainland, where most of the
fleet unloads (Figure 25). Nonetheless, there is also considerable effort spread
over the rest of the Atlantic, carried out by larger vessels with autonomy to spend
several months at sea, which usually make port and unload the catch in other
countries.
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Figure 25 1 Distribution of effort (humber of hooks) in 5x5 degrees, by the
Portuguese pelagic longline fleet, between 2012  -2023

7.2.2. Description of the catches

Traditionally the fleet targets mainly swordfish, even though sharks have also
been targeted and valued by this fleet, especially blue shark that is the most
abundant of the species. In terms of value the swordfish tends to be more
valuable than sharks, even though the prices of shark meat and carcasses have
been increasing in recent years. Figure 26 represents the catch composition of
the fleet operating in the Atlantic in terms of biomass, where the very high
importance of those two species (blue shark and swordfish) is visible. The shortfin
mako shark has traditionally been an important bycatch for this fleet, but given
the recent catch restrictions, currently this species tends to be discarded. Marlins
are also a relatively important bycatch for this fleet especially when operating in
more tropical waters, and when captured, tend to be retained due to their value.
Finally, a more occasional bycatch but usually also retained due to the value are
the tunas, both tropical tunas such as bigeye and yellowfin, and temperate water
tunas such as albacore and bluefin.
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