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Introduction 

 

Fishery resources make a major, irreplaceable contribution to nutrition and food security, 

particularly in developing countries. In addition fisheries and other marine sectors contribute 

to economies of many countries in terms of income and creation of employment. In many 

African countries fish is the only affordable source of protein and several essential nutrients 

and therefore of overwhelming importance for food and nutrition security.  

 

However, the capacity of the marine environment to produce the food on which many human 

communities depend is currently being threatened by unsustainable fishing methods and other 

human activities and/or by human induced activities such as climate change. For example, 

toxic dumping has major impacts on fish stocks and marine biodiversity.  

Pollution can affect fish during their life cycle and result in the presence of chemical 

contaminants, making affected fish unsuitable for human consumption.  

Microplastics infiltrate the flesh and organs of fish and might have a future serious adverse 

effect on fecundity and thus the recruitment of new year-classes.   

 

Other human impacts from shipping and unsustainable aquaculture can introduce diseases 

and  negatively affect habitats, which undermine ecosystem health and adversely impact fish 

and associated food security. Studies of the impacts of climate change on marine and coastal 

habitats and fisheries also suggest that detrimental change such as the loss of coral reefs is 

occurring in some areas.   

 

There is broad agreement that such pressures on marine resources, biodiversity and 

ecosystems are increasing and it is expected that they will continue to do so, particularly with 

a growing human population. The impacts are often locally compounded, poorly documented 

and very seldom managed, including in developing countries.  In addition there is usually 

very limited coordination and collaboration across regional and national agencies and sectors 

to ensure the necessary harmonization of policies, goals and management frameworks. 

 

Integrated and ecosystem-based management, founded on sound sectoral management (E.g. 

EAF) is today seen as a prerequisite for maintaining the health of the oceans so that they can 

deliver the full potential for fish food production.   This will in turn result in an increased 

ability of the oceans to contribute to food security and reduction of poverty. This project 

supports an integrated approach 

 

Experience exists in some regions of the world at maintaining or recovering the sustainability 

of the oceans through an integrated management approach and through arrangements for 

cooperation between the Fisheries and Environmental agencies, both supported by a common 

or coordinated advisory science framework that underpins regulation and policy. This 

connection does not exist or is still very poorly developed in many developing regions around 

the world.  

 

At the Rio+20 Conference in 2012 Ocean’s were at focus. The Declaration “The Future We 

Want” recognized the role of fish for food security: 

 

 “We also stress the crucial role of healthy marine ecosystems, sustainable 

fisheries, and sustainable aquaculture for food security and nutrition, and in providing 

for the livelihoods of millions of people” (§113) 
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Ocean issues in the context of the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in Areas 

beyond national jurisdiction are also at the Ad Hoc Open-ended Informal Working Group to 

study issues relating to the conservation and sustainable use of marine biological diversity 

beyond areas of national jurisdiction (BBNJ WG), established by the he United Nations 

General Assembly (UNGA) in 2004. The BBNJ discusses: marine genetic resources, 

including questions on the sharing of benefits; area-based management tools, including 

marine protected areas; environmental impact assessments; capacity-building and the transfer 

of technology. In this context, in 2011, a process was started whit the view to ensuring that 

the legal framework for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in areas beyond 

national jurisdiction effectively address the above issues. Subsequent to the wide range of 

discussions, the BBNJ is expected to make recommendations to the 69
th

 Session of the 

UNGA on the scope, parameters and feasibility of a possible international instrument under 

UNCLOS, under which these issues would be regulated. Importantly, the discussions within 

the BBNJ WG have focused on the question whether the current governance frameworks for 

ocean governance show implementation gaps or whether there is a regulatory gap, which 

might be addressed by the development of a new implementing agreement under the United 

Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS). 

 

In order to showcase a good example of collaboration and implementation of existing 

governance mechanisms, a proposal to address the above, based on an initiative from the 

Norwegian ministries for environment and for fisheries respectively, was prepared by UNEP 

and FAO focusing on developing the concept of an approach and a mechanism for 

collaboration, including testing in a pilot area on a subregional level in the western part of 

Africa.  

 

This project planning concept was thereupon approved by the Government of Norway, which 

is funding the initiative.   

 

During the project phase 0 (Project Preparation), UNEP in collaboration with FAO and other 

partners intend to achieve the following:  

 

1. A review and sharing of lessons learned on a coordinated effort by regional seas 

and regional fishery bodies and on proposed approaches and mechanisms to build 

foundations for Ocean fish food security, including ecological foundations; To this 

end, background material will be prepared, including an analysis of the modalities 

as well the causes for successes and failures in the cooperation between existing 

Regional Fisheries Bodies and Regional Seas Programmes; 

2. Identification of main issues and activities in and between the relevant regional 

seas programmes and regional fishery bodies that can form the basis for 

strengthened collaboration, based on lessons learned, including from other 

initiatives such as LME initiatives, and from for example approved fisheries 

management plans; 

3. Plan and recommend on the scope, scale, timing and the nature of technical 

content (types of activities) of a larger project including pilot project(s) to be 

implemented with key partner RFBs and RSP within West, Central and Southern 

Africa; and 

4. Identification of institutional, programme and legal frameworks for cooperation 

between the relevant Regional Seas Programme and RFB(s), and possibly 

proposed joint action/initiative, including at national level. 
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FAO and UNEP already collaborate on some initiatives in West Africa, including on the 

Canary Current and Guinea Current Large Marine Ecosystems projects. In the Canary 

Current LME (CCLME), the FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Department is collaborating 

with the Abidjan Convention Regional Coordinating Unit in the execution of the project in 

close collaboration with RFBs such as the Sub-regional Fisheries Commission (SRFC) and 

the Fishery Committee for the Eastern Central Atlantic (CECAF). 

 

To start addressing the above tasks an initial project-scoping meeting was organised at Ivotel, 

Abidjan, Cote d’Ivoire, during 15-17 July 2014.  The meeting was conducted in two 

languages: English and French.  The following organisations were represented at the meeting: 

UNEP, FAO, Government of Norway, GRID-Arendal, OSPAR, NEAFC, FCWC, COREP, 

SRFC, CECAF, and Abidjan Convention secretariat (see Appendix 1 for the list of 

participants). The meeting was co-chaired by Abou Bamba of the Abidjan Convention and 

Kossi Sedzro, Togo, the current chair of the Scientific Sub-committee of CECAF. The 

background note and agenda for the meeting can be found in Appendix 2. All presentations 

made at the meeting can be accessed though the web site: Abidjan workshop presentations 

 

 

 

Welcome remark and opening statements 

 

1. The Regional Coordinator of the Abidjan Convention welcomed participants. 

 

2. The representative of the government of Norway indicated that the assumption on 

which the project is based is that good ocean health contributes to healthy fisheries, which in 

turn contributes to food security in the region. He mentioned that coordination at the regional 

and at the national level of activities is crucial to avoid duplication and conflicts. The 

government of Norway would like to support the regional organizations related to marine 

environment and fisheries to facilitate enhanced collaboration, starting first in the countries 

bordering the Atlantic coast of Africa.  

 

3. The representative of FAO and UNEP welcomed the initiative and stressed that RFBs 

and RS have complimentary mandates that can support the planned initiative. FAO described 

that fisheries management has evolved tremendously over the last decade, noting the uptake 

of the EAF, which strives to strike a sustainable balance between human benefits and 

ecosystem health, noting that in the long run maximum human benefits can only be 

maintained if natural resources are maintained and impacts are controlled.  

 

 

Meeting objective and structure 

 

3. The objective and structure of the Scoping Meeting was placed in the context of the 

broader FAO/UNEP/Norway initiative, which has as its goal: productive and sustainable 

oceans by securing the ecological foundations for fish food security through ecosystem based 

management and strengthening collaboration between Regional Fishery Bodies (RFBs) and 

Regional Seas (RS). It was noted that this meeting was the first step in a long-term process 

(5+ years) to build cooperation between RS and RFBs in support of improved management as 

a contribution to food security. The project will start in West Africa and if it succeeds, it can 

be up-scaled and expanded to other regions.  

 

http://www.unep.org/ecosystemmanagement/water/regionalseas40/40YearsofAction/AbidjanScopingMeeting/tabid/133579/Default.aspx
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4. The objectives of the Project Preparation Phase were highlighted: sharing lessons 

learned from regional organizations cooperation experiences; identification of main issues 

and activities for strengthened collaboration; and of modalities for cooperation. In particular 

this scoping meeting was to define the scope and scale of the project, possible thematic and 

geographic areas of collaboration and associated pilot selection criteria and modalities of 

cooperation. This would be done by discussing elements of and modalities for improved 

collaboration in support of securing foundations for food security between regional seas 

programmes and regional fishery bodies. The presentation of the meeting objectives and 

structure can be found on the web site:  Abidjan workshop presentations 

 

Presentations by Regional Organizations 

 

5. The representatives of regional organizations present (COREP; FCWC; SRFC; 

CECAF; Abidjan Convention) as well as of the CCLME, presented along the following 

items:  

 Background: geographic focus and members; 

 Structure and mechanisms of work; 

 Thematic areas of work, main activities; 

 Existing partnerships and existing collaborative mechanisms; 

 Key emerging issues with focus on food security and environmental issues; 

 Views on improved collaboration with other organizations covering thematic areas 

and possible collaborative mechanisms; 

 Application of EAF; 

 

6. The presentations showed among others: the overlap of competence areas of many 

bodies; the shared membership, at least in part, among bodies; the advisory nature of most 

bodies, although in many cases advice is related to management; the collaborative efforts on 

cooperation among some bodies, including through MoUs and participation in respective 

meetings, as well as the coordinating role of some bodies. Areas of work reported on 

included: policy harmonization; improved fisheries management; capacity building; EAF; 

IUU; MCS; scientific advice; support to decision making, data and information compilation 

and collection. In relation to coordination, most bodies reported on formal and informal 

arrangements and one (CECAF) reported on providing an informal role for cooperation 

among the RFBs. Most bodies reported on the application of the Ecosystem Approach to 

Fisheries (EAF) addressing not only target stocks, but broader impacts of fisheries and 

external factors. The presentation on the Abidjan Convention outlined the broad thematic 

area of work, including pollution, land based and oil and gas issues as well as natural 

resource management. It furthermore indicated the establishment of MoUs with some RFBs. 

The Abidjan Convention mentioned that it is a co-executing agency of the CCLME. 

 

Several of the presentations illustrated that their organization already was working jointly 

with other regional bodies, either on same projects like CCLME or have entered into a MoU. 

A common nominator was the apparent links between fisheries and ecosystem issues and 

how that is linked to the issue of fish and food security, and how a regional cooperation 

approach can give benefits in this respect.    

 

All presentations are available on: Abidjan workshop presentations 

 

 

 

http://www.unep.org/ecosystemmanagement/water/regionalseas40/40YearsofAction/AbidjanScopingMeeting/tabid/133579/Default.aspx
http://www.unep.org/ecosystemmanagement/water/regionalseas40/40YearsofAction/AbidjanScopingMeeting/tabid/133579/Default.aspx


 

 

 

5 

Presentations on OSPAR and NEAFC, EAF-Nansen and GRID Arendal 

 

7. The representatives of OSPAR and NEAFC shared their experience in developing a 

successful collaborative arrangement between the two organizations. The representatives 

acknowledged that the collaboration was difficult in the beginning, but mentioned that their 

perseverance had been rewarded in the form of an effective cooperation model, based on a 

MoU and characterized by formal and informal collaboration. The representatives indicated 

that their cooperative model is based on a clear mutual understanding of and respect for the 

mandates and work of the other body.  

 

8. The representative of FAO presented the next phase of the EAF Nansen Project, 

which is expected to start in 2016, when the new vessel will be available. The new EAF 

NANSEN program will focus on the continued implementation of EAF, supporting the 

development of sound management strategies, including provision of the necessary 

knowledge base, with an added focus on climate change and pollution.  

 

9. A representative of GRID Arendal, as a partner with UNEP in this initiative, 

described their view on key environmental and food security issues in the region including 

key features of the fisheries in the region, including their importance for food security and 

national economies. He also addressed impacts from fisheries and other activities on the 

marine environment. It was agreed that further information was needed to provide a more 

comprehensive analysis of the environmental impacts and of fisheries to accompany the 

project proposal, based on among others, FAO statistics and data. 

 

 

Plenary discussion on regional organizations’ work in relation to food security and 

environment 

 

10. Discussions focused on a number of issues related mainly to fisheries, and partly to 

the interface environment-fisheries. Participants discussed among others: the need to focus on 

issues related to food security and its link with environmental changes in particular; the 

importance of capacity building activities; socio-economic aspects of fisheries; the increasing 

interest in fisheries by organizations that have not traditionally dealt with it, in particular 

regional economic organizations; the importance of sharing of fisheries data and statistics; 

fish food safety and the interface with pollution and environmental issues, including oil spills; 

increasing demand for fish and the development of market prices of fish; mariculture; the 

importance of artisanal fisheries; green investments in food security and sustainable 

development; Need to consider the youth and their unemployment in interventions but only if 

they are willing/motivated to stay in the sector; creating wealth in the value chain of seafood 

may contribute to generating increased incomes so jobs are created along the change helping 

to reduce poverty and food security.  

 

11. There was considerable interest in how RFBs and Regional Seas Programs could co-

operate. and which areas of co-operation would be the most important to the fisheries/food 

security concept. There was a general consensus amongst the participants that there were 

many areas for close co-operation and joint action that would benefit both fisheries and 

general ecosystem concerns, which in its turn would benefit the Ocean’s fish production 

ability, and thus contribute more to regional and global food security.     
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12. Participants also discussed the need to include in the process representatives of the 

different LME projects, and noted the absence of a representative of the BCC (who was 

invited by could not attend) and GCLME (which was not represented since the GEF 

implementation project is still in the PIF development stage). 

 

Modalities for collaboration 

 

13. In the morning of day 2, the participants split up into two break out groups and 

discussed modalities of collaboration, guided by four questions, as set out below. 

 

1. How can collaboration facilitate achieving your organization’s goals and how can the 

other organization contribute to achieving your goals? 

 

• Clear understanding of the mandates, functioning and role of the other 

organizations 

• Acknowledge that despite differences, the other organizations may have 

complimentary objectives and roles 

• Need for defining common issues of concern and for: 

a. establishing formal and informal communication and information sharing 

mechanisms to inform other organizations of relevant organizations;  

b. jointly addressing common issues of concern, where relevant;  

c. including areas of concern identified by other organizations in the work 

programmes, where relevant to mandate; 

d. harmonizing policies and developing common standards where applicable; 

 Strengthen the linkage between regional and national processes and activities 

 Need to strengthen collaboration among RFBs 

 

The following thematic areas were then discussed in this context: 

 

 Fisheries and aquaculture impacts on the environment;  

 Introduction of exotic species; 

 Shared stocks; 

 EAF in particular through involvement in EAF working groups; 

 Research and data collection, scientific advice, and sharing of data; 

 Marine spatial planning, ICM, MPAs (RAMPAC);  

 Protection of certain species; 

 Survey work (EAF Nansen) 

 Pollution standards relevant for fisheries;  

 Valuation studies on the value of environment for fisheries;  

 Awareness raising on habitat protection and environment;  

 Collaboration on fisheries access agreements; 

 Capacity development for fisheries access agreements (UOMIRA) 

 

2. What do you and the other organization need to do to facilitate cooperation at 

regional and national level? 

 

• At the regional level, strengthen exchange and information mechanisms between 

RFBs and RSP, and encourage the participation in meetings of the other bodies 

(as observers);  
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• At national level, address lack of communication and understanding between on 

the one hand focal points of the Abidjan Convention and on the other hand the 

fisheries focal points, for awareness raising and information exchange as well as 

for developing, where possible, common goals. The strengthening of 

communication should build, as much as possible, on: 

a. existing mechanisms, such as inter-ministerial commissions and others 

(e.g. EAF commissions, Abidjan Convention implementation 

commissions, LME commissions); 

b. strengthening efficiency of already existing commissions; 

 

3. What are the challenges to cooperating with the other organizations including your 

internal processes; what would those internal processes look like? 

 

 Misunderstanding of the roles and mandates of other organizations; 

 Mismatch of programming cycle.  

 Insufficient interactions and coordination among RFBs; 

 Lack of opportunities for feed back for countries to react on reports and outcomes 

from regional processes (e.g. reports and studies); 

 Internal processes of regional organizations: human resource capacity; financing; 

procedures; internal functioning  

 

4. What would the mechanisms used to facilitate cooperation contain? 

 

 Acknowledging the already existing mechanisms, such as MoUs between some 

organizations, and some level of informal cooperation, there is need to strengthen 

cooperation at both levels: informally and formally 

 An appropriate legal format needs to be identified (e.g. MoU), which should 

contain detailed ToRs that go beyond the level of detail usually provided in a 

MoU. The legal instrument should address, among others: timing and revision, 

financing. It should provide a description of mandates of organizations involved, 

as well as on areas of collaboration, and the collaboration mechanism to be used, 

including e.g.: establishment of working groups; participation in meetings. 

 

 

Key environmental and food security issues 

 

14. In the afternoon of day 2, the participants split up into two break out groups and 

discussed key environmental and food security issues, guided by three questions, as set out 

below.  

a. Impacts of fisheries on ecosystems: how can RFBs and RS contribute? 

b. What are the main environmental issues that affect fisheries (food security)? 

c. What above priorities can RFBs and RSPs work on? 

 

15. The outcomes of the two groups were subsequently presented and discussed in 

plenary, noting the similarities and complementarities in the outcomes of the two groups.  

 

16. Key areas of work where both organizations have complementary mandates included 

foremost biodiversity and habitat issues, whereas pollution aspects and issues relating to 

overfishing was also highlighted with respect to where the RSC and RFBs respectively could 

inform each other on measures and action taken.   



 

 

 

8 

 

17. On day 3, the work of the breakout groups was further discussed, which led to the 

finalization of a merged table on key issues, containing discussion results of the two breakout 

groups and addressing subsequent comments (see Table 1 below).    

 

Geographic scope and pilot activities 
 

18. The UNEP representative noted that the project would most likely begin with one or 

two pilots in the region, but will representatives from all RFBs participating in project 

workshops and reviews to ensure discussions on project progress and lessons learned are 

shared directly. This will prepare other RFBs for project up-scaling and expansion as well as 

to enrich the discussions and the project progresses. The representative from Norway further 

emphasized that the project could potentially take many years to start to have an impact and 

to create synergies among partners. A project knowledge and information-sharing platform is 

envisaged as part of the project. 

 

 

19. Participants discussed and agreed on the following criteria to be used for the selection 

of pilot areas and activities: 

 

 Commitment expressed by the secretariat and countries involved especially Ministries 

of Environment and Fisheries – it was agreed that a joint letter signed by both 

Ministries interested and willing to engage in the activities would be the best 

expression of commitment, and it was suggested that in the letter the government note 

in which Ministry the project would be coordinated from. This assumes that the RFB 

has formally through its constitution (or similar) the mandate to participate in the 

project. It was noted that some RFBs have Ministerial Conferences who make the 

commitments and it will come from this body. It was agreed that for some areas other 

Ministries and stakeholders would need to be sensitized to the project first. 

 Co-financing (in-kind and cash) – several questions were asked to clarify on what 

constituted co-financing and who would need to offer co-financing. The 

representative for Norway explained that they are flexible and those participating 

(regional or national bodies) are bringing in-kind resources to begin with, and that 

requests to charge overheads would be considered on a case-by-case basis. 

 Complementarity or building on existing initiatives – it was noted for this factor there 

are a number of initiatives that have been started and stopped due to lack of funding 

and that in some cases these would be good to build on. 

 Coherent with priority thematic areas identified above – (see the section on Key 

environmental and food security issues) 

 Replicability (pilot should be general enough for application other places) – it was 

noted that this project is an experiment and it may not work and scaling up/replicating 

may not be work; but chances of success higher if part of an overall programme of 

work for agencies 

 Sustainability after the project ends– there was no significant comments or discussion 

on this factor 

 Degree of demonstrating cooperation and stakeholder participation – it was noted that 

for this did not require existing collaborating but could include proposed collaboration 

that was meaningful and not just one where the agencies just attend each others’ 

meetings. 

 Contribution to food security (overall) – there was no significant comments or 
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discussion on this factor 

 Capacity building elements 

 Innovation – here innovation had a broad meaning from innovative ideas on how 

agencies could cooperate while respecting their, to technology transfer and other 

substantive activities. 

 

Next steps 

 

20. Participants discussed timing for the follow up work, including the conduct of a 

second stakeholder meeting. 

 

21. Participants agreed that tentatively the first week of November would be an option for 

holding the second stakeholder meeting. The meeting should involve participants from the 

regional organisations as well as representatives from the fisheries and environment 

administrations of the coastal countries.  The participant from Norway suggested that the 

meeting should be held in Accra, Ghana amongst other reasons that the FAO Regional Office 

for Africa is placed in Accra as well as the Norwegian Embassy covering a number of the 

project relevant countries. 

 

22.  By the end of August a formal request for additional support for the organization of 

this meeting would be sent to the government of Norway. UNEP, FAO and Ministry of 

Trade, Industry and Fisheries, Norway will work and finalize this request.  

 

23. Prior to the meeting, and based on the outcomes of the scoping meeting, and other 

relevant inputs from the  stakeholders, Norway, FAO and UNEP, a draft project document 

will be prepared by FAO and UNEP, in close collaboration with project partners, for 

presentation and discussion at the planned stakeholder meeting.  

 

24. Following the stakeholder meeting the final project document on an initial pilot phase 

will be submitted to Norway by the end of 2014. 

 

25. The meeting report will be finalized by FAO and UNEP, translated into French by 

UNEP and circulated to participants for comments before final distribution. 

 

26. The representatives from Norway, UNEP and FAO thanked the Abidjan Convention 

Secretariat for hosting the workshop and their support throughout the week. 

 

27. The meeting was closed at 16:00. 
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Table 1a: IMPACTS of fisheries on ecosystems: how can RFBs and RS contribute? 

 

PRIORITIES RFBs RSC 

Impact négatif des pratiques inapproprié de la pêche sur la 

biodiversité / Negative impact of inappropriate fishing 

techniques on biodiversity  

 

- Captures des juvenile ,  

- Captures accidentelles (requins) y compris des 

espèces protégée (turtles,  megafauna)  

- Techniques destructive des pêches cyanid fisheries etc  

- Ghost fishing- Pêche fantôme  

Types des activités RFB : harmonisation des politiques 

- Mises en oeuvre des directives 

- Suivi 

- Assurer les standards et suivi régionales sur 

l’utilisations techniques inapproprié 

Principle role and mandate for fisheries 

- Technical measures 

- Spatial measures 

- Enforcement 

- Data collection/improved - knowledge 

- Improve decision making processes 

- Access regulation and monitoring fishing 

effort 

- capacity building for better practices 

- awareness building at regional level 

-EAF 

- Stock assessment 

- Facilitate discussions and uptake of 

appropriate fishing techniques 

-Travaille sur l’harmonisation ; -- - 

Convention des minimum d’access 

-Suivi des captures des espèces menacé, - 

informer sur le travail sur captures 

accidentelles, rejets;   

- Plan d’actions espèces menaces 

 

 

- awareness building 

- flag information and priorities on habitat 

issues and identify vulnerable areas 

- in closed areas and MPA, environment 

officers help enforcing fisheries 

- EIA 

- standards for oil pollution 

- standards/ best-practices for fisheries 

dumping and discharge?  

 

Inform on threatened habitat to competent 

authorities including fisheries 

 

Physical alteration and habitat degradation/Altération 

physique et dégradation des habitats 

 

Technique et outils de pêche qui impact sur les 

habitats de fond (y compris chalut beouf, quand ceci 

n’est pas interdit) 

Coupage des mangroves pour fumage et pour la 
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habitation des pêcheurs impacte sur les frayères 

 

 

Overfishing /surexploitation 

 

- Effort, catch (volume and size stucture), free access 

and lack appropriate management 

- Recruitment failure when catching juveniles 

- Changements de la structure de l’écosystème due à 

captures des espèces spécifiques 

-Migration of fishermen 

 

 

  

5) ghost fishing/(Pêche fantôme comme conséquence des 

mauvaise pratiques-1) (included under 1) 

 

  

Marine litter (garbage from fishing vessels) and vessel 

pollution [as part of a bigger problem]/Dechets marine et 

pollution par la navires des pêche  

- Les déchets avec provenance de la pêche (Lost and 

abandonned fishing gear) 

- Autres pollutions (incl. oil) 

 

  

- Mauvaise gestion (Included under 1) 
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Table 1b: What are the main environmental issues that affect fisheries (food security)?  

 

PRIORITIES RFBs RSC 

Habitat degradation and destruction from human 

activities other than fisheries/  

Destruction des habitats à cause des autres activités  

Destruction  des mangroves/lagunes 

Impactes dues à construction des plateformes 

pétrolières 

Increased urbanisation of coastal areas (to be 

included in introduction rather a priority action) 

- Studies on pollution effects on fish 

stocks; 

- Sensitization and awareness raising; 

- capacity building; 

-AEP et plans d’aménagement 

-AMP Pêche (aussi à niveau nationales) et 

autres initiatives spatiales 

-Faciliter la participation des pêcheurs 

dans le processus pour le développement 

d’un protocole mangrove 

- Les pays ont des plans nationaux pour 

les actions sanitaires (sanitary 

measures) ; 

- ORP pourraient s’engager dans une 

initiative d’évaluation existante sur « la 

pêche et le débris marine » (fishing for 

litter initiative) 

-Contribuer à l’évaluation d’état de lieu 

de débris marine sous le GPA 

-Peux jouer un rôle dans le suivi des 

impacts de secteur hydrocarbures?  -

Sensibiliser les autres secteurs sur les 

impacts de ce secteur sur le secteur pêche  

 

- develop standards; 

-studies and assessments; 

- protocols; 

- capacity building 

- ecosystem approach; 

- marine spatial planning; 

-technology transfer; 

- awareness raising 

Divers protocoles disponible où en 

développement : 

-Protocole pour la gestion durable des mangroves 

-Protocol additionelle sur la lutte contre la source 

de pollution d’origin telleuriques 

Programme globale (GPA) sur : 

Pollution tellurique 

Débris marine (marine litter-en développement) 

- Evaluation d’état de lieu en cours 

-Plan d’action régionale sur la lutte contre la 

pollution marines ; centre régionales pour la mise 

en œuvre du plan (Nigéria) qui pourrait assister 

dans un contexte de développement de capacités 

- Divers programmes et projets ( AMP+tourisme, 

projets CCLME, en plus que GCLME ?)  

 

Land based sources of pollution and  marine litter 

(incl. Eutrophication)/Pollution telluriques et  debris 

marine  (eutrophication) 

 

Pollution « plastique » (microplastiques)  

 Fish quality and sources of pollution 

Algae blooms and impact on fish (not well 

known) 

 

Exploitation minière et hydrocarbure/ Marine mine 

and oil/gas extraction 

  

Awareness raising on fisheries and effect on 

fishing (closed areas, buffer zones, overlap 

fishing and exploitation areas) 

Pollution offshore par les hydrocarbures (oil 

and gas) et impacts sur la pêche 

 

-Activity: Regional guidelines, consultation 

mechanism (Note LME activities;) 



 

 

 

4 

 

3. Roles and responsibilities: 

 

1. Loss of biodiversity [both organizations have a mandate, but take different measures] 

2. Habitat destruction [both organizations have a mandate, but take different measures] 

3. Oil exploitation [RFB informing the RSP organization] 

4. Overfishing and recruitment failure [RFB informing the RSP, RFB to take measures] 

5. Pollution [RFB informing the RSP organization] 

6. Invasive species [both organizations have a mandate, but take different measures] 

7. Ghost fishing [RFB take measures, but RSP needs to be flagged] 

 
 

 

 

 

Invasive species/ Espèces envahissant   

Below, after discussion, not considered priority for 

collaboration at this stage  

  

Climate change/global warming – changing fishing 

patterns and current patterns  

Changements climatiques 

  

Marine traffic and shipping (including intrusion of 

big vessels) 

  

Upstream water management destruction/construction 

des barrages  

  

Construction d’infrastructures dans la zone côtière CDCEAO- Minister of Ghana 

(environment and security) 

UEMOA and IUCN also works on these issues in 

coastal zones in West Africa: What can we do to 

ensure synergies? synergies 

 

Erosion côtière (sand mining et développement 

côtiers) 
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