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Abbreviations Utilized 

ACAP Agreement for the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels 

BLI Birdlife International 

BMIP Bycatch Mitigation Information Portal 

BSA Birdlife South Africa 

BTWG Joint t-RFMO Technical Working Group on Bycatch 

CBD Convention on Biodiversity 

CCRF FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries 

CCSBT Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna 

CLAV Consolidated List of Authorized Vessels 

CMM Conservation and Management Meausures 

CSO Civil Society Organization 

EAF Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries 

EMS Electronic Monitoring Systems 

FAD Fish Aggregating Device 

FAO Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 

FFA Pacific Islands Fisheries Forum Agency 

FTBOA Fiji Tuna Boat Owners Association  

GEF Global Environment Facility 

GPCU Global Programme Coordination Unit 

GR Global Record of Fishing Vessels, Refrigerated Transport Vessels ad Supply Vessels 

GSC Global Steering Committee (Common Oceans Programme) 

HCR Harvest Control Rule 

IATTC Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission 

ICCAT International Commision for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas 

IOTC Indian Ocean Tuna Commission 

ISSA International Seafood Sustainability Association 

ISSF International Seafood Sustainability Foundation 

IUCN International Union for Conservation of Nature 

IUU fishing Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated fishing 

IW-LEARN International Waters Learning Exchange and Resource Network 

MCS Monitor, Control and Surveillance 

MPA Marine Protected Area 

MSC Marine Stewardship Council 

MSE Management Strategy Evaluation 

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (US) 

OSPESCA Fisheries and Aquaculture Sector Organization of the Central American Isthmus 

PA Precautionary Approach 

PMU Project Management Unit 

PNA Parties of the Nauru Agreement 

PSM Port State Measures 

RBM Rights-Based Management 

RP Reference point 

SPC Secretariat of the Pacific Community 

TAG Technical Advisory Group (Common Oceans Programme) 

t-RFMO One of the Tuna RFMOs, i.e. CCSBT, IATTC, ICCAT, IOTC and WCPFC 

UNEP United Nations Environment Programme 

UNDP United Nations Development Programme 

VDS Vessel-Days Scheme 

WCPFC Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission 

WB World Bank 

WWF World Wide Fund for Nature 
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Opening of the Meeting 

1. The meeting was opened by the Assistant Director-General of the Fisheries and Aquaculture 
Department, Mr Àrni Mathiesen, who welcomed the participants and expressed the satisfaction of 
FAO about the formal start of the activities of the Project. He noted that following CEO endorsement, 
the Project is getting ready to deliver, the first under the framework of the Common Oceans 
Program, marking another milestone in the long-term cooperation with GEF towards common goals. 

2. Mr Mathiesen also acknowledged the presence of all the heads of the tuna Regional Fisheries 
Managament Organization Secretariats, indicated the degree of support for the project. Mr 
Mathiesen further stressed FAO’s understanding and appreciation of the role that RFMOs play in 
supporting the sustainability of highly migratory species, indicating that this Project will be an 
example of cooperation involving not only FAO and RFMOs, but other partners as well. Mr Mathiesen 
closed by wishing all the participants a fruitful meeting. 

Objectives of the Workshop 

3. The Global Coordinator introduced the objectives for the Workshop, noting that between the 
time when the basic elements of the project design were defined and the Project endorsed by the 
GEF CEO, some of the baseline conditions have changed, or that some of the actions programmed 
already have been conducted by the partners utilizing other sources of funding. 

4. Therefore, the first objective for the Workshop is to review critically the activities planned 
under the various outcomes to assess whether changes in the situation require a reformulation of 
the activities in order to achieve the desired outcomes. 

5. Following the Workshop, the partners should have a clearer understanding of: 

 Which outputs might require a reformulation to better respond to the larger objectives. 

 How and when resources will be delivered to the partners. 

 What, when and how to report to the Project on technical and financial matters related to 
the activities they undertake 

6. The Global Coordinator kindly requested: 

 Guidance as to which outputs might require re-formulation, and what indicators might be 
improved. 

 Comments on the proposed reporting arrangements.  

 A schedule of implementation by the partners (conditioned to the completion of financial 
arrangements) 

7. The Global Coordinator highlighted the unique nature of the ABNJ Tuna Project in the quality 
and quantity of the partnerships established. The support and participation of all five RFMOs offers a 
rare opportunity to facilitate global collaboration between RFMOs to improve the sustainability of 
fisheries for tuna and other species (e.g. sharks) that are often targeted in ABNJ. Such global 
cooperation was a key element in the series of meetings of the joint t-RFMOs that took place under 
the framework of the ‘Kobe process’, named after the location of the first meeting in 2007. Under 
the Kobe process, and as a result of those contacts, joint Working Groups were proposed to deal with 
common problems, such as those for bycatch and the implementation of management strategy 
evaluation, recognizing the advantages of cooperation at the global level. This spirit of cooperation is 
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also at the core of the meetings of the Secretariats of the t-RFMOs that have been held over the last 
decade. 

8. The ABNJ Tuna Project offers the possibility of promoting this global cooperation and 
exchange of experiences through the planned activities, and through the mechanisms to disseminate 
this information. There are plenty of opportunities to establish collaboration in new areas such as the 
Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries, and the work on compliance at the level of the various 
Secretariats. 

9. The Project also offers a unique opportunity to work directly in well-defined activities with a 
variety of partners, including: 

 Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) and private sector partners: WWF; ISSF; Birdlife 
International, ACAP, MSC, ISSA, Fiji Tuna Boat Owners Association 

 Other regionalorganizations such SPC, FFA, PNA, OSPESCA 

 Governments, such as the government of Fiji and Ghana 

 International treaties, such as ACAP. 

10. The Global Coordinator then proposed a number of principles to govern the implementation 
of the Project: 

1. The Project will facilitate and accelerate existing processes in the t-RFMOs consistent with 
the Project objectives; 

2. The activities of the Project will complement existing efforts and avoid duplication; 
3. Where appropriate, implementation of activities will be in the hands of the partners; 
4. The Project will support collaboration between partners, especially between t-RFMOs; 
5. The Project will communicate effectively with the partners, but only when required; 
6. The Project will work with partners to make monitoring and reporting as easy as possible; 
7. The Project will ensure visibility for all relevant partners while disseminating results; 
8. Some activities target developing countries that are eligible for assistance by GEF, so when 

resources need to be distributed amongst RFMOs, the relative membership will have to be 
taken into account. 

9. The Project will extend the benefits of the Project activities globally, even when activities are 
regional or national. 

11. The partners agreed to the proposed principles as a guide for the implementation of the 
Project activities. 

The ABNJ Tuna Project as part of the Common Oceans Programme 

12. The Global Coordinator presented an overview of the structure and the origin of the Project, 
stressing its relationship with other projects under the GEF-funded  Common Oceans Programme, 
(also known as the ABNJ Programme), and the structure by which the Project will be governed by 
FAO and guided by all executing partners. 

The Global Environmental Facility (GEF) 

13. The Global Environment Facility was established in October 1991 as a pilot program in the 
World Bank to assist in the protection of the global environment and to promote environmental 
sustainable development.  

14.  The GEF unites 183 countries in partnership with international institutions, civil society 
organizations, and the private sector to address global environmental issues while supporting 
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national sustainable development initiatives. An independently operating financial organization, the 
GEF provides grants for projects related to its Focal Areas: biodiversity, mitigation of climate change, 
international waters, land degradation, the ozone layer, and persistent organic pollutants. 

15. GEF provides grants to cover the additional or “incremental” costs associated with 
transforming a project with national benefits into one with global environmental benefits. In this 
way, GEF funding is structured to “supplement” base project funding that project partners are 
committing to through co-financing. 

16. GEF works in close partnership with GEF Agencies that are responsible for developing project 
proposals and for managing GEF projects. FAO is the GEF Implementing Agency for the ABNJ Tuna 
Project. The GEF Agencies play a key role in managing the projects on the ground; more specifically, 
GEF Agencies assist eligible governments and NGOs in the development, implementation, and 
management of GEF projects.  

The Common Oceans Program  

17. Seeking to generate a catalytic change, the Global Sustainable Fisheries Management and 
Biodiversity Conservation in the Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction Program, later re-branded as the 
Common Oceans Program, was approved by the GEF under the lead of the Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations (FAO) in close collaboration with other GEF agencies, such as the 
World Wildlife Fund, United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and the World Bank, as well as 
other executing partners.  

18. The Common Oceans Program consists of four projects that bring together governments, 
regional management bodies, civil society, the private sector, academia and industry to work 
towards ensuring the sustainable use and conservation of ABNJ biodiversity and ecosystem services.  

19. Figure 1 shows the structure of the Common Oceans Program. FAO will host the Global 
Program Coordination Unit (GPCU), and it will be supported by a Global Steering Committee (GSC) 
comprised of representatives from key partners, and a Technical Advisory Group (TAG) made up of 
scientific and technical experts from the policy, technical, and scientific communities as well as 
industry.  

 

 

Figure 1: Structure of the Common Oceans Program 
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20. The Program concentrates on short-term milestones as part of a long-term plan to establish 
the strong networks, best management practices and facilitate information sharing needed to make 
a transformational impact towards responsible and sustainable use of ABNJ resources. It aims to: 

 Move towards the ecosystem approach and rights-based systems and away from the "race to 

fish"; 

 Increase the ability of relevant institutions to protect fragile ecosystems; 

 Foster international and cross-sectorial coordination and sharing of information. 

21. The Programme is composed of four Projects:  

Project 1: Sustainable management of tuna fisheries & biodiversity (the ABNJ Tuna Project)  

Achieve sustainable and efficient tuna fisheries production and biodiversity conservation through the 
systematic application of an ecosystem approach.  

Project 2: Sustainable use of deep-sea living resources & biodiversity  

Enhance sustainability in the use of deep-sea living resources and biodiversity conservation in the 
ABNJ through the systematic application of an ecosystem approach.  

This project will focus on four areas: 

o Improved implementation of existing policy and legal frameworks 

o Reduced significant adverse impacts on Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems (VMEs) and 

Ecologically or Biologically Significant Areas (EBSAs) 

o Improved planning and adaptive management for deep-sea fisheries in ABNJ 

o Development and testing of a methodology for area-based planning 

Project 3: Oceans Partnership for sustainable fisheries & biodiversity conservation  

Develop business plans for investment in long-term, sustainable management of several different 
fisheries, each spanning areas within and beyond national jurisdiction.  

The World Bank through regional executing agencies will implement the project. 

Project 4: Strengthening global capacity to effectively manage ABNJ  

Promote effective global and regional coordination on ABNJ, including through information 
exchange, capacity development, and enhanced engagement of stakeholders at global, regional and 
national levels in constructive policy dialogues on ABNJ. 
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Overview of the ABNJ Tuna Project 

22. The ABNJ Tuna Project, also known as “Sustainable Management of Tuna Fisheries and 
Biodiversity Conservation in the Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction”, with a total budget of 178 
million USD of which 27 million USD is a GEF grant, is the largest of the four projects that constitute 
the Common Oceans Program. At the GEF portfolio level, this Project will support the achievement of 
two outcomes under GEF International Water (IW) Focal Area Objective IW-4: Promote effective 
management of Marine Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction (ABNJ) and an additional outcome under 
GEF Biodiversity Focal Area Objective BD-2: Mainstream Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable 
Use into Production Landscapes, Seascapes and Sectors.  

23. As indicated above, the objective of the Project is to achieve responsibility, efficiency and 
sustainability in tuna production and biodiversity conservation in the ABNJ, through the systematic 
application of an ecosystem approach in tuna fisheries. 

24. The Project is structured around a hierarchy of three components, each composed of 
outcomes that will contribute towards the objective of the component, and each outcome the result 
of a number of outputs. This structure can be listed in the form of a results matrix that lists the 
output, the baseline (a quantifiable assessment of the current situation), the indicators (quantities 
measuring the change in the baseline due to the project’s action) and a target (the desirable situation 
at the end of the action).  

25. The budget is structured around the principles of results-based budgeting with budgets 
aligned with the expected outputs.   

Project partners and institutional arrangements  

26. FAO will be the GEF Agency (Implementing Agency, and also Executing Partner) responsible 
for supervision, and provision of technical guidance during the implementation of the project. The 
individual t-RFMOs, WWF, FFA, SPC, PNA, OSPESCA, the governments of Fiji and Ghana, NOAA, ACAP, 
MSC, Birdlife, FTBOA, ISSA and ISSF will also be executing partners of the project, either as direct lead 
executing partners or supporting activities.  

27. A Project Management Unit (PMU) has been established to ensure the day-to-day 
management of the project, and a Project Steering Committee (PSC) will be established to provide 
policy support and guidance.  In addition, as it is mandatory for FAO projects1, a Lead Technical 
Officer (LTO) has been designated and a Project Task Force will be set up to provide technical support 
and guidance to the project. Other partners might set up similar Task Forces, and their support 
coordinated through designated contact persons of each Task Force. The representatives of the 
various Task Forces will constitute a Project Support Team (PST). The Project will be managed 
through the institutional structure illustrated in Figure 2 below; a description of the roles and 
responsibilities of the different actors also follows below.  

                                                           
1
 See FAOs guide to the project cycle for quality results http://www.fao.org/docrep/016/ap105e/ap105e.pdf 
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Figure 2. Project Governance arrangements for ABNJ Tuna Project 

28. The PSC will be the policy setting body for the Project; as and when required, the PSC will be 
the ultimate decision making body with regard to policy and other issues affecting the achievement 
of the project’s objectives. The PSC will include the project’s executing partners and will be chaired 
by FAO, with a vice-Chair to be elected from the PSC members. The Global Tuna Project Coordinator 
will act as Secretary to the PSC. The PSC will normally meet once a year, although additional 
meetings, either in person or through multimedia, can be called as necessary. The PSC will approve 
its Terms of Reference at its first meeting. 

29. The PSC will also have the responsibility for endorsing the Annual Work Plan and Budget 
(AWP/B). The PSC will also consider and provide comments on independent external evaluations and 
audits, as well as advise on any other issues that would be brought to its attention by the PMU.  

30. The FAO Budget Holder (BH) of the Project and the designated contact person in each Task 
Force will call regular meetings of their respective PTFs.  

31. Technical and Project Progress Reports will be cleared by the BH and the LTO, and submitted 
to the Project Support Team for information, prior to their submission to the PSC.  

32. In a request for a more detailed description of the role of WWF in the Project, it was noted 
that WWF will use its global presence and linkages to ISSF and MSC to promote and support all work 
being developed under components 1, 2, 3 and 4.  They will provide technical support to the project 
through their involvement in the PST and other arrangements associated with the project and the 
Common Oceans Program in general.  

33. WWF will be responsible for delivery of Outputs 1.1.1, 1.1.3, 1.2.2, 2.2.2, and 3.2.2. More 
specifically, WWF will lead: (i) development of on the job training in support of harvest strategy 
framework plans at the national level for 10 G77 countries (Output 1.1.1), (ii) filling of bycatch and 
catch data gaps in the northern Indian Ocean tuna-directed driftnet fisheries through engagement of 
fishing communities and CSOs using co-management approaches (Output 1.1.3), (iii) global sharing of 
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Lessons Learnt from rights-based management pilots (Output 1.2.2), (iv) Pilot trials of electronic 
observer systems aboard tuna purse seine vessels successfully completed in Ghana with lessons 
learned and best practices disseminated to all t-RFMOs for upscaling.(Output 2.2.2), (v) Purse seine 
sea trials in one ocean basin confirm the effectiveness of small tuna/shark mitigation measures and 
results disseminated to other ocean regions (Output 3.2.2).  

34. In the execution of these activities as a lead partner, WWF will consult with other partners to 
ensure that WWF’s effort do not duplicate, and are well integrated with other ongoing initiatives. 

35. At the project execution level, the project is highly complex involving 19 executing partners 
as shown in Table 1 below.  

 

36. The institutional relationships of FAO as implementing and executing agency, and executing 
partners are illustrated in Figure 4. 

Table 1: Project Executing Partners  

Type of executing partner Specific executing partner 

Regional fisheries management organizations 

involved in the management of tuna 

resources. 

• Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna 

(CCSBT) 

• Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC) 

• International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic 

Tunas (ICCAT)  

• Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC)  

• Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC) 

Regional or subregional organizations  • Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA) 

• Fisheries and Aquaculture Sector Organization of the 

Central American Isthmus (OSPESCA)  

• Parties to the Nauru Agreement (PNA) 

• Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC) 

Selected countries participating in specific, 

project supported pilot activities; 

• Government of Fiji 

• Government of Ghana 

• National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)  

(United States) 

Non governmental, non-profit organizations • World Wildlife Fund (WWF) 

• BirdLife International (BLI) 

• International Seafood Sustainability Foundation (ISSF)  

• Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) 

Tuna industry participating in pilot activities • International Seafood Sustainability Association (ISSA) 

• Fiji Tuna Boat Owners Association and associates 

International Treaties • Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels 

(ACAP) 
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37. Some of the executing partners will be contracted by FAO and will partly or entirely execute 
project outputs as shown in Figure 4. 

38. WWF, according to the role of the leading partner for some of the activities under 
Components 1 and 3, as described earlier, will work directly with the government of Ghana, and 
ISSF/ISSA in the implementation of these activities. 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Institutional relationships of partners involved in the project 
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Figure 4: Execution of outputs by type of partner (based on budget allocation) 
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Overview of the Project activities 

39. The degree to which the project will be considered to have been successful in achieving 
these objectives will be measured against the indicators at different levels (objective, outcome, 
output) as given in the project results matrix as listed in the Project Document. The following is an 
overview of the components and outcomes that are key to the ABNJ Tuna Project.   

Component 1. Promotion of Sustainable Management (including Rights-Based Management) of 

Tuna Fisheries, in Accordance with an Ecosystem Approach 

Outcome 1.1.  Improved management decision making concerning tuna and associated 

species in the areas under the jurisdiction of the five Regional Fisheries Management 

Organizations for tuna (t-RFMOs), through enhanced engagement and motivation of he 

stakeholders, including the tuna industry at all levels. 

Outcome 1.2. An efficient and effective RBM system has been designed, tested and 

implemented in one t-RFMO region with greater management control exercised over fishing 

fleets and increased economic revenue flows to Small Island Developing States 

Component 2.   Strengthening and Harmonizing Monitoring, Control and Surveillance (MCS) to 

Address Illegal, Unregulated and Unreported Fishing (IUU) 

Outcome 2.1. Monitoring, Control and Surveillance (MCS) systems, particularly those 

addressing IUU fishing and related activities, are strengthened and harmonized over all five t- 

RFMOs 

Outcome 2.2. The number of illegal vessels operating in one t-RFMO is reduced by 20% from 

the baseline at project start. 

Component 3. Reducing ecosystem impacts of tuna fishing 

Outcome 3.1 WCPFC and IATTC integrate improved bycatch mitigation technologies and 

practices into their regular management planning process at regional and national levels 

Component 4: Information and Best Practices Dissemination and M&E 

Outcome 4.1  Evidence  that  “best  practices”  from the  project  are  being taken  up  and  

replicated elsewhere 

Outcome 4.2: Project well monitored and evaluated 
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Review of the outputs  

The following sections document the discussions held under the review of each of the outcomes and 
outputs of the Project. 

Component 1. Promotion of Sustainable Management (including Rights-Based 
Management) of Tuna Fisheries, in Accordance with an Ecosystem Approach 

Outcome 1.1.  Improved management decision making concerning tuna and associated species in 
the areas under the jurisdiction of the five Regional Fisheries Management 
Organizations for tuna (t-RFMOs), through enhanced engagement and motivation 
of the stakeholders, including the tuna industry at all levels. 

40. Although not explicitly mentioned in the outcome, the main objective of these activities is 
the implementation of a precautionary approach as described in international instruments such as 
the CCRF and the United Nations Fish Stocks Agreement. This implementation is to be based on the 
adoption of harvest control rules, a series of pre-agreed actions to be taken when certain critical 
values (reference points) of indicators of the status of a stock are reached. The combination of the 
harvest control rules and reference points are usually supplemented by a description of the data to 
be collected and the assessment models to be used, constituting a harvest strategy or management 
strategy. The project will support current efforts in all t-RFMOs through the adoption of robust 
harvest strategies that have been developed through a management strategy evaluation.  The 
Project will assist in this process through two main outputs: 

Output 1.1.1 At least ten developing coastal states agree to harvest strategy framework 
plans at the national level, that supports the development of the t-RFMO harvest strategies, 
through capacity building of least 160 national fisheries personnel. 

41. This output will be implemented under the lead of WWF, supported with international 
consultants in close consultations with officials from the concerned t-RFMO, and will focus on having 
workshops for officials from developing states that are not familiar with the Management Strategy 
Evaluation process. The objective is to increase the familiarity of these officials with the rationale for 
the implementation of the Precautionary Approach, key principles, and an overview of the methods, 
focusing on the knowledge necessary for officials to participate effectively in the process. Given this 
objective, the timing of the workshops should be closer to the beginning of the process, to maximize 
the benefits of the action. These initial workshops, organized by WWF, while open to all t-RFMO 
Members and interested parties, are targeting countries that are eligible for GEF financial support.  

Output 1.1.4. Regional Action Plans developed, agreed (through MSE science 
management dialogue reports containing revised and new CMMs, HCRs and RPs) 
and involving at least 250 personnel from t-RFMO G77 Member States. 

42. This output is not oriented towards training and is completely in the hands of the t-RFMOs. 
Given the nature of the process, all t-RFMO Members are expected to participate but only 
developing Member States will receive assistance to participate from the project. The project also 
contributes to the preparation of material to be presented at the dialogue meetings, and promotes 
exchange of information and sharing of experiences between the t-RMFOs with regard to the MSE 
process. 

43. Supplementing the previous output, this output aims at facilitating the dialogue between 
science and management related to the development of the harvest strategies in each t-RFMO, not 
only at the beginning, but also at other times such as to conduct joint progress reviews. In an ideal 
MSE process, at the beginning of the process, managers need to identify preferred management 
objectives and provide an indication of admissible levels of risk. This is so that scientists can design 
candidate harvest strategies that would fulfill those objectives, and then measure the performance 
of the candidate strategies relative to the identified objectives. 
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44. At later stages, scientists and managers need to review preliminary results and make 
adjustments as necessary to obtain a robust and acceptable harvest strategy, requiring one or more 
additional meetings. Once agreed upon, the RFMO members can formally adopt the harvest strategy. 

45. Since the design phase of the Project, the RFMOs have advanced in the implementation of a 
harvest strategy. Of the five RFMOs, CCSBT is the only one that has completed the process, and has 
adopted a harvest strategy. The partners recognized that a key factor for success is to achieve an 
effective coordination with the existing initiatives. The Project intends to supplement and support 
the processes already underway in each of the RFMOs, not start a new parallel process. At the same 
time, it recognizes that the processes are at different stages in different regions therefore 
emphasizing the need to work closely with the leaders in each initiative.   

46. The Project has established an Advisory Committee for this Output with the participation of 
scientists from all the t-RFMOs and international experts, to guide the Project on technical elements, 
as well as provide as a forum to gather and exchange information by MSE practitioners all over the 
world. 

Output 1.1.2 Increased capacity of ten coastal developing states to comply with t-RMO 
member states obligations  

47. This output is designed to supplement capacity building efforts in the t-RFMOs to improve 
compliance of Member with t-RFMO rules and all the other international rules applying to fisheries. 
No specific activities were highlighted here, and it is open to RFMO-specific actions, or to support 
existing initiatives by the Secretariats or other partners. 

48. Participants recognized that compliance issues are becoming increasingly important in the 
context of the RFMOs, and could even jeopardize access to key markets for fishery products from 
non-compliant countries. The t-RFMOs were invited to present proposals and work plans for their 
activities under this output. 

49. IOTC presented a proposal based on its Compliance Support Missions by which they assist 
IOTC developing members to assess their compliance status and needs,  and to develop a strategy on 
how to improve their compliance record, including a description of the institutional responsibilities 
and a timeline for completion. IOTC also expressed its wish to present a proposal in the future to 
develop online software to facilitate reporting of compliance issues by the RFMO members. The 
participants noted that a standard methodology of reporting could be very helpful, in particular for 
countries that are members of more than one t-RFMO. 

50. The partners expressed their agreement that the Project provides support for the IOTC 
request. It was noted that it would be possible to develop ‘joint compliance support missions’ 
involving compliance support personnel from two Secretariats for developing coastal States that 
belong to more than one RFMO (e.g. Indonesia, Philippines). 

Output 1.1.3 Bycatch and catch data gaps in the northern Indian Ocean tuna-directed 
driftnet fisheries effectively filled through engagement of fishing communities and CSOs 
using co-management approaches  

51. The output will be lead by WWF in close collaboration with IOTC, who will assist as necessary 
in the formulation of the data collection plan. It is mainly aiming at obtaining estimates of catch by 
species (include bycatch species) in the gillnet fisheries of the northern Indian Ocean through 
placement of observers. Such estimates are currently not available with the degree of precision 
required. The design of this activity also include raising awareness of the fishing communities about 
the ecological impact of the gillnet gear, including trials of modified gear. Data and results will be 
shared directly with the IOTC Scientific Committee. 
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Output 1.1.5 Integrated Ecosystem Evaluations and Plans prepared for each t-RFMO to 
support an EAF.  

52. The consideration of an ecosystem-based approach in the context of t-RFMOs has been 
focused mainly on the mitigation of the impacts on biodiversity of the bycatch of non-target species. 
The partners consider that extending this process to incorporate more direct ecosystem 
considerations will take time, although it was recognized that in some RFMOs, there are already 
scientific working groups that include EAF as part of their deliberations. It was suggested that the 
process could be initiated with a background document from FAO that includes a proposal for a 
definition of the EAF.  

Outcome 1.2. An efficient and effective RBM system has been designed, tested and implemented 
in one t-RFMO region with greater management control exercised over fishing 
fleets and increased economic revenue flows to Small Island Developing States 

Output 1.2.1 Pilot enhanced Rights Based Management system in the Western Pacific Ocean 
(PNA VDS) implemented  

53. This output was intended to provide an independent assessment and performance review of 
the PNA Vessel-Day Scheme (VDS). Deficiencies identified during the assessment would assist PNA 
members to determine additional measures that need to be implemented in order to improve upon 
the current VDS. 

54. However, PNA preferred to enter into an arrangement that does not include the Project to 
conduct the review.  

55. It was suggested that the PMU maintains contacts with PNA to understand the best way to 
support the current review or the post-review activities. 

 

Output 1.2.2 Lessons learned from RBM pilot shared globally. 

56. In the absence of the PNA VDS review, this activity has to be refocused to provide a general 
background on rights-based management. This activity, to be lead by WWF, will include workshops 
for officials of developing states. The partners agree that development of a curriculum should take 
into account previous experiences of similar initiatives, and should include consultation with t-
RFMOs to avoid duplication of efforts and contradictory messages. 
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Component 2.   Strengthening and Harmonizing Monitoring, Control and Surveillance 
(MCS) to Address Illegal, Unregulated and Unreported Fishing (IUU) 

57. Component 2 is about reducing IUU fishing, including improving compliance, by reinforcing 
and harmonizing the tools available for monitoring, control and surveillance. The partners reflected 
on the changes that have taken place over the last decade in what it was traditionally regarded as 
‘IUU fleets’. From a situation where most of the IUU fishing was done by vessels flagged mostly 
under open registries from countries that were not members of t-RFMOs, the expansion of the 
membership of the t-RFMOs to include some of those countries means that most of the IUU issue 
has become one of compliance by member states.  

58. In this respect, it was recommended that a study of the current situation of IUU fishing be 
conducted under the Project, noting that such a study could also provide a more precise baseline for 
assessing the effectiveness of the Project interventions. 

Outcome 2.1.  Monitoring, Control and Surveillance (MCS) systems, particularly those 
addressing IUU fishing and related activities, are strengthened and harmonized over all five t-RFMOs 

Output 2.1.1 Global Best practices for MCS in tuna fisheries prepared and agreed by the five 
t-RFMOs 

59. This FAO-led output with t-RFMO support is an effort to harmonize and document best 
practices for MCS in tuna fisheries (including everything covered by regulations). The current plan of 
implementation contemplates conducting a study that would analyze the current MCS tools and their 
implementation in tuna fisheries, and propose a set of best practices. Previous comparative studies 
on t-RFMO compliance processes should be fully taken into account. 

60. The second stage would include gathering current practitioners of MCS activities, including 
compliance personnel working in the t-RFMO Secretariats and members, and internationally 
recognized experts in the field,  sharing their experience and reviewing the proposed set of best 
practices.  

61. The partners noted that it is possible that not all best practices in MCS directly transferable 
between regions, and that the study will have to take into account these region-specific issues. The 
partners also noted that the review of MCS best practices and sharing of experience should include in 
its scope MCS activities required to monitor t-RFMO conservation and management measures for 
non-target species as well as target species. 

Output 2.1.2 MCS practitioners IUU reporting capacity is enhanced through training in 
regional cooperation, coordination, information collection and exchange of 100 MCS 
professionals  

62. This purpose of this output, together with output 2.1.3, is to enhance capacity by enhancing 
cooperation and experience and information sharing among MCS practitioners. Originally, the Project 
Document proposed to support participation in meetings of the International MCS Network. 
However, the partners noted that meetings of the MCS Network cover a wide range of topics, not all 
of them relevant to the situation of tuna fisheries and, therefore, it might not be the best way to 
deliver the training and information sharing expected. 

63. The Coordinator noted that, while there is no doubt that proper and effective training is 
needed for officials from developing states, probably in all t-RFMOs, the question is what is the best 
vehicle to deliver this training.  

64. There are several needs that could be identified: 
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1. Collaboration, including exchange of information between compliance officials in the 

Secretariats of the t-RFMOs. Can be implemented at no cost, the project can host and 

facilitate a virtual group for Secretariats to communicate on compliance issues. 

2. Collaboration at the regional level between practitioners, including exchange of intelligence 

relevant to combat IUU fishing. This is more complex, similar to the objective of Output 2.1.2, 

the focus is to provide a forum for operational people in the region, possibly moderated by 

the Secretariats, to exchange information on MCS practices, including intelligence about 

movements of vessels considered of high-risk. 

3. Training of national officials in relevant MCS techniques. This is the objective of Output 2.1.3 

(see below), and there are multiple ways of implementing it, including the one originally 

proposed in the project document.   

65. It was agreed that the PMU would develop proposals that would look at the best ways of 
exchanging information between compliance personnel, at the RFMOs secretariats levels and at the 
regional level. 

Output 2.1.3 Ten G77 National Fisheries offices effectively implement and enforce national 
and regional MCS measures through training in a new competency based certification 
program by 160 national fisheries staff from IOTC/WCPFC regions 

66. To date, there is no certification program in the world to provide basic training for MCS 
practitioners. As per the project document, this output consists in a training program that had been 
proposed by the University of Wolloongong (Australia) for countries in the WCPFC and IOTC region.  

67. The Coordinator noted that the current curriculum including certification is not specifically 
targeting tuna fisheries and that something more specific might be desirable for the project. In 
particular, he noted that benefits from this activity should be global to the extent possible, and not 
limited to the IOTC/WCPFC regions. 

68. The partners agreed to explore possibilities to develop a certification program that would 
benefit compliance officers from developing states in all RFMOs. Considering that the funds available 
might be insufficient to support appropriately this program, it was agreed that to implement a ‘train 
the trainers’ approach, to better distribute the benefits of the training. 

Output 2.1.4 PSM Agreement legislation drafted  for ten coastal developing states  

69. This FAO-led output with IOTC execution is targeting coastal developing states in the IOTC 
region where PSMs have been adopted at the regional level. However, it was noted that some of the 
work was being done with the support of other initiatives in the region. Therefore, it was agreed 
that, rather than developing legislation that would be specific to ten countries in the Indian Ocean, it 
would be equally effective to develop a template for legislation with alternative formulations to 
account for country specificities.  

70. Lessons and experiences through the implementation and training conducted in IOTC region 
could be of benefit to countries ready to implement PSM in other regions as well. 

Output 2.1.5 CLAV and GR harmonized to provide a complete record and search tool for tuna 
vessels authorized to fish in all t-RFMO regions  

71. Miguel Herrera, Data Manger of IOTC, presented the work on the CLAV. The objective of this 
work is to consolidate the work initiated by the t-RFMOs in developing a single, consolidated list of all 
vessels authorized to fish for tunas by the t-RFMO member states. Such a list could be incorporated 
directly in a future implementation of FAO’s Global Vessel Record.  
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72. The work to be supported by the Project proposes developing mechanisms of exchange of 
information that would allow near-real-time updates to the CLAV. The partners supported that the 
CLAV work be coordinated by IOTC in close cooperation with all t-RFMO Secretariats.  

73. The activities in the Project also included activities with OSPESCA to provide technical 
assistance to individual member states in Central America to upgrade their national vessel 
registration systems. However, it was noted that OSPESCA members are already listing their tuna 
vessels as part of the records of authorized vessels of IATTC and ICCAT. Therefore, it was agreed that 
the PMU, assisted by IATTC, would approach OSPESCA to better understand the relationship of 
OSPESCA’s regional registry and the IATTC and ICCAT lists of authorized vessels. 

74. Workshop participants encouraged contacts between IOTC and FAO staff working on the GR 
to explore how the development of the CLAV can assist in the GR. Generally, data exchange between 
the two systems was considered to be an advantage. 

75. Considering the importance of this output, meeting participants supported an increased 
budget allocation for these activities, by extending the duration of the consultancy of the Data Expert 
to six months. 

76.  A proposed revised indicator for this output would be that the CLAV and Global Record 
contain the most up-to-date records of authorized vessels from all five t-RFMOs. 

Outcome 2.2. The number of illegal vessels operating in one t-RFMO is reduced by 20% from the 
baseline at project start. 

Output 2.2.1 Pilot trials of electronic observer systems aboard tuna longline vessels 
successfully completed in Fiji with lessons learned and best practices disseminated to sub 
regional organizations and t-RFMOs for upscaling. 

Output 2.2.2 Pilot trials of electronic observer systems aboard tuna purse seine vessels 
successfully completed in Ghana with lessons learned and best practices disseminated to all 
t-RFMOs for upscaling. 

77. These two outputs include pilot activities to demonstrate the feasibility and derive lessons 
learnt from the use of image equipment installed on board fishing vessels to enhance the compliance 
of the vessels with existing national and regional regulations.  These electronic monitoring systems 
(EMS) are supposed to supplement the existing human observer programmes or to substitute for 
them where the limited space on board the vessels means that it is practical to deploy human 
observers. The pilots will be conducted on board purse seiners in Ghana, and longliners in Fiji.  

78. The first output, to be executed by the Government of Fiji in collaboration with the Fiji Tuna 
Boat Owners Association (FTBOA), focuses on the use of Electronic monitoring systems for MCS 
purposes to verify compliance. The Government of Fiji and FTBOA indicated that they are ready for 
starting the work including staff assigned to the analyses of the data obtained through the activity.  

79. The second output will be led by WWF and be executed in collaboration with the 
Government of Ghana and the private sector. The Government of Ghana reaffirmed its strong 
commitment to this output during the ICCAT meeting in 2013. A mission to Ghana including the 
Global Coordinator, WWF and ISSF, is planned for the beginning of May with the purpose to discuss 
activities and institutional set-up of the output. 

80. The strong engagement of industry in the partnership was acknowledged as a key element 
for the success of these activities.  

81. The participants noted that a number of issues such as data ownership, protocols for data 
handling and confidentiality would need to be discussed and agreed by the relevant partners in each 
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activity. They also encouraged to look at past and current similar initiatives in the Pacific, in the 
Federated States of Micronesia, Australia and Solomon Islands 

82. Workshop participants highlighted the importance of strong communication between the 
two outputs to share experiences through the execution of the project. The establishment of an 
Advisory Committee covering both pilots with broad membership might be considered to address 
this point. 

Output 2.2.3 Integrated MCS system in FFA  

83. The Coordinator noted that this element was developed focused on the needs of FFA, but it 
has the possibility of becoming a pilot for similar systems around the world, possibly assisting t-
RFMOs with a Compliance Section in their Secretariats to work with member states to provide 
intelligence.  

84. A technical study will map out how the technical expertise and MCS data / information 
available at FFA and WCPFC can be integrated into the existing FFA data system. The FFA will take the 
technical lead in the development of the FFA MCS Information Management System (IMS) and 
preparation of intelligence reports/threat assessments. WCPFC will be responsible for provision of 
data. 

85. Given that FFA has not been able to participate in the Workshop, it was agreed that the PMU 
would contact FFA to assess the availability of the partner to execute this activity. 

Output 2.2.4 Fully compliant Best practices on Traceability / CDS systems developed through 
assessments of 10 G77 tuna fishery supply chains with weak links identified and 
recommendations made for improvements to existing systems made available to all five t-
RFMOs and their Members. 

86. This is a relatively straightforward review that has already been conducted to a limited 
extent in the past. The timing of this extended review might be right, following several years of 
experience in many developing countries that export tuna products to the EU and also conduct 
mandatory catch documentation schemes. In other countries, it will serve as a way to identify weak 
links where IUU fish could be introduced. 

87. The objective is to, identify best practices and weaknesses in existing schemes that would 
allow the entry of IUU products into the supply chains. Following that analysis, the objective is to 
build capacity in national officers and increase the effectiveness of market measures in the combat of 
IUU fishing. 

88. The partners supported the evaluation work and identification of weak links, including 
emerging markets that might be more vulnerable to the introduction of IUU products.  

89. The exact scope of the analysis (include the actual supply chain or limited to CDS/ traceability 
schemes) still needs to be clarified. 

90. ICCAT highlighted the importance of electronic catch documentation system for t-RFMOs and 
proposed an additional output in this regard (see below).  

91. Existing related industry initiatives such as the “Tuna Transparency Initiative” in the Atlantic 
were highlighted and could provide opportunities for synergies and collaboration. It was agreed to 
explore, in the future, the possibility of extending this initiative to the Indian Ocean. 

Electronic Bluefin tuna catch document system  (e-BCD)  
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92. The Executive Secretary of ICCAT presented a request to the partners for funding the 
extension of an electronic catch documentation scheme for Bluefin tuna (eBCD). The scheme would 
be the first of its nature in tuna fisheries, and, if funding were provided, ICCAT would share the final 
product with other partners and would share the experience and lessons learnt in the 
implementation of the system. 

93. The proposal received ample support from other partners who recognized that an electronic 
catch documentation scheme would address some of the existing concerns about the effectiveness 
of paper-based systems. Partners emphasized the need to ensure that the system would be flexible 
enough to allow customization to different fisheries if so required. 

94. The GEF Secretariat also indicated its support for funding under the Project, after ICCAT 
provides information about the current baseline, about what global benefits will be achieved with 
the GEF funding provided including a plan for dissemination of those benefits, the existence of a 
feasibility study and detailed technical specifications, and the estimation of the co-financing 
contribution of ICCAT. 

95. ICCAT indicated that the existing baseline is that there are no operational electronic CDS in 
tuna fisheries of the world. GEF funding from the Project will contribute to complete the e-BCD and 
to share the system and its benefits with other RFMOs. The Project can facilitate the distribution of 
these benefits. 

96. ICCAT noted that the feasibility study was conducted at the beginning of the development of 
the system, and it is clear from the experiences so far, that the system will be feasible and beneficial 
to all. ICCAT also confirmed that will make available the detailed technical specifications of the 
system as it stands currently, and for the work required to complete the expansion. 

97. ICCAT also indicated that the time and funding spent in developing the initial stage of the e-
BCD could be considered as a part of its co-financing. 

98. It has been agreed that once the conditions are satisfied, the PMU will arrange for a budget 
revision to cover the costs of the expansion of the e-BCD. 
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Component 3. Reducing ecosystem impacts of tuna fishing 

Outcome 3.1  WCPFC and IATTC integrate improved bycatch mitigation technologies and 
practices into their regular management planning process at regional and national 
levels 

Output 3.1.1  Harmonized and integrated bycatch data collection on sharks from WCPFC 
and IATTC regions including four additional species assessment (including species risk 
assessments) and results used for priority setting and development of robust pan pacific 
Conservation and Management Measures. 

Output 3.1.2  A t-RFMO shark data inventory and assessment methods catalogue prepared 
for one ocean basin with results made available globally 

99. The work to be carried out under these two outputs will be focusing on improvement of data 
on sharks in terms of biological knowledge, stock status and bycatch information. WCPFC and IATTC 
agreed to collaborate closely to develop a pan-Pacific Shark Management Plan for tuna fisheries to 
be implemented in the WCPFC and IATTC regions.  

100. These outputs will: 

1. Establish a baseline on the status of the individual t-RFMOs in relation to shark information, 

data collection and assessments.  

2. Support activities designed to improve management of tuna fisheries affecting sharks in the 

WCPFC and IATTC regions. 

3. Deliver a shark data inventory and assessment catalogue, improvements to shark data 

holdings and four new Pacific shark stock assessments 

101. WCPFC and IATTC will lead on these activities. A plan for dissemination of results will be 
needed later on in the Project, as it will be important that these experiences are available to all t-
RFMOs. 

102. The partners noted that the proposed activities represents a paradigm shift from considering 
sharks exclusively bycatch towards perceiving them as species that could be harvested sustainably. 
Participants highlighted the particular status of sharks as not being directly under the mandate of 
some of the t-RFMOs. 

103. There was agreement that the work on shark issues should not be limited to the Pacific 
Ocean, but be considered in other oceans as well. ICCAT expressed interest to participate in these 
activities. IOTC informed about ongoing work on sharks in their region. A shark resolution has been 
adopted in 2013; currently a shark multi-year program of work is being developed CCSBT informed 
that it has prepared an initial data inventory for porbeagles and that it is planning to conduct a stock 
assessment of southern hemisphere porbeagles.  

104. Participants recognized that long term funding would be required to strengthen shark work 
in all t-RFMOs.  

105. The importance of researching other shark-related issues, such as the full utilization of shark 
meat and the heavy-metals content of the meat, was highlighted. 

Output 3.1.3 Management decision making processes enhanced and accelerated through all 
t-RFMOs, their Members, the fishing industry and other stakeholders having access to all 
relevant material on bycatch management measures and practices in tuna fisheries available 
in multiple languages through a Global Bycatch Management and Information Portal 
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106. This output will provide the t-RFMOs with a tool to rapidly access, disseminate and interpret 
bycatch mitigation information and should reduce duplication of activities among t-RFMO (e.g. 
evaluations of the performance of specific mitigation methods), publish relevant information (e.g. t-
RFMO experiences), enhanced transparency in the global applications of mitigation methods (e.g. 
prevalence of marine mammals and whale sharks in purse-seine sets and effectiveness of handling 
guidelines), identify and fill key knowledge gaps (e.g. fishing areas for artisanal fisheries) and 
ultimately result in the faster adoption of effective bycatch mitigation CMMs and methods.   

107. These results will be achieved through the globalization of the WCPFC Bycatch Mitigation 
Information Portal (BMIP), a priority action identified by the Joint t-RFMO Technical Working Group 
on Bycatch (BTWG). The BTWG was established under the KOBE process and comprises technical 
experts from the t-RFMOs (secretariats and members) and NGOs.   

108. It was highlighted that the current output description in the project document does not fully 
reflect the importance of this output. The BMIP serves two purposes: Firstly it provides the tool for t-
RFMO members to have rapid access to summarized bycatch mitigation information. This currently 
includes summaries of technical information, relevance to t-RFMO CMMs, data harmonization 
recommendations, mitigation effectiveness and access to references. It was noted that progress has 
been already been made towards this objective in the period between the time when the basic 
elements of the project design were defined and the Project endorsed by the GEF CEO, but work 
remains to consolidate and maintain the database. Secondly this output provides the vehicle for the 
BTWG to complete global synthesis on t-RFMO bycatch mitigation and make these results and 
conclusion available in the public domain.  Such syntheses are critical for future investment in 
bycatch mitigation. This output could also facilitate the activation of the Joint Tuna RFMO Bycatch 
Technical Working Group. 

109. The Chair of the joint Technical Working Group on Bycatch (BTWG) indicated that the WG 
would work on a list of bycatch-related activities that could benefit all the t-RFMOs, to be distributed 
to all partners for their evaluation. 

110. Requirements regarding the IT infrastructure, exact content of the BMIP as well as the need 
for translation (currently foreseen in the project document) need to be assessed based on the target 
audience. It was agreed that ownership of data would stay with who collected it. 

111. Workshop participants agreed that this output should be implemented under the supervision 
of the Technical Coordinator Sharks and Bycatch and be included under the Execution Agreement 
with WCPFC.  

Outcome 3.2.  Bycatch mitigation best practices adopted by at least 40% of the tuna vessels 
operating in the two [IOTC and ICCAT] t-RFMOs’ areas. 

Output 3.2.1. Longline sea trials in the Atlantic and Indian Oceans demonstrate the 
effectiveness of seabird mitigation measures by two different fleets in IOTC and ICCAT critical 
fishing areas which result in bycatch mitigation best practices integrated into the two 
RFMOs’ management planning processes and uptake of bycatch mitigation best practices by 
at least 40% of the tuna vessels from baseline at project start in two t-RFMO areas. 

112. BLI presented the output and recent developments. All five t-RFMOs have established 
seabird conservation measures that largely reflect currently recognized best practices.  

113. This output will focus in particular on (i) ensuring data reporting, and (ii) ensuring 
implementation of existing seabird conservation measures: outreach and understanding of vessel 
specific constraints.  
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114. Strong engagement with some countries has already been achieved; a first formal workshop 
with the Republic of Korea has taken place, and IOTC have held a first seabird bycatch workshop.  
Korea has undertaken a first at-sea trialin the Indian Ocean, and new technologies are currently 
under development. Safety issues concerning line weighting are being taken into account in field 
operations. Based on latest information, the project will consider feasibility of increasing plans for 
enagement with Indonesia. A first workshop is planned in China in 2015. 

115. GEF noted that the work should benefit global conservation of biodiversity while funding is 
directed to GEF-eligible countries.   

116. It was also noted that independent verification of uptake and compliance could be 
challenging issues. 

117. ISSF highlighted that the longline skippers guidebook developed in collaboration with BLI 
should be available soon. 

Output 3.2.2 Purse seine sea trials in one ocean basin demonstrate the effectiveness of small 
tuna/shark mitigation measures and results disseminated to other ocean regions. 

118. This output will be implemented by ISSF under the Execution Agreement with WWF and 
includes incremental research cruises in the Western Central Pacific and Indian Ocean, followed by 
skipper workshops, and a final workshop to communicate results to all t-RFMOs. 

119. IATTC indicated they would be supportive of similar work in the Eastern Pacific Ocean. The 
work will include consideration of FAD fishing (including non-entangling FADs). ICCAT would welcome 
receiving the results of these trials. In any case, the results of the trials will be distributed through the 
Project. 
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Component 4. Information and Best Practices Dissemination and Monitoring and 
Evaluation 

120. Barbara Cooney, FAO GEF Unit, presented the concept of GEF’s results-based management 
framework and GEF project related Monitoring and Evaluation practices.  

121. Briefly, monitoring requirements, include:  

 An Inception Workshop Report; 

 Semiannual Project Progress Reports submitted by PMU to the FAO GEF Unit; 

 Annual Work Plans and budgets developed by executing partners together with the PMU and 
submitted to the FAO GEF Unit; 

 Annual Project Implementation Reviews to be prepared by the PMU and FAO, to be 
submitted to the GEF; 

 A Project Terminal Report to be prepared by the PMU; 

 The updating of the GEF Biodiversity and International Waters Tracking Tools by the PMU to 
be submitted to the GEF; and 

 Yearly reporting on co-financing to be submitted to the GEF as part of the Project 
Implementation Review. 

122. Evaluation requirements, are to include:  

 A Mid-Term Evaluation; and 
 A Terminal Evaluation.  

123. A timeline of key Monitoring and Evaluation activities including main responsibilities is 
shown in Table 1.  

124. Cooney clarified that, if approved by the Project Steering Committee, the Project Results 
Matrix can be updated during project implementation, in particular to reflect the outcomes of the 
Mid-term evaluation. 

125. Executing partners requested further information as to the exact reporting requirements 
they will need to comply with. Cooney clarified that each partner will report on progress (activity, 
output and outcome level) only for the parts of the project under their responsibility, and that 
reporting formats will facilitate this reporting. 

126. Kathrin Hett, Monitoring and Evaluation Officer in the PMU, presented elements of the draft 
Monitoring and Evaluation plan of the project, highlighting the central role of the Project Results 
Matrix which provides the major guiding framework for project management and M&E.  

127. In a narrower timeframe, the Annual Work Plans and Budgets, which will detail the activities 
and progress indicators for each output, will guide project implementation. 

128. The draft yearly planning and reporting cycle is shown in Figure 5 below. 
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Figure 5:Yearly planning and reporting cycle 
 

129. Smartsheet (http://www.smartsheet.com/) was introduced as an means for storing work 
plans and project progress information online offering several advantages, such as: 

 No cost implication for executing partners 

 No installation required, the system can be accessed from any device with internet 
access 

 Depending provided access rights (still to be discussed), potentially all executing partners 
could access the information related to the project, including planned activities, timing of 
workshops, contact points etc.  

130. Workshop participants were interested to know if more timely reporting would be possible. 
The PMU informed that this would theoretically work, depending on the executing partners’ 
willingness to share information outside the foreseen reporting intervals.  

131. As discussed, the original Project Results Matrix needs updating in order to adequately 
reflect progress achieved so far. This includes changes to several of the Project outputs and Project 
indicators at all levels.  

132. Hett explained that currently, some of the Project indicators are problematic due to one or 
several of the following reasons: 

- Indicator is currently quite vague and agreement is needed as to what exactly will be 
measured to track project progress (e.g. Output 2.2.2 Fishing License conditions, Output 
2.2.4, Number of supply chains analyzed) 

- indicator does not provide information about the quality or usefulness of project 
interventions (e.g. Number of MCS operation specialists workshop participants) 

http://www.smartsheet.com/
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- Indicator and baseline information not related (e.g. Outcome 3.1) 
- higher level indicator not fully linked to project outputs in terms of inclusiveness and 

achievability (e.g. objective level indicator for Component 3 does not reflect outputs under 
Outcome 3.1 and the number of fisheries adopting on the water best practices for reducing 
bycatch exceeds what is being undertaken under outcome 3.2) 

- Indicator wording does not reflect the existing governance framework and structure of the t-
RFMOs (e.g. Output 1.1.1 mentions harvest strategy framework plans at the national level, 
national plans do not exist, planning is undertaken at the regional level in the framework of 
the t-RFMO processes) 

- Indicator is not a good measure for the result to be achieved (e.g. Numbers of “black listed” 
vessels in t-RFMO Commission documents as a proxy indicator for reduced IUU fishing) 

- Indicator needs to be reformulated to reflect revision of outputs (e.g. for outcome 1.2 which 
is currently put on hold, or for output 2.1.4 where more cost-effective ways for developing 
PSM compliant legislation are currently being investigated) 

- Indicator currently worded as means of verification, not as indicator (e.g. Output 1.1.3 
Annual t-RFMO reports and WWF reports) 

133. Workshop participants agreed that these weaknesses would need to be addressed, keeping 
in mind that changes should be carefully tracked and be reduced to the extent possible as larger 
changes might require approval by the GEF Council. The PMU will start working on revised indicators 
in close collaboration with the concerned executing partners.  

134. In the course of this process, the PMU, will start identifying existing sources of information 
and engage in discussions with executing partners on how to use this information for tracking 
progress towards higher-level project indicators, taking into account the different organizational 
structures of the t-RFMOs. 

135. The PMU confirmed that it would engage with executing partners to prepare the first 
detailed Annual Work Plan and Budget to be approved by the first meeting of the Project Steering 
Committee in June 2014.  
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Table 1: Timeline of key M&E activities including main responsibilities (see color codes below) 

Event or Report Project year 1 
2014 

Project year 2 
2015 

Project year 3 
2016 

Project year 4 
2017 

Project year 5 
2018  

20
19 

Inception Workshop and 
Report 

                     

M+E Plan                      

Annual Work Plan and 
Budget 

                     

Project Progress Reports 
(PPR) 

                     

Project Steering 
Committee Meetings                      

Project Implementation 
Reviews (PIR) 

                     

Co-financing Reports                      

Technical Reports 
                     

IW Experience notes                      
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Adapting the Project activities to changing conditions: building flexibility 

136. The PMU noted that there are opportunities for more cost-effective ways to achieve some of the 
outcome and outputs. As an example discussed during the review of the outputs, substantial savings could 
be achieved by adopting a different strategy to develop PSM legislation templates. The savings thus 
generated could be reallocated to activities that needed revision, for example, to ensure that the benefits 
of the outcome extend globally rather than in a particular region. 

137. In addition, savings could fund new activities that are identified as new opportunities to increase 
the probability of achieving the outcomes by addressing risks or specific challenges. 

138. It was agreed that proponents for new outputs should include a discussion of the following 
elements (already applied to the request for funding ICCAT’s eBCD expansion) in order to facilitate their 
evaluation:  

1. A description of the current baseline;  
2. The incremental global benefits that will be achieved; 
3. A plan for dissemination of those benefits; 
4. A feasibility study and detailed technical specifications of the output;  
5. Estimation of the co-financing contribution of the partners involved. 

First meeting of the Project Steering Committee  

139. It was agreed that a short meeting of the Project Steering Committee could be held in the margins 
of the Committee on Fisheries (COFI) to be held in Rome on June 2014.  The PMU will look for available 
time and a meeting room during the week of COFI. 

140. As to the composition of the Project Steering Committee, it was agreed that the Committee be 
open to all partners and that decision will be made by consensus. As specified in the Project Document, the 
meeting will be initially chaired by FAO, who could delegate the chairmanship to a vice-Chair to be elected 
by the members of the Steering Committee. 

141. In preparation for the next PSC meeting, the PMU will work with the partners to finalize an Annual 
Work Plan and Budget for the first year, as well as Terms of Reference. 

Closing of the Workshop 

142. The Global Coordinator thanked all participants for their contribution to the constructive work that 
was conducted over the three days of the Workshop, noting that this is the beginning of a challenging but 
exciting opportunity to achieve outcomes by working together in new and productive partnerships. 
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Annex I : Agenda of the Meeting 

 

10 March 08:30 - 09:30 
 Opening remarks: by the Assistant Director-General of the Fisheries and 

Aquaculture Department, Mr Árni Mathiesen  

 Introduction of participants 

 Background to the ABNJ Programme and the Tuna project 

 09:30 – 10:00 Coffee break 

 10:00 -  12:00  1.- Review of the overall structure of the Project.   

 Project Management Unit 

 Project Team Oversight 

 Project Steering Committee 

 Relationship with the three other ABNJ projects 

 12:00-13:30 Lunch break 

 13:30-15:00 2.- Review of the outputs under Components 1, 2 and 3, and possible adjustment to 
the project workplan and corresponding budget.  

 15:00-15:30 Coffee break 

 15:30-18:00 Continued  

 19:00-21:00 Reception  

   

11 March 09:00-10:00 Agenda item 2 continued 

 10:00-10:30 Coffee break 

 10:30-12:00 Continued 

 12:00-13:30 Lunch break 

 13:30-15:00 Continued 

 15:00-15:30 Coffee break 

 15:30-17:00 Continued 

   

12 March 09:00-10:00 
3.- Component 4. Information and Best Practices Dissemination and M&E 

 Financial monitoring and reporting 

 Technical monitoring and reporting 

 Review of Progress Indicators  

 Finalization of the project monitoring and evaluation plan including 
responsibilities for monitoring of Progress Indicators 

 10:00-10:30 Coffee break 

 10:30-12:00 Continued 

 12:00-13:30 Lunch break 

 13:30-15:00 4.- Partner execution modalities of the activities  

 15:00-15:30 Coffee break 

 15:30-17:00 Any other business 
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Commission for the Conservation of Southern 
Bluefin Tuna (CCSBT) 
Robert Kennedy  
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Alejandro Anganuzzi  
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alejandro.anganuzzi@fao.org 
 
Janne Fogelgren  
Operations Officer  
janne.fogelgren@fao.org 
 
Kathrin Hett  
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kathrin.hett@fao.org 
 
FAO  
Francis Chopin 
Lead Technical Officer  
francis.chopin@fao.org 
 
Sachiko Tsuji  
Senior Fishery Statistician  
Sachiko.Tsuji@fao.org 
 
Blaise Kuemlangan  
Chief, Development Law Service   
Blaise.Kuemlangan@fao.org 
  
Peter Deupmann  
Legal Officer  
Peter.Deupmann@fao.org 
 

Fabio Fiorellato 
IT Specialist  
Fabio.Fiorellato@fao.org 
 
Ari Gudmundsson  
Fishery Industry Officer  
Ari.Gudmundsson@fao.org 
  
Alicia Mosteiro  
MCS Operations Specialist/Global Record 
Technical Manager  
Alicia.Mosteiro@fao.org 
 
Marc Taconet  
Branch Chief, Fisheries Statistics and 
Information    
Marc.Taconet@fao.org 
 
Marco Boccia  
Fishery Liaison Officer  
Marco.Boccia@fao.org 
 
Fiji Tuna Boat Owners Association and 
associates  
Charles Hufflett   
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cch@solander.com 
 
GEF  
Nicole Glineur  
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nglineur@thegef.org 
 
Charlotte Gobin  
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cgobin@thegef.org 
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Rafael Trujillo  
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direjec@camaradepesqueria.com 
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Jone Varea Amoe  
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amoe.jone@gmail.com 
 
Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission  
Guillermo Compeán  
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gcompean@iattc.org   
 
International Commission for the 
Conservation of Atlantic Tunas 
Driss Meski  
Executive Secretary   
driss.meski@iccat.int 
 
Pilar Pallares  
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pilar.pallares@iccat.int 
 
Indian Ocean Tuna Commission 
Rondolph Payet   
Executive Secretary IOTC  
rondolph.payet@iotc.org 
 
Miguel Herrera  
Data Coordinator  
mh@iotc.org 
 
International Seafood Sustainability 
Foundation  
Susan Jackson  
President  
SJackson@iss-foundation.org 
 
Victor Restrepo  
Chair of the ISSF Scientific Advisory 
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vrestrepo@iss-foundation.org 
 
Papa Kebe  
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Marine Stewardship Council   
David Agnew  
Standards Director  
David.Agnew@msc.org 
 

Martin Purves  
Programme Manager, South Africa  
martin.purves@msc.org 
 
Organización de Productores Asociados de 
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Julio Moron  
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opagac@arrakis.es 
 
Secretariat of the Pacific Community  
Simon Nicol  
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Bycatch WG  
simonn@spc.int 
 
Western and Central Pacific Fisheries 
Commission  
Glenn Hurry  
Executive Director   
glenn.hurry@wcpfc.int  
 
Aaron Nighswander  
Finance and Administration Manager 
aaron.nighswander@wcpfc.int 
 
WWF  
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Managing Director, Latin America Marine and 
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lauren.spurrier@wwfus.org 
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Annex III: Components, Outcomes and Outputs (as listed in the Project 
Document) 

Component 1. Promotion of Sustainable Management (including Rights-Based Management) of 

Tuna Fisheries, in Accordance with an Ecosystem Approach 

Outcome 1.1.  Improved management decision making concerning tuna and associated species in the 

areas under the jurisdiction of the five Regional Fisheries Management Organizations for tuna (t-

RFMOs), through enhanced engagement and motivation of he stakeholders, including the tuna 

industry at all levels. 

Output 1.1.1 At least ten developing coastal states agree to harvest strategy framework 

plans at the national level, that supports the development of the t-RFMO harvest strategies, 

through capacity building of least 160 national fisheries personnel. 

Output 1.1.2 Increased capacity of ten coastal developing states to comply with t-RMO 

member states obligations 

Output 1.1.3 Bycatch and catch data gaps in the northern Indian Ocean tuna-directed 

driftnet fisheries effectively filled through engagement of fishing communities and CSOs 

using co-management approaches 

Output 1.1.4. Regional Action Plans developed, agreed (through MSE science management 

dialogue reports containing revised and new CMMs, HCRs and RPs) and involving at least 250 

personnel from t-RFMO G77 Member States. 

Output 1.1.5 Integrated Ecosystem Evaluations and Plans prepared for each t-RFMO to 

support an EAF. 

Outcome 1.2. An efficient and effective RBM system has been designed, tested and implemented in 

one t-RFMO region with greater management control exercised over fishing fleets and increased 

economic revenue flows to Small Island Developing States 

Output 1.2.1 Pilot enhanced Rights Based Management system in the Western Pacific Ocean 

(PNA VDS) implemented 

Output 1.2.2 Lessons learned from RBM pilot shared globally. 

Component 2.   Strengthening and Harmonizing Monitoring, Control and Surveillance (MCS) to 

Address Illegal, Unregulated and Unreported Fishing (IUU) 

Outcome 2.1. Monitoring, Control and Surveillance (MCS) systems, particularly those addressing IUU 

fishing and related activities, are strengthened and harmonized over all five t- RFMOs 

Output 2.1.1. Global Best practices for MCS in tuna fisheries prepared and agreed by the five 

t-RFMOs 

Output 2.1.2. MCS practitioners IUU reporting capacity is enhanced through training in 

regional cooperation, coordination, information collection and exchange of 100 MCS 

professionals 
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Output 2.1.3. Ten G77 National Fisheries offices effectively implement and enforce national 

and regional MCS measures through training in a new competency based certification 

program by 160 national fisheries staff from IOTC/WCPFC regions 

Output 2.1.4. PSM Agreement legislation drafted Bfor ten coastal developing states 

Output 2.1.5 CLAV and GR harmonized to provide a complete record and search tool for tuna 

vessels authorized to fish in all t-RFMO regions 

Outcome 2.2. The number of illegal vessels operating in one t-RFMO is reduced by 20% from the 

baseline at project start. 

Output 2.2.1 Pilot trials of electronic observer systems aboard tuna longline vessels 

successfully completed in Fiji with lessons learned and best practices disseminated to sub 

regional organizations and t-RFMOs for upscaling. 

Output 2.2.2 Pilot trials of electronic observer systems aboard tuna purse seine vessels 

successfully completed in Ghana with lessons learned and best practices disseminated to all 

t-RFMOs for upscaling. 

Output 2.2.3 Integrated MCS system in FFA 

Output 2.2.4 Fully compliant Best practices on Traceability/CDS systems developed through 

assessments of 10 G77 tuna fishery supply chains with weak links identified and 

recommendations made for improvements to existing systems made available to all five t-

RFMOs and Members. 

Component 3. Reducing ecosystem impacts of tuna fishing 

Outcome 3.1 WCPFC and IATTC integrate improved bycatch mitigation technologies and practices 

into their regular management planning process at regional and national levels 

Output 3.1.1 Harmonized and integrated bycatch data collection on sharks from WCPFC and 

IATTC regions including four additional species assessment (including species risk 

assessments) and results used for priority setting and development of robust pan pacific 

Conservation and Management Measures. 

Output 3.1.2. A t-RFMO shark data inventory and assessment methods catalogue prepared 

for one ocean basin with results made available globally 

Output 3.1.3. Management decision making processes enhanced and accelerated through all 

t-RFMOs, their Members, the fishing industry and other stakeholders having access to all 

relevant material on bycatch management measures and practices in tuna fisheries available 

in multiple languages through a Global Bycatch Management and Information Portal 

Outcome 3.2. Bycatch mitigation best practices adopted by at least 40% of  the  tuna  vessels 

operating in the two t-RFMOs’ areas. 

Output 3.2.1. Longline sea trials in the Atlantic and Indian Oceans demonstrate the 

effectiveness of seabird mitigation measures by two different fleets in IOTC and ICCAT critical 

fishing areas which result in bycatch mitigation best practices integrated into the two 

RFMOs’ management planning processes and uptake of bycatch mitigation best practices by 

at least 40% of the tuna vessels from baseline at project start in two t-RFMO areas. 
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Output 3.2.2. Purse seine sea trials in one ocean basin demonstrate the effectiveness of 

small tuna/shark mitigation measures and results disseminated to other ocean regions. 

Component 4: Information and Best Practices Dissemination and M&E 

Outcome 4.1  Evidence  that  “best  practices”  from the  project  are  being taken  up  and  replicated 

elsewhere 

Output 4.1.1. Information, best practices, technical reports on individual components and 

communication material prepared and delivered to be published on ABNJ web portal 

demonstrated through monthly updates and publishing of best practices. Project results 

presented at global decision-making meetings for possible catalytic adoption. 

Output 4.1.2 Synthesis of immediate project results, compilation of catalytic results globally, 

and projection of feasible next steps toward transformation for the next 5 years 

Output 4.1.3 One percent of IW budget is allocated to IW:LEARN activities during project 

implementation demonstrated through publishing of 2 project experience notes and 25 key 

government representatives and project staff supported to participate in GEF IW Biennial 

Conferences, learning exchanges and key meetings relevant to the project 

Outcome 4.2: Project well monitored and evaluated 

Output 4.2.1. Midterm and final evaluations carried out and reports available 

 


