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Abstract  

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

Comm ittee for Fisheries, C(2016) 1084, OJ C 74, 26.2.2016, p. 4 ï10. The Commission may consult 

the group on any matter relating to marine and fisheries biology, fishing gear technology, fisheries 

economics, fisheries governance, ecosystem effects of fisheries,  aquaculture or similar disciplines. 

The STECF Expert Working Group  EWG-19 -19 met 13 -17 January 2020 in Brussels. The EWG was 

tasked to identify and prioritise specific issues for the nine EU OR within the following four main 

challenges: data collection, s tock assessment, ecosystem knowledge, and social & economic 

impacts and to develop a roadmap for the subsequent meetings that will form the basis for the 

permanent network of research institutes.  The EWG report was reviewed by the STECF during its 

virtual plenary meeting 6 -10 July 2020.  

 

 

 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/jrc
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 

3 
3 

 

Authors:  

 

STECF advice:  

Abella, J. Alvaro; Bastardie, Francois; Borges, Lisa; Casey, John; Catchpole, Thomas; Damalas, 
Dimitrios; Daskalov, Georgi; Döring, Ralf; Gascuel, Didier; Grati, Fabio; Ibaibarriaga, Leire; Jung, 
Armelle; Knittweis, L eyla; Kraak, Sarah; Ligas, Alessandro; Martin, Paloma; Motova, Arina; 
Moutopoulos, Dimitrios; Nord, Jenny; Prellezo, Ra¼l; OôNeill, Barry; Raid, Tiit; Rihan, Dominic; 
Sampedro, Paz; Somarakis, Stylianos; Stransky, Christoph; Ulrich, Clara; Uriarte, Andres;  

Valentinsson, Daniel; van Hoof, Luc; Vanhee, Willy; Villasante, Sebastian; Vrgoc, Nedo  

 

EWG - 19 - 19  report:  

BORGES, Lisa; BLANCHARD, Fabian ; CANHA, Angela ; CERVANTES BOLAÑOS, Antonio ; DI 
NATALE, Antonio ; GUYADER, Olivier ;  JUNG, Armelle;  PASCUAL-FERNANDEZ,   Jose; PERALES-
RAYA, Catalina ; RAMOS DO Ó, João ; REIS, DáLia ; RODGERS, Philip ; ROUX, Olivier ; WOJCIK, 

Ireneusz  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

4 
4 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS  

 

SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC COMMITTEE FOR FISHERIES ( STECF) -  
Outermost Regions (OR) (STECF -19 -19)  ................................................... 6 

Request to the STECF ..................................................................................................... 6 

STECF observations  ........................................................................................................ 6 

STECF comments  ............................................................................................................. 6 

STECF conclusions  ........................................................................................................... 9 

References  ......................................................................................................................... 9 

Contact details of STECF members  ............................................................................ 9 

Expert Working Group EWG -19 -19 report  ............................................................. 13 

1  Executive Summary  ........................................................................................ 14 

2  Introduction  ....................................................................................................... 15 

2.1  Terms of Reference  ......................................................................................... 15 

3  DCF Participating Entities  .............................................................................. 16 

3.1  France  .................................................................................................................. 16 

3.2  Portugal  ............................................................................................................... 17 

3.3  Spain  .................................................................................................................... 17 

4  Data Collection Challenge  ............................................................................. 18 

4.1  Biological Data  .................................................................................................. 18 

4.1.1  France  .................................................................................................................. 19 

4.1.2  Portugal  ............................................................................................................... 20 

4.1.3  Spain  .................................................................................................................... 20 

4.2  Economic and Social Data  ............................................................................. 20 

4.2.1  France  .................................................................................................................. 20 

4.2.2  Portugal  ............................................................................................................... 21 

4.2.3  Spain  .................................................................................................................... 22 

5  Economic Indic ators  ........................................................................................ 23 

6  Social Indicators  ............................................................................................... 27 

6.1  West Atlantic ...................................................................................................... 28 

6.1.1  French Guia na  ................................................................................................... 28 

6.1.2  Guadeloupe  ........................................................................................................ 30 

6.1.3  Martinique  ........................................................................................................... 32 

6.1.4  Saint Martin ........................................................................................................ 34 



 

5 
5 

6.1.1  Discussion  ........................................................................................................... 35 

6.2  East Atlantic  ....................................................................................................... 36 

6.2.1  Azores (from EWG 19 -03)  ............................................................................. 36 

6.2.2  Madeira (from EWG 19 -03)  .......................................................................... 38 

6.2.3  Canary Islands  .................................................................................................. 41 

6.2.4  Disc ussion  ........................................................................................................... 44 

6.3  Indian Ocean  ..................................................................................................... 45 

6.3.1  Mayotte ................................................................................................................ 45 

6.3.2  Réunion  ............................................................................................................... 45 

6.3.3  Discussion  ........................................................................................................... 47 

7  Stock Assessment Challenge  ........................................................................ 48 

7.1  France  .................................................................................................................. 50 

7.1.1  French Guiana  ................................................................................................... 50 

7.1.2  Guadeloupe  ........................................................................................................ 51 

7.1.3  Martinique  ........................................................................................................... 52 

7.1.4  Saint Martin ........................................................................................................ 54 

7.1.5  Mayotte ................................................................................................................ 54 

7.1.6  Réunion  ............................................................................................................... 55 

7.2  Portugal  ............................................................................................................... 57 

7.2.1  Azores  .................................................................................................................. 57 

7.2.2  Madeira  ................................................................................................................ 58 

7.3  Spain  .................................................................................................................... 59 

7.3.1  Canary Islands  .................................................................................................. 59 

8  Ecosystem Knowledge Challenge  ................................................................ 61 

9  EMFF Analysis  .................................................................................................... 63 

10  Roadmap  ............................................................................................................. 65 

11  References  .......................................................................................................... 69 

12  Conta ct details of EWG -19 -19 participants  ............................................. 70 

13  List of Annexes .................................................................................................. 72 

14  List of Background Documents  .................................................................... 76 

 



 

6 
6 

 

SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC COMMITTEE FOR FISHERIES (STECF)  -  
Outermost Regions (OR)  (STECF -19 - 19 )  

 
 

Request to the STECF  

 

STECF 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 working group was held in Brussels, Belgium, from 13 to 17 January 2020. The meeting was 
attended by 14 experts in total, including two STECF members and one JRC staff.  Two DG MARE 

representatives a lso attended the meeting.  

The objective of the EWG 19 -19 was to identify and prioritise specific issues for each EU 
Outermost Region (OR) regarding data collection, stock assessment, ecosystem knowledge, and 
social and economic impacts, and to develop a r oadmap for the subsequent meetings that will 
form the basis for the permanent network of research institutes.  

STECF notes that EWG 19 -19 constitutes the first dedicated EWG on OR. The report provides a 
thorough overview of data collection, stock assessment  and social and economic impacts of the 
fisheries of eight of the nine outermost regions of the European Union: Guadeloupe, French 
Guiana, Martinique, Mayotte and Réunion (France), the Canary Islands (Spain) and the Azores 
and Madeira (Portugal).  

Regardin g the ninth region, Saint Martin, STECF observes that this island is the only one among 
the French overseas collectivities with the status of being an Outermost Region of the EU. In 

2007, Saint Martin was broken away from the French overseas department of Guadeloupe to form 
a new overseas collectivity. Its European status was under discussion for a time, until Saint 
Martin was officially listed in the Lisbon Treaty as an Outermost Region. Nevertheless, STECF 
notes that because of its national status of bein g a collectivity and not a department, Saint Martin 
is not required to be included in the French Work Plan for data collection. STECF notes therefore 
that information on fisheries of that region is largely missing in the EWG 19 -19 report.   

 

STECF comments  

STECF considers that the EWG addressed adequately all the ToRs.  

STECFôs specific comments on the work carried out for each of the four main challenges and the 
development of the roadmap are detailed below:  

 

Data Collection  

The EWG carried out the evaluat ion of the Member States (MS) sampling plans and achievements 
at the OR level, analysing the 2017 -2019 Work Plans (WPs) for France, Portugal and Spain, 
corresponding Annual Reports (ARs), and the evaluation of their implementation through the 
corresponding  dedicated STECF EWGs.  

STECF notes that the EWG, as a first step, verified for each OR the entity responsible of the 
national DCF coordination and identified the organisations participating in biological, social and 
economic data collection. The list of en tities and their contacts can be found in the EWG report.  

On specific request from DG -MARE, the available biological information for large pelagics and 
their specific reporting needs for Regional Fisheries Management Organisations were evaluated. 
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In the In dian Ocean, catches of Tetrapturus audax , Istiompax indica , Makaira nigricans  and 
Istiophorus platypterus  should be included in the annual data collection and annually reported to 
the IOTC Scientific Committee. The France and Spain WPs will need to be revi sed with these new 
requirements. In the Atlantic Ocean, due to the new catch limits for Kajikia albida , Makaira 
nigricans and Tetrapturus georgii, following ICCAT recommendation, data on these three species 
should be collected from 2020. STECF notes also t hat in the EU -MAP list of species the white and 
black marlin are reported under their old scientific names ( Tetrapturus albidus and Makaira 
indica, respectively). That should be changed to the current accepted names of Kajikia albida and 
Istiompax indica  (WoRMS, 2020). STECF notes that the issue of data collection for large pelagics 
fisheries is also specifically investigated and discussed in STECF 20 -08 report (ToR 5.3 of this 
plenary report).  

STECF notes that a number of issues and gaps in data collectio n have been reported by EWG 19 -
19.  

Regarding biological data, the French WP only addresses separately French Guiana. Guadeloupe 
and Martinique are considered a single area and the same is true for Mayotte and Réunion. 
Except for length sampling, there is very limited biological sampling. The minimum criteria to 

select a species to be sampled (catch threshold= 200 t) is not always correctly applied and the 
justifications for the selection of species to be sampled are not clear. In Madeira and Azores, it 
was  detected that sampling levels are usually low, explained by different difficulties in obtaining 
samples. The Canary Islandsô small scale fisheries targeting demersal and pelagic species are 
sampled by a programme that combines sampling at -sea with observe rs on -board with port 
length sampling. However, biological sampling is limited to small pelagic species ( Scomber colias , 
Sardinella aurita , Trachurus  spp. and Sardina pilchardus ).  

STECF considers that the MS -WPs and ARs should be adapted to address the pa rticularities of ORs 
leading to improvement of the Data Collection. Biological data, fishery -dependent information and 
economic data should be reported at OR level. The sampling programs for large pelagic fish must 
be updated according to the new needs of Regional Fisheries Management Organisations and the 
recreational fisheries could be better addressed in the national WPs.  

 
Regarding economic data, the methodology used for the sampling program to collect information 
varies across regions. In Reunion logbo oks are used for vessels above 12 m. For vessels less than 
12 m, in Guadeloupe and French Guiana, the economic indicators are calculated based on an 
annual socio -economic survey. The economic survey will be updated in 2020 based on a stratified 
sampling me thodology in Guadeloupe and French Guiana. In the Portuguese ORs, economic and 
social variables are collected through questionnaires addressed to fishing enterprises. For 
economic variables different sources of data are used: official data, logbooks, sales  notes and 

surveys. In Canary Islands, a stratified random sampling is applied through a representative 
sample of the total population. Despite their importance, the small scale fisheries are however 
less represented in the sampling.  
STECF considers that these different methodologies and approaches used to obtain economic data 
could make the results not comparable between  ORs. STECF notes that issues and plans for 
future improvements with OR identification in WPs has also been discussed in STECF EWGs on 
WPs (EWG 19 -18).  

 

Economic Indicators  

Data submitted to the STECF -AER 2019 were used to estimate the economic indicators and to 
evaluate the quality of the data provided by OR. STECF observes that for Martinique, Mayotte and 
Saint Martin no economic data was  provided to DCF, making impossible the economic analysis of 

these outermost regions.  

STECF notes that for some ORs, the estimates for some economic parameters were detected by 
EWG 19 -19 to be away from normally expected values that may require some furth er analyses. 
STECF notes however that some of the issues detected for 2017 economic data have already 
been solved in the STECF -EWG 20 -03.  
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Social indicators  
 
The EWG performed the social analysis by OR following the approach of the EWG 19 -03.  
 
STECF cons iders that an extensive social analysis was carried out, providing a first view of the 
social context of fisheries in the EU ORs. However, the social analysis is not complete for French 
ORs, and the information on several social variables required by DCF i s missing. In particular for 
Mayotte, data are almost inexistent.  Also, the representativeness of the social data for the Canary 
Islands is low, where the majority of the fleets and employments are in small scale fisheries, and 
the surveys cover mostly lar ge scale fisheries.  
 

With the exception of Madeira, there is a predominance of fishers involved in small scale fisheries 
over large scale fisheries. The registered participation of females in fishing activities is low (< 
4%) and in the case of large scale  fisheries is practically null. The ageing of fishers is noticeable 
in most of the regions, with more than 60% of the workers being over 40 years. Except for 
Canary Island, almost all crews are national workers. The overall level of education is low, findi ng 
the worst scenario for large scale fisheries with only 5% of those involved with medium/higher 

level of education.  
 
 
STECF considers that these results could be included in the next STECF -EWG on Social data (EWG 
20 -14).  

 

Stock Assessment  

The EWG review ed the current situation of the species landed per OR based on the total landings 
in 2017 (per values and volumes) from the AER STECF EWG 19 -06 table, and the last available 
stock assessments. The analysis was carried out on the first 50 species by OR rank ed by landing 
value declared for 2017. The variables analysed for the overview included among others: landings 
in value and weight, indicators on whether the species is included in AR and EU -MAP, stock 
assessment method and stock status.  

In French Guiana only 2 stocks of the 41 landed are assessed. For Guadeloupe and Martinique, 5 
stocks covered by ICCAT are assessed.  IOTC assesses 4 stocks landed in Mayotte  and 10 species 
landed in Réunion. Also 6 deep -sea demersal species are assessed at local level of Ré union. 
Madeira and Azores collect data to report to ICES, CECAF and ICCAT. Six species are assessed by 
ICCAT in Canary Islands .  

STECF notes that most of the assessed stocks in ORs correspond to large pelagic species cover by 

ICCAT and IOTC. Some local ass essments are carried for demersal stocks in Réunion. STECF 
observes that in French Guiana, Guadeloupe, Mayotte and Martinique, the percentage of landings 
corresponding to species with assessment is less than 50%. STECF notes that there is a 
deficiency of a ppropriate forums/expert groups for the stock assessment in ORs.  

 

Ecosystem Knowledge  

Based on the review of literature and on expert knowledge performed by the participants, the 
EWG identified the IUU Fishing, bycatch (sharks), recreational fishery, and t he selective 
extraction of species as being the main issues affecting stocks and fisheries in all ORs. 
Specifically, the EWG considered that better knowledge on the amounts of both IUU Fishing and 
recreational fisheries is a priority to be addressed in fut ure studies.  

STECF highlights that in addition to these, the context of global change, considering the projected 
impact of climate change and pollution on the productivity of fisheries in the inter -tropical zone, 
should also be taken into account. However,  STECF notes the general lack of knowledge on these 
complex ecosystem issues.  
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Acknowledging thus that similar knowledge gaps on relevant ecosystem issues are commonly  
encountered in all the ORs, STECF supports the need to create an EU -wide OR research -net  
and/or to develop joint research projects.  

  

Roadmap  

The EWG developed a roadmap for possible future collaborative actions. As results of discussions 
and analysis performed during the EWG, scientific studies and activities that the group considered 
neces sary were compiled. An overall high priority is to review the EU -MAP and AR with an OR 
perspective. Also, priorities identified may be the basis to propose future scientific research for 
ORs. 

STECF considers that this EWG has provided an opportunity to sha re experiences and knowledge 
among experts from EU -outermost regions. STECF notes that two main outputs of the meeting 
are the methodologies and data used in each topic. Also, the meeting has allowed planning future 
scientific research and activities.  

STECF observes that of the topics that have been discussed, stock assessment and ecosystem 
knowledge are the least developed and would require more research.  

 

STECF conclusions  

STECF concludes that the EWG addressed all the ToRs appropriately.  

In order to ad dress the issues relating to data collection, social and economic indicators, it is 
concluded that further cooperation between different working groups (EWG 19 -19, AER I and II, 

Balance EWG 20 -11, FDI EWG 20 -10 and Social EWG 20 -14) is needed.  

STECF conclu des that from the topics that have been discussed, stock assessment and ecosystem 
knowledge are the subjects that would require more research. Specifically, the EWG considered 
that better knowledge on the amounts of both IUU Fishing and recreational fisher ies is a priority 
to be addressed in future studies.  

Based on the progress made by the EWG and on the opportunity offered by the meeting to share 
knowledge and experiences, STECF concludes there would be some scope for future outermost 
EWGs to be held at r egular intervals.  
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1  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

The European Union (EU) has nine óoutermost regionsô (ORs): Guadeloupe, French Guiana, 
Martinique, Mayo tte, Réunion and Saint Martin (France), the Canary Islands (Spain) and the 
Azores and Madeira (Portugal). The ORs are distinguished by their remoteness from mainland 
Europe, insularity, small size (except French Guiana), difficult topography and climate an d 
economic dependence on a few products. As a common issue, fisheries in the ORs are 
characterised by a wide variety of species and gears, small size vessels and numerous landing 
places.  

The EWG 19 -09  was tasked  to  identify and prioritise specific issues f or each EU OR within the 
following four main challenges: data collection, stock assessment, ecosystem knowledge,  and 
social & economic impacts and to d evelop a roadmap for the subsequent meetings that will form 
the basis for the permanent network of resear ch institutes . 

For the data collection challenge the EWG 19 -09 analysed  the  EU-MAP Work Programs (WP) and  
corresponding  Annual Reports (AR) for  France, Portugal and Spain , as well as the evaluation of 

their implementation by the relevant STECF EWG through a finer scale analysis by each OR  
divided between biological (2017 -2019 WPs and ARs) and economic & social data  (2017 -2019 and 
2020 -2021 WPs and 2017 -2019 ARs) . In addition, a specific analysis was carried out for available 
biological data for large pelagi c and their specific reporting needs for RFMOs . 

For the economic and social impact challenge, the EWG 19 -19 performed a similar  analysis 
carried out in the 2019 Annual Economic Report (AER) and the STECF EWG 19 -03 on Social Data 

in the EU Fisheries Sector,  calculating economic and social indicators specifically for each OR, 
identifying discrepancies and discussing trends.  EWG 19 -19 also went further with the social 
indicators by providing a focus by sea basin, following the nomenclature established for the 
Advisory Council for the ORs (AC OR) i.e. West Atlantic, East Atlantic and Indian Ocean.  

Regarding the stock assessment challenge, EWG 19 -19 prepared an overview of the current 
situation of the species landed per OR , based on the total landings 2017 (per values and 
volumes) from the AER STECF EWG 19 -06 table and the last available stock advice.  As a first 
approach the analysis  was carried out on the first 50 species ranked by landing value for 2017 
only by ORs . 

In addition to the ToR, the EWG 19 -19 also listed the DCF participating entities in each OR 
responsible for national DCF coordination, biological data collection and economic & social data 
collection ; and also provided a brief analysis of EMFF for ORs.  

On the ecosystem challenge, the EWG 19 -19 provid ed a summary  of the main issues  affecting 
stocks and fisheries, identified through a literature review and from the expert knowledge of the 
meeting participants, within the meeting time constraints. EWG 19 -19 noted the lack of 
knowledge on these complex is sues and further studies should be conducted, in particular to rank 
identified impacts in each OR to be able to define management priorities.  

Finally, the EWG 19 -19 developed a roadmap  with  a list of all future research that was  identified 
by the group  ana lysis and discussions.  The roadmap identifies aspects that can be dealt with in 

the short - term (t hrough 2020), such as amendments to the EU -MAP, MSs WPs and STECF EWG 
ToRs. EWG 19 -19 encourages the use of the existing Framework Contract EASME/EMFF/2018/011  
to improve the knowledge in ORs, namely on IUU, recreational fisheries and ecosystem impacts, 
among others. EWG 19 -19 also recommends the establishment of dedicated EWG on ORs to 
increase knowledge share between ORs experts on data collection and on calcu lation of indicators 
methodologies . 
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2  I NTRODUCTION  

 

The European Union (EU) has nine óoutermost regionsô (ORs): Guadeloupe, French Guiana, 
Martinique, Mayotte, Réunion and Saint Martin (France), the Canary Islands (Spain) and the  
Azores and Madeira (Portug al). The ORs are distinguished by their remoteness from mainland 
Europe, insularity, small size (except French Guiana), difficult topography and climate and 
economic dependence on a few products.  
 
These regions are an integral part of the EU despite their distant locations and hence EU law and 

all the rights and duties associated with EU membership apply to them. However, in accordance 
with Article 349 of the Treaty of the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), specific measures 
and derogations in EU leg islation have been implemented to help these regions add ress the 
challenges they face. As a common issue, fisheries in the OR s are characterised by a wide variety 
of species and gears, small size vessels and numerous landing places.  
 
The STECF Expert Worki ng Group (EWG) 19 -09  met in the Bor schette Building , Brussels , Belgium, 

between  13 to 17  January 2020 , to  i) identify specific issues for each OR within the following four 
main challenges: data collection, stock assessment, ecosystem knowledge,  and social & economic 
impacts; ii) p rioritize common issues w ithin the four main challenges; iii) i dentify the necessary 
processes for addressing the issues prioritized ; and iv) d evelop a roadmap for the subsequent 
meetings that will form the basis for the permanent network of research institutes . The work was 
conducted by  12  independent experts (se e the list of participants) following the Terms of 

Reference presented below.   
 
The meeting started with two project presentations, one from the ORFISH project 
(https://orfish.eu/ ) -  development of innovative, low - impact offshore fishing practices for small -
scal e vessels in outermost regions; and another from the MRAG Europe lead consortium  OR 
Project , set -up  in response to a DG MARE call f or proposals in support of the CFP 
(EASME/EMFF/2018/011 -Lot2 ñScientific advice in support of the CFP in the Atlantic EU western 
waters a nd the EU outermost regionsò). The ORFISH project  was carried out between July 2017 
and October 2019, and  contributed t o the  knowledge on small -scale fisheries , among other 
project deliverables, through  the  information summarized in the ORs leaflets . The OR project  will 
be carried out from January 2020 till June 2021 and  is expected to improved knowledge on fish 
stocks and  ecosystems and fisheries management schemes in place in EU outermost regions.  
 

2.1  Terms of Reference  

STECF concluded during the 19 -02 plenary that the aim of the EWG should be to identify and 
prioritize the specific issues, and the necessary processes, for a ddressing the four challenges: 
data collection, stock assessment, ecosystem knowledge, and social & economic impacts in order 
to develop a roadmap that will form the basis for the permanent network of research institutes.  

EWG 19 -19  was  therefore requested  to:  

1.  Identify specific issues for each OR within the following four main challenges: data 
collection, stock assessment, ecosystem knowledge, and social & economic impacts.  

2.  Prioritize common issues within the four main challenges.  
3.  Identify the necessary processes for addressing the issues prioritized:  

for example, trough drafting specific ToRs on ORs data collection issues to be 
investigated in DCF EWGs and STECF EWG Social Data.  

4.  Develop a roadmap for the subsequent meetings that will form the basis for the 

permanent network of research institutes.  

https://orfish.eu/
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3  DCF  PARTICIPATING ENTITIES  

The implementation of the DCF depends  in some measure  on the organisational  structure of the 
DCF participating entities within  each  OR, and as such the EWG 19 -19 considered  it would be 
important to identify all entities involved in implementing the DCF in each OR.  

Table I  ï DCF participating entities in each  OR responsible for national DCF coordination , 
biological data collection and economic & social data colle ction . 

 National coordination  Biological  d ata  Socio - economic data  

Azores  DGRM DRPA/RAA  DRPA/RAA  

Madeira  DGRM DRPM/RAM  DRPM/RAM  

Canary Islands  SGP IEO  SGP 

French Guiana  DPMA IFREMER SSP 

IFREMER 

Guadeloupe  DPMA IFREMER SSP 

IFREMER 

Martinique  DPMA IFREMER SSP 

Saint Martin  DPMA  SSP 

Mayotte  DPMA OFB- IFREMER 

IRD  

SSP 

La Réunion  DPMA IFREMER 

IRD  

LEMNA 

SSP 

3.1  FRANCE  

National coordination  

-  Direction des p °ches maritimes et de l ôaquaculture (DPMA, Minist r̄e de l ôagriculture et de 
lôalimentation) Sous-direction de la ressource halieutique.  
The Directorate for Sea F isheries and Aquaculture operates as a contractor for the 
collection of biolo gical, ecosystem and act ivity data.  

Participating entities  

-  Service de la Statistique et de la Prospective (SSP)  
SSP contributes to the processing of economic and social data for fisheries and 
aquaculture.  

-  Institut fran c┌ais de recherche pour l ôexploitation  de la mer (IFREMER)  
IFREMER is a contributor in the four regions in which France conducts fisheries activities, 

i.e. the North Sea and Eastern Arctic, North Atlantic, Mediterranean and óOther Regionsô 
[which refers RFMOs, such as ICCAT, NAFO or SEAFO  amon g others , and includes French 
ORs]. IFREMER contributes to the collection of economic data , logical data, activity data, 
research surveys at sea, and ecosystem data.  
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-  Institut de recherche pour le d ®veloppement (IRD)  
IRD contributes to the French National data collection in the tropical Indian and central -
east Atlantic regions with regards to tropical tuna fisheries (purse seine, bait boat and 
pelagic longline). IRD co ntributes by gathering data for the collection of tuna catch and 
length frequency data (sampling at landings and transhipments for both purse seine and 
bait boat fisheries), discards data (at -sea observers for purse seine and pelagic longliners 
and self - reporting for pelagic longliners) and biological data (sampling at processing 
factories). Th e ñObservatoire des Ecosyst m̄es p ®lagiques tropicaux exploit ®sò in charge of 
this contribution to DCF has been IS0 9001 certified since January the 12th of 2009.  

-  Institut d ô£conomie et de Management de Nantes (LEMNA)  
LEMNA contributes through the colle ction of economic and social data for fisheries and for 
aquaculture in La Réunion.  

-  Office fran c┌ais de la Biodiversit ® (OFB, formerly Agence Fran c┌aise pour la Biodiversit ®) 

OFB operates data collection for Mayotteôs marine fisheries through its Natural Marine Park 
in Mayotte.  

3.2  PORTUGAL  

National Coordination  

-  Direção -Geral de Recursos Naturais, Segurança e Serviços Marítimos (DGRM) . 
The DGRM ensures the national coordination of the collection and management of scientific 
data for fisheries management, inclu ding socio -economic data.  

Participating Entities  

-  Direção -Geral de Recursos Naturais, Segurança e Serviços Marítimos (DGRM)  

DGRM is responsible for the implementation  of the entire  National Programme and the 

analysis of social and economic data on fisheries . 

-  Direção Regional das Pescas dos Açores (DRPA/RAA)  

DRPA is responsible for the collection of biological data on stocks caught by commercial 

and recreational fisheries in Azores. Data on the activity of the fleet is also collected, as 

well as social and ec onomic data.  

-  Direção Regional das Pescas da Madeira  (DRPM/RAM)  

DRPM is in charge for the co llection of biological data on stocks caught by commercial and 

recreational fisheries  in Madeira . Data on the activity of the fleet is also collected, as well 

as, so cial and economic data.  

3.3  SPAIN  

National Coordination  

-  Secretaria General de Pesca  (SGP), del Ministerio de Agricultura  Pesca y  Alimentaci ·n.  

The SGP ensures that the activities are implemented on time and provides the national 
coordinator. Moreover , the SG P is in charge of collecting and analysing the economic and 
social data relevant to the DCF (including aquaculture and processing industries) . 

Participating entities  

-  Instituto Español de Oceanografía ( IEO) 
IEO is in charge of most of the requirements and a ctivities under EU DCF for  Spanish 
fleets. In particular, IEO is in charge of collecting all relevant information/data concerning 
the fisheries in EU waters, as well as in the framework of RFMOs (ICCAT, GFCM, CECAF, 
NAFO, etc.), and the SFPAs between the E U and the coastal states.  
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4  DATA COLLECTION  CHALLENGE   

The EU ORs are part of the EU -MAP for MSs data collection and are consequently included in the 
Work Programs (WP) and Annual Reports (AR) of France, Portugal and Spain. The sampling plans 
and achievement s are also evaluated by the corresponding STECF Experts Working Groups, 

although a finer scale analysis by each OR is lacking.   

4.1  Biological Data  

Considering  that  the d ata collection foreseen by the DCF in the ORs may be more  difficult to 
achieve  given the n ature of the fisheries, which invo lve a great  number of operators , exploiting a 
high diversity  of species landed over a large number of landing sites , a more detailed analysis 
may be  needed . For example, although the current EU -MAP establishes a list of sp ecies to be 
covered by the concerned MS s in the different ORs , the list may not be the most applicable  in 
each OR. It may be therefore appropriate to  consider the possibility of adapting the DCF 
provisions in order to address the above particularities  of O Rs.  

For that purpose EWG 19 -19 has analysed  the content of the 2017 -2019 WPs for France, Portugal 
and Spain (including  their annual revisions), the corresponding available ARs, as well as the 
evaluation of their implementation by the relevant STECF EWG . EWG 19 -19 has  check ed whether 
these documents  contain all the necess ary elements provided in the EU -MAP, in order  to identify 
apparent shortcomings in its implementation and propose specific actions to improve it.  

EWG 19 -19 noted that sometimes it is diffi cult to identify which fishery management body has 
jurisdiction for a given species, particularly in the case of some OR s, and therefore if there are 

specific requirem ents in addition to the EU -MAP. 

EWG 19 -19 noted the difficulty to understand whether ther e are some shortcomings in data 
collection  for ORs. This is because the data is reported at MS level and by stock, and not 
specifically distinguish ORs.  For overcoming the problem, EWG 19 -19 recommends that future 
WPs and ARs should present  the OR s separat ely . EWG 19 -19 recommends that data should be 

provided by métier  in the various OR s. This is already the case for large pelagic species in the 
ICCAT and IOTC area s. 

EWG 19 -19 noted that recreational fisheries in the ORs could be better addressed in the WPs . For 
example, in Portugal, data collection on recreational fisheries continues to be conducted under 
the remit of a pilot study. In France the only recreational fishery sampled is for large pelagic (REC 
LPF) in Guadeloupe and Martinique. No biological sam pling is carried out on any recreational 
fishery. EWG 19 -19 remarks that the socio -economic aspects of the recreational fisheries could be 
very relevant in the ORs. EWG 19 -19 recommends that recreational fisheries should be 
considered by MSs in their WP an d ARs and specifically reported by ORs . 

In the analysis of the implementation of the WPs for the different ORs it is often underlined that 
some of the sampling obligations related to the ORs are not complied with due to staff limitations. 
EWG 19 -19 noted t hat there is a need to assess the capacities in the different ORs (human and 
financial resources, facilities, equipment) in order to better respond to the EU-MAP obligations in 
the particular context of the ORs . 

Large Pelagics  

EWG 19 -19 noted that there ar e general issues concerning the data collection for large pelagic in 

the ORs (data to be provided to ICCAT and IOTC, depending on  the area). The first one is related 
to the sampling programme because for species and fisheries  lists , the  ORs are not specifi cally 
mentioned , except for Azores and Madeira, two fisheries in the Canary Islands (bait  boats in 
Table 4A and LHP for MSP in T able 4B for Spain AR 2018), and  France specifically  identified the 
ORs in the 2018 A R tables for the large pelagic species (LTL and REC for Guadalupe  and 
Martinique ;  and LTL, LHP and LLD for Réunion and Mayotte, Table 4C but not on Table 1C ) . The 
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sampling programme for the biological variables was not specifically identified by  OR, even when 
there is a dedicated national quota for a given species (i .e. bluefin tuna  in the Canary Islands) . 

EWG 19 -19 also notes  that due to the new catch limits for white marlin ( Kajikia albida ), blue 
marlin ( Makaira nigricans ) and roundscale spearfish ( Tetrapturus georgii ) following  ICCAT 

Recommendatio n 19 -05, d ata on these three species should  be collected from 2020. This ICCAT 
Recommendation is particularly relevant for the ORs in the Atlantic Ocean ( Guadalupe , 
Martinique , Azores, Madeira and Canary Islands) and therefore should  be specifically includ ed in 
the WP s and in the ARs of the three MS s. EWG 19 -19 notes that marlins and spearfish can be 
important bycatch components in large pelagic commercial fisheries or target species in the 
recreational and sport fisheries, particularly in the ORs.  

Accordin g to the latest A Rs (2018), white marlin (reported under the old scientific name of 
Tetrapturus albidus  on the EU-MAP species  list ) was not selected for sampling by France and 
Portugal (Table 1A on 2018 A Rs) but was sampled by France (Table 1C), while it w as selected for 
samplin g by Spain (Table 1A )  including length (Table 1C ). Bl ue marlin was not selected for 
sampling in the ICCAT area by France  but some length samples were collected, it was sel ected for 
sampling by Portugal and Spain including  length  (Ta bles 1A and 1C) . T he roundscale spearfish 

was not included among the ICCAT species in the EU-MAP and therefore there was no data 
collection for this species, except for Spain, which collected  some length samples.  

For the  IOTC area , and a ccording to IOTC Re s. 18/05 , catches concerning the s triped m arlin 
(Tetrapturus audax ), the black m arlin ( Istiompax indica ), the blue m arlin ( Makaira nigricans ) and 
the Indo -pacific sailfish ( Istiophorus platypterus ) shall be reported according to the requirements 
in IOTC Re s. 15/01 and 15/02. T he data should  be included in the annual data c ollection and 
annually reported to the IOTC Scientific Committee. All four species were already selected for 
sampling in the IOTC area by both France and Spain in their 2018 WPs and A Rs, b ut the W Ps will 
need to  be improved with the new requirements .  

Finally, EWG 19 -19 notes that the black marlin is reported under the old scientific name of 
Makaira indica  in the EU-MAP list of species, while the current correct name is Istiompax indica  
and  recommends that the scientific name be corrected in the species list . 

4.1.1  France  

The text of the French WP does not contain a section addressing the ORs specifically , for example  
explaini ng the characteristics of the six French ORs, the obligations in terms o f species or  type of 
data to be  collected in each one. However, in  the  accompany ing  tables there are specifications of 

the required stocks for sampling , and  whether they are actually selected for sampling  (according 
to catch thresholds  or other justificati ons) .  

The t ables in the first version of the WP 2017 -19 present inconsistencies between what is 
required and what is to be sampled, while focusing on French Guiana and omitting all other  
French ORs. This has been corrected in subsequent revised versions , although for most stocks the 
WP does not foresee sampling other than collecting length distributions. Consequently , there is a 

general absence of biological sampling (except for  French  Guiana prawn for which sex ratio is 
considered for data collection ). There is also an inconsistent application  of the catch thresholds 
provided by the EU -MAP (200 t) when deciding  species for sampling , as some species that are 
caught more than 200 t are not selected for sampling while  others  species below this figure are 
selected  without further justification .   

Although 2017 was the year were all ORs were scheduled to follow the continental data collection 

protocols and use the same sampling tools, Réunion  was the only OR where collection of 
biological data was compliant with  the quality assurance as expressed in the French WP. 
Moreover, staff turn -overs impacted the monitoring in Mayotte, Martinique and to a lesser extent 
in French Guiana.  However, c onsiderable improvements were achieved in 2018 , as a new length 
sampling prog ramme was put in place in Guadeloupe and a full review of the sampling 
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programme was carried out  in Martinique. ORs sampling is now entirely included in the national 
sampling plan, with the same tools deployed for monitoring the sampling and populating the  
information in the central database.  Despite these  sampling planning improvements, severe 
difficulties were encountered in the implementation phase , resulting in low numbers of individuals 
measured for some species, with difficult accessibility to landing s points, low landings per trips  to 
what was predicted , tropical weather conditions limiting the manipulation of the fish, low 
awareness of professionals of  the sampling programme.  

4.1.2  Portugal  

The analysis of the Portuguese WP s and ARs showed a number of diff iculties regardi ng the 

implementation of the EU -MAP in Azores and Madeira. In particular, some species present ed low 
levels of sampling due to a lower availability at the landing sites which are covered by samplers, 
difficul ties in obtaining samples, e.g. :  fish landed gutted or fish too expensive, very low 
catches/landings which makes sampling difficult. At the same time, there was transference of 
competencies between DCF participating entities, and as  a result, sampling was delayed  in 2018.  

4.1.3  Spain  

In recent  years Spain has achieved considerable  progress in  the collection of information from 
small scale fleets , by establishing a programme of observers on board vessels targeting small 
pelagic and demersal stocks. The at -sea sampling scheme examines  the  retaine d and discarded 
catch (concurrent 1 length sampling ). This is complemented with  port  length sampling for the most  
important  species .  

Biological sampling is , for the time being , limited to small pelagic species due to staff limitation.  
Furthermore, t his sam pling  programme is implemented only in the western part of Canary Islands 
but the intention is to extend it to the  east ern  part of the archipelago  within the next 2 years . 
Beyond this limited geographical and species coverage, the implementation of the Spa nish WP 
does not present major difficulties.  

With regard to the future EU -MAP, it does not seem necessary to enlarge the number of species 
for sampling in the Canary Islands, although it seems appropriate to envisage the extension of 
the biological samplin g to cover the parrotfish in the WP.  

4.2  Economic and Social Data  

4.2.1  France  

Before 2018, no data was provided for fleet segments less than 12 meter s in French ORs , 
kn owing that the context of the O Rs is mainly characterized by small scale fleets with one day 
tri ps, direct sales to consumers and no logbooks . Economic data collection was implemented 
through logbooks d ata collection for the more than 12 meters vessels using hooks in Réunion and 
for more than 40 meters purse seiners targeting tuna 2. Fo r French Guiana  shrimp trawlers the  
data collection initially implemented was stopped recently. A new methodology was proposed in 

the 2018 WP for the less than 12 meters vessels in Guadeloupe and French Guiana. However, the 
other regions (Saint Martin, Martinique, Réunio n and Mayotte) are not covered and no economic 
data is provided (see Annex II  for synthesis of the WPs).  

For vessels less than 12 meters in Guadeloupe and French Guiana, a statistical approach was 
used  to estimate economic annual indicators using complemen tary data sources available at 
vessel level :  effort and landings (quantity and value per species) per vessel and métier. Based on 

a socioeconomic survey using a questionnaire carried every four years and additional variables 

                                                

1 As defined in Chapter I of Annex of Commission Decision No. 2010/93/EU.  
2 Even if the se vessels are registered in Réunion, they are considered in Other Fishing Region (OFR) in the 
annual economic report.  
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updated each year (species pric e, fuel price, etc.), economic indicators are estimated and 
provided annually. The Perpetual Inventory Method is used to estimate gross capital and 
depreciation. The e conomic survey is scheduled to be updated i n 2020 ( WP 2020 -2021 Text Box 
3A) based on a s tratified sampling methodology implemented for each OR. For the other ORs, no 
economic data collection is scheduled because the necessary information on effort and landings 
(quantity and value per species) per vessel and métier are not available. Effort an d landings are 
only available at aggregate fleet segment level and the WP mentions that it is not possible to 
derive economic indicators from this aggregate information. As mentioned in the WP report, other 
specific methodologies are used for the calculati on of variables. Expected sampling rates are 
provided in the WP for the geo -indicator ñother regionsò (see next figure) but it is possible to 
identify the sampling rates per region and segments.  
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Figure 1  -  Sampling rate for econo mic and social variables for geo - in dicator ñother regionsò(WP  
2020 -2021)  

For social data, a pilot study has been carried out and covers all the ORs. As mentioned in the 
2020 -2021 WP (Pilot Study 3), employment by nationality has been collected from data fr om 
administrative files at the fleet segment level. Employment by level of education will be available 

in 2021 based on population census data available at national level but not fleet segment level. 
The 2020 -2021 WP also mentions problems with guidelines for data aggregation.  

4.2.2  Portugal  

In the Portuguese ORs (Azores and Madeira), economic and social variables are collected through 

questionnaires addressed to the whole population of fishing enterprises. For the 2020 -2021 
period, the national administrative da tabase will also be used to collect data on social variables. 
Although data  is collected through a census , it is mentioned that it is not possible to get answers 
from th e whole universe (Text Box 3A) 3. The WPs do not mention the final sampling rate of the 
economic and social survey. It is important to note that data sources used for the estimation of 
economic variables are official  data, logbooks, sales notes and surveys available for all vessel 
owners (see Annex II  for synthesis of the WPs). Days  at sea, l andings and value of landings are 
derived from logbooks and sales notes (with additional sampling of 5% of the fishing trips in the 
Azores). These variables are cross -checked. The WP also mentions (Text B ox 2A) that for effort, 
the primary data source is l ogbooks data and the sales notes are the secondary data source, 
knowing that in Portugal all vessels landing fresh fish are obliged to sell at first sal e by auction. 
Therefore, data regarding all vessels landing in national ports, including small scale fis heries, are 
considered census - like.  

To deal with non - responses, the methodology used for the estimation of most of the variables is 
based on the assumption  of averages per fleet segment. With the increasing importance of the 

                                                

3 Portugal WP 2017 -2019  
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economic results, improvements  in the methodology are predicted  in order to use more of the 
available administrative data. The objective is to combine administrative data with survey 
answers to modelling, in order to achieve better quality results with the available data. This 
approach  has been tested with the variable ñEnergy costsò. 

As mentioned in the WP report, other specific methodologies are used for the calculation of 
variables: capital values, capital costs and FTE. The value of fixed assets and the capital costs are 
estimated p rocessing data from the vessel register, and according to the methodol ogy suggested 
by the study on ñEvaluation of the capital value, investments and capital costs in the fisheries 
sectorò (No FISH/2005/03). The Perpetual Inventory Method is used to estimate gross capital and 
depreciation.  

4.2.3  Spain  

At national level, the statistical operation Marine Fisheries Economic Survey includes pollsters 
who gather information directly in questionnaires designed ad hoc. There is no specific operation 
for the collection of economic and social information in the Canary Islands. Data are collected by 
direct interviews. The questionnaire includes detailed information on the vesselôs owner, vessel 

information and vesselôs accounts. As mentioned in the WP report, other specifi c methodologies 
are used for the calculation of variables. A perpetual inventory method is used to estimate gross 
capital and depreciation. Social indicators have been collected through the same que stionnaire 
(see Pilot Study 3: d ata on employment by e duca tion level and nationality) 4. T he national 
administrative data base (social security for the sea) seems not to be used for the collection of 
social variables (see Annex II  for synthesis of the WPs).   

The data collection method is based on a stratified rando m sampling through a representative 
sample of the total population. Stratified random sampling is carried out  using economic 
profitability as the main variable, and size (measured by GT) as an auxiliary variable, a variable 
of which the population distribu tion is known. It is important to note that in WP 2020 -2021 and 
contrary to 2017 -2019, the Canary Islands are merged with the supra region including Baltic Sea, 
North Sea, Eastern Arctic, Extended North Westerns waters (I CES areas 5 , 6 and 7) and Southern 
Western waters  (the two last ones refers to North Atlantic ) . As illustrated in the next figure, 
sampling rate increases with the size categories of vessels. For the WP 2020 -2021, expected 
sampling rate varies from 4% to 19% for the <12 meters vessels. This  may constitute  a problem 
considering the importance of small scale vessels in the Canary Islands and the variability of 
fishing activity and revenues for these types of vessels.  
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Figure 2  -  Sampling rate for economic and social variables for geo -indicator ñOther regionsò    
( WP  2017 -2019)  

                                                

4 Spanish WP 2020 -2021 (p.62)  
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Figure 3  -  Sampling rate for economic and social variables for geo - indicator for left:  supraregion 
ñBaltic Sea, North Sea, Eastern Arctic, North Atlanticò, including Canary Islands. ; right:  ñOther 
regionsò which refers to RFMOs and SFPAs  (WP 2020 -2021) . 

From a Canary Islands perspective, it is noted that sales notes are collected daily on all points of 
first sale, and then the date is processed  by the autonomous regi on authorities and  integrate d in 

regional  databases , so that there is a full coverage. With established frequency, the sales notes 
are forwarded to the SGP that incorporate s the information into its central database, which 
guarantees the full coverag e in a ll the national territory 5.  

5  ECONOMIC I NDICATORS  

Portugal and Spain present data for capacity, effort and e conomical information for all O Rs fleet 
segments. France provide s data for capacity, effort (days at sea), employment and landings also 
for all fleet  segments . However, f or Martinique, Mayotte and Saint Martin no economic data was 
pro vided to DCF. For the rest of its ORs, France only provided partial information ( Table II  and  

Table  III ).  For the France ORs fuel consumption were only provid ed for Réunion . 

Table II  -  ORs data presented in  the Annual Economic Report 201 9 ( STECF 19 -06 ) 6 .  

  

French 
Guiana 

Martinique Guadeloupe 
Saint 

Martin  
Mayotte Réunion Azores Madeira Canary 

Capacity 

Number of vessels   113   658   586   11   122   19   650   108   605 

GT   601  1,202  1,750   45   244  1,061  2,791  1,399  4,788 

Total vessel power  8,174  100,525  96,517  1,882  4,876  4,918  32,796  8 ,83  24,328 

Effort 
Days at sea  11,238  17,114  45,397   10,460  3,683  73,565  8,475  48,670 

Energy consumption           1,486  9,026  1,963  9,258 

Employment 
Engaged crew   330  1,097  1,093   16   288   98  2,002   639  1 ,79 

FTE national   65     121   2   39   73   992   429  1,289 

Expenditure 

Crew and salaries  3,222    12,456     1,887  11,155  3,140  21,965 

Value of unpaid labour   0     0      0   201   1  10,342 

Energy costs   427    3,016      803  2,610  1,364  3,294 

Other non-variable costs  1,184    3,305      591  1,434   386  2,757 

Other variable costs   821     851     2,534  1,639   699  4,837 

                                                

5 Spanish  WP 2020 -2021 (p.58)  
6 For French Guiana, Martinique and Réunion  the data presented in table was just for the fleet segments with 
economic data.    
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Repair & maintenance 
costs 

  439    1,719      846  1,070   493  3,256 

Income 
Gross value of landings  5,690    25,683     4,843  27,075  8,636  50,189 

Other income  1,763     0      322   872   16   0 

Indicator 

Average depreciation costs   8     64      87   46   101   60 

Gross profit  1,359    4,335    - 1,497  9,838  2,567  3,738 

Gross Value Added  4,582    16,791      391  21,194  5,708  36,045 

Net profit  1,035    1,304    - 2,126  5,743  1,298  2,174 

Opportunity cost of capital -  14   -  71    -  17  1,057   290 -  39 

Landings 
Live weight of landings  2,264   732  2,768   1,138  3,128  9,773  3,457  13,168 

Value of landings  5,675  8,251  24,616   5,525  11,719  27,143  8,583  27,418 

 

Table III  ï Economic data by total number of fleet segments and vessels in French Guiana, 
Guadalupe and Réunion . 

 

Data collected Lack of data  

  Fleet segments Number of vessels Fleet segments Number of vessels 

French Guiana 3 113 2 15 

Guadeloupe 6 586 4 25 

Réunion 2 19 5 184 

Income and value of landings  

Some issues were found in the ratio between the gross value of landings and  the  value of 
landings for the C anary Isl ands (ratio equal to 0. 55). These discrepancies were observed 
particularly in small scale fleet segments, PMP0010 which represents 23% of the total landings in 

weight. This may be related to the source of information, as many first sales point in the Canar y 
Islands do not register the real market value of the catches for different reasons. These values 
cou ld be estimated to approximate the real market values. In addition, other improvements in 
fish marketing and in the registering of the value of catches in  this area should be pursued.  

In opposition,  the same ratio observed in Réunion is equal to 2. 42 for the two fleet segments 
which had  economic data (HOK1218 and HOK1824). Effort must be done in order to improve the 

estimation of these two parameters.  

Expe nditure  

Regarding cost breakdowns, one can conclude that expenditure shows some consistency for the 
major ORs were the crew costs represents the major ones (53% for French Guiana to 70% for  

Madeira Island) followed by fuel and non -variable costs.  

Réunion however presented a value for the other non -variable costs close to the sum of crew and 
fuel costs  that seems to be overestimated. B y definition (EU -MAP Guidance document for 2019) 
this field only include s the costs for: ñAll purchased inputs (goods and services) related to fishing 
effort and/or catch/landings excluding energy costs, personnel costs, repair and maintenance 
costsò i.e. crew provisions, baits, replaced fishing gears, etc. 
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Figure 4  -  Cost breakdown  for the ORs that presented economic data in the AER 2019.  

Effort  

Regarding fishing effort, one can conclude that the values are similar for almost all ORs (80 -120 
sea days per  vessel , excep t for Martinique) and close to the ones expected from fleets which the 

major segments belongs to small scale co astal fleet. These average figures have however to be 
used with caution  as the variability of vessel activity is generally high in the small scal e fleets . 
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Figure 5  -  Mean number of days at sea by vessel for the ORs.  

A cross check  was performed between fuel consumption and fuel costs in order to find the mean 
value for the fuel price. Azores and Canary Islands shows some u nexpected values for this value 
(0 .29 and 0. 36 euro /litre), so some improvement could be done in the data collection for these 
two parameters.  

Employment  

Full Time Equivalent (FTE)  represents the number of crew converted into full time equivalent jobs 
unit , expressing the number of e mployees into full - time workers  and usually defined in the 
national law. FTE considers the total amount of a nnual working hours by fishers  and compares to 
the Memb er State (MS) reference level.  

From crossing the information of Figure 5 (which represents the mean number of days at sea ) 
and  Figure 6, one can see that the value for  this ratio can be overestimated for Madeira and 
Canary Islands and unde restimated for Guadalupe and Mayotte.  

 

Figure 6  -  The ratio between the Full Time Equivalent (FTE) and the Engaged Crew.  

Finally, the annual crew costs per unit of FTE for Madeira (7 ,320 euros) is significantly low (less 
than the  minimum salary in Portugal) and for Guadalupe is too high (103 ,200 euros ; Figure 7).  
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Figure 7  -  Annual crew costs per unit of FTE.  

6  SOCIAL I NDICATORS  

The collection of social indicators f or the EU fishing fleet, aquaculture  and fish  processing industry 
was introduced by Regulation No 2017/1004 on the establishment of  a Union framework for the 
collection, management and use of data in the fisheries sector  and support for scientific advice 
regarding the CFP (EU -MAP). The social variables, to be  collected every three years from 2018 
onwards, are: Employment by gender; Full Time  Employment (FTE) by gender; Unpaid labour by 
gender; Employment by age;  Employment by education level; Employment by nationality; 
Employment by employment  status; Total FTE National.  

EWG 19 -03 Social Data in the EU F isheries Sector provided for the first time a comprehensive 
overview of the social data collected in 2017 under the EU-MAP for the  EU fishing sector. The 
rep ort provides information on the social and demographic  characteristics of the labour force both 
at EU and Member States level . 

PLEN 19 -02, that analysed the EWG 19 -03 report, recommended that in order to be able to 
properly analyse and interpret the social  data  collected, these data should be presented in the 
adequate national, regional and local  context . Taking this recommendation into account, and 

considering that some of the data analysis was already carried out in the EWG  19 -03  under the 
MS level analys is, the group decided to perform the same analysis as EWG 19 -03 but by ORs with 
a focus by sea basin, following the nomenclature established for the Advisory Council for the  ORs 
(AC OR) i.e. West Atlantic, East Atlantic and Indian Ocean.   

For all French OR s it is necessary to highlight the lack of information on several of the social 
variables required by DCF. Specifically, data about educational level is lacking and the information 
about professional status looks inadequate (no information about vessel own ers at all). 

Additionally, in Mayotte data looks severely incomplete, as the only variable available is 
employment (287 fishers) with gender unknown. For the Canary Islands it is relevant to note that 
the rates of unknown data are much lower in the large s cale fisheries ( LSF) than in the small 
scale fisheries ( SCF) , and this make us think about the potential differences between these two 
fleets regarding to the sampling methodologies for data collection. Perhaps some further 
refinement is needed in the samp ling methodologies and data sources for SCF in the Canary 
Islands and in mainland Spain, as the sampling for these fleets can be rather low in comparison 

with the sampling of LSF as stated in the methodologies of the DCF for Spain. In this sense, the 
repre sentativeness of the data is limited in the case of the Canary Islands, where the majority of 
the fleet s and employments is SCF. 
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6.1  West  Atlantic  

6.1.1  French Guian a 

The data in this OR region shows a clear predominance of SCF (330 fishers) over LSF (70) 
composed o f trawlers targeting shrimps. The gender data in French Guiana shows a male 

dominated activity, with nearly 100% as the male workforce, with only 0,3% of female 
employment in SCF (probably an owner) and none in LSF. This can be related to some under -
regist ration  of the female activity in fisheries. However, no female crew members have been 
identified according to the expert group.   

 

Table IV  -  Employment by gender and fleet  in French Gu iana.  

Employment by gender and fleet*  

 Male Female 

SCF 329.6 1.1 

LSF 70 0 

*EWG 19 - 03 report ,  page 207 , detected a quality issue on the use of decimals for reporting employment (France and Portugal) .  
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Figure 8  -  Employment by gender, age, nationality , education level and  employmen t status in 
French Guiana  (GF) . 

The general data about social variables shows some lack of data in variables like education (no 
data available by segment) and employment status. For employment status, data are inconsistent 

and all the fishers are registered as employees (no ship -owners). This shows that some 
refinement in data collection is necessary.  

Data about age shows that the balance of cohorts shows some predominance of the older age 
groups (40 -64= 65%), and a representation of the cohort  25 -39 that amount s to  27%.  There are 
some registered fishers in the group over 65 (5%), and a small percentage under 24 (3%). The 
age distribution show s clear differences between the SCF and the LSF, as the latter increases 
clearly the weight of the older  age groups. While the percentage over 40 is 65% in the SCF, it 

reaches 96% in the LSF. Crew changes are frequent in the SCF with younger people. In the LSF, 
crew mobility is more limited and can e xplain why the crews are older.  The nationality variable 
indicates that the majority of fishers are not EU national (85% in SCF and 89% in LSF). Actually, 
most of these non EU fishers involved in the SCF are from Brazil. For LSF, all the crew members 
are from Brazil and Guiana  (see Blanchard, 1996; Cisse & Blancha rd, 2010; Cisse et al. 2009, 
2014; for a description the fleet and fisheries) . 
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Figure 9  -  Employment by age and nationality by fleet segment (small scale fisheries ï SCF and 
large scale fisheries  -  LSF) in French Guiana  (GF) . 

6.1.2  Guadeloupe  

The data in this OR shows a clear predominance of SCF (10 55 fishers) over LSF ( 78 ). Data in this 
case shows also a clear domina nce of male workforce, with 3. 4% of females in SCF and 0% in 
LSF. According the working group, LSF definition has to b e considered carefully as all the vessels 

are less than 12 meters. Moreover, it is not clear if the data concerns the total fleet or only the 
active fleet. Another point to note is that few females really go to sea and the majority of the 
registered female s help the male s in onshore activities related to vessel activity.  

 

Table V -  Employment by gender and fleet  in Guadalupe . 

Employment by gender and fleet*   

 Male Female 

SCF 1,019.4 36.1 

LSF 78.5 0 

*EWG 19 - 03 report ,  page 207 , de tected a quality issue on the use of decimals for reporting employment (France and Portugal) .  
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Figure 10  -  Employment by gender, age, nationality , education level and employment status in 
Guadeloupe  (GP) . 

The general data about social variables shows some lack of data in variables like education (no 
data available by segment).  For employment status, data are inconsistent, and all the fishers are 
registered as employees (no ship -owners). This shows that some refinement in da ta collection is 

necessary.  

Data about age shows that the balance of cohorts shows some predominance of the older age 
groups (40 -64= 69%), and a representation of the cohort 25 -39 that reaches 20%.  There are 
some registered fishers in the group over 65 (8% ), and a small percentage under 24 (3%). This 
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shows a slightly older fishing workforce in comparison with French Guiana. Almost all the fishing 
workforce is national s, with a  very small percentage (under 0. 5% each of EU and non -EU/EEA).  

The comparison bet ween SCF and LSF is probably not relevant (see previous comment about LSF.   

 

 

Figure 11  -  Employment by age and nationality by fleet segment (small scale fisheries ï SCF and 
large scale fisheries LSF) in Guadeloupe  (GP) . 

6.1.3  Martin ique  

The data in this OR shows a clear predominance of SCF (10 91 fishers) over LSF (23). Data in this 
case shows also a clear dominance of male workforce, with a 3,1% of females in SCF and 2% in 
LSF. It is important that the LSF fleet is small and mainly composed of potters targeting snappers 
in French Guiana areas. As in Guadeloupe, it is not clear if the MQ data concerns the total fleet or 
only the active fleet.  

Table VI  -  Employment by gender and fleet in Martinique.  

Employment by gender and fleet*  

 Male Female 

SCF 1,057.6 33.6 

LSF 17 0,5 

. *EWG 19 -03 report ,  page 207 , detected a quality issue on the use of decimals for reporting employment (France and Portugal) . 
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Figure 12  -  Employment by gend er, age, nationality , education level and employment status in 
Martinique  (MQ) . 

The general data about social variables shows some lack of data in variables like education (no 
data available by segment).  For employment status, data are inconsistent, and al l the fishers are 
registered as employees (no ship -owners). This shows that some refinement in data collection is 
necessary.  

Data about age shows that the balance of cohorts shows some predominance of the older age 
groups (40 -64= 69%, exactly the same as i n Guadeloupe), and a representation of the cohort 
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25 -39 that reaches 16%.There is a significant number of registered fishers in the group over 65 
(14%), and a small percentage under 24 (2%). The age cohorts over 40 reaches 83% of the 
total, showing an agin g population linked to the activity. The vast majority of the workforce is 
national s with negligible percentages of EU and non -EU/EEA nationals.  

The comparison of age composition of the workforce in the SCF and the LSF shows some 
differences, as the LSF sh ows a younger composition of the workforce. It is relevant to note that 
the percentage of the LSF workforce is only around 2% of the total. The comparison of national 
composition of the workforce between SCF and LSF shows no relevant differences.  

 

 

 

Figure 13  -  Employment by age and nationality by fleet segment (small scale fisheries ï SCF and 
large scale fisheries -  LSF) in Martinique  (MQ) . 

6.1.4  Saint Martin  

The data in this OR shows a small amount of fishing activity, as the total  fishing workforce 

reaches only 16 persons, only male, and with a minimal representation of LSF (1 person).  

 

Table VII  -  Employment by gender and fleet in Saint Martin.  

Employment by gender and fleet*  

 Male Female 

SCF 15.1 0 
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LSF 1 0 

*EWG 19 - 03 report ,  page 207 , detected a quality issue on the use of decimals for reporting employment (France and Portugal) .  

 

 

 

Figure 14  -  Employment by gender, age and education level; and age by fleet segment (small 
sc ale fisheries ï SCF and large scale fisheries  -  LSF ) in Saint Martin  (MF) . 

The data provided for this OR is limited, showing an age structure of the workforce dominated by 
the age group of 40 -64 (82%, with negligible differences between SCF and LSF), and n o 
information about the rest of the social variables.  

6.1.1  Discussion  

Integrated for all French ORs in section  6.3.3 . 
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6.2  East  Atlantic  

6.2.1  Azores (from EWG 19 -03 )7 

In the coastal fleet of the Azores Outermost Region, there is a low female  participation in fishing 
activities (4% of jobs), representing unpaid work 6% of the FTE. Almost all workers are of 
Portuguese nationality.  

Table VIII  -  Em ployment by gender and fleet in Azores.  

 Employment by gender and fleet *   

 Male  Female  Unknown  Male FTE Female FTE  Unknown FTE  

LSF  728. 8 4. 4 0 560  22  11  

Unpaid labour  0 0 19     

SCF 1,28. ,1  11. 1 0 449  19  29  

Unpaid labour  0 0 99     

Total  2,009. 9 15 .5 118  1,009  41  40  

*EWG 19 - 03 report ,  page 207 , detected a quality issue on the use of decimals for reporting employment (France and Portugal) .  

 

 

                                                

7 The text and graphs of this section  about Azores have been extracted from this report: STECF Scientific Technical and  

Economic Committee for Fisheries (2019). Social data in the EU fisheries sector (STECF -19 - 03).  Luxembourg: Publications 

Office of the European Union. https://bit.ly/2mGW7FH Accessed August 17, 2019. The initial table with an overview of the 

employment in the sector has been added to the document . 
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Figure 15  -  Employment by gender, age, nationality, education level and employment status in 
small scale fisheries in Azores  (P3) . 

 

As regards the demographic  structure of fishery workers, there is a somewhat aging population 
with 78% of workers over 40 years of age, and 8% of workers over 65.  

The education level of the S CF workers in the Azores is quite low, since 93% of the population 

have only the lowest lev el of education.  

With regard to professional status, the owners of the vessels in the fishing activities are less 
involved, as in the Madeira Outermost Region, when compared with the SC F of the Mainland. 
Only 18% are the owner of the vessel.  

Large Scale Fl eet  

In the LSF of the Azores Outermost Region there is a female involvement similar to what can be 

seen in the SCF (4%), however, this activity uses less unpaid labour, which is responsible for only 
2% of the FTE. Almost all workers are of Portuguese natio nality.  
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Figure 16  -  Employment by gender, age, nationality, education level and employment status in 
large  scale fisheries in Azores  (P3) . 

The academic level is lower when compared to that of the LSF, with 96% of workers ha ving a low 
level of education. The distribution of LSF's professional status in the Azores is similar to that in 
Madeira, and is observed that only 3% of the workers are the owners of the vessel.  

6.2.2  Madeira (from EWG 19 -03 )8 

In the coastal fleet of the Madeir a Islands, there is a very low female participation (1%) in fishing 
activities but a significant amount of unpaid work (10% of the FTE).  

                                                

8  The text and graphs of this section about Madeira have been extracted from this report: STECF Scientific Technical and 

Economic Committee for Fisheries (2019). Social data in the EU fisheries sector (STECF -19 - 03).  Luxembourg: Publications 

Office of the European Union. https://bit.ly/2mGW7FH Accessed August 17, 2019. The initial table with an overview of the 

employment in the sector  has been added to the document . 
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Table IX  -  Em ployment by gender and fleet  in Madeira.  

 Emp loyment by gender and fleet *   

 Male  Female  Unknown  Male FTE Female FTE  Unknown FTE  

LSF  287 .6 3.5 0 356  0 0 

Unpaid labour  0 0 1    

SCF 141 .1 1.1  98  1 11  

Unpaid labour  0 0 27     

Total  428. 7 4. 6 28  454  1 11  

*EWG 19 - 03 report ,  page 207 , detected a quality issue on the use of decimals for r eporting employment (France and Portugal) .  

 

Madeira Small Scale Fleet  

The population involved in this activity is quite old, with 81% of the workers being over 40 years 
of age, with the elderly representing 10% of the individuals. Almost all of the individ uals are of 
Portuguese nationality, and their level of academic qualification tends to be low: only 10% at 
medium or higher level.  

With regard to professional status, 20% of jobs are occupied by vessels owners.  

 

 



 

40 
40 

 

Figure 17  -  Employment by gender, age, nationality, education level and employment status in 
small scale fisheries in Madeira  (P2) . 

Madeira Large Scale Fleet  

In the LSF of Madeira almost all workers are male and no use of unpaid work is observed. The 
population of thi s segment is slightly less aged, with only 23% of workers under the age of 40.  

Regarding the level of education, the figures point to a more negative scenario in this type of 
activity, with only 5% of those involved with medium or higher level.  

With regard  to professional status, and as expected, only 2% of workers are vessel owners.  
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Figure 18  -  Employment by gender, age, nationality, education level and employment status in 
large  scale fisheries in Madeira  (P2) . 

6.2.3  Canary Is lands  

The fisheries in the Canary Islands are mostly small -scale, as this sector comprises most of the 
fleet and the employment of the fisheries sector. The small -scale fisheries integrate a workforce 
of 1384 fishers, while the large -scale fisheries of the  region comprise 495 fishers. The direct total 
employment of the fishing sector reaches 1879 persons (FTE 1289). It is relevant to note that the 
large -scale fisheries in this region share some of the fishing technologies with the small -scale 
fleet, as long lines and pole and line for tuna fishing. Most of the large -scale boats are focused in 

pelagic species (small pelagic with purse seines and tuna with pole and line). So, even if  the 
larger boats are classified as LSF, it is not easy to define  this fleet as  an industrial fleet. It is also 
relevant to note that no trawling is developed in the Canary Islands, as it has been banned by law 
for  decades, and the number of boats devoted mainly  to longlines is rather small.  

Table X -  Employme nt by gender and fleet in Canary Islands.  

Employment by gender and fleet . 

 Male  Female  Male FTE Female FTE  

LSF  488  7 420. 5 6. 4 

SCF 1,379  5 860  2. 2 

Total  1,867  12  1,280. 5 8. 6 
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Figure 19  -  Employment by gender, age, natio nality, education level and employment status in 
small scale fisheries in Canary Islands . 

In the small -scale coastal fleet of the Canary I slands, the registered female participation in fishing 
activities is very low (under 1% of jobs), even if  in reality t he activities linked to women in 
marketing and support of the fishing enterprise s are much more relevant than the figures 
suggest 9. In this sense, due to the limited profitability of the fishing activities, there is a 
reluctance to increase the social secu rity expenses in the family enterprise by registering women 
as workers in the marketing of the fish, which explains  these figures.  

The demographic structure of workers in the small -scale fishery shows a somewhat aging 
population with 60% of workers over 40  years of age, and only 25% under 39 years old. The 
structure of the data does not help in the analysis, as the 40 -64 age group is far too wide to show 
the tendencies. It would be advisable to group the ages in cohorts of 5 or 10 years at the 
maximum to im prove the precision of the analysis. The amount of unknown is rather high (14%), 
so this does not help in the analysis of tendencies  either .  

Workers in the SCF sector are mostly of Spanish nationality, only 3% comes from other EU 
nationalities, and around  1% from non -EU/EEA. The level of education is rather low (60%), with a 
25% of medium educational level, and again a high level of unknown data (15%). In relation to 
professional status, in this segment of the fleet, the ratio of owners (39%) and employees  (46%) 
is rather balanced, showing the relevance of small boats with one or two persons as total crew in 
the Islands.  

                                                

9 See for instance: De la Cruz Modino, Raquel. 2012. Turismo, pesca y gestión de recursos. Aportaciones desde La 

Restinga y L'Estartit . Madrid: Ministerio de Educación, Cultura y Deporte.  Pascual Fernández, José. 1991. Entr e el mar y la 

tierra. Los pescadores artesanales canarios . Santa Cruz de Tenerife: Ministerio de Cultura -  Interinsular Canaria.  
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Figure 20  -  Employment by gender, age, nationality, education level and employment status in 
large  scale  fisheries in Canary Islands . 

Male workforce is dominant in the large -scale fisheries in the Canary Islands , as females 
represent around 1. 5% of the total, probably linked to the administration and management of the 
fishing enterprises. The large -scale fis heries in the Canary Islands show some similarities with the 
SCF, like in the aging population; exactly the same percentage in this fleet is grouped in the 
cohort between 40 -64 years old, while the percentage of unknown data is much lower (3% 
instead of 14 %), and a higher percentage in the 15 -39 cohorts (37%, vs 25% in SCF). Nationality 
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show very important differences, as in this case the percentage of non -EU/EEA rises to 22% (3% 
in SCF), and the education show also relevant differences, as in LSF there is a significant 
percentage of high education 5%, the rate of medium education is lower 12% (vs 25% in SCF) 
and the low education rises up to 80%. No less different is the rate of professional status, as the 
employees are up to 92% (vs 46% in SCF) and 5% of o wners (vs 39% in SCF). This is coherent 
with the large crews usual in purse seiners, large boats for tuna fishing that use pole and line 
gears, or the bigger longliners.  

6.2.4  Discussion  

The comparison of the variables shows some relevant differences between th e three different 
regions in the East Atlantic area. From an employment perspective, the region with the more 
relevant LSF in comparison with SCF is Madeira, as the FTE number of LSF (356) almost triples 
the FTE employment in SCF (110). That is almost the opposite of what happens in the Canary 
Islands, where the LSF employment (427) is less than half of the SCF in terms of FTE (862), and 
nearly one third in total employment. This looks more balanced in the case of Azores, where the 
numbers of FTE of the SCF (497) are around twenty percent lower than the LSF (593). A single 
explanation to these numbers (for Azores) arises from the fact that only 38,5% of the direct total 
employment in SCF (1292) are accounted as full - time employment workforce. Crews carry oth er 
activities besides fishing (e.g., in the agriculture sector) and, for this reason, are considered as 

part - time employees. Also for LSF, which is particularly focused on large pelagic fish, many 
fishe rs also engage in other activities  during the low seas on. In terms of full - time employment, 
this shows a difference between the Portuguese regions, where the LSF is comparatively more 
important than in the Canary Islands.  

The figu res about female workforce look  very small in all the East Atlantic ORs. In som e cases in 
the SCF this may result from under - registration of female activity in support of the fishing 

enterprise s, in selling the fish, etc.  

Table XI  -  Full time equivalent employment by gender and fleet in East Atlantic ORs.  

Full time equivalent employment by gender and fleet (East Atlantic ORs) 

 Azores (P3) Madeira (P2) Canary Islands (IC) 

Male Female Unknown Male Female Unknown Male Female 

LSF 560 22 11 356 0 0 420.5 6.4 

SCF 449 19 29 98 1 11 860 2,2 

Total 1,009 41 40 454 1 11 1,280.5 8.6 

 

In some of the other variables the comparison looks relevant. For instance, regarding nationality, 
it is in the Canary Islands LSF where it is possible to find a relevant percentage of non -EU/EEA 
(22%, plus 5% unknown), while in the other  regions is almost negligible. Similarly, it is in the 

Canary Islands SCF where the percentage of non -nationals in SCF looks visible (3% EU, 1% non -
EU/EEA, 14% unknown), while in Azores and Madeira this percentage in very slim. Perhaps this 
may be related to the linkages with the fisheries in Africa, immigration trends, etc.  

Age composition of the workforce shows that in general the three regions have an aged 
population in fisheries. The weight of the older cohorts looks more relevant in Azores and Madeira  
(more than 70% both in LSF and SCF in the cohort 40 -64, vs. around 60% in the Canary 

Islands), suggesting that the renewal of the workforce may be complicated. Education of the 
workforce looks clearly higher in the Canary Islands, both in LSF and SCF, acc ording to the data, 
with similar results in Azores and Madeira. In these cases, it is  interesting to note how the level of 
education may be higher in the SCF than in the LSF. Taking into account the employment status, 
the differences between LSF and SCF ar e very clear, and in the former, as usual, the employee s 
dominate. In Azores and Madeira this also happens to a lesser extent in the SCF, suggesting 



 

45 
45 

larger crews in these boats. The most balanced figures between owners and employees appear in 
the SCF at th e Canary Islands (39% owner, 46% employee), suggesting very small crews 
onboard.  

The most relevant challenges for the fisheries between these regions may vary, as the fleet, the 

characteristics of the workforce and the proportional weight of SCF vs. LSF sh ow relevant 
differences.  

6.3  Indian Ocean  

6.3.1  Mayotte  

Data about Mayotte looks very  incomplete, as the only variable available is employment (287 
fishers) with ge nder unknown. E fforts need to be made to provide the relevant data required by 

the DCF in the future . This situation is probably explained by the socio -economic context of the 
fleet in this region.  

Table XII  -  Employment by gender and fleet in Mayotte.  

Employment by gender and fleet*  

 Male Female Unknown 

SCF 0 0 287.56 

LSF 0 0 0 

*EWG 19 - 03 report ,  page 207 , detected a quality issue on the use of decimals for reporting employment (France and Portugal) .  

 

 

Figure 21  -  Employment by gender in small scale fisheries in Mayotte  (YT) . 

 

6.3.2  Réunion  

Fisheries in Réun ion show the predominance of the SCF, as the employment in this subsector 
more than doubles the case of the LSF. However, the LSF in this case is one of the largest of the 
French OR. Most of the LSF is  composed of  longliners targeting swordfish. The presen ce of women 
activities in the data provided looks very limited, as the percentage over the total is rather slim, 
and only in the LSF. This probab ly is related to some under - registration  of women activities in 
fisheries.  

Table XIII  -  Employment by gender and fleet in Réunion.  

Employment by gender and fleet*  

 Male Female 
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SCF 259.62 0 

LSF 97.44 0.97 

*EWG 19 - 03 report ,  page 207 , detected a quality issue on the use of decimals for reporting employment (France and Portugal) .  

The populat ion involved in this activity looks relatively old, with 72% of the workers being over 
40 years of age. The cohort over 65 years old reaches 6%, and is relatively small compared to 
other regions. Almost all of the individuals are nationals, with 1% of othe r EU and a 2%  of non -
EU/EEA. The information provided to the DCF lacks the level of academic qualification and the 
professional status, as all the workforce appear as employees.  
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Figure 22  -  Employment by gender, age, nation ality, education level and employment status in 
Réunion  (RE) . 

Taking into account the age , it is possible to find some relevant differences between the SCF and 
the LSF, as in the latter the population under 40 reaches 39% of the total vs 25% for the same 

cohorts in the SCF. This is furth er remarked by the presence of  8% over 65 in the SCF and the 
total absence of th is cohort in the LSF. T he workforce in the LSF is clearly younger that in the 
SCF. The differences between fleets related to nationality look al so relevant, as in the SCF the 
presence of non -nationals of non -EU/EEA is very small (1%), while in the LSF the presence of 
other EU reaches a 4% and from non EU/EEA it reaches a 6% over the total workforce of this 
fleet.  

 

Figure 23  -  Employment by age and  nationality  by fleet segment (small scale fisheries ï SCF and  
large scale fisheries -  LSF) in Canary Islands.  

6.3.3  Discussion  

For the French ORs, 3304 crew members are registered. 80% of the employment is located in the 

Caribbean and  20% in the Indian Ocean. 94% of the crew members are involved in SCF and this 
is higher than in mainland France. In Guadeloupe  and  Mayotte, the data processed shows that all 
the fishers of these regions operate in SCF. The ratio is also high in Martiniq ue with 98% of SCF 
fishers. French Guiana and Réunion  represent  respectively 83% and 73% of SCF fishers. In these 
regions, the presence of LSF is explained, in French Guiana, by the presence of shrimp trawlers 
and in Réunion, by the operation of longline v essels targeting swordfish. Non EU crew member s 
are  mainly located in French Guiana and Mayotte. Even if it is difficult to interpret the situation 
with the available information, the ageing of fishers is noticeable in most of the regions and this 
question  the attractiveness  of the sectors for young fishers. Attractiveness seems to be less a 
problem for LSF but this has to be examined in more details. 18% and 23% of the SCF are less 
than 40 years old in Martinique and Guadeloupe respectively,  while  this rat io reaches 25% and 
29% in Réunion and Mayotte and the maximum is 36% in French Guiana where the turnover in 




























































