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Executive Summary  
1. The project “Enhancing Climate Change Resilience in the Benguela Current Fisheries 

System”, funded by the Global Environment Facility (GEF) and put in place by the FAO 
and the regional organization Benguela Current Commission (BCC), seeks to build 
resilience and reduce the vulnerability to climate change of the marine fisheries and 
mariculture sectors within the Benguela Current Large Marine Ecosystem (BCLME) 
through implementation of adaptation strategies in order to ensure food and livelihood 
security in Angola, Namibia and South Africa. 

2. A mid-term evaluation (MTE) has been conducted for this Project to identify the rate of 
progress, and any problems and constraints related to the Project’s relevance, 
performance and sustainability, and formulate appropriate recommendations for 
effective implementation in the remaining part of the planned project intervention. The 
MTE examined the Project in all three recipient countries, from the design stage until July 
2019. 

3. The evaluation questions were focused on the relevance of the Project; its progress in 
achieving positive outcomes on climate change resilience in the beneficiary countries; its 
efficiency; the strategy for stakeholder engagement and partnerships; the likelihood of 
sustainability; factors effecting performance; and the gender dimension. The MTE 
methods comprised: desk review of close to 80 documents (including the Project’s 
communications materials); discussions and interviews with about 100 key informants 
(including the beneficiary communities) at the country, FAO sub-regional and 
headquarters levels; and direct observation during site visits. All three countries were 
visited during the evaluation mission, which took place from 24 June to 16 July 2019. 

Main findings 

4. The main findings of the evaluation are presented below, grouped by evaluation 
question. 

Question 1. To what extent is the Project relevant to the national development goals 
(Republics of Angola, Namibia, and South Africa), the GEF focal areas and to FAO’s country, 
regional and sub-regional programming frameworks?  

Finding 1. The Project’s objective and outcomes are strongly relevant to the policy and strategic 
frameworks of the three recipient countries. However, the design of the Project did not establish 
a clear operational approach for its integration into government structures. The objective and 
outcomes are within the priorities defined by GEF to address transboundary water body 
problems. They are also relevant to FAO’s strategic objective 2 and 3, and are in line with its 
capacity building strategy. However, the programmatic linkage between the Project and FAO’s 
Country Programming Frameworks in each country is weak. 

Question 2. To what extent is the Project strategy appropriate vis-à-vis its objective? 
Finding 2. The choice of the three components and respective outcomes is appropriate vis-à-vis 
the Project’s Objective. However, the Project’s strategy is weakened by lack of a theory of change 
showing how the strategy will lead to transformational changes to reach the objective and 
longer-term impact. Additionally, a political economy analysis is missing. 
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Question 3. Did the Project design sufficiently take into account inclusiveness and equity 
principles?  

Finding 3. In broad targeting terms, the Project design took into account the principle of 
inclusiveness. However, such a broad targeting widens the range of target groups that range 
from large-scale fishing companies to poor, community level small-scale fisheries operators, with 
a risk of marginalizing weaker groups in the fisheries value chain. This is the case with women 
and youth of the fisheries communities. 

Question 4. To what extent have the project outcomes and the objective been achieved to 
date, and how effective was the project in achieving them?  

Finding 4. At mid-term, the Project does not show much sign of progress towards the 
achievement of its planned outcomes and its objective. The Project may not be able to meet 
these outcomes before its expected end in January 2021 if the current speed of implementation 
is not accelerated. 

Finding 5 (Project component 1). Overall, the mid-term results of Project activities under 
component 1 were not achieved, and the Project has not yet contributed to inclusion of climate 
change and variability considerations in national and regional policies and plans. 

Finding 6 (Project component 2). The Project has not yet supported the elaboration of 
community-based adaptation action plans, and has not contributed to putting climate change 
adaptation (CCA) actions into practice. However, it is starting to lay the foundations for putting 
adaptation actions into practice in the selected highly vulnerable fisheries and communities. 
There was no progress in developing the capacities of national and regional institutions to 
integrate CCA in fisheries management practices; consequently lesson learning and sharing for 
scaling up have not started taking place yet. 

Finding 7 (Project component 3). With regard to capacity development (CD), the Project 
focused on miscellaneous activities rather than on their effects as far as contributing to increasing 
awareness of government institutions and fishers organizations. Therefore it has not, to date, 
increased their capacity to promote a proactive, forward-looking approach to climate change. 

Finding 8 (Project component 4). The Project has put in place a monitoring, evaluation, and 
learning (MEAL) system, and employs a part-time consultant to run it. Complementarities 
between this and the Project’s communication function are weak and not oriented to enhancing 
learning and dissemination of lessons-learned. 

Question 5. To what extent has the Project (to date) contributed, and is likely to further 
contribute in the future to intermediate states, and the likelihood that those changes in 
turn will to lead to expected impacts?  

Finding 9. The requirements for moving from outcomes to intermediate states are not yet 
reached as the outcomes in all the three components have not yet been achieved. 

Question 6. To what extent has the project been implemented efficiently, cost-effectively, 
and management been able to adapt to any changing conditions to improve the efficiency 
of project implementation?  
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Finding 10. The implementation of the Project has not been efficient. The Project outputs are 
largely undelivered and the low spending rate is not matched by at least an equivalent level of 
Outputs achieved. The causes of low efficiency include the delays in project start and in 
recruitment of key members of the Project management team. But these factors alone do not 
account for all the lack of progress in achieving the expected Outcomes. Other contributing 
factors include the problem of transfer of Project funds to Angola and weak oversight role of the 
BCC and FAO. 

Question 8. To what extent does the Project put in place conditions that allow its results 
to continue after its end?  

Finding 11. The Project Document has not defined the exit strategies and the Project has not 
put in place conditions that would allow its results to continue. This gap is being filled in Angola 
and South Africa by integrating the Project’s national coordinations in government structures. 
The key risk to sustainability appears to be lack of capacity building provided by the Project. 

Question 9. Which factors have affected or are affecting the Project’s progress towards the 
expected Outcomes and impacts?  

Finding 12. The factors that affect the performance of the Project include: 

i. the lack of a ToC showing how it will support transformation processes that are not in its 
sphere of control or influence;  

ii. the Project design was not informed by a political economy analysis, with a weak M&E 
and reporting system;  

iii. BCC’s processes for procurement of equipment, staff recruitment, and contracting of 
consultants;  

iv. the very limited engagement and partnership with civil society organisations. 

Question 10. To what extent were gender considerations taken into account in designing 
and implementing and monitoring the project?  

Finding 13. The design of the Project has taken into account the gender issue at the strategic 
level by recognizing its importance in climate change adaptation. However, the operational focus 
is on the number of women benefiting from the intervention, without paying particular attention 
to how to remove structural barriers to existing disparities. Gender related issues identified by 
the Evaluation include training for entrepreneurship skills and access to credit in order to invest 
in fishery value chain related activities. 

Question 11. To what extent were environmental and social concerns considered in the 
design, and are monitored in the implementation of the project?  

Finding 14. As there were no anticipated adverse environmental or social impacts from the 
Project, the design of the project did not prescribe mitigation or safeguards. In the 
implementation phase, the MTE did not observe any negative environmental or social effects as 
due to the Project activities or third parties activities supported by the Project, and it is unlikely 
that there will be any in the future. Additionally: 

i. The BCC and FAO have not demonstrated the adequate capacity to engage stakeholders 
to support the project’s climate change adaptation actions. In the same token, there is no 
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evidence to suggest that that the governments of the three countries are willing to give 
BCC facilitation and convening role regarding national political processes to introduce 
sustainable stock management and improve fisheries sector governance. However, there 
was a strong engagement of stakeholders throughout the evaluation process, in large part 
thanks to efforts from the Project Implementation Unit at the BCC.  

ii. The MTE did not find knowledge activities and products satisfactory. The Project’s 
communication function, as well as complementarities between M&E and communication 
activities are weak and not oriented to enhancing learning and dissemination of lessons-
learned.    

 

Conclusions 

Conclusion 1 (Relevance to national development goals, the GEF focal areas, and to FAO’s 
frameworks). In addition to the relevance of the Project at the design stage, its objectives, 
components and outcomes are even more relevant today in the recipient countries such as 
Namibia, which are defining policies and strategies for developing blue economies. However, the 
institutional relevance (i.e. integration in government institutions) is weak.  

Conclusion 2 (Relevance – appropriateness of the Project strategy vis-à-vis its objective). 
The choice of the components and respective outcomes is appropriate vis-à-vis the Project’s 
objective. However, the Project’s strategy is weakened by a lack of a theory of change and a 
political economy analysis. 

Conclusion 3 (Relevance – inclusiveness and equality principles). The Project Document took into 
account the principles of inclusiveness and equity. However, with regards to women’s empowerment 
and youth needs in small scale fisheries (SSF) communities and SSF-based value chains, the 
implementation of those principles is not explicitly operationalized in the definition of outcomes, 
outputs and indicators. 

Conclusion 4 (Effectiveness – general): The Project’s progress to date towards achieving the 
outcomes in its three components and its overall objective is unsatisfactory. 

Conclusion 5 (Criterion: effectiveness – component 1). One of the reasons for slow progress 
made towards achieving higher level outcomes is the delayed delivery of benefits or studies that 
are precursors to achieving those outcomes. 

Conclusion 6 (Effectiveness – component 2). At mid-term, the Project has not yet made 
progress to contributing to putting CCA actions into practice in any highly vulnerable fisheries 
and communities, and therefore no lessons have been learnt and shared for a wider scale 
application. 

Conclusion 7 (Effectiveness – component 3). The Project has not yet materially contributed to 
increasing either awareness or capacity of partner government institutions and target fishers’ 
organizations to enable and promote a proactive, forward-looking approach to climate change. 
Its capacity building activities lack focus. 

Conclusion 8 (Effectiveness – component 4). Even though the Project has put in place a 
Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning System, overall the function is weak. The current focus is 
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on reporting on activity delivery for 6-month reports. While this is important, and can be an 
adequate tool for accountability, it does not sufficiently address the Project’s performance on 
output and outcome indicators. 

Conclusion 9 (Effectiveness – contribution to intermediate states). Based on the weak 
delivery by the Project on all the outcomes to this date, it is uncertain that before its end the 
intermediate states can be reached. 

Conclusion 10 (Efficiency). Overall, the Project’s implementation has not been efficient. 

Conclusion 11 (Sustainability). The implementation of critical pilot CCA activities not having 
taken place, sustainability of the Project’s benefits hangs in balance due to key risks that may 
affect the likelihood of these benefits in the remaining implementation period. There is a severe 
risk to sustainability of Project’s benefits to be delivered for an extended period after its 
completion.  

Conclusion 12 (Factors affecting performance). One of the main factors that affected the 
performance of the Project is its design which lacked a ToC showing how it will support 
transformation processes that are not in its sphere of control or influence but are important to 
reach its objective. Other factors are the difficulties due to BCC’s processes for procurement of 
equipment, staff recruitment, and contracting of consultants, and the very limited engagement 
and partnership with CSOs. 

Conclusion 13 (Reflection on the future). The Project is a unique and highly relevant initiative 
that has a potential to address the barriers to the sustainable management of the BCLME. At the 
same time, it can reach a highly relevant target group, the small-scale fishers of the coastal 
regions in the recipient countries, with a potential to develop with them pathways to sustainable 
CCA. 

  
Recommendations 

Relevance: Theory of Change (ToC) 

Recommendation 1.1. Re-examine the logic of the Project in order to make explicit its ToC, focus on 
country-driven integration of the Project’s activities in their marine fisheries CCA strategies, and the 
measures for sustainability. Engage the PSC in this process.  

Redesign the project in particular to incorporate better institutional arrangements for its implementation, 
and update the logframe and its performance indicators. 

FAO should make sure that its oversight mechanisms (support from LTO, country representations and 
HQs) are mobilized to ensure that the Project delivers expected outcomes. 

Recommendation 1.2 Provide training and support to SSF cooperatives and associations for the 
development of business and strategic plans. 

Select one important fisheries based value chain to conduct a value chain analysis to identify opportunities 
to improve the portion of revenues that reaches fishers communities, as well as downstream processors 
and sellers (ex. peixeiras in Angola). 
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Effectiveness 

Recommendation 2.1. Strengthen the role of the key national partners in the implementation of the 
Project with the aim of institutionalizing its activities in the strategies of each country. This is particularly 
important for the successful implementation of component 1. 

Recommendation 2.2. Undertake well targeted delivery of capacity development (CD) as planned under 
component 3, based on needs analysis and CD plan elaborated in consultation with stakeholders, in order 
to enhance the likelihood of project sustainability. The identification of these needs should involve the 
partners and stakeholders. 

Sustainability 

Recommendation 3.1. Take measures and action to enhance the likelihood of the sustainability of the 
Project by identifying with key stakeholders the assumptions that are critical to mitigating the risks. This 
requires doing a detailed risk analysis and producing a risk mitigation plan. 

Factors affecting performance 

Recommendation 4.1. FAO and BCC should jointly work on modalities that allow to ensure that 
procedures do not constitute one of the main barriers for the successful implementation of the Project. 
Regarding the problem of transferring funds to Angola, FAO should find a solution with the Angola 
Government, and involve its Representation in the country, as appropriate, in operationalizing that 
solution. 

Recommendation 4.2. The Project Implementation Unit (PIU) should swiftly take follow-up measures 
to implement recommendation 1.1 above.  

Recommendation 4.3. The Project should improve the M&E, learning and reporting system so that it 
can improve the piloting of its interventions, the monitoring of its outcomes and impacts, the lessons 
from its CCA actions, and be able to better inform its key stakeholders. 

Recommendation 4.4. Get inputs from national partners’ communication services prior to adopting 
the draft communication strategy. In its implementation, strengthen networking with these national 
partners’ communication services. 

Cross-cutting dimensions 

Recommendation 5.1. The Project should step up CCA actions to empower women in fishers’ 
communities to participate in in SSF-based value chains, particularly by building their 
entrepreneurship, organizational and managerial capacities, through partnerships with 
specialized public agencies and CSOs. 

Reflection on the future of the Project 

Recommendation 6.1 A one-year extension is necessary, which should take place if challenges 
regarding institutional arrangements are addressed. The Project and its key stakeholders should start 
to take stock of what has been achieved and learnt and what remains to be achieved, particularly in the 
area of Rapid Vulnerability Assessment studies. 
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GEF Rating table  
 

GEF criteria/sub criteria Rating1 Summary comments 
 

A. STRATEGIC RELEVANCE 
 

A1. Alignment with GEF 
and FAO strategic 

priorities 
HS 

The Project contributes to GEF’s objective IW3, specifically to 
programmes 6 and 7; it also contributes to FAO’s SO2 and SO3. 

A2. Relevance to national, 
regional and global 

priorities 
HS 

High relevance to policy and strategic frameworks in the three 
countries, particularly to the National Adaptation Programme of 
Action and the Fisheries and Aquaculture Management Plan 
2018-2022  for Angola, the National Policy on Climate Change for 
Namibia, and the Small Scale Fisheries Policy for South Africa. 

A3. Complementarity with 
existing interventions 

HS 
Complementarity with other projects and interventions of the BCC, 
whose mission is to promote, coordinate and implement the 
sustainable development of the BCLME.  

A4. Overall strategic 
relevance 

HS 
Relevant on A1 through to A4. 

 
B. EFFECTIVENESS 

 
B1. Overall assessment of 

project results 
HU The Project has not delivered on any outcome at a level of progress 

that is commensurate with expectable mid-point achievements.  
B1.1 Delivery of outputs HU No output is delivered yet. 

B1.2 Progress towards 
outcomes and project 

objectives 
U 

Activities have started with rapid vulnerability assessments (RVAs) 
but not yet in one of the three countries, and dissemination results 
for expected use in other Project interventions is not yet done. 
 

Outcome 1.1 MS RVA activities started but results not disseminated yet. 

Outcome 1.2 HU No process started yet. 

Outcome 2.1 U Target communities identified but CCA pilot actions not yet 
undertaken. 

Outcome 2.3 U No clear process started yet. 

Outcome 3.1 U Only initial workshops with certain stakeholders. 
Outcome 4.1 HU Delivery remains lower than can be explained by delayed start. 
 Overall rating of 
progress towards 

achieving objectives/ 
outcomes 

HU Delivery remains lower than can be explained by delayed start. 

B1.3 Likelihood of Impact 
Not 

rated at 
MTE 

 

 

                                                   
1 See rating scheme in Annex 2.  



Mid-term evaluation of GCP/SFS/480/LDF and GCP/SFS/480/SCF 

8 

GEF criteria/sub criteria Rating1 Summary comments 

C. EFFICIENCY

C1. Efficiency2 U 
The Project suffered serious delays; at mid-term the disbursement 
rate is only 17%, and is not matched by the delivery of planned 
outputs.  

D. SUSTAINABILITY OF PROJECT OUTCOMES

D1. Overall likelihood of 
risks to sustainability 

U 

No provisions in the design to ensure sustainability, and the Project 
not yet focusing on the sustainability of its activities due to the 
considerable delay in its actual start. There are incipient efforts of 
integration of its activities in national strategies in Angola and South 
Africa. 

D2. Financial risks L 
There is still at least 80% of unused Project budget. The sources of 
co-financing of the three countries and the private sector are still 
intact. 

D3. Socio-political risks L There are no socio-political risks in any of the three countries. 
D4. Institutional and 

governance risks 
L 

There are no institutional or governance risks in any of the three 
countries. 

D5. Environmental risks L There are no negative environmental or social effects that have been 
observed, or are likely to occur due to the Project’s activities. 

D6. Catalysis and 
replication 

HU 
At mid-point the Project has not yet produced expected results, and 
has therefore not had a catalytic effect yet, and has not yet tested 
any replicable CCA model. 

E. FACTORS AFFECTING PERFORMANCE

E1. Project design and 
readiness3 

HU The Project had a considerable delay in the actual start of the Project 
because of the difficulties in recruiting the PIU team. 

E2. Quality of project 
implementation 

HU 

Large Project implementation delays which led to weak delivery of 
outputs. Most key activities are still to be undertaken. With the slow 
implementation there is also a significant under-expenditure.  

E2.1 Project oversight 
(FAO, Project Steering 

Committee (PSC). Project 
Task Force (PTF), etc.) 

U 

The oversight role of the implementing and executing partners, BCC 
and FAO, was weak. In addition to not providing adequate project 
management and technical backstopping, they did not prompt the 
Project Steering Committee on advising and deciding on appropriate 
measures to take in order to mitigate the impact of implementation 
delays and weak delivery.  

E3. Quality of project 
execution 

U 

There were difficulties in implementation that were attributable to a 
combination of shortcomings on the side of both the BCC, FAO and 
the PIU, which resulted in delayed delivery of benefits to target 
groups. 

E3.1 Project management 
arrangements and delivery 

(PMU, financial 
management, etc.) 

HU 

Several weaknesses are associated with the PIU. The national 
coordinations are not integrated (or only informally) in national 
structures of the government partners. In Namibia, the National 
Coordination team is located in the PIU’s Office. The Project 
communication expert is based in Angola, and the M&E expert is a 
part-time consultant. 

2 Includes cost efficiency and timeliness 
3 Refers to factors affecting the project’s ability to start as expected, such as the presence of sufficient capacity 
among executing partners at the project’s launch.  
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GEF criteria/sub criteria Rating1 Summary comments 

E4. Co-financing MS 

The contribution of each country to the total project budget (USD 23 
891 000) is 20.93% and that of the private sector sources together is 
0.86%. As the countries’ contributions are mainly in-kind, overall they 
have not yet significantly materialized due to slow project 
implementation. There are some exceptions, such as the in-kind 
contributions by South Africa and Angola, who each provide office 
facilities to the Project National Coordination teams. 

E5. Project partnerships 
and stakeholder 

involvement 
MS 

The Project collaborates with universities in South Africa and 
Namibia for the implementation of certain activities under consultant 
contracts, to carry out a number of studies and assessments. 
However this collaboration does not take the form of strategic 
partnerships. No similar collaboration has been developed in Angola. 

E6. Communication and 
knowledge management 

U 

The Project’s communication function is weak and the 
communication expert is based in Angola, not in the PIU. 
Complementarities between M&E and communication activities are 
also weak and not oriented to enhancing learning and dissemination 
of lessons-learned. 

E7. Overall quality of 
Monitoring and Evaluation 

(M&E) 
U 

The Project is not monitored effectively and efficiently as the focus is 
mainly on reporting on activity delivery. For M&E the Project relies 
on a part-time consultant who is not based in the PIU office. 

E7.1 M&E Design MU 

An M&E plan was designed and is in use. However its focus is limited 
to reporting on activity, output and outcome levels, and not on 
measuring transformative changes that the Project aims to achieve. 

E7.2 M&E Plan 
Implementation (including 

financial and human 
resources) 

U 

While the FAO/BCC implementation agreement was signed in 
January 2016, the M&E officer was recruited as a part-time 
consultant in October 2018. The officer is not in direct and daily 
interaction with the PIU. 

E8. Overall assessment of 
factors affecting 

performance 
U 

The progress made by the Project towards the outputs and 
outcomes in the three components is insignificant, and the 
probability of achieving them by the end of January 2021 is very low. 
There is a lack of tangible benefits delivered so far to target 
beneficiary groups. 

 
F. CROSS-CUTTING CONCERNS 

 

F1. Gender and other 
equity dimensions 

MS 

At operational level, there is an adequate focus on the number of 
women benefiting from the intervention, but without paying 
particular attention to how to remove structural barriers to existing 
gaps and disparities. In particular, the Project lacks a specific focus 
on women’s empowerment to enable them to participate in marine 
fisheries-based value chains. Gender related issues such as training 
women for entrepreneurship skills in fisheries value chains and 
access to credit for investing in fisheries activities are not addressed. 

F2. Human rights issues S 

Although the Project has no commitment to implement a human 
rights-based approach, it is designed to implement activities aimed 
at empowering the poor among the coastal small scale fisher 
communities. They are among the most vulnerable groups to 
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GEF criteria/sub criteria Rating1 Summary comments 
impacts of climate change. Their needs are identified through the 
RVAs. 

F2. Environmental and 
social safeguards HS 

There are no negative environmental or social effects that have been 
observed or are likely to occur in the future, due to the Project 
activities 

Overall project rating MU 

This overall rating is assessed by giving the same weight to each 
evaluation criterion. It is pulled up by relevance, inclusiveness and 
environmental and social safeguards, and pulled down by 
effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability. 
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