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Abstract

Commission Decision of 25 February 2016 setting up a Scientific, Technical and Economic

Committee for  Fisheries, C(2016) 1084, OJ C 74, 26.2.2016, p. 4 7 10. The Commission may
consult the group on any matter relating to marine and fisheries biology, fishing gear technology,

fisheries economics, fisheries governance, ecosystem effects of fisheries, aquacultu re or similar
disciplines. This report  contains the 2019 economic report of the EU fish processing sector , covers
the period 2008 to 2017 and includes information on the EU fish processing industries in terms of

number of enterprises, employment, income an d costs. The profitability and performance of the
sector is also reported in terms of gross value added, profits, profit margins and labour

productivity. In 2017 the sector was made up of about 3,500 firms, provided about 130,000 jobs

and produced aturnov er of 0 3 2 Theé first tinlepbecause of new variables collected under
EUMAP, the analysis of the socio -demographic aspects of the labour forces employed by the
sector is provided, in terms of gender, age, nationality and educational aspects. The repo rt
provide s an in -depth look of the different factors affecting the economic performance of the EU

fish processing industry with a special focus on the major drivers and issues affecting the sector

Following a specific request, the report provides an asse ssment of the sources of raw material
(e.g. internal catches, internal aquaculture, imports) detailing potential specificities by species,
type of industry and Member State and provide suggestions for the improvement of the future

data collection. The repo  rt also provides a first insight on the potential impact of the A utonomous
Tariff Quotas (ATQs) .
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SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC COMMITTEE FOR FISHERIES (STECF)
T 2019 Economic Report on the EU Fish Processing Sector (STECF -19-15)

Request to the STECF

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

STECF observations

The Expert Working Group, STECF EWG 19-15, on the Economic report of the EU fish processing
sector 201 9, was convened in Ispra, Italy 1 8-22 November 2019. STECF reviewed the report and
notes that the EWG addressed all the ToRs. The report covers the period 2008 to 2017 (2018
being requested but optional) and provides a comp rehensive overview of the latest available
information on the structure and economic performance of the EU fish processing industry, from

an economic and social point of view.

STECF notes that under the new EU -MAP the transmission of data about the fish p rocessing
sector is only voluntary. The EWG used complementary sources of data (e.g. Structural Business
Statistics and Prodcom from Eurostat - in line with suggestions in the 2017 report) to close gaps

where MS have not delivered data.

STECF observes tha t the EWG paid special attention to the aggregation of national indicators.

Those indicators are aggregated for EU totals but as not all MS delivered data, the EWG tried to

adjust the data set to maintain a homogeneous number of MS. This was necessary to a void
biases, for EU totals, and was done by the inclusion (or exclusion) of some MS, throughout the

analysed period. The EWG used imputations/estimations for some MS, in line with the protocol

approved by the STECF in plenary report 19 -02.

STECF notes that the report covers the period 2008 to 2017 (including 2018 where available) and

includes information on the EU fish processing industries in terms of number of enterprises,
employment, income and costs. The profitability and performance of the sector is al so reported in
terms of gross value added, profits, profit margins and labour productivity.

STECF observes that the EWG analysed the socio -demographic aspects of the labour forces
employed by the sector for the first time. The new variables includes inform ation on gender, age,
nationality and educational level. This data was collected under the EUMAP and were provided by

the MS.

STECF observes that the report provides an in -depth look at the different factors affecting the
economic performance of the EU fish processing sector. A special focus was on the major drivers

and issues affecting the sector and gives insight
economic performance, such as import and export trends, competitiveness, market prices and
consumption, certification, innovation and level of dependency with the local fishing fleet and

aquaculture sector.

STECF observes that the EWG addressed a special request on the assessment of the sources of
raw material (e.g. catches by EU fishing fleets, EU aguaculture company production and imports)
with details on potential specificities by species, type of industry and MS. The report also provides
suggestions for the improvement of the future data collection.

STECF observes that the report provides a fir st insight on the potential impact of the Autonomous
Tariff Quotas (ATQs), which allow fish processors to import raw material with a preferential or
zero tariff.

STECF notes the following main findings from the EWG report:

11



In 2017, the overall number of e nterprises carrying out fish processing as a main activity

was equal to around 3,500 firms. In 2017, the sector has produced a turnover of about

032 billion and employed more than 130 thousand pe:
thousand FTE).

The great b ulk of enterprises (98%) of the sector are SMEs (less than 250 employees),

85% are small -sized (less than 50 employees) and more than half are micro -enterprises.
The distribution of enterprise by size -classes shows many differences across MSs, with
Finland , Slovenia, Sweden, Greece and lItaly with the highest percentages of micro -
enterprises. The highest shares of bigger enterprises (above 50 employees) are in Eastern

Europe (e.g. Poland and Lithuania).

Over the analysed period (2008 -2017) a concentration o f production is observable.
Indeed, data show a decrease in the number of enterprises ( -7%) and an increase of
+20% in the turnover across the sector.

The analysis carried out on changes over the last two years (2017 vs. 2016) supports this

positive trend  of higher efficiency, testified by a slight increase in turnover (+2%) anda a
decrease in operational costs ( -2%) . The result has been a generalised and (more than)
proportional increase of all the profit indicators. In particular, the value added produc ed by

the sector in 2017 was 18% higher than the previous year and represented 20% of total

income. This efficiency trend has also positively impacted the labour indicators: the

average wage i s stable at U 3 0-207hpeiod and B34 BTE e rpert he 2
enterprise on average .

Spain is the leading country followed by Italy, in terms of the number of active = companies
and by UK, in terms of turnover produced by the sector (Poland and Denmark follow as
third and fourth countries in terms of turnover).

The main drivers for change affecting the industry in the latest years can be summarised
as
o0 residual high dependency on imports for the supply of raw materials,
0 occurrence of outsourcing,
0 increase of concentration both on the demand and on the supply si de, the
increasing demand for certified products,
o the Asupermarketizationo also for the supply of
of supermarkets as the dominant food suppliers among the different distribution
channels) and
0 the limitation to the exchange of fish products created by current and potential
phenomena (e.g. the Russian embargo, already in place and extended until 2020,
and Brexit, whose impacts  remain unknown
The purchase of fish and raw material is the dominant cost item for the sec tor, accounting
for almost 70% of the total production costs. Understanding which segments and Member
States use EU raw material (either from wild fisheries or from aquaculture) and which ones
depend on imported supplies is of high importance for assessing the strengths and
vulnerabilities of the sector. The history of the data collection (DCR and DCF before and
currently EUMAP) suggests that the compilation of the raw material data is quite costly
and challenging. This is why a series of initiatives have a Iready been undertaken, from
pilot studies carried out by MSs to specific studies funded by the Commission, e.g.
SECFISH project.
In relation to the social aspects, the analysis revealed that a) the sector can be considered
a gender equal sector as the pr oportion of female and male is well balanced ; b) the 40 -64
age class ma ke up the largest proportion (50%) of people employed in the processing
industry; ¢) an almost equal distribution of employees regarding their  educational levels
when looking at the EU  totals but with very high differences between MS and the share of
unknow too high to provide average at EU levels and make comparison with other sectors
d) the vast majority (83%) of people employed in the sector are EU nationals of their own
country, bein g the rest mainly workers from other EU MS.

12



STECF co nclusions

STECF concludes that the Report on the Economic performance of the fish processing industry
provides a comprehensive overview of the most recent information on the structure and economic
performance of the EU fish processing industry, from an economic and social point of view.

STECF concludes that the report has largely benefited from the methodological approach based

on estimations for data - missing countries as it closed some Gaps for MS which have not delivered
data. Considerable time has been spent agreeing the most appropriate estimation and
imputations for data. From a quality control perspective, estimated data was cross -checked with
submitted data.

STECF concludes that EWG 19 -15 expe rienced delays on the provision of final tables for the
national chapters, due in part to re -submissions of data by MS and/or technical problems faced by
JRC to compile the data. This led to delays on parts of the report and time wasting for experts.

STECF concludes that because of this, the amount of time devoted, during the meeting, for
discussion among experts on general topics was very limited. Timing aspects should be taken in
due account for the next reports, to avoid such situations.

As for the AER report, STECF concludes that a discussion on the streamlining of the processes is
necessary and this should be completed before the next meeting between JRC and STECF.

STECF concludes that the experts detected a not always similar list of variables by MS on which
data they decided to collect. That seems to derive from an incomplete awareness and
understanding of what is mandatory and voluntary. DG Mare and STECF need to clarify these

aspects before the next data call in 2021.

STECF concludes that i n order to provide an accurate EU analysis and comparison among MS, it
would be advisable that all MS would submit social data according to the age and educational
categories recommended by PGECON and to split the age group 40  -64 into smaller groups.

STECF conclu des that, the collection of raw material is difficult, as highlighted by the lower
coverage by MS., This is mainly due to large difficulties in deriving information directly from
industries. The industry seems very reluctant to deliver the data because of the extra workload
and costs incurred. Therefore, it might be challenging to collect and receive representative data

and further elaboration is necessary before a mandatory data collection for raw material could be
considered.

STECF concludes that a way f  orward, could be to investigate if the data stored at the enterprise

level according to the Control Regulation (traceability legislation) could be used for analysing the

raw material input for the industry. This could minimize the cost for the industry and at the same
time provide the needed data for analysing the raw material value chain within the EU fish
processing sector.

STECF concludes that the data requested within the SECFISH project for a feasibility study are

available at the enterprise level and that it is possible to gather the data at a CN 8 -digit level (or
species and product level), which makes it comparable at a species and product level within the

EU. However, a main species and main product form approach in line with the Finnish data

collec tion example could be used as an alternative approach.

STECF concludes that the EU fish processing sector faces specific challenges in the context of the

circular economy because of the specificities of their products or value -chains, their
environmental footprint or dependency on materials from outside Europe. Key questions are how

and which residuals of raw materials could be re -used to close the loop in a circular context. It is
therefore highly recommended that studies on raw materials residual streams of the EU fishing,
aquaculture and fish processing sectors are initiated by the EU Commission in order to reach the

goals of the adopted Circular Economy Package.

STECF concludes that with the available data and for the studied commodities (e.g. Alaska p ollock
frozen, blue grenadier frozen and surimi), the main conclusion of the analysis carried out on ATQs

is that they do not significantly affect the market conditions and the behaviour of imported

quantities and prices do not change depending on the avai lability of quota. This can be due to a
variety of factors not necessarily related with the ATQ, and therefore, further research is needed

for being conclusive on this issue.
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1 | NTRODUCTION

The 2019 Economic Report on the EU Fish Processing Sector provides a comprehensive overview

of the latest information available on the structure and economic performance of the EU fish
processing industry, from an economic and social point of view , update d at the year 2017 (for
some countries at 2018).

The report covers the period 2008 to 2017 (2018 being requested but optional) and includes
information on the EU fish processing industries in terms of number of enterprises, em ployment,
income and costs . The profitability and performance of the sector is also reported in terms of
gross value added, profits, profit margins and labour productivity.

For the first time, the analysis of the socio -demographic aspects of the labour forces employed by
the sector is provided, in terms of gender, age, nationality and educational aspects.

The report provide s an in -depth look of the different factors affecting the economic performance

of the EU fish processing industry with a special focus on the major drivers and issue s affecting

thesector and gives insight on the main factors influencing
such as import and export trends, competitiveness, market prices and consumption, certification,

innovation and level of dependency with the local fishing fleet and aquaculture sector

Given that under the new EU -MAP, the transmission of data about the fish processing sector is

only done on a voluntarily basis, complementary source of data (e.qg. Structural Business

Statistics and Prodcom  from Eurost at) was used for some countries  (in line with what suggested
by the 2017 report)

Furthermore, in  aggregating national indicators to obtain the EU totals, a lot of effort has been
devoted by the experts to maintain a homogeneous number of Member States over the time
series . Indeed, for the first time, t he data for EU total s representthe actual evolution and  are not
biased by the inclusion (or exclusion) of some Member States , throughout the analysed period
(mainly due to the voluntarily of the data collec tion for the fish processing sector under EUMAP).
The compilation of EU aggregates require d the use of imputations/estimation for some Member
States, in line with the protocol approved by STECF 19 -02. Thanks to this, the EU overview
analysis is based on the aggregation of a full dataset for 24 Member States (all the Member

States collecting data under DCF and/or EUMAP). It is important to highlight that the reported has
largely benefited of this methodological approach but a lot of time was spent, during the meeting,
for agreeing on the most proper estimation and imputations and on cross -checking submitted
data with estimated data.

Furthermore, for the first time and with the aim of providing a real EU overview of the sector, the

report includes a brief an  alysis of the sector also for Member States involved in data collection

under EUMAP, but not collecting data for the fish processing sector because of a very small sized

industry (i.e. Austria, Hungary and Czech Republic). For these countries and for those not
submitting data because of the voluntarily of the data collection (Netherlands, Portugal and

Estonia) and in one case for inconsistent data for 2016 and 2017 (France), the analysis is

reported in a more synthetic shape (mini -chapter) in the Annex, usi ng Eurostat (Structural
Business Statistics and Prodcom) data, for the description of the main economic indicators.

The purchase of fish and raw material is the dominant cost item for the sector , accounting for
almost 70% of the total production costs. Und erstanding which segments and Member States use

EU raw material (either from wild fisheries or from aquaculture) and which ones depend on

imported supplies is of high importance for assessing the strengths and vulnerabilities of the

sector. The history of the data collection (DCR and DCF before and currently EUMAP) tells us that

the compilation of the raw material data has revealed quite costly and challenging . Thisiswhy a
series of initiatives have already been undertaken , from pilot studies under the MS s work plans to
specific studies committed by the Commission, e.g. SECFISH project . In the light of this and
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using some data submitted by Member States (still optional) the report provides an assessment
of the sources of raw material (e.g. internal catches , internal aquaculture, imports) detailing, to

the possible extent, potential specificities by species, type of industry and Member State and
trying to provide suggestions for the improvement of the future data collection.

In line with a specific request from the Commission, the report also provides a first insight on the
potential impact of the A utonomous Tariff Quotas (ATQs), which allows fish processors to import
raw material with a preferential or zero tariff.

The report is structured as follow:

1 An ov erview of the economic performance of the EU fish processing industry, with specific
sections on the structural aspects , on economic data and performance indicators (e.qg.
revenue items, cost items, earnings, profitability, etc.)

1 A section on social indicat ors (e.g. employment by gender, labour productivity and
average salaries, education level, nationality, etc.).

1 Aspecial chapter on raw materials , including impacts of ATQs
1 National chapters on the economic performance of the fish processing industry at Member
States level (for 19 countries)
1 A section on the methodology used for the compilation of the report
1 Annexes containing Mini national -chapters (for 7 countries) and the protocol followed for
data checks on coverage and quality
1.1 Terms of Reference fo rEWG -19 -15

Background and objectives

The economic report on the fish processing industry is one of the main sources of economic and
social data for scientific advice on the performance of the EU fish processing industry. It is also
increasingly used by scientific bodies, national administrati ons and international institutions.

Following the 2019 DCF/EU  -MAP call for economic data on the EU fish processing sector, the EWG
is requested to analyse and comment on the economic performance of the EU and national fish
processing sectors between 2008 and 2017 (2018 when available).

The final draft of the EWG report will be reviewed by the STECF.

The report should provide an in -depth look at the different factors affecting the economic
performance of the EU fish processing industry with a special focus on the major drivers and
issues affecting the sector. Besides interpreting and explaining the quantitative values, the report

should contain qualitative information and analysis on the drivers and trends in the fish
processing performance and other aspect s of policy relevance based largely on the scientists'
expert knowledge. The main objectives of the report is to obtain high quality interpretation of all

data outputs to ensure the usefulness of the report for DG MARE's policy development, Member

States a nd the industry.

Experts are asked to analyse the sector and its components, e.g. by markets and trade
determinants by main segments of processing activities, competitiveness, market prices and
consumption, certification, innovation, links and level of de pendency with the local fishing fleet
and aquaculture sector, the role of European Maritime Fisheries Fund support, contribution to the

local communities and the Blue Economy, strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats.

Given the social importance o f this activity in many communities, particular emphasis should be
paid to the social aspects of the analysis including trends on employment, salaries, labour
productivity and breakdown of the fish processing employment by gender, education level and
natio nality (nationals, EU nationals, non -EU nationals).

Structure and content
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Being the basis for the structure of the report, the EWG is requested to work and comment on, at
least, the following items:

1 An executive summary containing the key findings (abs tract).
1 An overview of the economic performance of the EU fish processing industry. This should
include the drivers and main trends based on expert knowledge. It must include specific
sections on:
o EU fish processing sector overview (including recent deve lopments).
o Economic data and performance indicators (e.g. revenue items, cost items,
earnings, profitability, etc.), including contrasting company size (e.g. SMEs vs.
non - SMEs), when possible.
o Employment and social indicators (e.g. employment by gender, labour productivity
and average salaries, education level, nationality, etc.).
o Comparative across Member States highlighting the differences and similarities of
national industries.
1 National chapters on the economic performance of the fish processing indus try providing *:
o National fish processing sector overview (including recent developments).
o Economic performance indicators, including by size category (e.g. contrasting SMEs
and non -SMEs when possible).
o Employment and social indicators (e.g. employment by g ender, labour productivity
and average salaries, education level, nationality, etc.).
o Description of trends and drivers based on expert knowledge.
0 Outlook.
I Special Chapter on raw materials. As indicated in previous reports, the purchase of fish
and raw mat erial is the dominant cost item, accounting for almost 70% of the total
production costs. Anecdotal evidence indicate that the majority of the raw material is
imported from third countries 2,

Understanding which segments and Member States use EU raw materia | (either from wild
fisheries or from aquaculture) and which ones depend on imported supplies is of high
importance for assessing the strengths and vulnerabilities of the sector. While the

compilation of such information has revealed quite costly and chall enging, a series of
initiatives have already been undertaken. This includes pilot studies conducted in some

Member States, a work package within the SECFISH project 8 (focusing on the
methodology to collect raw material data and the systematic collection of such data in a

few Member States. Combining these various sources, the expert group should provide an
assessment of the sources of raw material (e.g. internal catches, internal aquaculture,
imports) detailing, to the possible extent, potential specificiti es by species, type of industry
and Member State.

The EU legislation includes autonomous tariff quotas (ATQs), which allows fish processors
to import raw material with a preferential or zero tariff. This chapter will also assess the
benefits obtained by th e industry from the ATQs. When it would not be possible to identify
Member States or subsectors making use of specific ATQs, the assessment could be based
on several assumptions or on a theoretical scenario where ATQs are used in full compared
to an altern ative scenario where ATQs would not exist. The impact of ATQs should be
quantified in absolute terms (e.g. euros) and relative to the economic performance of the
sector (e.g. percentage of production cost).

f  Annexes
o Data coverage and quality.

Streamlining of the report and data issues

! Given the use of EUMAP as well as Eurostat data, it should be clearly identified the source of data. A more detailed
discussion about datmverage and quality issues could be included in an Annex.

2 See last year report, page 43.

3 Agreement numberMARE/2016/22 (Thiinen) S12.768889.
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After six reports, efforts should also be invested in streamlining the structure and content of the
report. In particular, the following should be taken into account:

It shall be considered whether some specific (sub)sections provide limited value added and
therefore should be dropped from the report.

The narrative should add value to the figures compiled in the charts and tables. This could be
achieved by highlighting a few figures with special relevance and by explaining wh at are the
drivers and/or consequences.

The main socio -economic indicators, if possible and where relevant, should also be put into
context with homologous figures at the EU and national levels (e.g., national average salaries,
GDP, etc.), or in relations with the other fisheries sectors (the fishing fleet and aquaculture).

Given that under the new EU -MAP, the transmission of data about the fish processing sector is
only done on a voluntarily basis, the use of complementary source of data (e.g. SBS and
PRODCOM from Eurostat) may be required for some countries. The special Chapter 3 of the last
report provides some insights on the usability of these alternative sources of data.

When aggregating national indicators to obtain the EU totals, special attention should be made to
maintain a homogeneous number of Member States. The data for EU total should reflect an
estimation of the actual evolution and should not be distorted by the inclusion (or exclusion) of

Member States throughout the analysed period. The co mpilation of EU aggregates may require
the use of imputation in some Member States. The imputation of missing values should follow the

principles approved by the STECF plenary.

The economic report on the fish processing industry is produced on a biennial basis. This should
be taken into account when presenting the information and making the interpretations. Besides

the long -term evolution, a special focus should be made not only on the last year, but rather on

the last two years, when relevant. Indications on the latest developments should be presented in
annual terms and not with respect to the previous report (which implies an increase or decrease

over two years).

A discussion and explanation about data coverage, data issues and how they were addressed
should be included in an Annex.

Data transmission

As a matter of priority, the EWG is requested to ensure that all unresolved data transmission (DT)

issues encountered prior to and during the EWG meeting are reported on -line via the Data
Transmission Mon itoring Tool (DTMT) “. Guidance on precisely what should be inserted in the
DTMT, log -on credentials and access rights will be provided during the EWG.

4 For details refer to ToR 7.1 of STECF plenary report 19 -01.
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2 EU OVERVIEW

This chapter provides an overview of the structure and economic performance of the fish
processing industry in the EU from 2008 to 2017. The chapter summarise s the number of
enterprises, their size, the employment they provide, and trends in these variable s for the EU and
aggregated for the MS. A comparison of average salaries and labour productivity (a measure of

the capital intensity of production) are given for the MS. Summaries for the EU are reported for

the main financial variables, including turnover , Subsidies, profits and gross value added as a
social contribution are included. A breakdown of comparative costs across MS including raw

material and labour costs is among the information shown.

The 2019 report has attempted to give a comprehensive overv iew of the EU fish processing
industry, including in the analysis all the EU MSs with a fish processing sector. Relevant figures

are given for all EU countries, including countries involved in data collection under DCF and
currently EUMAP but also those co untries not still involved in the data collection for the fish
processing industry (e.g. Austria, Hungary and Czech Republic).

The main economic analysis is, instead, focusing on the EU in its formation at 24 countries, hence

including all the MSs previous ly and currently involved in the collection of economic data for the

fish processing industry under DCF and EUMAP. For the 2019 report a special attention has been

paid to provide complete EU totals, by estimating/imputing missing figures for countries tha t, for
different reasons, have not submitted data under the current data call or partial data (e.g.

Belgium only 2016)

The reader should note that a detailed explanation of the protocol for data use and imputation to
overcome problems with missing or mist aken data, and other data issues is set out in the
Methodological Annex  (section Error! Reference source not found. ).

The section provides insights on the following aspects:

1 Anoverview of the EU  fish processing industry with a focus on the main structural indicators
(mainly number of enterprises, turnover and employment)

1  An analysis of the economic performance of the sector, with a focus on the main income and
cost indicators

1 A sub-section describ ing the main trend and drivers of changes for the sector and
highlighting the outlook for the next future.

The overview of the sector at EU level is carried out looking, where possible, at comparison
across MSs, highlighting the main reasons of relevant d ifferences.

2.1  Overview of the EU fish processing industry

In 2017 the overall number of enterprises carrying out fish processing as a main activity was

equal to around 3 500 firms. According to Eurostat data, the degree of specialisation  °,of the EU
fish processing enterprises is around 84%, higher than what observed in the overall EU food
manufacturing sector (around 78%). The overall turnover produced by the sector is estimated at

EUR 32.5 billion . Spain is the leading countr vy followed by Italy, in terms of number of active firms

and by UK, in terms of turnover produced by the sector (Poland and Denmark follow as third and

fourth countries in terms of turnover) (Table 2.1.1).

5> Defined as thehare of turnover derivinfjom the principal activity on the total turnover.
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Table 2.11: Number of enterprises and turnoverin the fish processing sectoby EU countries, 2017

Country Number of enterprises ¢ dzNy 2 3SNJ 6Y;
Belgium 62 761.6
Bulgaria 46 85.0
Croatia 34 88.3
Denmark 99 2,610.2
Finland 136 353.3
Germany 244 2,172.6
Greece 169 295.9
Ireland 157 679.0
Italy 433 2,108.5
Latvia 113 183.2
Lithuania 39 504.2
Malta 5 241
Poland 170 2,760.2
Romania 17 98.8
Slovakia 8 924
Slovenia 18 329
Spain 606 6,050.4
Sweden 209 5904
United Kingdom 341 3,934.9
Sub-total EU 19 2,906 23,426.0
Other DCF MSs 556 8,987.6
Sub-total EU 24 3,462 32,413.6
Non-DCF MSs 37 133.3
Total EU 27 3,499 32,546.9

Source: MS data submissions under the 2019 Fish processing data call and elaboration by the EWG

Notes: Sub -total EU 19: submitting countries in 2019 data call; Other DCF MSs: Cyprus, Estonia, France, Netherlands and
Portugal, submitting data under DCF, until previous data call; Non -DCF MSs: EU MSs not covered by obligation under
DCF/EUMA P but having a fish processing industry, namely Austria, Hungary and Cz ech Republic .

According to the data submitted by MS (under previous and last data calls i EU 24), there were
3 462 firms processing fish and fish products in the EU in 2017 6. Their turnover amounted to EUR
32.4 billion and they have employed 130 664 perso ns (corresponding to 118 110 FTE).

All the structural indicators (hnumber of enterprises and employment) show a sharp decrease over

the last two years (2017 vs. 2016) while, over the period analysed (2008 -2017) a decrease in the
number of enterprises is de  tectable ( -7%) versus and increase of +20% in the turnover produced

by the sector.

The average number of FTES per enterprise was equal, in 2017, to 34 increasing in comparison to

the previous years and being the highest level over the data series consider ed, highlighting a
phenomenon of re -sizing of the sector, in terms of number, and concentration of production,
highlighted by the increase of turnover.

The average wage paid by the sector to EU workers (measured as personnel costs per FTE unit)
was around EUR 30 000, almost stable over the last 3 years but increasing over the period 2008 -
2017. The share of the unpaid work is around 1%, over the last 3 years.

6 From now ahead the analysis is based exclusively on EU 24 countries, hence Austria, Hungary and Czech
Republic are excluded.
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Table 2.12: EU fish processing industry sectooverview, 20082017

Variable 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 |k O H AN
Structure (number)

Total enterprises 3,738 3,700 3,725 3,614 3,549 3,757 3,613 3,695 3,630 3,462 -5%
X0 employees 1,959 1,936 1,987 1,964 1,897 2,105 1,974 2,067 1,938 1,840 -5%
11-49 employees 1,195 1,230 1,207 1,124 1,119 1,133 1,111 1,101 1,142 1,100 -4%
50-249 employees 504 458 454 450 455 442 446 449 471 449 -5%
%250 employees 81 76 77 76 78 77 82 77 79 73 -8%

Employment (number)
Total employees 129,429 125,502 125,583 124,873 124,524 125,486 127,449 128,790 132,964 130,664 2%
FTE 118,502 114,813 116,185 115,843 114,369 114,510 115,922 116,082 120,160 118,110 -2%
Indicators

¢ dzNY 2 OSNJ 6 YA t 272093.2¢ 04,716.9 27,434.8 27,631.0 28,676.3 28,849.5 29,482.2 30,639.9 31,809.9 32,413.6 2%

FTE per enterprise 31.7 31.0 31.2 32.1 32.2 30.5 32.1 31.4 33.1 34.1] 3%

Average wage (thousard 0 23.9 25.6 26.3 27.2 28.6 29.0 29.9 30.2 30.6 30.4 -1%

Unpaid work (%) 0.9 1.8 2.0 0.9 0.9 1.3 1.6 0.9 1.0 1.0 -1%

Source: MS data submissions under the 2019 Fish processing data call and elaboration by the EWG

The great bulk of enterprises
small -sized (less than 50 employees) and mo

(98%) of the sector are
re than a half are micro

The distribution of enterprise by size
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contrary, the

Europe (e.g. Poland and Lithuania).
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Figure 2.1.1: Number of firms by country and by size classe017

submissions under the 2019 Fish processing data call and elaboration by the EWG
estimated on 2015 data; *** estimated on 2014; Cyprus not available
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2017 d ata on personnel costs and employment by countries suggest that the  average wage per
FTE varies substantially by MS s (Figure 2.1.2 ), with the Danish fish processing industry paying

the highest gross salaries on average (EUR 65 thousand), followed by the French , ltalian and the
Swedish industries (respectively, EUR 66 thousand , EUR 50 thousand and EUR 47 thousand). The
EU average is around EUR 30 thousand , more or less in line with labour costs /FTE for the overall
EU food manufacturing sector 7.

Labour productivity , measured as the GVA produced by a unit of labour (FTE) ranged , in 2017,
from EUR 4 thousand for Slovenia to EUR 164 .5 thousand for Denmark . However, for almost all
countries (with the exception of five countries) it was smaller than EUR 60 thousand , being, the
EU average, EUR 57 thousand (a bit higher than the average observa ble for the overall EU food
manufacturing sector) 8.
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Figure 2.1.2: Average salary and labour productivity by country, 2017
Source: MS data submissions under the 2019 Fish processing data call and elaboration by the EWG. Notes: * 2016; **

estimated on 2015 data; *** estimated on 2014; **** calculated on employees

7 https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/cache/scoreboards/BSP/#readMore
8 |bidem.
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The data collection requires MSs to provide also the number and the turnover of enterprises

carrying out fish processing as a secondary a ctivity. It is well known that the share of the
turnover attributable to the processing of fish and fish products coming from th ese enterprises
(Anomai no) i s, somet i me,estimatedtobe mraavegagen ,anhore than EUR 5 billion
(17% of the total turnover of the sector over the period 2008 -2017). The number of enterprises
integrating other type of activities (in many cases other types of food processing) can be

estimated around 1 500 units.

Details on the number and turnover of en terprises carrying -out fish processing as a secondary
activity by MSs is provided in the additional tables in sub -section 2.4 °,

Countries with the highest number of enterprises are UK, Netherlands, Italy and Belgium while
the highest turnover from fish pro cessing as a secondary activity is produced in Netherlands,

followed at a very high distance by France and UK.

2.2 Economic performance

Total income has increased for the European fish processing industry between 2008 and 2017 and
amounted to EUR 33.9 billion in 2017, which was a small increase compared to 2016. Notable is

that other income contributed to 4% and operating subsidies to approximately 0.2% of the total
income during the entire reporting period. The sector received relatively small amo unts of
operating subsidies during the period although data ( Table 2. 2.1) show an increase from EUR

63.1 millionin 2016to EUR 70.1 million in 2017

Table 2.21: Economic performance of the EU fish processing industry sector, 20@817

Variable 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 kK OHAN
LyO2YS OYAtEARY €0
Turnover 27,033.2 24,7169 27,4348 27,631.0 28,676.3 28,849.5 29,4822 30,639.9 31,8099 32,413.4 2%
Other income 414.6 330.5 540.6 578.9 593.7 1,007.9 1,445.4 675.7 1,321.6 1,410.9 7%
Operating subsidies 66.6 62.7 64.4 77.7 90.6 72.7 60.1 84.5 63.1 70.1] 11%
TotalIncome T 275262 251194 28,0482 282952 293720 29,9445 31,0030 31,4177 332095 338954 2%
9QELISYRAGAINE OYAfEAR2Y €0
Purchase of fish and other raw material for production 15,031.4 14,262.6 15,891.7 16,729.5 17,549.6 17,748.7 18,175.2 19,197.8 20,826.2 20,613.3 -1%
Wages and salaries of staff 2,806.3 2,882.2 2,998.6 3,119.2 3,246.8 3,277.8 3,409.6 3,475.2 3,642.7 3,551.7 2%
Imputed value of unpaid labour 26.2 52.6 61.9 28.1 28.5 44.3 55.1 32.1 35.7 34.4] -4%
Energy costs 666.1 614.7 7225 702.7 753.5 788.3 893.1 771.8 868.7 806.6| 7%
Other operational costs 4,826.9 4,515.4 4,924.3 4,834.8 4,807.4 4,628.8 4,723.2 4,963.1 5,443.6 5,345.1 2%
Total production costs* 234555 22403.1 24,6720 254856 264641 26,5712 273424 285352 309168 30440d 2%
JPLAGEE /2a0a 0YAEEA2Y €0
Depreciation of capital 606.5 412.0 493.0 475.9 466.7 394.3 400.4 412.9 378.9 413.8 9%
Financial costs, net 371.6 345.0 400.0 290.2 246.5 265.0 257.0 83.7 -40.3 52.6] 231%
JPLAGEE 1 EdzS 0YATEAZ2ZY €0
Total value of assets 12,355.9 12,314.0 14,286.4 14,206.9 14,953.2 14,949.9 15,643.2 15,808.8 15,809.8 15,718.7 -1%
Net Investments 800.6 507.2 723.4 824.1 578.6 637.6 730.5 680.1 811.1 806.0] -1%
Subsidies on investments 0%
Debt 7,412.9 6,944.9 7,540.7 7,019.9 7,324.1 8,980.3 8,064.7 7,875.5 8,056.4 8,441.1 5%
902y2YA 0 LISNF2NXIyOS oYAfEARZY €0
Gross Value Added*™ 6,627.1 5,411.8 6,193.7 5,692.3 5,875.1 6,406.0 6,853.8 6,083.0 5,729.9 6,783.1] 18%
Operating Cash Flow** 3,861.1 2,539.6 3,197.5 2,622.7 2,690.4 3,156.6 3,449.2 2,660.2 2,114.7 3,267.1 54%
Earning before interest and tax** 3,254.6 2,127.7 2,704.5 2,146.8 2,223.7 2,762.3 3,048.8 2,247.3 1,770.6 2,853.3 61%
Net Profit** 2,883.0 1,782.6 2,304.5 1,856.5 1,977.2 2,497.3 2,791.8 2,163.6 1,810.9 2,800.7 55%
Productivity and performance Indicators
[ 62dzN) LINERAzOGAQGAGE 60GK2dzal y85.9e 0 471 53.3 49.1 51.4 55.9 59.1 52.4 47.7 57.4 20%
Capital productivity (%) 53.6 43.9 43.4 40.1 39.3 42.8 43.8 38.5 36.2 43.2]
GVA margin (%) 24.1 21.6 221 20.2 20.1 215 22.2 19.4 17.3 20.14
EBIT margin (%) 11.9 8.5 9.7 7.6 7.6 9.3 9.9 7.2 5.3 8.4
Net profit margin (%) 10.5 7.1 8.2 6.6 6.8 8.4 9.0 6.9 5.5 8.3
Return on Investment (%) 23.3 14.5 16.1 13.1 13.2 16.7 17.8 13.7 11.5 17.8]
Financial position (%) 40.0 43.6 47.2 50.6 51.0 39.9 48.4 50.2 49.0 46.3

9 A total for EU is not provided but only an average as a big number of data are missing, both at countries level and in
terms of years available. Indeed, estimations are provid ed also for countries no more delivering data over last years,
based on data previously submitted.
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Source: MS data submissions under the 2019 Fish processing data call and elaboration by the EWG.

Notes: *total costs are not properly equal to the sum because Slovakia submitted total costs but not all the detailed cost
items . ** all the economic performance indicators cannot be calculated automatically from totals on income items because
of other income from Slovenia not included in the calculation (see details in the Slovenian chapter)

Over the analysed period (2008 -2017) a concentration of prod uction is observable. Indeed, data
show a decrease in the number of enterprises ( -7%) and an increase of +20% in the turnover
produced by the sector

According to member states EU MAP data submissions, total production cost s amounted to almost
EUR 30.8 hillion and EUR  30.3 billion respectively in 2016 and 2017. The slight decrease in total

costs and increase in total income has resulted in an increase in all performance indicators in

2017. All the operational costs show a de crease in relation to 2016. The highest decrease ( -7%)
can be observed for energy costs

Table 2.22: Cost structure of the EU fish processing industry sector by country, 2017

country Totglhcosts TT;:I;zzt;é Co\s,\;:een;saisda sr;rhee(r)ftotal costs (%) roaig
(million ) (%) Raw materials EIJ } - | Energy costs | lf
salaries operationa abour
Belgium 7435 97.6 84.4 7.9 0.0 7.7 0
Bulgaria 57.9 67.3 68.5 15.0 14.5 1.9 0.0
Croatia 103.1 83.2 47.6 184 29.4 4.6 0.0
Denmark 2,321.8 88.1 64.0 8.8 26.2 0.9 0.0
Finland 336.1 94.8 79.1 8.8 11.0 0.7 0.3
Germany 2,069.0 94.9 65.7 11.6 21.0 1.7 0.0
Greece 415.7 92.6 42.7 7.9 40.5 8.6 0.2
Ireland 637.7 92.6 82.7 14.8 0.0 1.9 0.5
Italy 2,544.4 96.5 76.2 8.5 10.8 4.1 0.5
Latvia 180.4 95.1 61.5 15.4 20.5 2.5 0.0
Lithuania 502.4 91.6 73.4 104 14.6 1.6 0.0
Malta 25.3 105.2 85.2 9.4 3.9 1.5 0.0
Poland 2,605.3 85.2 75.4 9.6 13.9 11 0.0
Romania 7.7 77.1 58.3 8.8 31.3 1.2 0.4
Slovakia 96.9 102.4 0.0 6.8 0.4 0.0 0.0
Slovenia 35.7 108.4 30.5 9.1 59.1 1.3 0.0
Spain 5,464.5 89.6 77.1 9.6 11.7 1.4 0.2
Sweden 594.9 99.7 54.2 12.6 32.0 1.2 0.0
United Kingdom 3,482.4 88.3 7.7 13.5 7.4 1.3 0.0
Sub-total EU 19 22,294.8 89.9 72.8 10.4 14.2 2.0 0.1
Other DCF MSs 8,146.2 89.5 53.7 15.1 26.7 4.5 0.0
Total EU 24 30,440.9 89.8 67.7 11.7 17.6 2.6 0.1

Source: MS data submissions under the 2019 Fish processing data call and elaboration by the EWG.

Notes: Sub -total EU 19: submitting countries in 2019 data call; Other DCF MSs: Cyprus, Estonia, France, Netherlands and
Portugal, submitting data under DCF, u ntil previous data call . For Slovakia only wage and salaries and other operationa
costs have been provided

The analysis carried out on changes over the last two years (2017 vs. 2016) supports a trend
toward a higher efficiency, testified by a slight increase in turnover (+2%) counterbalanced by a

proportional decrease of operational costs ( -2%) the result being a  generalised and more than
proportional increase of all the profit indicators. In particular, the v alue added produced by the
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sector in 2017 was 18% higher than the previous year and represented 20% of total income. This
efficiency trend has  also positively impacted the labour indicators: the average wage is stable at
030 thousand o w2017 pehcal ard@verage FTE increasing +3% (34 FTE on average)

Purchase of fish and other raw material for production is the domin ant cost item, accounting for

64 -68% of the total costs during the period 2008 -2017 and accounting for 68% of total incomes

for 2017 , remaining at the same level as the year before. Most of the remaining costs consist of

other operational costs (18% of income) and labour costs (12% of income), while en ergy
expenses represent only 3 % of the total income for 2017.

For most Mss the produc tion costs ranged from 80% to 100% (the lowest share is reported for
Romania, 77%) of the total income in 2017 (Table 2.2.2). However, for some countries the
cost/income ratio was quite far from the average (90%), sometime higher than 100%, as for
Slovenia 19, Slovakia and Malta. Indeed, for these countries a negative cash flow can be observed
in Table 2.2.3.

Along with the share of costs on total income, Table 2. 2.2 also shows the structure of costs of the
fish processing industry by country and gives an overview of the contribution of the main cost

items to the total production costs . The cost structure is quite similar across MSs in 2017.
However, for France, Croatia, Cyprus, Portugal, Romania and Sloveni a the shares are relatively
far from the average. According to the table, purchase of fish and other raw materials for

production is by far the most important component of the total costs for most MS ( 68 % of the
total for EU 24 on average ), followed by oth er operational costs (1 7.6 %) and labour costs

(11.7%). Energy costs play a minor role (2 .6% of the total in average) , wi t h fifot her

countriesodo (France, Estoni a, Cyprus, Portugal and
Belgium and Greece highly abo  ve the average, with energy costs amounting, respectively, at
7.7% and 8.6% of total costs.

Table 2.23: Economic performance of the EU fish processing industry sector by country, 2017

Earning before interes

country Gross Value Added % of total EU  Operating Cash Flow % of total EU T % of total EU Net Profit % of total EU
Belgium 76.9 1.1 18.3 0.6 7.5 0.3 5.4 0.2
Bulgaria 36.9 0.5 28.2 0.9 19.8 0.7 21.2 0.8
Croatia 38.4 0.6 20.8 0.6 12.9 0.5 12.6 0.5
Denmark 517.7 7.6 312.6 9.6 278.1 9.7 297.7 10.6
Denmark 48.9 0.7 18.3 0.6 12.1 0.4 10.2 0.4
Finland 351.2 5.2 111.2 3.4 75.3 2.6 71.3 2.5
Greece 67.2 1.0 33.3 1.0 25.1 0.9 14.2 0.5
Ireland 148.2 2.2 50.7 1.6 25.0 0.9 12.6 0.5
Italy 316.5 4.7 93.6 29 43.2 1.5 25.3 0.9
Latvia 34.2 0.5 9.3 0.3 8.3 0.3 6.7 0.2
Lithuania 98.1 1.4 46.0 1.4 37.2 1.3 34.1 1.2
Malta 1.1 0.0 - 1.2 0.0 - 1.6 -0.1 - 1.6 -0.1
Poland 693.7 10.2 453.6 13.9 389.0 13.6 340.7 12.2
Romania 30.2 0.4 23.1 0.7 19.9 0.7 18.7 0.7
Slovakia 4.1 0.1- 2.3 -0.1- 5.0 -0.2 -0.2
Slovenia 0.5 0.0 - 2.8 -0.1- 3.9 -0.1 - 3.8 -0.1
Spain 1,150.1 17.0 635.6 19.5 22.3 22.7
Sweden 75.5 11 2.0 0.1- 7.6 -0.3 - 5.9 -0.2
United Kingdom 927.8 13.7 461.7 14.1 392.4 13.8 415.6 14.8
Sub-total EU 19 4,617.4 68.1 2,311.8 70.8 1,963.1 68.8 1,905.5 68.0
Other DCF MSs 2,165.7 31.9 955.3 29.2 890.2 31.2 895.1 32.0
Total EU 24 6,783.1 100.0 3,267.1 100.0 2,853.3 100.0 2,800.7 100.0

Source: MS data submissions under the 2019 Fish processing data call and elaboration by the EWG.

Notes: 1) Sub-total EU 19: submitting countries in 2019 data call; Other DCF MSs: Cyprus, Estonia, France, Netherlands

and Portugal, submitting data under DCF , until previous data call . 2) Earning s before interest and taxes and net profit are
equal , for Spain, to Operating cash flow for missing data on depreciation and financial costs while, for Slovakia, Net profit
is equal Earning s before interest and taxesf  or missing data on financial costs . The EU total is biased by this lack of data.

10 The pe rcentage value reported in the T able 2.3.2 for Slovenia refers to total production cost as a share of total income
from fish processing (instead of t otal income) because costs reported by Slovenia are attributable to fish processing only
while total income includes also income from processing activities other than fish processing.
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The sector accounted for approximately EUR 7 billion of Gross Value Added (GVA) in 2017 (Table S
2.2.1 and 2.2. 3). This shows the importance of the fish processing industry in the fishery sector

in Europe , taking into account that the GVA produced by the EU fishing fleet amountsto EUR 4.5
billion (STECF, 2019) .

The amount of operating cash flow generated by the EU fish processing sector in 2017 was EUR
3.3 billion . Earnings b efore interest and tax es and Net Profit were respectively EUR 2.85 hillion
and EUR 2.8 billion (the level of these two profit indicators should be read against the lack of data

on depreciation costs for Spain and financial costs for Spain and Slovakia).

The highest share of GVA was produced by Spain (17% of the EU total), followed by UK and
Poland , both accounting for more than 10% of EU total GVA. The shares increase, for all the three
countries, when looking at the Operating cash flow, meaning that the cash flow of these countries

is benefit of operating subsidies (amounting to EUR 23 billion for Spain in 2017) or of a lower
share of personnel costs on total costs (see table 2.2.2)

EU 28 GVA as % of total income was around 20%, with large differences across MSs: highest GVA
margin for Bulgaria, over 43% and lowest for Slovenia, 0.22%.
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Figure 2.21: Economic performance of the EU fish processinipdustry sector by country (indicators in
relation to income), 2017

Source: MS data submissions under the 2019 Fish processing data call and elaboration by the EWG. Notes: * 2016; **
estimated on 2015 data; *** estimated on 2014 data

2.3 Trend and drivers and outlook

In th is section some of the main drivers for change for the EU fish processing industry are
analyse d, being mainly  the dependency on raw material , the occurrence of outsourcing, the
increase of concentration both on the demand then on the supply side, the increasing demand for

certified products , t he fAsupermarketizationo of the distributi
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of products created by current and geopolitical phenomen a, such as the Russian embargo,
already in place and extend until 2020, and the Brexit, whose impacts are still evaluated in terms
of potentiality, as the final shape of the Brexit is, still, not known at the time of writing.

1. Dependency on imports for raw materials

One of the main drivers for the industry is the high percentage of the costs of raw material ,
compared to the overall costs , Which is expected to increase in the future. There is also difficulty
in sourcing raw material. Because of high level of internal consum ption, t he sector is highly
dependent on imports in spite of the slight increase i n landings in the latest years (AER, 2019)
Indeed, i n 2018 the EU has seen its deficit rise since 2013 and reach its negative peak of more

than EUR 20 billion (EUMOFA, 2019).

This leaves the companies very vulnerable to changes and developments in the world markets.

Several countries report an increase in costs for raw material in 2017 (Germany, Spain, Finland,
Greece, Croatia, Ireland, Latvia, Malta and Romania) and although the overall situation remains
positive for the sector it may mean increasing pressure for the industry to stay profitable. For
more information in raw material please refer to chapter 4 in this report.

The aquaculture production in EU has increased by 24% from 1990; however, since 2007 the

production has decreased by 2% hence reducing the possibility to supply the fish processing
sector. However, a s EU capture fisheries production has been showing a decreasing trend in the
last decade (a slight increase has been registered in 2017 but a new fall has been nowcasted for

2018 and 2019 i STECF, 2019 ) aquaculture has become relatively more important to supply the

seafood market. In 2016, the aquaculture sector provided 20% of the fish and shellfish supply in

EU (with this referring to the overall supply, including fresh consumed fish , and not only to the
supply of raw materials to the processing industry)

The industry has to face new challenges in the light of the circular economy approach that could

lead to a re -thinking of the use of wastes as raw materials (for further details see chapter 4 in
this report).

2. Outsourcing to other MS and countries

Several countries still report 11 ongoing outsourcing of activities to other member states (e.g. the
UK, Denmark and Germany ) which leads to increasing investments in other MS or investing in
third countries where processing is carried out locally (Spanish example). For these member

states, e.g. in the case of Poland, this means that they increased their exports substantially. For

Germany, however, this may have a negative impact asthere may b e not enough netinvestment

to modernize the industry and the faciliies may be outdated in the future. Some specific
examples are detailed below.

Anecdotal evidence suggests that some UK processors send materials abroad for either primary

or secondary pro cessing. To maintain quality, and product value, primary processing activity may

be outsourced to Asia, for example, for cheaper manual labour (e.g. hand peeling or hand

filleting). Labour costs in the UK for this work would not be economically viable for the final
product and mechanised alternatives often lessen product quality and final value. Some
secondary processing activity may also be outsourced to specialised factories to meet allergy or

dietary requirements, particularly for breaded products (e.g. material sent away to dedicated
gluten free factory to avoid contamination of gluten free product). The export and re -import of
such products will impact trade statistics, however there is no quantitative data available at

present to est imate the scale of  this impact.

Germany is another MS which outsources production. One of the largest German firms increased

its investments in Poland in 2016 and 2017, growing its production capacity in that country by
50%, according to firm sources. By means of scale, this factory would employ almost 600
workers, which is approximately , for comparison purposes, 10% of the total employment in fish
processing in Germany. The extended Polish facility also process innovative products and attain

"Based on expertso knowledge.
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the same certifications as the fi rm’s German facilities (with the possible exception of ecological
product labels).

For several years, the relocation of the fishing industry in Denmark to Eastern Europe and Asia

has been used as an instrument to achieve wage savings and thereby increase e arnings.
However, in several cases this has turned out not to be as straightforward as initially thought.

The savings on wages have not always met the costs of outsourcing , for example in the form of
poor communication and poorly trained staff. The result has been problems with fluctuating
quality, food safety issues and logistics problems. At the same time, the development of
processing technologies and the following automation has reduced the savings in wages paid that

make it economically advantageous to relocate production. This experience was the same for
Ireland which had outsourced some material to Asia for the same reasons. However, depending
on the type of production, relocation is still seen as a tool for companies to organize access to

raw materia Is, processing and marketing appropriately.

Poland is one MS which accepts the supply of raw material to provide processing services . There
has been a steady increase in material received since 2008 rising to over 32 thousand tonnes in

2018 a 97% increase  from the figure (16.5 thousand tonnes) in 2008. The four main countries of

origin are Norway (23%), China (15%), Sweden (10%) and Germany (9%). While China was the

second highest importer in 2018 this is due to a large increase from 2017 figures when it on ly
made up 3% if the total imports. The main species processed, in 2018, from these sources are

Salmon (28%), Trout (21%) and Herring (19%).

Spain has invested in foreign production in situ. Large Spanish processors have made important
investments in processing companies in third countries all over the world in the last two decades.

Tuna, shrimp, groundfish, small pelagic and cephalopods are the main targeted species. These
companies, located close to the main sources of raw m aterial, undertake primary processing of
semi elaborated fish products to be further processes in Spain before final consumption.
Investments are mainly concentrated in South America and South Africa. Although South East

Asia has already attracted the inte rest of large processors and some have already settled
strategic alliances with local processors.

3. Increasing Industrial Concentration in the Demand and Supply

Similar to many other industries the EU Fish Processing sector is experiencing the impact of
increasing levels of concentration both on the demand side from the retail and food service
sectors and within itself on the supply side.

Demand for fish products comes mainly from the retail sector. Food service firms are the other
important source of dem  and. Data to understand the structure of the EU F ood Service sector is
limited. It is clear that there is increasing concentration in the retail sector and it is to be

expected that the food service sector is following the trend of concentration and global isation. In
the year 2000 the ten largest grocery retailers enjoyed 26.0% of the EU market and this has

increased to 30.7% by 2011 (European Commission , 2014) . There is no reason to believe that
the trend has abated or reversed since then.

Supermarketizati on of the fish market has been consolidated in the world in the last two decades.
Currently, retail chains control the largest market share for fish in the EU, with quotas ranging

from 65 to 80%. Large retail chains demand large volumes of product a condit ion not always easy
to comply with by suppliers. Large processors easily adapted to the changing conditions, but

many small companies have problems competing in a mass market with an undifferentiated
product. Differentiation and cooperation along the value chain are useful tools for improving the
competitiveness of medium and small fish processing companies.

The supply side remains relatively unconcentrated. In 2015 firms with 250 or more employees
accounted for 32.3% of revenue from the sale of processed f ish products. By 2017, this figure
had risen to 37.9%.

The relative smallness of the bulk of firms in the processing sector means that they are in a weak
bargaining position when trying to sell their products to the large retailers. Concentration is such
in individual MS that it may be characterised as a position of oligopsony (where there are few
buyers and many suppliers in a market) or even monopsony (where a single buying firm
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effectively controls the price level in a market by playing off the many sup pliers against each
other).

4. Certification

The question on the use of certifications and motivations in the fish processing industry was
already discussed in the previous processing report (STECF 17 -16), covering the period from
2008 to 2015. No signific  ant changes have taken place since then.

Processing companies are well adapted to the certifications of industrial processes, whether

internal or external aspects. However, certification of raw materials cannot be influenced directly

by processors and the decision of sourcing certified products will depend on the economic
incentives of using the certified raw materials. Fish processors will source certified products if and

only if they are able to transfer any potential increase in their costs to the forth coming actors in
the value chain by means of price premiums. On this respect, customers, in special wholesale and

retail actors, have the final influence on making certified raw materials profitable or not for
processors.

At this point, not all the differe nt certifications have the same value for traders. Certifications

based on quality attributes, linked or not with geographic origin, are more demanded than other

more specific types such as environmental or ethical. This does not mean that there is a lack of

concern about these issues for traders, but simply they find it harder to transfer the increases in

their costs to the prices paid by the final consumers. These differences across traders with regard

the value of certifications is not just a matter of d i fferent preferences across
related with the scale and market size of the retail companies.

Processors wildl source certified raw materials at cust
vary from one customer to another, it makes no sens e to get involved, or specialized, in a given

class of certification for the raw materials. It is just a matter of sourcing the kind of product the

customer is willing to pay for.

Beyond potential premium prices, if any, there are several other incentives for retailers in

sourcing certified products. S ustainability certifications, for instance, assure continuity in supply,

prevent criticism from environment al groups and i mpr
Certifications of origin are not only related to quality, but al so to the compar
the community. However, despite the benefits for processors and traders, the decision of

certifying raw material s in the fishing industry remains in the hands of fishermen and farmers.

S ME dmay also find be nefits in certain certified products as a way of differentiation.

5. Russian embargo

The embargo of Russia on European fish products had, and still has, substantial negative
influences especially for the countries around the Eastern Baltic Sea. Russia exten ds food
embargo until 2020: The food embargo will stay in force until December 31, 2020 . Estonia,
Finland and Lithuania report a substantial reduction in exports to Russia. However, also other

countries like Italy or the UK are facing negative impacts of t he ban e.g. negative price effects for
pelagic species for UK and a decrease of exports of fish products toward Russia for Italy , mainly
caviar ; indeed, since 2016, China has replaced Italy as the main country of origin of caviar
imported in Russia (EUMOFA, 2018 a ).

6. The Impact of Brexit

At the time of writing ( end of November 2019 ), it is hard to exaggerate the level of uncertainty
created by the proposed secession of the UK from the EU and the reaction of the UK Parliament to

it. The reader will know the results of the General Election to be held in mid -December 2019 and
may be able to eliminate some of the possibilities discussed below.
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There are three  possible general outcomes ithe word figener alantbdeausemwghini mpor t
each of the three  outcomes there is a multiplicity of situations . They are ;

1 leaving without a trade deal with the EU,

1 leaving with a deal, and,

1 abandoning the implementation of Article 50 of the Lisbon Treaty thereby choosing to
remain a Member State after all.

EU imports of fish and fish products from the UK are running at a value of around EUR 1.7 billion
(2017 and 2018) with exports at EUR 1.5 billion, a surplus of approximately EUR 200 million per
annum. In 2015, Germany, for example, has exported over 51,000 tonnes to the UK while

importing nearly 25,000 tonnes (Doering et al., 2017). The Exports were processed products

while imports comprised of raw material. Another example: More than 30% of Irish fishing quotas

are caught in English waters and the UK is on e of Il rel andds main export (1
valued at EUR 81 million in 2018 . Conversely Ilrelandds EURRIOrmilon oh est |
seafood for direct retail and raw material, particularly salmon and whitefish. It will depend on the

trade relation s after the Brexit if ther e will be substantial changes in the trade balance between

the UK and the EU member states.

Without a trade deal the imports would be subject to EU Autonomous Tariff Quotas at a variety of

rates on limited quantities according to the exact products as set out from time to time in EU
Regulations. The current regulation (  Regulation EU 2018/1977 ) covers the period 2019  -2020.
Exports to the UK from EU countries would be subject to tariffs imposed by the UK under World

Trade Organisation rules.

The im pact of tariffs is  to reduce international trade. They lower demand and raise prices in
importing countries and increase supply, lowering pr ices, in the exporting country. The extent of
these movements will vary with the individual products and the tariffs and quotas imposed.  These
impacts are too complex to analyse and sum with any precision, but the general d irection of the
effects holds. It follows therefore that Brexit, without a trade deal, will mean higher costs for fish

processors and retailers facin g tariffs on imports in both the EU and UK, with lower demand for

their products reducing their sales revenue. Consumers will experience changes in prices
according to whether their country is an importer (price increases) or exporter (decreases).

What mat erialises will depend on the complexion of the UK lower House of Parliament after the
December 2019 General Election. It is unlikely that the upper House would challenge the lower
House and ultimately any legislation desired by the lower House can be force d through the
legislative process and into law without the approval of the upper House by resort to the
Parliament Act.

The current Withdrawal Agreement between the EU and the UK, should it be ratified, by the new

UK Parliament, provides for a two -year transition period when little is likely to change. Only in the
event of the UK leaving the EU without the Withdrawal Agreement being ratified at the end of

January 2020, or on some subsequently agreed date, might the effects discussed above come

into effec t. They may also come into effect should there be no trade deal agreed during the
transition period.

For many MS, especially tho se outside the Euro zone, the exchange rate is a n important  driver for
the performance of the fish processing industry. Thisis reported especially by Poland (Zloty to the
Euro), Sweden (  Krona to the Euro), and the UK (Pound Sterling to the Euro). The availability and
prices of raw material are influenced by the exchange rate as companies may decide to source

their fish else where if prices increase due to an unfavourable exchange rate. Given that exchange
rate changes of 20% are not at all uncommon over a relatively short period of years, it is
conceivable that exchange rate fluctuations could be as important if not more important t o the
viability of the EU fish processing industry than Autonomous Tariff Quotas.

7. OQutlook

The fish processing is under price pressure from wholesalers, as well as increasing prices for raw

material. Prices at EU28 leve | has increased for past years according to EUMOFA , 2019 (+ 10%
between 2013 and 2017), whereas prices of meat and of food in general remained essentially

stable.
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There is so far no clear detectable effect of the improvement in fish stocks within European

waters. An increasing supply m ay have a price effect on the industry on one side, on the other

side the demand for certified products increases and more fisheries seek certification. This is

costly and, therefore, prices for raw material from certified fisheries may further increase. A
positive effect on the industry isexpectedalso from t he change in consumersd a
consumption of fish products. Indeed, even if none of the EU countries spends more for fish and
seafood than they do for meat (fish and seafood accounted fo  r less than 1%, which was four
times lower than the share of the amount spent on meat purchases by EU households ), from
2017 to 2018, households in all EU countries, except Sweden, increased their expenditure for fish

and seafood. In particular, processed fish and seafood consumed out -of-home through
foodservice channels (restaurants or catering) reached their highest volumes since 2014

(EUMOFA, 2019).

Global seafood trade in 2017 and 2018 was characterised by high prices and significant growth,
but formerl y positive conditions have deteriorated in early 2019. Trade tensions between the
United States of America and China have not been resolved and uncertainty is widespread.

Adding to the unfavourable trade environment is the extension of the deadline for the United
Kingdombés exit from the Eur opead, withmo noore conserssus@stethe ous |l y ¢
most likely outcome of ongoing negotiations concerning a final deal.
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2.4 Additional table on

Table 2.4.1.Enterprises carrying out fish processing as nomnain activity, number and turnover 20082018.

the non

-main enterprises

Country

Number of enterprises

CANY 2 BSNI 6YAEEAZY €

0

Average Average

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2008/2318 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2008/2318
Belgium 193 205 204 197 193 194 195 193 218 199
Bulgaria
Croatia 19 21 21 21 24 28 30 23 5.5 9.3 115 18.6 20.3 24.6 26.4 16.6
Cyprus 13 12 10 14 9 5 2 9 9.8 8.7 7.6 8.1 5.7 3.1 3.3 2.8 6.1
Denmark 3 6 5 5 5 5 4 5 7 6 5
Estonia 12 13 13 12 11 11 15 12 12 1.1 1.2 1.1 2.0 4.7 1.7 1.2 0.6 1.7
Finland 22 49 56 13 13 21 21 20 20 28 26 10.3 128.8 147.1 49.9 49.9 93.8 93.8 102.6 102.6 133.6 91.3
France 115 111 120 112 115 694.2 694.2 520.0 1014.0 730.6
Germany 95 80 88 30.0 50.0 40.0
Greece 7 10 9 10 10 11 10 1.1 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.9 0.8
Ireland 16 25 22 29 20 20 22 16 16 21 52.9 275 11.5 22.2 50.5 52.6 80.6 47.7 34.6 42.2
Italy 162 177 233 227 231 185 205 208 208 214 205 252.7 191.4 228.1 198.4 222.3 383.8 501.8 550.6 552.0 583.3 366.5
Latvia 4 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Lithuania 2 2 2 3 3 6 6 21 31 23 31 12 3.7 3.1 5.3 7.2 9.7 10.7 3.9 68.5 14.0
Malta 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 2 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Netherlands 398 451 97 99 97 101 207 2338.3 2670.9 2879.8 2548.3 3172.3 2959.6 2,761.5
Poland 32 34 34 37 35 38 45 42 41 42 36 38 52.2 62.6 64.8 725 82.1 100.5 93.4 70.3 66.3 80.8 81.0 75.1
Portugal 29 38 17 28 194.9 134.9 50.8 126.9
Romania 30 30 43 29 24 24 14 18 12 15 13 23 93.4 103.8 6.9 2.9 4.3 3.6 0.5 6.6 6.8 7.7 23.6
Slovakia
Slovenia 8 8 9 8 7 6 6 4 6 8 7 14.4 12.9 16.0 9.8 8.0 7.0 6.8 7.0 12.8 14.4 10.9
Spain 1 1 2.8 2.8
Sweden 87 98 95 108 120 125 126 132 132 134 116 73.4 80.1 96.6 97.1 111.9 238.2 237.7 2233 245.0 211.8 161.5
United Kingdom 647 423 353 353 247 405 622.3 506.5 511.3 566.7 654.5 572.3
Total EU 28 1,552 5,044.5
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3 SOCIO -DEMOGRAPHICS OF THE EU FISH PROCESSING SECTOR

The social variables that should be collected for the processing industry are listed in table 10 in
the COMMISSION DELEGATED DECISION (EU) 2019/910, establishing the multiannual Union
programme for the collection and management of biological, environmental, technical and
socioeconomic data in the fis  heries and aquaculture sectors.

As this is the first year of reporting on social data collection this report only presents a
snapshot in time and cannot examine trends which will be possible in future reports.

The social variables that should be collected are: Employment by gender, Employment by age,
Employment by education level, Employment by nationality, together with the other
employment variables listed in table 10 in the regulation: Number of persons employed, FTE
National, Unpaid labour and Number o f hours worked by employees and unpaid workers.

Although the regulation gives no guidance on how the data should be collected the PGECON
workshop report from Vilnius in 2017 and Athens, 2018 provides recommendations on the data

collection. Although the Commission Decision does not require stratified dat a or combined
variables PGECON recognised that reporting social variables at more disaggregated levels

rather than at national totals and reporting combined variables would add value to the social

analysis.

The following categories for social variables we re recommended:

1 Age categories: <=14, 15 -24, 25 -39, 40 -64, >=65, unknown.

91 Education categories: High, Low, Medium, unknown.

1 Gender categories: Female, Male, unknown.

1 Nationality categories: EEA, EU, national, non -EU/EEA, unknown.

PGECON recommended that s  ocial data should be reported (raised) for the total population and
that the sampling strategy and size should be reported.

The following analysis of social variables include 2017 data provided by 17 countries under the

2019 DCF data call 7 Belgium 2, Bulga ria, Croatia, Germany, Greece, United Kingdom 3
Denmark, Finland, France !4, Ireland, ltaly, Lithuania, Latvia, Poland, Romania 15 Slovenia and
Sweden. Due to the relative stability of the social data, the EWG 19 -15 agreed to impute the
social data provided by Belgium, France, Romania and United Kingdom regardless of reference

year (2016 or 2018).

Member states collected social data at different levels. Some member states collected data at
enterprise level, others at employee level. Similarly, to the economic d ata collection under DCF
member states used different sampling strategies (e.g. census, probability sample survey or

non - probability sample survey).

3.1 Gender

In 2017, there were 130 664 people employed in the EU processing sector, equivalent to
118 110 FTEs.

12 Data refers to 2016.
13 Data refers to 2018.
14 Data refers to 2016.
15 Data refers to 2018.

37



The proportion of female and male in the enterprises was quite equivalent, respectively 51%
were male, 48% were female and 1% was unknown.

Seventeen countries provided data for the gender of the employees in the processing sector.

The percentage of fem

ale employees in the different MSs varied between 27

% (Latvia) and

69 % (Lithuania). In Slovenia, Denmark, Italy, Germany and France the proportion of male and
female was almost equal. Only two countries submitted part of the data as unknown.

BEL**

BGR

DEU

DNK

FIN

FRA**

GBR*

GRC

HRV

IRL

ITA

LTU

LVA

POL

ROU*

SVN

SWE

X

M Female H Male B Unknown

20% 40% 60% 80%

Figure 3.11: Gender distribution by MS, 2017

Source : MS data submissions under the 2019 Fish processing data call and elaboration by the EWG.

2018, **Data refers to 2016.
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3.2 Age

While some member states collected age -data based on the proposed age categories some
others collected actual ages of individuals and assigned employees to one of the age groups or
used their own categories.

m15-24 m2539 m40-64 m=65 ®Unknown

BGR
DEU
DMNK
FIN
GBR*

GRC

HRV

IRL

E

ITA

LVA

S

LTU

POL

SVN

SWE

o
S

20% 40% 60% 80%

2
R

Figure 3.21: Age distribution by MS, 2017

Source : MS data submissions under the 2019 Fish processing data call and elaboration by the EWG. *Data refers to
2018, **Data refers to 2016.

Overall the 40 -64 age class made up the largest proportion (50%) of people employed in the
processing industry, followed by the 25 -39 age class (33%). A further 9% were apportioned to
the 15 -24 age class, 2% to the over 65 years category and 7% were unknow n.

The percentage of the age group 40 -64 is highest in Slovenia (72%), Latvia (78%) and
Denmark (61%). Over 40% of the employees in Finland, United Kingdom, ltaly, Ireland,

Lithuania and Sweden are below 39 years old. While Romania and France also provide d the
distribution by age, the age classes reported do not correspond to the age classes reported by

most countries  and, because of this, their data were not included in the EU analysis and
comparison with other MSs (for further details see national chapte rs).
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3.3  Education
Member states were required to report education aggregated by low, medium and high levels.

The education level categories required were based on the International Standard Classification
of Education (ISCED) academic qualification classifi cations. For more information on the ISCED
levels included in the age, categories see the T able 3.3.1.

Table 3.31: ISCED Academic qualification categories

ACADEMIC QUALIFICATIONS

ISCED code ISCED Educational attainment levels Education Level

Primary
Low
Lower Secondary School

Upper Secondary School _
Medium
Post-secondary non -tertiary education

Short -cycle tertiary education

Bachelords or equivalent]|
' High
Masterds or equivalent |

0o N o O | W N P

Doctoral or equivalent level

Overall the EU data demonstrates that 29% of people employed in the EU processing sector
were educated up to a low level, followed by 26% with a medium level, 19% with higher
education and 26% unknown.

The percentage of the higher education group is highe st in Germany (55%), followed by
Poland (36%), Slovenia (27%), Denmark (20%) and Denmark (61%). Over 88% of the
employees in Sweden, 55% of Latvian and Italian employees had a low education level. More

than 50% of the people employed in the processing sect or in Slovenia, Romania, Croatia,
Finland and Bulgaria have a medium level of education. United Kingdom also provided the
distribution by education level; however, the classes do not correspond to data submitted by

other MS but as reported, the largest sha re of FTE (35%) were low  -skilled jobs .
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Hlow ® Medium ™ High = Unknown
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Figure 3.31: Education distribution by MS, 2017

Source : MS data submissions under the 2019 Fish processing data call and elaboration by the EWG *Data refers to
2018, **Data refers to 2016.

3.4 Nationalities

For all member states, it was recommended to report social data by nationality group. The

nationality groups used were: nationals, EU, EEA, non -EU/EEA and unknown.
The majority (83%) of people employed in the EU fishing processing sector were nationals of
their own country, followed by 13% from EU, 2% from non -EU/EEA nations, 0.1% from EEA

and 1% were unknown.

In most of the MS the national employees are the main employees. The proportion of nationals
varied from 99.9% in Bulgaria to 48.2 % in United Kingdom. The other workers are mainly
from EU MS. Only Greece provided more than 55% of unknown nationality.



W National WEU MEEA ®™non-EU/EEA ® Unknown
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Figure 3.4.1: Nationality distribution by MS, 2017

Source : MS data submissions  under the 2019 Fish processing data call and elaboration by the EWG *Data refers to
2018, **Data refers to 2016.

3.5 Socio -demographics by size classes

The socio-demographic data broken down by company size was provided by only a few
Member States (Table 3.5.1).
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Table 3.51: MS that provided the social data by size categories of the processing enterprises, 2017

Country |Gender by siz¢Age by sizeEducation by sizéNationality by sizg
BEL** Y

BGR Y Y Y Y

DEU

DNK Y Y Y Y

FIN

FRA**

GBR*

GRC Y Y Y y

HRV Y Y Y y

IRL Y Y Y Y

ITA Y Y Y Y

LTU Y Y Y Y

LVA

POL Y Y

ROU* Y Y Y Y

SVN Y Y Y Y

SWE

Source : MS data submissions under the 2019 Fish processing data call and elaboration by the EWG. *Data refers to

2018, **Data refers to 2016.

Gender by enterprise size

11 MS provided gender distribution by size categories of the enterprises T Belgium ¢, Bulgaria,
Croatia, Denmark, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Poland, Romania 17 and Slovenia.

The biggest proportion of female employees was in the largest processing enterprises. Females
made up 42% of the total people employed in smallest enterprises while reaching 61% in the
biggest enterprises.

16 Datarefers t02016
17 Data refers t€018
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Gender distribution in enterprises Gender distribution in enterprises
less or equal to 10 employees with 11 to 49 employees

0.44% 0.58%

42.4T%

48.73% 50.68%

57.08%
Gender distribution in enterprises o o )
with 50 to 249 employees Gender distribution in enterprises
up or equal to 250 employees
0.24%
0.02%

318.43%

43.73%

56.03%

61.55%

Figure 3.5.1: Gender distribution by enterprise size, 2017

Source : MS data submissions under the 2019 Fish processing data call and elaboration by the EWG.

Age by enterprise size

Ten MS provided gender distribution by size categories of the enterprises 1 Bulgaria, Croatia,
Denmark, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Poland and Slovenia. Romania also provided the
distribution by age and size enterprises categories in 2018, however the age classes do not
correspond to other MS.

The structu re of the age did not apper to be dependant on the size of the enterprise: the

percentage of people between 40 and 64 years was very similar for all enterprises i between
48 and 53%. The youngest age catagories do not represent more than 8.6% in any of the size
categories (4.87% to 8.69%). The employees in the age group 25 -39 were between 26% (in

enterprises with less than 10 people) and 39% (in the largest enterprises with more that 250
employees).
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Age distribution in enterprises Age distribution in enterprises
less or equal to 10 employees with 11 to 49 employees

5.75% T.A1% 4.87T%

26.69%
2.86% \ 32.13%
Age distribution in enterprises Age distribution in enterprises
with 50 to 249 employees up or equal to 250 employees
131%.,  TER . ggay 0.62%  geaw
35.01%
51.01%
39.69%

53.02%
Figure 3.5.2: Age distribution by enterprise size, 2017
Source : MS data submissions under the 2019 Fish processing data call and elaboration by the EWG.
Education by enterprise size
Nine MS provided education distribution by size catego ries of the enterprises T Bulgaria,
Croatia, Denmark, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Romania 18 ‘and Slovenia.
In the processing enterprises with less than 10 and 11 to 49 employees, the distribution
between the low and medium educated people is very si milar (around 30%). In the both
bigger enterprises the employees with medium level are between 36% (in 50 -249) and 42%

18 Data refers t@018
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(more than 250 employees). The proportion of people whose education level was unknown was
more than 24% in all the processing categories.

Education level distribution in enterprises Education level distribution in enterprises
less or equal to 10 employees with 11 to 49 employees

29.21% 28.48%

7.28% '

32.16%
35.01%

7.75%_/

28.03% 32.08%
low = medium = high = unknown low = medium = high = unknown
Education level distribution in enterprises Education level distribution in enterprises
with 50 to 249 employees up or equal to 250 employees
17.37%

zI.Lall““l‘ Y y
11.02% '
13.35%
—_36.86%

low = medium = high = unknown low = medium = high = unknown

42.01%

Figure 3.5.3: Education distribution by enterprise size, 2017

Source : MS data submissions under the 2019 Fish processing data call and elaboration by the EWG.

Nationality by enterprise size

Nine MS provid ed nationality distribution by size categories of the enterprises T Bulgaria,
Croatia, Denmark, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Romania 19, Slovenia.

19 Data refers t@018
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The majority of employees were nationals for all size of the enterprises. The largest proportion

of non -nationals was in the smallest enterprises T 8.2% EU, followed by 3.9% non -EU/EEA and
2.1% EEA.
Nationality distribution in enterprises Nationality distribution in enterprises
less or equal to 10 employees with 11 to 49 employees
8.2%

18.8% 2.3%

1.2%

4.7%
3.9%
21% | —
8.2%

67.0%
83.6%
national EU ®EEA w®non-EU/EEA ®unknown national EU ®EEA ®non-EU/EEA ® unknown

Nationality distribution distribution in enterprises

Nationality distribution distribution in enterprises
up or equal to 250 employees

with 50 to 249 employees

3.1% 3.1%

0.1%
1.0% 0.3% 0%

7.1%

85.7% 98.9%

national EU @ EEA ®non-EU/EEA = unknown national EU = EEA ® non-EU/EEA

Figure 3.5.4: Nationality distribution by enterprise size, 2017

Source : MS data submissions under the 2019 Fish processing data call and elaboration by the EWG.
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3.6  Main conclusions and d ata issues

The main issues identified by the EWG 19 -15 during the analysis of the first social data
submitted for the fish processing sector under EUMAP are:

1  The sector can be considered a gender equal sector as the proportion of female and male

is quite equivalent; b) the 40 -64 age class made up the largest proportion (50%) of
people employed in the processing industry; c) an almost equal distribution of employees
over educational levels if looking at the EU totals but with very high differences among MS
and the share of unknow too high to provide average at EU levels and make co mparison
with other sectors  d) the vast majority (83%) of people employed in the sector are EU
nationals of their own country, being the rest mainly workers from other EU MSs

1  Finland, France, Germany, United Kingdom, Latvia and Sweden did not provide data by

size category but provided the total employees by size category in the main economic
template. EWG 19 -15 suggest MSs, wherever possible, to collect also social data by since
classes as this would increase the accuracy of the analysis at EU level.

1 Irelan d provided 100% unknown for the education as survey returns for this variable were
very low and no imputations could be made.

1 Romania (2018 data) and France (2016 data) provided the age classes in different
segmentation than the one recommended by PGECON a nd, for this, their data were not
included in the EU overview. In order to provide an accurate EU analysis and comparison
among MSs, EWG 19 -15 concludes that it would be advisable that all MSs will submit data

according to the age classes recommended by PG ECON.

1 EWG 19-15 also concludes that to provide an accurate analysis of the trends in the age
population it would be advisable, for the future, to split the age group 40 -64 into smaller
groups (indeed, this group is the one with highest share of employment, for some MSs

being higher than 70%).

 The UK (2018 data) provided education in different categories than agreed by PGECON.
Again, EWG 19 -15 concludes that for an accurate analysis of the trends in the educational
levels of people employed in the fish proce ssing industry, it would be advisable to have all
MSs data harmonized to the PGECON suggested categories for educational attainments.
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4 SPECIAL CHAPTER ON RAW MATERIAL DATA COLLECTION AND USE

Over the years, there have been on -going discussions on how to improve the economic report
on the fish processing industry and its relevance in terms of policy advice in the context of the
Common Fisheries Policy (CFP). Recommendations put forward in previ ous reports (EWG 14 -15
and EWG 17 -16) highlight the need of reporting the raw material of fish (input) going into the

fish processing industry. Including information on raw material inputs would allow experts to

analyse the whole value chain from the momen t the fish is caught (or produced in
aquaculture) until it is processed and ready for consumption. Furthermore, knowledge on the

origin of the fish (imported or produced within EU) would reveal Member States dependencies

on domestic landings, aquaculture p roduction and/or imports and thereby connect the
processing industry with the fleet and aquaculture producers. This would also allow assessing

the overall impact of changes in domestic production due to limits on EU fleet landings (e.g.

TAC) or constraints  on aquaculture production on fish value chains.

Indeed, raw materials represent the most important input for the fish processing industry

covering 60 -80% of the total costs. The fish processing sector is also highly dependent on raw
material imports. In 201 7, EU self -sufficiency covered approximately 4 3% of the total raw
material entering the EU (EUMOFA, 201 9). This leaves the enterprise vulnerable to changes
and developments on the world markets. Furthermore, the effects of the improved
management of fis h stocks and promotion of aquaculture production in the EU are, so far, not

visible with respect to the availability of raw material for the EU processing sector.

Based on previous recommendations from the STECF reports on the fish processing sector, the
collection of raw material data, in terms of volume was included in the data collection

framework under the EU -MAP, on an optional basis. In particular, EU -MAP has provided MS
with the possibility to carry out pilot studies investigating the feasibility of collecting raw
material data (initiated on a voluntarily basis in 2017 -2019). Some MS initiated a data
collection within the previous program and have been collecting data on a regular basis.

However, the quality and coverage are not always optimal and ho mogenous to make
comparisons across MS.

In addition, the SECFISH project (Socio -economic data collection for fisheries, aquaculture and

the processing industry at EU level), funded under DG MARE/2016/22 - Strengthening regional
cooperation in the area of f isheries data collection - included a work package (WP5) aimed at

establishing a common approach to data collection of raw material in the EU. WP5 also
evaluated the feasibility of collecting data at species level, origin, production type (fisheries or
aqu aculture) and degree of processing in a cost - efficient manner.

STECF and PGECON suggested that the main findings of the SECFISH project as well as of the

national pilot studies on the collection of raw material should be considered by EWG 19 -15.
The group was requested to report on the status quo of the raw material data collection, as

well as, insights for future data collections.

The current section is, hence, based on data and information submitted by MS (pilot studies) in
line with the official request (on a voluntary basis) and complemented with main findings from
the SECFISH project and the PGECON 2019 report. Two case studies, Finland and Denmark,
are also included to provide alternative methodologies for raw material data collection and
analysis.

Two ad-hoc analyses on raw material related topics, produced by experts during the EWG,
complement this section, namely:
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1 the potential use of waste products originating from both the primary production
(fisheries and aquaculture) and the processing industry itself as input for the fish
processing sector

1 the impact of the Autonomous Tariff Quotas on the imports of raw materi al from fish
processing enterprises, in accordance with the ToRs provided to the EWG.

4.1 Raw material data delivered under the 2019 data call (EU -MAP)

During the 2019 EU Fish Processing Industry data call (first data call under EU -MAP), MS were
requested to  provide voluntarily data on the weight of raw material per species and origin for

firms with fish processing as main activity. The submitted data from the eight MS (Bulgaria,

Croatia, Finland, Greece, Poland, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia) are briefly de scribed below.

Bulgaria provided raw material weight data for the years 2016 -2018 disaggregated by firm size
but without disaggregation by species and origin. Approximately 73 thousand tonnes of raw

material were used by the industry during the three -year period (the corresponding yearly
average value ranges from 1.54 EUR/kg to 1.64 EUR/kQ).

Croatia provided raw material data on weight for the firms sampled in the years 2016 and

2017. The data are disaggregated by firm size category but not by species and origin. The
sampled firms used 49 thousand tonnes of raw material in 2016 and 30 thousand tonnes of

raw material in 2017.

Finland provided raw material weight data for 11 distinct species (including unspecified
species) for the years 2016 and 2017. Approxi mately 80 thousand tonnes of raw material were
used by the industry in each year. The data, however, include raw material for firms with fish
processing not as main activity and hence, there is no direct link with the economic variables
submitted. Approxim  ately 40% of the raw material is imported ever year. Five species which
are sourced exclusively from domestic production account for 30% of the raw material used.

The main species sourced from domestic production are Atlantic herring and rainbow trout

whil e the main imported species is Atlantic salmon.

Greece provided raw material weight data for the years 2016 and 2017 disaggregated by firm

size category but without disaggregation by species and origin. Approximately 62 thousand
tonnes of raw material were used by the industry in both years (corresponding to an
approximated average value of 2.6 EUR/kg and 2.8 EUR/kg for 2016 and 2017, respectively).
Disaggregated unofficial data  2° suggest that more than 45 species were used by the industry in
2016 and 2017. Four species, two mainly imported molluscs (squid and octopus), and two
finfish (anchovy and sardine) account for more than 27% of the raw material used.

Poland provided raw mat erial weight data for the years 2016 -2018 without disaggregation by
species and origin. Approximately 2 million tonnes of raw material were used by the industry

during the three -year period (the corresponding yearly approximated average value ranges

from 2 .84 EUR/kg to 3.50 EUR/kg). Disaggregated unofficial sample data 2L suggest that
eighty -seven species were used by the industry during the three -year period, although, two
mainly imported species, Atlantic salmon and Atlantic herring account for more than 50 % of
the raw material used.

Romania provided raw material weight data for the firms sampled and for eighty -nine distinct
species (including unspecified species and fish eggs), also disaggregated by firm size category

20 Collected along with the processing data collection and provided by the expert from Gteedg\&G 1915 meeting, though not
uploaded during the data call.

21 Collected along with the processing data collection and provided by the expert from Poland at the-ESM@Ge&8ing, though not
uploaded during the data call.
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for the years 2016 -2018. As the first d ata collection on raw material was launched during
2016, the quantities for this specific year are thought to be underestimated. Approximately 26

and 19 thousand tonnes of these species were used by the firms sampled in 2017 and 2018
respectively (the corr  esponding yearly approximated average value is 1.73 EUR/kg and 2.52
EUR/kg respectively). More than 85% of the raw material is imported each year. Atlantic

mackerel, Atlantic salmon and fish eggs account for more than 60% of the imported raw

material used. = Raw material sourced from domestic production refer mainly to sea snails,
cyprinids and trout.

Slovakia provided raw material weight data for two main categories, freshwater fish and

marine fish, for the years 2008 to 2018 disaggregated by origin (own pr oduction, domestic
purchases, imported from EU and imported from non -EU countries). On average, 6.2 thousand
tonnes of raw material was used annually by the industry over the 11 -year period, of which,
22% are freshwater fish (ranging from 10.2% in 2008 to 35.3% in 2016). As Slovakia is a land
locked country, all the marine fish is imported.

Slovenia provided raw material weight data for the firms sampled and five distinct main
species for the years 2016 and 2017, but not the total raw material weight used.
Approximately 2.6 and 1.7 thousand tonnes of these five species were used by the firms
sampled in 2016 and 2017, respectively. None of the main species used is sourced from
domestic production. The main species imported is Atlantic mackerel.

Based on the d ata submitted, no further analysis could be performed due to non -homogenous
data in terms of aggregation levels and since data were not extrapolated to the overall raw
material use of the country. Some countries only report data obtained from enterprises w ithin

their sample. However, for the countries, which submitted disaggregated data by species and

origin, data suggests that a vast amount of the raw material used in those countries is
imported. Romania and Slovenia use Atlantic mackerel from catch based fisheries as the main
species for raw material, while Finland and Poland use mainly Atlantic salmon, a product
originating from aquaculture, as raw material.

4.2 Pilot studies and raw material data collection: status quo

As already mentioned, the EU-MAP provi ded MS with the possibility to carry out pilot studies
investigating the feasibility of collecting raw material data.

In the following sections, a summary of the Italian pilot study, submitted officially as a
background document, is reported as well as a s ummary of the status quo of the raw material
data collection across MS, including other information and studies from the latest PGECON
report (PGECON, 2019) and the SECFISH project.

The lItalian pilot - study

The Italian pilot study was concluded in 2018 and followed the provisions of the National work

plan. Based on the identification of the reference population (companies with ATECO code

10.20 as "main"), the study was undertaken through: (1) a desk survey using two databases,

AIDA and Mintltaly, for the an alysis of financial features of companies, and (2) a survey
guestionnaire to a representative sample of processing companies specialised in deep -
freezing/freezing and/or preserving/canning methods. A small group of experienced
representatives of the ltalia n processing sector agreed and validated the selected sample of
companies and the contents of the questionnaire.

The data requested through the questionnaire made it possible to find solutions so that
national aggregate data can be released by FAO species, with indication of origin and, if
possible, indication of GSA. The response rate for the questionnaire survey was around 14%
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for companies with less than 50 employees and slightly below 14% for companies in the size
class>50 employed. Regarding the main f ish processing activity, 67% of companies mainly
produced canned and preserved products, while the remaining part mainly produces frozen
products. This distribution was found for both size classes.

According to industry representatives, the industrial pro duction of canned fish is concentrated
in a few ltalian regions, namely: Lombardy, Sicily, Sardinia, Calabria, Campania and Emilia
Romagna.

Responses on raw materials and the specific sub -categories (commodities) were largely
inconsistent and considered insufficient to estimate raw material volumes by commodities. The

sub -division of the processing sector between canning and freezing companies outlined a
distinction of the main raw materials processed: 31% of the companies process blue fish

(small pelagic s, tuna) and 87% fall into the sub -category "canned fish companies". The most
processed raw material among the blue fish was anchovy ( Engraulis encrasicolus ) followed by
tuna. Anchovies are processed salted or in fillets in oil. Only 5% of the total proces sed
anchovies are sold as a salted finished product. Regarding the type of commodities, the

distinction is linked to the processed species: the commodities of small pelagic are mainly

fresh while tuna is mainly frozen.

The study concludes that there are m ainly two processed commodities: anchovies and tuna.
Regarding the raw materi al fanchovi eso, the sample ca
produce over 80% of the volume of Italian anchovieso6t t

could be applied to col lect data on "tuna" raw material. The variety of raw materials used
increases in the size category <50 employees. In this case, volumes are lower but the species

processed are numerous (cephalopods, clams, farmed products such as sea bass, sea bream

and tr out, prawns, etc.). A potential future data collection should be based on a sample that

will guarantee the representativeness of the canning and freezing segments, extracted in a

non - probabilistic way from the list of small -medium enterprises (Non  -Probabil ity Sample
Survey).

During the pilot study, the greatest difficulties encountered were in contacting industry
representatives, especially considering the relevance of their role in defining the methodology

to be adopted. Without industry participation it i s very difficult to collect data and provide data
at the necessary level to conduct in -depth analysis.

An overview summary on MS raw material data collection

PGECON 2019 made an effort to report the status quo of the data collection of raw material
data across MS. The statements provided from the PGECON 2019 report are combined with
information from the SECFISH project.

A Austria does not collect data on raw materials for fish processing. The number of fish
processing units in Austria is very low. Therefor e, results from a survey or pilot study is
not expected to provide a satisfactory representation of the industry. Thus, Austria is in
favour of raw material data collection remaining voluntary and have no current plans
for collecting raw material.

A Belgium did not do a pilot study on raw material. Furthermore, they are evaluating the
existing data collection for processing industry, including the issue of collecting raw
material data in the future. Currently, there is no plan for collecting raw material.

A Bulgaria is collecting total quantity of raw material by surveys, with response rates
close to 100%. If more detailed data should be provided, it should be on a voluntary
basis. It is difficult to get more detailed data from the companies.
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Czech Republic is in the process of preparing a data collection on raw materials for fish
processing. They are trying to collect data for the years 2016 and 2017 and preparing
to collect data for 2018.

Croatia is collecting data on raw materials in the fish processing indu stry but only for
total value and volume.

Denmark conducted a pilot study on raw materials for the fish processing sector using
gualitative interviews. The conclusion was that data exist on a detailed level due to the
demand for traceability in the sector . However, enterprises are not interested to
provide the data, mainly for two reasons. First, the data is not stored in a way that can

be used for comparison at the EU level, which make it costly to provide the data in such

a format. Secondly, price data i s considered as confidential and the enterprises are not
keen of sharing this information. Based on the information provided during the
interviews within the pilot study, Denmark consider that the raw material data
collection should be on a voluntarily bas is, because the quality of the data will not be on
a satisfactory level if the industry is not willing to participate. An alternative approach

to collect data that can provide information on species used and product produced is
included as a case study.

Finland is collecting data on raw materials for fish processing sector by species, every
second years. A more comprehensive description of the Finnish data collection is
included as a case study.

France has conducted a pilot study on raw materials on the fi sh processing industry, but
results are not yet available.

Germany conducted a pilot study for a raw material data collection as part of the
SECFISH study. The industry has the data in accordance with the traceability regulation
but was not willing to pro vide any data due to the extra workload and confidentiality
issues.

Greece is collecting data on raw materials for the fish processing industry. However, it
is difficult to assess the coverage of the raw material data in regards to the whole
industry.

Hungary is collecting data on raw materials (by species, quantities and values) using
qguestionnaires. Data collection was done using questionnaires during face -to-face
interviews. They are planning to repeat the survey in 2020 and are also planning to

develop a new statistical data collection program for the processing sector, including

data collection on raw material.

Ireland is not currently collecting data on raw materials for fish processing. They are in

the middle of a review on processing data collection and plan to request data on raw
material. However, it is expected that this data collection will be difficult to carry out

and the response rate will be very low.

Italy conducted a pilot study; however, the response rate was low. Thus, at present
there wi Il not be a data collection for raw material. The Italian data collection is
presented as a separate section, as the pilot study has been submitted as requested
officially by the data call.

Latvia conducted a pilot study using a survey. However, the respo nse rate was too low
and the data could not be further analysed for meaningful results. The pilot study

collected data for 2017 and covered 18 enterprises, corresponding to around 15% of

the companies. An earlier attempt to collect data (for the DCR Regula tion Central
Statistical Bureau) was not successful due to the low response rate and the problem of

double counting (distinguish between the same fish used several times as raw material

for production). There are no plans for future data collection.
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A Lithu ania collects raw materials for the fish processing industry (by main species, fresh
water or sea -based production). The data collection method is a census survey, which is
approved by legal acts in order to implement the National official statistics progr am.
Type of product in the questionnaire could be identified by CN code or group of CN
codes, mainly representing the type of processing applied (smoked, salted, in brine,
etc.) and products could be linked to the species or group of species (matrix of pro duct
and species). The data are collected along with the identification of whether the raw
material is imported or of local origin and linked to species (matrix of import or local
raw material and species). The data collection will be continued.

A Malta are attempting to collect the raw material data. Currently, the fish processing
units are not willing to cooperate on a data collection, therefore the pilot study has not
been a success.

A The Netherlands does not collect data on raw materials for fish processi ng (as well as
no economic variables).

A Poland has been collecting raw materials in fish processing since 2006. The data are
collected using questioners, census. The data collection will be continued.

A Portugal does not collect any data on the processing industry.

A Slovenia had a pilot study on collecting raw materials for the fish processing industry,
however; it was unsuccessful, and it was decided to terminate the study. Slovenia
collected raw materia | data for the processing industry in 2007, 2013 and 2014. The
collection of data is based on species and degree of processing. Slovenia will continue
to collect data for the processing industry in the future, based on the already developed
guestionnaire. However, it is very difficult to get information because the enterprises
consider this information as a business secret.

A Spain do not have a data collection for raw material and will not have a data collection
on this in the future.

A Sweden is conducting a pilot study for collecting raw material data in processing sector,
however; they are looking into alternatives ways of providing the relevant data.

A The UK conducted a pilot studies on data collection of raw materials for fish processing.
Attempts were ma de to engage the industry, however, they were not interested in
participating. If the industry does not see a need for this kind of data collection, data
will not be collected.

4.3 SECFISH results and main conclusions

The aim of the SECFISH project work packa ge 5 was to evaluate the possibility and constraints
of a regular collection of data on raw material entering the EU processing industry (European
NACE Code 10.20). The analysis examined the feasibility of collecting data on raw material
input entering the fish processing industry by species, product form and origin including
production method defined as fisheries or aquaculture. Finally, benefits and costs of
establishing such a data collection on a regular basis, not necessarily annual, were estimated.

Existing data sources

Existing data sources in Denmark and Germany were examined with the aim of identifying the
volume of fish and fish products going into the processing industry. From the existing data

sources, it was not possible to determine the amount of raw material ente ring the fish
processing industry. However, it was possible to establish a supply balance and apparent
consumption in each case study MS ((catches for food -use + aquaculture + imports) T exports
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= apparent consumption), even if import and export statistics and calculation of whole live fish
can be very challenging and the difficulties in avoiding double counting.

Furthermore, the domestic trade flows of fish are very hard to follow since many fish products

are traded without or with limited amount of proce ssing both through traders but also
internally between processors. Existing data sources on the product produced within the
processing industry allowed some kind of estimates on species going into the industry, but
without the knowledge of the product form entering the industry it is very difficult to estimate
the volume of raw material used. Furthermore, from these data it was not possible to
determine the origin of the raw material, the product form and prices of the raw material
entering the industry. Th us, without more exact knowledge (data) the questions on the
production environment, origin, product form and price cannot be answered from the existing

data sources.

Data harmonisation and a common methodology

The Combined Nomenclature is a tool for clas sifying goods, used in the EU intra - and extra -
trade statistics. The Commodity Number code, an 8 -digit level code, enables identification of
most species and product forms of raw material entering the EU fish processing industry. This

also provides the pos sibility to compare prices by species and product forms of raw material

between EU countries.

To be able to compare data between all EU Member States, a future data collection needs to
be built on a common platform that is available in all countries. At th e same time, the
information included should contain information on species and product form of the raw
material entering the processing industry. Thus, the common methodology chosen for the

guestionnaire developed within the SECFISH project was the Combin ed Nomenclature using
the Commodity Number classification code at an 8 -digit level.

Using the Combined Nomenclature and the Commaodity Number classification code at an 8 -digit
level satisfied the data needs requested in this project. However, a main specie s and main

product form approach in line with the Finnish data collection example could be used as an
alternative.

Development of questionnaire

A preliminary guestionnaire was developed and has been tested through qualitative interview

with the fish proc essing industry, industry organizations and data collection experts in the

following countries Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Netherlands, Ireland, Italy and UK.
Furthermore, data collection experts commented on the feasibility of collecting raw mater ial
data using the questionnaire in the following countries Bulgaria, France, Greece, Hungary,

Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovenia and Spain. These interviews provided insights on whether it

was feasible for the industry to deliver the raw material data on the described 8 -digit
Commodity Number code or if an alternative to this approach seemed more feasible for the

industry.

The interviews revealed that the industry has all the information that was requested within this

project on volume and value of specie s, production environment, origin and product form of

the raw material purchased. However, the industry expressed great reservation in participating

in such a data collection. The main issue for the industry was that it would be costly for them

to organise and deliver data in a way that could be easily assessable and comparable between

EU MS, such as the described 8 -digit Commodity Number code. Enterprises often have many
transactions, which are not always stored electronically (sometimes only on paper) or in a way
that could easily be harmonized with the 8 -digit Commodity Number code. Furthermore, the
enterprises perceived the price information as confidential in many cases. Thus, from an
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industry perspective, such a data collection would only induce extra costs without having any
benefit for the industry.

A way forward, that would reduce the workload for the industry, could be to investigate if the
data stored at the enterprise level according to the Control Regulation (traceability legislation)
could be us ed for analysing the raw materials input for the EU processing industry.

Conclusions

The feasibility study shows that the data requested within this SECFISH project are available at
the enterprise level and that it is possible to gather the data at a CN 8 -digit level (or species
and product level), which makes it comparable at a species an d product level within the EU.

On the other hand, the industry seems very reluctant to deliver the data, because it is an extra
workload for them and therefore costly. Therefore, it might be challenging to collect and
receive representative data. A way fo rward could be a coordination between the Control
Regulation related to traceability of fish and a data collection of raw material. This could
minimize the cost for the industry and at the same time provide the needed data for analysing

the raw material us e in EU. Furthermore, under the existing data collection an investigation on
industry specialisation into species and product form may be conducted using the Industry
Commodity Statistics for Sales and Purchase (Prodcom) by the STECF Expert Working Group

for the processing industry.

4.4 Data collection of raw material by species and origin: the Finnish case study

Finnish statistics on raw material use in fish processing have been produced every other year

since 1993 that provides comparable data on raw materia | use in fish processing since then.
The statistics on fish processing present the amount of raw material used for production by

end - product group and by raw material group both for domestic and imported fish. The results

follow the Combined Nomenclature C ommodity Number classification code and can be
presented accordingly.

Finnish data collection is carried out with an overall survey on the frame population that covers

all fish processing enterprises including enterprises that the primary activity is othe r than fish
processing. The description of the data collection is available at:
https://stat.luke.fi/en/tilasto/4480/kuvaus/5653 . And the related questionnaire is available at:
https://stat.luke.fi/sites/default/files/luke -kalanjalostus_lomake 2017.pdf

Main results from the Finnish data collection are reported as a good example in terms of
coverage by species, commodities and origin.

Results of fish processing raw material data collection for 2015

Finnish fish processing industry processed some 80 thousand tonnes of fish in 2015. A total of

46 million kilos of the processed fish were Finnish and 34 tho usand tonnes were imported
(Figure 4.4.1). The amount of domestic fish processed decreased by 13% while use of
imported fish increased the corresponding amount with marked 25% increase compared to

year 2013 (Figure  4.4. 1).
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Figure 4.4 .1: Amount of domestic and imported fish used for processing in tonnes, 1993

1 2015

The change in the volume of Finnish fish was due to a decrease in the freezing of Baltic

herring, after the Russian embargo on EU food stuff as

a countermeasure to EU sanctions due

to the Ukraine crisis in 2014. The increase in the volume of imported fish was due to the

increasing use of Norwegian salmon.

Figure 4.4 .2: Amount of fish used for all products, 2015

Salmon was the most important species for processing in 2015 followed by rainbow trout and

Baltic herring. Together these accounted for 97
Table 4.4. 1 presents the raw material used in process
confidence levels and coefficient of variation.
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% of all fish used in the sector (Figure

4.4. 2).
ing industry by species with the 95%

























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































