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The general objectives of the CSRF as per its founding act are: ’

« To harmonise common policies for conservation and expiésg
sub-region
The adoption of commen siratégies in intemational fora Y
« To develop sub-regional cooperation for fisheries monitering, eofitrol and surveillance
To develop Member State capacity for fisheries research in the sub-region.

A significant restruciwring of the CSRP wes underiaken during the period 2008-2010, which has .
strengthened the institutional capacity of the organisation to fulfil its mandate and ensure its ability o
ba an effective pariner to donors.

The CSRP core budget is funded by annual fees paid by Member States. CSRP has suffered from
nen-payment of fees. Whilst Senegal and Mauritania have usually paid their fees, Sierra Leone has
not pald for several years. Guinea Bissau was several yaars in arrears unkil 2008, Total current atrears
are estimated at still over US$ 1 millien. in-addition, CSRP is currently implementing programmes on
hehalf of a number of mulii-ateral and bilateral donors. His capacily to act as an effective partner is
greatly Increased by the institutional reforms, and it is currently implementing programmes stpported
by GTZ, Netheriands and the African Development Bank, The World Bank (PRAQ praject) and the EU
Funded MGS prograimme are of particufar importance.

The European Union is one of the donors suppotting the CSRP, with a programme {0 "Strengthening
regional cooperation for the monitoring control and survelliance of fisheries activities within the zone of
the Sub Regional Fisheries Commission (CSRPY". The programma is supported by the 9" Regional
EDF for West Africa. The Financing Agreefment was signed between the Commission oh the 13
December 2006 and the UEMOA on the 21 June 2007, The project duration foreseen was originally
four years. Programme value s EUR 7.29 million, of which EUR 5 million is to be contributed by the
EL. .

The overall objective of the programme s to “contribute fo the economic and social development of

the Member States of the GSRP througtr a rational exploitation of their maring resources . ‘The specific
objective is the “reduction of 1LY fishing practices within the EEZs of the Member States of CSRP'.

The expected results are.

o Strengthening the institutiona! capacities of CSRP for,managerﬁéntand_coqrd%né.tlon inthe
area of MCS of fisheries activities T T T

o Effective use of the sub-regional structures for the MCS of fisheries activities for the
implementation of coordinated aerial and marine operations by UCOS

o The creation of conditions for the perpetuation and assumption of financial responsibilily for
the activities of fisheries MCS at the level of the CSRP :

The project will support the implementation of several MGS campaigns in the EEZs of the Member
States, as we!l as capacity building for the MCS depariment of the CSRP.

A more detailed treatment of the CSRP s provided in Annex 2 of this report,

34.3 COMHAFAT

The Ministorial Confererce on Fisherles Cooperation ‘among Affican States Bordering the Atlantic

Ocean® held its first meeting In Rabat on 30 March to 1 April 1988, It brought together for the first time

on the African continent 22 states located on the Atlantic coast from Morocce to Namibia at the level of

i\bAini'sters responsible for fisherles. Cape Verde has been a member of the conference since the
eginning.

2 Also known as the African Atlantic Fisherles Conference
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The Member States have adopted and signed a Reglonal Canventi‘&gn Fisherieg-E0operation
among African States Bordering the Allantic Ocgan which entered Into foree i "July 1985. The
Canference Objectives are:

o To promate active cooperation and structured planning and development of fisherles in the
region;

o Develop national ecenomic sectors on the basis of direct and induced effects resulting from
exploitation of fisheries resources;

o Develop, coordinate and harmonize their efforts and their capacity to maintain, operate,
develop and market their fishery resources; :

o Strengthening sofidarity with African States and landiocked and géographically disadvaniaged
countries in the region.

COMHAFAT has sfruggled to make an impact since # has not had an established headquarters, or a
regular income. However an Agreement was made in October 2009 with the Government of Morccco
to set up the secretariat in Rabat. At the same time. COMHAFAT signed a Mol with the Japanese
Overseas Fisheries Cooperation Foundation (OFCF) which includes an agreement that Japan will
provide a fund of US$ 890,000 to be implemented by OFCF to support development projects for the
sustainable use of fisheries resources in African countries bordering the Atlantic. The establishment of
a new headquarters and linkage to a funded development programme are axpected to give a new
impetus to the COMHAFAT as-a regional fisheries development hody.

3.5 Compliance with conditions for international trade

3.5.1 Sanitary conditions for trade in fishery products

The Competent Authority for sanitary controls in the fishery sector is the DGP. At present, twe ffeezer
vessels (being Spanish owned purse seiners operating out of Abidjan under the Cabe verde flag) and
three shore based establishments (Salsesimbra, Frescomar and Complexe De Pesca De Cova
Inglesa) are approved for export to the EU. - ‘

A mission by DG SANCO in Decembef 1998 had identified .a number of. serious deficiéncies which
resulted in Cape Verde being deleted from the list of countries permitied to ‘export fishery producks to
the EU market (Commission Decision 2000/17/EC of 14 February 2000). A subsequent rission by
FVO in July 2002 found thai there had been some improvement in the application of sanitary controls
in compliance with EU requirements, buf that there were still some deficiencies in place. Following the
recelpt of quararitees that these had been addressed, in 2003 the Commission placed Cape Verde
ofice again on the list of permitted supplying countries™. The FVO did not makeé any further
inspections until January 2009. This missian once again found a number of significait shortcomings in
the implementation of effective hygiene controls, particularly in refation to heavy metdls and histamine
saimpling and testing, and in identification and correction of obvious negative conditions during
inspections. The mission concluded that the CV authorities could not guarantee that conditions were
at least equivalent to EU requirements. Following these conclusions, a nine-point action plan 1o
address the FVO recommendations was developed by the DGP and accepted by the Commission.
This set out a series of actions In relation to upgrading legislation, sampling and analysis of histamine
i tuna products, inspection of fishing vessels, application of offictal controls in relation io sensory,
microbiological and chemical checks, accreditation of testing laboratories, revision of the fist of
establishments and freezer vessels approved for export, use of the correct certification forms, and
better controls over the issue of certificates.

Significant work. has been undertaken during 2009 and 5010, including, activities funded by the FPA
funids, as well as activities under the SFP programme and projects implemented by Spanish Technical

* Commission Declsion 2003763/EC of 15 October 2003 laying down spocial conditions governing imports of fishery praducts
from Cape Verde
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Cooperation (see Section 3.6.1). in particular there has been a sl niﬁ@&h%grade Cé?‘eé@%}j

Laboratery for Fishery Products (LOPP) operated by DGP, with in ucti?‘g Qgg
histamine analysis, recruitment and training of staff and implementati @ "
result in accreditation of microbiology and chemical testing. The main isue-sthat the g g senvice
is provided within INIDA {National Institute of Research and Agriculfural Develo and the site is
poorly located (on the island of Santiago, and outside the capital) is in the process of
constructing a new laboratory within its own control, adjacent to INDP on Mindelo. The design study is
completed and construction tenders were published in mid-2010. Construction is expecied be

competed by end 2011, and the new laboratory is expected to be operational during 2012,
Accreditation of the laboratory will therefore be delayed. :

In the meanwhile, a follow up mission by the FVO Is scheduled to take place in September 2010,
which will assess the extent to which the deficiencies identified by the 2009 mission have been
corrected.

During the period of the evalualion there have been two alerts regarding Cabo Verdean fishery
products. under the EU's RASFF system (which notifies Member State Authorities of the presence of
non-compliant consignments of food products placed on the EU market). One was with regard to
excessive level of mercury In bite shark (in 2008), and the other in relation to spoilt skipjack tuna in
2610. These events are not considered to be evidence of failures in sanitary controls. '

3.5.2 JUU Catch certification

The newly adopted Council Regulation 1005/2008 foresees infer aliar that as from 1 January 2010 all
imports of fisheries products into the EU must be accompanied by a cateh certificate (Art 12).
Through this instrument the competent authorities of the flag state country of the vessel catching the
fish will certify that the cafchies concemed have been macde in accordance with applicable laws,
regulations and international conservation and management measures, The regulation requires that
the catch certificate shall be validated by a competent authority of the flag state of the catching vessel.
The notification to the Commission fram Cape Verde regarding the competent autherities was
provided before the end of 2009, and was operational from 1 January 2010, The naminated competent
authorities are shown in Table 19. - ‘
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Table 19: Nominated Competent Authorities in Cape Verde, for fum%@g%&ncemmg

implementation of Council Regulation 1005/20091 . ﬁ _ -

Function (as defined in Article 20{1) and (2) and Annex H| Nomina;‘wnthoﬁty
of the iU Regulation 1005/2009

1. Registration of fishing vessels under the flag of the Flag Instituto Marfiimo Portudrio
State
2. Grénting., suspending and withdrawing ficences to the Direegfio Geral das Pascas

fishing vessels of the Flag State

4. Control and enfarcement of laws, reguiations and
canservation and managerment measures

8. Communication of a sample form of the catch certificate in
accordance with the specimen In Annex Il

7. Updating the notifications to the Gommission.

3. Attesting the veracity of the information provided in the Direcesio Geral das Pescas et Instituto
catch certificates referred to in Article 12 and for validating Nacionzl de Desenvolvimendo das
such catch certificates Pescas

5. Verifications of catch certificates to assist the competent
authorities of Member States through the administrative
cooperation referred to in Article 20(4)

"on measures fo prevent, deter and eliminate ilegal, unreported and unregulated (UU) fishing

3.5.3 Rules of origin

The DG Customs within the Ministry of Finance is responsible for recording and notifying origins of
imports and exported goods, and for validating the certification of origin in respect of exparted goods.
A detailed treatment is outside the scope of this report, but from the evidence presented in-section
3.3.2 it appears that controls are not offectively applied, which raises concerned regarding the controls
of origin required for implementation of the sanitary and HUU measures described above.

3.6 Donor support matrix for the fisheries sector

3.8.1 Spanish Development Agency (AECID)

AECID (Agencia Espaficia de Cooperacion Internacional para el Desarrollo) Is' the Spanish Agenciy
for International Development Cooperation. It works in Cape Verde on hath a bilateral and 2 regional
basis, : .

AECID national programme
The interventions undertaken in recent years are described in the following paragraphs.

In 2005 and 2008, a hational project supported improverents to the INDP laboratory in Sao Vicents,
in terms of equipment, training and upgrading of tests to the accreditation standard 1SO 17025, The
value of this intervention was EUR 172,000 in 2005 and EUR 250,000 in 2008.

In 2006, support was provided to the fishing community of Salamansa {at a value of EUR 105,080},
The intervention supported fishermen with donation of some equipment and fraining for seasonal
alternative sources of income.

in 2007, a project was implemented for sustainable development of the artisanat fishing and coastal
communities of the lsland of Maio (value EUR 184,385), The interventions promoted and strengthened
fisheries associations, undertook training and advised on the sustainable management of the fisherles
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resources. Consetvation and rural fourism programmes were su’po
council of Maic and INDP,

In 2010, AEGID {aunched the Project "Operational plan for the deve %@ arti
sector of Cape-Verde”. This plan sets out a series of acfivities with {h i

standard of living of the arlisanal fisheries communities with a focks on i
profitability and environmentat sustainability and food safety conditions. The cted results are:

improved technical capacity of sectoral management institutions
Increased capacity for self-management by the artisanal fisheries sector
Improved cooperation belween sector institutions

tmproved profitabllity in the value chain.

lmproved research capacity

Improved hygiene conditions in production and distribution

0000000

There is no infrastructure: investment foreseen, and the project focuses substantially on building
capacity of institutions and fishery sector organisations, with substantial tralning and extension inputs.
The duration of the project is two years and it has a budget of EUR1 million, although co-finance is
aiso sought from other development partnérs.

NAUTA regional programine

AECID has also financed & regional programme "NAUTA" to support fisheries development and
management in Africa which has included the participation from Cape Verde in several activities (see
Table 20). Note that the funds used for the various activities in Table 20 have benefited participants
from several countries.

Table 20: Activities financed by AECID in the context of the regional programme NAUTA

Activity Beneficiaries Period | Funds allocated to
Cape Verde (EUR}

Training and equipment | Guinea Bissau, Cape Verde, 5TP 2006- 144,871

in fisheries contro! - | 2008 )

Promoting fisheries Angola, Cape Verde, Guinea Bissal. 2006~ L 340,314

associations Mozambigue, STP . 2008 .} - L.

Definifion of fisheries | STP 2009 o 14,990

operational plan '

{UU workshops Guinea Ganakry, Senegal, Morocco, | 2008- 78,566

: o Cape Verde, STP, Guinea Bissau . § 2009

362 Japan International Cooperation Agency

The Complexo de Pesca de Cova Inglesa (CPCI) was constructed with support from JCA In. 1998 and
1999, During 2008 and 2009 JiCA gave further support to upgrade the CPC! facliities under the
project “Extensfo das Instalagbes do Porto de Pesca to Mindelo er S#0 Vicente”. The project was
intended to address the problem of limited ice supplies to fishers in the island of S&o Vicente,
especially since Interbase had ceased ice production in 2006, resulting in the CPC) facliiies supplying
ice in excess of design capacity. The capacity of ice production was therefore upgraded from 5 to 20
tonnes/day along with other upgrades to refrigeration equipment, structures, and associated fraining
and instaliation of workshops. The result is an incfease in ice supplies to meet estimated demands of
up to 4,096 tonnesfyear (up from the ariginal design capacity of 1,888 tonnes). The value of the
intervention was EUR 2.8 million grant funding from JICA, and EUR 10,500 beneficiary finance. ln July
2010, the faciliies remained closed whilst additional refurbishments were implemented by PGP to
further upgrade the facilities to meet the EU sanitary requirements. The CPCl is expectad to be
raopened in August 2010,
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Known as the PRAO programme {from the acranym for its Frenc N this re%c’@g%@ramm e
started in October 2009, and will run untit 2014, with a total cost itn

W USSH 5@% (including™T0
million in GEF grant, and US$ 1.3 million from beneficiaries, the bala cﬁ%ﬁn orld Bank-TDA loan

finance). The project will work in Cape Verde, Liberia, Senegal, ar
increase sustainably the overall wealth generated by the exploitation of ¥
of West Africa, and the proportion of that wealth captured by West Africancuntries. The operation will
strengthen the capagcity of relevant institutions to govern and manage targeted fisheries, reduce ilegal
fishing and increase local value added to fish products.

There are four components to the project. The first component of the project is good governance and
sustainabie management of the fisherles. The objective of this component is to build the capacity of
governments and stakeholders to implement a shared approach that will ensure that the marine fish
resources are used in a roanner that is environmentally sustainable, socially fair and econamicaly
profitable. The second component has the objective to reduce the lliegal fishing activilies threatening
the sustainable management of the marine fish resources. The third component of the project is
increasing the contribution of the marine fish resources to the local economies, by increasing the
share of the value-added captured in the region.

The fourth component of the project is coordination, menitoring and evaluation and program
management. The objective of this component is to support the countries to implement the program.
The project implementation will be coordinated by the Sub-Regional Fisheries Commission (CSRP)
and is integrated with the CSRP Strategic Action Plan. A national project implementation unit is to be
established in each beneficiary state. A summary of the allacations by Component and scurce of
finance Is shown in Table 21: .

Table 21: Alfocations and sources. of finance for the West Africa Regional Fisheries Program
Prograimme.

Component Allocation (US$)

"IDA.| GEF | Government | Total
Good governance and sustainable fisheries management { 10.3 | 8.6 | | 188
Reduction of IUU fishing P2 I IR T
Increased economic contribution of marine resources 11.4 ' 1114
Coordination, monitoring and evaluation 56 | 1.4 1.3 8.0
TOTAL 45.0 | 10.0 1.3 56.3

in Cape Verde, the loan agreement with IDA was signed in August 2009, and the national PIU for this
project was established in 2010. No implementation activities have yet been established. However the
planned Interventions and disbursements {totalfing US$ 8 million) are as follows:

Component 1. Good Governance & Sustainable Management:of the Fisheries

1.1 Development of the Capacity, Rules, Procedures & Practices for Good Governance of the

Fisheries & 5
Registration of all fishing | Registration of all fishing vessels, operation and | $0.1M GEF
vessels maintenance of vessel registry, database and

_ equipment
Assessment of the statius | Regulator blological and econoriic assessments of | $0.4 M GEF
of key fish stocks targoted fish stocks, e.g. spiny lobsters and coastal
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i N LR

demersal fish / 5 b “‘;‘_‘g .,'1‘2*5::'} b N
Transparency and | Develepment, installation and opera‘t{;on @%&mﬁés %&% > GEF,.
accessibllity of fisheries | management information system, linked regig@}g b P
managemént information | database, including ongoing data collesfion O ,,w"’”

\ ‘yl . 2

Preparation and | Techpical assistance and consu!tations?,t‘é‘rsuppqgtm 4{5_4“” GEF
implementation of | review and revision of the 2004 — 2014 ménaggm‘é’nt
fisheries  management | plan, and revisions to the legal framework A
plans
1.2 Introduction of Fishing Rights
Introduction of fishing ‘Creation and implementation of pilot co-management 308M GEF
rights through a system | groups In the coastal fisheries, for the management
of co-management of coastal demersal species and spiny lobsters

1.3 Adjustment of Fishi

Alternative Livelihoods where Needed

ng Effort and Capacity to more Sustainable Levels, Introduction of

Transition of small-scale | Training, technical assistance and small goods and $1.3M IDA
fishers and fish | equipment to support youths in fishing communities
processors {o alfernative | to develop and implernent SMEs outside of the
livelihoods fishing sector
Component 2, Reduction of lilegal Fishing
‘2.2 Monitoring, Control and Survelllance (MCS}) Systems
implementing Technical assistance for development of sustainable | $0.1 M DA
sustainable surveillance | financing stream of fisheries management and
systems supveiliance .
Recruitment and training of fisheries inspectors and | $0:2 M DA
obsarvers - D SR
Goods and operating costs for functioning of VMS | $05M | IDA
Support for participatory coastal surveillance of | $1.0M 1DA
small-scale fisheries, including two coastal stations
0.1 M Gov.
Component 3. Increasing the Contribution of the Marine Fish Resources fo the Loc‘al
Economies ‘
3.1 Fish Landing Site Clusters '
Basic Infrastructure at Santiago $1.5M  [IDA
$02M Gov,
Basic infrastructure at Sal $0.2 M DA,
Electricity and water supply at Praia $0.1 M iDA
Fish auction hall at Prala $02 M DA
Gomponent 4. Coordination, Monitoring and Evaluation and Program Management
4.1 National lmplementation
Technical assistance for a national Project Implementation Unit (PiU) in DGP, $0.4 M GEF
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staffed by external and local project management specialists

Operating costs, goods and equipment for natianal PiU in DGP ( {wﬁﬁb}.ﬁ;
B

3.6.4 EDF regional pfogrammes
The 9% EDF supports an important regional fisheries project. Th

“Strengthening regional

cooperation for the monftoring conlrol and surveillance (MCS) of fisheries activities within the zone of

the Sub Regional Fisheries Comimission (CSRF)". The Praject wilt relnforce

and harmcnise the

Monitoring, Control and Surveillance systems (MCS) in the region, covered by the CSRP. The total

amount of the project is 7.2 M € (EC contribution: 5 M €). Activities were suspended pending a full

audit of the CSRP and subsequent restructuring, and are now expected to start before the end of
2010. More information is provided in the presentation of the CSRP in Section 3.4.2 and Anhex 2.

Ancther proposed project "Support for Fisheries Management in West Africa {AGPAQ)" and was 10 be
implemented by the CSRP, with the aims of harmenising fisheries policies of the Member states of the

CSRP (with a budget of EUR 5 million). The Commission is currently considering whether to proceed

with this project.

Cape Verde is also a beneficiary of the activities of two all-ACP projects. The Strengthening Fisheries
Products Health Conditions programme is financed under the 8™ EDF and provides support to ACP
third countries lo meet the requirements of the SPS measures for international trade in fishery

products. The project assists ACP countries to establish sanitary controls in fine

with EU reguiations

852/2004, 853/2004 and 854/2004. The SFP programme is due to c¢lose in November 2010, Cape
Verde is also a potential beneficiary from the *Strengthening Fisheries Management in ACP countries’
programme which is funded under the 9th EDF (EUR 30 million over § years). This Programme, which
became operationa) in-June 2008, is primarily designed to improve fisheries management In ACP
countries and to reinforce regional cooperation for the mariagement of shared stocks and the fight

against JUU fishing. More details of the activities- of these interventions in Cape
below. .

EU-ACP Strengthening fishery products keolth condition :
In responding to the findings of DG SANCO, Cabio Verde has been & beneficiary

programme "Strengthening Fishery product health Conditions in ACP Countries”.

Verde are provided

of the EDF regionat
As shown in Table

22, four missions were completed during 2010, with a total value of EUR 107,476, The major focus

has been on the strengthening of the laboratory capacity of the Fish Quality

Control Laboratoty

{(LOPP), especially in relation to Its planned move from INIDA on Santiago island to a new site on S&p
Vicente (next to the INDP). A mission was also undertaken to assess infrastructure and training needs

for the small scale fisheries and recommend plans of action.
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pEs

This programme is funded under the Sth EDF (with a vaiue of 30 millipny:
launched in June 2009, and is & 4.5-year programms. The aim 6{ the-ogramme is to improve
fisheries management in ACP couniries so as to ensure that fishefles resources ocowrring in the
waters under the jurisdiction of these countries are exploited in a sustainable manner. ACP Fish It has
been conceived as a decentralized programme, made up of a Coordination Urit In Brussels and 6
Regional Facilitation Units based in the 6 ACP regions, namely Western Africa (in Banjul), Eastemn
Africa, Central Africa, Southern Africa, the Caribbean and the Pacific.

ACP Fish IT: Strengthening Fisheries Management in ACP Coun!rie\s\éug QC/XJ%

In 2008 {when It felf under the remit of the MITM) the DGP submitted 2 request to the European Unlen
that the ACP Fish Il regional Programme support the DGP in:

o Eiaboration of strengthening fisheries policy :
» Revision of current fisherles legislation in the context of development of the sector.

« Review and updating of the fisheries management plan {(PGRP 2004-2014)
» Elaboration of a plan to fight IUU fishing
« Elaboration of a plan for adjusting fishing capacity
o Reinforcement of MCS capacity
«  Support.of implementation of experimentat VIMS system
« Training of onboard observers
»  Training of fisheries inspectors
»  Support for fisherles controt equipment
o Support for strengthened fisheries research and statistical systems
o Elaboration of policy regarding private sector investment in fisheries
o Improved exchange of experiences with reglonal institutions and economic operators

Until now no specific interventions have been launched in relation to Cape Verde.

4 F_ISHERlES AND MARITIME POLICY FRAMEWORK
4.1 Cape Verde Maritime and Fisheries ‘Policy
4.1.1 Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper '

The importance of fisheries is expressed within the framnework of the Growth and Poverty Reduction
Strategy Paper31. This foresees five strategic pillars for economic growth and poverty reduction. The
basic policies are: (i} growth and macroeconomic stability policy; (i) decentralization policy; (ill)
employment policy; {iv) agriculfure development policy; (v) policy of maximizing the impact of
praductive sectors with a multiplier affect on employrment; (vl) income distribution and social protection
policy, and (vii) environmental poficy. Fisheries is seen as one of the supply side sectors which are
expected to be most dynamic {along with hotels, industry, energy, and construction), where projected
growth will be driven essentially by private and pubiic investment, and exports.

.Fisheries is considered to provide a potentially Impartant contribution to the reduction of poverty. The
measures proposed are! - . .

o Promotion of the rational and sustainable exploration of fishing résources;

o Modemization of the productive infrastructures by the introduction af new technologies;

o Diversification of the production, reinforcement of the commerciaiization and upgrading circuits
for sea products, with a view to the internal and external markets, especially through
promoting transformation industries, for an added contribufion of the sector to employment
and exports; )

ht!g:i!s‘lteresgurces.worldbank,azgllﬂTPRmIResourceslGageVerde PRSP%28Sept2004%29.pdf

* published by the Ministy of Finance and Planning, Government of Cape Verds, September 2004
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o Reinforeement of the technical and professional eapacity of the differ pmto?' %@&;ﬁg@@
for a participative follow-up and control, including sanitary and\‘q@@g the fishing
_ progucts. Py
o Creation of a label for the international identification of Cape Verdg's producte-~"
o Making the financing modalifies, for the development of the fishifig sector, adequate o the
specific needs and characteristics of the sector (bank credit, Government subsidies, etc.);
o Development of aquaculiure, contributing to the growth and productivity of the sector;
o Reinforcement of the regional, sub-regional and international codperation, aiming at: ) a

rational exploration and the oversight of the fishing resources; ii) the expansion of the fishing
activities heyond the couniry's EEZ,

The paper further states thal long-term growth and transformation strategy should stand on the
advantages offered by the counfry's geographic location, taking advantage of the sea and the
airspace. This calis for adequate air and maritime infrastructure, and the policy is therefore to support
upgrading of the country's ports and alrports. The strategy also calls for development of various sea-
linked industries, including fish processing and commercialisation. The concept of development of
fisheries cluster at the key ports of Mindelo (and to a lesser extent Praia) is In line with this policy.

4.1.2 National Action Plan for the Environment

Cape Verde's environmental policg is expressed in the Second National Action Plan for the
Environment il (known as PANA 11)*, which covers the period 2004-2014, The main elements of the
the policy are:

o defines the main environmental policy guidelines in the framework of the national and regicnal
development policies;

o defines the institutional framework and the inter-sectoral coordinatiorn mechanisms;

o establishes the instruments for the execution of the environmental policy and ensure their
complementarity,

o pfomotes the integration of the environmental conceins, in the planning of the ecenomic and
social development. '

PANA [ takes a multisectoral and decentralised approach, and -ning Inter-sectoral - Environmental
Plans (PAIS) have been developed, along with 17 Municipal Environmental Plans. The PAIS cover
areas such as sustainable management of water resources, biodiversity, land use. planning, and
importantiy fisheties. The resuits of the Plans are set out as:

o from 2004, to have closed seasons declared for coastal lobsters, marine turtles and mofuscs
o from 2004 to traiit at least 250 fishers each year in conservation

o from 2004 to have in place legislation for control of fishing, Including sporls fishing, and
national control plan-adopted " .

o from 2006 to have elaborated a plan for matine protedted areas and have in implemented a
fisheries management plan : .

The fishery sector considerations therefore focussed on stistainable exploitation of the. EEZ resources.

4.1.3 Agriculture and fisheries policy

In 2004, the FAC supported the Minisiry of Environment, Agriculture and Fisheries (MAAP) to develop
a combined agriculture and fisheries policy. This was adopted by Govermment in 2005, Following &

% General Directorate of Environment (2002), National Action Plan for the Environiment, 2004-2014
% agriculture Et Peche : Strategie Ds Developpement A Lhorizon 2015 & Plan D'action 2005-2008
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detailed study of the agricuiture and fisheries sectors, the main strategic vision 2025 ad tﬁ'?féi‘
agriculture and fishery sectors was the “improvement of sustainablg livi j “or rural
popuiations (human, social, and economic) fo bring about the reduction o f@_ i5m' of rural pove,
50%, with a simultaneous reduction in food and nutrifonal insecurity, beth sfructural and

e

A 10 years action pian (2005 t© 2015) was proposed and adopted, with the‘iﬁﬁi"ecﬁve of: (i} sustainable
management of natural resources i) increase, diversify and add value o agricultural and fisheries
production, and i) promote diversification of rural activities . At the sectoral level, in fisheties, the plan
foresees a priofity target of the modernization of artisanal fishing with research, promotion and
dissemination of hew technologies, and the strangthening of distribution chains and fish handling
conditions. The plan also proposes the promotion of industrial fishing 1o allow Cape Verdean
exploiation of the EEZ, with the introduction of new technology and investment to be supported by
international institutions, in order to promote exports.

Specific implementation measures within the action plan are:

inventory of the status of fishing resources

promotion of the sustainable and participative management of coastat and oceanic stocks
promotion of responsible fishing

integration of the activifies of fishing, processing and tourism

modermization of fisheries infrastructures and facilitles for conservation, processing and
marketing and quality controi of fishery products

adaptation of sanitary standards and establishment of a quality control sysiem

promotion of marine aquaculture

protection of the threatened spacies, such as the turties and lobsters,

iimitationfcontrol of the taking away of sand in coastal area.

od o oo

G0 00

4.1.4 Fisheries Resaurces Management Plan

In 2003, the DGP, with the assistance of the INDP promulgated a Fishery Resource Management
Plan {Planc de Gestdo dos Recursos da Pesca - PGRP), which sets of a strategy for this fishery
sector for the period 2004 to 2014. The plan refers to the PRSP, the PANA 11 and the National
Developmeni Plan (2002-2005) and defines the specific. objective. of the plan “fo increase the
coniribution of fisheries to the value of national production, the redugtion of the deficit in the balance in
paymenis, and fo improving food security, quality of fishery products consiimed, and increasing
employrment’. '

The plan covers different segments of the fisherles activities, with sections relating to industrial
fisheries, artisanal fisheries, foreign fishing, sport and amateur fishing. In each case It sets out the
problems to be resolved, the sub-sectoral objectives, the results to be achieved and-the proposed
activities. Specific measures are recommmended ‘with regard to conservation, management, research
administrative and control requirements.

With regard to foreign fishing, the document considers that the problems to be resolved are:
research is not linked fo the fishery activity {for ex_ampfelana!ysis of catch declarations)

o

o deficient monitoring, controls and surveillance

o inexistent inspection services and means . - ’

o competition between foreign and national fishers (in that they target the same stocks, albeit in
different zones), with lack of knowledge regarding interactions

o licensed vessels do not respect access conditions {in particular catch, entry and exit réporiing

requirements}

o lack of attention of the fishery on the pait of the fisherles adgministration; lack of observer
corps, sanctions not applied for non-compliance

o lack of clearly defined strategy regarding the foreign fishing

Organisation des Nations Unies poilr fAfirmantation et YAgriculture (FAC)
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it establishes a number of specific poticy measures with regard to forelgn ﬁ*in@@ Jincluding: ,»—-*”'af

Prohibiting the catch of live bait within 12 miles limits ’\\

Prahibition of fishing for derersal caiches e

Compliance with ICCAT declisions (e.g. regarding minimum sizes)

Bannlrig the practice of catching sharks exclusively for removal of fins

Fixing & maximum number of licences (or tonnage), in line with [CCAT recommendations
Rigorous application of requirements for catch reporting {with scientific names)
Strengthened research and statistical data systems, especially in relation to sharks
Creation of a corps of to be employed aboard foreign vessels (25% of trips)

Study on bycatches in the surface longline segment

Creation of corps of ingpectors

Putling in order a system of port inspections of foreigh vessels before and after fishing
Training of fisheries administration

Establishing a programime of fisheries surveillance in cofiaboration with relevant authorities
and within the framework of the CSRP

0ODOOOOCQO0CUOO0OQ

The plan was supposed to be ipdated in 2006 and 2010, coinciding in principle with election of new
legislatures, but this was not specifically undertaken. However, In 2010, the SGP has produced an
additional document within the frame of the PGRP; which sets out a shorter term action plan for
implementation of a number of measures aimed at strengthening the éconamic contribution of
fisheries to the national economy.

4.1.5 Maritime policy

Being 2 remote archipelago, maritime communications and security are central to the national
strategic interests. For cernturies Cape Verde has been a major maritime hub, providing provisioning
and fuelling services to trans-oceanic vessels, and more recently, aircraft. These services are stil
reflectad strongly in the balance of payments.

There has been heatthy growth recorded in the moverment of merchandise and passengers, and the
movement of containerized cargo, In particular, has grown at an average annual rate of 18.2% since
1995 (see Table 23 below). ‘ o

Table 23: Total movement In the ports of Cape Verde: 1595, 1996 and 2006 o

. Grow th*
1995 1986 2006 2008/1897
Total Movementof Vessels {nb) | 3.98%} . 6a202) | 84%

Goastal shipping vessels ~ AE%
Lang-aiil shipping vessels A%
Movemsntof merchandise | 65585 - 848
Long-haul {fons).

Number of containers 48.321) 17,
Niovaiment of contaimers dons) | U AeEee1] T 19.2%
iSource: ENAFOR cit. by Poverty Be;qugiqp‘gnd‘srowth Strategy Faper
*Averagea = "thie e TR o

There are seven operational airports, three of which are international and four national. Good marine
port faciliies are avaitable in Santiago (Praia) and Mindelo (Sao Vicente) but the infrastructure is aging
and suffers from lack of capacity. There is a shortage of deepwater wharves and spacefequipment for
handling for containerized cargo, operational shortcomings and excessive red fape, resulting in

increased {ransport costs, One of the fain priorities in the transport sector is to maintain and develop
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there is a need to strengthen the inter-island transport of goods angd pas s, Some d
developments (many underway) are:
.

(b

o Modernisation of port and airport facilities on the isi%@&f‘%‘gl, Sanlia g,e»&‘vﬁé'nt,
particutarly the harbours of Praia and Palmeiras /

o Improved maritime port services shall be supplied in co\heveﬁ packages including other
port products such as ship repair, supply of specialized tabour, refrigerated warehousing,
infernational vessel regisiry and passenger transport and internatiohal air cargo

o Resbucturing and strengthening of nautical training, in all levels, to be coupled with the
‘training provided in the fishing sector

o Increasing the number of marinas, fostering dynamism in the field of nautical sporls
activities .

o Promoting the construction and operation of the controt systern of coastal maritime traffic,
modernization of a marltime rescue and safety system, maritime communications and a
navigation support network, al of which will increase navigation as well as maritime

safety.

4.2 Budgetary allocations for fisheries

Table 24 shows the frends in the allocafions of the share for fisheries budgets {investment
expenditure) during the peried 2007 to 2010. Current expenditure {salaries, office rents operating
costs) have been relatively constant. In 2007, 2009 and 2010 fisheries investments were about 1% of
national budget. In 2008 fisheties budgets were significantly higher (about 2%), corresponding to the
investment in sanitary inspection system and the LOPP. Overall, during the period 2007 to 2010
budgeted investments in the fishery sector have ranged between EUR1.6 and 3.1 miliion annually. it
should be noted that responsibility for fisheries {including budget lines) was transferred from MTIM to
MADRRM in 2008.

Table 24: lhvestment expenditures in the Government budget

*In 2007-08 the flsheries administration (DGP) was integrated within the MITM

OGE invesiment expenditure —| .
 [EuRi000)

Organisation /level | 2007 2008 2003 2010
OGE 1484¢3| 158709| 190,363| 281,283
MADRRM * ac8x2|  3r702f  26085) 36,622
DGP 669 1,410 825 1,732
INDP 833 1,666 1,076 979
FDP - - 363 -
Total fisheries 16502] 2076 2,264 2,710
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5 EX-POST EVALUATION OF THEFI
PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT

5.1 Utility of the fishing possibilities "

A description of the EU Cape Verde Fisheries Parinership Agreement was provided in section 3.1.1.
The current Protoco! provides annual fishing opportunities for 25 purse seiners, 48 long-iners and 11
pole and line vessels, These are asliocated to Member States under Council Regulation {EC) No
2027/2006 on the conclusion of a Fisheries Parinership Agreement between the European Community
and the Republic of Cape Verde. The dispositions are shown in Table 25.

Table 25: Alfocation of the fishing possibilities to EU Member States under the fisheries
partnership agreement with Cape Verde

Type of vessel Member State | No. Licences
Freezer tuna seiners | Spain 12
France 13
Surface longliners Spain 49
Portugal 7
Pole and line vessels | Spain 7
France 4

Table 26 shows the licences drawn to date by EU vessels operating under the Agreement with an
overall rate of utilisation (defined as the drawing of avallable licences) of 51% for purse seingrs, 56%
for surface longliners and 84% for pole and line vessals. For the period 2007 to 2010, an average of
49 licences/year were drawn (for the period 2007 to 2009, it was 46.3 ficences). Overall up fo 2010,
58% of the licence opportunities have been drawn by the EU fieet, At EU Member Statelevel the main
interest is held by fleet segments in Spain, Portugal and France. Overal, demand from the Spanish
flest has been remarkably constant over the period. ' '

. With regard to purse seine vessels, the utilisation rate was relatively high by Spanish vessels, overall
86% of available ficences were drawn, with 100% utilisation in 2009 and 2010, However, in the first
three years, the Agreement was used by only 1 French vessel, However this segment showed &
significant increase in interest, taking 9 licences in 2010, The increase in Interest in the Agreement
from this fleet segment in 2010 is attributed to the movernent of vessels into the Atlantic due to the
elevated risk of piracy in the Indian Ocean, as evidenced by the seizure by Somali pirates of the
Spanish tuna vessel Alakrana in Octaber 2009. In fact, the purse seine segment siakeholders have.
recently stated that they would like to increase the number of licences avaitable fo them, since thay
aim to place more focus In'the Eastern Atiantic in future™. oo '

For the surface longline segment the overall uiifisation rate is slightly higher, averaging 56% over the
course of the agreement. Most of the licences (41) are available to Spanish vessels, butonly just over
half of these are tilsed (53%). The remaining opportunities (7) ere available to Portuguese vessels
and of these 71% were utiised over the course of the Agreement, Demand from this segment
increased significantly in 2010, and ane licence was transferred from Spain to Portugal.

- ™ pprgonal communicatién, Juan Pable Rodriguez, ANABAC
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The utilisation rate was highest for the pole and line segment, with some 84% of opportunitie

up during the course of the Agreement. For Spanish vessels, there \y?;_lo_Q%_w{m roughout,
but for French vessels there appears to have been a decfine in the uplake as the Agreement

progressed, with only one vesse! drawing a licence in the 2009 and 2010.

EU operators manage a fleet of pole and line vessels based in Pakar. Af the beginning of 2007, this
comprised 5 French vessels and 7 Spanish. Typically these vessels aim to fish in the waters of Guinea
Bissau and Cape Verde during November, December and January, where they target targer sizes
(>30kg) of yellowfin and bigeye tuna. These are held in chilled seawater and discharged in fresh state
in Dakar for air freight to the EU market. For the rest of the year, the vessels target the shoals of
smalier yellowfin and skipjack tunas in the waters of Mauritania (under the FPA with the EC}, Senegal
{under privaie licensing arrangements), as well as sometimes also in Cape Verde and Guinea Bissau,
These catches are frozen on board and discharged also in Dakar, to local cannery operations.

The vessels operators report that they experienced repeated payment problermis with the Senegalese
canneries to which they were obliged to self under the terms of their licence to operate in Sencgalese
waters (after the cessation of the last protocol under the EC-Senegal Fisheries Agreement in June
2008), which significantly undermined their profitability. This has impacted particularly on the French
vessels, and the French government opened a specific decommissioning scheme for Senegal based
pole and line vessels in July 2009, after notification in May 2009 from the Commission that
negotiations with Senegal for the renewal of a FPA were terminated (unsuccessfully). In Gelober
2009, 3 French pole and line vessels were officially accepted for scrapping and only one French
flagged vesse! was operating in mid-2010, although all seven Spanish operators are reporied to be
functioning. The Cape Verde and Guinea Bissau agreements therefore provide the most valuable part
of the annual catch, and without these agreements, the vessels viability would be substantially
undemined.
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5.2 Outputs from the Agreement

The following Table 27 shows the declared catches data for the perind 2007-2009. The data for.2087+
covers the period from 1% April fo 31 December. The reference tonriage s focol is 5,000
tonnes per year and the catches made account for 52%, 38% and BB8% of the reference tonnage
respectively in each of the first three years of the protocol. It shoutd be noted thal in 2607, the
Agreement was only operative after 1 Aprit and therefore vessels only operated under the Agreement
for 9 months of this year. Overall, the EU vessels have made catches corresponding to 52% .of the
reference quantity. Note that the reference tonnage is not a quota per se, but a catch quantity used o
estimate the value of the financial confribution paid by the EU to Cape Verde under the Agreement on
the basis of a compensation rate of EUR 65 per tonne. Up to 2008, no catches have been reported by
the French purse seine sector {(in line with only one [icence being drawn). This is expected to change
in 2010, since as noted above, there is renewed interast in the Agreement from this segment.

Table 27: Catches made under the EC- Cape Verde Fisheries Partnership Agreement

Segment - Gountry Catches/ year {tonnes)

2007 2008 2009 Mean

ES 750.90| 178.37| 577.40f 50222

Purse seine FR 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Sub-Total! 750.90! 178.37| 577.40] 50222

ES 4,726.86 | 1,698.0812,163.91} 1,859.62

Surface lohgline PT 60.20 0.42| 647201 235.94

Sub-Total | 1,787.06 | 1,698.50 | 2,801.11) 2,095.56

ES 33.33 0.00| . . 000§ Hh1t].

Pole and line FR 5.07 0.00| . na 2.54

Sub-Total 38.40 0.00 0.00 12.30

TOTAL 2,576.36 | 1,876.87 | 3,378.51 | 2,610.58

* note 2007 eatches refer to April-December only

5.3 Financial impact of the Agreement

5.3.1 Prices of target specles ' '

Purse seine .

The following table shows the average anriual prices obtained by.the EU purse seiners over the last

five year (in EUR per kg) for the three main target species. Skipjack prices increased significantly in
tate 2007 following a relatively flat and stable trend throughout 2006. Over the first half of 2008

* The parties agreed at the Joint Committes meefing of Juna 2009 that due to the delayed ratification the Protoco} would run en
an annual bass from 1% Aprl to 30™ March, with an adjustment pro rala temportis of the reference tonnage, financial contribution
and licence fees during 207 1. [deally the definitian of the evaluation pevinds should match the finencial year (Apr to March), but
datd Is not-available on this basis and the calendar year is Used instead.
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skipjack prices took a further sharp upturn due to poor world supply condition. Prices: ﬁm\
the second half of 2008, and frozen skipjack sold in early 200 @%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ% rhe |
Bangkok, Yellowfin and bigeye prices peaked In 2007, Price décreased over 2008. Th
reduction in demand due to the financial crisis at the end of ZOOBS\E%r:;g}g_further sa-prCEs,
and in 2009 prices fell to 2006 levels. The average price is estimat Timing that. EU vessels (both
purse séine and pole and line vessels) in the Eastern Aflantic atfaih an average catch composition of
49% yellowfin, 41% skipjack and 9% bigeye tunas {based on French and Spanish catch relurns to
ICCAT in 2007) and that the bigeye prices are the same as yellowfin, There is assumed to be no
material difference in the catch composition and prices attained by the pole and fine vessels which fish
the same stocks at the same time, and supply the same market (tuna canneries). .

Table 28: Average annuat price of the species specitically targeted by purse seiners and pole
and line fleet

Species | Catch composition | Average price EUR/kg
% 20607 § 2008 | 2009
Yellowfin | 49 1.70] 140 1.08
Skipjack 41 1.03] 102| 077
Bigeye g 470} 1401 106
Average 141 123} 0.93

Source: Professional assoclations

In 2009, fear of fishing restrictions in rmajor catching areas combined with concems over piracy in the
indian Ocean fishery, squeezed global supplies for the canning indusiry. The resuft was that tuna
prices have since continued to be volaifle.

Longline

Prices of target species of EU surface fongliners are shown below. The average price is estimated
assuming 24% of retained catch is swordfish, 65% is blue shark, with-a smalt (6% proportion of
shortfin mako shark and 5% others. This data is hased on ICCAT observer data’ from Spanish
longliners. Assuming that “others’ attain the average price of the remainder of the cafch, the average
composite price for the catch of surface Jongliners Is estimated at EUR 1.74/kg in 2007, rising to EUR
1.91/kg in 2009, This is expected to be less than the average prices obtained by Asian longiiners
operating in the region which target bigeye and yellowfin tunas and freeze onboard for the Japahese
sashimi market.

Table 29: Average annual price of the target species of surface longliners

Bpecies Catch composition | Average price ex vessel
% . “EUR/kg

2007 | 2008| 2009
Swordfish 24 1 aso| a00| 477
Blue shark 65 p.o0} 070| 0.73
Others 5 2.33] 224 270
Shortfin mako 6 220] 202] 260
Average 1.74 1.61 1.91

‘Sources: ICGAT; Task | data for Spanish L data in the Atlandic (average 2008-2008) and Puerio de Vigo
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Pole and line vesseéls

When they operate in Cape Verde and Guinga Bissau zong vegsete-uPerating
out of Dakar target larger sizes of yellowfin and bigeye tun or sale-rT fresh state on the
EU market, which therefore obtain higher prices. These to gpesies féspectively account for some
60% and 15% of the catches In these zones. The batancé of the catches. are of smaller sizes of
skipjack, yeliowfin and bigeye tunas, destined for cannery supply, and therefore of lower prices. The
overall catch composition and prices obtained are shown in Table 30,

Table 30: Average annual price of the target species of pole and line vessels

Species Catch composition | Average price ex vesset
% EUR T kg

2007 2068 2009
Yellowfin >30kg 60 2.40 2.40 2.40
Bigeye > 30kg 15 2.55] 255 255
Yeflowfin <12kg 12 1701 1407 1.08
Skipjack <12kg 10 103 102} 077
Bigeye <12kg 3 170 140] 1.08
Average 2147 213 206

Sources: ICCAT; interviews with stakehekiers
5.3.2 Financial impact on the EU fleet

Based on the above prices the calches and cateh values of EU ve;séls‘ fishing under the Agreement
during the period 2007 to 2009 inclusive are shown in Table 31. Note that datd -for 2007 is given for
the 9 month period only, from 1 April to 31 December 2007. _ ‘

The Agreement has delivered catches valued at EUR 4.30 million in 2007, EUR 3.02 million In 2008
and EUR 5.89 million in 2008, Total catch valiie over the three years period was EUR 13.21 million,
with an annual average of about EUR 4.40 million. On average, 86% of the financial value. defived
from the Agreement by the EU fleet was in the form of the surface longline opportunities, and 14% due
to the purse seine segment. The pole and line segment confributed about 0.6% of the revenue
generated by the E! fleet from the Agreement.

Overall some 90% of the financial value of the Agreement was generated by the Spanish fleet (14%
from purse seine and 76% from surface longline vessels). About 10% was derived by Portuguese
longline vessels. During the period, the benefits fo France were negligible (¢.0.1%) and only in respect
of the pole and line segment. C
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Fisheries Partnership Agreement FPA 2006/20

A recent cverall evaluation of Fisheries Parinership Agreemeﬁ :
fieets using fishing possibilities negotiat

on average over the 2004-20

therefore, with annual average revenuss
Agreement has conifributes about 1% of the va

In the ICCAT region, EU catches of large pelagic fishes
EUR. 186 miliion/year, 40% from purse seine and &0%
Verde Agreement has contributed 2.4%
cantribution to the EU surface long fieet, which gains some 34%

This sector is thersfore corisi
shown in Table 32).

07 peried

of this value. However,

ed under all fishing agreelpents to be
(representing 6% of the tufnguer-e
{2007-2009) of EUR4.4 milion the EC-Cape Verde
lue of external fishing undertaken by the EU fleet.

averaged about 120,000 tonnes valued at
from surface longlining. Overall, the Cape
it makes a disproportionate
of its revenues from this Agreement,

dered to be the EU fleet segment most dependent on the Agreement (as

Table 32: Dependency of the EU large pelagic fleet on Cape Verde

EC Catches in ICCAT Av. Value
(tonnes/year) Average of EU :
Segment value catches in D EC fi'eet
MEUR/ cv APy P
2006 2007 2008 mean year 20072009 on b
{M EUR)
Purse seine! Pole
and line 55,275] 48,377 76,620 60,114 75.5 0.62 0,8%
Surface long line 58,195] 81,742 60282 59410 110.2 77 34%
TOTAL 113,4761 112,1261 138,090| 119,624 185.7 4.39 2.4%

Source: ICCAT, Eurapean Commission, Consuliants estimates

5.3.3 Financial impact on Cape Verde

The financial income received by Cape Verde under the ourrent protocoi to the Fisheries Partnership

Agreement has included:

+ The financial contribution paid by the EU info the Govemment Revenue Account with the
Central Bank of Cape Verde. This has been EUR 385,000 per year (since the reference
tonnage has not been exceeded over the periad of the Pratocol so far).

« The licence fees pai

ficence paid an adva

cateh plus EUR 100fvessel for observer fees
was EUR 2,800 (equivalent to the fees due for 80 tonnes of catch plus
observer fees). For pole and line vessels the advance payment was EU

1

the fees due for 16 tonnes of catch plus EUR 100/vessel for observer fees).

« Additional fees paid by vessel oper:
standard amounts, at the rate of EUR 35/tonne for purse: seing and su

EUR 25/tonne for pole and fine vessels,

d by the European ship-owners: each purse seiner drawing an annual
ce payment of EUR 3,950 (equivalent to the fees due for 110 tonnes of
). For surface longliners the advance payment
EUR 100/vesset for
R 500 {equivalent to

erators. in respect of verified catches in excess of the
rface longliners and

The breakdown of the financial income received by Cape Verde over the course of the Protocol is

shown in Table 33. In summary, and on the basi
catches in the Cape Verde EEZ, during the first
Revenue Account has been credited with a total firéancial amount varying betwi

s of actual utilisation of fishing possibilities and
three years of the agreement, the Government
een EUR 526,963

and EUR 569,179 with an average of EUR 545,700/year. Around 71% of this value is derived from

% overall Evaluation of Fisheries Parinership Agreements. Study” confract n™17 under Framework Confract FiSt1/2006/20.
Published March 2009, resiricted circulation.
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ficence fees and additional payments.

It should be noted that the catches are declared on theWr year (January to
January) whereas, due io the delayed ratification of the Protoeet; ishing fcences only were issued
from 1 April in 2007. The parties have agreed in discussions held in Cape Verde in March 2009, to
make the adjustments In the compensation and annual licence fees in the last year of the
Agreement (in effect payments were made on the basis of a year from 1 May to 30 Aprit)
Because of this anomaly the analysis presented in Table 33 therefore only approximates the
actual cash flows.

Table 33: Breakdown of EU financial contribution and licence fees payments to Cape Verde
2007-2009

tem Protocol| 2007 2008 2009 Mean

Tuna seiners 25 8 10 12 10.0
Licences drawn | Surface longliners 48 28 26 26 26.7

Pole and ine 11 11 10 8 9.7
Fees paid {EUR)

Annual Licence 3,950 31,600| 30,500} 47,400 39,500
Purse seihe

Excess catch fees 15,680 01 36857 6412

Annual Licence 2,900 81,2001 75400 75400] 77,333
Surface longline .

Excess catch fees 21,646| 22,083 | 53,724| 32,478

Annisal Licence 500 5,500| 5000, 4,000] 4,833
Pole and line —

Excess catch fees o433 0y Op . 144

Annuat Licence fees total 118,300| 119,900 | 126,800 | 121,667
Total EU fleet | Excess catch fees total 37,659| 22,063] 57,378] 39,034

Total paid ‘ 155,959 141,963 | 184,179 | 160,700
EYJ Financial Contribution (EUR}) 385,000 | 385,000 386,600 385,000
Agreement value to CV (EUR) 540,959 | 526,963 | 569,179 | 645,700

On average the EU operators pald EUR 160,700 per annum I fees for licences and additicnal
cafches. Significant numbers of vessels exceeded the standard amount of tatch covered by the
licence fees. in total during the three years, 37 vessels nade payments for excess catches, averaging
EUR 35,034/year. Most of these (31) were from the Spanish surface Jongline segment. A breakdown
of the additional payments made is provided in Table 34.
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amounts

Year |Country | Fleet segment No. Excess (tol)l{lgsqj-"{iz;;ce Fog ent
of vessels L«-— 'Eﬁt:l: ne

2009 Portugat | SLL 2 487 35] 17,049

Spain | Purse sine 7 3| 104 35 3,655

Spain SLL 10 1.048 351 36,675

Total 87,378

5008|Spain | SLL 9 630 35| 22,063

Total | 22,063

2007 | Spain Pole and fihe 1 17 26 433

Spain | Purse seine 2 445 35! 15,580

Spain SLL 10 619 357 21646

Total 37,659

TOTAL 37 117,101

The administration of the payments of licence fees, additional payments and the transfer of fhe
firancial centribution from the EU has proceeded without major difficulties. All of the licence income
from all sources {EU and non-EU vessels) is received Into the account of the Fisheries Development
Fund (Fondo de Desenvolvimento das Pescas) and is used to support fisheries investment projects.

Table 35 shows the FPA income in relation to the natiohal state budget Budgeted Government
investment expenditure during the period 2007-2008 averaged EUR 165.7 million. The FPA has
therefore contributed around 0,3% of the Cape Verde Government investment, For the agriculture and
fisheries budgets it has contributed 1.6% of the investment and for fisheries, in the region of 24% of ali
fisheties invesiment, inciuding ireasury sources and donor projects. .

Table 35: Contribution of the FPA and associated income to public investment budget

Amount {EUR 1,000) FPA

2007 2008 2009 |Average; %

OGE investment | 148,193 | 168,707 | 190,368 | 166,754 0.3

MADRRM Investment| 36,822{ 37,702 26,055 33,526 16

Fisheries investment 1502| 3,076| 2264 2281 239

FPA 541 527 569 546 [ 100.0

in 2010, the share of the FPA in fisheries investment had fallen to about 18%, as shown in Table 36
below. The treasury funds about 50% of all of the public capital expenditure in fisheries, and donors
(either directly or indirectly) a further 33%: The FPA is an important source of investment for the
fisheries sector, but clearly is not the most critical.
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Table 36: Fisheries Investment Budget Sources (2010) %S%??E

Source Amount {EUR)} % -
National scurces | 1,111,614 5@,/

Other donors 734,464 33
FPA 395,582 18
TOTAL 2,241,660 {100

Finally it should be noted that the fall in the price of tuna described in section 5.3.1 has acled fo
increase the relative value of the Fisheries Partnership Agrgement to Cape Verde. This is because the
current lower market prices mean that possible alternative means of selling fisheries access (such as
direct sale of licences (o vessel operators) would yield correspondingly lower amounts. Under a price
scenarlo of EUR 1,408 EURftonne (2007 prices) the total contribution paid by the EU and vessel
operators (EUR 100 per ton) reprasented 7% of the ex-vessel value of fish. tn 2009, with a price of
934 EURftonne, this represents 11% of the market value of the catch. Note however that the
strengtheniing doltar during 2010 (the currency in which most tuna is traded internationally) against the
Euro militates against maintaining the value of the. FPA’s financial confribution to the partner country,
which is denominated in Burg,

534 Financial impact on the European Union

The EU eontribution under the Cape Verde FPA represents only about 0.25% of the EUR 170 mitlian
budgeted annually by the EU for payments of all fishing agreements contributions and 0.05% of the
total budget of DG MARE {EUR 900 million annually}. The agreement has therefore only a small
impact an the EU fisherles budget.

5.4 Economic impact of the Agreement?

5.4.1 impact on the European Unian

As shown in Table 37 below, and assuming a gross value added of purse seiners of approximately fo
45% of furn over”, the average valie added generated is estimated to be about FUR 1.88
millionjyear, 86% to the surface fongliners (in line with catch value). This does not account for the
downsiream value added generated by the processing of purse seine catches in canneries, with
benefits mainly to Cote d'lvoire, Spain and France Le. where the catch from EU purse seiners are
tanded or transhipped to (directly, or indirectly in the form of loins produced in ACF countries).

¥ Ratio astimated in recent evaiuations of fishing agreements adjusted to take into account Increase in fuel prices (48% In 2006
adjusted to 45% in 2008). ’
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Table 37: Estimated added value attributed fo EU vessels

Annual . Av, C ]
) Av, value N
Seginent | Country | 2Verade catch \@% {€)

No. vessels €ltonne tonnes \WM""’
Spain 0.7 1,205 502 605,397 272,429
Purse seine France 0.3 - - - -
Sub-total 10.0 1,205 502 605,397 272,429
Spain 227 1,787 1,860 3,323,024 1,485,361

Surface ,7

longline Poriugal 4.0 1,858 236 447,854 201,534
Sub-iotal 267 1,799 2,006 3.770,878 1,696,895
Spain 7.0 2175 11 15,646 7,041
Pole&line | roance 2.7 2175 2 2,380 1,071
Sub-total 0.7 2175 13 18,626 8,112
TOTAL 46.3 1,687 2,611] - 4,404,109} - . 1,981,849

* Assumas VA=45% of revenues

5.4.2 Economic impacton Gape Verde

" ‘The main direct economic impact of the A
income generated, cortiprising the financia
licence fees from vessel operators, of EUR

greemsnt on Cape Verde was in the form of the financial
| contribution from the EU of EUR 385,000 per year and
160,700 per year, totalling EUR 645,700 coniribution to the

national revenue account. There are no landings of fishery praducts from EU vesséls Into Cape Verde.
hes by EU surface longliners in the Cape Verde zone are
ase for crew changes, and for

However significant amounts of the catc
transhipped in Mindelo. If addition,

input supplies. There afe also some fimited repairs.

Taking observers onbo
about 113 Cape Verdea
form of earnings. The Agreement is clearly an im
estimated income is about EURD 94 mitiion/year, (based on a conservative a

crew wage of EUR 700/month).

Based on the direct income only {excluding the crew wage
1,07 billion) in 2008 the Agreement contributes about 0.03%

the longliners use Mindelo as a b

ard seems to kave been rare, The observér corps is not functional. However
n crew are employed on the EU vessels, creating value added benefits in the
portant factor in the recruitment of these crew. The
ssumption of an average

s) and with a GDP of US$ 1.6 billion (Euro

income would Increase this contribution to about 0.1 % of the GDP.

of the GDP. However, including the crew
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5.5 Impact on Employment

Crew composition on the EU flest segments operating under the A\greéﬁgnt is shown in Table 38. The
number of crew enboard the EU purse seiners varies between 20 and 28 (average 24). Out of these
24 crew members, it is estimated that 8 are EU nationals and the remaining 16 third country nationals
dominated by nationals of West African ACP countrles. However, few if any in this segment are
reported to be from Cape Verde. On the EU surface longliners, the average crew size is reported to be
18, of which 6 are EU nafionals and an average of 3.9 from Cape Verde®. In the pole and line
segment, out of an average crew size of 15, 2 are from the EU and 2 from Cape Verde. Remaining
créw are from other nations in the region, principaily Senegal. The Protocol requires that the fleet of
EU vessels operating under the Agreement take on minimum numbers of ACP crew (six in the case of
purse seine, four in the case of the surface longline and three in the case of the pole and line
segments). Table 38 shows that these numbers ate exceeded by a considerable margin.

Table 38: Crew composition and employment in EU fleet segments

Annual average No. crew per vessel Employment
Segment
No. vessels EC Cape | Other | . | Cape Other
Verde ACP Verds ACP
P3 10.0 - 8 0 16 80 4] 160
SLL 26.7 6 3.5 6.5 160 93 173
P&L 97 2 2 11 19 19 108
TOTAL - 46.3 259 113 440

Source: EU fleet stakeholder interview, 2009

5.5.1 Employment impacts on the EC

Conseguently, the annual average of 46 vessels drawing ficences under the EG-Cape Verde FPA
(during 2007 to 2009) is estimated to support employrment for 258 EU nationats. This accounis for
ahout 8% of the total EU nationals employed on EU vessels operating ‘under Fisherles Partnership
Agreements™ and an small share of total EU employment in the- catching-sector (estimated to be
about 190,000).

The vessels operate in other areas, including fishery zones of other third countries {under EU FPA
agreements and other arrangements) and also in intermnational waters. Therefore not alt of these jobs
can be linked directly to the FPA. However the EC-Cape Verde FPA is one of five in the West African
reglon, (the remaining being Sdo Tomé, Cote d'lvoire, Gabon and Guinea Bissauy and the regional
deployment skrategy of the EU purse seine and surface longline fieets in this region requires the
vessels to follow the migratory resource. The existenee of several agreements in the region therefore
facilitates the implementation of this approach, and sustains employment in the EC.

5.5.2 Employment impacts on Cape Verde

Table 38 indicates that the some 113 jobs for nationals of Cape Verde are linked to vessels drawing
licences under the Agreement. Cape Verdean crew are usaed quite extensively in the EU fishery sector
{a significant number of them are resident in Spain). As'with the EU crew, these jobs are only partiaily
finked to the EC-Cape Verdé Agreement, and if the Agreement were to terminate, many of these jobs
would be likely to be sustained, at least in the short term. However, the Agreement is clearly an

* \fessel departire data from the Instituto Maritime Portuario in Mindelo was analysed by the consultants; out of 56 departires
by Etlvessels, average crew size was 3.9, There was nio significant difference between Portuguese flagged vessels (3.5) and
Spanish (4.0). No Cabo Verdean crew afe empioyed on Jongliriers flagged by Japan and China, which also vse Mindelo port.

* same sotrce as above
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important factor In the recruitment of these crew, and helys te-sUstain in t %@‘%‘F& ool of

skilled labour which brings significant income to the partner u%yﬁc& P& /
5.6 Impact of the Agreement on fishery _‘sourggg,/r“

To assess the impact of the Aareement on target stocks, Tal:k;L 40 shows the estimated quantity of the
different specles caught under the Agreement (based on average catch compositions) in proportion fo
the overall catehes from the stocks of which they forrn part. Note that all of the species are oceanic,
Each tuna species Is considered o form a single stock throughout the Aftantic {except for skipjack
tuna). The shark species and swordfish concerned are considered to be from northern, and the Cape
Verde catches are assumed lo impact only on these northern stocks.

Table 39 shows that overall the Agreement contributes some 0,72% of the fishing effort on fhe target

specles. Whilst this is low, there are some significant variations between species.

Taking into account the status of the stocks exploited, yellowfin and skipjack tunas are considered to
be exploited within sustainable fmits and the Agreement has no negative impacts on these: fisheries:
Catches of bigeye luna are thought to be within sustainable limits, but this is subjeci to & degree of
uncertainty due fo concerns regarding undeclared catches. There is a finite probability that 1IU
catches are contributing to an unsustainable fishing effort on this species. There Is therefore a risk that
the FPA may have a small negative impact on sustainability of this species. However, since the FPA
only accounts for an estimated 0.07% of cafchies, and these are within the MSY, this risk may be
regarded as minimal, and the FPA should be regarded as sustainable in terms of impacts on bigeye
tuna stocks,

Table 39: impact of estimated catches from the EC-Cape Verde FPA on overall catches from
target stocks

‘Species Catch in tonnes % impact

EC Cape Verde FPA | Totai from

(average) s;tu-ck -{2908}

Yellow fin tuna o52|  107.859|- 023
Skipjack 214 127,000} 017
Bigeye 49 69,821 0.07
Swordfigh 503 10,752] 4.88
Blue shark 1,362 30,545 4.46
Mako shark ' 126] . 3372| 374
Other species 104 © nla nfa
Total 2,610 349,3497 0.72

Source: Buropean Cormmission. ICCAT

Cape Verde is an important fishing ground for longline fishing of large pelagics such as swordfish, biue
shark and mako shark, accounting for an important proportion of total catches of these stocks (i.e.

- 4.88%, 4.46% and 3.74%, respectively, of catches from northern stocks In each case). There has
been a decreass in fishing effort directed at swordfish since the peak of the fishery in 1987, which is
attributed to regulatory measures and a shift in fieet distribution and operation. Currently, exploitation
of northern swordfish is considered sustainable with stock biomass at healthy levels, but there is
congern about the quality of data for stock assessment purposes (e.g. discard levels}. This implies
some uncertainty on the level of impacts, but it is reasonable to assume that the impacts of the FPA
are sustalnable as catch levels are currently half of what they were in 1987,
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In the case of the northern stocks of blue shark and mako shark th m&’g’b‘iomass appear.
healthy levels and fishing pressure moderate (based on estimates 4f fishing mortaliy—There appears
fo be no indication until now that fishing has resulted in depletion ofisteeks; But it is important to state
that there is considerable uncertainty in the assessment, particularly so in the case of the assessment
of mako shark. Althaugh the quantity and quality of the data available {e.g. historical catches and
CPUE information) to conduct stock assessments of these sharks have improved, these are stilt
considered to be rather uninformative and do not provide a consistent signal to inform the
assessment, and especially so In the case of mako shark. It should be noted that ICCAT scientists
hase the assessment on the reconstruction of catch series, which indicate that actual catches are
roughly double the level of reported catches.

Given these uncertainties, the relatively high contribution of the Agreement to the overall fishing effort
applied to this species raises concerns regarding the sustainabifity. Because of the doubts regarding
the stock condition of these shark stocks, mako shark in particutar, it is not possible to siate with
certainty that the inclusion of these species within the Agreement is sustainable in the longer term.
More efforis are needed concerning monitoring and rasearch to reliably assess the level of impacts.

5.7 Impact of the Agreement on non-target species and ecosystem

There are no particular concems regarding the ecosystem impacts of the purse seine and pole and
line fisheries, However, there are well documented instances of discards of non-commercial species of
sharks and negative interactions of surface longlining with seabird and turfle populations, atthough the
avallable information is not specific for Cape Verde. More efforts are needed in general in terms of
monitoring and research on the leve! of impacts, as well as the adoption of precautionary approaches
with the introduction of bycatch mitigation measures (.e. adoption of best practices i terms of fishing
cperations).

Even relatively low by-catches of non-cormmercial shark species in the surface longline fishery may
have important defrimental effects on shark species. Ecological Risk Assessments carrfied out by
ICCAT have demonstrated that most Atlantic pelagic sharks have exceptionally limited bivlogical
productivity and can be overfished even at very low levels of fishing mortality. The analyses indicated
that bigeye threshers, fongfin makos and shortfin makos (L.e. in this case a target species) have the
highest vulnerability and lowest biclogical productivity) of the shark species examined (with bigeye
thresher being substantially less productive than the other species). .

Bycatch of turtles is also of particuiar concern. No specific study on this type of impacts could be
identified for Cape Verde, but considering the presence and breeding of turites in Gape Verde and
studies of turtle bycatch rates by surface jongfining In the eastern central Atlantic, this Is potentially
serious, Estimates of incidental catch (mortality) of turtles by longline are contested on the grounds of
not being generally applicable (i.e. localised and sporadic studies) and the release of tive turlies Is
.cammon procedure amorig longliners. This appears plausible, but it is also important to bear in mind
that even low levels of mortality may have strong Impacts, considering the high level of longline effort
in the Cape Verde region (i.e. number of set hooks). Given the evidence of a significant level of
surface longlining in the Cape Verde EEZ, and the good utilisation by he EU longline fleet of the
Agreement, there is a risk that the Agreement may have unsustainable impacts on marine turtle
populations. : ) ) '

incldental catches of seabirds in connection with surface longtine fishing are normally associated with
operations at more southerly latitudes. Data is sparse for tropical regions but ICCAT is adopting a
precautionary approach by considering the Introduction of mitigation measures (e.g. use of tori lines,
best practices on operations, etc.). .

5.8 impact on food security of Cape Verde

No fishery products caught under the Agreement have been landed in Cape Verde and the Agreement
has not contributed to supplies to this market.

The fisheries targeted by EU vessels operating under the Agresment are also targeted by the national
fisheries of Gape Verde, with calches of migratory species {including skipjack and yellowfin tunas and
some swordfish) estimated to be in the region of 2,000-3,000 tonnes/year. Given that these species
are all migratory and may be caught by EU vessels both within and outside the Cape Verde EEZ, the
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Agreement is not considered to have had any impact on availabili

fishery. @%@ ' .M"‘”}

Furtiierinore the demestic fishery is pursued mainly by the artisana] fishery pemﬁﬁﬁ;;e to share
and well within the territarial waters, where the EU vessels operali er the Agreement may not
fish {they are excluded by Chapter If of the Protocol to > 12 miles from the baseline). There is
therefore no direct interaction between the national and EU fleets. '

Overall the Agreement has therefore had no hegative impacts on the food security situation In Cape
Verde. Conversely, by supporting, through the policy support measures, the development of new
fanding and diskibution infrastructure ahd improved quality control, there is more likely to a positive
impact of the Agreement on food security {albeit indirect and still to be realised).

5.9 Implementation of the Partnership approach

The Fisheries Partnership Agreement signed between Cape Verde and the EU and its associated
Protocot integrates the partership approach promoted by the Commission since the 2004 Council
conclusion on COM (2002) 635 and now fully implemented throughout all fisheries parinership
agreements currently in force. In short, partnership means that the two parties agree on a muiti-annual
programme with a view to defining and implementing a fishery policy promoting responsible fishing
practices™. According to Article 7 of the Protocol, the Cape Verde Authorities undertake to alfocate
80% of the financial contribution (Le. EUR 308,000 annually) with a view 1o implementing initiatives
taken in the context of a sectoral fisheries policy drawn up by the Government of Cape Verde.
However, & commitment to allocate 100% of the contribution was recorded in the technical meetings
betiveen the parties held in July 2007, Furthermore, the Cape Verde authorities also indicated that the
licence fees would be credited to a Fisheries Development Fund managed by the INDP.

Although the Agresment was inttiatled by the parties in 2006, and was ratified by the EU in Council
Regulation (EC} No 2027/2006 of 18 December 2006, it was not ratified by the Government of Cape
Varde until March 2007. According to the Article 7 of the Protocol, the Joint Committee should have
then met within 3 months to formally approve a mutti-annual sectoral programme of suppott measures.
Although the Commission undertook a mission to Cape Verde on 16-18 July 2007 which considered a
matrix of policy support measures, the programme of measures was not formally 'a'doPted until the first
(and only} Joint Committee meeting between the parties of the 18/19 June 2008". Two additional
rounds of technical discussions have taken place between the parties, in March 2009 in April 2010.

The parties have fulfilied their agreement to engage in a fishery policy dialogue which has resulted in
the development and proposal of a set of policy measures for application by the Government of Cape
Verde, accompanied by the allocation of funds required for implementation. However, the matrix of
support measures was not agreed untll 2 years affer the commencement of the parinership.

Whilst there has been good progress In the implementation of some of the policy support measures
set out in the plan, there are questions raised regarding the relevance of some of the others (se8
below). The insufficient technical capacity of the Gape Verde authorities for programiming and planning
the interventions (particutarly in the area of MCS) was not clearly ideniified and addressed. It could
therefore be argued, that the parties have paid insufficient attertion to a proper analysis and design of
the measures within the frame of a coherent. fisheries policy. More regular and focused meetings
between the parties supported by technical assistance for preparation of a more realistic set of
measures would have helped to obtain a more sustainable outcome.

With regard to the integration of the FPA into the Government programme, the national budget
“Orgamento Geral Do Estado” (OGE) is published every year after being approved by Parliament. In
the OGE constilted for the period 2007 to 2010 the EU contribution under the FPA s not specifically

+ Based on experisnce from other fisheries parinarship agreements, this includes measures related to fight against LU fishing,
support to sclentific research and seduction of the impacts of fishing on the environment T he pastiership includes also
strengthening of sanitary control of fisheries produgts exported and promatian of European investment in the pariner country.

4t peoeds Varbal de fa Jere Commission Mixte de PAccord de Parneriat de Pache CE/ et la Republique ds Cap-Vest, Bruxelles
18 et 19 juin 2009
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mentioned. However, Gape Verde authofifies confirmed that this financ gﬁ@@& ficluded {n
capital budget items indicated in the QGE. @*ﬁ‘ AR

Although the Cape Verde authoriies have formally committed 80% of the tol; st of the financial
contribution to the support and implementation of intiatives ta in~the context of the sectoral

fisheries policy, Cape Verde authorities have indicated that this is in fact 100%. However according to
Information regarding overall fisheries budget execuiion given by a DGP note (cf. file “seguimenta”,
Aptil 2010), from a total amount of ECV 427,356,075 only ECV 90,910,692 had been transferred from
Treasury fo beneficiary institutions, suggesting an execution rate of around 71%. However, the
authorities indicated that any under alfocation was due to implementation defays and that complete
disbursement was expected.

The FPA suppor, along with associated licerice fees paid by vessel operators has accounted for 24%
of the fisheries budgeted investment expenditure during the pericd. Overall, it Is cleer that the
budgetary support recelved from the FPA has been an jmportant source of invesiment funding,
allowing the Directorate General of Fisheries to lever additional funds from the stale budget for a
range of policy measures.

5.10 Impact of the muiti-annual sectoral programme

5.10.1 Adoption of fisheries policy, strategy and action plans

After the coming into force of the Fisheries Partnership Agreement between Cape Verde and the EU
(in April 2007), and in line with Article 7 of the Protocol, a matrix of multi-annual sectoral programme of
measures was developed by the DGP of Cape Verde.

The DGP indicated that 100% of the finance would be aliocated to the implementation of these
measures and the parties agreed that the principal axes and allocations would be as shown in Table
40:

Table 40: Principal axes and allocations for implementation

Axis - - | Funding
. %
Axis 1.1 Support for ressarch A . '27
Axis 1.2 Support for fisheries MCS 23
Axis 2 Institutional support and international cooperation 22
Axis 3 Qualily of products : 18
Axis 4. Promotion and fisherles development, commercialisation and training 12

The DGP subsequently proposed a matrix of measures: under this framewerk, with specific budgets.
After discussion between the parties, this was agreed between them in August 2007. The matiix was,
aiso approved and adopted by the National Fisheries Council of Cape Verde. However, it was not
formally adopted by the parties until the meeting of the Joint Committee on 18/18 July 2009, The
matrix is shown in Annex 3. ) .

5.10.2 Summary of progress with implementation of the policy matrix

The consultants have reviewed the progress of implementation of the fishery sectot support measures
within the frame of the Fisheries Parinership Agreement. Documentary evidence for the use of
specific funds, as specified in the sector policy matrix was reviewed. However, it is notable that only
one formal progress report was avéilable (as presented by the Cabo Verdean party in the Joint
Committee meeting of June 2009, covering the period up to 2008). Where teasible o do so,
implementation of the measures after this date was confirmed during the field mission. A detailed table
of results is shown In Table 41. In summary, the following conclusions can be drawn:
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Progress has been made in relation o Axes 2, 3 and 4 (respcgﬁﬁ‘@ﬁgm ort, qualit
control and arfisanal fisheries) where a range of measures haveg ithplemented generally injine
with the matrix agreed by the parties. As a result, the DGP has bien an active and-futrparticipant in
regional fisheries bodies, and coordination and management ¢ ty~fas significantly increased.
Although an inspeotion of the sanitary contral system by DG SANCO in 2008 had negative findings
there has been a positive and focused response, with a number of significant improvements. In
relation to artisanal fisherles, a development plan is adopted, new lce plant capacity has been
Installed, and fisherfolk have received {raining. Fishers' incomes are expected to be improved as a

result of these measures.

However progress has been less than adequate in refation to Axis 1.1 where in relation o stock
assessment work, so far only 3 out of 7 siocks have been assessed. Although statistical systefns have
been strengthened, a full survey to update the survey frame has not yet been caried out until now. in
this respect, work on this axis of the programme is hot in line with expected results af this stage.

In refation Axis 1.2 {Fisheries MCS}, progress has been almost negligible. The DGP hasg not yet so far
been abie to establish a corps of fish inspectors dedicated to the MCS function. Limited training will
start only in 2010. An initial effort to create an abserver corps has not been sustained. There have
been technical problems with vessels and aircrafts, but there has been no use of FPA funds to help
accelerate repairs, There has been negligible participation by the DGP in the limited patrols
undertaken. Opporiunities to build shore based MCS capacity (for example for effective port state
controls such as monitoring of imported fishery products and transhipment in Cape Verdean ports}
have not been taken.
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In. general, Table 41 suggests that the impact of the multi-a ugj;ectoral P W@ﬁpw
measures has been variable. In some measures, in reiation't%{}ﬁ@ respectively
institutional support, quality control and arfisanal fisheries) t}se res have ge_rie:;ajl,y,beén
implemented in tine with the matrix agreed by the parties. Ho lever, progress -eEh less than
adequate in relation to Axis 1, where progress in fisherles managemant-atiiities is behind schedule,
and in fisherles MCS have been almost negligible. Given the national development policy focus on
maritime industries, the high profile of fisheries in the GPRSP, and the potential for added value in this
sector, the weak response to this area is disappointing and represents a significant failure for the FPA.
Considering that the FPA (although relatively limited in absolute terms) has accounted for 24% of
budgeted public investment in fishery sector a greater impact could have been anticipated. That il has
not, is atiributed by the consuliants to a number of reasens, but primarily to a lack of clear unitary
policy framewark.

At present documented policy is found in different documents {poverty reduction and growth,
agriculture and fisheries, environmental). The PGP 2004-2014 is the only document which refers
exclusively to fisheries, but is not comprehensive, There is no direct link between the PGP and the
matrix of support meastres agreed by parties (nor indeed to activities implemented by donors) and it
is therefore difficult to ensure coherent links to palicy.

The poficy axes agreed by the parties are relevant, but the objectives not always relevant or structured
in & logical way to address the problems identified. For example, there Is a need for the appointment of
a corps of fisheries inspectors, and for them to be trained and capacity buitt on prefiminary steps {eg.
shore based port-state controls on ranshipment and Imports} before the launch of combined air/sea
MCS missiois. The process misses a praper problem analysis, with a programmed and phased plan
for MGS capacity development, prior o implementation of complex MCS functions such as satellite
VMS/combine air sea patrols. Programming such activities becomes a theoretical exercise when the
DGP doss not operate even a radic room, or have a body of inspectors uniquely aliocated o control
tasks. Whilst the MCS measures proposed are refevant to the needs, they do not take into account the
capacities of the DGP to implement them.

Furthermore, it is also evident that there is a substantial level of donor activity in the fisherles sector.
Where donor activities have not been undertaken {Axis 1), progress has been rather fimited. Where
donors have Intervened, there is evidence of more rapid progress. The AECID and EDF SFP have
been active in quality confrol and sanitary inspection (Axis 3). JICA has been active in infrastricture
development (refurbishing ice plants) and AECID in the preparation arfisanal fisheries operational plan
(both major outputs in Axis 4). Therefore it appears that the Cabo Verde authorities have implemented
the matrix most successfully only in those areas where additional donor support has been forthcoming.

It is therefore concluded that the additionality of the partnership approach in this Agreement has so far
been questionable, in terms of the specific results achieved. The FPA has been useful in providing
counterpart funding for all of these interventions, and has .allowed the DGP to réspond fo the
opportunities; eg. by aliowing the recruitment of staff, funding of travel and communications. However,
it remains difficult to fink results specifically to the FPA measures when donor projects are operating in
the same area. In terms of outcomes establishing the finks is almost impossible. During the course of
any future protocol there will be substantiat activity undertalen in the area of fisheries managemeant
and MCS. The EU MCS Project {implemented through CSRP), the EU ACP Fish # and the World
Bank PRAO will all support building up of the fisheries management and MCS capacity in Cape Verde.
The inclusion of these functions within the measures -supported by any future FPA should be carefully
considered. The parties will need to define the measures in some detail, seeking synergies rather than
overiaps with the donor projects, and wilt need to find appropriate strengthened planning and
coordination mechanisms between development partners. :

Onerall, fo ensure that there is a clear fogical framework approach to these activities, there is a need
for & new fisheries policy, comprising a sector review, problem analysis, needs analysis, developiment
and valigation of measures, and costing, and then finally integration of the FPA and donor measuies.
This process wili generale a revised matrix for implementation under a future protocol. The
promulgation of a coherent fisheries policy document should be the first measure, and the European
Commisslon s recommended to support this process with technical assistance. The constltants
recammend that such an intervention be considered for support under a relevant programme, for
example the ACP Fish It Project.
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5.11Lessons learnt from the ex-post evaluatiorg i
o=

5.11.1 Cormirion Fisheries Policy objectives

The investment of the EU in a Fisheries Partnership Agreement with Cape Verde was expected to
contribute to the following objectives, which are common with ali other fisheries partnership
agreements concluded by the EU:

a) safeguarding employmentin the regions of the EU dependent on fishing;
b} securing the continued existence and competitiveness of the EU's fisheries sactior;

¢) developing through partnership the fisheries resource management and control capacities of
third countries to ensure sustainabie fishing and promoting the economic developmernit of the
fishefles sector in those countries

d} ensuring adequate supply of fishery products for the EU market,

Impact on employment

A summary of the main impact indicators found by the ex-post evaluation of the Agreement is shown
in Table 42:

Table 42: Main economic parameters of the EU -Cape Verde Fisheries Partnershiv Agreement

Variable Units Value

No. licences available No. 84
Rate of licence utilisation % b8
Catch tonnes/year 2,611
Reference tonnage fonnesfyear|. K 5,000 ‘
Catch as % of reference % T ‘o
Average catch value EUR/fyear {4,404, 69
Av. value of catch EUR/tonne 1,687
Cost ddvantage. EURftonne 209
Cost ag % of ex vessel value Y% 12,4%
EG benefit (value added) | EURfyear | 1,981,849
Cost to EU flest : i EURryegr 1 80,700
Costio EU " | EUR/year | 385,000
Total EU transfers to Cape Verde | EURfyear | 545,700
Cost benefit ratic : 3.6
Av.No, of vessels drawing licences No. 46.3
Av.No. of EU fishers employed No. 259
Av.No, of CV fishers employed No. 113

Source: Europgan Commission, consultanis’ estimations
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The Agreement has confributed to safeguarding some 258 }og’s held; iELP- fonals on vessg
drawing licences under the Agreement. This accounts for about 8%k EU national oyed
on EU vessels eperating under Fisheries Parinership Agreementg butonly a § are of total EU
employment in the calching sector (estimated to be about 180,000}, Th “Aesociated o the EU per
job sustained is about EUR 1,386/annum. This cost does not howiaver represent the full cost of the
jobs sustained {which will also need to take into account the costs of financing other Agreements used
by these fleat segments).

Securing the continued existence and competitiveness of the E17’s fisheries

The EC's Fisheries Partnership Agreement with Cape Verde has proved to be a useful instrument for
the EU fleet, with a moderate rate of licence uptake (58%). The resources targeted are highly
migratory and ifs movements are largely driven by oceanographic conditions. Fishing vessels must be
able to follow the resourcas wherever it is present i.e. in-the high seas as well as in the waters under
jurisdiction of Coastal States, and therefore have an access to all key EEZs. Cape Verde is particutarly
important since it is relatively accessible fo EU vessels operating from Canary Islends and the therian
Peninsula. The Agreement has therefore provided an important contribution to the. EU purse seine and
surface long line fleet activities in the Eastern Tropicat Aflantic, more so since in 2010 several Spanish
and French purse seine vessels have relocated and taken up the fishing opportunities presented to
reduce their exposure to piracy risic in Indian Ocean fisheries, With the exception of the pole and line
operators, whose activities are subject to negative economic pressures, the Agreement has been an
effective instrument to secure the regional presence of the EU fleet and contributed towards its
competitiveness (Objective b).

The parinership approaci

The partnership component of this fisheries agreement has been implemented and ah agreed policy
matrix is guiding the implementation of measures supported by funds from the Agreement,

Some limited steps have been made towards strengthened MCS, improved sanitary conditions, and
participation in regional fora, making a small incremental contribution to improved sustainability and
economic developmant of the Cape Verdean fishery sectoras a result of the Agreement (Objective ¢}.
The lack of progress in MCS is disappointing, and the Agreement has not contributed to further the EU
policy with regard to the elimination of 1UU fishing. There is a need for attention to this issue in any
future profocol. : e

However, with only cne Joint Committee (in June 2009) and three technical meetings between the
parties (in July 2007, March 2009 and April 2010} there have been some long gaps in policy dialogue.
A more assiduous attention to the policy dialogue by the parties could have helped to address some of
the areas where progress is limited. A lack of staff resources and time on the part of both parties was
the main feason for the under-performance of this element of the Agreement and both parties should
therefore re-assess their resource commitments in the context of any renewat of the Pretocol, ‘

Ensaring adequate sapply of fishery products for the EU market

Catch rates under the Agreement have been lower than expected, with overall only 52% of the
reference caiches taken by the EU fleel However, this is much better than under some other
Agresments {for example 16% in S&o Tomé e Principe). The average cbst per tonne to the EU of the
caiches made was EUR 209/fonne, representing about 12% of the ex vessel price of the fish.
According to Eurostat EU fish consumption in 2006 was nominally 40.8 million tonnes {production of
6.9 million and net imports of 3.9 millioh tonnes). This means that although it does contribute
disproportionate supplies of some species such as swordfish and shark, the Cape Verde FPA has
contributed a negligible proportion of the total fish supplied to the EU. The Agreement is not therefore
a particularly effective measure fof ensuring supplies to the EU'market (Objective d),

Overall coherence with CFP objectives

Overall the Agreement has made a positive coniribution to the furthering of CFP objectives. However it
represents only a small percentage of all EU fleet outputs (in terms of production, turnover, value-
added, employment and supply to the markef) and its coniribution, whilst positive and measurable, is
generally limited.
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5.11.2 EU integrated Maritime Policy \ @gﬁhﬁ
Cape Verde hes clear linkages with Macaronesia (being \E\'le grg gA

d@%m ekimity,
challenges faced have contributed to increasingly close politidal finkages. The.
is reflecting of the expression of the application of the Integratéd Ma olicy

including the Azores, Madeira and Canary islands). The gag

ipelagic islands
and ¢ hality of
an Cornmission
to the Atiantic Ocean

Region™ and it is clear that in this respact the EU has common Srests with Cape Verde in rélation to
the davelopment and security of same of lis Outermost Regions. It is this cormmon interest which has
given rise to the Special Partnership between the parties, Whilst the FPA Is only a small agreement
{relative to the dimensions of the Special Parthership, it only accounts for about 4% of the annualised
NIP expenditure}, it is however disproportionately important in that it deais with an important maritime

saector, with high empioyment dependency, and with opporiunities to deliv
development through value addition and trade. The FPA is therefore fully cohere
Maritime Policy of the EU. :

6 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
6.1 Conclusion
8.1.1 Relevance

EU objectives

er further economic
nt with the Integrated

The EU-Cape Verde FPA is one of five in the W. African region (the remaining being Mauritania, Cote

'Ivoire, Gabon, S40 Tomé and Principe and Guinea Bissau} and the regional deployment strategy of
the EU tuna fieets in this region requires the vessels to follow a migratery resource. The Agreemant
has therefore contributed to the regional activity in the Eastern Tropical Atlantic of the EU fleet. The
Agreement has-allowed EU vessels to have secure and long term access to fishing opportunities in the

waters of Cape Verde which may otherwise not be available with such a deg

Cape Verde Objectives

ree of certainty. The
Agreement may therefore pe considered to be relevant to the policy reeds of the European

Union.

At the same time the Agreement has allowed Cape Verde to derive greater ecohofnic benefit from the
resources which it does not have the capacity exploit fully, than alternative means of aliocating these
resources (fof example by private licences). The financial income generated from this resource makes

s useful, atthough not critical contribution, o Cape Verde, since it provides

some 0.3% of total

governinent investment funds. The confribution also provides an impartant source of funding for the
fisheries administration, with 100% of the EC's financial contribution allocated to the Directorate
General of Fisheries {although at the ime of writing not alt funds had been disbursed). This amount
accounted for about 24% the budgeted investment funds (which include budget allocations in the form
of donor funded projects). The Agreement Is therefore considered to be highly relevant to the
needs of the Cape Verde government, and especially so in relation to its fisheries fnvestment

programme

6.1.2 Effectiveness

Up to the end of 2008 the Fisheries Partnership Agieement with Cape Verde has supported the
deployment of an annual average of about 47 EU vessels (10 purse seiners, 27 surface longliners and

[

4 There is a public consultation until 15/10/2010 and the Commission has published a “Non-Paper on the ElU and

the Atlantic Ocean’, Europsan Commission , Directorate-General For Maritime

hitg'Jiec.guropa.eufﬂsheriesfpgrtnersféonsultallonslatlanﬂc ocean/non_paper_en.pdf

Affairs And Fisheries
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10 pole and line vessels) in the Cape Verde zone, with an overall rate’ licenees drawn of
51% for purse seiners, 56% for surface jonglinets and 84% for pole afng ling.vest els. The average
annual catches under the Agreement were 2610 tonnes valued at EUR 44 miflion with a value added
generated estimated at EUR 2.0 million/year, accruing fo the EU and ACP countries {in the form of
profits to operators and wages of EU and ACP crew including Cape Verdean, plus some benefits to
downstream processing of catch in canneries in Cote d'lvoire, Spain and France). The Agreement is
estimated to support the employment enboard of 260 EU nationals (and 113 Cape Verde nationals).
This accounts for 13% of the total EU nationals employed on EU vessels operating under Fisheries
Partnership Agreements but only 0.1% of the EU employment in fisheries.

About 14% of the value of the Agreement io the EU fleet is In the form of the purse seine fishing
opportunities and 86% due to the surface longline opportunities. Less than 1% of the value is derived
by the pole and line flieet. Overall some 80% of the Agreement is derived fo the Spanish feet. About
10% is derived by Poriugal in terms of longline catches. Before 2010 the benefits to French vessels
were limited to a small pole and line catch {0.1% of the value). However it is important to note a
slgnificant increase in the effectiveness of the Agreement from 2010, due to renewed interest In the
EEZ from French purse seine vessels. The Agreement is therefore expected to show doubling of
effectiveness of the purse seine opportunities in this year, which could potentially add 1200 tonnes of
fish and EUR 800,000 of annual benefits,

Fishing under the agreement with Cape Verde represents about 1% share of the total turnover of the
EU fleets under fishing agreements, but only 0.1% of the turnover of the EU fishing fleet. The EU
surface longline segment is rather more dependent on the EC-Cape Verde FPA, which {assuming an
average annual catch in the Atlantic of ¢.50,000 tonnes) accounts for some 9% of the revenues of this
fleet segment. Given that the Atiantic flest also used Cape Verde as an operational base, this segment
can regarded as being highly dependent on the Agreement.

The Agreement may be considered to have been an effective measure, supporting the EU
fisheries objectives of deployment of EU vessels, generating employment for FU and third country
nationals and generating supplies, albeit limited for the EU market.

6.1.3 Efficiency

Overall, for the EU, the Agreement had a moderately positive costbenefit ratfio of 3.6 {annual cost to
the EU and the EU fleet of EUR 0.54 million compared to an annual benefit of EUR 1.98 milfion). This
means that for every EUR spent on the Agreement from the EU side, EUR 3.6 are generated. The
ratio indicates that the Agreement has been a moderately efficient means of achieving the economic
benefits derived, aithough not as efficient as it could have been. The average catches taken were only
marginally more thiat half of those expressed in the reference quantity, which suggests that the EU has
overpald for about 2400 tonnes per year of unused fishing opportunities, (at a cost to e EU budget of
EUR 156,000 per year), This additional expenditure delivers no economic benefits to the EU fleet. This
suggests that if the Protocol is to be renewed, there should be some change of dimensions to account
for the under utilisation. However, the adjustment should also take into consideration recent changes
in demand from the French purse seine {increase) and pole line fleets (decrease due to withdrawal).

Comparison with access fees paid by other foreign operators inthe surface longline segment irdicates
that the EUR 100 per tonne negotiated by the EU is less than the price paid by Japanese operators
{reported to be US$17,500 / vesselyear). However, target species are genherally of lower value
{swardfishishark for EU operators, sashim! grade tuna for Asian operators). No data is available on the
terms of access of these vessels and it was not possible 10 assess whether there are any
discriminatory provisions in comparison to the Fisheries Partnership Agreement with the EU.

The main impact of ihe Agreement on Cape Verde has been that the Govemnment Revenue Account
has been credited with a financial amount averaging EUR. 545,700/year. Around 71% of this value is
contributed by the EU and the balance from the flest licence fee payments. There are some additional
economic benefits from employment on board and transhipments, which are in the region of EURD.84
miltion/year. However these are not fully linked to the Agreemenf, and some such benefits could be
expected fo be derived in any case even in the absence of the Agreement. The contribution of the
Agreement to the econamic development of Cape Verde Is rather limited {accounting at most for 0.1%
of GDP), and the Agreement cannot be considered to be an efficient tooi for helping Cape Verde to

meet its development policy objectives.
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objectives during the period covered by the evaluation. -@.‘ﬁa

6.1.4 Sustainability ! sl

Y s
e
Because of its fimited impact on overall catches of bigeye tuna, there is only a minimal risk of negative
impacts on this stock. With regard to other species where there is a degree of uncertainty regarding

stock conditions, and. i particular mako shark, the Agreerent contributes-an estimated 4% of the
catches, and therefore there is a risk that it contributes to a negative impact on sustainability.

Because of the doubts regarding the stock condition of these shark stocks, mako shark In particular, it
is not possible to state with certainty that the inclusion of these species within the Agreement is
sustainable in the longer term. More rigorous monitaring and additional research are required o
refiably assess the level of impacts on blue shark and make shark In particuiar. There are in addition
some cohcerns regarding the wider ecosystem impacis of the fisheries contained within the
Agreement, especially negative interactions of surface longlining with seablrd and turtle populations.
Again, there is @ need to strengthen the monitoring of EU vessels in this reéspect.

As far as can be ascertained all of the fishing dperations conducted under the Agresment comply with
e management recommendations of ICCAT and the corresponding measures implemented by EY
legislation. However there are reservations regarding compliance by EU vessels with repotting
requirements specified in the Protocol. There is clear evidence of non-declaration {in particular by the
pole and line segment in 2008 and 2009). Subject to these reservations, the Agreement may be
considered to be in ling with the principies of responsible fisheries.

The Agresment, through its support for the development of policy framework for sustainable fisheries
in Cape Verde, was expected to have made a significant contribution in the areas of fisheries
management and controls. However, until now progress in these areas has been rather limited, and
the Agreement has only made a weak contribution to improved sustainability of the Cape Verdean
fisherias.

6.1.5 Partnership elements

The partnership component of this fisheries agreement has been Implemented and a draft policy
matrix Is guiding the implementation of measures supported by funds from the Agreement. However,
the parties have only had one joint committee and three technical rmeétings dutihg the course of the
Protocol and there have been some fong gaps in policy dialogue which has meant that the parties
have not addressed areas of limited progress in implementation of the matrix. Policy development by
ihe DGP has not been helped by two changes of parent Ministry, in 2006 and then agaln in 2008. The
Tmatrix of measures was not adopted until two years after the commencement of the protocol.

Furthermore, this study raised doubts about the relevance of some of the measures adopled within the
partnership framework. In the absence of a coherent and validated fisheries policy to guide

development and Investment, the design of the measures (to ensure that they are based on a proper
assessment of needs) becomes important, The parties have not paid sufficient attenfion to a proper
analysis and design of the measures with the result that in some areas they have been over-ambitious
{for example implementation of marine patrols when thera is no established MCS function in the DGP)
and have missed opportunities in other areas (for example fo strengthen shore based port state
controls). More regular and focused meetings between 'the parties supported by technical assistance
for preparation of a more realistic set of measures would have helped to obtain a more sustainable
outcome.

Because of the daiay in thelr promulgation, the infrequent commiunication and the poor design of some
of the measures, the partnership approach has not been implemented as effectively as it could have
been. It is however recognised that the dimensions of the Agreement mitigate against the commitment
of significant management resources. Any future set of wieasures should establish as a priority the
adoption of a sustainable fisheries policy by the Government of Cape Verde.

Furthermore, the European Union is a development partnier of Cape Verde participating in national
and regional indicative programmes which allocate European Development Fund resources o the
partner country. The Action Plan under the Special Partnership, funded by the NIP, foresees support
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for the strengthened ‘Management of natural reso rc@ hoiudin %ﬁt{ﬂ of thelNational
Environmental Action Plan (PANA) and ocean pollution aducl rﬁ?}% i3 missed gppottunity to
use EDF resources, within the frame of the Action Ri2 fress the guistafding need for
institutional strengthening of the fisheries administration (ksBecially in fisherigs MCS), to allow Cape

Verde to defive greater benefits from the FPA approach {and espeGially so given the focus of the
GPRSP on the marine sector). '

6.1.6 Compliance with the Protocol

There s concern regarding the weak or non-existent application of some parts of the Profocal. it
appears that reporting conditions imposed on EU vessels set out under the Agreement are not always
met. There are inconsistencies in, the system of entry and exit reporting, and claimed delays or non-
existent submission of caich reports by vessels. The Cape Verde authorities are not always well
organised in these respects (fof example traceability of record keeping} and although there is no
evidence other than anecdotal, some EU vessels do appear to be failing to operate in compliance with
the Protocol. This could also be considered in terms of a more rigorous approach by Member States to
compliance with the Protocol conditions, as required in Council Regulation (EC) No 1008/2008 of 29
September 2008 conceming authorisations for fishing activities of EU fishing vessels outside EU
waters and the access of third country vessels fo EU waters. It alsa will be atdressed by the propdsed
investment in a satellite VMS system to track vessels on entry {o the EEZ.

It is also of concam that no observers have been mobilised on EU vessels during the course of the
protocol. This is due to the lack of a trained corps of observers, and there is a need for the Cape
Verdean authorities to address this by the allocation of adequate resources.

6.1.7 Overall conclusion

Despite concems regarding its efficiency, the Fisheries Partnership Agreement has proved to be
highly relevant fo the Common Fisheries Policy (since it provides access fo fishing opportunities for
EU vessels, supporting their regional presence Eastern Tropical Atlantic) with associated (albeit
modest) financial and economic benefits to the EU. It is relevant to the fisheries policy of Cape Veide
since it provides financial means for implementation of Important measures (although these have not
been effectively implemented in the cuitent protocol). In addition, the Agreement has allowed the EU
to maintain a poficy dialogue with the Cape Verde Authorities, with a view to promoting responsible
fishing, although again, this has not delivered meaningful outtomesasyet.” - <7 '

in conclusion, although there are concerns regarding the efficiency of the Agreement and the
effectiveness so far of the partnership componeit, it has proved overall to be a useful tool for
furthering the mutual policy objectives of the parties. Howevet, 1t is also clear that the Agreement has
performed below eXpectation in several important respects.

6.2 Recommendations

8.2.1 Interest in continuation of the current agreement

From the perspective of the European tunz operators, there is a strong interest to keep access fo the
EEZ of Cape Verde as pait of a sub-regional network of fisheries agreements.

o With regard to the EU purse seine fleet, whilst the Agreement does not contribute a large
proportian of their catches (c.1%), the availability of access to the EEZ of Cape Verde can
prove useful when fish concentrates in this region. This Agreement is complementary to the
FPAs which the EU has concluded with Guinea Bissau and Cote d'lvoire, since together they
provide a range of options with regard to fishing opportunities for migratory resources in
Eastern Tropical Atlantic. I -addition the threat of piracy in the Indian Oc¢éan has fead fo a
decrease In fishing opportunities in this region. There is avidence from fleet stakeholders of a
significant increased interest in the Eastern Tropical Atlantic in 2010.

o Concerning the surface long line fleel segment, the Agreement contributes about 9% of their
revenues and is therefore forms an important part of their regional operations. The good
quality deep sea port facilities, and in future improved port cold storage and transhipment
faciliies all create important Incentives which contribite to the use of Cape Verde as a
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regional fisheries base for the EU's surface long jne fleet, f itates utilisgtion of,
and increases interest in, the FPA. The access §f o tw and the
presence of onshore processing capacity has not o¥ara lowed the Gn of any linkages
between the EU fieet and processing, bul due t‘Wm plans for one of the
processing establishments there s clear interest fro operators in this possibility, which
would further Interest in maintaining the Agreement.

Fisherias Partnarship Agreement FPA 2006/20

o Concerning the EU pole and line vessels relay on the Agreement for sbout 1-2% of the
catches, but it is important to note that these are relatively high vaiue compared to caiches
from other regions. The Cape Verde EEZ therefore has a disproportionate importance which
increasas interest in the Agreement. These vessels operate from a base in Dakar, and have a
limited range of operations; the proximity of Gape Verde, combined with high value catches,
are impottant reasons far a strong interest in the continuation of the Agreement.

Overall, from the EU fleet operators there is therefore & very strong interest 1o keep access
possibilities in the waters of Cape Verde.

From the perspective of the European Union, there is also an interest to maintain a refationship in the
fisheries sector with Cape Verda:

s The Agreement has generated employment for EU fishers, helped to secure the presence of
the EU fieet in the region, and has delivered supplies of fish to the EU market. it has also
implemented a partnership approach, which has potential to support the development of
sustainable fisheries in Cape Verde. in particular measures fo strengthen fisheries controls will
assist the EU policy in relation to 1UU fishing {end in particular in the implementation of EU
Regulation 1005/2008 on measures ta eliminate IUU fishing). Although there are some
concerns regarding sustainability of some aspects, these have better chance of being
resolved within the frame of an Agreement than witheut. The Agreement may therefore be
cansidered o be coherent with the common fisheries policy of the European Union,

« European Union has entered into a Special Parnership with Cape Verde, being a Paripheral
Region Nation which has much in cormon with the EUs Macaronesian region. The Fisheries
Agreement furthers the aims of the Spedial Partnership in relation fo streigthening economic
reglonat integration, supporting development and improved governance. The Fisheries and
Special Partnership Agreements are therefore fully coherent, and support each.other.

« The EU launched its integrated maritime policy in 2009, and in 2010 has launched a
consultation on its application in the Atlantic region. The consultation docurment gpecifically
mentions Macaronesia in the context of Maritime Policy. The FPA, which promotes integration
and improved governance n an important maritime sector . {with high employment
dependency, and with opportunities to deliver further economic development through value
addition and frade), helps to further the aims of the application of the Maritime Policy in the:
Atlantic region. :

» The Green Paper on the reform of the Common Fishery Policy* emphasises that regional
forms of cooperation should be explored as a means of better achleving sustainability beyond
EU waters. The participation of Cape Verde in CSRP with three other members with current
FPA's suggests there may be an opportunity in the longer tarm for the Eurcpean Union to
conclude regional arrangements in line with the ideas promoted in the Green Paper. The EU
therefore kas an interest to malntain its current Telationships with Cape Verde as weli as with
other countries in the region to prepare for such a possibility. The Agreement also supports
Cape Verde's participation in ICCAT, In which it is a partner with the EU.

The Authorities of Cape Verde also have an Interest to conclude a new Protocol to the Fisherles
Partnership Agreement with the EC: '

4+ COM{[2009) 163-adopted by the Commission on 22.4.2009

Final Report - page 83




£

B
et

A

' [N PEBA 280G
POV

L agiEs
» Cape Verds needs foreign exchange reserves to maindaipriré 8 mic stabilif
as to support Gavernment investment expenditure. Dyri ]
small but finite contribution of 0.3% of total Government investmept-expenditure, about 1.6%
of investment expenditwe in agriculture and fisherie out 24% of the Investment
expenditure in fisheries (taking account of nationat and donors sources of investment). in fact

the budgetary contribution in fisheries is clearly greater as 33% of the budget lines. represent
non-fungible donor supported projects, whereas the FPA income is liguid.

Fisheries Partnership Agreement FPA 2006/20

s Cape Verde is 2 member of the regionat fisheries body CSRP, which has recently undergone
a sighificant resfructuring foliowing an organisational and financial audit applied &s a pre-
condition to launich of an EDF intervention project. The CSRP is preparing a strategic plan
which wilt focus on the objective of the harmonisation of fisheries legislation, greater
coordination on measures for sustainable fisheries, and regional fisheries management of
some migratory or straddiing stocks. Continuation of the FPA can help to support Cape
Verde's participation in this body.

« Cape Verdean processors suffer from a shoriage of raw material from national fisheries and in
order fo raintain operations have had to resort to impart of fishery products from both the EU
and non-originating sources {under a derogation granted by the EU). Until now there has been
no development of exports of fish caught under the Agreement from Gape Verde, but this
would greatly enhance the value addition gained by Cape Verde from its flshery sector. ltisin
Cape YVerde's interest to maintain the Agreement and explore ways to fink EU vessels to shore
based pracessing aciivities.

s Followirig inspection by DG SANCO of the Furopean Gommission in 2009 which found
“significant shortcomings” in sanitary controls on exports of fishery products to the EU, the
Competfent Authority has employed FP funds fo undertake the necessary investmenis and
upgrades. to the conirol systems and kaboratories, to ensure compiiance with EU regutations
852/2004. 863/2004 and 854/2004. Although the DGP is recelving -assistance from donors in
this respect, additional budgetary funds will be necessary In future for the implementation of
upgraded controls, The FPA support measures will continue to be useful in this respect,

In conclusion, it appears that there is a strong interest from the parties to prolong the fisheries
partnership between Cape Verde and the European Union. The parties are therefore recommended to
conclude a new protacol. : R

6.2.2 Recommendations regarding the partnership approach

Ta ensure that the support measures are relevant and appropriate to the needs, the mafrix of support
measures should be revised. They should be programmed within the context of an updated and
validated natlonal fisheries poliey framework. The parties are recommended fo Include the
development and adoption of such a policy framework as the primary measure within a new matrix of
support measures. )

Given the limited capacity of the Cape Verde fisheries administration in policy programming and
planning, the European Commission is recommended to support this process with a programme of
lechnical assistance, under the provisions of the Nationaf indicative Programme.

‘In future, both parties are recommended {o ensure that there is an adequate commitment of staff time
and resources fo ensure that partnership elements are implemented effectively (through more frequent
meetings, regular monitoring and communications on progress indicators).

6.2...3 What duration?

The current protocol under the Fisheries Parfnership Agreement with Cape Verde ends its nominal &
year term on 31 August 2011, The parties may wish to consider concluding a new protocol for a similar
term.
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6.2.4 What fishing capacity?

it is recommended that any future protoco! should seek o 0
hetween the value of fishing rights negotiated and the likely ut isatio sfing opportunities. The
adjustment of fishing opportunities in terrns of numbers of licenc ould take into account the most
recent (2010) changes in demand, as follows:

» With regard fo the funa purse seine segment, the current provision of 25 licences appears to
be satisfactory for the time being, given the increase in the number drawn in 2010 (84%) and
the continuation of the piracy lssue in the Indian Ocean. Such & level of licences would be
within the fishing capacity limits set by ICCAT and comply with the principles of responsible
flshing. To accommodate the possibility of additional vessels transferring to the Atlantic fishery
it is proposed that the protocol shouid accommodate & means for additional PS licences o be
drawn.

« In relation to the pole and line fieet segments, the permanent withdrawal of 3 French flagged
vessels means that the number of licences may be reduced to 8.

« With regard to the surface longline segment, the continued provision of 48 licences appears to
be excessive, with a maximum of only 28 being drawn in any one year. The number provided
in the agreement could be reduced.

This approach fetains the Agreement, which is clearly in the strategic interesis of both parties and the
EU fieet, ensures the continuation of the policy dialogue in which the parties have engaged, provides
for a.more efficient use of EU funds without impacting on the opportunities available o EU operators
and ensures a continuation of financial support for Implementation of fisheries policy measures by tha
Cape Verdean authorifies.

Under the Protocol the fishing opportunities are provided for “highty migratary species”‘” and the
reference tonnage is presently expressed in ferms of a proxy of tonnes of noh-specific tuna, for both
purse seine and the surface longline segments. Whist three species of tunas are indeed the pritary
target species for the purse seine segment, the main target species for the EU surface longtiners are
swordfish and several species of shark (inctuding mako shark and hiue shark). ICCAT requirements
catch reporting specifications with regard to sharks have been significantly modified since the
Agreement was established (they were previously aggregated with-“miscellaneous figh'). These new
seporting reguirements should be implemented in any new Protocol to ensure that it remains coherent
with the European Union Action Plan for the Consetvation and Management of Sharks™, which siates
as a primary objective “fo have reliable and detailed species-specific quantitative and biological data
on catches and landings as well as trade data for high and medium priority fisheries".

6.2.5 What contribution?

In late 2009 and early 2010 the price of tuna has fallen from a 2008 peak. The curtent standard
compensation rate of EUR 100 per fonne of tuna therefore may be regarded as fair compared to rates
paid by other fishing interests. -

6.2.6 What access conditions should be applied?

The main conditions listed in the Annex to the current broto’cot should remain the same, in particular
the procedyral conditions for the issue of licences, )

“ ps defined In Annex 1 of the 1982 United Nations Gorvention on the Law of the Sea
% Communicalion From The Commission To The European Parfiament And he Councll, On a Europgan Community Action
Plan for the Conservation and Management of Shatks, COM(2009) 40 finaf, Commission Of The Eurcpean Communities,

Brussels, 5.2.2009
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There is concern that the reporting conditions imposed on EY vesSels set out @_ Bgreement
may not always be met, and that these conditions are not en rcedﬁgﬁ D authaorities. . This
has been a source of dissatisfaction fo the authorifies. The long té? > n is the imple! tion of
fhe satellite VMS by the Cape Verde authorities, but in the mean ile another Anism is required,
for example, by communicating to the Cape Verde authorities} th ite VMS alerts regarding
entry/exit of an EU vessel into the Cape Verde EEZ to allow a cro§s-check with radio reports received
and appropriate sanctions to be applied for non-compliance. Such an approach wouid be entirely
coherent with the EU's recent measures to counter IUU fishing.

Regarding the lack of implementation of the observer provisions and the development of the fisheries
MCS capacily, there is lithe more that can be done in terms of the Protocol. However, it is
recommended that Parties should address the establishment of a dedicated MCS function in the DGP,
and the re-creation of the ohserver corps within the revised matrix of policy support measures. it is
recoramended that the fisheries MCS functions also include the remit for port state and import
controls, since both provide important opportunities for cross checks to identify and control 1UU fishing.

The implementation of the partnership element of the Agreement has been timited by the insufficient
level of contact and communication between the parties. The Joint Commiitiee is recommended o
meet at Ieast oncelyéar. The Commission is recommendad to support the effective use of the
Agreement by the Cape Verde authorities by providing technical assistance for building capapcity in
fisheries policy and planning.

Finally a future protocot should include the application to the EU fleet of the recently agreed measures
by the Parties to ICCAT. This includes the revised ICCAT catch recording forms which indicates the
shark catchés by species and the minimum size fimit for swardfish of 125 cm (15% tolerance) or 119
cm {zero tolerance). The next protocot should make therefore specific reference to these measures or
state that additional conservation and managetnent measures agreed by ICCAT should be followed.

6.2.7 Regional Fisheries Integration

It is in the interests of the EU and Cape Verde for the latter party to deepen the reglonal integration of
its fishery sector by pariicipating in relevant fisheries organisations. This study has indicated that there
may be a potential that future Protocols negotiated by the EU-with the four GSRP Member States
which have EPAs with the EU, could include provision for direct transfer fo CSRP of an element of the
financial contripution aliocated to the policy support measures. The proposed adoption by the CSRP
Council of Ministers of a strategic plan with budgeted policy measures would atlow the’ direct allocation
of FPA finance by the European Union to & budgetary support programme in favour of the CSRP
(within the frame of a Regional FPA).

The amount. of payment could at first be equivalent to the membership fees (In the case of Cape
Veerde, this is about EUR 50,000/year), but it could be increased in line with Members wishes to
support CSRP measures. Separate FPA elements could also, if CSRP and Member States agreed, be
linked fo the CSRP counterpart finance. of the MCS missions to be implemented under the EDF MCS
programme, thus ensuring a good level of coherence between fisheries and development policies in
pursuit of their comman interest in reducing IUY fishing. '

In addition, the adoption of this model would reduce the reliance of CBRP on donor funding, solve, or
at least reduce, the problem of arrears in paymernt of- membership fees and contribute, at least
partially, to its longer term sustainability. it would also ensure some external moniforing of progress as
a condition of the budgetary support and thus further strengthen governance of the CSRP. The
prospect of a Regional FPA has already been considered by thie CSRP Council of Ministers, which
has requested the executive secrefary to investigate the possibility. There seem to be considerable
synergies across development, fisheries and maritime policy agendas to be gained from such an
atrangerment, and the European Union, along with FPA Partner Governments in the region, is
recommended fo investigate this prospect in more detail.
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ANNEX 1: PERSONS CONSULTED

Name Organtzation
Ly
Adalberio Vieira Direccio Geral das Pescas adalberto.vieira@goveov.gov.cv
- Director Geral
Alberto Martin Spanish Technical amartin@cetmar.org
Cooperational — Projecto
Pesca Artesanal
Anibal Medina PRAO — Coordenador anibal.medina@indp.gov.cv
Nacional
Anna Desk officer for Cape Verde
Manoussopouloy & Guinea Bissau DG MARE,
European Comimission, DG
MARE, Unit B3
Antonio Blanco FRESCOMAR UBAGO ablanco@ubagogroup.com

GROUP - Adminisirador

Anténio Cabral Secretario Geral, ADAP] adapl.pescas@rnail.telepac.pt
- {PRT)
Anténio Cabral Secretarioc Geral, ADAP!
(PRT)
Antonio Duarte Guarda Costeira — Tenente tuinga? @yahoo.com
Monteiro Coronel
Carlos Ferreira INDP - Director for carlos.d.santos@indp.gov.cv
Santos Fisheties Promotion and .
Davelopment o ) T
Dantel Lobo Director Informatica — DG daniell@mfalf.gov.cv.
Alfandegas
Dantas Teixeira Director Gerente, AAPABA
(PRT}
Dominigue Clasys Programme Assistant —

External Relations, DG
MARE, Eurapean
Gommission, DG MARE,
Unit B2

Edelmiro Ulioa Alonso

Resp. Acuerdos de Pesca;’ || -

ARVI (ESP)

Eric Lunel

Delegacso de Miss&o, EU
Delegation, Dakar

ericlunel@ec.europa.eu

Humbertb Jofge

Director Gerente,
ORCENTRO {FRT)

opeeniro, hjorge@mail.telepac.pt‘

J. Gonzalez-Ducay

Desk officer far Cape Verde
& Guinea Bissay, DG DEV

José A, Lima

LIMAGE ~ Gerente

limagesv@cvielecor.cy
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Juan Pablo Rodriguez | Director Gerente, ANABAC Jua pablo@anab
(ESP) #_,,,aﬁ-ﬂf?‘“
Juan Pedro Resp. Acuerdos de Pesca, opagac@arrakis.es
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ANNEX 2: SUB-REGIONAL FISHERIES @ECLA%%L LT
COMMISSION (CSRP) I
Introduction )

The Sub-Reglonal Fisheries Commission (refetred to here as CSRP, under its

French acronym

Commission Sous-Régionale das Péches) is an International Organisation, linked to, but independent
from, FAO. Created in 1985, the CSRP has 7 Member States: Cape Verds, Gambia, Guinea, Guinea-

Bissau, Mauritania, Senegal and Sterra Leche. The CSRP is an-advisory body only.

Constitution

The permanent secrefariat is-in charge of implementing decisions made by the Ministerial Conference.
lts director is the Permanent Secretary named for a period of 4 years, renewablg one time only. The
core budget of the permanent secretariat originates from contribution from the Member States, with
additional external funding provided by donors on a project basis. The headquarters of the Permanent

Secretariat are in Dakar.

The Coordinating Committee is the technical and consultative body in charge of monitoring the
implementation of the Ministers. The Ministerial Conference is the main decision-making body. It is
composed by the Ministers in charge of fishieries of each Member State. The presidency of the
conference changes every fwo years. The Conference meets at least every two years as well to define
the work programme of the organisation and to vote the core budget available fo the permanent
secretariat. It is customary for CSRP fo organise an extraordinary meeting every other year to monitor

progresses and budget uptake. The cinrent presidency Is exercised by Cap Verde.

Gambia will iake

over end of 2010 after the regular meeting of Ministers scheduled to take place next October 2010.

Objectives and strategy

The general objectives of the CSRP as per its founding detare: -

« To harmonise common policies for conservation and exploitation of fisherles resources in the

sub-reglon . .
» The adoption of common strategies in international fora

« To develop sub-regional cooperation for fisheries monitoring, control and surveillance

« To develop Member State capacity for fisheries research in the sub-region.

in 2001, the Ministerial Conference adopted a 2002-2040 strategic action plan for CSRP. The plan is

devetoped around 5 main axes of intervention, summarised below:

1. Fisheries management’ concerted action plans for fisheties management in pariicutar for

shared fisheries, improved management of fishing capacities In the region,
a common framework for regulation of access and aliocation of fishing

implementation of
rights on shared

fisheries, definition of a concerted framework for -negotiation of fishing agreements,

management of fragile ecosystems and species

Information on fisheries: promote the creation and the diffusion of a
information system, ensure fisheries data are caltected on a regular basis

U

Research: improved research on shared species incliding regular assessment of the status of
these stocks and definition of a TAC, coordinate research strategies of Mernber States

MCS: strengthen UCOS capacities, create and maintain a register of fishing vessels active in
the region, organise joint control operations, generalise observers onboard fishing vessels

regional fisheries

Institutional and legal aspects; adapt tegal frameworks of the Member States to take info

consideration international hard and soft laws, harmonise Membier Siates legislation on

access, technical measures, attribution of fiag, chartering, strengthen
Member States and intetnational management organisations.

cooperation with
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Activities and achievemenis

The main achievements of the CSRP include so far {}%CL ///

e The conclusion of a Convention determining the minimal cofditions tacc’é’sﬁ the EEZ of
the Member States (1993)
The Convention of sub-regional cooperation for the right of hot-pursuit (1993)
A Protocol defining the modalities of coordination of surveillance activifies of Member States in
application of the convention above {1993) with further negotiations of bilateral ap plication
protocols

« Adoption of rules on the marking of fishing vessels and the status of observers onboard the
vessels

« The successful coordination of two successive MCS projects funded by Lux Development
This project led fo the creation in 1995 of a coordination unit for implementation of regionat
MCS activities in Gambia (UCOS). After the end of the project in. 2003, the UCOS unit was
integrated to CSRP as a decentralised unit.

The main recent achievements of CSRP consist in ihe adoption by all Member States of a national
adaptation of a Sub-Regional plan of action to manage shark populations, on the modet of the
International Plan of Action promoted by FAD.

Restructuring of CSRP in 2007

in 2008, the EU earmarked Regional EDF funding for two farge projects of € 5 million each to be
coordinated by CSRP. One of these projects concerned sirengthening of operational MCS capacities
on the mode! of the projects funded by Lux Development untii 2002. The other project {AGPAQ)} was
addressed the strengthening of fisheries management capacities of the Member States.

EDF funding was subject to several conditions, One of the most important was related to the
governance of the CSRP. [t had been clear to donors that.the CSRP had only limited capacity for

implementation of donor funded projects, and lacked the capacity to absorb assistance itself. This was
widely recognised by several key interested donors as a constraint on the development of regional
approaches to fisheries management. The EU supported -the realisation. of an administrative and
financial external audit of CSRP by independent audltors. The audit'was realised over 2007 under EU
funding. It found several important areas of dysfunction, especially in relation to organisation structure
and functions, financial accounting systems, and procurement procedures, Overali it recognised a lack
of sufficiendy skiled human resources to fuifil its mandate. The audit recommendations were
presented during the 2007 extraordinary meeting of the Minister Conference in Dakar, who endorsed
most of the recommendations. Following this conference the CSRP implemented in 2008 an important
structural reform of the Permanent Secretariat including: :

« Restructuring of the financial and administrative services including a separation of accounting
services and procurement services :

e Creation of three new departments: harmonisation of policies and legisiation; research and
Information systems, monitoring control and surveillance '

« Creation of a service in charge of human resources S
Creation of a service in charge of communication-and public relations

This restructuring was supported by GTZ (German Technical Cooperation) which had been providing
assistance to CSRP for mstitutional capacity building since 2004, including the services of a fulltime
technical adviser®™. The work involved the definition of specific policies, and the implementation of a
new structure. The technical functions were divided into three departments: harmonisation of polices
and legisiation b) fisheries ‘research and information systems and ¢) surveitlance. Separate suppoart
functions were also defined; finance, procurement, human resources and comununication. The new

 The (3TZ assistance, implemented by GOPA, Has recently been extended untif mid- 2042
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structure and staffing plan was adopted by the Conference of Mrkts%@%u igo meeting. The }
resulting organisation structure is shown in Figure 1. i

Fisheries Parinership Agreement FPA 2006/20

Figure 1: Organisation structure of the CSRP, 2009 [
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A new manual of administrative procedures was adopted (now also approved by the Worid Bank and
partly by the AFD — Assistance de France). Importantly, salaries were aligned fo the UN scale and
brought up to international levels. Six new senior staff were recruited in 2009 and earfy 2010 to head
the new technical and administrative departments. Two of these positions are provisionally funded. by
the World Bank and the AFD. The total number of permanent senlor staff- which -was.only 5 In 2008,
increased to 10 in 2009. All senior posts, with the excépfion of the MCS Director, are now fitled.

The rnew structure and improved governance and capacity has paved the way for the re-engagement
of donors. A humber of projects have been launched, and the EDF intervention is also due to start in
2010. See below for a descripfion of the donor projects in which the CSRP is an implementation
partner). As a result the senior full time staff are supplemented by, at present, 7 expatriates who are
assigned on specific donor funded projects.

Current activities

The current activities of CSRP follow the lines drawn by the 2002-2010 strategic work plan. Since
2007, considerable external Inlernational donor assistance has been secured fo support the
development of the various actions detailed In the strategic plan. The interest of Donors in CSRP is
rather new and can be related to the structural reforms starfed in 2007.

" The following table shows the main projects goordinated by CSRP with indications on the
corraspondence with the CSRP strategic plan. EU Member States aid Include German support (GTZ}
to institutional strengthening of CSRP, Netherlands support (DGIS) for iesearch and management of
shared small pelagic stocks and French support (AFD) to co-management strategies and integration
of MPAs in fisherles managemerit. Other major donors includes the World Bank through the PRAD
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project with a budget as high as € 42 million between 2010 and
improvement of fisheries management capacities, including MCS gperation
Régional de Conservation de fa zone Cofiére) is a joint initiative of-
FiBA) supported by own fund

Gurrent activities of PRCM with CSRP jnclude support to the preparation a

DRk

ASSIFIED

is project focuses o
s. The P

interrEtional NGOs (JUCN, WWF,
s or funds granted by other international foundations and governments.

nd the implementation of a

sub-regional plan of action to preserve shar

ks and support to fisheries management (regulation of

strategies). The Spanish cooperafion

access, cansideration of fisheries in the poverty reduction
(AECID) and the Dutch cooperation (DGIS) are financial contributors to this programme. As shown in

the table, there is'a degree of overlap in some of these projects.

7 The hudget suppoiting PRAO-is a loan from the World Bank fo the States concerned, confrary to other extermnal support which
are grants
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EDF support for the CSRP ; QTEIRD

" | DECLASSIFIEY
The Eurcpean Union is one of the donors supporiing the CSRP, with alprogramme to ",S*tre.ngtheninrg(_w_.fg
regional cooperation for the monitoring controt and surveillance of fisheri?s acﬁy_i,t_i,es.mﬁﬂam Zane of
the Sub Reglonal Fisheries Commission (CSRP)". The programme is supporied by the 9" Regional
EDF for West Africa. The Financing Agreement was signed between the Commission on the 13
December 2006 and the UEMOA on the 21 June 2007. The project duration foreseen was originally
four years. Programme vaiue is EUR 7.29 million, of which EUR 6 million Is to be contributed by the

=0
The overall objective of the programme is to =contribute io the economic and social development of the

Member States of the CSRF through a rational exploitation of their marine rosotrces”. The specific
objective Is the “reduction of 1UU fishing practices within the EEZs of the Wember States of CSRF”,

Fisheries Partnership Agreerent FPA 2006/20

The expected results are:

o Strengthening the institutional capacities of CSRP for management and ceordination in the
area of MCS of fisheries activities

o Effective use of the sub-regional structures for the MCS of fisheries activitles for the
implementation of coordinated aeriat and marine operations by UCOS

o The creation of conditions for the perpetuation and assumption of financial responsibility for
the activitles of fisheries MCS at the level of the CSRP

The project will support the impiementation of several MCS campaigns in the EEZs of the Member
States, as well as capacity building for the MCS depariment of the CSRP and UCOS. The activities
will be coordinated by a technical assistance service contract, with fwo full time technical assistants to
be based in the CSRP for thres years, along with some short term inputs. Sixteen MCS missiohs are
planned and wilt be implemented by UGCOS in Gambia, which will establish contracts with appropriate
providers of the maritime and aerial services, in collaboration with the services of the Member States.
These missions will be subject to a protocal between the CSRP and the EU Delegation in Dakar,
which will release e funds in tranches subject fo safisfactory progress and reporting on
disbursements. The project will be managed by Sfeering Committes, ¢o-chaired by the EU delegation
in Dakar and the Permanent Secretary of the CSRP, and comiprising representatives of UCOS,
UEMOA and the technical assistance project Team Leader. The budget structure of the programrmie is

shown in the Table below:
Preconditions were established in the Financing Agreement, the key ones being that:
o CSRP be subject to an organisation, financial and adrninistrative audit {as described above)

o CSRP member states paid arrears of membership fees and adopted a protocol with the EU
setting out the commitments to maintain these payments.

o CSRP undertake to cooperate fully in the implementatiori of surveiilance activities and
prosecution of infractions detected o ‘ :

The project was originally planned to start in 2009. However launch was delayed by fhe Cormmission
until the above conditions were in place. The original launch of the service contract for the technical
assistance programime was cancelled. It was fe-launched in 2010, and is currently subject to tender
(EuropeAid/127090/C/SER/SN). However, due to the EDF rules, the project must be completed by
end of 2013, and the implementation period has therefore been reduced to three years (with a
corresponding reduction in the number of surveillance missions). ‘The contract is expected to be
signed and activities faunched before the end of 2010.
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Table 2: Budget structure for the EDF Regional MCS Programme for the ‘,Q%R&%%’gﬁﬁg =5y "‘1‘
Budget item \\‘ B Amount ..«-w-f‘"“
\ R
Training, missions, study tours, commurtications 7 1,900,00
MCS surveillance operations via UCOS 2,320,000
Technical assistance 980,000
Audits and evaluations 400,000
Contingencies . 300,000
Total EDF §,000,600
CSRP/JCOS budget from Member States 1,138,000
Operational costs for joint surveillance missions 1,155,000
Total CSRP member States 2,292,279
TOTAL 7,292, 279

Financial sustainability of CSRP

‘The care budget of CSRP is voted by the Ministerial Conference. This hudget covers the salaries of
permanent staff, running expenses, as well as specific project expenses. In 2008, the core budget of
CSRP was USD 594,000, The core budget is paid by the' Member States, with the three largest
countrles {(Mauritania, Senegal and Guinea) supporting 20% each, and the four smallest countries
(Gape Verde, Gambia, Guinea Bissau and Sierra Leone) supporting 10% each, The breakdown is
shown in Table 3 ‘ T

Table 3: Budgeted income of the CSRP in 2006

Member State % Amount USD
Cape Verde 10 59,368
Gambia 10 58,368
Guinea | 20 118,736
Guinea Bissau 10 - ' . .59.368
Mauritania 20 .. 118736}
Senegal 20 © 118,736
Sierra Leone 10 50,368
TOTAL 100 593,680

However, the income has not always been available, since several Member States have tegularly
failed. to pay thelr annual fees on fime {although CSRP in recent years has always managed to pay
staff salaries). The situation in mid-2008, at which time the CSRP budget was in owed US$ 1.35
trilion is shown below in Table 4.
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Table 4: Member State arrears in annual fees due to CSRP, 2001 E}h

!

Member Stato | Amount | Ameutt e | Contibutions. L N R b \
31.12.2005 |duefor2006 |to paid in 2006 |at 16.06.2006 |at16.06.2006

Cape Verde 154,305 59,368 213,673
Gambia 167,113 59,368 226,181
Guinea 229,679 118,736 348,415
Guinea Bigsau 245,162 69,368 304,530
Mauritania 126,183 118,738 345,869 0 100,950
Senegal 29,787 118,736 | 148,523
Sierra Leone 51,368 59,368 110,726
TOTAL 1,003,587 593,680 345,869 1,352,048 100,950

Total current arrears are estimated at still over US$ 1 milion. Whilst Senegal and Mauritania have
usually paid their fees, Sierra Leone has not paid for several years. Guinea Bissau was several years
in arrears until 2009, Cabo Verde (current president) is paid up at present,

Where Members have a Fisheries Partnership Agresment with the EU there is potential for the
- associated agreed matrix of policy support measures to include the payment of membership fees of
international fisheries organisations. This provides an improved likelihood that fees will everitually be
paid. Both the Cape Verde and Guinea Bissau FPAs foresee the payment of membership fees for
CSRP as a policy measure supporied by the Agreement. I fact, FPA funds allowed Guinea Blssau to
pay arrears of EUR 198,500 fo GSRP in 2009, which had ‘a2 major impact on its operational
effectiveness in that year. '

in futire CSRP income will also be supplemented by an agreement by the World Bank and the
Member, which states that 2% of the Joan finance disbursed under the PRAD project, {which beneflts
CSRP Members Cape Verde, Senegal and Sierra Leone) may be remitted to the CSRP, With a total
project cost (for four countries including Liberia) of US$ 46.3 miliion, this potentially provides an
estimated income for CSRP of about US$ 140,000 per year between 2010 and 2014. '

The CSRP budget is supplemented by international Donor Assistance, in respect of specific projects.
This income helps o support CSRP in two ways, Firstly as an implementing body there is an element
of the project budget which contributes o overheads and management costs. This may be in the
region of a financial payment (8-16% depending on the financing agreement) or, where donor rules do
not atlow the payment of a management fee, the support is provided in kind {for example aperation of
vehlcles, supply of generator and fuel have both been used). Either way, the effect is to support the
fixed overhead costs of the CSRP. S o ’ '

_Secondly, the aims of the project may be in line with the work of CSRP, in terms of improved regional
fisheries management. In such c¢ases (which are not necessarily all cases) the project funds
contribute, in effect, the implementation budget for the CSRP. Until now however, no donor has sought
to provide direct budgetary support for implemientation activities, although with the improved
governance in place this could presumably provide:an option for the fulure,

it is not possible to separate donor budgets for projects implemented by CSRP into management and
implementation components. The contribution of all donors approximated on an annual basis (total
donor budget divided by the duration of the project) Indicates that the total external grants to GSRP is
about EUR 3.6 million per year (excluding the PRAC project), f the loan financed World Bank PRAG
project disburserments are included (since they are programmed via CSRP), the annual budget wilt be
in the region of EUR 13.8 million between 2010 and 2014, Assuming the core budget of CSRP is US$
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(without PRAQ) or 97% {with PRAO) of the total budget of CSRP.
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500,000 per year {based on the 2007 figure), the grants provided by exterraﬁ%@%ﬁéé 0% *
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The restructuring exercise which began with the 2007 audit is now regarded as completed. The CSRP
ls now about to finalise the preparation of a new strategic action plan for the 201 1-2015 period {with
support of GTZ), The plan was prepared in 2009 and 2010 and discussed internally in validation
workshops, The plan contains statements of objectives results and activities, along with monitoring
indicators and an indicative budget. The idea is that donors can elect to support different elements of
the plan, so that the CSRP development is driven by the strategic analysis, rather than the different
donor agendas, as expressed through thelr cholce of projects. Whilst this does not address the
excessive rellance 6n donor funds, it does provide a means. of ensuring that danor projects are more
coherant with the objectives of the organisation.

Future strategic direction of CSRP

The overall strategic objective is that CSRP should becorme a “regional institution of reference and
innovation in the fisheries sector”. The draft plan, which has not been published, is now ready to be
put before the Councll of Ministers for approval, Some of the principles which are taken into account in
the plan are:

o There is an awareness of the different nature of the ecohomics of fisheries between the
groups of Northern and Southern Members, which has suggested the need for a more
nuanced and sub-regional approach. )

o There is a need for strengthened linkages to stakeholders through the formation of national
consultative committees, and of sub-regional consultative working groups for the management
of fish stacks.

o There is a wish to evolve from the purely consuitative role to one with a stronger management
role, this turning CSRP into a RFMO, to include some elements of fisherles policy. Some of
the resources which could be considered as candidates for joint management are the northern
stocks of small pelagics, found in the zones of Garnbia, Mauritania, Senegal {an also in
Morocco, which would need to participate). ' .

o There s a need to promote the participation of other key ministries (environment, commerce,
finances, defence, iransport) in the CSRP process (the-organisation of a-.summit attended by
Head of States is proposed). 7 L

o Thereis a need to revise the convention on minimal conditions -of access, especially to take
into consideration access conditions for artisanal vessels (which has caused some disputes in
the region). -

o There is a need to strengthen national registers of fishing vessels, and create a sub-regional

register, and establish broad principles of information sharing. :

Longer term sustainability of CSRP

Whilst it is clear that donor projscts have helped to secure CSRP activities for the next five years,
there are concerns regarding the volatility of this source of funds beyond the life of the current
projects. It is clear that longer term sustainability is not assured by the present model of funding.
Furthermore, whilst the income is useful, when CSRP responds fo the needs of donors becausé it
needs to génerate income, it risks losing its focus on.core functions linked to lts strategic objective.

The apparent wish in the revision of the CSRP corvention to raise its status to thal of regiofal
fisheries manageément organisation is of interest. The Council of Ministers in 2007 passed a
resolution*” that the CSRP stould seek

48 guh-Reglonal Fisheries Commission (SRFC), Report of the Efeventh Extraordinary Session of the Gonference of the Ministers
of the SRFC, 26 27 October 2007, Ho'sl Novotel, Dakar, Republic of Senegal.
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*to engage in a dialogue between Member States with the aim té fnﬁéﬂ@ ¢oss which evenluall
would eatablish mechanisms for the joint negotiating of commd% aspects of :Z%i@rg 5&?& ghis

between member states of the CSRP and the European Uni ccount th
 specificities of each Member State’. P
s

in the event this was not done and there is no sign that the four ¢ Ember States which have
entered into FPAS would be willing to cede sovereignty over their fishery resources, which would be a
pre-condition for negotiation of & common access agreement. However, there may be a potential that
future Protocols negotiated by the EU with these four countries, include provision for direct transfer to
GSRP of an element of the financial contribution allocated fo the policy support measures. The
proposed adoption by the Councll of Ministers of a strategic plan with budgeted policy measures Isa
catalytic event which would allow the direct allocation of FPA finance by the European Commission to
a budgetary support programme in tavour of the CSRP (within the frame of a Reglonal FPA) The
armount of payment could at first be equivalent to the membership fees, but it could be increased in
fine with Members wishes to support CSRF measures {perhaps with conditions that proportionate
contributions are made by CSRP members who do not have FPAs). Separate FPA slements could
also, If CSRP and Member States agreed, be linked to the CSRP counterpart finance of the MCS
missions to be implemented under the EDF MCS programme, thus ensuring a good level of coherence
petween fisheries and development policies which have a common interest in reducing {UU fishing.

in addition, the adoption of this model would reduce ihe refiance of CSRP on donor funding, solve the
problem of arrears in payment of membership fees and contribute, at least partially, to its longer term
sustainability. it would also ensure some external monitoring of progress as a condition of the
budgetary support and thus further strengthen governance of the CSRP.
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