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3.1.3 CEFOPE

Fisheries Training Centre is under the DGP, and operates the training facility basethg Bo
CEFOPE has iis origins in the Artisanal Fisherles Development Project (AfDB). 1t offers traipi
includes mechanical maintenance, boatbuilding, fish handling and fishing gear technology, ‘
sea, and navigation, Levels of activities in recent years are considered to be almost nil due to lack of
operational budgets. However the cenire has potentiat to tie operationalised in the future using FPA
funds. Its internal regulation has not yet been promulgated.

3.2 Other Ministries/institutions
3.2.4 Institute for Biodiversity and Protected Afeas (IBAP)

IBAP is under the Ministry of Agriculture and is responsible for conservation, including establishing
and managing marine protecled areas. IBAP has largely been funded by GEF grant projects, which
have allowed i to establish six national parks with matine profected areas. An important aspect of the
work carried out by IBAP park personriel is to sensitise and provide information to local papulations on
the sustainable use of resources In the park areas. IBAP has very limited capacity for patrol operzations
at sea with only one small operational vessel. Park guards have inspector powers (apprehension and
application of fines), but the notmal approach is fo carry aut inspection operations in collaboration with
FISCAP. The objective of this effort is to curb illegal artisanal settlements and illegal fishing in a timited
number of MPAs of the Biosphere Reserve. FISCAP supports major eperations with their patrol
vessels, but there have been disagreements over who has the rights to fines collected from the
offenders appretiended. A new headguarters for IBAP is currently being gonstructed in Bissau with
funds provided from Spain, but IBAP Is currently facing a transition period of identifying 2 iong-term
financiat solution for its operations as GEF funding is coming to an end.

3.22 Capitania dos Portos / Direcgéo da Marinha Mercante

The Capitania do Porto, which falls under the Ministry of Transport is the compatent authority for the
management of ports and vessel mevements, and maritime safety. Nominally the Capiiania is
rasponsible for monitoring conditions of transhipment {mainly therefore concerning Chinese vessels).
Since this often takes place at sea (permitted within the terms of the CNEC agreement, at least until
specific zones are notified) this means transhipment events are not usually supervised,” -

The Directorate of the Merchant Marine is also under the pinistry of Transport and responsible for
vessel crew conditions, training & supply of seamen. Ratification of various IMO conventions is in
course (L.e. SOLAS, MARPOL, STCW, SAR), needing only the approvai of Presidency lor deposit of
instrument. There Is little collaboration with FISCAP and there is generai dissatisfaction about the lack
of consuifation and collaborations in mefters pertaining to the salety and security issues, The US
Coast Guard is due to visit in fate 2010 fo discuss possible cooperation, :

3.2.3 Guarda Nacional

One potentially very important development is the creation of a "Guarda Naclonal’, involving Coast
GuardiNavy, Harbour Authority, Police, FISCAP, and Maritime Tl ransport. This is reportediy approved
by the Council of Ministers and will be placed under Ministry of interior-(not the Ministry of Defence).
There ate stl many issues to resclve, Including the role of FISCAP lLe. change of statute, re-
struchuring, fuiure role, means and capacity. The EU programme for reform of defence and security
forces (which was closed in mid-2010) contributed towards the planning of thls develapment.

3.3 Fisheries Legisiation

3.3.1 Existing legislation

The existing legal framework for the fisheries secior comprises three main instruments, with no
change since the last review mission in 2004:
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« The Fisheries Law (Law-Decree 6-A/2000) defines the g n&@w i Iegﬁ@
and conservation of fishing resources, governs the acggss to 5’%0 ces a
monitoring, control and surveillance of the fishing activity : (%r SS

e The Fisheries Regulation (Decree 498} establishes the gene
. nationai fisheries resources policy, including licensing procedures,
access for national and foreign fishing vessels, and consétvation measures {

s The Artisanal Fisheries Regulation (Decrée 13/87) defines specific rules for artisariaifishing
based in the specific needs of the sector (AFR).

3.3.2 Proposed revisions

The law is out of date and new legislation has been drafted, including a revised Decreito Lei das
Pescas, and subsidiary legislation conceming as follows:

o Regulamento de Inspecgéo do Pascado

o Regulamento da Pesca artisanal

o Reguiation on Industriel Fisheries
The main fisheries law was adopted by the Council of Ministers in 2008, but there has been a
substantial delay in presenting it for approval of the National Assembly. Whilst some aspects of the
legisiation are de facto applied, this is ulira vires and could not sustain lagal challenge. There s an
urgent need to ratify these legal instruments, o enable effective implementation of important strategic
measures.

To a significant extent, the draft law incorporates many of the recommenclations made by an EU
supported technical assistance mission In 2005%. in parficular the draft bas adopted
recormmendations regarding .
o general provisions, including the section on definitions;
o management plans, their contents arid compatibility with the remaining social and economic
development plans of the country, consultation and dissemination; .
o the general regime for licensing and the management reasons for suspension;
o fishing activities drawn in line with international taw as recommended including the prohibition
of pollution and protection of marine species. L
o organisation of fisheries MCS T

However there are some outstanding issues of concern:

o lack of specification of criteria to be used for fixing the penaities In accordance with the nature
of the infraciion
o some important issues not strongty addressed (fisheries observers and registry of vessels)
Nevertheless, the draft law represents a significant step forward in fistieries governance. Its adépti'un
should be a high priority for all stakeholders in the Guinea Bissau fishery, '

3.3.3 Fines for infractions

The current law The Fisheries Law (Law—Deéree 8-Af2000) sets out fines as follows!

e At 54: serlous infractions (min. USD 1506.000 to max. USD 1 million); note that this also
applies to failure to report information (i.e. catch, activity in EEZ) but it is not applied (for
example in the case of EU vessels) )

Art. 56: other infractions may incur a fine up to the double bf the annual license fee
Art. 58; lack of cooperation by Captain; fine up to 10% of the annual ficense fee

¥ gpeciic Agresment No 13: Guinea Bissau "Short term Teckmical Assistance concerming the Recommendalions for
strengthening of the fisheries law and draft regulations with proposed changes to national leigislafion”, PROJECT FISHT 2003 ¢

02, Final Report, July 2005

i
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« Prior notification and authorisation of supporting operat
provisioning) is specified in Despachio Conjunto N°2/2008.
have a number of vessels authorised for these purposes.

» Note that Decreto n°4/2610 (Boletim Oficiat n® 17, 27 April 2010) estabt
crew by operators, discontinuing the previous system of a list mainfained b
Authority / Syndicate.

The new draft law proposes a range of fines depending on serious (there are three classed of
offence}. These fines range from EUR 15,245 fo EUR381,100 for the most serious infractions. This Is
4 substantial reduction in range compared to what Is in the current Law. Currently, fishing vessel
operators (including EU operators) complain that fines are excessive in relation to the nalure of the
offences committed.

iy 5
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4 INTERNATIONAL DIMENSION OF THE GUINEA BISSAU
FISHERIES SECTOR

4.1 Fisheries access agreements

As a consequence of lagk of access to the EU market due to non-compliance with sanitary reguiations
Guinea Bissau only flags only 3 or 4 of the vessels licensad to fish in the trawl secior. Since Guinea
Bissau fleet does not have the capacity to exploit to the full extent the fishery resources within its EEZ,
the Governmerit has offered the opportunity to exploit the stocks to other coastal states. This applies
{0 the tuna and small pelagic resources, and the majority of the trawl vessels. There is a formal
fisherles access agreement in place with the EU and an agreement with the China National Fisheries
Corporation, which govern the conditions of access of vessels from EU Member States and China
respectively. An Agreement with Senegal which allows reciprocal access is aiso operational. Guinea
Bissau also offers fishing opportunities on a private basis to other third cauntry vessels.

4.1.1 Eurcpean Union — Fisheries Partnership Agreement

The Fisheries Partnership Agreement between thie EU and the Republic of Guinea Bissau was
concluded in 2007, and provided fishing possibilities for EU vessels fishing in Guinea Bissau waters in
raturn for a financial contribution from the Community. The current 4-yesr protocol selfing out fishing
possibilities and payments covers the period 16 June 2007 to 15 June 2011, The Agreement and the
first protocol were initialled by the parties on 23 May 2007 and formally adopted by the Community in
Councit Regulation (EC} No 241/2008 of 17 March 2008 on the conclusion of the Fisherles
Parinership Agreement between the European Union ani the Republic of Guinea-Bissau.

This Agreement provides fishing possibilities for EU vessels fishing in the waters of the Guinea Bissau
beyond the 12 mile coastal zone, including the Guinea Bissau-Senegal Joint Management Area up 1o
the azimuth of 268°. It includes annual fishing possibilities for up to 4400 GRT of freezer shrimp
trawlers, 4400GRT of freezer finfish and cephatopod trawlers, 23 tuna purse seiners or surface
lengliners, and 14 pole and line funa vessels. In relation to tuna and large pelagic fishing opportunities,
it is based on a nominal catch tonnage of 2,350 tonhes of tuna, )

It is ¥nportant to note that the fishing possibilities in the current protoco! gre substantially reduced with
respect to the previous protocol, which provided possibilities for 70 vessels in fotal, Aithough the
protoco! considers a possible review of the number of fishing licences, the fishing possibilities have
remained unchanged throughout. -

The EU financial contribution amounts to EUR 7,000,000 per year. This contribution includes an
amount of EUR 2,450,000 (35% of the total} granted by the Community fowards the promotion of
sustainable and responsible fishing In Guinea Bissau waters. An additional specific contribution of
EUR 500,000 is dedicated to the introduction of an improved sanitary contral system. in total, EUR
2,950,000 are destined for the fisheries sector.

The Agreement also establishes a framework for establishing partnership between the two parties with
a view to defining a fisheries policy in Guinea Bissau and identifying the appropriate means to
implement it, according to the EU policy to Fisheries Partnership Agreements aiming to strengthen the
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conditions o achieve sustainable fisheries. The EU's contribution
implementation of this sectoral fisheries policy.

Betwesn 2006 and 2009 Inclusive, an average of 67.3 EU vessels pe!
ihe EU Guinea Bissau Fisheries Parinership Agreement. These compris
and an everage of 10.7 pole and line vessels. An average 14.7 vesselsly
category 1 (fish/cephalopod trawl) and 23 vessels for shrimp trawls (corresponding
1591 GRT respectively). A more detailed description and evaluation of the activitles of the
operating under the EU-Guinea Bissau FPA is provided in Sectlon 4.

Federpesca agresment

A biJateral fisheries agreement. with an itafian producer organisation FEDERPESCA flest was
renounced by Guinea Bissau, as a condition of signature of the FPA by the EU. Howeve, about4 or5
of its vessels continue to operate in Guinea Bissau under the Senegalese flag, under private charter
arrangements. Although the legal status of these vessels has been normalised (in that EU flagged
vessels no longer operate outside the Fisheries Partnership Agreement in breach of the exclusivity
condition) this change has had no impact on the nature or extent of aclivity.

4.1.2 Comparison of access conditions for vesssls operating under the
various bilateral agreements

In comparing the access conditions, the following poihts are evident:

o EC licences combine fish and cephalopod opportunities, whereas the CNFC & Senegal
agreement’s considers them separately.

o The average of the CNFC ficence faes is 14% higher per GRT/year than the EU fees,

o The average of Senegal demersal fees is 21% lower per GRT/year than the EU fees, but
the access fee for the Senegalese pole and line vessels is nearly 5 times greater

o Chinese/Senegalese fleets do not have large vessels: the defacto crew conditions may be
considered equivalent.

o Observer fees are on average 7.5 times higher for the Chinese and Senegaiese operators

o Byeatch specifications and limits for GNFC vessals are the same as EU for shrimp and
vephalopod bycatches. However they are more stringent for CNFC vessels in that there
are fimits to retained catches of demersal fish (no requirements In the FPA) -

o Bycalch specifications for products retained on hoard are generally much stricter for
Senegalese vessels than for CNFC/EU vessels.

o Minimum mesh sizes for the CNFC/Senegalese shrimp vessels are 50 mm (¢f. 40 mm for
EU vessels). Otherwise mesh fimits are the same ‘

o Transhipment rules appear o be more stringant in relation to EU vessels; however, few
EY vessels tranship in GB ports and CNFC/Senegalese arrangements are in any case
subject to individual approval ' :

Qverall, the access conditions appear to discriminate in favour of Senegalese demersal vessels and
EU pole and line vessels. However Senegalese demersal vessels are subject to stricter bycatch limits
(although this may not have any material effect). The EU has significantly more favourable observer
fees and & smaller mesh sizes for shtimp frawis. Otherwise, where there are differences in access
conditions for vessel operators, these may be considered to be de minimis. Qverall, theré appears
have fo have been a significant effort to harmonise access drrangements, and fo make them
fransparent;, compared to the situation in 2004. The main. differences between the Agreements, is
expressed in the policy of Guinea Bissau towards the bilateral compensation arrangements, which are
significantly more favourable to Senegal. .

However, foreign vessels other than the EU's may also gain access to the EEZ through charter via
nationa! joint venture partner. Guinea Bissau has regularly offered such opportunities in the demersal
fish and cephaloped seclors including in 2010,
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4.2 Participation-of Guinea Bissau in regj

There are several relevant international agreements, arranges
fisheries in the tropical eastern Atlantic. -

4.2.1 ICCAT

It is important to point out that Guinea Bissal |s not. a_confracting party fo the Intrnational
Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas, but that the EU is. ICCAT is an inter-governmental
fishery organizafion responsible for the conservation of tunas and tunadike species in the Aflantic
Ocean and lts adjacent seas. ICCAT compiles fishery statistics from its members and from alt entities
fishing for these species in the Atlantic Ocean, coordinates research, including stock assessment on
behalf of its members, develops scientific-based management advice, provides a mechanism for
Confracting Parties to agree on management measures and prodyces relevant publications.

The Standing Committee on Research and Statistics (SCRS) on which each ‘member of the
Commission may be represented is responsible for developing and recommending to the Commission
all policy and procedures for the collection, compllation, analysis and dissefnination of fishery
stafistics. It is the task of SCRS fo ensure that the Commission has available at 2ll times the most
complete and current statistics concerning flshing aclivities in the Convention area as well as
biological inforination on the stocks that are fished. The SCRS also coordinates various national
research activities, develops plans for special international cooperative research programs, carties out
stock assessments and advises the Commission on the need for specific conservation and
management measures, When ICCAT adopts this advice it becomes obligatory for contracting pariles.

ICCAT therefore provides the management advice with regard to the fisheries covered by both the
EU-Guinea Bissau Fisheries Parinership Agreement and the Guinea Bissau-Senegal Agreement. As
contracting parties to-the ICCAT Conventions, the EU and Senegal as primary users of the resource in
the Guinea Bissau EEZ are obliged to adopt the management advice promulgated by this body in
relafion fo highly migratory species. However, Guinea Bissau may lawfully offer these resources to
other. countries (for example under charter arrangements), and if these partles are not ICCAT
members there is no obligation to follow management advice, risking unsustainable fishery practices,

422 CSRP

The Sub-Regional Fisheties Commission (referred fo here as CSRP, under its French acranym
Commission Sous-Régionale des Péches) is an Internationat Organisation, linked fo, but independent
from, FAO. Created in 1985, the GSRP now has 7 Member States: Cape Verde, Gambla, Guines,
Guinea-Bissau, Mauritania, Senegal and Sierra Leone. The CSRP is an advisory body only. Guinea
Bissau has been a member of the CSRP since its formation in 1886,

The permanent secretariat is in charge of implementing decisions made by the Minsterial Conference.
its director is the Permanent Secretary named for a period of 4 years, renewable one time only. The
core budgst of the permanent secretariat originates from contribution fram the Member States, with
additional external funding provided by donors on a project basls: The headguarters of the Permanent
Secretariat-are in Dakar. : ' '

The Coordinating Gommiitiee is the technical and tonsultative 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 fisheries of ‘each Member State. The presidency of the
conference changes every two years. The Conference meets at least every two years as well to define
the work programme of the arganisation and to vote the core budget available fo the permanent
secretariat. It is customary for CSRP to organise an extraordinary meeting every other year to manitor
progresses and budget uptake. The current presidency is exercised by Cap Verde. Gambia will take
over end of 2010 after the regular meeting of Ministers scheduled to take place next October 2010.

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

» To harmonise common policies for conservation and exploitation of fisherles resources in the
sub-region
» The adoption of common strategies in international fora
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A significant restructuring of the CSRP was undertaken during the per 008—2—0@.?% S
sirengthened the institutional capacity of the organisation to fulfil its mandale an sure if: ity to
be an effective partner to donors.
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The CSRP core budget |s funded by annual fees pald by Member States. CSRP has suffered from
non-payment of fees. Whilst Senegal and Mauritania have usually paid their fess, Sierra Leone has
not paid for several years, Guinea Bissau was several years in arrears untii 2009. Total current arrears
are estimated at stili over US$ 1 mililon. In addition, CSRP is currently implementing programmes on
behalf of a number of multi-lateral and bilateral donors. its capacity fo act as an effective pariner is
greatly increased by the Institutional reforms, and it is cuirently implementing programmes supported
by GTZ, Netherlands and African development bank. The World Bank (PRAO project) and the EU
Funded MCS programme are of particular imporiance,

The European Union is one of the donors supporting the CSRP, with a programme to *Strengthening
regional cooperation for the monitoring control and surveiliance of fisheries activities within the zone of
the Sub Regional Fisheries Commission (CSRP)". The programme is supported by the g™ Regional
EDF for West Africe. The Financing Agreement was signed belween the Commission on the 13
December 2006 and the UEMOA on the 21 June 2007. The project duration foreseen was originally
four years. Programme value is EUR 7.29 million, of which EUR & million is to be contributed by the

EU.

The overall objective of the programms is to “contribute to the economic and social development of
the Member Stafes of the CSRP thraugh a rational exploitation of their marine resotirces’. The specific
objective is the “reduction of IUU fishing practices within the EEZs of the Wember States of CSRF".

The expected rasults are:

o Strengthening the institutional capacities of CSRP for management and coordination in the
area of MCS of fisheries aclivities

o  Effective use of the sub-regional structures for tha MCS'of fisherles activities for the
implementation of coordinated aerial and marine operations by UQ‘OS

o The creation of conditions for the perpetuation and assumption of financial responsibility for
the activities of fisheries MCS at the leve] of the CSRP

The project will support tﬁe implementation of several MCS campaigns in the EEZs of the Member
States, as well as capacity building for the MCS department of the CSRP.

A more detailed treatment of the CSRP is provided in.Annex 2 of this report
4.2.3 COMHAFAT

The Ministerial Conference on Fisheries Cooperation among: African States Borgdering the Atlantic
Ocean™ held its first mesting in Rabat on 30 March o 1. April 1989, It brought together for the first fime
on the African continent 22 states located on the Abiantic eoast from Morocco to Namibia at the level of
Ministers responsible for fisheries. Guinea Bissau.has been a member of the conference since the

bgg‘inning.

The Member States have adopted and signed a Regiohal Gonvention on Fisheries Cooperation
among African States Bordering the Aflantic Ocean which entered into force in July 1995, The
Conferénce Objectives are: >

% plso known as the African Atiantic Fisheries Conference
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o Develop national economic sectors on the basis of direct induce -’g@}ﬁggulﬁn% froé
- exploitation of fisheries resources; £ ﬁ j)

intain, opeéraie,

o Develop, coordinate and harmonize their efforts and their capacity to
develop and market thelr fishery resources;

e

o Strengthening solidarity with African States and landiocked and gedgraphically disadvantaged
counirles in ihe regioi.

GOMHAFAT has struggled to make an impact since it has not had an established headquarters, or a
regular income, However an Agreement was made in October 2009 with the Government of Morogco
fo set up thie secrefariat in Rabat. At the same time COMHAFAT signed a MoU with the Japanese
Overseas Fishetles Cooperatien 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 far the
sustainable use of fisheries resources in African countries bordering the Atlantic. The establishment of
a new headguarters and linkage to a funded development programme are expectad to give a new
impetus to the COMHAFAT as a regional fisherles development body.

4.3 Compliance with conditions for international trade

4.3.1 Sanitary conditions for trade in fishery products

The Competent Authority responsible for sanitary controls in the fishery sector is the Ceniro de
Investigace Pesqueira Aplicada (CIPA) under the Ministry of Fisheries. Uniil the present, Guinga
Bissau has not been able to comply with the EU fish hygiena requirements set out in the Regulations
(EC) 853/2004, (EC) No 854/2004 and (EC) No 882/2004. As a result Guinea Bissau is not listed in
the Annex II to Commission Declsioni 2006/766 as regards the list of third couniries and terriforles from
which imports of fishery products for human consumption are permitted, and is therefore not
authorised to supply fishery products to the European Unioh. - | .

The development of sanitary controls is been supported by the FPA, A specific amount of EUR
500,00/year s allocated under the terms of the curtent protocol. The first payment was fransferred in
August 2008, but no funds could be transferred to CIPA due to a locking of the Treasury FPA joint
sighature account, associated with a dispute hetween the Ministries of Fisheries and Finance {see
section 6.8.3 for more details). Disbursement from this source for strengthened sanifary controls was
therefore held up until the account was uniocked in late 2000. As a result only a limited leve! of activity
has been undertaken, although this includes the funding of some additional technical assistance,
commissioning the construction of a new laboratory facility, and recruitment of new staff (including the
transfer of 3 veterinarians from the Ministry of Agricutture). The slow pace of development of the
sanitary controls during the period 2008 to 2009 is one of the main impacts of delays caused by the
financial and administrative problems experience with disbursements under the FPA.

In the meanwhile the EDF funded "Strengthening Fishery Product Health Conditions in AGP countries”
has assisted the CA with development and implementation of action plan, drafting of new framework
laws and technical regulations, strengthening inspection capacity, -and upgrading laboratories,
necessary fo comply with the EU Sanitary requirements. In the absence of FPA funds, the SFF
pregramme has been instrumental in strengthening the capacity of CIPA in this respect. More details.
of these Interventions, valued at EUR 285,000 since 2007 are given in section 4.4

in the meanwhile, despite the improvements in capacity, there s still no legislation covering this area,
and approval of the legislation is a crucial “first step. The expectation is that the newly drafted
leglsiation will be approved by the Assembiy in 2010. In addition, it s likely to take several years to
develop an accredited faboratory capacity. CIPA plans therefore make interim arrangements for
transmission of samples and analysis by another accredited taboratory In the region (for example in
Senegal). When these arrangements are finalised, CIPA will submit a completed pre-mission
questionnaire to the Food and Veterinary Office of DG SANCO. The plan is to request Hsting of

Guinea Bissau, in the first instance for frozen seas crustacean products only.
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Given that the SFP prograrme will close in 2010, the GIPA his
donars the possibility of technical support for the continuation o
area, Possibifities are the World Bank PRAQ Programme and
-Cooperation). :

One direct consequence of the fack, until now, of compliance with the sanitary condit
access fo the EU market for products from Guinea Bissau flagged freezer vessels. The consggugnce
of this has been the re-flagging of a number of vessels to other African countries {e.g. to Angol# and
Senegal) which are subsequently operated in Guinea Bissau under charter arrangements. This is the
only means by which access fo the EU markels can be maintained. Obtaining the EU saniary
compliance is seen as a high priority in Guinea Bissau, and a critical condition for the development of
an export-led onshore fishery secior.

4.3.2 1UU Catch certification

As from 1% January 2010 Council Regulation 1005/2008 requires infer aifa that alf imports of fisherles
products into the Community must be accompanied by a caich certificate. (Art 12). Through this
instrument the competent authorities of the flag state country of the vessel catching the fish must
certify that the catches concemed have been made in accordance with applicable iaws, regulations
and intemational conservation and management measures. The regulation requires that the catch

cerlificate shalt be validated by a competent authority of the flag state of the catching vessel.

The acceptarice of catch certificates by the importing member state is conditional fo the nofification
from Guinea Bissau of the public authorities ampowered to attest the veracity of the information
contained in catch cartificates and to -carry out verifications of such cerdificates (Adticle 20). In June
5040 the notification to the Commission from Guinea Bissau was still pending.

Considering Port State Controls and the capacity for IUY certification, the Guinea Bissau authorities
are aware of the fequitements and the need to increase MCS capacity in this respect. However at.
present this Is not considered to be & ptiority, given the ongoing difficulties in achleving eqguivalence
with EU sanitary requirements. The expectation is that the WU certification system can be established
relatively easily as there are prospects of trade with the EU: The new port being builf in Alic Bandim is
also expected to creats befter conditions for control, along with strengthened fisheries MCS capacity.

4.4 Donor support matrix for the fisheries sec,tbi“' e

4.4.1 Donor support budgets

A number of donors are active in the fishery sector, as shown in Table 19:
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Table 19: Multl and bilateral donors active In Guinea Bissall is@@?qg iﬁ%’-ﬁ v R
. " Duration | Start RN
Name of project | Area of intervention years date é&;ﬁ;@ j}@?ﬁjﬁé‘%
Port infrastructure \ 7))
Fishery sector institutionat
support project strengthening, "’.a 2005 ADB 5.0 \?ETT P
fraining
Construction of Small scale fisheries
Complex for Small infrastructure,
Flsheries in Tombali | community 4 2010 JICA 7.8 BGP (PA)
Region davelopment
Costal zone
Co-managementin | improvement and
ihe Rias do Sul community nfa 2010 {UCN 1.6 CIPA
management
Conservation of
Shark conservation shark stocks nfa 2004 | CSRPFIBA 0.05 CiPA
lihas Uork Marine MPA establishment IBAPINGO
Protected Area and management 4 2010 PRCM Tiniguena
Management of g{l\&;ﬁﬂrem{w.
Coastal Zone trencthening of 4 2005 EUAUCN CIPAIIBAP
Biodiversity ?B‘Egg ening © :

Solirce: SEP, 2009, consuitant estimates

4.4.2 Spanish Development Agency (AECID}

A Spanish-Guinea Bissa
in 2007 July to astablish

of matters, including fisheries.

Until now, most of the coll
participation in regional progral
AECID and Guinea Bissau in

formalised approach fo fisheries cooperation.

AECID undertook to support Guinea Blssau withtn NAUTA,

the fishery sector in Afilca,

(for teaining of small scale fi
management of fishery resources an
consider the possibility of supporting researc:
Cooperation will be extended to the strengthened |

within which support was given
shers). The Ministry of Fisheries will be supported to improve capacity for
d formulation of fishing policies. AECID aiso undertook to
h on fishery resources, as well as sanitary inspection.
nspection in collaboration with the Xunta of Galicia.

u Joint Commission on Cooperation Far Development 2007/09 BISSAU met

the framework for a bilateral cooperation programme. This covers a number

aboration in thé field of fisherles has been in the form of Guinea Bissau's
mmes. A specific collaboration agreement was signedin 2010 between
the field of fisheries and aquaculiure. The expectation is for a2 more

in its regional Program of Dévelopment of
to the Fishery Training Centre at Bolama

Guinea Bissau has benefited from several Nauta activities (Table 20). Note that the funds used for the
various activities in Table 20 have benefited participants from several countries.

In 2010 the INTERMARES tra
underiook a misslon to Guinea Bissau, unde
Programme for Training
courses in general fisher

control.

in Marine Fisheries an

ining vessel (supported by Govémment of Spain through the ILO)
rtaking 15 day$ training under the *Cooperative
d Aquaculture programme’, This provides fraining
ies management fishing gear technalogy, safely at sea, hygiene and quality
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Table 20: Activities financed by Spanish Technical Cooperation

Activity Beneficiaties

Training and equipment in Guinea Bissau, Cape Verde, STP

fisheries control/VIMS .

Promoting fisheries associations | Angola, Cape Verde, Guinea Bissau. 20082000 | 340,314
Mozambique, STP

Definition of fisheries 3TP 2009 14,900

operational plan in STP

U workshops Guinea Conakry, Senegal, Moroceo, 2008-2008 78,568

Cape Verde, STP, Guinea Bissau

443 EDF regionai programmes

The 0" EDF supports an important regional fisheries project. This is “Strangthening regional
cooperation for the monitoring controf and survelllance (MCS} of fisheries activities within the zone of
the Sub Regional Fisherles Commission (CSRP)". The Project will reinforce and harmonize the
Monitoring, Control and Surveillance systems (MCS] in the region, covered by the CSRP. The fofal
amount of the project is 7.2 M € (EC contribution: 5 M €). Activities were suspending pending a full
audit of the CSRP and subsequent restructuring, and are now expected to start before the end of
2010.

Another proposed project “Support for Fisheries Management in West Africa (AGPAQ)" and was to he
implemented by the CSRP, with the alms of harmonizing fisheries policies of the. Member siates of the
CSRP (with a budget of EUR 6 million). The Commission is currentty considering whether to proceed
with this project. T

Gulnea Bissau is also @ beneficiary of the activities of two all-ACP ?rojects. The Strengthening
Fisheries Products Health Conditions programme is financed under the ‘Bf‘ EDF and provides support
to ACP third countries to meet the requirements of the SP'S measures for intémafional trade in fishery
products. The project assists ACP countries to establish sanitary controls in line with EU regulations
B52/2004, 853/2004 and B54/2004. The SFP programme is due to close in November 2010 (more

details of the interventions in Guinea Bissau are provided below).

Guinea Bissau is also a potential beneficlary from the 'Strengthening Fisheries Management in ACP
countries” programime which is funded under the-Sth EDF (EUR 30 million over 5§ years). This
Programime, which became- operational in June 2009, is primarily designed to Improve fisheries
management in ACP countries and to reinforce regional cooperation for the management of shared
stocks and the fight against 1UU fishing. ' :

4.4.4 EDF Strengthening of sanitary conditions for fishery products

The EU-AGP Strengthening fishery product health Conditions (SF'F-‘) programme’g has suppotied the
Cotmpetent Authority of Guinea Bissau {o develop the capacity for Improved control of sanitary
conditions in the fishery sector. . ’

% yhe SFP Programme started on 30 November 2002 for a peried of five years. On 19 September 2007, the European
Commissien approved is extension unti 30 Noverber 2019. The beneficiarles are the Group of Afiican, Caribbean and Pacific
States (ACPY and the UK and Netherands' OCTs. The project s implemented through four modules concerning 1.
Strengthening national health coritrol capacily. 2. Strengttiening existing festing Iaboratorles and supporting technical institutas
3,lmproving the tevel of industry compliance with sanitary conditions for export. 4. Improving the handling practices and
Infrastrictire for small-scale fisheries.
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The interventions supported were as follows: 4 ' Wzli?. -
Table 21; SFP Interventions in Guinea Bissau SS’ fﬁ @
] ‘{}"b-_r
Module Title Date(s) Value scﬁptié@@
{EUR}

1 Misslon for evaluation of the | March/ ¢.35,000 | Review of current sta?.i{of
needs and support to the | April 2007 sanitary controls, preparation
Gompetent Authority of Guinea _ of action plan for strengthened
Bissau ' controls; preparation of ToRs

for foliow up missions

1 Updating of Tegislation and | August to | ¢.40,000 | Ref. CAD44GNB
implementation of operating Cciober

procedures relating to the | 2009 Drafting of new technical
inspection and certification of leglsl_a_uon on fish hygiene
fishery product exports - conditions

Guinea-Bissau . Lo
Drafting of Operation Fish

inspection Manual Operatiorial
Figld training in fish inspection
and use of checklists

1 Further support fo the Guinea | August C. CAQ52 GNB
Bissau Competent Authority in { 2010 40,000
regard to enviragnmental and {ongoing) Development of monitoring
residue rionitoring and plan and drafting of manual
implementation of the

Implementation of inspection

inspections programime.
plan

Training of inspectors

1 Equipment for inspecton of | 2010 | 30,451, | Computers, inspection and
fishery products, and IT sampling equipment for
equipment _inspeciors

1 Vehicles 2010 51,185 | 2 cars and 2 motorcycles for

CIPA

2 Laboratory  equiprent  and | 2010 88,376 | Equipment and reagents for

reagents testing of fishery products

Source: SEP Coordination Unit, 2010

The estimated total value of SFP interventions since. 2007 is EUR 285,000, of which about EUR
170,000 is in the form of equipment and materfal support, and the balance technical assistance. An
additional techniical assistance mission was undertaken by the SFP consultant under a direct contract
with the CIPA, employing the FPA funds. The tasks addressed by the technical assistance and
training are complex, in terms of preparation of legislation compliant with the EUJ food safety
regulations, traiing of staff in food safety hazards, controls and hyglene inspections, design of
monitoring and inspection programmes, risk assessment and strategic and technical development of
laboratary capacity. The SFP programme has therefore been instrumental in providing the technical
support and training required to develop an effective control system. A review of the SFP mission
reports indicates that good progress has beeh made towards establishing an EU compliant system of
controls, However there is still someway to go, particularly in relation to finalising construction and
accreditation of the testing laboratory. in the meanwhite CIPA is seeking to develop linkages with other
accredited laboratories in the region (2.9 Senegal) for the transmission of samples for testing.
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445 JICA

Total JICA Grant aid to Guinea Bissau was US$5.07 million in 2008, of whi 3 H s5istance
camponent was US$ 0.75 million. -Until 2009, there appears to have been virtually no Aetivily In the
fishery sector. In 2009, JICA undertook a preject identification mission for sector support t:ghe fishery
secior. The mission proposed an artisanal fishery development project in the Cacinesettor, in the
Tombalt region, the most southerly and remote coastal region of tha country.

The grant (total EUR 7.9 miliion) for the project “Canstruction of Complex for Small Fisheries in
Tombali Region” was approved by JICA in June 2010, and is expected to start in late 2010 or 2011.

Project activities includes development of Infrastructure for processing, ianding site and pier for
artisanal vessels, ice plant, workshop, administration building, construction. Planned capacily is 100
tonnes/year with a focus on small pelagics. The project also includes community support programme,
health centre, primary school and creche, water and electricity supplies.

5 MARITIME AND FISHERIES POLICY FRAMEWORK
5.1 Maritime Policy

Guinea Bissau does hot have a formal maritime policy framework, but maritime security s an
important element of Guinea Bissau's approach to this area. It is generally recognised that improved
security ls a precondition for economic development. However, the Navy has no resources, no vessels
and no capacity to project forees and control tha maritime border..

Policy is therefore to implement a National Securlty sector reform strategy aimed at
downsizing/restructuring the Armed Forces and security forces. To this end the EU's security secior
reform mission in Guinea-Bissau was implemented from June 2008 to May 2010, The intervention of
the armed forces In civilian government 2010 has cast doult on capacity to progeed with
improvements in maritime {and terrestrial) security. The US coastguard will undertake a mission to
Guinea Bissau in 2010, with a view to strengthening maritime security partnerships.

In terms of non-military aspects, policy is to accede to and ratify outstanding international conventions
regarding maritime security, and to build capacity of the institutions coricerned with compliance. In
ferms of marine transport, as described in Section 1.4.7, the Port of Bissau is badly in nead of
refurbishment and upgrading of level of services if it is to remain compefifive within the region.
improvements in road transport and harbours in Dakar and Gambia provide realistic alternative routes
for Internationat frade. The port is managed by the government entity of Administragéio dos Portos da
Guiné Bissau [APGB] However It is the stated intention of the government to privatize direct
management of all operational services.

5.2 Fisheries Policy

Aithough the contribution of fisheries is recognised in the national PRSP, until now there has been no
clearly enunciated fisheries policy. The Fisheries Parinership Agreement with the EU has estabiished
a matrix of policy support measures which has served fo guide public investments and disbursement
of FPA. In the meanwhile the Ministry of Fisheries has spught to prépare a more strategic approach to
fisheries development. In 2003 a joint FAO/World Bank Project propesed a fisheries strategy. in 2008,
the draft sirategy was further developed and updated with the support an EDF funded Project
“Managernent of Biodiversity and the Coastal Zone"¥"°. The output- was in the form of a draft Fisheries
Development Strategic Plan, which sets out the ohjectives and a series of measures.

in this plan the sectoral objective is to increase the contribution of the fisheries sector to the
development of the national economy and well-being on the basis of an economically and

0 Ministério Das Pescas Projecto De Gestiio Da Biodiversidade E Da Zone Costeira Da Guing-Bissau Bureau De Coordenagéo
Da Componente Pescas, Plano Estratégico de Desenvolvimento das Pestcas Documento de Trabaiho, Septembro 2008.
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environmentally sustainable exploitation of its marine fishery resour
comprise;

o a fisheries adminisiration dedicated to the development of policies and imp
strategies for development, to the regulation of the sector, to the promotion of an env
favourable to investnient and fo fair regulation

o gradually integrating the industrial offshore fishery info the national eccnomy through a
modification of the fishing license regime

o strengthening the contribution of artisanal fisheries to thie soclal and economic development of
the country, through the increased of well-being of the fishery dependent populations and an
increased contribution o food security, against the background of respect for a sustainable
environment

Untit now, whilst adopted intermally by the Ministry as a working document, the plan has nat been
validated through a process of stakeholder consultation. A national fisheries conference has been
planned to present the plan, but has been delayed several times, The Ministry is currently planning for
this conference to be held in 2011, The notable feature of the policy is that it aims fo infegrate the
industrial fishery into the nalional economy.

6 EX-POST EVALUATION OF THE FISHERIES
PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT

6.1 Utility of the fishing possibilities

A brief description of the EU Guinea Bissau Fisheries Partnership Agreement was provided in section
4.1.1. The current Protocel provides annual fishing opportunities which are allocated to Member
States as set out in Table 22, and in accordance with Couricil Reguiation (EC) No 241/2008 of 17

March 2608 on the conclusion of the Fisheries Parinership Agreement between the European Union
and the Republic of Guinea-Bissal. . .
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Type of vessel Member Stéte |
Finfish/ cephalopods (Category 1) Spain )
ltaly
Greece
TOTAL 4,400 GRY
Shrimpfishing Spain 1,421 GRT
{Category 2) ltaly 1,776 GRT
Greece 437 GRT
Portugal 1,066 GRT
| TOTAL 4,400 GRT
Pole and line vessels (Category 3) Spain 10 vessals
France 4 vessels
Total 14 vessels
Tuna seiners and surface longliners (Category 4} Spain 10 vessels
France 9 vessels
Portugal 4 vossels
‘_'t‘o’;al 23 vessels

Table 23shows the licences drawn by EU vessels operating under-the Agresment for the periad 2007
to 2009. The average rates of utilisation were 45% for category vessels (shrimp opportunities), 36%
for cephalopods, 78% for pole and Tine vessels and 83% for purse seine/surface longliners. Note that
licences are drawn for calendar years except for the period 16 June fo 31 December 2007, which
accounts for the relatively lower utilisation rates during this period, especially the demersal trawl
vessels.
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The agreement covers a wide range of different fleet interests.

An overall 45% of the fish and cephalopod trawt opportunities (Category
period 2007 to 2009. Al of these were taken up by the Spanish operators (ust
available). italian and Greek operators did not draw any licences in this period (D
drawn for one vessel from each country in 2010). Aithough Partugal has no opportunt
under the regulation, it did receive transfer licences from Spain (155 GRT in 2008, and 6
2008) which allowed one Portuguese operator to enter the fishery in each af these years).

In relation t¢ Category 2 (shrimp opportunities), the overall utiisation is much less {at 36% during the
period 2007 to 2009 inclusive). However, this masks very significant variations in utilisation, with
Spanish vessels using some 83% of the opportunities available and Portuguese vessels drawing 38%
of the torinage available. Greek and ltalian vessels did not draw any licence under the Agreement until
2040 {with two licences taken in each category). Their effective utilisation during the periad 2007 to
2009 is zero.

in relation to the Catedory 3 licences (pole and line vessels). The overall utilisation was 78% during
thie period 2007 to 2008. French vessels drew afl thair licences in 2007 and 2008, 3 out of 4 in 2009
However, three of the French pole and line vessels (operating out of Dakar) were. withdrawn at the end
of 2000, and utilisation by this segment is therefore much fower in 2010 {only one vessel remaining).

Sparish vessels used an average of 70% of the opportunities.

The Category 4 licencas are -well used by Spanish and French purse seiners, with an average of 83%
uptake. The EU surface long line segment (which includes Portuguese vessels) has little interest in the
Guinea Bissau EEZ; it is viewed as a high risk environment. in recent years the Portuguese licences in
this segment were transferred to Spanish interests, in fact the Spanish fleet has on average required
27% rore fishing opportunities than have been provided. The increase in interest over the course of
the Agreement from this fleet segment i attributed to the movement of vessels into the Aliantic 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 October 2009. In fact, the Spanish stakeholders have stated that they
would like to increase the number of ficences available to them by at least 3. In 2009 two licences
were transferred from Erance to Spain, to meet the highér demand in this year. However in 2010,
France used all of it licences, and also received a transfer from Porfugal, and French operators are not
expected to cede any licenses in the future®. L .

Overall it appears that the demersal trawl opportunities are only effectively utilised by the Spanish
vessels (which tend to focus the majority of their activities in-the Guinea Bissau zone). The Portuguese
shrimp trawi segment uses up to about half of the opportunities available, and Greek and Kalian
interests are only occasional users of these demersal opportunities. It also notable, that in the
Protacol, the latter opportunities are provided on the basis of GTR per year (ie. for a full year of
operation). However the protocol aflows for licences to be drawn for 3 month or 6 month periods. An
inspection of the licence data indicates that many ficences in both Categories 1 and 2 are indeed
drawn for shorler periods, to match the operational demands of the fleet segments {which also
operates in other West African waters). The tuna opportunities are generally well utilised {compared to
the demersal traw! opportunities) although in 2010 this is impacted by the withdrawal of 3 out of 4
French pole and line vessels, The category 4 licences are also well used by French and Spanish
purse seiners. There is o gemand for these licences from the EU surface longline fleet.

6.2 EU fleets involved

8.2.1 Demersal trawl vessels

An annual average of 44.7 EU fishfcephalopod trawlers and 23 shrimp trawlers have fished inthe GB
EEZ during the course of the Protocol. These comprised an average of 32 Spanish and (on average) 5

U personal comimunication, Juan Pablo Rodriguez, ANABAC
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or 6 Portuguese vessels. Porfuguese and Spanish vessels ope per Vé;}@ne i
Greek vessel also drew a shrimp llcence for 3 months in 2007. \{?ﬁ"—*
fé:@
The & or 6 Portuguese vessels conduct most of their activity in Guinea Bissau Walers, alth thiey
may also fish in Mauritania, Conakry or Senegal. They mostly target deepwater shrimg:

An average of 18 Spanish shiimp trawlers maintain about 50-60% of their activity in Guinea ésau
waters, targeting other areas such as Senegal and Conakry as part of the routine fishing pattern. Their
main targets are the deepwater rose shrimps (Parapenaeus longirostris) and the striped red shrimp
(Aristeus varidens). About 14 Spanish flagged cephalopod trawlers operate between Guinea Bissau
and Mauritasiia. They operate from their base in Las Palmas. They target cuttlefish and octopus, but
hake s an important by-catch, accounting for 45% of the landings. On average they operate in the
Guinea Bissau EEZ for about 60% of the time, the balance being in Senegal, Mauritania or Conakry.
These EU Trawlers visit Dakar or Las Paimas every 1.5 - 2 months for landings or transhipment of
catch, and to take on fuel, food and water supply. Repairs are undertaken at the home base (Huelva
or Vigo in the case of Spanish vessels, arid Aveiro n the case of Portugal,

Greek and Italian vessels are allocated both Category 1 (fishicephalopod) and Category 2 (shrimp)
opportunities. One Greek trawler took up a shrimp opportunity {but apparently did not use 1) and no
ltalian vessels have drawn licences. A number of ltalian vessels re-flagged to Senegal in 2007 (as a
result of the condition placed by the Commission an Guinea Bissau to renounce their Agreement with
the Italian operation Federpesca). They confinue to operate under private licences in Guinea Bissau.
This segment appears fo be active for about & months per year, operating only during periods of

greater gatch rate, and otherwise remaining in port in Dakar.

All producis are frozen and packed on board. Cephalopod and fish are packed in 20 kg boxes and
transhipped for further processing, usually in Dakar or Vigo. Shrimp are frozen in final packaging {1.5
to 2 kg packs). Destinations for products from the trawlers are mainly the Iberian market, although
some may be also sold {o Japan,

Note that in the case of EU vessels, the fact of drawing licenses does not necessarily imply actual
fishing activity in Guinea Blssau waters. Licences may also.be drawn for a part yedr, according fo the
fishing strategy preferred by the vessel operator. g :

6.2.2 Tuna vessels

The Guinea Bissau zone is of interest to European purse seine, baitboat and In principle to surface
longline operators, since they pursue the fishing of these migratory resources in international and
national waters in the Eastern Tropical Atlantic Ocean. However; surface longliners have not used the
joint purse seineféurface longline opportunities, and this review therefore focuses mostly on fhe tuna
fishing possibilities. :

The peak of European fishing effort in the purse seine fishery was in the early 1990s with about 70
purse seiners. There was a stbsecuent movement of vessels from the Atlantic to the Indian Ocean
and the number of purse seiners from the European and associated flests™ fell to 44 vessels in 2001
and to 24 vessels in 2006. Since then however the number of purse seiners has increased to 36 as
vessels have moved back from the Indian Ocean to the Atlantic. At the same time: the efficiencies of
these jleets have been increasing, particularly as the vessels which tiag been operating In the Indian

Ocean lend to be newer and with greater fishing power. These frends are shown in Figure 17.

The EU purse seine flest in the Atlantic is comprised mainly of vessels under Spanish and French
flags. An average of 20 vessels have been operating in the period from 2006 to 2008, where Spanish
purse seiners have increased from 11 to 16 in the period while French vessel numbers have been
constant at 7. These vessels have taken catches of roughly 60,000 tonnes on average during this
period (Spain; 39,000 tonnes; France: 24,000 tonnes), accounting for 37% of total catches of the

4 This concerms vessels under flags of third countries, which are prasumed by ICCAT to have EU interests in the ownership of
operation
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industrial purse seine fishery in the Atlantic. Many of the vessels drw lice!
Bissau zone (23 vessels in 2010). A number of EU owned vessels
the region {eg. Cape Verde). :

The European longline fleet also targets large pelagic species throughout the
catches are in the order of 16,000 fonnes per year of swordfish {from both northern a
stocks) and 43,000 tonnes of sharks, consisting primarily of blue shark and shortfin mako sharks
Afiantic fieet is dominated by Spanish and Portuguese vessels (and a few UK flagged vessels). Tne
vessels operate in the three Oceans and it is more difflcult to obtain a reliable estimate of vessel
numbers, it appears that about 60-70 EU vessels are presently operating in the Allantic. However
none of these have taken licenses in the Guinea Bissau zone under the FPA.

EU baitboat vessels operating in the ICCAT area account for an average annual catch, during 2006 -
2008, of about 38,000 tonnes. The vessels are from Spain, Portugal and France. Some of these fleets
operaté in European waters for part or all ther catches {.e. Madeira, Canary Islands). Only about 10
European baitboat vessels operate in African waters making use of FPAs with an annual catch in
order of 10,000 tonnes of tuna. Other baitboat fleets operate under the Senegal and Ghana flags and
some of these vessels are European owned or operated. The Guinea Bissau zone is an important
fishing ground for this fleet, supported by the inclusion of access to live bait in the zone (they need to
be supported by an accessible fishery and infrastructure for live baif). The Guinea Bissau fishery is
regarded as one of the more valuable fishing grounds for this fleet, due fo the large size of fish caught
during the period Novernber to January (similar to Cape Verdo).
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Figure 17: Trend in number of purse seine vessels from Eurcpean and associated fleets
operating in the eastern Atiantic during 1991-2009, :

6.3 Catches made under the Agreement

The declared catches made under thie Agreement during the period 2007-2009 are shown i Table 26
along with estimates of catch value. Overall the Agreement has generated an average cafch of 7628
tonnes! year of fishery products by EU vessels. About 83% of the calch volume was accounted for by
Category 1 (fishicephalopod trawl), 20% Category 2 (for shrimp trawi), 3% for tuna pole and line and
14% by tuna purse seine vessels. Note that fishing In 2007 was for just over 6 months only but that
this period coincided with the main trawling season. Also it should be noted that some catch data is
missing from the Table in respect of 2008 and 2009 catched. The data, therefors, under-represents

the annual volume of catches.

No reference fonnage Is set by the Protocol for tuna species. On the basis of the fishing opportunities
available, the potential catch is 280 tonnes for the turia pole and line vessels and 2350 tonnes for the
purse seiners. Mean annual catches of 314 tonnes and 1,635 tonnes respectively represent 112% and
70% of these volumes. A number of vessels I both sectors have generated catches in excess of the
original ficerice fee and have therefore made additional payments for excess calches. The excess
catches, which-averaged 633 tonnes of tunalyear are shown in Table 24.
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Table 24: Catches of tuna in excess of licence fees paid

Couptry | Category/Fleet | Reference No. of
segment catch vessels

2007 France 4.PS/SLL 20 3
2008 France |3.P&L 20 2

France: |4,PS/SLL 20 4
2009 Spain 3.PBL 20 7

France {3.P&L 20 1
TOTAL 17
Averagef
year 87 633 19,327

A comparisen of the trawl catch data for EU vessels operating under the Agreement supplied by the
Commission (after verification by the Member States) and the data published by GIPA indicates that
the catches published by CIPA are consistently higher. CIPA data (where it is available} is detived
frorn abserver records from trawling activities, and can therefore be regarded as valld. CiPA data does
niot include catches made under the pelagic fish licences issued fo EU vessels {i.e. category 3 and 4
licences) sirice Guinea Bissau dogs hot deploy observers in these fleet segments. Table 25-shows the
compatison and indicates that on average, in 2007 and 2008, EU vessels appeared to under-declare
catches by a factor of about 11%. However, the paitern of the discrepancy is not consistent.

In 2007, the main anomalies were in the Spanish flest {both fish/cephalopod and shrimp fleet
segments), The Porluguese shvimp vessel deciarations coincided with the CIPA data. In 2008, the
main anomalies were non-declaration of catch by the Porluguese fish/cephalopod trawlers and ¢.800
tonne discrepancy in the declared catch of the Spanish fish/cephalopod trawlers). Discrepancies in the
declared shrimp catches were refatively much lower. Overall, the main probtem appears to be with the
Spanish fish/cephalopod frawl segment. ) T N

Because it provides the only complete data set, the official catch data provided by the Commission is
used to assess the impacts of the Agreement (even where CIPA is the only available source of data,
such as the Portuguese fish/cephalopod trawlers in 2008) '

Table 25: Comparison of catches declared by EU vessels and recorded by observers

- 2007 2008 Overall
Licence class
EC data | GB data | EC data | GB data EC data GB data
Cat 1 Fish/Cephalopod 5830.0| 61115/ 50260| 6,066.8 10,856.0 12,178.3
Cat 2 Shrimp 928.5| 12027| 14323 14118} 23608 2,614.5
TOTAL 6,758.5| 7,3142| 64583 74786 13,2168 14,792.8
Av. EU data Under declaration 7.6% 13.6% 10.7%

Sources: EU catch data — European Commission; Guinea Blssau data CIPA httplig nglsséu.ogglesggllsttca.htm[ o
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6.4 Financial impact of the Agreement

6.4.1 Prices of target species
Trawi vesseis

Traw! vessels catch a range of species and refain on board the higher value ones. Sateggry 1
{fishicephalopod trawlers) and Category 2 vessels {shrimp trawlers) can catch the same species,
albeit. in différent proportions due to the different gears and fishing strategies employed. The main
difference is that EU shrimp vessels also target the deepwater shrimp, which are not caught at all by
the fish/cephalopod vessels. Tables 26 and 27 show the catch composition, (based on 2004 data),
and the unif prices used by the consultants to estimate the overall value of the calch. As can be seen
the shrimp irawi vessels generate catches with unit vaiues significantly higher {range EUR 8.16 to
EUR 12.12/kg) than the fish/cephalopod vessels {range EUR 3.01'to EUR 3.25/kg)- Note also that the
assumed price for EUR 2/kg for finfish is based on a nominal ex vessel prices landed info Guinea
Bissau, whereas some of this caich is higher value demersal products such as sole which are retained
for the EU maiket. Note that Eurostat data for fish prices in 2009 was not available at the fime of
writing, and these prices are assumed 1o be an average of 2007 and 2008,

Table 26; Average annual price of the target species of fish/cephalopod trawl vessels

Catch composition | A, price (EUR/Kg)

Species % 2007 | 2068 | 2009 | Bata source
Parapenaeus longirostris 0 16.90| 661|12.26| EUROSTAT

Other shrimp 2 8.8011040| 9.60] EUROSTAT

Cuttlefish ' 9 3.51| 3.81| 3.66|EUROSTAT

Octopus 41 3.81| 4.25| 403! EUROSTAT

Finfish 48 2.00] 2.00 "2.00 | assumed €2/kg “Africa mix"
Overall 301| 325| 343] o

Based on catch composition In 2004

Table 27: Average annual price of the target'specfes of shrimp trawi vessels (Category 2j

| Species Catch composition | Av price (EUR/kg} | Data source
% 2007 | 2008 | 2009
Parapenaeys longirostris &80 15.901 8.61|12.26]| EUROSTAT
Other shrimp 25 8.80| 10.40| . 9.60 | EUROSTAT
Cuttiefish 4 351} 3.81| 366} EUROSTAT
Octopus 1 3.81| 425| 4.03|EUROSTAT
Finfish 10 200! 2.00] 2.00|assumed €2/kg "Africa mix"
Overall = 12.12} 8.16]10.14

*Based on catch compasition in 2004
Pole and line vessels

\When they operate in Cape Verde and Guinea Blssau zones, the EU pole and line vessels operating
out of Dakar as far as possible target larger sizes of yellowfin and bigeye tunas, destined for sale in
fresh state on the EU market, which therefore obtain higher prices. These two species respectively
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account for some 60% and 15% of the catches in these zones,
smaller sizes of skipjack, yellowfi
lowsr prices. The overali catch composition and pr

Table 28: Average annual price of the targot species of pole an

n and bigeye tunas, destined f

?:;1
[~

balshee
éﬁég sup
icés obtained gle sho g}z‘able 28.

Species Caich compasition | Average price ex vessel
% EUR/ kg

200737 2008] 2000
Yallowfin > 30 kg 66 2.40 2.40 2.40
Bigeye > 30 kg 15 255 255| 255
Yeliowfin < 12 kg 12 170f 140f 106
Skipjack < 12 kg 10 1.03 1.02 0.77
Bigeye < 12 kg 3 170| 140 1.06
Average 7 247 2.13 2,06
[ fverege

Sources: ICCAT; interviews with slakeholders

Purse seine

The following table shows the average aniu
five years (in EUR per kg) for the three main
late 20G7 following a relatively flat and sta
skipjack prices took a further
the second haif of 2008, and
Bangkok. Yellowfin and bigeye prices
reduction in demand due to the financia

sharp upturn d
frozen skipjack soid in early 200

and in 2009 prices fell to 2006 levels.

In 2009, fear of fishing resir
indian Ocean fishery, squeezed global suppile

prices have since continued to be volatile.

The average price is estimated assuming that EU vessels (both
in the Eastern Aflantic attain an average catch compaosition of
bigeye iunas (based on French and

prices are the same as yellowfin,

Table 29: Average annual price of tuna species.

Species | Catch composition’ | Average price EUR/K
2007 | 2008 | 2008
Yellowfin 49 170} 1.40] 1.06
Skipjack 4 1.03] t1oz| 077
Bigeye 9 1.70| 1.40| 106
Average 1411 123 0493

Source; Professional assoclaions

I ‘\FF’A 27/GBI0
DB s
=] g&;h% catchies. are of

E)d erefore of

EN l\"{b‘}t‘\ ’ M
ing vessel &953‘:{@ jé
Q‘\f’“ /

al prices obtained by the EU purse seiners over the last
target species. Skipjack prices increased significantly in
ble trend throtighout 2008. Over the first half of 2008
ue 1o poor world supply condition. Prices relaxed during
g for less than EUR 800 / fonne in
peaked in 2007. Prices then -decreased over 2008. The
{ erisis at the end of 2008 tended to Turther eass tuna prices,

iclions in major catching areas combined with concerns over piracy in the
s for the canning indystry. The result was that huna

purse seine and pole and line vessels)
49% yellowfin, 41% skipjack and 9%
Spanish catch returns to ICCAT in 2007) and that the bigeye
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6.4.2 Financial impact on the EU fleet

Based on the above pricas and the declared catches the estima
fishing under the Agreement during the periad 2007 to 2008 Inchiglve are
data for 2007 is given for the period, from 16 June to 34 December

The Agreement hag delivered catches with estimated values of EUR 30.9 milli
million in 2008 and EUR 33.9 mitlion in 2008. Total catch value over the period was] B
with an annual average of about EUR 32.1 miflion. Note that 95% of the value of the Agreemeny/to the
EU fieet is In the form of the demersal traw| fishing opportunities and 5% due to the tuna opbastunities.
‘The shares attributable to category 1 and 2 ate more or less the same.

Overal sorme 84% of the revenues frami the Agreement were derived by the Spanish fieet (81% from
demersal fishing and 3% from tuna opportunities). Benefits o Portugal in terims of shrimp traw!
caiches are about 13% of the total). About 2% is derived by French purse seine vessels. During the
period 2007 to 2008 no benefits were derived Htaly and Greece, aithough this may change in 2010
since licences drawn by these fleefs are apparently being utilised. _
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A recent overall evaluation of Fisheries Partnership Agreemen ? ‘estima%tot_a! tu%
fleets using fishing possibilities negotiated under all fishing agreemenis fo be E illion B
on average over the 2004-2007 period (representing 6% of the turnover g entire iy
The turnover generated by the fleets fishing under the agreement with Gu ¢ 3

about 7.4% share of the total turnover of the EU fleats under fishing agreemeriis
the entire EL} fishing fleet.

Flsheries Partnership Agreement FPA 2006/20

U
eay

" With regard to the demersal fisheries, the Agreement delivers revenues averaging EUR 32.1 million,
which is 14.4% of the value of ali demersal fishing under all FPAs. This also represents approximalely
one quarter of the revenues of the distant water shrimp and cephalopod fleets (the balance being
contributed by mainly by the Mauritania and Greenland FPAs). With regard to the tuna segment, the
annual revenues of the EU tuna fleet operating in the East Atlantic were estimated to be EUR 115
million. Here, the EU-Guinea Bissau FPA accounts for sbout 1.6% of the tumaver of this fleet
segment.

6.4.3 Financial impact on Guinea Bissau
The finances received by Guinea Bissau under the current fishing agreement include:

« Payments by the European Union into the Government Revenue Account with the Cenfral
Bank of Guinea Bissau. This has consisted of two types. of payment.

« Financial compensation paid by the Community for the fishing opportunities received,
corresponding to EUR 4.55 million/year, (5% of the contribution of EUR 7.0 million).

« The payment of EUR 2.95 million per year corresponding to the development of sustainable
fisheries (sectoral support measures), comprising to 35% of the contribution of EUR 7.0 million
(i.e. EUR 2.45 million) plus the specific amount of EUR 0.5 million in relation to development
of sanitary controls as per Article 2.6 of the protocol. Payment of both of these slements
maybe suspended by the Community where implernentation of measures is not in accordance
with agreed programmes (in retation to sanitary elemerits this power is provided in Article 3.5,
and in relation fo sectoral fisheries policy, in Article 9.8). One payment was made in August
2008, and the second payment was transferred in July 2010. )

Payments by vessel operators

e The licence fees paid by the European ship-owners. Category 1 -and category 2 vessels pay
on the basis of the size of vessels (Fishfcephalopod trawlers pay EUR 220/GRT/year and
shrimp trawlers pay 307/GRT/year). Each pole and line vessel pays an advance EUR
500/year (with an allowance of 20 tonnes of cafch) and esach purse seiner has to pay an
advance of EUR 3,150 (equivalent to the fees due for 90 tonnes of catch): The tuna vessels
pay an additional fee for any catches in excess of the standard amounts (EUR 35/tonne for
purse seiners and EUR 20 for pole and line vessels) The additional caiches and
corresponding fees paid were shown in Table 24, :

The payment of the second tranche for sectoral support was delayed by the Commission because ofa
significant delay in the implementation of the secloral policy stipport™ and some irregularities in the
tranfer of funds. These included a freezing of the account by the country's central financial authority.
After significant efforts by bath parties, these matters were eventually resolved by the Government of
Guines Bissau, As a result of this delay Guinea Bissau has recelved only one payment of this element
of the confribution during the evaluation perfod 2007 to 2009. The, sacond payment in July 2010 is not
included in the financial calculations presented here.

# QOverall Evalustion of Fisheries Partnership Agresments, Study confract n°17 under Framework Contract FISHI2008/20.
Published March 2009, restricted circufation. '

4 bt not halted; a payment of a balance outstanding from the 9" Pratocel of the previous Flsheries Agreement, of EUR782,625
also n Augiest 2008, enabled (for example) fisherles MC$ activilies-to be maintalned.
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In summary, and on the basis of actual utilisation of fishing possk iﬁties§ tcheﬁ&%?
Bissau EEZ durlng the first three years of the agreement, the Governihegt Revel @s AIn{
credited with a total financial amount varying befween EUR 5.2 million @ a%f

average of EUR 6.6 million. Table 31 shows the

is due to the payment of the financial element In respect of the fishery sectoral sy

Overall about 84% of the revenue is contributed

@@ 2713

EUR 8
breakdown of these sums. T igh ann
‘in20
e EU figét

inea
with ar
igtion
Iy

by the Community, and the balance fro

operators. Note that the contribution from the fleet oparators includes an average of just overEUR 1
miilion in licence fees, plus about EUR 25,000/year in excess caich faes from the EU tuna operators.

The administration of the:payments of licence fees is supported by the DEY In Bissau, which confims
payments of the comrect fees by vessal EU operators and transits the information to the Ministry of
Fisheries for the issue of the licences. Fleet operators have complained of delays in the issue of the
licences, which at times is probably inevitable given the chain of communication involved,

Furthermore additional payments can only be
verified by the relevant Member state Institution,

processed once the catch declarations have been
which may be more than one year later.

Based on previous experience with the o™ Protocol, and the weak implementation capacity of the
Gulnea Bissau authorities, the European Commission decided to Increase the internal administrative
capacity to follow the implementation of the Agreement. In 2007 a Commission staff member was
recruited (based in the DEU Dakar) to support the management of the EU's FPAs in West Africa. The
Guinea Bissau Agreement has: occupied about 75% of his wotkload, with a significant amount of the
effort spent following the disbursement of the funds.

Whilst the transfer of the financial confribution from the Community o the Treasury account has
proceeded smoothly, its subsequent management and dishursement to fisheries insfitutions has
suffered from significant irregularities. Despite the introduction of a dual signature account for
disbursement of the sectoral support, the account was locked (and not available to the Ministry of

Fisheries) for an estimated period of one year
coincided with a period of great political instabili

from 26 September 2008. During this period (which
ty, including the assassination of the president) some

of the funds appear to have been misappropriated. At the insistence of the Commission and the
Ministry of Fisheries, these were eventually replaced by the Treasury, and the situation finally
normalised by September 2009. This had a significant impact on some aspects of the implementation
of the matrix of policy support measures, elements of which were therefore subject to significant

delays (as described in Section 6.8).

Desplte these difficulties and their impact on the timaly transfer of the full financial contribution, the
majority of the financial income has been received by the Govemment of Guinea Bissau, and it has

been of great significance io the revenue acco

unt and national budget. Overall the average annual

amouiht of EUR 6.6 million received from the Agreement has contributed about 8.7% of the general

state budget-of EUR 75.6 million.

Final Report - page 84

\*7:‘




[+13 .umrma - poday [euld

| 66¥'700'0 G16'LLLS 816'028'8 £09'PLT'S 3 go 03 ehjea usweady
EEP'EBO 000056 - uopnauyueo poddns Ao)od
&qomm_w poo'oss'y  |000'0sS'r | 0000SEY : uopesuaduio) [eouedid 03
AGo1°L20°L  |646'L82Y ale'oze’l £09'99 .7 - Isiojesado [@sS8A WioY paneoel ejoL
L0£'62 Lev'le 5596 9e0's RS sjusiuRjddns/ysyes sseoxd
868°GH0"L £pa'est 't £ov'192°) /95'659 1 [E}0} S9B) 90US0IT [RnUUY 19914 03
LIY'60 00¢'69 102'16 0SZ' LY . $38}, 80UBDY (EI0L
£95°6 - 104’82 - S 98} YoJeo §S80X3]
058'65 00E'69 000°c9 082ty og¥zL | eusar] fenuuy.| -
0gl'e 051 0g1'e - losi'e 058 (smeijjasson) 397 T1S8Sd BUnL ¥
| 868'Z) ¥51'02 ' 1pg'o 008'y seej soUSSY 12101
Go0°.L ¥60'0C 8] - . 529} YOyeD $S80XT
gee'g 005'S 000'9 008"t 0002 ‘ eousal [Bnuuy |
008 008 008 | oog 005 | (1eokfiessen) sod TRdEUNL €
69L'ELS ££0°282 TAdeTAY 0LL'GVT | sa8) 2oUuedy [2joL
$99's L9V'8 A%:3+ LLL'T %2kl wewejddns soueoy Hous
575'208 995'88., pLo'0es | VBE'ErE | T
B¢ BLE BLE 6LE reekpyzy oo ey duiuys 7
LoV'9Ly 88y'5e¢e 152'969 ZyL'e9e 59§ 90US0]) [BICL
L10°e 11e'e cov'y 612 %90 uawweddns 2ouS0)| HOus
051y 121'g0¢ 88’169 £TY'POE. 2oueol [enuuy
e We § 4 We (5a) JenIRSq0 713 "OUI)JeaAys 864 | es) podojeudad g usld ')
abeioAy 6002 8002 L00Z 1090}014 wewBeg [Aiobsjed

nessig esung Aq spdfedas jejouef) jo Arewung ;1§ olqe)
OL/EDILE Ydd 0Z/900Z V4 wewsalby dysieuded $aisysl]




b | ﬂ'ﬁimgﬁ“}“ %ﬁg

Fishertes Partnership Agreement FPA 2006/20

6.4.4 Financial impact on the European Commissior

During the period 2007 to 2009 the actual EU contribution under the &
partnership agreement represented an expenditure of about EUR 5.5 miillion per y&ar,
than the budgeted EUR 7 millioh due to the delaved implementation of the fishery Se
programme). This represents about 3.2% of the EUR 170 milion budgeted annually by the
payments of all fishing agreements contributions and about 0.6% of the total budget of DG MARE
{(EUR 900 million annually). The agreement has therefore only a small Impact on the Community

fisheries budgst.
6.5 Economic impact of the Agreement
6.5.1 Methodology and assumptions

The economic impacts of the agicement are expressed in terms of the added value generated, bathin
terms of the activities of the EU fleet, and any economic activities linked fo Guinea Bissau. T0
éstimate the added value it was assumed that the EU profit, wages and taxes generated by EU
vessels was 45% of the revenues45, and that the Guinea Bissau crew annual wage is EUR

8,400/annum, including taxes and social security.

5 Ratic astimated in recent evaluations of fishing agreements adjusted to take into account increase int fusl prices {(48% in 2006

adjusted to 45% in 2008).
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Based on these assumptions, the economic impacts of the Agi®
6.5.2 Impact on the European Union

As shown in Table 32, and assuming a gross value added of approximately to 455 ver, the
average value added generated is estimated to be about EUR 14.8 millionfyear, of whiC
to the fish/cephalopod trawlers, 48% fo the shrimp trawlers, and 5% to the tuna segmen
with catch value).

This does nat account for the downstream value added generated by the processing of the catch,
which can be significant in the case of purse seine catches (which is processed in canneries, with
benefits malnly to Cote d'Ivoire; Spain and France Le. where the catch from EU purse seiners are
landed or transhipped to directly, or indirectly in the form of loins produced in ACP couniries).
Downstream value added in the shrimp and cephalopod sectors is less concentrated, with most
products subject to break-bulk rather than transformational processes.

6.5.3 Economic impact on Guinea Bissau

The main direct economic impact of the Agreement on Guinea Bissau is in the form of the financlal
income generated, comprising the finandial contribution from the £U which has averaged about EUR
5.5 million per year and ticence fees from vessel operators, of about EUR 1 million per yesr. However
there is some employment of Guinea Bissau crew onboard the EU vessels, creating some value
added benefils in the form of remitted eamings. The jobs in the trawl sector-are considered to be
closely linked to the Agrsement, or at least to the activity of the EU vessels in the EEZ. The
employment benefits are estimated to have averaged about EUR 1.2 million/year (with an assumption
of an average crew wage of EUR 700/month). Overall, including the financial contribution, the total
benefits to Guinea Bissau are estimated to be in the region of EUR 7.8 millionfyear.

There are no landings of fishery preducts and transhipment events from EU vessels are rare. Most of
the catches by EU trawiers in the Guinea Bissau zone are discharged in Dakar or the Canary lslands.
Observers are taken on board, but the cost to the Guinea Bissay authorities far exceeds the
contribution from vessel owners as set out in the Protocol (€12/GRTiyear), which corresponds to
€150/month for a typical 150 GRT trawler. This Is Insufficient remuneration for an experienced
chserver. C a

With a GDP of EUR 575 million in 2008 the Agreement coniributed 0.95% of the GDP. With the
nominal value of EUR 7.5 million/year, the EU-Guinea Bissau Fisheries Parinership Agreement was
expected to have contributed about 10% of government revenues in 2008. Actual average contribution
was slightly lower (EUR 6.6 million, corresponding to 8,7%) due to the defays in disbursement of the
specific amount in support of implementation of a sectoral fisheries policy. This may be compared with
the EU budgetary suppost from the EDF which contributes some EUR 20.95 miflion in 2009. The FPA
has provided about one quarter of the EU's support for this country, and makes an important
cantribution to it economic stability. )

6.6 Impact on Employment

Data avallability in this area is rather poor and assumptions regarding numbers employed are hased
on anecdotal data gathered during interviews with EU stakeholders and during the field mission in
Guinea Bissau. The crew composition in the EU fleet segments operating under the Agreement is
shown in Table 33. )

Traw! vessels carry an average crew of 16, of which on average, 6 are EU and 3.5 Guinea Bissau
nationals. The pole and line vessels have a crew of 15, of which 2 are from the EU and 2 from Guinea
Bissau. FU purse seiners have a crew of 22, of which 8 are from the EU on average, but none from
Guinea Bissau. Remaining crew (neither EU nor Guinea Bissau nationals) derive from other ACP third
countries.
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Table 33: Crew compaosition and emplayment in EU fleot segi e@j;‘ | 4@ Sy, w
Vessel segment Nationality of crew | Nos. employ 'vessweI{‘Z "51? ¥
Categorles 182 (Traw!) EC 6 N (c‘é@@
GB 3.5
other 8.5
Category 3 (Pole and line) EC 2
GB 2
other 11
Category 4 {Purse seine) EC 8
GB g
other 16

Source: EU fleet stakeholder interview, 2010

Estimated numbers employed from each party to the Agreement, based on numbers of vessels
cperating, are shown in Table 34.

Table 34: Estimatsd employment on vessels licensed under the EU-Guinea Bissaut FPA

Annual average | EC Impacts | GB Impacts
Sagment Country | No.vessels |Employment| Employment
1. Fish/Cephalopod Trawl' Spain 140 84.0 49.0
' Portugal 0.7 .40 23

Sub-tatal 147 88.0/ 51.3(. |

2. Shrimp traw! Spain 18.0 080  630|
Portuga! 4.7 8.0 16.3]
| Greece 0.3 2.0 1.2
Sub-fotal 23.0 138.0 80.5
3. P&L Spain 5.6 11.2 11.21
France 24 48 4.8
Sub-total 80}, 180 16.0
4, PSISLL. Spain 162 g16|" -
France 58] _46.4 -
Sub-total 16.0 128.0 -

TOTAL i 61.7 370.0 147.8 :
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6.6.1 Employment impacts on the EU

"y

About 370 EU nationals were employed onboard the EU vessels whith
Agreement during the period {averaging about 62 vesselsfysar). This ateaunts for iy
total EU nationals employed on EU vessels operating under Fisheries Partnership Agreeehiy
small share of totat EU employment in the catching sector {estimated to be about 90 Q00). Th b
seine segment accounts for the targest number (128) and the pole and line the smalles!
not all of these jobs are wholly dependent on the Agreement. The tuna vassels in particula
tnigratory resource and may only spend a fraction of their time in the Guinea Bissau zone, However
the demersal trawt segment, and particular the shrimp vessels (category 2 licences) can be regarded
as wholly dependent on the access provided by the Fisheries Partnarship Agreement {(without which
the vessels would not be viable).

6.6.2 Employment impacts on Guinea Bissau

Table 38 indicates that some 148 jobs for nationals of Guinea Bissau are linked to vessels drawing
ficences under the Agreement. About 132 of these are in the demersal fraw! segments and therefore
can be regarded &s strongly dependent on the Agreement. if the access provided by the Agreement
were to terminate, many of these jobs would be likely to be lost, The Agreement is clearly an important
factor in the recruitment of the crew, and helps to sustain a pool of skilled labour which brings
significant income to the pariner country.

6.7 Impact on fishery resources and the environment

To assess the impact of the Agreement on farget stocks Table 35 shows the estimated quantity of the
different species caught under the Agresment {(based on average catch compositions) in proportion to
the consultants’ estimates of the overall caiches from the stocks of which they form part.

Note that some of the species are oceanic, Each tuna species is considered to form a single stock
throughout the Aflanlic Ocean {except for skipjack tuna where a sfock is assumed for the Eastern
Aflantic). Table 35 shows that none of the tuna calches py EU vessels under the FPA account for
more than 1% of the teital exploitation of the species concerned. Taking into account the status of the
stocks exploited, yellowfin and skipjack tunas are considered to be exploited within sustainable limits
and the Agreement has no negative impacts on these fisheries. Catchies of bigeye tuna are thought to
be within sustainable fimits, but this Is subject to a degree of uncertainty due to toncerns regarding
undeclared catches. There is a finite probability that {UU 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
oh sustainabifity. However, since the FPA only accotints for an estimated 0.15% of effort, and catches
are within the MSY, this risk may be regarded as minimal, and the FPA should also be regarded as
sustainable in terms of impacts on bigeye tuna stocks. -

However, for some of demersal species, the Agreement contiibutes a significant amount of the fishing
effort on the target species. In the case of deepwater shrimp, the Agreement accounts for aimost
100% of the exploitation‘“, reflecting the Guinea Blssau policy of offering these opportunities to the EU
flest. o

in relation to the main targets of the European demersal traw! fisheries, (shrimp and octopus), there is
considerable uncertainty about the state of the stocks. Aggregate CPUE data for crustaceans, which
consist mostly of shallow-water and deep-water shrimp, indicate a relatively stable condition.
Depending on the data used, there may even be some signs of improving conditions due to a
decrease in fishing pressure in recent years {i.e. strong decrease in vesse! numbers). For
cephalopods this is not so clear because of conflicting trends in the available data, When taking into
account the inherent variability in both survey and CPYE data, as well as natural variability in the
abundance of such short-lived species, the situation for cephalopods appears also to be stable but’

4 same source as shove

47 one Spenish owned, Bellze fiagged vessels also has occaslonal calches from hits stock
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should be monitored more closely. The main priority is to b dQ :
time series for important target species in order to furiher elugidate th
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f stoc

There are also some concerns regarding the wider ecosystem impatis
the Agreement. There are reports of increasing levels of discards ofsun
ongoing concermns with regard to the demersal trawl segments regarding discar
species and interactions with turtle populations. Data on discarding in Guinea BisSauw fisherigs Is not
available, as observers do not collect this, but it is expected fo be substantial amongst s g trawlers
In particular® (i.e. at least 60%). The possibie effects of bycatch, and discarding, on relatively sensitive
spacies such as sharks and rays is hot known. Although the recent European Unlon Action Pian for
the Coriservation and Management of Sharks (2009) focuses on pelagic sharks when referring fo
external waters, it does also refer to shark catches by the EU demersal fleet in third countries. More

efforts are heeded to improve ihe available information and to assess these impacts.
Table 35: Impact of estimated catches from the FPA on overall catches from target stocks

Catch in tonnes
Species % impact
EC fieet in GB Zone Tot‘;;:;g;;:zzg (all
Yellowfin tuna (Thunnus albacares) 1,629 107,858 1.0
Siipjack tuna (Katsuwonis pelamisy | 711 149,000 05
Blgeye tuna (Thunnus obasus) 210 §,9821 0.3
Parapenaeus longirostris 925 924 100.0
QOther Penaeid shrimp 481 641 75.0
Cuttlefish {Sepia spp) 482| 1,043 47.2
Octopus {Qcfopus spp) 1,878] 2,837 78.0
Demersal Finfish {Various) 24527 : . 20B77%) 117

* excludes domestic artisanal fishery

Source: European Commission. ICCATIGIPA Guinea Blssau

6.8 Impact on food security

In relation to migratory species which may ‘be caught both within and outside the EEZ, the Agreement
cannot be considered o have any impact on availability of the resources for the domestic fishery. .

In relation to the demersal fish species, the domestic fishery is pursued mainly by canoes operafing
close to shore {within the 12 mife limit excluded to industrial vessels). Thers is no evidence that EU
vessels disrespect this limit {(all of the zone infractions recorded in 2008 and 2009 were by vessels
flagged by China and Souith Korea). However, given the extensive continental shelf, with trawlable
areas extending beyond the 12 mile limit, many of the demersal fish stocks straddle this limit, and are

fargeted by both industrial operators and the artisanal fishery.

in particular the EU Category 1 vessels {Fish/cephalopod trawlers) include these stocks in their target
specieg. The EU category 2 vessels (shrimp trawlers) have a bycatch of demersal fish when they

# |t {s-aesumsd that discarding may be even higher in Gulnea Bissau due to the nature of European fisheries practice; only a
few of the specias caught are ‘target species of commerclal value in the EU market and there is no ncentive or conditions for
rétaining lower qualily fish that could be sold in alternalive markets.
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target shallow water shrimp species. In these two activities the ,; amnent to
impact on the stocks accessed by national fishers for dop estic ply: When 2 vessgls

taiget deepwater shrimp (in waters generally deeper than 250 they h 13@ jy n&irteraFon

|
stack used for domestic supply. 6 jjbj
Although the inshore stocks are managed separately, most species arli mly
and the industriat demersal trawters could have an impact on availability of resO
fishery. There is no data on the status of specific species, but there Is a risk of an impac,
this case, the EUJ Category 1 vessels account for less than 12% of the catches (caught’
only).

6.9 Implementation of Fisheries Sector Policy

6.9.1 Matrix of Policy measures

The EU-Guinea Bissau Fisheries Partnership Agreement provides significant financiat means for the
implementation of a series of the fishery sector policy measures by the Government of Guinea Bissau.
There are two elements to the support:

o Under Ardicle 3 of the protocol s specific contribution from the Community (of EUR
B0, 000/year) fo help the fisheries sector achieve compliance with the health standards, (and
where necessary towards Guinea Bissau's monitoring control and survelliance policy.

o Under article 8.1 of the protocol a share of 35% of the financial contribution (i.e. EUR 2.45
millionfyear) shall be put towards: defining and implementing a sectoral fisheries policy, with a
view to introducing sustainable and responsible fisheries

in bilateral discussions held in the frame of the first meeting of the Joint Committee on 3 and 4 July
2008, the parties subsequently adopted a muli-annual programme of measures to apply these
elements of the EU's financial contribution. The objectives of the measures were designed by the
parties to be in line with Annex IV of the Protocol, which also established performance indicators. The
main strategic axes of the matrix of support measures were-as follows:

1. Strengthening the regulatory framework for fisheries
1.1 Updating of sectoral policy ‘
1.2 Improved legal framework
4.3 Strengthening the institutional framework

2, Sustainable management and responsible fisherles
2.1 Improved fisheries management
2.2 Reduced IUU fishing

3. Integration of fisheries in the national economy
3.1 Strengthened sanitary conditions for the development of the sector
3.2 Creation of a favourable economic environment

6.9.2 Proposed budgetary ailocations

The overall annual budget for the five fisheries institutions under the Ministry of Fisheries (FISCAP,
CIPA, DSPA, DSPI, and CEFOPE) proposed in 2009/2009 was EUR 4.2 miflion, 88% of which was to
be funded by the FPA contribution (including a outstanding balance of EUR 782,655 from the targeted
actions funds under the fast profocol of the previous Fisheries Agreement, which the parties agreed
should be allocated fo fisheries control and surveillance).

The FPA funds, and the associated activities, were therefore fully integrated within the budgetary
planning with regard to implementation of fisheries policy within the Minisiry of Fisheries. However, it
was not until 2010 that the general state budget included the income and dishursements linked to the
FPA. A breakdown of the budgeted allocations and FPA contribution Is shown in Table 36.
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It was agreed between the parties that the payment of the secqnd tranche Of clora ’égf 7 ds
would be subject to satisfactory rate of absorption and progress™ag_these % iffg a
evaluation to be undertaken af the end of 2008. In the event, the desigion regarting )

payment of sectoral support was not made until July 2010, after Guinea Bissat ompli v
conditions regarding reporting and accountability. .

Monitoring arrangements were also set out. It was noted that the matrix and the indicatorS~sohild be
subject to variation during implementation, subject to the request of one of the parties. [twas notéd by
the Commilssion that the monitoring indicators as set out in the matrix were not satisfactory. There was
a need for development of mare quantitative indicators {only FISCAP activities were initially presented
with quantitative indicators of achievernent). Despite an agreement that indicators would be reviewed,

this has not been done arid the mandatory framework has remained weak,

5.9.3 Disbursement of FPA funds

Of the financial contribution of EUR 7.5 million/year, a sum of EUR 4.55 million was to be paid directty
to the Treasury of the Government of Guinea Bissau, and the balance of EUR 2.95 titlion was to be
utllised for measures in support of fisheries policy. The disbursements were subject to an agreed
procedure. The Community transfers these funds to a dedicated treasury account at the Central Bank,
from which the funds are transferred fo an account a the ECOBANK, with disbursements thereafter
subject to the double signature of the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of Fisheries. The European
Commission was granted the rights to monitor the account movements, An inter-ministerial technical
committee was constituted to consider writlen applications for disbursement (a dossier of proposed
expenditures, with. justifications, proformas efc) and on the basis of the documents reviewed, to
authorise disburserents by joint signature of the Ministers. Copies of the minutes of the Inter-
roinisterial technical committee were to be provided to the EU Delegation. Once these arrangermnents
were in place the Commission transferred the EUR 2.95 million on the 27 August 2007.

Fisheries policy was not strongly developed, and there was no existing coherent programme of policy
measures immediately available for funding. There was a delay whilst the Miniskry of Fisheries
prepared a matrix of policy measures and this was approved by the Joint Commitiee held in July 2008.
However, by September 2008, problems were appearing In terms of delays in the disbursement. The
Ministry of Fisheries complalned of the complexity and slowness of the procedure which was holding
up implementation activities. The Ministry of Finance for their part pointed out that ‘some dossiers
submitted were not sufficiently detalled to justify disbursement. These complaints are-still made by the
two Ministries. However despite this the first disbursements were processed In mid-September 2008.
These allowed for EUR 684,000 10 be transferred to DSP! and FISCAP (c.30% of the programmed

budget of these entities).

On 26 September 2008, the dual signaiure account was frozen by ECOBANK, reportedly due to its
use by the Ministry of Finarice to guarantee other credit lines. Apart from two payments released in
Novemiber 2008 (fotalling the sum of EUR 246,000 in favour of CIPA and DSPA programmes, belng
their first transfers under the FPA) the fresze o movements lasted untl late 2008, '

it should be noted that in August 2007 an additional payment of EUR 782,525 was paid by the
Commission (this being the batance of finance for targeted actions under the last protocal of the
previous Fisheries Agreement). The disbursement of these FA funds, which was. integrated within the
~ programme of measures under the FPA approved by the Joint Committes, followed a different
- pracedure (being paid into a different account subject to the double signature of the Ministry of
Fisheries and the Delegation of the EU). The existénce of these funds, which were not subject to the
freeze on account movements, alfowed some of the planned activities fo be go ahead, even though
the funds from the FPA were not available.

in the following period of impiementation, the monitoring by the Commission identified a number of
irreguiarities, in terms of lack of justification for some of the expenditures incurred by the DSPI and
FISCAP. This relates to failure to adhiere to procurement procedures, lack of justification for some
expensges, and [n some cases unsubstantiated claims.

At the Joint Committes meeting heid in March 2010, there was no report by Guinea Bissau presented
regarding the progress against the policy measures as set out in Amnex 4 of the protocol. The
Commission undertook to make second payment, subject to the conditions of:
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o Request from Guinea Bissau be submitied to the Co
‘support programming of FPA funds

o FISCAP and CIPA elements of the programme will not be funds
on progress recgived in relation to Anhex 1V of the pratacol,

o 2010 programming should be finalised

o DSPA and DSPi funds only to be included on condition of

reimburseifent of

inefigible/unjustified expenditure, receipt of justification of funds spent from the first tranche,

and resuits of audit by the SEP

After the Commission was safisfied that these conditions liad been met, the second payment was

made of EUR 2.95 miliion n July 2010.

6.9.4 Monitoring framework

The consultants have reviewed the progress of implerientation of the fishery sector support measures
within the frame of the Fisheries Partnership Agresment. Evidence for the use of specific funds; as
specified In the sector policy matrix, was obtained from reports of the periodic monitoring missions
undertaken by the Cormmission in Guinea Bissau, from Interviews with key stakeholders and from

observations made during the field mission to Bissau in August 2010,

In general it was found difficult to assess progress against many of the indicators foreseen i the

Annex IV of the protocol. This is because thera has been virtually no investment in

he developrent of

the monitoring system, and littie attention paid by the Guinea Bissau authorities 1o the gathering and

presentation of indicator data, and especially in relation o guantitative data.

Both parties have

understood the need for a strengthened monitoring system for the implementation of the policy
measures. This will form one of the main tasks of a new EDF supported technical assistance post,
requested by the Government of Guinea Bissat, and supported by DG Development in 2016

6.9.5 Progress on implementation of support measures

Strengthening the reguloto ramework for fisheries

Updating of sectoral policy

A national fisheries conference with all sector stakehaolders was due to be held in September 2007, but

until now-this has not been held, largely due to the lack of political stability.

The EU has also supported the Ministry of Fisheries in the preparation of a strategic development plan
for the fishery sector. This was supported within the frame of the EDF funded project “Gestao Da
Biodiversidade E Da Zona Costeira Da Guiné-Bissau", valued at EUR 1.5 miliion, 2005, 209 0)45. Asa
result of these activities the Ministry of Fisheries published a draft strategic development plan in
September 2008 (which drew on an eariier fisheries strategy study supperted by the World Bank in

2003).

. Pending the adoption of a formal fisheries policy, in the interim period, the development of a detailed

programime of measures under the Agreement has formed the main expression of

policy measures. In

this respect the Agreement has promoted a mere disciplined approach io the development of national
fisheries strategy, albeit one which has not been validated by all sector stakeholders, and which is
therefore not fully representative (for example in terms of policy towards the artisanal sector).

Improved fegal fram ework N

# Winlsterlp Das Pescas Plane Estra'téglca de Desenvolvimento das Pascas Documehte de Trabaiho. Septembro 2008,
Projecta De Gestao Da Blodiversidade E D Zona Costelra Da Gulné-Bissau Bureay De Coordenagio Da Compohente Pescas
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The Council of Ministers adopted the revised version of the 15| i f e
"Regulation on Artisanal Fisheries” on 11" Septermber 2008 {grigi drafted with the stppbrt of
technical assistance from the Comrission “Strengthening %ﬁfﬁ&g@%a
Surveillance and Improving the fisheries legisiation” supported by DG Fis Al ).
proposed new regiflation on industrial fishsties is stit to be draftede.... i

Fisharies Partnership Agreement FPA 2006/20

Howaver the law is stil awaiting approval of the National Assembly. The reason fof e deteyé is
largely due fo differing and changing political and legistative priarities, against the background of
political instability. '

In. the meanwhile, formally the outdated legal framework under the Fisheries Law (Law-Decree 6-
A/2000) and the Fisheries Regulation (Decree 4/96) are still in force.

Note that the strengthening of the sanitary controls for fishery products is also dependent on the
introduction of this legistation (Chapter Vi deals with the sanitary inspection and control -of fishery
products, and provides the legal powers for the regulation of these lssues. Regulations have been
drafted (with the support of the SFP project — see Section 4.3.1) but cannot be enacted until the faw is
passed,

Strengthening the institutional framework

A new sanction regime (sefting out the fines and treatment of offenders) is expressed by the draft law
on fisheries. This describes three categories of offence, with different levels of gravity and penalties.
The Law has not been passed by the National Assembly, and it has not therefore been officially
brought into law,

FISCAP funding {and receipts from fines), and the CIPA budget were only included in the state budget
{OGE) from 2010.

Twelve additionai marine observers were tralned to supplement the observer corps for the trawi
fishery. A study tour to Dakar and Nouakchoft was undertaken for FISCAP officials ta investigate the
feasibllity of satellite VMS systems for Guinea Bissau.

Progress on the institutional framework for functional research and surveillance has been supported.
CIPA has purchased addifional vehicles and recruited additional staff in 2008. There are been a
number of training exercises. The system for collection of data from arlisanal- fisheries was
strengthened, with training of 25 fisheries enumerators, Five fisheries: hiologist have been recruited.
Their salaries and expenses were paid, and they were supplied with some Hmited work materials.
CIPA alsc has upgraded its faciliies (computers/office and communication equipment). CIPA has also
recrulted new staff for sanitary controls, with the transfer of 3 veterinarians from the Ministry of
Agriculture). However &l the hew staff rernaiir on temporary contracts.

DGP officidls undertook an experience placement in Morocco. DSPA used also FPA funds to refurbish
one of four artisanal fisherles centres {dealing with licensing, support to fishers, data collection), pay
salary arrears and purchase vehicle and officefcommunication equipment. A new regulation on
artisanal fisheries was drafted (but i awaiting the new law before promulgation). Apnuat membership
tees to the CSRP have been paid {(although with some delays) by DSP! dusing the period. A sum of
EUR 198,200 in arrears to the CSRP was paid in 2009 (which incidentally has had a major impact on
the CSRP operations). Guinea Bissau is' therefore up to date in terms of meefing its international
commitments. Representatives of Guinea Bissau have- gitended a number of mestings {although not
all of these have been properly accounted for). The Minister of Fisheries and technical delegation also
participated in a COMHAFAT in 2007, .

There has been liftle deveiopment of the institutional capacity of DSPL. Documents suppfied do not
:give a clear of the operations supparted by the financial expenditure. Monitoring by the Commission
has indicated that some of the expenditire did not appear to have adeguate justification, and was
rrrade without following the public procurement procedures of the Government of Guinea Bissau.

CEFOPE office and computer facilities were improved, and a new internal regulation was drafted
setting out the organisation structure and functions. This has not been adopted. CEFOPE also had
salary arrears paid off. Otherwise there seems {o have been little institutional development of the
tralning capacity of this organisation, and no material outputs.

Final Report - page 96

Lt o,




_ mﬁ -
g RS

Fisharies Partnership Agreemant FPA 200620

Iricreasing the amount and quality of human resource avaltable jo

restricted by & government policy of a freeze on recruitment of %s here new staf
tave been brought into the sefvices, this has beenon a contract pasis, an Ftﬁ ;
65 in capacity are nof

ferm sustainable. Efforts will rieed to be made to ensure that advs
when FPA funding s lost. There is an urgent need to increase the integraflo
Ministry of Fisheries within the state budgetary processes.

Sustainable manugement and responsible fisheries

Improved fisheries management

CIPA remains without a coherent research strategy, and does not publish an annual research plan or
report. CIPA undertook two experimental fishing campaigns in late 2008, to identify stock available to
arisanal fishers in the coastal zone. In addition, FPA funds allowed CIPA to participate in & scientific
evaluation of demersal stocks supported aisa by the Spanish technical cooperation (with a value of
EUR 350,000). The results of this contributed to the preparation of the fisheries management plan of
2010.

CIPA has also been able to publish data relating fo licences issued, fishing efiort and catches for
2007, 2008. Data for 2009 has been recently compiled. A valid statistical system for the industriat
fishery Is therefore in place. However, data sets for licences, catch, fishing effort etc are not well
integrated. Until now, despite the efforts at upgrading arisanal data coligction, there has been no
formal publication of fishery statistics from this source, Recent efforts in the context of the PASP
project have inchuded two socio-sconomic frame surveys (in 2008 and 2008), which present invaluable
information on artisanal fisheties, Other avaitable sources of information were of fimited value or
outdated. More efforis are needed, particularly in terms of coverage both seasonally and spatially, but
this is planned in connection with the recent dishursement of FPA-related funds.

Another important achievement is the development of a fisheries rhanagement plan, based on the
results of the surveys and measures of fishing effort/capacity, which have been formally adopted in
each year from 2007 to 2010,

Raduced 1UU fishing

A significant effort has been undertaken to reduce fllegal fishing in the Guinea Bissau-zone, with a
wide ranige of activities implemented by FISCAP. ' e e ]

New operational centres in Bubaque and Caravela have been bullt or upgraded using existing
infrastructure, both of which are located in the Bijagos Archipelago. However, these are not yet
operational due to delays in the transfer of funds. Funds have also been used for reinforcing the
operational capacity of the base in Cacheu, where one of the larger patrd} vessels (also called
Cacheu) is based, The construction of MCS operational centres in Uite (Bijagos) and In Cacine {to
cover southern Guinea Bissau waters) is pending.

In 2008, FISCAP purchased four vehicles, computers and office equipment, established internet and
supplied commurication equipment for its officers including radios and satelfite telephones.

Activities in relation to sateliite VMS have been limited. Some st'aff'attenc_:ied a study tour in Dakar and
Nouakchott. Two staff attended a training course in Spain, supported by the Spanish Government.

FISCAP also employed residual funds from the previous Fisheries Agreement (EUR 782,000) to
finance the repairs fo the small patrol vessel and to purchase a new one (Baleia V) valued at EUR
380,000. Part of these funds was considered to be in the form of an advance which was subseguently
repaid ot of fines received.. However, the repayment did not pass through the dual signature account,
but was used directly by FISCAP, for salaries and surveillance mission costs. In addition, FPA finance
has allowed FISCAP fo pay outstanding balances due to a Portuguese supplier {SEA RIB) for repalrs,
maintenance, new engines and equipment to the fleet of patrol vessels. FPA funds also supparted the
acquisition of fwo additional small patrol vessels {on leasing ferms) from a Portuguese supplier.
Upgraded navigation equipment was received and installed on patrol vessels.
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The estimated cost of FISCAP's maritime survelilance programme i3 about E@Eﬂ&@@}ggt@ This /
expenditure has been supported by the FPA contribution, which h used to finah sél%:nﬁ /

fuef and other inputs to keep up a goed level of activity in line with the plan.

The FISCAP activities have yielded positive results; as shown in Table 15 in Section 2.5.1. Despite e’
concems, It I clear that Guinea Bigsau has been able to sustain a functional monitoring control and
survelllance operation at sea, and that the FPA funds have been a major factor in this achievement.
There is no information regarding the intemnat budget of FISCAF to demonstrate the use of these
funds.

A,

However FISCAP has not significantly strengthened its fuinctions in other areas. Development and
coordination of land based controls remains weak (for example port state controls over transhipment
and coordination of findings with fishing licence and calch declarations).

Integration of fisheries in the national economy
Strengthened sanitary conditions for the development of the sector

The strategic importance of the strengthening -of sanitary conditions o achieve market access is
underiined by the allocation by the parties of EUR 500,000iyear fo this area, separately specified in
the protocol to the FPA. Activities in this area have been complemented by the parallel support to
CIPA, from the EDF Strengthening Fisheries Products Health Conditions project (SFP Programme)
which has undertaken three technical assistanceftraining missions during the perlod, and has suppfled
inspection and laboratory equipment.

“The FPA has allowed the recruitment of additional technical assistance (45 days of intemational
consultancy) for fralning of GIPA inspection and laboratory staff. In fact this was the SFP consultant,
and the funds were used to extend one of his SFP missions, taking advantage of his presence in the
country at a cost of fees only. Some training on laboratory methods was also delivered by this
consultant.

CiPA has also in this period, recruited additional staff (three veterinarians from the Ministry of
Agriculture), paid salaries and purchased materials and equipment, using FPA funds. The FPA
contribution alsc allowed the acquisition of a new site for a fishery products laboratory, near to the
proposed new Bissau fishing port (at Alto Bandim). FPA funds have beén used to prgpare the plans
for the laboratory and clear the site. ' R

CIPA has adopted a new inspection manual (this was the primary activity objective in one of the
missions supperted by SFP). Equipment for inspectors (including inspection kifs and two cars and fwo
motorcycles) was supplied by SFP. A consignment of laboratory equipment donated by SFP is
expected fo be delivered in Oclober 2010, although the laboratory is not expected fo be ready until
2011 at the eariiest. In the meanwhile, FPA funds will be used to purchase testing services from.other
accredited laboratories in the region e.g. Senegal, As soon as these arrangements are in place, CIPA
plans to submit a request to DG SANCO for the listing of Guinea Bissau (for the export of frozen
crustacean preducts). '

Creation of a favourable economic environment . B

it is & stated objective to build or rehabilitate & support centres for arlisanal fisheries. Due to the
relatively lower priority given to artisanal fisherles (as opposed for example to FISCAP), progress has
been limited due to the availabliity of funds. . )

in one location (Sidja - Biombo) the existing infrastructure was utilised and upgraded at a total of XKOF
136 mitlion (FPA funds). The cenfre now consists of buildings for staff, communify support buliding, ice
plant (2.6 tiday) and refrigeration, and a power generaior room with installed generators (2 x 100KW),
as well as water supply for both the centre and the adjacent fishing village. Further improvements are
needed In the form of an artisanal processing facility and a ramp for the landing purposes. Howevar,
due to the lack of funds this centre is currently not operational (ho fuel for generators).

The centre in Bolama is operational and pravides the centre for the CEFOPE training activities. This

cenire has also recelved additional support (from Spanish technical cooperation AECID). In Bubaque,
there 1s existing infrastructure that has been handed over to private management. The objective Is to
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rehabilitate and/or upgrade other existing centres in Cacheu and Ur .E@'Emiggé_intenti :

take advantage of existing infrastructure, which appears to have peen bullt an _@Qﬁd,ous
donor initiatives in the past, but which are in chronic need of additicnal 1 ant. T D

Fisheries Parinership Agreement FPA 2006720

The parties in their early meetings decided that the support measures could include the rpa

finance contribution from Govermnment of Guinea Bissau fo the African Development Bank projett
"Construction of Port Infrastructures of Alto Bandim (industrial and artisanal fisheries)’, which wil
provide landing site upgrade and cold chain facilities at a dedicated fishing quay, in the southern part
of Bissau city, which will eventually provide for berthing of vessels of draft up to 8m, as well as provide
a small scale fish landing site. Qut of a total project budget of EUR 8.7 miltion, the counterpart finance
anticipated over the course of the project was EUR 1.06 million. The new CIPA fish quality controf
laboratory wilt also be located at this site, as well as the proposed fish processing plant to be
constructed under the agreement with CNFC. Although approved by the Joint Committee in 2008,
these funds were not Included within disbursement dossiers until the end of 2009, when about EUR
69,000 was invested. The delay was due to enginaering problems requiring deeper foundations for
the pier. The prospect of the balance of the 20% counterpart finanhce from the FPA was enough to
convince AfDB ta move ahead with the project. Works therefore started at the end of 2009. The FPA
funds have also supported the upgrading of the fish market in Bissau, including the construction of
covered sales area and improved hygiene facilities. However, this is regarded as only temporary
salution, pending development of improved facilities at Alto Bandim. .

A notable step towards improvement of the business environment has been the adoption of a revised
investment Code in September 2008, The code strengthened the rights of investors {(including re-
expression of equal rights for foreign investors), and introduced a tax credit for afl investors, equal to
30% of the amount invested.

FAQ has supported GIPA to investigate the potential for aguaculiure development. Several potential
sites have been identified, and 3 locations have been identified for pilot investments {one shrimp
production unit and two for riceftitapia).

A summary of the progress with implementation of policy sector. matrix is shown in Table 37 which is
based on Annex 4 of the protocol.

In summary, capacity has been increased for marine surveillance, but no other aspects: of the fisheries
MCS system have been strengthened. Marine surveiliance activities have been sustained at a
reasonable level thraughout. Although the target number of inspections was not met, this appears o
have resulied in lower jevels of WU fishing (with significant arests of industrial and small scale
 vessels). Significant progress has been made In the development of sanitary conirols, aithough some

key improvements are still required to achieve compliance with EU requirements. There are some
notable advances in fisheries research and data availability. These have aflowed the development of a
more realistic management pian for industrial fisheries (albeit with somie questions regarding the
validity of some assumptions made}. Foreign access agreements have been standardised, and
brought into the public domain, a welcome improvement in fransparency. The Agreement has also
helped Guinea Bissau to maintain its participation in important regional fisheries organisations.
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FPA 27/GBA0

Fisheries Partnership Agreement FPA 2006/20

However there has been no material progress in managems he artisgﬁaﬁ@@z:rﬁ‘ rles
jegistation has been developed but until now has not been for a@ . Although omé jefforts
have been made to strengtheh the insfitutional capacity, thesg/ have be i %lftgjgres poorly
planned and.executed, and with the exception of FISCAP and theit overall IMpaeti g nﬁe?éd
{o be negligible. it ;

The draft fisheries law {in Articte 74} atlows for the Minisiry of Fisheries to determméﬁu‘faﬁon; the

. repartition of fines received by the state. This is set at 30%, as agreed with the Ministry of Finance.
Presently, and in accordance with the law on Einance, all revenues are paid to the Treasury and only
Ihereafter are these remitted to the Ministry of Fisheries {into the Fundo de Gestéio). This is the case
with all licence fees, ohserver fees and fines appiied. The system applied is in accordance with the
draft Law on Fisheries and Law on Finance. However the Ministry of Fisheries has had difficuity
obtainifig these funds and reports that these "rastitutions” are paid only after substantial delays, and
not atways in full. Furthermore it asgpears that these sarmarked funds may also be lost in a future
amendment to the Law on Finance™. FISCAP funding {and receipts from fines) were only included in
the state budget (OGE) from 2010.

An average of 3.4 arrests each month of industrial vessels In 2008 generated an estimated income of
UsDh 255,000/monih for the Treasury. Although in theory, FISCAP is self-financing (due 10 the lawful
restitution of 30% of these fines) these funds have not been avallable in a timely manner fo fund
ongaing activities. FPA funds have been instrumental in sustaining the surveillance operations, and
the Agreement has therefore made a very positive contribution to the reduction of 1UU fishing in the
Guinea Bissau EEZ. This is a very significant achievement and a vindication of the parinership
approach adopted by the parties.

FISCAP was the only service of the Ministry of Fisheries which was able to confinue implementing its
planned measures during the 10 month period when the dual signature account was frozen, since it
sould draw on the funds from the previous FA, which were disbursed from a different account (subject
to the control of the Ministry of Fisheries and the EU Delegation). The freezing of the double signature
account without doubt has contributed to the weak implementation of the support measuras by the
other services (DSPA, DSP! and CEFOPE) during the course of this protocol. Significant progress in
terms of sanitary Gontrol was largely due to additional support-given to CIPA through the EDF SFP
programme. o

However, the freezing of the account is not the only factor, ‘Theré-have béen recurring difficulties in
most of the services concemed to develop and implement a technical and financial programme of
reasures to support fisheries policy. Overall, perhaps the fnost important limiting factor in the
performance of the partnership approach is the chronic riged for technical assistance to the Ministry of
Fisheries, which is only now being addressed. Although significant Improvements -are evident (e.g.
new generation of professionals in key positions, new approach to management and ccoperation,
transparency), there is a need for more. capacity considering also other parallel initiatives. Overall, an
initial phase piagued by high costs and less than desirable levels of governance has been succeeded
by clear improvements, Untit now it has not always been possible to attribute. progress in relation to
indicators exclusively to the FPA, since Guinea Bissau has also effectively employed donor
inferventions in several areas {especially in the case of sanitary controls).

As a result of the weak capacity to implement the programme of support measures, the Eurcpean
Commission (DG Development) has decided to support a fechnical assistance position for a period of
10 months (renewable twice) fo support the Ministry of Fisherles and its insfitutions In the
programming of the FPA funds. The position will report to the DEU in Bissau. A budget has been
allocated, ToRs have been agreed and recruitment is in process, with a view to the appointment been
made shortly. The objective is the improvement of and transparent implementation and monitoring of

5 pccording to a Letier of Intent from the Ministry of Finance to the IMF date 11 Maroh 2010 *All administrative fevenues &re

- now collected by the Treasury, but revenue sharing agreements (“restilutions") between the collecting roinisties {including
aliocated revenue. from fishing, saining, and forestry, and administrative revenue such as revenue from passpori} and the
‘Treasury have resulted in de faclo earmarking of resouices. The goverment wiii review the ‘egal framework that reguiates
restitutions by March 2011 with & view to increase the share of non-eammarked fevenues in the bucget”,
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The Fisheries Partnership Agreement signed between Guinea Bissal zmd-the EU and its

Protocol implements the partnership approach promoted by the Commission sifce-the 2004 Coynail
conciusion expressed in ifs communication COM (2002) 635. In short, the partnership~appy, ach
means that the two parties agreeé on a multiannual programme’_with a view to defining and
implementing a fishery policy pramoting respansible fishing practices®’. According to Article 8 of the
Piotacol, the Guinea Bissau Authorities undertake fo allocate 35% of the financial contribution {l.e.
EUR 2.45 milion annually, plus EUR 500,000 for sanitary controls) with a view to implerenting
Inifiatives taken in the context of a sectoral fisheries policy drawn up by the Government of Guinea

Bissau,

the sectoral support under the FPA. The consultants expect {
improve the programme implementation.

6.10implementation of the Partnership app

The multi-annusl programme was drawn up by the Guinea Bissau authorities, during the first year of
the Protocol and discussed and agreed at the first meeting of the Joint Committee held in July 2008,
more than a year after the entry into force (compared to the 4 months foreseen in Article 8.

A review of the budgetary docurnentation *Orgamento Geral Do Estado” for 2010 (the only year which
was available to consultants) indicates that the allocations of funds derived from the EU-Guinea
Bissau FPA have been expressed in the state budget allocations to the Ministry of Fisheries. No state
budget data is available for 2007, 2008 or 2008, but it s reported that fisheries revenues and
expenditure were not exprassed. :

The allocations linked fo the implementation of the measures correspond to the first payment of EUR
2 95 million in 2009. A second payment was paid in July 2010. The budgetary support received from
the FPA has been a cruciat source of funding in securing the functioning of fisheries admihistration in
Guine= Bissau, After many years of stasis, the Parinership Agreement has therefore has enabled the
re-launching of effective fisheries MCS activity. it has also made 2 significant contribufion to progress
towards meeting EU sanitary conditions for market access and establishing & new framework for
fisheries management . :

According to the Agreement, Article 10, the Joint Committee should mest at least once/year annually
to assess progress, among other matters in relation to the commonily agresd annual and multiannual
programming of activities in the context of promoting responsible fishing. The formal and informal
relations between the parties are summarised in Table 28. During the cowrse of the Agreement, since
mid-2007, two Joint Committees have been held (July 2008 and March 2010). Although this is not
inline with the Agreement, there have peen regular contacts between the parfies through the regular
monitoring activities, which have essentially ensured that effective communication on key matters,
despite the political instability.

in 2007 The European Commission appointed a Chargé de Mission for Fisherles Partnership
Agreements, based in the EU Delegation in Dakar. He is responsible for monitoring the
implementation of the Agreements with Cape Verde, Guinea Bissau and Cote d'lvoire. A significant
proportion of the fime of this official {c.75%) is spent on monitoring the procedures and validity of
disbursements under the Et-Guinea Bissau FPA. This has been a most useful appointment and
regular monitoring miissions have ensured a high degree of rigour arid discipline in the budgetary
process and have aiso aflowed discrepancies to be identified and corrected in a timely manner.

%1 Based on experisnce from other fisheries paitnership agreemants, this inciudes measures related fo fight against LUU fishing,
support for scientific research and reduction of the Impacts of fishing on the environment, The partiigrship Includes also
strengthening of sanitary control of fisharles products exported and promotion of European investment in the partner country
and other developmental getivities
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Table 38; Meetings between the parties fo the FPA Dp Cr. &H‘{i“ﬁ
. ny: R { . 4 S gf}“wr ﬂ /
Activity Dates Wties i&@ /
) i
Technicai mission 9-13 July 2007 Discuss and agree financial ;rrsﬁg‘emenig o
Launch policy matrix and initia} steps for Joint
Committee
Joint Committee 3.4 July 2008 Agreed arrangements for financial transfer,
matrix of sectoral support measures, monftoring
arrangements

Moniitoring mission 15-18 September 2008 Monitaring of payments and transfers. Update of
the progress with implementation.

Menitoring mission 13-16 October 2008 Monitoring of payments and transfers. Update of
the progress with implementation.

Monitoring mission 10-12 December 2008 Monitoring of payments and transfers. Update of
: the progress with implementafion.

Monitoring mission 1-6 February 2008 Monitoring of payments and transfers. Update of
the progress with implementation.

Monitoring mission §-8 Aprit 2069 Monitoring of payments and transfers, Update of
the progress with implementation.

Monitoring mission 6-12 December 2009 Monitoring of payments and transfers. Update of
the progress with implementation.

Joint Committee 11-12 March 2010 Review . of implementation of the agreement,
utilisation, cafches, control and survefllance.
Review of secioral policy support, buddets and
unjusiified  expenditures; programming  of
2010/2011 actiens =~~~

Monitoring mission 18-21 March 2010 Monitoring of payments and tranéfe’.rs. Update of
the progress with implementation.

The monitoring missions conducted were able to confirm that funds were transferred to the
implementing authorities, largely in line with disbursement dossiers approved jointly by the Ministries
of Figheries and Finance. implementation of the malrix of policy support measures was slow, however,
gagainst the background of extreme pofifical instability of the -country, the implementation of the
partnership approach, although less than ideal, should be regaided as a significant achisvement with
profound benefits for the couritry, ' .

Whilst there are seflous concerns regarding the rate of impfernentation of the plan as written, ft is clear
that the parties have engaged in a fishery policy dialogtie which has resulted in the development and
proposal of a coherent set of policy measures for application by the Government of Guinea Bissau,
accornpanied by the allocation of funds required for implementation.

There was no meeting of the Joint Sclentific Committee foreseen under the Agreement unt
September 2010. This delay has potentially serious consequences due to the inconsistencies between
fisheries management plans. expressed in the Protocol (Annex [, and those adopted by the
Government of Guinea Bissau based on the recommendations of CIPA. tnsufficient attention has been
focused on the development of management recommendations for sustainable fisheries. There is &
priority need to improve the quality of scientific advice to the parties and to establish a common
approach to fisheries management plans.
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Whilst the partnership approach has therefore strongly supportgd @E@ eation of sectdrél-policy
measures (within the constraints of political instability and wegk institution PR Pﬁfﬁﬁm et

delivered its goal of sustainable fisheries management of the Guina-Bigsau fishery.
6.11 Compliance with Protocol conditions e
The Protocol fo the Agreements establishes a range of conditions on the parties and the fishing vessel

operators which use the fishing opportunities granted in the Guinea Bissau EEZ. This section provides
= brief review of the extent of compliance with these conditions.

6.11 1 Emission of licences

EC fleet operators complain about defays In the emission of licences. In some gases the licence has
arrived only after the beginning of the fishing season, resufting in unwanted additional costs. The
licence procedure is lengthy, involving commurication beiween the Member State Ministry, the
Commission in Brussels, the EU Delegation in Bissau and the Guinea Bissau Ministry of Fisheries.
The Joint Commitiee has sought to review the procedure, but has so far not been able to introduce
any improvements.

6.11.2 Embarking seaman

The Protocol requires thet the fleet of EU traw vessels operating under the Agreement shall undertake
to employ from 3 to 6 Ginea Bissau fishermen (depending on the size of vessel). There are nc spacific
numbers set for tuna vessels, but there is a general non-specific requirements that ali vessels shall
endeavour fo take on board additional fishermen. Most of the EU vessels are less than 250 GRT
capacity, and with an average of 3.5 employed per vessel (Table 37) this suggests that the
employment level in the EU fleetis compliant with the Protocol.

6.11.3 Observers and observer fees

There is a corps of about 100 observers. There Is 100% coverage of the trawl sector with observers
nominated by FISCAP. There has been no progress ih embarking regional observers on tuna vessels.

There are no reporied problems with the mohilisation of observers on EU trawi vessels. As these
vessels have fo go through an inspection before commencing activity and on an ahnual basls, usually
these inspections serve as an opportunity for seamen - and ‘observers. to - board. Change of
crew/observer may also take place at sea or using other ports {Dakar). However, the observer fees
expressed in the Protocol (EU R12/GRT/year) are insufficlent to cover the salary and social costs (EUR
420/month). The balance of the fees is supported by the budget of the Ministry of Fisherles. It should
be noted that observer foes under Guinea Bissau's other bilateral Agreements are EUR
g9,100/vessellyear.

6.11.4 Compliance with fisheries regulations

Most EVJ vessel operators use agents located in Bissau to linise with Guinea Bissau authorities. EU
traw] vessels have complied with technical inspection requirements, with annual port inspections
before start of fishing from FISCAP, Capitenia do Porto, and most recently CIPA for sanitary
conditions. o ' , '

FISCAP has boarded EU vessels regularly during rolifine patrols at seas. No procedural problems
have been reported, EU vessels only rarely, if ever, tranship in Guinea Bissau waters and there have
beenh ho infractions with regard to this activity. There is no satellite VMS in place and therefore no
issues have arisen. There have béen no problems encountered with EU vessels in relation to fishing

zone compliance.

FISCAP operates 18 hriradio coverage. A reported 70-80% of EU vessels do not comply with the
requirement to submit radio reports on entry to the EEZ and departure from it. Especiaily in relation to
tuna vessels which do not carry observers, this means that no catch data is obteined until the
community catch reports are received via the flag Member State and the Commission. Catch
declarations from vessels are validated by the Member state institutions. Disaggregated catch data
only becoimes availeble to the Guinea Bissau authorities after this validation process, which can bhe up
fo 2 years after the fishing period concemed. This makes historical cross checking of submission of
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catch recards, bycatch declarations and managing of excess calg
no actions have been taken against EU vessels for non-complian:
nevertheless regarded as non-compliances, and could in futu
licence to vessels, if not additional sanctions.

I least, refUsdiiadigsle

it is claimed by Guinea Bissay autherities that the hycatch limits 10 shicepha!épgﬁggﬁ he
shrimp traw! fisheries are regularly exceeded. However without disaggregated & ta on a vessel
by vessel basis, It Is not possible to assess this claim. T

However six clear infractions made by EU vessels were detected in 2008 and 2009 (five Spanish
vessels and one Portuguese), Two of these wers for use of a double cod-end. Three were for
unauthorised refuelling at sea (according to Guinea Bissau law vessels should refuel in port unless
they have specific authorisation}. One vessel was also arrested for unauthorised “conexa’. it is not
clear if this refers to unauthorised refuetling or acting as a mother ship receiving fishery caught by
piragues.

The level of fines applied in these cases has been in the range US$100,000 to 250,000, This is
considlered by vessel operators to be excessive in relation to the nature of the offences. The existing
law does allow for lower fines to be applied for less serious offences, and this approach was applied in
at least one case. The current administration recognises that the appiication of article (Art. 54 of the.
FL} concerning serious offences, in the past, may not have always been appropriate. Efforts are being
made for 2 more cautious approach to the levy of fines, but that this has to be in strict accordance with
the law.

6.11.5 Compliance with fisheries management plan (Annex )

Annex i of the Profocol contains an agreed fisheries management plan for Guinea Bissau, expressed
in ferms of the GRT/year for 2007, with regard to different fleet segments. it commits the Guinea
Bissau authorities to!

o feduce fishing effort in the shrimp and cephalopod categories (unless sclentific advice is
favourable) o

o malntain existing fishing agreements with third couritries, but to reduce fishing opportunities o
the level utilised In 20072nd

o 1o cease the granting of fishing opportunities to chartered vessels (implied for, shrimp and
cephalopod categories) : L e

A comparison of this plan was made with the Fisheries Management Plans produced by CIPA and
which have been adopted and applied by the Government of Guinea Bissau. As nioted in Section 2.3
the consultants consider that the development of these management plans incorporates a number of
assumpfions of doubtful validity. These result In a more optimistic estimation of sustainable fishing
effart than is scientifically justifiable. On the basis of these estimations, the Guinea Bissau authorities
nave assumed that the favourable sclenfific advice permits fishing effort to be maintained. The first
condition may be considered to be complied with, aibsit on the basis of questionable assumptions.

With regard to reduction of fishing opportunities, the CNFC Agreement, renegotiated in 2010 has
reduced fishing opportunities for shrimp from 2790 GRT/yr to 388 GRT/yr, but has increased fishing
opportunities for cephalopods from 1194 GRTHr to 2340 GRT/year. It could be argued that the second
condition has not been complied with (especially since the opportunities offered in this segment in
2010 exceed the level specified in the 2010 Fisheries Management Plan adopted by Guinea Bissau).

With regard to the third condition, the issue of fishing ficences 16 charter vessels has continued, with
40 ficences issued in 2007, 23 in 2008 and 46 in 2008. :

it appears that Guinea Bissali has not cotnplied with at least two of the conditions set out in the
fisherles management plan in Annex [ of the Protocol. In these respects the fisheries management
plan, as expressed in the Protocol appears not to have been foliowed by fhe Guinea Bissau
authorities.

Whilst actuat utilisation of fishing cpportunities in Guinea Bissau has always fallen well below the limits
get by the fisherles management plan, there Is a need to ensure that protocol commitments are
harmonised with the biological advice issued by the CIPA, and that this advice is based on sound
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1ssue shauld be addressed as a priority, to avoid such inconsistenciggAi gture. %
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6.12Lessons learnt from the ex-post evalue

6.12.1 Guinea Bissau Objectives

The EU-Guinea Bissau Fisheries Partnership Agreement Is-a large and cempiex instrument whit
significant impacts on both parties. For Guinea Bissau it provides a means of generating foreign
exchange and budgetary income from fishery resources which the country does not have capacity to
exploit. This income has accounted for some 7-8% of the stete budget, and complements the
budgetary support from the EU which provides another 25-30%. The Agreement has conftributed
significantly towards to macro-economic stability, Furthermore part of the income is applied exclusively
to fisheries policy measures, coniributinig on paper 88%. of the budget of the fisherles administration
(but in reality much more). This has allowsed Guinea Bissau fo re-commence effective fisheries
surveillance gnd control activities. The Agreement has allowed Guinea Bissau to take significant steps
towards building a sanitary contral system, which is needed to establish access to the EU market.
However, despite the allocation of a nominal EUR 500,000/annum 0 this area, untii now Guinea
Bissau has not been able to implement these controls, and some of the progress is largely due o
paraliel donor support in this area. In terms of the objective of increasing national participation in the
fishery the Agreement has not been successful in establishing improved conditions for investment,
and the national ‘economic bensfits which are derived from the Agreement remain Hmited to
recruitment of ciew members onboard EU vessels.

The Agreement has provided a sound model for the management of fisheries access by Guinea
Bissau. Allocations are now made in conformity with 2 management plan based on scientific principles
{albeit with some concerns regarding methodology). Along with improved controls this means ihat for
the first Hime in several years, there is evidence of a significant improvement in the sustainabiiity of the
indusirial fisheries of Guinea Bissau, in line with fishery objectives set out in the draft fisheries
strategy. This Is a considerable achievement which can be atiributed in Jarge part to the Fisheries
Partnership Agreement. There are however several aspects of the Agreement and its impiementation
where sustainabliity and responsible fishing could be improved, such as the observer programme,
reporting of activities and catches, bycatch and discard reduction to name & few. Whilst the
Agreement hes fherefore been of benefit to Guinea Bissau, the political instability and the weakened
implementiation capacity have undermined progress and sighificantly reduced the efficiency of those
measures which have been implemented.

8.12.2 Community objectives

The investment of the Community in a Fisherigs Parinership Agreentent with Guinea Bigsau was
expected fo confribute to the following chjectives, which are common with all other fisheries
parthership agreements. concluded by the Community:

a) safeguarding employmentin the regions of the Community dependent on fishing;
b} securing the continued existence and compefitiveness of the Community's fisherles sector;

¢) developing through parinership the fisheries resource management and control capacities of
third countries to ensure sustainable fishing and promoting the economic davelopment of the
fisheries sector In those countries by improving the scientific and technical evaluatian of the
fisheries concerned, monitoring and control of fishing activities, health conditions and the
business environment in the sector;

b
W

d) ensuring adequate supply for the Community market,

The demersal opportunities were effectively utilised by certain segments of the EU shrimp and
cephalopod/fish fieet (mainty Spanish). The tuna apportunities have been generally well utilised {more
so since several purse seine vessels tiave relocated and taken up the fishing opportunities presented
to reduce their exposure to piracy risk in Indian Ocean fisheries), Concerning objective a) the
agreement with Gliinea Bissau has therefore made a contribution to maintaining employment in the

EU fieet.
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The Agreement has provided an important source of revenues th geltisiy
and cephalopod trawl fieels and the EU tuna fleet in the Eastern Trop
targeted is highly migratory and its movemnents are targely drive
vessels must be able fo follow the resources wherever it is present Texd

the waters under jurisdiction of Coastal States, and therefore have an ac
Agreement has therafore peen an effective instrument to secure the regional presenc
and confributed towards its competitiveness (Objective b). However, the recent overall evak:
study of all Community fishing agreements demonstrated that the Community fleet using fishing
possibilities negotiated Under ail fishing agreements represents only a small percentage of all
Community fleet outputs (in terms of production, furnover, value-added, employment and supply to the

market).

As described above the Agreement has been a maijor factor in the development. of strengthened
fisheries management and fisheries MCS, including supperting the participation in regional for a.
There is dlear evidence of improved sustainability of the fisheries within the Guinea Bissau EEZ sector
as a result of the Agreement (Objective c). However, progress is limited in terms of creation of
fisheries investment, mainly due fto the ongoing fack of stability and chronically weak capacity of the
Guinea Bissau authorities. The main barrier to fisheries investment, lack of sanitary compliance,
refnains in place. These factors continue to prevent Guinea Bissau from realising all of the potential
benefits from the Partnership.

Catches made under the Agreement have averaged 7,628 tonnes fyear (valued at EUR 32.1 million).
According to Eurostat EU fish consumption: in 2008 was nominally 10.8 rillion tonnes {production of
6.9 million and net imports of 3.9 milion tonnes). This means that the EU Guinea Bissau FPA has
contributed less than 0.1% of the total supplies to market. The Agreement has therefore made only @
negligible contribution to overall supplies fo the EU market The average cost paid by Community
funds for the catches made was EUR 866/onne, representing some 21% of the ex vessel price of the
fish. It could be argued that this is a relatively high cost and that the Agreement has not been cost
_effective way of ensuring supplies fo the Community market (Objective d).

Ovieratl, for the Community, the Agreement had a positive cost:beneflt ratio of 2.2 (with an annmual cost
to the Commission and the EU flest of EUR 6.6 million compared to an annual benefit of EUR 14.5
million). This ratio indicates that the Agreement has been only a moderately- efficient means of
achieving the economic benefits derived from the Agreement. Most fishing agresments concluded by
the European Union in other part of the world (which are mainly tuna agrearnents) have highly positive
financial returns (the benchmark is that EUR 1 invested typically generates EUR 4 to EUR 5 value
added). ,

Note algo, that this result also masks the- impacts of recent trends. There is an increase in interest in
the Agreement in 2010, from the EU tuna segment. However, at the same time, in recent years some
‘trawl opportunities have not been well used. These factors shouid be taken into account in the
allocation of fishing opportunities under a new protocol with Guinea Bissau, raquiring that financial
compensation be revised to preserve value for money from the Community budget.

Access conditions between different foreign flests differed up to 2010, when there was a significant
harmonisation of the Agreements signed by Guinea Bissau with Senegal and Chinese operators.
These bring the access conditions of the vessel operators more info line with the FPA. There are no
significant discriminatory provisions in comparison with the Fisheries Partnership Agreement with the
Comrmunity, Further steps to removing some of the rémalning differences {in items such as licence
feas, observer fees, bycatch limits and mesh sizes) should be harmonised when the parties negotiate
a new Protocol in the fulure. '

The parinership component of this fisheries agreement has been implemented and a policy matrix’is
guiding the implementation of measures supported by funds from the Agreement. With two Joint
Committes meetings and 75% of the time of a Charge de Mission based in Dakar allocated to fhe
Agreement, there has been & constant active dialogue between the parties. However, this has tended
to focus on procedural and disbursement issues (which have occupled the agenda) rather than
matters of policy and implementation. The propased appointiment of a technical assistant to support
" the Implementation of the policy matrix is considered by the consultants to represent a major step
forward and is expected to significantly address this concem.
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7 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDA

7.1 Conclusion

SSIFrgp
7.1.1 Relevance

The EU-Guinea Bissau FPA is one of six in the West African region (the remaining being between the
EU and respectively Cape Verde, Cote d'lvoire, Gabon, Mauritania and Séo Tomé and Principe). The
Agreement provides complementary opporiunities for EU operators in both demersal (shrimp and
cephalopad trawi vessels, which also employ the Mauritania FPA) and tuna operators {who employ all
of these FPAs). The Agreement has therefore conttibuted to the regional -activity in the Eastern
Tropical Allantic of the EU fleet. The Agreement has aliowed EU vessels to have secure access fo
fishing opportunities in the waters of Guine2 Bissau. It is therefore retevant to the Common Fisheries
Policy of securing fishing opportunities for EU vessel operafors as a means of maintaining
employment in fisheries dependent regions of the Gommunity. The Agreement supports integration of
the pariner country within regional fisheries and maritime bodies (such as CSRP) which the
Community also supports, of participates in. The Agreement s therefore to be considered {0 be
relavant to the policy needs of the European Union.

At the same time the Agreement has allowed Guinea Bissau to derive economic benefit from the
fishery resoiirces which is does not have the capacity exploit. The financial income generated from
this resource is extremely valuable, having provided about 10% of anhual government revenues. The
contribution also provides an Important source of funding for the implementafion of sustainable
fisheries policy, for which no other-alternative sources of funding exist. The FPA has provided a mode!
for the renegotiation of other agreements between Guinea Bissau and other third parties.  The
Agreement is therefore considered to be highly relevant to the needs of the Guinea Bissau
government.

7.1.2 Effectiveness

The Fisheries Partnership Agreement with Guinea Bissau has supported the deployment of an annual
average of about 68 EU vessels (15 fish/cephalopad trawlers, 23 shrimp vessels, 11 pole and line
vessels and 19 purse seiners} in the Guinea Blssau zone, with an overall rate of available licerices
drawn of 45%, 36%, 76% and 83% respectiviy. The average annual catches under the Agreement
were 7,628 tonnes valued at EUR 32.1 million with a value added generated esfitnated at EUR 14.5
millioniyear, accruing to the EU and AGP countries, plus some benefits to downstream processing of
catch in Cote d'lvoire, Spain and France. The Agresment.is estimated to support the employment
onboard of 470 EU natiohals. This accounts for about 4% of the total EU nationals employed on EU
vessels operating under Fisherles Parinership Agreements.

About 95% of the value generated the Agreement to the EU fleet is in the form of the demersal fishing
opportunities for fish/cephalopods (47%) and shrimp (48%), and 5% is due to the funa opportunities.
Overall 84% of the value added is derived by Spanish vessel operators, and 13% by Portuguese.

France gains 2-3% of the agreement value, and Greece and italy essentially obtain nit benefits. The
Agreement is therefore effective only in respect of a narrow group of flest operators.

Fishing under the agreement with Guinea Bissau represents about 7.4% share of the fotal turnover of
the EU fleets under fishery parinership agreements, and 0.8% of the tumover of the EU fishing fleet.
With regard to the demersal fisheries, the Agreement delivers revenues-averaging EUR 32.1 million,
which is 14.4% of the value of ali demersal fishing under all FPAs. it also represents approximately
one quarter of the revenues of the distant water shrimp and cephalopod fieets {the balance being
* contributed mainly by the Mauritania and Greenland FPAs) along with private access arangements in
Guinea Conakry and Senegal. R

.Although the Agreement cannot be consideret effective for some fleet segments {since Portuguese
and Spanish surface long line operators, and Greek and ltalian demersal traw! interests appear {0
express little interest in the Agreement), for the most part it may be considered ta have been an
effective measure, supporiing the Community fisheries objectives of deployment of El vessels,
generating employment for EU and third country nationals and generating supplies for the Communhity
market in line with. demand.

SSIrpg |/
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7.1.3 Efficiency

Overall, for the Community, the Agreement has had a modest posill

io of costs &S@ﬁg?H io ¢f
2.2 (with an annual cost to the Commission and the EU fleet of EUR 6: ilfion, comp: e&é n
annual benefit estimated to be £UR 14.5 million). The average cost per tonne to th i

catches made was EUR 886/tanne, représenting some 21% of the ex-vessel price of the figh~__ /

The utilisation by the EU vessels of the fishing opportunities provided by the Agreement was highly
variable, with demersal opportunities in particular being poorly utilised in some years. The associated
financial contribution paid by the EU (with & nominal total of EUR 7.5 mitlion per yeat) may therefore
be regarded as too high, represanting poor value for the EU tax-payer. The Community pays on
average, more than EUR 2 miion per year for unused fishing opportunities. This element of the
financial expenditure delivers no economic benefits to the EU flest and in this respect the Agreement
cannat be regarded as a cost officiant method of achieving the policy objectives during the
period covered by the evaluation,

However, it should also be considered that the operational characteristics of the EU demersal fleat
segments means that they have: irregutar fishing patterns which gives rise to utilisation rates which
vary from year to year (with a range of annual utilisation rates from 17 to 65%). A certain degree of
over-payment is therefore inevitable with fixed fishing opportunities set at a level to accommodate the
maximum desired rate of anoual Jtilisation. To a certain extent, a level of over-payment and

Inefficiency is a feature of iie Inciusion of these opportunities in the protocol..

7.1.4 Sustainability

As far as can be ascertained the fishing operations conducted under the Agreement in respect of tuna
species comply with the managerhent recommendations of ICCAT. Furthemmore, since the catches’
under the agreement only contiibute & very small percentage of the total catches from the stocks
{maximum 1%.in the case of yellowfin tuna), the Impacts can be regarded as insignificant.

With regard to the fisheries from fish, cephalopods and shrimp, the Agreement contributes 1o a
significant level of exploitation (75-1 00% In the case of shrimp, 50-80% in the case of cephalopods but
only about 10% In the case of demersal fish). The Agreement therefore has poteniial to impact on
these resources if they are not managed sustainably. In the most recent years of the protocol, actual
fishing effort applied to demersal resources from all sources appears fo be within sustainable fimits as
established by a national fisheries management plan. R

However, there are severe doubts regarding the scientific validity and reliability of the ptan, which
suggests that there is a risk that some of the fisheries achivities undertaken by EU vessels are not
sustainable. There i an urgent need 1o address these methodotogical concems, and fo address the
possible ecosystemn impacts of fishing by EU vessels (determin impacts of bycaich and discards).
There is an urgent need for the Joint scientific committee to accelerate its work, to ensure that at least
riske atfached to fisheries management declsions are quantified and known at the timea they are taken.
Until such a revision is implemented, it is not possible fo state definitively on this matter. There are
aiso some congerns regarding the wider ecosystem impacts of the fisheries contained within the
Agresment, especially negative interactions of trawling in terms of turtie and shark populations and
discarding of unwanited bycatch, and especlally so in the shritp fisheries. :

EC vessels have largely complied -with fisheries ruies aimed at maintaining sustainability. Specifically
only two offences regarding mesh size and gear types have been detected during the course of tie
protocot. However, it is clear that reporting conditions are not often complied (although catches. are
reported to Member States, s0 the vessels cannot be regarded as 1UU). However the omission does
reduce data quantity and quality available to fisheries sclentists and needs to be addressed.

The Agreement, through its support for the development of policy framawork for sustainabte fisheries
in Guinea Bissay, has contributed to significant improvements in the areas of fisheries controls and
regional integration. There are natable achievements in detecting and arresting of 1UU vessels (both
industrial and artisanal sectors). The Agresment has also supported Guinea Bissau's acfive
parficipation in regional fisheries management bodies (COMHAFAT and CSRP, but has not yet
enzbled Guinea Bissau to become a member of ICCAT). Whilst there is no direct gvidence that these
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and compliance by the EU vessels with reporfing requirements cified In tHe -Botbeol, the
Agreement may be considered to have had a sighificant positive r'mpa?f‘on;tg_p sustairniabliity of
fisheries In the Guinea Bissau EEZ. it may be considered fully In line withi™the. principles of
responsible fisheries.

Therefore subject to the reservations regarding sustainability ﬁpportunities
L

7.1.5 Partnership element

A mutually agreed policy matrix is guiding the implementation of measures supported by funds from
the Agreement. The implementation process has been impaired by the political and financial instability
of the Government and by a lack of capacity by the fisheries administrafion, afthough this {atter aspect
is itnproving. Furthermore the budgetary allocations by the Govemment of Guinea Bissau to speciflc
measures within the fisheries area have not been fully transparent, at least during the initial phase of
the protocol period. Despite these constraints, as a result of the support, it is clear that important
progress has been made oh agreed strategic objectives, most natably in relation to strengthened
fisherles monitoring control and surveillance, data collection for statistical purposes, research and
sanitary inspection capacity. Guinea Bissau's participation in regional fisheries bodies (COMHAFAT
and CSRP) has also been strengthened, and there have been positive steps in drafting of new
legisiation, fisheries statistics and resource management. However, in large part due to events out the
control of the fisheries administration, disbursement has been much siower than anticipated, and this
has delayed implementation. Whilst the partnership component of this fisheries agreement has
been implemented, the programme has only partially achieved its objectives within the time
frame established by the parties. )

Although the parties have only held two jolnt committee meetings during the course of the Protocol,
they have been able to maintain an effective dialogue through the medium of the Charge de Missien
appointed to monitor the agreement from his base in the EU Delegation in Dakar. This appointment
has alflowed serious problems to be identified and corrected by the parties, teking action in 2 timely
manner including appropriate political intervention. Although the close monitoring has been fime
consuming and costly from an adiministrative point of view, it has been implemented effectively and
efficiently and has thus prevented the Agreement from belng critically undermined. There are strong
arguments in favour of retaining this approach for the future. . T

The parties have only tecently, in 2010, defined the terms of reference for the Joint Scientific
Committee, which will consider fisheries management recommendations. Given the concems
identified by this study regarding the validity of the fisheries management plans promulgated by the
Ministry of Fisheries, this is considered 1o représent a significant failure of the parties, with associated
fiék that unsustainable fishing effort may be applied to the Guinea Bissau Stocks. There is an urgent
need to-ensure that methodalogical questions regarding the scientific advice for fisheries management
measures are clarified.

Institutional weaknesses have limited progress in areas of the policy matrix but the adoption of
relevant fisheries legislation Is expected in the near future and various positive developments have
taken place, including training of inspectors and enumerators, recruitment of technical staff, upgrading
of fisheries research, significant Increase in sanitary control capacity, securing fisheries dala
collection, and development of infrastructure, i.e. most importantly concerning MCS decentralised
operational centres. Although, as roted above, there are various positive steps taken the Agreement
has so far failed to promote the development of the national fishery sector, in line with national policy.
This remains the-tiighest priorily for the future. ’

Furthermore, the European Union is a development pariner of Guinea Bissau participating in national
and regional indicative programmes which allocate European Development Fund resources fo the
pariner country. Atthougt the National Indicative Programme does not address needs of the fisheries,
from late 2010 for a perlod of up to 30 months EDF funds will support the delivery of technical
assistance to the Ministry of Fisheries for the programming of the support measures using FPA funds,
This is a welcome strengthening of coherence between the expression Communily's development and
fisheries policies in Guinea Bissau. it will help Guinea Bissau to derive greater benefits from the FPA
approach and should help the Agreement to become more sustainable in the longer term. it shoulid
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also help to strengthen Guinea Bissau's participation in regi_n%lf rojec'é;li N il@guﬁg the
Fisheries MCS Programme to be launched and implemented thrdug @%ﬁl late 2010440 /
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The Agreement provides access to a number of multi-species fisheries by seversl. different ,fleet

segments from different EU countries; It also reflécts the model of resource management applied by
Guinea Bissau, using fishing effort imits and technical measures.

7.1.6 Compliance with the Protocol

Given tha complexity of the fisheries management measures applied, the level of compliance with
fisheries regulations by EU vessels has been good, with only two fisheries related infractions noted
during the course of the Protocol (although there were four more related to refuelling operations).
Thers is concern that reporting conditions imposed on EU vessels (entry and exit reposting, and
submission of catch reports) are not always met. This could also be considered in terms of a more
rigorous approach by Member States to compliance with the Protocol conditions, as feqgulred in
Councll Reguiation (EC) No 1006/2008 of 29 September 2008 conceming authorisations for fishing
activities of Community fishing vessels outside Community waters and the access of third couniry
vessels to Community waters. There are concerns expressed regarding compllance with byeatch limits
but no evidence of non-compliance.

The observer programme functions: well for traw! fisheries, although the financial provisions in the
protacol are insufficient. No observers have been deployed in tuna fisherles. Development of a
regional observer corps under CSRP is a priority which wilt help to resalve this issue. Crew from
Guinea Bissau ere smployed onboard trawl vessels in compliance with requirements in the Profocol.

The Guinea Blssau authorities undertook to implement a fisheries management plan which is
expressed In the Protocol Annex fil. it appears that Guinea Bissau has not complied with at least two
of the conditions set out in this fisheries management plan {in relation to reduction of fishing
opportunities and cessation of issue of licences o charter vessels). Instead Guinea Bissau has
followed the national plans develdped op annual basis by CIPA scientists. In these respects the
fisheries management plan, as expressed in the Protocol appears not to have been followed, Whilst
actual utilisation of fishing opportunities in Guinea Bissau has always fallen well below the limits set by
the fisheries management plan, there is a need to ensure that protocol comimitments are harmonised
with the blological advice Issued by the CIPA and formally adopted, and that this-advice is paséd on
sound scientific principies. The Joint Scientific Committee met for the first time-in September 2010,
and this issue should be addressed as a priority; to avoid such inconsistencies in fhe future.

7.1.7 Conclusion to the Ex-post evaluation

Despite these concerns, the Fisherles Parinership Agreement has proved to be highly relevant to the
needs of Guinea Bissay, both in terms of major contribution of macroeconomic and budgstary stablity,
and in terms of national fisheries policy (since it provides financial means for implefmentation of
important measures). The Agreement is also highly relevant to the Comimon Fisheries Policy (since it
provides access to important and valuable fishing opporiuniies for EU vessels, supporting thelr
regiohal presence In West Africa) viith the assoclated Community benefits. The Agreement is the
fourth largest of the Fisheries Parinership Agreements concluded by the EU with third countries {(after
Mauritania, Morccco and Greenland) and provides important-access for several highly dependent
fieet segments, particular Spanish and Portuguese shrimp and cephalopod segments, and French and
Spanish pole and fine vessels. o

The Agreement has aflowed the EU to maintain a policy dialogue with the Guinea Bissau Authorities,
with a view to promoting responsible fishing, and this appears to be having significant impacts in terms
of reduced JUU fishing, maintaining the observer programme for trawl fleats operational, reinforcing
fisheries research capacity, and securing the data collection systern. Significant progress in the
capacity for sanitary control, athough recelving important additional assistance from the EDF SFP
programme, shouid also be included in this context and may in the short term lead to inttiating exports
of shrimp to the EU markst. In conclusior, aithough there are concerns regarding the efficiency of the
Agreement and the rate of implementation of the partnership component, it has proved overalt to be
an effactive taol for furthering the mutuatl policy objectives of the parties.
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From the perspective of the European shrimp and cephalopottrawt oper_atoré; Hhet Bﬁ:sc tical
strategic interest to keep access to the EEZ of Guinea Bissau as a significartand integréf‘p of their
business activities. However, the rnain interest is from Spanish, Poriuguess, ME%OE alors,
Opportunities. avallable for Greek and ltalian interests have hardly been used. There % some
interest from the Irish trawl sector. The Agreement complements simitar agreements in Mauritania and

Morocco, which are ussd by many of the sarie vessels as part of a regional fishing campaigns,

7.2 Recommendations

7.2.1 Interest in continuation of the current ag

For tuna vessels (purse seiners and pole and line vessels), the agreement provides a companent
within a network of sub-regiona access agreements. The avallabilily of access to the EEZ of Guinea
Bigsau can prove useful when fish concentrates in this region. This Agreement is complementary to
the FPAs which the EU has concluded with Gabo Verde and Cote d'lvoire, since it provides a degree
of continuity of fishing opportunities for migratory résources in West African waters. The pole and line
fleet has reduced in size in 2009, but remaining operators depend on Guinea Bigsau for some of the
higher value portions of thelr annual catches. Interest from purse seiners has increased in the Eastern
Tropical Atlantic in 2009 since the threat of piracy in the Indian Ocean has lead to a decrease in
fishing opportunities in this region. There is no interest at present from the EU surface longline fleet,
which in recent years has preferred to operate further outside the Guinea Bissau zone.

From the perspective of the European Union, there is also an interest in maintaining the Agreement
with Guinea Hissau:

« The European Union is the most important development partner of Guinea Bissau, investing
considerable EDF funds in budgetary support and various projects to help maintain economic
and polifical stability of this vulnerable country. The Fisheries Partnership Agreement is a
sighificant and integral element of the relationship, accounting for maybe one quarter of the
total value of EU support. In 2010 the EU, via the EDF, Is investing additional funds to help
make the partnership element of the agreement operate more efficiently. The parinership has
staried to deliver meaningful gains in national and regional fisheries govermnance, reduced HUU
fishing and international trade. Withdrawal of the Communify from the Agreement would be
jikely to have severe negative impacts on European bilateral and vegional interests.

« In December 2007, at the EU-Africa summit, the European Union adopted a hew strategic
partnership with Africa, with two of the axes being ‘lrade, regional integration and
infrastructure” and "achievement of the millennium development goals (MDGsY. The
partnership approach to the Fisheries Agreement emphasises the support for the
irmplernentation of a sectoral policy for sustainable fisheries. The Community has invested
additional funds (in the form of technical assistance. and monitoring) to ensure that such a
policy Is properly designed anid formulated in Guinea Bissau. The interest of the EU is fo
ansure that bilateral relations with ACP third countries are coherent with the reglonal policy

and the FPA with Guinea Bissau presents one of the iniportant instruments by which this ean
be achlieved. :

o This pricrity is taken up by two regional EDF programmes, "ACP Fish II” allocates substantial
funding aimed at supporting regional integration of fishery management and promoling
responsible fishing practices {robust scientific advice, fight against 1UU fishing etc), The CSRP
MCS Project due to start in late 2010 will-support reglonal MCS missions in CSRP member
States (including Guinea Bissau), The Fisherles Partnership Agreement with Guinea Bissau
by supporting strengthening of fisheries management functions and MCS means ensures that
Guinea Blssau is able to participate effectively in these initiatives. :

« Similardy the support measures implemented under the FPA directly complement the
implementation by Guinea Bissau of EU Regulation 1005/2008 on measures to eliminate 1UU
fishing which requires third countries to implement various measures in relation to their flests
which supply the European market. Until now this has not been a priority, but it will become s0
if Guinea Bissau is able to comply with the sanitary conditions for export of fishery products to
the EU market,
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forms of cooperation shoutd be-explored as a meang 0 %ieéing sus|
been taxe

¥ beyond

EU waters. With EU support significant steps ha e, strengthening the
CSRP, which has emerged with significantly improved mance and & ity. It will be
further supported by regional EDF projects. Guinea Bissau Is tive partici ofig with

two other FPA partners in the region (Cabo Verde and Mauritahia).

PA prom a5 and
supports Guinea Bissau's participation in the regionat activities of the CSRP, ihe refore is

coherent with the future reform of the CFP.

e The strengthening of CSRP, with three members with current FPA's suggests there may be an
opportunity for the European ‘Union to conclude a regional partnership agreement with the
CSRP in line with the ideas promoted in the Green Paper. At minimum it could cover support
for the membership of the organisation, but could be extended fo cover implementation
activifies (MCS, observer corps and joint management of stocks). The Communily therefore

has an interest to maintain its current relationships with Guinea Biss
counfries in the region t6 prepare for such a possibility.

» The European Commission is refiecting on the expression of the app

au as well as with other

lication of the Integrated

Maritime Policy to the Atlantic Ocean Region™. The role of reglonal cooperation Is cornmon in
several of the themes considered (especially in relation fo good environmenial status,
economic growth across borders, connectivity and trade relations ahd maritime governance of
matine waters). The EU-Guinea Bissau Fisheries Partnership Agreement has relevance to all
of these strategic elements, and therefore is coherent with a regionally integrated approach to

the FU Mafitime Policy.

The Authoritles of Guinea Bissau also have an interest to conclude a new Fisheries Partnership

Agreement with the EU:

s During the course of the agresment the FPA provided a financial coniribution equal fo about

10% of the Govermnment revenue, and Guinea Bissau depends on

this to maintain macro-

economic and political stability. The contribution also supports Government expenditure in
fisheries, where it has coniributed at least 88% of the budget expenditure. The contribution is

likely to be greater in fulure as Government removes guaranteed _budgetafy restitutions fo the

Ministry of Fisherles (in terms of licence and observer fees efc). .

+ Guinea Bissau is a member of the re-structured reglonal ﬂsﬁériés bbdyr CSRP. With improved

governance and significant donor support CSRP is likely to bec

strengthening regional fisheries management, Continuation of the FPA can help to support.

ome a driving force in

Guinea Bissau’s participation in this body, as well as strengthening implementation of its own

fisheries policy measures in line with regional initiatives.

«  The Guinea Bissau fisheties administration has problers sacuring national budgeted funds to
support the implementation of its fishery sector policies, which depend almost exclusively on
the FPA income. A renewal of the protocol ta the Fisheries Parinership Agreement with the
EU will help to secure complefmentary national funding over several years for implementation

of the policy measures which would be more difficult, if not impossible

».  Untl now there has been no significant development of an export-

, without the Agreement.

oriented fish processing

industry in Guinea Bissau. However the prospect of future compliance with the EU's sanitary
conditions set out in EU regulations 852/2004, 863/2004 and 854/2004 provides the potential

2 COM{2009) 163 adopted by the Commlssion on 22.4.2009

53 There Is a public consultation until 15/10/2010 and the Commission has published &

“Non-Paper on the EU and

the Atlantic Ocean’, European Commission | Directorate-General For Maritime Affaifs And Fisheries

httg:llec.eum@=—§ulﬁshsrieslgamer'siconsuIlg;ionslat!anﬁc occeandnon _paper_en.pdf
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fur such a development in the short term. In this respect '
ias largely been due to EDF assistance and the applicafio g@' ndsina m inta
manner. In the absence of the SFP Project (ending in2010) and ¥ %@g ing budgetafy
support using FPA funds, the prospect of development onshore fEJ ishery
sector Is significantly less likely. J

e In the medium term, Guinea Bissau is expected fo remain dependent on expo
nuts. However, alternative incoime sources are required to make rurat and coastal livelthoods
more sustginable. Fisheries development policy should therefore be maintalned, and the FPA
pravides an important means for supporting the development agenda.

The FPA brings positive benefits fo the Government of Guinea Bissau, but the weak implementation
capacity of the fisheries administration has resulted in these being way below the potential, although
positive developments are apparent in the current administration. The importance of a coherent
approach to the fisheries and development partnerships with Guinea Bissau cannot be over-
emphasised. The proposed technical assistance support from the EDF for implementation of support
measures ysing FPA funds is'a positive development (ahd a recommended mode! for consideration in
relation to other FPAs with third country partners with fimited implementation capacity). Regional EDF
programmes (SFP, ACP Fish H, GSRP-MCS) have all had, or are fikely to have a major impact on
fisheries governance, economic development and trade.

in conclusion the FPA has become an integrot element of the EU’s development partnership within the
region. It appears that itis in the interest of both of parties fo prolong the partnership between Guinea
Bissau and the European Union, The parties are therefore recommended to rénew the Agreement for
a further period.

7.2.2 What duration?

The current protocol under the Fisheries Partnership Agreement with Guinea Bissau ends its 4 year
term on 15 June 2011. The parties may wish to consider concluding a new protoco! for a minimum of a
similar term. A longer Agreement could be- concluded providing that it contains measures which permit
a flexible adjustment of fishing opportunities. The establishment of a functional Jolnt Scientific
Committee in 2010 provides the opportunity for the parties to agree on annual fisheries management
plans, which should determine exploitation level. oL

723 What access conditions should be applied? -

Guinea Bissau has pursued an active policy of harmonising access conditions between different flaet
segments, in particular CNFG, Seriegal and national operators {including charier vessels). In most
cases, these are now substantially aligned with the conditions expressed in the curent FPA protocol.
Therefore several of the main canditions listed in the Annex fo the current protocol should remain the
same, in particular the procedural conditions for the issue of licences, the exclusion of EU vessels
from the 12 mile Inshore zone of Guinea Bissauy, bycatch limits, and the employment of nationals
onboard EU vessels.

However there are a number of matters where there will be & need for adjustments, as follows:

o Mesh size for shrimp nets should harmonised in line with the fisheries management plan
(currently 50 mm, up from 40 mm at present}- -

o EC operators in the shrimp sector find the bycatch limits to be restrictive; on the other hand
the Guinea Bissau operators complain of non-compliance. To reduce discarding it is in the
interests of both parlies to investigate aitemative ways of address this issue. The Joint
Sclentific Comimittee shoutd be asked to review the approach, includirig assessing the validity
of bycatch limits as a control measure within the frame of the Fisheries Management Plan.

o The level of fines imposed for offences has been a source of friction betwaen EL vesse!
operators and the Guinea Bissau authorities, The adoption of the draft marine fisheries law
should recelve high pricsity, given its revision of the penaity system and level of fings, In the
meanwhile there is a need to agree on a schedule of fines, which are more proportionate to
the offences committed, whillst within the current law,
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o Note that the CIPA is considering the introduction of a bicipg
ghrimp. This is feasible, but could potentially have & si nﬁl@ _shrimp
vessel segment, if such seasons overlap with closed segsons ';G_ y Maurtanilihe;
proposed measure should be reviewed by the Joint Seigntific comti @ its i
assessed [n the light of regional fishing patterns, hefore it is ifit ced. i“i?:? @

o Reporting arrangements by EU vessels have not always been complied With,.and thére i5a

need to strengthen sanctions against vessels which do not report entry an ist_to/the -

Guinea Bissau zone, and which do not submit catch reports on exit. In the meanwhlig, the
Commission is recommended to request Member States to communicate the gatellite VMS
alerts regarding enfry/exit of an EU vessel info the Guinea Bissau EEZ, These can be
communicated to the Guinea Blssau authorities to aflow a cross-check with radio reports
received and appropriate sanclions to be applied for non-compliance. Such an approach
would be entirely coherent with the Comunity's recent measures to counter iUy fishing.
Catch reporting should be extended to cover ecosystem impacts {discards and sensitives
fauna).

7.2.4 Activifies of the Joint Scientific Commitiee

Now that the Committes has been formed and had its first meeting, there is a need to accelerate the
programme of work. ltis recommended that the priority tasks of this Commities should be to:

o Review the FISCAP (and CiPA)} observer programme and the resulting data with the primary
goal of constructing 2 consistent and refiable time series of CPUE data by type of fishery and
by target species. Compare these GPUE data with afternative data sources such as from EU
fleets, and assess thelr reliability.

o Review the metholodology applied by CIPA for the estimation of TACs and provide guidance
on alternative approaches, making use of available fisherles statistics, in particular, in
conjunction with survey data.

o Review the annual fisheries management plan developed by CIPA hased on the above
referred points. This shouid consider the possibility of using effort and/or fishing capacity, or a
reliable indicator thereof, for the management of Guinea Bissau fisheries. Technical measures
such as specified limits on retalned bycatches, mesh sizes and other, possible measures (e.g.
closed seasons for shrimp, bycatch reduction devices, efc.) should also be reviewed, based
on the available information. -

7.2.5 Revised policy support measures

For a new protocol, i is recommended that the programme of policy support measufes be revised to
account for changing priorities.and the delays in implementation.

The consultants consider that the technical assistence position with the Minstry of Fisheries will
provide a valuable opportunity to use FPA rescurces to strengthen implementation capacity of the
Ministry services, The priority for this position is to assist with the revisian of the matrix, in fine with the
draft fisheries strategy. it is alsc recommended that greater priority be attached {0 the approval by the
National Assembly of the Fisheries Law, and extending of the range of fisheries MCS activities, as well
as a maintaining the momentum with the development of the sanitary inspection system. Greater
aftention should also be paid to the strengthening of the monitoring framework.

Another priority should be to advise on recruitment and training of staff in areas such as hudgetary
planning, project design, logical framework approach to interventions, monitoring and evaluation
methodologies, human rescurce management etc.. Lack of skills in these areas has impaired the
capacity of the Guinea Bissau to benefit from the partnership approach under this Agreement. There is
a need for a coherent and comprehensive plan for strengthening the fisheries institutions, with a focus
on fuman resource development, The Ministry of Fisherles, with the support for the TA to be recruited,
is recommended to develop such a plan for implementation under the FPAas a priority,

Finalty, it should be noted that according fo the planned expenditure budgets some 25% of tha FPA
contribution was to be allocated to operational costs (i.e. current expenditures) whereas abaut 75%
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chould be allocated to investment. The consuitants have not Jine Wpn, 2 deﬁegk%f the
expenditiires, but it appears that significantly more than 25% of Y have J%ed i
to sustain the operational costs of the Ministry (salaries, expenses, _ ign &y ﬁggnisatl_ ns
and in particilar, inputs for surveillance rmissions being the major itemsy § Y{ !
resources applied to investment in the institutionat and physical infrastructuré™tsuch as lalx j
comemunication, vessels). Whilst this has been expedient {the Ministry refies on the
88% of its budget) it is not strictly inline with the partnership approach, in which the iti
contribution from the Communtty is considered to form an investment in the third couritry concerned, It
is recommeded that this imbalance should be addressed with a re-programming of the policy matrix
to be undertaker concurrently with the introduction of any future Protocol under the Agreement.

7.2.6 Regional Fisheries Integration

it is in the interests of the EU and Guinea Bigsau for the latier party to deepen the regional integration
of its fishery sector by participating in relevant fisheries organisafions. As a major provider of tuna
fishing oppartunities to reglonal fleets, Gulnea Bissau should consider becoming a contracting party of
ICCAT. The parties may wish to consider that & future FPA should include measures o address this
need.

Furthermore this study has indicated that there may be a potential that future Protocols negotiated by
the Community with the four CSRP Member States which have FPAs with the EU, could inchude
provision for direct transfer to CSRP of an element of the financial confribution allocated to the policy
support measures. The proposed adoption by the CSRP Councll of Ministers of a sirategic plan with
budgeted policy measures would aliow the direct aliocation of FPA finance by the European
Commission to a 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 Guinea
Bissau, this is about EUR 50,000/year), but it could be Increased in fine with Members wishes fo
support GSRP measures. This may require the condition that proportionate contributions are made by
CSRP members who do not have FPAs. Separate FPA elements could also, if CSRP and Member
States agreed, be linked to the CSRP counterpart financé of the MCS missions to be implemented
under the EDF MCS programrme, thus ensuring @ good level of coherence befween fisheries and
development policies in pursuit of their common Interest in reducing UL fishing.

In addition, the adoption of this model would reduce the reliance of CSRP on donor furiding, solve, or
at least reduce, the problem of arrears in payment of membership fees and contribute, at least
paitiaily, to its longer term sustainability. It would also ensure some external monitoring of progress as
a condition of the budgetary suppert and thus further strengthen governance of the CSRP. The
prospect of a regional FPA has already been considered by the CSRP Councll of Ministers, arid they
. have sisked their executive secretary to investigate the possibility. There seem to be considerable
synergies scross davelopment, fisheries and maritime policy agendas to be gained from such an
arrangement, and the European Commission, along with FPA partners Governments in the region, is

recommended to investigate this pms_pect in more detail.
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ANNEX 1: SUB-REGIONAL FISHERIE

COMMISSION (CSRP) L
Introduction IF 1}:{:?}

The. Sub-Regional Fisheties Commission {réferred to here as CSRP, unde?ii%w ench acronyrm
Commission Sous-Régionale des Pa&ches) is an International Organisation, jinked to, bu dependent
from, FAQ. Created in 1985, the CSRP has 7 Member States: Cape Verde, Gambia, Guinea, Guinea-
Bissau, Mauritania, Senegal and Sierra Leone. The CSRP is-an advisory body only.

Constitution

The permanent secretariat is in charge of implementing decisions made by the Ministerial Conference.
its director is the Permanent Secretery named for a period of 4 years, renewable one fime only. The
core budget of the permanent secretariat originates from contribution from the Mémber States, with
additional externa! funding provided by donors on a project basis. The headquarters of the Permanent
Secretariat are in Dakar: :

The Coordinating Commiltee is the technical and consultative body in charge of monitoring the
jmplementation of the Ministers. The Ministerial Conference is the main decision-making body. It is
composed by the Ministers in charge of fisheries of each Member State. The presidency of the
conference changes every two 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 t© the permanent
secietariat. It is customary for CSRP to organise-an extraordinary meeting every other year to rionjtor
progresses and budget uptake. The cument presidency is exercised by Cap Verde. Gambia will take
over end of 2010 after the regular mesting of Ministers scheduled o take place next October 2010.

Objectives and strategy

The general objectives of the CSRP as per its founding actare: ..’

e« To harmonise common policies for conservation and exploitation of fisheries resources In the
sub-region ' } . L o

« The adoption of common strategles in international fora : -

o To develop sub-regional cooperalion for fisheries monitoring, cantrol and surveilance

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

in 2001, the Ministerial Conference adopted a 2002-2010 strategic action plan for CSRP. The plan is
developed around 5 main axes of intervention, summarised below:

1. Fisheries management: concerted action plans for fisheries managernent in particular for
shared fisheries, improved managament of fishing capacities in the region, implementation of
a common framework for regulation of access and alfocation of fishing rights on shared
fisheries, definition of a concerted framework for -negotiation of fishing agreemanis,
management of fraglie ecosystems and species : .
Research: improved research on shared specles including regular assessment of the status of
these stocks and definition of a TAC, coordinate research strategies of Member States
MCS: strengthen UCOS capacities, create and maintain a reglster of fishing vessels active in
the region, organise joint cantrol operations, generalise observers-onboard fishing vessels
information on fisheries: promote the creation and the diffusion of a regional fisheries
information system, ensure fisheries data are collected on 2 regular basis
5. Institutional and legal aspects: adapt legal frameworks of the Member States to iake into
consideration International hard and soft laws, harmonise Member States (Bgisiation on
access, technical measures, attribution of flag, chartering, strengthen cooperation with
Member States and international management organisations.

s> W N
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Activities and achievements

The main achievements of the CSRP include so far

%
« The conclusion of a Convention determining the minimal conditions 6Faggess in th‘é% Z of
the Mermnber States (1993) /

« The Convention of sub-iegionat cooperation for the right of hot-pursuit {1993)

« A Protocol defining the modalities of coordination of surveiflance activities of Member States in
application of the convention above (1893) with further negotiations of bilateral application
protocols

o 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 fed to the creation in 1995 of a coordination unit for implementation of regional
MCS activities In Gambia (UCOS). After the end of the project in 2004, the UCOS unit was
integrated to CSRP as a decentralised unit.

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

Restructuring of CSRP in 2007

in 2006, the £U earmarked Regionai EDF funding for two large projects of € 5 miffion each fo be
coordinated by CSRP. One of these projects concetned strengthening of operational MCS capacities
on the model of the projects funded by Lux Development until 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. It had been clear to donars that the CSRP had only limited capacity for

impiementation of danor funded projects, and lacked the capacity to absorb assistance itself. This was

widely recognised by severat key interested donors as a constraint on the development of regional
approaches to fisheries management. The EU supported the reafisation of an admiinistrafive and
financial external audit of GSRP by independent auditors. The audit Wwas realised over 2007 under EU
funding. It found several important areas of dysfunction, especlally in relation to organisation structure
and fuhctions, financiat accounting systems, and procurement procedures. Overatl it recognised a lack
of sufficiently skifled human resources to fulfil its mandate. The audit recommendations were
presented during the 2007 extraordinary meeting of the Minister Conference in Dakar, who endorsed
most of them. Following this conference the GSRP 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

« Creation of three new departments: harmonisation of policies and tegislation; research and
information systems, monitoring contro! and surveiliance. i
Creation of & service in charge of human resources ..
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 institutional capacity building since 2004, inciuding the services of a fulitime
technical adviser™. The work Involved the definifion of specific policies, and the implementation of a
new structure. The technical functions were divided inio three departments: harmonisation of polices
and legislation b) fisheries research arid information systems and ¢) surveillance. Separate support
functions were also defined; finance, procurement, human resources and communication. The hew

$iThe GTZ assistance, implemanted by GOPA, has recently been extentded until mid- 2q'tz
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structure and staffing plan was adopted by the Conference ©

Sy .
resulting organisation struoture is shown in Figure 1. BE .&%@(JS r Je

C
Figure 1: Organisation structure of the CSRP, 2008 z‘(@ Ry Ky 7,

S
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Source; CSRP hifp//www.csrpsp.org

A new manual of administrative procedures wes adopted (now also approved by the World Bank and
partly by the AFD — Assistance de France). Importantly, salaries were aligned to the UN scale and
brought up fo international levels. Six_new senior staff were reciuited in 2008 an ‘early 2010 to head
the new technical and administrative departiments. Two of these positions are provisionally funded by
the World Bank and the AFD. The total number of permanent senlor staff which was, only & In 2005,
increased to 10 in 2009. All senior posts, with the exception of the MCS Direclor, are now filled.

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

Current activities

The current activities of CSRP follow the {ines drawn by the 2002-2010 strategic work plan. Since
2007, considerable extemnal International 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 started in 2007.

‘The following table shows the main profect identified coordinated by CSRP with indications on the
correspondence with the CSRP strategic plan. EU Member States aid include German support (GTZ)
to institutional strengthening of CSRP, Netherlands support {(DGIS) far research and management of
shared small pelagic stocks and French support (AFD) to co-management strategies and inegration
of MPAs in fisheties management. Other major donors Includes the World Bank through the PRAO
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is.project focuses on

'g. The PROMProgramme
" afio {-': N

project with a budget as high as € 42 million betwsen 2010 an
improvement of fisheries management capacities, including MCS oped
Régional de Conservalion de la zone Catiére) is a joint initiative/cf inte
FIBA) supported by own funds or funds granted by other interpatiopary

Current activifies of PRCM with CSRP include support to the prepa imp 5h offa
sub-regional plan of acfion fo preserve sharks and support 4 fisheries™ jory of
access, consideration of fisheries in the poverty reduction sirdtegies) ergtion

}s in

(AECID) and the Dutch cooperation (DGIS) are financial contributors t ;
the table, there is a degree of overlap in some of these projects.

% the budget supporting PRAO is a joan from the World Bank to the Stales concerned, contrary ko other external support which
are grants
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EDF support for the CSRP

-
“The European Union is one of the donors supporting the CSRM fHening
regional cooperation for the menitoring control and survelliance of fisheries activitigs withi tfiezone of

the Sub Regional Fisheries Commission (CSRP)". The programme is supported b
EDF for West Africa. The Financing Agreement was signed between the Commissiot
December 2006 and the UEMOA on the 21 June 2007. The project duration foreseen was originally
four years. Programme value is EUR 7.28 million, of which EUR & milion is to be contributed by the
EU.

The overall ohjective of the programme is to “confribute to the economic and sccial development of
the Member States of the CSRP through a rational exploitation of thelr marine resources’. The specific
objective Is the “reduction of JUU fishing practices within the EEZs of the Member States of CSRF".

The expected results are:

o Strengthening the institutional capacities-of CSRP for management and coordination in the
area of MCS of fisherles activities

o Effactive use of the sub-regional structures for the MCS of fisheries activities for the
impiementation of coardinated aerial and marine operations by UCOS

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

The project will support the implementation of several MCS campaigns in the EEZs of the Member
States, as well as capacity bullding for the MCS department of the CSRP and UCOS. The activities
will be coordinated by a technical assistance service contract, with two full time techriical assistants to
be based in the CSRP for three years, along with some short term inputs. Sixteen MCS missions are
planned and wili be implemented by UCOS 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. protocol between thé CSRP and the EU Delegation in Dakar,
which will release the funds in franches subject to sallsfactory progress and reporting ~on
disburserments. The project will be managed by Steering Commitiee, co-chaired by the EU delegation
in Dakar and the Permanent Secretary of the CSRP, and comprising representatives of UCOS,
UEMOA and the technical assistance project Team Leader. The budget struchure of the programme Is
shown in the Table below. . :

Preconditions were established In the Finanaing Agreement, the key ones being that:
o CS8RP be subject to an organisation, financial and administrative audit (as described above)

o GSRP 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 imp!ementatioﬁ of surveillance activities and
prosecution of infractions detected s : :

The project was originally planned to start in 2009. However launch was delayed by thé Commission
until the above conditions were in place. The original launch of the sefvice contract for the technical
assistance programme was cancelled. It was re-Jaunched in 2010, and is currently subject to tender
(EuropeAidH27090!CISERiSN). However, due to the EDF rules, the project must be completed by
end of 2013, and the implementation pericd has therefore been reduced to three years (with a
corresponding reduction in the aumber of sunveillance missions). The contract is expecied to be
signed and activities launched before the end of 2010.
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Table 2: Budget structure for the EDF Regional MCS Pr GSRP 4L
Budget item N Qf% /
Fi
Training, missions, study tours, cornmunications \"%ggoréo
MCS survelllance operations via UCOS 2,320,600
, Technical assistance 980,000
Audits and evaluations | 400,000
Contingencies . 300,000
Total EDF 5,000,000
GSRP/UCOS budget from Member States 1,138,000
Operational costs for jolnt surveillance rmissions 1,155,000
“Total CSRP member States 2,292,279
TOTAL 7,292, 279

Financial sustainability of CSRP

The core budget of CSRP is voted by the Ministerial Conference. This budget covers the salaries of
permanent staff, running expenses, as well as specific project expenses. In 2008, the core budget of
CSRP was USD 584,000, The core budget is paid by the Member States, with the three largest
countries (Mauritania, Senegal and Guinea) supporting 20% each, and the four smailest counfries
(Cape Verde, Gambig, Guinea Bissau and Sierra Leone} supporting 10% each. The breakdown is
shown in Table 3 : R T

Table 3: Budgeted income of the CSRP in 2006

Member State % Amount USD
Cape Verde 10 ‘ 59.368,00
Gambia 10 59.368,00
Guinea 20 118.738,00
Guinea Bissau 10 | 58.368,00
Mauritania 20 - 18.736,00|
Senegal 20 118.736,00-
Sierra Leone 1 |  59.368,00
TOTAL T 100 503.680,00

However, the income has not always been avallable, since several Member States have regularly
falled to pay their annual fees on time (although CSRP in recent years has always managed to pay
staff salaries). The situation in mid-2006, at which time the CSRP budget was in owed Us$ 1.35
miition Is shown below in Table 4.
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Tabie 4: Member State arrears [n annual fees due to CSRP,

Member State | Amount  in| Amount of | Amount o rrearsw‘lﬁ’@i% lus ™~ An
arrears  on|Contributions ; Contributions Contsibutions / tiogs
31.12.2005 due for 2006 to paid in 2006 |at 16.06. at 16:06.2006
. i lf
Cape Verde 154.305,00|  59.368,00 21367300
Gambia 167.113,00 50,368,00 226.181,00
Guinea 229,679,00 118.736,00 348.415,00
Gitlnea Bissau 245.162,00 59.368,00 304.530,00
Mauritania 126.183,00 148.736,00 345.869,00 0,00 100.950,00
Senegal 29.787,00 118.736,00 148.523,00
Sierra Leone 51.358,00 59.368,00 110.726,00
TOTAL 1.003.587,00 593.680,00 345.869,00 1.352.048,00 100.950,00

Total current arfears gre estimated at still over US$ 1 million. Whilst Senegat and Mauritania have
ysually paid their feas, Sierra Leone has not paid for several years. Guinea Bissau was several years
in arrears untit 2008, Cabo Verde (current president) is paid up at present.

Where Members have a Fisheries Partnership Agreement with the EU there is potential for the
associated agreed matrix of policy support measures o include the payment of membership fees of
international fisheries organisations. This provides an improved likeliheod that fees will eventually be
paid. Both the Cape Verde and Guinea Bissau FPAs foresee the payment of membership fees for
GCSRP as a poficy measure supported by the Agreement. In fact, FPA funds allowed Guinea Bissau to
pay arrears of EUR 198,500 to GSRP in 2009, which had a major impact oni ils operational
effectiveness in that year. o

in future CSRP income will also be supplemented by an agresment by the: World: Bank and the
Member, which states that o9, of the Joan finance disbursed under the PRAQ preject, (which benefits
CSRP Members Cape Verde, Senegal and Sierra Leonej 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 fo support CSRP in twp ways. Firstly as an implementing body there is an element
of the project budget which contributes fo overheads and management costs. This may be in the
region of a financial payment {8-15% depending on the financing agreement; or, where donor niles do
not allow the payment of a management fee, the support is provided In kind (for example operation of
vehicles, supply of generator and fuel have both been used). Either way, the sffect is to support the
fixed overhead costs of the CSRP, ’ - I

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

It is not possible fo separate donor budgets for projects implemented by CSRP into management and
implementation components. The contribution of all donors approximated on an annual basis {tota
donor budget dived by the duration of the project) Indicates that the total extemat grants to CSRP is
about EUR 3.6 million per year {(excluding the PRAC project). If the loan financed World Bank PRAO
project disbursements are iricluded (since they are programmed via CSRP), the annual budgst will be
in the region of EUR 13.8 million between 2040 and 2014, Assuming the core budget of CSRP is US$
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500,000 per year (based on the 2007 figure), the grants provi ed i@ qrnal déﬁmg@f ent ¥
{without PRAQ) or 97% {with PRAO} of the total budget of CSHP. "~ d 4 o Ff} 5'

3
Future strategic direction of CSRP \\

The restructuring exercise which began with the 2007 audit is now regarded as éEFﬁpl ed. The CSRP
is now about to finalise the preparation of @ new strategic action plan for the 201 1-201 jgd (with
support of GTZ). The plan was prepared in 2009 and 2010 and discussed intemnally 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 C8RP development is. driven by the strategic analysis, rather than the- different
donor agendas, as expressed through their cholce of projects. Whilst this does not address the
excessive reliance on donor funds, it does provide a means of ensuting that donaor projects are. more
coherent with the objectives of the organisation.

The overall strategic objective Is that CSRP should become 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 Couneil 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 economics of fisheries between the
groups of Northern and southern members which has suggested the need for a more nuanced
and sub-regiona! approach.

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

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

o There is a need to promote the participation of other key ministries (environment, commerce,
finances, defence, transport} in the CSRF process {the"organisation of a-summit attended by
Head of States is proposed). : . .

o There is 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 infornation sharing -

Longer term sustainability of CSRP

Whilst it is clear that donor projects have helped to secure CSRP activities for the next five years,
there are concems regarding the volatflity of this source of, funds beyond the fife of the current
projects. 1t is clear that longer term sustalnabifity is not assured by the present model of funding.
Furthermore, whilst the income is useful, when GSRP responds to the needs of donors because it
needs to generate income, it risks losing lts focus on core funciohs linked to its strategic objeciive.

The apparent wish in the revision of the CSRP convention to raise is status to that of regional
fisheries management organisation is of interest. The Council of Ministers in 2007 passed a
resofution™ that the CSRP shouid seek

b}

% Sub-Reglonal Figheries Commission (SRFC), Report of the Eleventh Extracrdinary Session of the Conference of the Minlsters
of the SRFC, 26 - 27 October 2007, Hotel Novstel, Dakar, Republic of Senegal.
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“fo engage In a dialogue between Member States with the aim lo jnitia

55 whith
would establish mechanisms for the joint nagotiafing of commg ﬁ ecfs % rlgs agroen
between member states of the SRFC and the European Udion; @@fkmg ‘?ﬁ"mt

specificities of each Member State”.

in the event this was not done and there is no sigr'_i'that the four CORR

5 ] ember %h haye
entered into FPAs would be willing to cede sovereignty over their fishery resBurges, whic @ ¢ a
pre-condition for negotiation of a common access agreament. However, there ma niialf

, A

FPRA 27IGBHG

48,

reg a pote

future Protocols negotiated by the Community with these four countries, include provi jen_for direct

transfer to CSRP of an element of the financial contributlon allocated to the policy support mas

The proposed adoption by the Gouncil of Ministers of a strategic pian with
is a catalytic event which would aliow the direct allocation of FPA

hudgeted policy measures
finance by the Eurgpean

Commission to a budgetary support programms in favour of the CSRP (within thé frame of a Regional
FPA). The amount of payment could et first be equivalent to the membership fees, but it could be
~increased in fine with Members wishies to support CSRP measures (perhaps with conditions that

proportionate confributions are made by CSRP members whe do not have FPAs). Separate FPA

elements could also, if CSRP and Member States agreed, be linked to the
of the MCS missicns to be implemented under the EDF MCS programme,
of cohierence fisheries and developraent policies have a commen interest in

CSRP counterpart finance
thus ensuritig & good level
reducing IUU fishing.

In additian, the adoption of this model would reduce the reliance of CSRP on donor funding, solve the
problem of arrears in payment of membership fees and contribute, at least pariially, to its longer term
sustainability. it would alsc ensure some external monitoring of progress as a condition of the

budgetary support and thus further sirengthen governance of the CSRP.
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