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Management Response 

1 The Management Response is the document in which FAO management, at project, country, 

regional, division or corporate level: 

i. expresses its overall opinion about the evaluation and its report, conclusions and usefulness; 

ii. responds to individual recommendations, either by accepting them fully or partially, or by 

rejecting them;  

iii. describes how it will implement the recommendations that were fully or partially accepted. 

2 The current Project title is “Sustainable Management of Tuna Fisheries and Biodiversity Conservation 

in the Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction (ABNJ)” GCP /GLO/365/GFF, part of the Common 

Oceans/ABNJ Programme and, therefore, often referred to as the Common Oceans/ABNJ Tuna 

Project. The Main Unit responsible for the implementation of the work is the dedicated Project 

Management Unit (PMU), under the Fisheries and Aquaculture Department. The PMU will be 

responsible for seeking comments and clearance from the partners engaged in activities related to 

each of the Mid-term Evaluations, as noted in the comments for each recommendation. 

Overall response to the evaluation 

3 Overall, the Project Management Unit would like to express its recognition to the constructive spirit 

in which the evaluation was conducted and the close collaboration that we enjoyed from the 

members of the Mid-term Evaluation team. As the Mid-term Evaluation Team members described 

it, this is a complex project with many diverse components and the team was able to capture very 

well the essence of the Project in a short time. This contributed to making this a balanced and fair 

evaluation, and the Project Management Unit found the positive review by the Team very 

encouraging.  

4 In particular, we appreciate the support received by the Team in the revision of the structure of 

outputs, outcomes and indicators. Although the revisions still need to be completed, the advice and 

support provided in addressing the shortcomings of the original logframe has been a very 

important contribution from the Mid-term Evaluation Team. 

5 We would like to note that the complexity of the Project, designed at a time when FAO was 

developing its experiences with similar project governance structures, including partnership 

arrangements with external stakeholders, required FAO to develop new implementation modalities 

in the light of the Project requirements, noting that the Tuna Project was one of the first global GEF 

projects implemented by the Fisheries and Aquaculture Department (FI). In this respect, some of the 

difficulties encountered at the beginning of the Project have been addressed in such a way that 

future implementation will proceed at a better pace. Other difficulties still need to be addressed to 

streamline the implementation of activities. 

6 Many lessons have been learned since the inception of the Project. One of the key lessons is that in 

a global project involving Regional Fisheries Management Organizations (RFMOs), engaging with 

the Secretariats of the RFMOs is insufficient to bring about change in the processes, given that 

Secretariats are not making management decisions, but they simply facilitate a process of decision-

making that resides with the Member States. It is them, the Member States, who will be adopting 

actions to protect and sustainably utilize the ABNJ productive system. In the future, it is imperative 

that clear reporting channels exist with key member States of the tuna RFMOs (t-RFMOs) and, 

preferably, that they are prepared to be partners in the implementation.  

7 The project design was also been hampered by a 50 percent cut in the Project Preparation Grant 

which affected the ability of the design team to complete the consultations required with potential 
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partners, as well as the necessary promotion with future beneficiaries of the Project, close to 90 

Member Countries of one or more t-RFMOs.  

8 As initially described, the management structure of the Project was complicated by the inclusion 

of two oversight task forces and a relationship to the ABNJ Programme coordination that was not 

entirely clear. Fortunately, a close relationship with partners, as well as their flexibility, allowed the 

Project to adapt to the need for a more executive arrangement.  

9 Also, since the Inception it was clear the issues to be addressed by some of the activities had 

evolved, in the time elapsed since the formulation of the Project, in such a way that adjustments 

were needed to take into account those changes. In other instances, an implementation strategy 

was identified as being better than the implicit in the project document. In both case, the flexibility 

of GEF and partners were essential to successfully adapt to the changing circumstances, and, as a 

consequence of the changes in implementation and less-than-expected costs associated with 

equipment, it was possible to realize large savings.  

10 The importance of communications before and during the implementation of the Project needs to 

be recognized and the communications efforts at Project and Programme levels need to be 

supported by an appropriate level of resources. The Project had negligible resources available for 

communications in the initial budget until savings were redirected towards addressing this gap. 

11 Appropriate administrative support is necessary even from the design phase. In particular, the 

Project faced the limited range of operation modalities available at the beginning to place resources 

at the disposal of executing partners. For example, had sufficient funds been available for project 

preparation, fiduciary assessments of potential partners could have been completed at the time of 

starting the operations. 
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Response by recommendation 

 

Management response matrix1 

Management response to the (Evaluation Title) Date 

Evaluation Recommendation (a) Management response (b) 

Accepted, Partially 

Accepted or Rejected  

Management plan 

Actions to be taken, and/or comments about 

partial acceptance or rejection (c) 

Responsible 

unit (d) 

Time frame 

(e) 

Further 

funding 

required  

(Y or N) (f) 

Recommendation 1. Improve the quality and effectiveness of the Project’s support to strengthen governance and sustainable management of tuna fisheries 

 

Recommendation 1.i 

Undertake a review to determine 

whether the Ecosystem Approach 

to Fisheries 

Management/Ecosystem Based 

Fisheries Management approach is 

feasible and member state 

expectations are realistic, setting 

out common definitions and 

relationships, including the key 

components of Ecosystem 

Approach to Fisheries 

Management (EAFM)/ Ecosystem 

Based Fisheries Management 

(EBFM) and the role of harvest 

strategies, and prioritize those 

which are most appropriate for 

tuna management, including 

Accepted The approach adopted by the Project mirrors the 

recommendation: a joint t-RFMO WG was formed to 

discuss ways to operationalize the EAFM/EBFM in the 

RFMO context, and how best to bring this proposal 

to the attention of the Member States.  

Harmonization of concepts and, to the extent 

possible, implementation, were discussed and an 

agreement was reached among the scientists from 

every RFMO to bring the results of this discussion to 

the Commission and seek guidance as to how to 

proceed. Of special interest was a proposal to 

develop a scoreboard for ecosystem impacts that 

could later on be extended into decision rules.  

PMU + 

partners 

December 

2016  

N 

                                                           
1 Each column is cross-referenced to the bullet letters above. 
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examining the feasibility of 

adopting a graduated approach 

that includes elements of 

EAFM/EBFM in other management 

strategies rather than try to get 

EAFM/EBFM plans adopted for 

each t-RFMO. This could be 

produced as a series of discussion 

papers to feed into the follow-up 

discussions of the first joint t-

RFMO workshop on the 

implementation of EBFM  

Recommendation 1.ii 

Identify specific opportunities for 

project support for follow-up 

activities for the Joint Management 

Strategy Evaluation Technical 

Working Group being led by the 

International Commission for the 

Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (this 

would also allow opportunity for 

the Project to rebalance activities 

with the t-RFMO), which could 

include developing a standard 

operating model to develop 

suitable management plans for 

tuna stocks as a specific product 

deliverable. 

Partially Accepted The development of a standard model now, when 

virtually all the RFMOs have already started the 

Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) process 

and develop their own operating models is 

impractical and would delay the eventual adoption 

of the HS. Furthermore, most operating models are 

based on the assessment models, specific to each 

stock, to facilitate the conditioning of the models. As 

a side note, this is a joint activity of all t-RFMOs (the 

joint WG was established under the Kobe process) 

and International Commission for the 

Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT) provides the 

chairman of the group.  

  Additional 

allocations 

will be 

required 

Recommendation 1.iii  

Given that activities related to 

rights-based management under 

Outputs 1.2.1 and 1.2.2 are 

Accepted The Vessel-Days Scheme (VDS) review had been 

already covered by an external initiative when the 

Project started. However, there is still interest in 

other oceans, in particular in understanding what 
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recommended to be cancelled (see 

recommendation below), future 

coverage of the Rights-based 

Management (RBM) concept and 

its value by the Project should be 

covered under EAFM/EBFM 

(Output 1.1.5) as an aspect of 

governance, or could be integrated 

into general communications 

activities under Component 4, but 

should not be treated as the focus 

of a series of dedicated workshops 

on RBM.  

makes the Parties of the Nauru Agreement (PNA) 

VDS work in the Pacific. We agree with the 

suggestions that perhaps such communications 

exercise could be covered under Component 4. 

 

On the other hand, RBM considerations in a 

multinational fisheries such as tuna fisheries are 

rarely linked to the EAFM/EBFM. In this case, it is 

better to consider RBM in connection with 

governance and fisheries management in the ABNJ. 

 

Recommendation 2. Improve the delivery of the outputs, outcomes and likelihood of impacts associated with Component 2 (building capacity to reduce 

illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing)  

 

Recommendation 2.i 

Develop a five-year plan/roadmap 

for the International Monitoring, 

Control and Surveillance Network 

tuna subnetwork that sets how the 

network would be used, and by 

whom, etc., and examines issues of 

sustainability, long-term financing, 

hosting and treatment of 

confidential data. 

Accepted A first draft to be developed by a consultant, in 

consultation with the Coordinator of the Compliance 

Network and the t-RFMOs. 

PMU, 

Compliance 

Network 

Q1-2018  

Recommendation 2.ii 

Arrange provision of legal 

assistance to develop national 

legislation for electronic 

monitoring system programmes in 

Fiji and Ghana, and assistance to 

Accepted Legal advice is already being generate, among other 

initiatives, by the Project through WWF in Ghana 

where the formulation of a business plan that 

contains elements relevant for a revision of the 

fisheries law, started in the Q1-2017, and is expected 

to be completed by Q2-2018 of 2017. These 

WWF in 

Ghana, 

 

PMU for Fiji 

Q2-Q3 2017  N 



GCP/GLO/365/GFF Mid-term Evaluation – Management Response 

 

6 

 

develop business plans for 

Electronic Monitoring Systems 

(EMS) programmes in Fiji and 

Ghana, with full cost-benefits 

analyses that set out the financial 

advantages to the boat companies 

(and their financial backers) with 

potential funding models (e.g. by 

increasing tuna longline license 

fees).  

elements will inform a larger revision of Ghanaian 

fisheries law being conducted independently. 

 

In Fiji, the business plan formulation will start in Q1-

2018. 

However, as the EMS programmes verify compliance 

with regulations, the expected benefits are those 

related with verified legal operations, rather than 

direct, easily quantifiable, financial benefits to fishing 

operators. 

These activities were already contemplated, and 

budgeted for, in the original Project Document  

Recommendation 2.iii 

Secure with Fiji Fisheries the 

appointment of a dedicated EMS 

project manager to be 

appointed within Fiji Fisheries to 

lead on the Fiji EMS pilot, or if this 

is not forthcoming by June 2017, 

allocate more time of the PMU’s 

Tuna Fisheries Expert for this task, 

with greater time in spent in Fiji.  

Accepted The new Project Fisheries Expert spent two weeks in 

Fiji in September, advancing a number of issues, and 

establishing a new contact with Fijian authorities. 

 

The Fiji Ministry of Fisheries has confirmed that a 

National Project Coordinator has been appointed 

from September 2017. 

PMU 

Fiji Ministry 

of Fisheries 

Q3-Q4 2017 N 

Recommendation 2.iv 

Arrange for relevant data held in 

the Pacific Islands Fisheries 

Forum Agency (FFA) integrated 

Monitor, Control and Surveillance 

(MCS) system to be shared with 

the International Monitoring, 

Control and Surveillance Network 

(IMCSN) tuna sub-network MCS 

officers once the IMCSN sub-

Partially Accepted For the time being, the Tuna Compliance Network 

(TCN) members (including FFA) are focusing on 

strategic issues that could be used in future 

harmonization of MCS approaches.  

 

The data generated by FFA analyses result in 

actionable reports already shared among FFA 

countries. A better approach would be to promote 

FFA sharing of the reports with non-FFA countries 

whenever it could be relevant to address the IUU 

issues raised by the report. There might also be 

PMU, FFA, 

TCN 

Q4-2018 N 
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network is operational (once the 

IMCSN sub network is established 

the work can be incorporated into 

their annual meetings and later in 

their blog and website).  

confidentiality concerns to address when sharing 

low-level data. 

Recommendation 2.v 

Allocate resources to support FFA 

in delivering the development of 

an international MCS course, given 

there are only two years remaining 

before project closure and the FFA 

is supportive and willing to 

develop and pilot an expanded 

course at USP in Fiji.  

Partially Accepted  The Project Steering Committee (PSC) agreed with 

the FFA proposal to take the lead on the curriculum 

design and implementation of the courses. The 

design of the course can benefit from the input of 

the Tuna Compliance Network and other t-RFMOs 

compliance staff and experts who should participate 

in the review of current drafts. 

PMU, FFA, 

TCN 

Starting in 

Q1-2018 

N 

Recommendation 3. Improve the delivery of the outputs, outcomes and likelihood of impacts associated with Component 3 (reducing the impacts of tuna 

fisheries on marine ecosystems) 

 

Recommendation 3.i 

Continue to provide financial 

support to IATTC for their shark 

bycatch data collection activities, 

including funding for the recent 

IATTC proposal to expand Central 

American port sampling to provide 

better shark data for stock 

assessment and management. 

Accepted The duration of the Letter of Agreement with IATTC 

has been extended through December 2018.  

In addition, IATTC has provided an additional three 

months of funding for the shark and bycatch data 

Coordinator. 

 

PMU 

IATTC 

Q4-2017 – 

Q1-2018 

 

Recommendation 3.ii 

Compile and publish a review of 

bycatch mitigation experiences 

from the Project (Identifying and 

Promoting Best Practices for 

Accepted The Technical Coordinator on Sharks and Bycatch 

(TCSB) has proposed an outline to the partners 

involved in the bycatch work (ISSF, BLI, and WWF-

Pakistan) that would emphasize lessons learned in 

the execution of the activities, rather than ‘best 

PMU, TCSB Q1-2018 N 
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Bycatch Mitigation for sharks, 

seabirds, turtles and small tunas), 

including guidance on how best to 

promote and achieve adoption of 

bycatch mitigation measures, 

drawing on experience from 

International Seafood 

Sustainability Foundation (ISSF) 

and BirdLife. 

practices’ (that would require additional FAO 

clearances).  

Recommendation 3.iii 

Ensure sufficient dedicated project 

resources (financial and technical) 

for bycatch mitigation outreach 

work in South Africa, including for 

the appointment of a Bycatch 

Coordinator and some funds to 

measure the effectiveness of the 

outreach work being undertaken 

by BL-SA and ISSF aimed at 

encouraging the fishing industry to 

adopt bycatch mitigation 

measures, including Fish 

Aggregating Device (FAD) 

management.  

Accepted A consultancy will be proposed to assess 

effectiveness of the outreach.  

PMU, BLI Q3-2018 N 

Recommendation 3.iv 

Undertake a global review of 

existing evidence on the impact of 

the FADs in tuna fisheries with 

recommendations for effective 

management strategies, and an 

examination of the impact on the 

Accepted To be consulted with ISSF, acknowledging the 

sensitivity of this issue. To avoid some of these 

sensitivities, it would be best to contact the Chair of 

the JWG on FADs, and offer doing this as a 

contribution (consultancy), maybe in coordination 

with some of the t-RFMO staff. 

PMU, ISSF, t-

RFMOs 

Q2-2018 N 
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fisheries industry if FADs were 

prohibited (or annual closures for 

specified time periods or limits on 

numbers deployed within EEZs and 

the high seas), as a contribution to 

supporting the t-RFMO FADs 

Working Group (established April 

2017). Given ISSF’s lead on FADs 

within the Project this could be led 

by ISSF.  

Recommendation 3.v 

For WWF-Pakistan, improve 

stakeholder consultation (public & 

private sector) over the Project in 

order to improve ownership of the 

on-board observer programme 

particularly among the provincial 

fisheries departments of Sindh and 

Balochistan and with the federal 

government, and ensure that the 

data collected (and reports 

showing its analysis) is shared with 

stakeholders, particularly the 

provincial and federal fisheries 

authorities, fish exporters/ 

processors, fisher communities, 

academia and Indian Ocean Tuna 

Commission (IOTC) and FAO. Also 

review of the feasibility of the 

conversion to longline fishing and 

assessment of alternative options 

such as stationary FADs, handline 

Accepted Consultation with stakeholders is already a key part 

of the implementation of the activities, as 

demonstrated by the external support provided to 

the crew-observer programme as announced at the 

last PSC. 

 

Trials of gear conversion to assess feasibility are 

being planned for 2018 and could serve as an 

example to promote a larger engagement in a 

follow-up project.  

 

Data generated by the crew-observer programme 

have been submitted to the Pakistani authorities 

who have the responsibility to report them to IOTC. 

WWF-

Pakistan 

Starting in 

Q1-2018 
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fishery, value added, etc, as well as 

the funding and institutional home 

for the on-board observer 

programme jointly with 

stakeholders.  

Recommendation 3.vi 

Undertake a PMU/PTF supervisory 

mission to Pakistan to assess 

progress and future work on 

Pakistan element of the Project, 

particularly to assess whether to 

cut the alternative gear conversion 

element from the Project 

(conversion to alternative gear may 

perhaps better be treated as a 

follow-up project), the level of 

engagement of the government 

fisheries agencies (federal and 

provincial) with the Project, the 

ownership and future of the 

observer programme and the 

status, and follow-up activities 

related to the draft NPOA-Sharks. 

This should be treated as a priority 

by the PMU/PTF and take place 

before July 2017.  

Accepted Completed on 14 August 2017. A consultant 

conducted the supervisory mission (including travel 

to Karachi–Pakistan from 3 to 11 June 2017), 

reviewing the different aspects mentioned. The 

consultant’s report is available from the PMU upon 

request, and it was shared with both WWF and 

WWF-Pakistan, who found it constructive and fair. 

PMU Q3-2017 N 

Recommendation 4. To improve the efficiency of the management and execution of the Project, including financial management 

 

Recommendation 4.i 

Appoint an additional mid-level 

staff member to the PMU to 

Accepted A long-term consultant has been hired to conduct 

these activities. Unfortunately, this has been offset 

by the Fisheries Expert who departed the Project in 

PMU Q3-2017 – 

Q2-2018 

N 
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address the current low capacity of 

the Unit, in particular to oversee 

the development of MCS Best 

Practices and the establishment of 

the IMCSN tuna sub-network, to 

support the Project Manager in his 

tasks, and to contribute to 

advocacy and mainstreaming of 

project results over the next 2 

years.  

September. Steps are being taken to hire a 

replacement. 

Recommendation 4.ii 

Review and simplify the 

coordination, reporting and 

management framework and 

arrangements for the two EMS 

schemes in Fiji and Ghana (‘need 

less links in the chain’), particularly 

the latter, to make management 

and reporting more cost-effective 

and efficient. 

Partially Accepted The EMS activity in Ghana is about to be completed, 

remaining only the presentation of the business plan 

to the Ghanaian authorities and the formulation of a 

plan to terminate the intervention by December 

2018. Considering that the activity is about to be 

completed, the PMU believes that benefits of a 

modified arrangement would be outweighed by the 

administrative complication involved in a change of 

management structure this late into the Project.  

Similarly, in the case of Fiji (where there is already a 

more direct arrangement) the completion of the 

activities are also scheduled for the end of 2018. 

PMU-WWF Q1-2018 N 

Recommendation 4.iii 

Review the execution agreement 

between FAO and WWF-US, to 

examine whether cost-

effectiveness could be improved, 

as some elements of the Project for 

which WWF had responsibility have 

been cut (Output 1.2.2 dealing with 

RBM), and some elements of the 

management structure are 

Partially Accepted As mentioned for Recommendation 4.ii, the activities 

for which WWF-US has been responsible are close to 

being completed, including the MSE workshops 

under Output 1.1.1, and the work in the gillnet 

fisheries of Pakistan. 

 

Nevertheless, there is a lesson to be learned in the 

administrative difficulties to establish a working 

arrangement with a partner through an EA (the PMU 

had to assume the responsibility for the 

procurement). In the future, we hope that new 

PMU-WWF Q4-2017 N 
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considered too complex and may 

benefit from being restructured.  

arrangements developed by FAO (e.g. the OPIM) will 

provide additional flexibility. 

 

In any case, the PMU agrees that future 

arrangements should keep in mind the efficiency and 

effectiveness in the implementation of the activities 

in collaboration with the partners. 

Recommendation 4.iv 

Provide the Technical Coordinator 

Sharks and Bycatch (TCSB) with the 

option of relocating from Pohnpei 

in 2017 (exact timing to rest with 

her), consider allocating more of 

her time to 

advocacy/mainstreaming work and 

her capacity building/support 

function to better promote the 

project results on bycatch issues 

across the t-RFMOs with more time 

to provide direct support to the 

other t-RFMOs on their shark 

bycatch work as 

required/requested.  

Accepted Completed. The TCSB will relocate to FAO 

headquarters on February 2018, and work from there 

supporting the completion of the activities in the EA 

with Western and Central Pacific Fisheries 

Commission (WCPFC) and working on the extension 

of the experiences from the Pacific to other oceans, 

in particular mainstreaming of shark fisheries and 

work towards dissemination of information on 

bycatch. 

PMU Q1-2018 N 

Recommendation 4.v 

FAO should arrange with the 

GEFSEC for the Project to have the 

option of a 6-12 month No Cost 

Extension, if needed (it is needed in 

the MTE’s opinion), to allow time 

for the final elements of the project 

to be delivered and put in place for 

Accepted The PSC already endorsed the idea at its July 2017 

meeting. It remains to be determined whether a 6-

month or a 12-month extension is more effective, 

given that funds are available for both options. 

PMU Q3-2018 N 
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sustainability. This should be 

discussed if needed and endorsed 

by the PSC and PTF a year before 

the current official closure of the 

project.  

 

Recommendation 4.vi 

FAO should clarify in writing to the 

PSC and GEFSEC the status of the 

US$5 million pledged as cash co-

financing by FAO at CEO 

endorsement, and for which 

elements of the Project these were 

to be spent, and document this in 

the next 6-monthly PPR report.  

Accepted,  FAO will provide such clarification, based on its 

contributions to the achievement of outcomes of the 

Project through other activities of the Fisheries and 

Aquaculture Department (FI) being independently 

financed. 

PMU Q1-2018 N 

Recommendation 4.vii 

FAO should clarify in writing the 

breakdown of costs for the US$4 

million that could not be linked to 

the 23 project outputs listed in 

FPMIS, and document this in the 

next 6-monthly PPR report. 

Accepted All linking was completed, as listed in the PIR 

released at the end of 2017. 

PMU Q3-2017 N 

Recommendation 5. Simplify and improve the Project’s M&E framework which should also help to improve the understanding of the Project’s structure, aims 

and planned results 

 

Recommendation 5.i 

Restructure the Project’s results 

framework to follow the suggested 

reconstructed Theory of Change. 

Consideration should be given to 

Accepted Close coordination has been in place from the 

beginning with WWF and their contribution to 

Output 1.1.1. It makes even more sense to develop 

closer merging between the two outputs and, in 

particular, with existing processes that have 

developed in each of the t-RFMOs.  

PMU; WWF-

US 

FAO GEF 

Unit 

Q4-2017 N 
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merging Outputs 1.1.1 and 1.1.4 

that deal with HS and MSE into 

one revised output (giving a more 

coherent promotion of HS). In 

addition, Outputs 1.2.1 and 1.2.2, 

which deal with RBM and are no 

longer being delivered by the 

Project, should be eliminated, 

along with Output 1.1.2 which is 

used as a general fund for activities 

across the Project.  

There has already been an agreement to use the 

funds allocated to Outputs 1.2.1 and 1.2.2, to further 

support the workshops under Output 1.1.1.  

We take note of the recommendation on output 

1.1.2, but we would like to note that it was not used 

for general activities, as the recommendation 

suggests, but for activities in support of compliance. 

These activities can be added explicitly as separate 

activities. 

Recommendation 5.ii 

Revise and replace the current 

indicator set with a smaller set of 

SMART-er outcome and project 

objective level indicators and 

retrofit baselines where needed, 

and eliminate output-level 

indicators altogether. A draft 

replacement set has been 

developed by the PMU M&E 

Expert and these should be further 

refined by the PMU team, reviewed 

by partners, and then presented to 

the PSC members for approval at 

the next PSC meeting (July 2017) 

before replacing the current set of 

indicators.  

Accepted Work in progress. An early draft was presented to 

the PSC, but the review needs to be completed and 

circulated to the PTF and then the PSC for 

comments. 

  

PMU; PSC Q1-2018 N 

Recommendation 5.iii 

In future 6-monthly PPR reports a 

section should be included on 

Accepted Following adoption of the revised indicators, we will 

start reporting against those. The two-three-page 

summary is, to some extent, what we have presented 

PMU Q4-2017 N 
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progress towards achievement of 

the outcome and objective levels, 

along with a two-three-page 

summary sheet which could be 

distributed to partners and 

stakeholders, and ensure these 

reports are distributed to member 

states as well as the t-RFMOs. 

in the RFMO plenaries as progress reports, so it 

would be a perfect way to summarize where we are. 

This will also contribute to address the issue of 

communication of the overall project progress 

among partners and stakeholders. 

Recommendation 6. Improve the effectiveness and impact of project communication activities and wide uptake of project results and key messages 

 

Recommendation 6.i 

Develop a new Communications 

Strategy to be approved by the 

PSC, that includes a focus on 

mainstreaming/adoption of results 

into target audiences and 

processes, including t-RFMO 

decision-making process for 

uptake of recommendations for 

resolutions for Conservation and 

Management Measures (CMMs) 

(e.g. feeding results into IOTC’s 

Technical Committee on 

Management Procedures and the 

science management dialogues 

already established by the WCPFC 

and ICCAT Commissions). This 

should include a plan to deliver the 

strategy which will need to 

examine how best to ensure the 

uptake/integration of project 

results within t-RFMOs and the 

Partially Accepted The proposed action goes beyond a Communication 

Strategy. The recommendation implies the provision 

of results to the RFMO processes in such a way to 

facilitate the adoption of CMMs. The structure of the 

Project (with no clear contacts with individual t-

RFMO member who could champion proposed 

CMMs) is not conducive to further such influence.  

However, there is a spectrum of entry points in the 

RFMO processes that are appropriate for the 

subjects in question. The vast majority of the project 

results are of no relevance to the TCMP or the 

science-management dialogues that are mentioned 

in the recommendation, so we need to identify those 

entry points and how best can we access them, 

whether it is through Member States, Secretariats, 

officials or all of the above. For example, the work on 

MSE for two IOTC stocks is reported directly to the 

TCMP and relevant IOTC subsidiary bodies. Likewise, 

the discussions of the joint WG on EAFM/ EBFM are 

reported directly to the relevant scientific bodies. 

PMU Q1-2018 N 
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wider fisheries sector. Roles, 

responsibilities, resources required, 

timeframe, and a dedicated budget 

should be detailed  

Recommendation 6.ii 

Better promote the Project’s key 

results and progress through social 

media and other avenues, update 

its webpage more regularly (2-

monthly news bulletins, with links 

on recent project activities and 

results), and give particular 

attention to the coordination and 

marketing of Project’s products 

with its partners.  

Accepted This recommendation has been already addressed 

through the renewed efforts from the PMU 

Communications team. Not only the Project website 

is being frequently updated, but the Project 

newsletter has been routinely circulated to a large 

audience. 

  

 

PMU Q4-2017 

onwards 

N 

Recommendation 6.iii 

Appoint an individual to take the 

lead on project communications 

and knowledge management (a 

‘Science to Policy Officer’), and 

arrange additional (shorter-term) 

consultant support to provide 

advice on the technical 

communications issues, e.g. social 

media, infographics (which could 

be provided by ISSF who could 

also provide advice on 

mainstreaming into the private 

sector). 

Accepted An additional communication person is being 

recruited at the Programme level to collaborate with 

the PMU Communications Expert and to strengthen 

the programmatic communications. The PMU is also 

frequently consulting partners (such as ISSF). A 

newsletter is being regularly produced and 

distributed to 3 000 recipients  

PMU Q3-2017 N, will partly 

be covered 

through the 

programmatic 

budget  

Recommendation 6.iv Accepted This a useful recommendation that could be 

expanded to include more than the three suggested 

PMU Q2-2018 N 
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Establish a lesson-learning 

framework for the Project to 

ensure lessons are fully captured 

and analysed through structured 

exercises/workshops in the final 6 

months of the Project to capture 

lessons learned from: (i) the 

Project’s three EMS pilots with the 

deliverable being a ‘how to’ guide 

that includes the experiences of 

the whole EMS chain from 

negotiating agreements, 

installation and maintenance of 

EMS equipment, training of 

observers, analysis and reporting 

of EMS data, to the development 

of draft legislation/regulations and 

the use of EMS data in a court of 

law and ways to encourage buy-in 

from the private sector; (ii) the 

Project’s work on bycatch 

mitigation, published as Best 

Practice Guidelines for Bycatch 

Mitigation for sharks, seabirds, 

turtles and small sharks, including 

how to communicate effectively 

with fishers, drawing on the work 

of ISSF and BL-SA; and (iii) data 

confidentiality and sensitivity 

issues across the Project, bringing 

together participants that have 

been involved with these issues in 

subjects. Lessons learned from the implementation 

of the Project could also incorporate, for example:  

• lessons learned in capacity building 

• best practices in MSE and HS development 

 

The issue of data confidentiality and sensitive 

information has been, and continues to be, a 

concern for t-RFMO members. Perhaps to find a 

unifying theme in the three examples mentioned, the 

document could focus on the advantages of 

transparency in the way that regulations are 

implemented and compliance is verified.  
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relation to the shark and marine 

turtle bycatch data assessments, 

IMCSN tuna sub-network, 

intelligence information to address 

IUU fishing, and use of EMS data in 

legal cases, with a project paper on 

the (best practice) treatment of 

sensitive data in tuna fisheries 

management as a deliverable.  

 

Recommendation 6.v 

The Project should collect lessons 

and capitalize on the experiences 

of the executing partners that have 

addressed gender issues (at the 

levels of individual, institutional 

and enabling environment) to 

develop a gender action plan that 

would be coherent and contribute 

to the FAO Gender Policy 

Objectives. This plan should be 

communicated to implementing 

partners, reported against and 

monitored.  

 

Partially Accepted The FAO Gender Policy Objectives are generic, but 

they have often been developed with the agricultural 

sector in mind, where there is a significant 

proportion of women in the work force. In fisheries, 

there are not many possibilities in the harvesting 

sector, especially in ABNJ fisheries, but the 

processing, retailing and the management sectors 

show opportunities for expansion for the role of 

women.  

 

Given that the Project is entering in its last year of 

execution, we see the formulation of such a plan as 

an exercise that could be better directed at 

addressing gender issues in a follow-up Project, 

rather than for the current Project. 

PMU Q4-2017 N 

Recommendation 7. Strengthen the Project’s partnership arrangements to facilitate better working relationships and project delivery for the remainder of the 

Project 

 

Recommendation 7.i 

Develop a project partnership 

strategy document that sets out 

the role, comparative 

Partially Accepted We agree that such a plan would have improved the 

coordination of actions between the partners, had it 

been developed together with the Project 

Document, or at the Inception Workshop. 

PMU Q4-2018 (in 

preparation 

of a second 

phase) 

N 
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advantage, responsibilities, agreed 

activities and deliverables, partner 

communication and collaboration 

arrangements, and budgets for the 

remainder of the Project for each 

partner.  

At this point in the Project, our concern is that the 

time spent in preparing such a detailed plan might 

not be the best way to use the time left in the 

Project. 

 

However, we think the development of such a 

strategy should be an integral part of a potential 

follow-up phase of the Project to clarify the roles 

and responsibilities of all the partners. 

 

Recommendation 7.ii 

Develop individual t-RFMO specific 

partnership (engagement) plans 

for each of the 5 t-RFMOs that sets 

out the planned activities, roles 

and responsibilities, detailing what 

support the Project will provide to 

each of the t-RFMOs for the 

remainder of the Project and what 

is expected from the t-RFMOs 

(these do not need to be long but 

should be treated separately from 

the overall partnership strategy, or 

given as an annex).  

Partially Accepted As above. 

 

We agree that it is necessary to clarify how the 

reallocations following the last PSC, and the new 

proposed activities are redefining some of the 

outputs or creating some new ones.  

 

Therefore, we can combine 7i and 7ii into a 

description of what the Project will do in the time left 

in the Project. 

PMU Q1-2018 N 

Recommendation 7.iii 

Continue to encourage 

participation of ICCAT Secretariat 

staff in project activities but give 

more effort to identifying 

representatives of ICCAT member 

states to include in project 

activities.  

Accepted This has been done already, although by, mostly, still 

engaging the ICCAT Secretariat. There is a need to 

focus on working directly with the Member States of 

ICCAT to increase transparency. 

 

In any case, the Project received favourable 

comments by the ICCAT members during the plenary 

of its last annual meeting.  

PMU, ICCAT Q4-2017 N 
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Recommendation 7.iv 

Identify opportunities for greater 

engagement with the private 

sector more, including 

identification of potential 

champions for promoting uptake 

of bycatch mitigation measures 

(possibly through working more 

closely with ISSF which has strong 

business community links), and 

invite more representatives from 

the tuna fishing industry to PSC 

meetings to further the uptake of 

project messages and results 

(including EMS and EAFM/EBFM) 

by the private sector.  

Accepted There are activities that provide direct access to the 

private sector (e.g. Infofish Tuna Conference, or the 

Annual Tuna Industry meetings in Brussels). 

Presentation of the project work in these events as 

well as publicity material will help. 

 

ISSF, representing tuna processing companies 

covering more than 75 percent of the global canned 

tuna is already promoting bycatch mitigation 

practices. The EMS will be well received by legal 

operators (e.g. Organización de Productores 

Asociados de Grandes Atuneros Congeladores 

(OPAGAC) now calling for compulsory e-monitoring 

in the Seychelles tuna purse seine fishery) but 

resisted by operators prone to engage in non-

transparent behaviour. Likewise, EAFM/EBFM is 

perceived by some sectors in the industry to bring 

additional restrictions to their activities. 

PMU Q2-2018 N 

Recommendation 7.v 

Undertake a review/evaluation of 

the Common Oceans programme 

and how the Project (and ideally 

the other three projects) relate to it 

and vice versa, to better define its 

aims and deliverables, structure, 

needs and resources and linkage 

to the Tuna (and other) projects.  

 

Accepted This should be a programme-level exercise, possibly 

in conjunction with the formulation of the 

programme synthesis that the Capacity Project is 

due to complete next year. 

PMU, 

through an 

external 

Consultant; 

Programme 

Coordination 

 

Q1-2018 N, to be 

covered by 

non-project 

funding 

Recommendation 8. Better secure the sustainability of the Project’s results, especially once the GEF financing ends, and to improve ownership 
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Recommendation 8.i 

Develop a sustainability plan for 

the Project’s results, which sets out 

how the Project proposes to 

ensure the uptake and use of its 

results after the Project finishes, 

particularly addressing the 

Project’s current support for on-

going processes that have (as yet) 

no agreed specific project 

deliverable and are led by partners, 

e.g. working groups on MSE and 

FADs. The sustainability plan 

should be developed for discussion 

and endorsement at the 

penultimate PSC meeting before 

project closure, and should link 

with the Project’s new 

Communication Strategy that is 

needed to support mainstreaming 

activities.  

Partially Accepted As many of the outcomes are formalized as CMMs or 

changes in the RFMO processes, any discussion 

about sustainability needs to be done at the RFMO 

level, and not at the PSC, where only the Secretariats 

are represented. 

 

However, a ‘sustainability plan’ listing the outcomes 

achieved and what actions are needed by the 

appropriate actors can and should be formulated. 

PMU, PSC, t-

RFMOs 

Q1-2018 N 

Recommendation 8.ii 

Separately, develop a 5-year 

business plan/roadmap for 

development and long-term 

financing of the iMCS Network 

tuna sub-network (Output 2.1.3), a 

five-ten year business and 

financing plan for the MCS course 

(Output 2.1.2), as well as for the 

EMS pilot projects (Output 2.2.1 

Accepted EMS business plans are already being formulated as 

part of the Project activities. We agree with the other 

proposals, to which we would add presenting a 

proposal for maintaining the quality control services 

to the Consolidated List of Authorized Vessels 

(CLAV). 

PMU Q1-2018 N 
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and 2.2.2) to ensure their long-

term financing. 

 

Recommendation 8.iii 

Develop a written framework for 

transfer of ownership and 

agreement on follow-up of the 

CDS guidelines from the Project to 

FAO, including potential plans of 

action for their use with t-RFMO 

member states. 

 

Partially Accepted The Design Options for the Development of Tuna 

Catch Documentation Schemes were produced as 

additional information for the t-RFMOs to consider 

in the future formulation of CDS or other traceability 

schemes.  

At the same time, FAO is advancing a process for 

developing best practices in CDS for general fisheries 

that is guided by the FAO Member States in a 

process that is different from the t-RFMOs. 

However, the Design Options for the Development 

of Tuna Catch Documentation Schemes were 

supplied to both processes, and it will be up to the 

Member States to decide to what extent to uptake 

those recommendations.  

PMU Q2-2018 N 

Recommendation 8.iv 

Suggest agreement with partners 

on the recruitment and financing 

of an IT specialist to oversee data 

quality, and update and address 

technical issues of the CLAV, based 

at wherever the CLAV is finally 

hosted.  

 

Accepted Mentioned already above as a ‘sustainability’ or 

‘business plan’ concerning the CLAV.  

It is necessary to describe the services provided and 

the skills needed to guarantee those services (not 

necessarily an IT expert). 

PMU Q2-2018 N 
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