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Executive Summary
Introduction
ES1

The purpose of a mid-term evaluation (MTE) is to provide an external assessment of a
project’s progress toward achieving project results and expected outcomes, to identify
design and implementation issues that need to be addressed, and to help strengthen the
planning and delivery of project activities for the remainder of the project.

ES2

This MTE evaluated the results achieved by the “Sustainable Management of Tuna
Fisheries and Biodiversity Conservation in the Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction” project
from its inception in January 2014 through December 2016. The evaluation assessed all
key elements of the Project across the activities outlined in the Theory of Change (ToC).
The evaluation team conducted field missions in five countries where the Project is being
implemented (Fiji, Ghana, Micronesia, Pakistan and Seychelles).

ES3

As part of the MTE, the evaluation team:
• undertook a review of the effectiveness, efficiency and timeliness of project implementation
and delivery of results;
• carried out an analysis of the Project’s design, potential impact, likely sustainability,
partnership arrangements, management, oversight and financing;
• identified recommendations for mid-course corrections and/or adjustments to the
implementation strategy as needed; and
• identified lessons learned about project design, implementation and management.

ES4

The evaluation was structured to answer the following evaluation questions:

Evaluation question 1: How has the project contributed to national, regional and international
areas beyond national jurisdiction (ABNJ), fisheries management priorities and initiatives, and to
the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations’ (FAO’s) Strategic Objectives?
Evaluation question 2: To what extent has the project delivered on its outputs, outcomes and
objectives, and what wider results has the project achieved at regional and global levels?
Evaluation question 3: What factors have affected the delivery and results of the project and
how can the delivery be improved?
Evaluation question 4: To what extent has the project’s partnership approach contributed to the
project’s delivery of stated outcomes and outputs?
Evaluation question 5: To what extent is sustainability being embedded in project activities and
results?
Evaluation question 6: To what extent can the Project’s current and potential results be upscaled,
replicated or serve as a catalyst for future interventions centred on tuna and ABNJ?
ES5

The evaluation questions were answered through extensive desk-reviews and interviews.
Existing project documents, reports and related documents from partners were reviewed
to better understand the context, design, structure and achievements of the Project.

1
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Context
ES6

The “Sustainable Management of Tuna Fisheries and Biodiversity Conservation in the
Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction” project aimed to address the current level of illegal,
unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing activities and threats to biodiversity from poor
fishing practices. Specifically, the project aimed to achieve responsible, efficient and
sustainable tuna production and biodiversity conservation through (i) supporting the use
of sustainable and efficient fishing practices by the stakeholders of the tuna resources; (ii)
reducing illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing; and (iii) mitigating adverse impacts
of bycatch on biodiversity.

ES7

The total project budget was about USD 178 million, of which USD 27.2 million was funded
by the Global Environment Facility (GEF). The remaining USD 150.8 million was co-financing
provided by the Project’s 19 main stakeholders. FAO is the GEF implementing agency as well as
the executing agency, which is responsible for supervision and provision of technical guidance.

ES8

The Project was designed to contribute to several international instruments including
the Millennium Development Goal 7 (specifically 7a and 7b on integration of principles
of sustainable development into county policies and reduction of biodiversity loss), and
the Convention on Biological Diversity, particularly the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 20112020 and the associated Aichi Biodiversity Targets.

ES9

The Project was designed in collaboration with key stakeholders, including GEF and the
Secretariats of the five Tuna Regional Fisheries Management Organizations (t-RFMOs). The
Project structure includes a Project Steering Committee (PSC) composed of representatives
from the t-RFMOs, executing partners and main stakeholders. It meets annually and
provides strategic guidance to the project.

Findings
ES10 The evaluation team’s findings are presented below under the related evaluation questions
or sub-questions.
Evaluation Question 1: How has the Project contributed to national, regional and international
ABNJ and fisheries management priorities and initiatives, and to FAO’s Strategic Objectives?
(Relevance and ownership).
Finding 1: The Project’s activities and results were very relevant to FAO, GEF and t-RFMO as
well as member state priorities, and the Project is helping to deliver on some of the technical
priorities of the Kobe process. However, there was limited funding at the design stage which
reduced opportunities for stakeholder consultation and involvement. This also led to confusion
over the roles and responsibilities of stakeholders and low ownership of some project elements,
particularly for activities related to rights based management (RBM).
Evaluation Question 2: To what extent has the Project delivered on its outputs, outcomes and
objectives, and what wider results has the Project achieved at regional and global levels?
Finding 2: The Project has been mostly focused at the output level and has delivered some
successful products such as the port state measures (PSM) template, catch documentation scheme
(CDS) guidelines, improved consolidated list of authorized vessels (CLAV), shark stock assessments
and marine turtle-longline fisheries data analysis. There were some initial encouraging results
from the electronic monitoring system (EMS) pilots and seabird bycatch mitigation measures
for longline fisheries and research into fish aggregating device (FAD) design and management.
However, other project activities are behind schedule and need increased attention from the
Project, notably the monitoring, control and surveillance (MCS) best practices, international
monitoring, control and surveillance and proposed MCS certification course.1 There have been
few outcome-level results delivered to date.
1
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One reviewer commented that this issue is less relevant now (some months after the MTE interview stage).

GCP/GLO/365/GFF Mid-term Evaluation
Component 1 – Sustainable Management of Tuna Fisheries in Accordance with an Ecosystem
Approach
Sub-question: To what extent has the Project helped strengthen the capacities of the t-RFMOs
and member states to implement sustainable strategies to manage tuna fisheries?
Finding 3: Component 1 has been the most difficult for stakeholders to understand and deliver
(and was not well defined at the design stage). The delivery of outputs under Component 1
has been slow, with most effort focused on support for various capacity building and technical
workshops.
Component 2: Strengthening and Harmonizing Monitoring, Control and Surveillance to
Address Illegal, Unregulated and Unreported Fishing
Sub-question: To what extent have the ABNJ project activities helped to strengthen the capacities
of the t-RFMOs and member states to implement measures to reduce illegal, unreported and
unregulated fishing in ABNJ?
Finding 4: The Project produced important knowledge products in support of measures to curb
illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing such as port state measures templates, consolidated
list of authorized vessels and catch documentation scheme, with different degrees of acceptability
and usage among stakeholders. Its work on EMS is progressing and generating important lessons,
although there are concerns over the sustainability of this element. Delivery of a global set of
best practices in tuna fisheries MCS, the International MCS Network (IMCSN) tuna subnetwork,
and the MCS certification course needs greater attention from the Project Management Unit and
partners if they are to be completed before the end of the Project.
Efficiency (EQ 2)
Finding 5: The efficiency of results delivery has been generally good, with the Project built on preexisting structures, processes and programmes, and an experienced partner base. Having FAO as
both the GEF implementing agency and the Project’s executing agency facilitated faster internal
FAO communications and enabled access to expertise and legal advice. However, although key
project positions were filled early, many project initiatives were delayed due to FAO administrative
processes and requirements. Moreover, some elements of the Project were overly complex and
resulted in inefficiencies and delays, particularly in relation to the EMS pilot in Ghana.
Evaluation Question 3: What factors have affected the delivery and results of the project, and
how can the delivery be improved?
Finding 6: The Project’s complicated results framework made it difficult for partners and
stakeholders to understand the logic of and connections among various project elements.
However, the Project has a capable Project Management Unit team that has compensated for the
weaknesses in its design and preparatory phase. Project reporting has been excellent, although
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) has been challenging due to the number and complexity of
indicators. There has been little formal lesson learning to date, and the Project does not have an
adequate framework to capture lessons learned.
Sub-question: How effective has the Project been in communicating and promoting its key
messages and results to partners, stakeholders and a general audience? How can this be
improved? (GEF category of visibility, communication and knowledge sharing; same as EQ3).
Finding 7: The Project communications outputs were subpar due to the lack of a project-specific
communications plan and few staff working on communications and outreach.
Sub-question: What were the main challenges facing project management in delivering the
Project? What changes are needed to improve delivery in the second half of the Project? What
were the issues related to the financial management of the Project?

3
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Finding 8: The Project has a capable Project Management Unit team which has done a good
job in delivering the project to date, despite some major challenges. However, there was a lack
of capacity in some areas, notably communications, and the Project Manager had to split his
time between two demanding jobs for most of the last year; this negatively impacted decisionmaking and delivery of some project outputs. There was no formal assessment of the Project’s
implementing partners during the design stage to ensure they had sufficient capacity to deliver
project interventions. Intra-project communication could also be improved, as ‘silos’ have
developed in some parts of the Project.
Financial management
Finding 9. The financial reporting of the Project was adequate, despite the initial complicated
situation and the confused financial documentation of some activities. Although reporting of
the project budget is an agenda item at every PSC meeting, stakeholders expressed the need for
increased transparency in the financial reporting from members of the PSC.
Sub-question: How effective was the M&E system design and implementation, and how can it
be improved? (GEF category, M&E; same as EQ3).
Finding 10: M&E was challenging due to the large number of poorly formulated indicators and
associated targets.
Evaluation Question 4: To what extent has the Project’s partnership approach contributed to
the delivery of stated outcomes and outputs? (Partnerships and stakeholder relations).
Finding 11: The Project has established a diverse mix of partners, many of which have extensive
experience in the fisheries management sector. The partnerships have made a significant
contribution to the Project through delivering project activities and encouraging buy-in from
stakeholders. However, interaction with the private sector has been rather limited. This was
partly due to a lack of clarity over roles and responsibilities at the onset of the Project for some
partners and stakeholder groups, with different expectations and understanding of their level of
engagement in the Project.
Evaluation Question 5: To what extent are project results sustainable and how is sustainability
being embedded in project activities and results? (Sustainability).
Finding 12: While there is good potential for the sustainability of some project results (e.g. FAO is
sourcing funding to promote the port state measures template and catch documentation scheme
implementation), ongoing financial and institutional support is unclear for many activities. This is
particularly the case for partner-led activities that do not have clear (project-agreed) end points
and deliverables.
Evaluation Question 6: To what extent can the Project’s current and potential results be
upscaled, replicated or serve as a catalyst for future interventions centred on tuna and ABNJ?
(Replication/catalysis).
Finding 13: Although there has been very limited evidence of replication or catalysis of project
results to date, there is considerable potential in some areas of the Project (e.g. EMS pilots).

Conclusions and recommendations
Conclusions
Conclusion 1 - Relevance and ownership (EQ1): The technical focus of the Project was found to
be relevant and well aligned with FAO’s Strategic Objectives, as well as the t-RFMO and member
states’ policy frameworks and their priority areas for action. However, ownership of the Project
was mixed, particularly during the design stage.
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Conclusion 2 – Results and efficiency (EQ 2): The MTE found that notable progress was made
at the activity and output levels, with limited delivery at the outcome level. Quality and delivery
could be improved at the operational level.
Conclusion 3 – Factors affecting delivery (EQ3): The Project’s complicated design and poorly
explained causal logic affected the initial delivery of project activities. Although the Project has
a capable Project Management Unit, some aspects of the Project have not received sufficient
attention to date due to lack of available staff time. The Project logframe could be streamlined
to improve M&E, and there is a need for more targeted communication, outreach and advocacy
efforts.
Conclusion 4 – Partnerships (EQ 4): The Project has developed a large and diverse mix of partners.
The complex partner arrangements, however, presented a formidable management challenge
for the Project. There is a need to review the Project’s approach to partnerships, including the mix
of partners, their roles and responsibilities, and the partnership arrangements.
Conclusion 5 – Sustainability of project results (EQ 5): It was too early for the evaluation
team to determine the sustainability of the project results. Going forward, the Project needs to
establish clear agreements with partners regarding the sustainability of project activities after
GEF funding finishes.
Conclusion 6 – Replication and catalysis (EQ 6): To date, there has been very limited evidence
of replication or catalysis of project results. However, there is good potential for replication and
upscaling of some project results.
Conclusion 7 – Gender: The project did not undertake a gender analysis at the inception phase
of the project, or develop a gender strategy or gender action plan in accordance with the latest
FAO guidance on gender equality.2 As a result, the Project’s treatment of gender equality and
equity has been dependent on the partners’ policies and initiatives.

Recommendations
Recommendation 1 (EQ 2 and link to Conclusion 2): To FAO, Project Management Unit and
project partners to improve the quality and effectiveness of the Project’s support for improved
governance and sustainable management of tuna fisheries:
i

Undertake a review to determine whether the Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries Management/
Ecosystem Based Fisheries Management (EAFM/EBFM) approach is feasible and member
state expectations are realistic, setting out common definitions and relationships, including
the key components of the approach and the role of harvest strategies, and prioritize those
which are most appropriate for tuna management.

ii

Identify opportunities for project support for follow-up activities for the Joint Management
Strategy Evaluation Technical Working Group being led by the International Commission
for the Conservation of Atlantic Tuna (ICCAT), which could include developing a standard
operating model to develop suitable management plans for tuna stocks as a specific product
deliverable.

Recommendation 2 (EQ 2 and link to Conclusion 2): To FAO, Project Management Unit and
project executing partners to improve the delivery of outputs, outcomes and likelihood of impacts
associated with Component 2 (building capacity to reduce illegal, unreported and unregulated
fishing):

2

i

Develop a five-year plan for the IMCSN tuna subnetwork that defines how the network
would be used and by whom, and examines issues of sustainability, long-term financing,
hosting and treatment of confidential data.

ii

Arrange a provision for legal assistance to develop national legislation for EMS programmes
in Fiji and Ghana, and assistance to develop business plans for EMS programmes in Fiji and
Ghana, with full cost-benefit analyses.
The FAO Policy on Gender Equality was published in 2013.
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iii Secure with Fiji fisheries the appointment of a dedicated EMS project manager to lead the
Fiji EMS pilot, or allocate more of the Project Management Unit tuna fisheries expert’s time
for this task.
iv Arrange for relevant data held in the Pacific Island Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA) integrated
MCS system to be shared with the IMCSN tuna subnetwork and MCS officers once the IMCSN
subnetwork is operational.
v

Allocate resources to support the FFA in delivering the development of an international MCS
course.

Recommendation 3 (EQ 2 and link to Conclusion 2): To FAO, Project Management Unit and
project partners, especially the World Wildlife Fund (WWF)-Pakistan, International Seafood
Sustainability Foundation (ISSF) and BirdLife South Africa (BLSA), to improve the delivery of
outputs, outcomes and likelihood of impacts associated with Component 3 (reducing the impacts
of tuna fisheries on marine ecosystems):
i

Continue to provide financial support to the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC)
for their shark bycatch data collection activities, including funding for the commission’s
recent proposal to expand Central American port sampling to provide better shark data for
stock assessment and management.

ii

Compile and publish a review of bycatch mitigation experiences from the project (Identifying
and Promoting Best Practices for Bycatch Mitigation for sharks, seabirds, turtles and
small tunas), including guidance on how best to promote and achieve adoption of bycatch
mitigation measures, drawing on experience from ISSF and BirdLife.

iii Ensure sufficient dedicated project resources (financial and technical) for bycatch mitigation
outreach work in South Africa, including for the appointment of a Bycatch Coordinator and
funding to measure the effectiveness of the outreach work undertaken by BLSA and ISSF.
iv Undertake a global review of existing evidence on the impact of the fish aggregating
devices in tuna fisheries with recommendations for effective management strategies, and
an examination of the impact on the fisheries industry if fish aggregating devices were
prohibited.
v

For WWF-Pakistan, improve stakeholder consultation (public and private sector) over the
project in order to improve ownership of the on-board observer programme, particularly
among the provincial fisheries departments of Balochistan and Sindh and with the federal
government; ensure the data collected (and reports showing its analysis) is shared with
stakeholders, particularly the provincial and federal fisheries authorities, fish exporters/
processors, fisher communities, academia, the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC) and FAO.
Also review the feasibility of the conversion to longline fishing and assess alternative options.

vi Undertake a Project Management Unit/Project Task Force supervisory mission to Pakistan
to assess progress and future work on Pakistan elements of the Project, particularly to
determine whether to cut the alternative gear conversion element from the Project
(conversion to alternative gear may perhaps better be treated as a follow-up project), the
level of engagement of the government fisheries agencies (federal and provincial) with the
Project, the ownership and future of the observer programme and the status, and followup activities related to the draft National and Regional Plans of Action-Sharks. This should
be treated as a priority by the Project Management Unit/Project Task Force and take place
before July 2017.
Recommendation 4 (EQ 3 and link to Conclusion 3): To FAO, Project Management Unit, Project
Steering Committee members, Project Task Force and executing partners to improve the efficiency
of the management and execution of the project, including financial management:
Project management and administration
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i

Appoint an additional mid-level staff member to the Project Management Unit to address
the current low capacity of the unit, in particular to oversee the development of MCS best
practices and the establishment of the IMCSN tuna subnetwork, to support the project
manager in his tasks, and to contribute to advocacy and mainstreaming of project results
over the next two years.

ii

Review and simplify the coordination, reporting and management framework and
arrangements for the two EMS schemes in Fiji and Ghana, particularly the latter, to make
management and reporting more cost-effective and efficient.
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iii Review the execution agreement between FAO and WWF-United States to examine
whether cost-effectiveness could be improved, as some elements of the Project for which
WWF had responsibility have been cut, and some elements of the management structure
are considered too complex and may benefit from being restructured.
iv FAO should arrange with the GEF Secretariat for the Project to have the option of a 6 to 12
month no-cost extension if needed (it is needed in the evaluation team’s opinion), to allow
time for the final elements of the project to be delivered and put in place for sustainability.
This should be discussed and endorsed by the Project Steering Committee and Project Task
Force a year before the current official closure of the project.
Financial management
i

FAO should clarify in writing to the PSC and GEF Secretariat the status of the USD 5 million
pledged as cash co-financing by FAO at CEO endorsement, and for which elements of the
Project these were to be spent, and document this in the next six-monthly progress report.

ii

FAO should clarify in writing the breakdown of costs for the USD 4 million that could not be
linked to the 23 project outputs listed in the Field Programme Management Information
System, and document this in the next six-monthly project progress report.

Recommendation 5 (EQ 3 and link to Conclusion 3): To FAO, Project Management Unit and
project partners to simplify and improve the Project’s M&E framework, which should also help to
improve the understanding of the Project’s structure, aims and planned results:
i

Restructure the Project’s results framework to follow the suggested reconstructed Theory
of Change. Consideration should be given to merging Outputs 1.1.1 and 1.1.4 that deal with
harvest strategies and Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) into one revised output
(giving a more coherent promotion of harvest strategies). In addition, Outputs 1.2.1 and
1.2.2, which deal with RBM and are no longer being delivered by the project, should be
eliminated, along with Output 1.1.2 which is used as a general fund for activities across the
project.

ii

Revise and replace the current indicator set with a smaller set of Sustainability Monitoring
and Assessment Routine outcome and project objective level indicators; retrofit baselines
where needed, and eliminate output-level indicators altogether. A draft replacement set has
been developed by the Project Management Unit M&E expert and these should be further
refined by the Project Management Unit team, reviewed by partners, and then presented
to the PSC members for approval at the next PSC meeting (July 2017) before replacing the
current set of indicators.

iii In future six-monthly project progress reports a section should be included on progress
towards achievement of the outcome and objective levels, along with a two to three page
summary sheet which could be distributed to partners and stakeholders, and ensure these
reports are distributed to member states as well as the t-RFMOs.
Recommendation 6 (EQ 2, 6 and link to Conclusions 2, 6 and 7): To FAO, Project Management
Unit, Common Oceans programme level, and project partners, especially ISSF, WWF-United
States, BLSA to improve the effectiveness and impact of project communication activities and
wide uptake of project results and key messages:
i

Develop a new communications strategy to be approved by the PSC, which includes a focus
on mainstreaming/adoption of results into target audiences and processes. This should
include a plan to deliver the strategy which will need to examine how best to ensure the
uptake/integration of project results within t-RFMOs and the wider fisheries sector. Roles,
responsibilities, resources required, timeframe and a dedicated budget should be detailed.

ii

Appoint an individual to lead project communications and knowledge management (a
‘Science to Policy Officer’), and arrange additional (shorter-term) consultant support to
provide advice on the technical communications issues (e.g. social media and infographics).

iii Establish a lesson-learning framework for the Project to ensure lessons are fully captured
and analysed through structured exercises/workshops in the final six months of the Project.
iv The Project should capitalize on the experiences of executing partners that have successfully
addressed gender issues, and develop a gender action plan that would contribute to the
FAO Gender Policy Objectives. This plan should be communicated to implementing partners,
reported against and monitored.
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Recommendation 7 (EQ 4 and link to Conclusion 4): To FAO, Project Management Unit team
and project partners, to strengthen the Project’s partnership arrangements and facilitate better
working relationships and project delivery for the remainder of the Project:
i

Develop a project partnership strategy document that sets out the role, comparative
advantage, responsibilities, agreed activities and deliverables, partner communication and
collaboration arrangements, and budgets for the remainder of the Project for each partner.

ii

Develop individual t-RFMO specific partnership (engagement) plans for each of the five
tRFMOs that sets out the planned activities, roles and responsibilities, detailing what support
the Project will provide to each of the t-RFMOs for the remainder of the Project and what is
expected from the t-RFMOs.

iii Continue to encourage participation of the International Commission for the Conservation
of Atlantic Tuna Secretariat staff in project activities, but give more effort to identifying
representatives of the commission’s member states to include in project activities.
iv Identify opportunities for greater engagement with the private sector, including identification
of potential champions for promoting uptake of bycatch mitigation measures (possibly through
working more closely with ISSF which has strong business community links), and invite more
representatives from the tuna fishing industry to PSC meetings to further the uptake of project
messages and results (including EMS and EAFM /EBFM) by the private sector.
v

Undertake a review/evaluation of the Common Oceans programme and how the Project
(and ideally the other three projects) relate to it and vice versa, to better define its aims and
deliverables, structure, needs, and resources and linkage to the tuna (and other) projects.

Recommendation 8 (EQ 1, 5 and link to Conclusion 5): To FAO, Project Management Unit, Project
Steering Committee, Project Task Force and project partners to better secure the sustainability of
the Project’s results, especially once the GEF financing ends, and to improve ownership:
i

Develop a sustainability plan for the Project’s results, which sets out how the Project proposes
to ensure the uptake and use of its results after the Project finishes. The sustainability plan
should be developed for discussion and endorsement at the penultimate PSC meeting
before project closure, and should link with the Project’s new communication strategy that
is needed to support mainstreaming activities.

ii

Separately, develop a five-year business plan/roadmap for development and long-term
financing of the IMCSN tuna subnetwork (Output 2.1.3), a five- to ten-year business and
financing plan for the MCS course (Output 2.1.2), as well as for the EMS pilot projects
(Outputs 2.2.1 and 2.2.2) to ensure their long-term financing.

iii Develop a written framework for transfer of ownership and agreement on follow-up of the
catch documentation scheme guidelines from the project to FAO, including potential plans
of action for their use with t-RFMO member states.
iv Suggest agreement with partners on the recruitment and financing of an information
technology specialist to oversee data quality, and update and address technical issues of the
consolidated list of authorized vessels.

Lessons learned
Lesson 1: In order for a project to be delivered effectively and efficiently, FAO processes need to
be reviewed and discussed with potential partners during the project design stage. Any executing
partner requirements, such as fiduciary assessments, need to be undertaken at that stage and not
left until implementation has started; otherwise this will lead to potentially lengthy delays in the
delivery of projects causing them to miss milestones and targets.
Lesson 2: GEF funding and associated co-financing needs to be sufficient during the project
design phase to ensure effective consultations with stakeholders (particularly target groups – in
this case member states of the t-RFMOs), or projects will have little stakeholder ownership.
Lesson 3: Project design should be consultative; projects should be constructed from the ‘bottom
up’ and not ‘top down’, or the project will suffer from low ownership which will lead to a lack of
engagement, poor/delayed delivery, and reduce the potential for uptake of project results by
stakeholders.
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Lesson 4: Particular attention needs to be paid to the design of a project’s logic and results
framework, especially the selection of indicators, which should be tested to ensure compliance with
the Sustainability Monitoring and Assessment Routine. Indicator development should be focused
at the objective and outcome levels rather than the output level; otherwise a considerable amount
of time, staff and partner resources will be wasted on collecting and reporting on information
that is of very limited value to the project. Joint development of a project’s Theory of Change
with stakeholders would facilitate this process and help to promote common understanding
of the aims and activities of the Project, and strengthen ownership. Connected with this, the
experience of this project also suggests that the project design process within FAO needs to be
strengthened with greater, more detailed internal analysis and checking at the review (Project
Review Committee) stage, with particular attention paid to Theory of Change/project logic and
formulation of indicators.
Lesson 5: Clear communication of project activities and results and sharing of information
with all stakeholders is crucial; otherwise only those stakeholders directly involved will benefit
and the regional impact will be minimal. Consequently, the design and application of a project
communication strategy is important for project success.
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1. Introduction
1

The “Sustainable Management of Tuna Fisheries and Biodiversity Conservation in the
Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction” project (hereafter ‘the Project’), aims to address the
current level of illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing activities and threats to
biodiversity from poor fishing practices in areas beyond national jurisdiction (ABNJ) which
are having increasingly negative impacts on the tuna stocks and marine biodiversity in
ABNJ. Specifically, the Project aims to achieve responsible, efficient and sustainable tuna
production and biodiversity conservation through (i) supporting the use of sustainable and
efficient fishing practices by the stakeholders of the tuna resources; (ii) reducing illegal,
unreported and unregulated fishing; and (iii) mitigating adverse impacts of bycatch on
biodiversity.

2

The total project budget is about USD 178 million, of which USD 27.2 million (and another
USD 800 000 for the project preparation) is funded by the Global Environment Facility
(GEF). The remaining USD 150.8 million are co-financing from the project’s 19 main
stakeholders. The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) is the
GEF implementing agency, and is also the executing agency responsible for supervision
and provision of technical guidance during the implementation of the ABNJ Tuna Project.

1.1

Purpose of the evaluation

3

The purpose of the mid-term evaluation (MTE) is to provide an external assessment of the
Project’s progress towards achieving project results and expected outcomes, to identify
design and implementation issues that need to be addressed, and to help strengthen the
planning and delivery of project activities for the remainder of the Project.

4

The MTE is based on the analysis of project documents (see Appendix 1 ) and interviews
with the main actors involved in project implementation (see Appendix 2). As part of the
MTE, the evaluation team:
• undertook a review of the effectiveness, efficiency and timeliness of project
implementation and delivery of results;
• carried out an analysis of the Project’s design, potential impact, likely sustainability,
partnership arrangements, management, oversight and financing;
• identified recommendations for mid-course corrections and/or adjustments to the
implementation strategy as needed; and
• identified lessons learned about project design, implementation and management.

5

This evaluation report presents the main findings from the above review and analyses,
together with lessons learned and recommendations for the remaining two years of the
Project.

1.2 Intended users

10

6

The intended users of the results of this mid-term evaluation include the members of
the Project Steering Committee (PSC), Project Management Unit, the five tuna Regional
Fisheries Management Organizations (t-RFMOs) and their Member States, GEF and other
donor agencies, implementing partners, and relevant FAO staff. The MTE is intended to
support project planning as well as to inform the Project Steering Committee, Project
Management Unit Team, relevant FAO staff, donor agencies and other stakeholders of
progress to date.

7

Chief among the target partners for this evaluation are the five t-RFMOs which are responsible
for the management of tuna resources both within ABNJ and the exclusive economic zones
(EEZs) of their Member States. The mandates of these t-RFMOs primarily focus on ensuring
the sustainable use, conservation and management of tuna fisheries. To fulfil their mandates,
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the member countries of the t-RFMOs work collaboratively and adopt binding and nonbinding conservation and management measures to regulate relevant fisheries and protect
the species and ecosystems that might be affected by fishing operations.

1.3 Scope of the evaluation
8

The MTE evaluated the results achieved from the inception of the Project in January
2014 until December 2016. The evaluation assessed all key elements of the Project across
the activities outlined in the Theory of Change (ToC). Planned activities are referred to
but are not evaluated in detail. With regards to geographical coverage, the evaluation
team conducted field missions in five countries where the Project is being implemented
(Fiji, Ghana, Micronesia, Pakistan and Seychelles), including two countries which host
t-RFMOs (the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission - IOTC - and the Western and Central Pacific
Fisheries Commission - WCPFC). The evaluation team aimed to fully engage with the main
stakeholders, as detailed in the project document, in undertaking the MTE.

1.4 Methodology
9

The evaluation adheres to the United Nations Evaluation Group Norms and Standards, the
Global Environment Facility Evaluation Policy and is in line with the FAO Office of Evaluation
manual, methodological guidelines and practices. The evaluation was undertaken in line
with the United Nations principles of independence, impartiality, transparency, disclosure,
ethical behaviour, partnership, competencies and capacities, credibility and utility, and
adopted a consultative and transparent approach with the Project’s internal and external
stakeholders throughout the evaluation process.

10

The evaluation was structured to answer the evaluation questions (refer to Box 1). Subquestions were developed to further define the objectives of the evaluation (refer to
Annex 1 –Terms of Reference). The evaluation also conducted a scoping phase in July 2016
to better define the priorities and limits of the evaluation.

Box 1: Objectives and evaluation questions

3

Evaluation Question 1: How is the Project contributing to national, regional and international
ABNJ and fisheries management priorities and initiatives, and to FAO’s Strategic Objectives?
EQ 1 addresses the relevance and ownership of the Project. This entailed the collection of additional
information from stakeholders within FAO headquarters, regional and national representation,
t-RFMOs, other project partners and FAO Members.
Evaluation Question 2: To what extent has the Project delivered on its outputs, outcomes,
and objectives, and what, if any, wider results has the Project had at regional and global
levels to date?
EQ 2 addresses the delivery of the Project’s outputs, impact 3 and efficiency. The major sources
of information were the Project Management Unit, Project Steering Committee, Project Task Force
and activities with implementation partners (i.e. BirdLife South Africa (BLSA), Government of Fiji,
Government of Ghana, IOTC, World Wildlife Fund (WWF), Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
(FFA) and WCPFC).
Evaluation Question 3: What factors have affected the delivery and results of the Project
and how can the delivery be improved?
EQ 3 addresses project design, preparation and readiness of partners to engage with the
Project, project management and oversight, budget and financial management, monitoring and
evaluation (M&E) and communication. Reviews of documentation and interviews with the Project
Management Unit, partners and stakeholders provided relevant information.

3

This evaluation does not apply econometric or other quantitative approaches to measure impact of the Project.
Considering the nature of the Project it would not be feasible to create treatment and control groups or any other
kind of experimental set up. Theory-based evaluations do not use counterfactuals based on the experimental set
up, but on qualitative analysis of the context, etc.
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Evaluation Question 4: To what extent has the Project’s partnership approach contributed
to the Project’s delivery of stated outcomes and outputs?
EQ 4 addresses the results and challenges related to partnerships. To answer this question
information and evidence was gathered through documentation and interviews with FAO, Project
Management Unit, t-RFMOs, non-governmental organizations (NGOs) (i.e. WWF, BirdLife and the
International Seafood Sustainability Foundation - ISSF) and the Parties to the Nauru Agreement
(PNA).
Evaluation Question 5: To what extent is sustainability being embedded in project activities
and results?
Evaluation Question 6: To what extent can the Project’s current and potential results be
upscaled, replicated or serve as a catalyst for future interventions centred on tuna and
ABNJ?
EQ 5 and 6 address the likely sustainability of project results and the degree to which they have
catalysed other action or have the potential to be replicated.

12

11

The evaluation questions were answered through extensive desk-reviews and interviews.
Existing project documents, reports and related documents from partners were reviewed
to better understand the context, design, structure and achievements of the Project.

12

Semi-structured interviews, based on a checklist of sets of questions, were conducted with
representatives of the Project’s main stakeholders and beneficiaries in the participating
countries. Face-to-face interviews and on-site observations were carried out through field
missions to Seychelles (September 2016), Micronesia (September 2016), Ghana (October
2016) and Fiji (October 2016), as well as two visits to interview FAO staff in Rome (October
and November/December 2016). Phone or skype interviews were carried out for those
interviews where it was not possible to meet face-to-face. Interview protocols were
developed at the beginning of the evaluation mission and evidence was triangulated to
conform findings.

13

A consultant from Pakistan, contracted by the FAO Office of Evaluation, undertook a
separate review of project activities in Pakistan. This was done through document review
and interviews with key stakeholders in Pakistan. The main findings and recommendations
from the Pakistan review are presented in this document (section on gillnet bycatch in the
Northern Indian Ocean under Output 1.1.3).

14

In addition, a detailed analysis was conducted of communication materials related to the
Project through exhaustive web searches of the Common Oceans website4 and the websites
of the Project’s 19 main partner organizations, including the GEF IW learn website.5

15

At the end of the missions and interviews, the evaluation team presented the preliminary
findings and recommendations of the mid-term evaluation to members of the Project
Management Unit and Project Task Force at a debriefing session held at FAO headquarters
in Rome on 2 December 2016. Final interviews continued up to the end of February 2017.
An internal Office of Evaluation peer review of the zero draft of the evaluation report was
conducted to ensure quality. The first draft of the report was distributed to members of
the Project Management Unit in April 2017, to members of the Project Steering Committee
and Project Task Force in May 2017, and to a wider group of stakeholders in June 2017 for
feedback and comments. The evaluation report was finalized after the comments were
received and corrections and suggestions were incorporated as considered appropriate by
the Office of Evaluation and the evaluation team.

16

In order to meet Global Environment Facility evaluation requirements, facilitate comparisons
with other GEF implementing agencies and contribute to the GEF programme learning
process, the MTE rated the Project in accordance to the existing GEF rating scheme and
Office of Evaluation guidelines.

4

http://www.commonoceans.org/

5

http://iwlearn.net/
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1.5 Methodological limitations
17

The mid-term evaluation was constrained by a number of limitations, notably the lack of
a clear Theory of Change developed at the design stage, which added the challenge of
determining and assessing project results (or their likelihood) at the outcome and higher
levels of the project interventions. In addition, the absence of mid-term targets made
it difficult to assess the Project’s progress quantitatively. Consequently, assessment of
delivery is based on the evaluation team’s judgement of the degree of delivery that could
be expected at the mid-term stage compared to the end-of-project targets, given the
various constraints the Project has faced, and the Project’s own milestones for delivery of
activities and outputs.

18

The evaluation team did not conduct an in-depth analysis of gender as there was no
specific gender mainstreaming at the design phase of the Project, or separate consideration
of gender during the inception phase of the evaluation, and it was made clear to the
evaluation team that gender issues were not explicitly addressed by the Project. However,
the evaluation team kept an open view throughout the evaluation process on the potential
contribution and alignment to gender equality and collected gender data where it was
available.

13
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2. Background and context of the Project

14

2.1

Context and aims of the Project

19

The Project is part of the Global Environment Facility-funded ABNJ Programme (branded
as the “Common Oceans” programme),6 which aims to deliver broad-scale and innovative
approaches to the management of sustainable fisheries in the ABNJ.

20

The Project was designed in collaboration with key stakeholders, including the GEF and
the Secretariats of the five tuna Regional Fisheries Management Organizations. The
t-RFMOs comprise the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC), the International
Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT), the Indian Ocean Tuna
Commission, the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission; and the Commission
for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna. Representatives from the Pacific Islands
Forum Fisheries Agency, BirdLife International, the International Seafood Sustainability
Foundation and the World Wildlife Fund were also involved in the design process, which
was led by FAO and WWF. Many of these groups attended a design meeting in Madrid in
April 2011. However, many of the contributions at the meeting were not used in the final
design, and after the meeting a team of consultants was brought in to develop the Project
document in consultation with the partners. The FAO Committee on Fisheries was briefed
on the Project.7

21

The Project structure includes a Project Steering Committee composed of representatives
from the t-RFMOs, executing partners and main stakeholders. It meets annually and
provides strategic guidance to the Project. The Project Management Unit is based at
FAO headquarters in Rome. The Project Task Force, whose members provide advice and
backstopping support to the Project, is also based at FAO headquarters and comprises
the Budget Holder, a Lead Technical Officer, Funding Liaison Officer, the FAO Investment
Centre Division/Global Environment Facility Unit and other FAO technical officers.

22

The Project is being executed on the ground through partnership arrangements with
the t-RFMO’s and other executing agencies that include some of the t-RFMO member
countries, national and regional institutions, and industry as well as non-governmental
organizations.

23

The Project’s overall goal, as stated in the Project document, is to “achieve efficiency and
sustainability in tuna production and biodiversity conservation in the ABNJ, through
the systematic application of an ecosystem approach in tuna fisheries for: (i) supporting
the use of sustainable and efficient fisheries management and fishing practices by the
stakeholders of the tuna resources, (ii) reducing illegal, unreported and unregulated
[IUU] fishing, and (iii) mitigating adverse impacts of bycatch on biodiversity”.

24

The Project was designed to contribute to several international instruments including the
Millennium Development Goal 7 (specifically MDG 7a and 7b on the integration of principles
of sustainable development into country policies and reduction of biodiversity loss), and
the Convention on Biological Diversity, particularly the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 20112020 and the associated Aichi Biodiversity Targets. Although the Sustainable Development
Goals were proposed after the start of the Project, the Project could also contribute to

6

The ABNJ Programme is composed of four projects including: (1) Sustainable Management of Tuna Fisheries
and Biodiversity Conservation in the ABNJ (ABNJ Tuna Project), (2) Sustainable Fisheries Management and
Biodiversity Conservation of Deep-sea Living Marine Resources and Ecosystems in the ABNJ, (3) Ocean
Partnership Forum ,(4) Strengthening Global Capacity to Effectively Manage ABNJ. FAO is the overall
coordinating agency for the ABNJ Programme. It is the implementing agency for Project 1, and co-implementer
for Project 2 with the United Nations Environment Programme, and the World Bank is the implementer for
Project 3 and the Global Oceans Forum for Project 4. The Tuna Project is the largest in terms of GEF allocation
within the greater ABNJ Programme. See Annex 2.

7

The Programme was briefly introduced in COFI/2012/6/Rev.1 11 ftp://ftp.fao.org/FI/DOCUMENT/COFI/
cofi_30/6rev1e.pdf
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some of these, particularly SDG14 (Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and
marine resources). The Project also contributes to FAO’s Strategic Objective 2 – “Increase
and improve provision of goods and services from agriculture, forestry and fisheries in
a sustainable manner”. Additionally, it is linked to Strategic Objective 1 – “Contribute to
the eradication of hunger, food insecurity and malnutrition” and Strategic Objective 4 –
“Enable more inclusive and efficient agricultural and food systems at local, national and
international levels” .
25

In its original design, the Project is structured around four main components, each with
two expected outcomes to achieve this goal:
• Component 1: Promotion of sustainable management (including rights-based
management - RBM) 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 jurisdiction of the five t-RFMOs through enhanced engagement
and motivation of the stakeholders, including the tuna industry at all levels (Outcome 1).
Outcome 1.2: An efficient and effective rights-based management system has been
designed, tested and implemented in one t-RFMO with greater management control
exercised over fishing fleets and increased economic revenue flows to Small Island
Developing States (Outcome 2).
• Component 2: Strengthening and harmonizing monitoring, control and surveillance
(MCS) to address illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing.
Outcome 2.1: Monitoring, control, and surveillance systems, particularly those
addressing IUU fishing and related activities are strengthened and harmonized over all
five t-RFMOs (Outcome 3).
Outcome 2.2: The number of illegal vessels operating in one t-RFMO is reduced by
20 percent from the baseline at Project start (Outcome 4).
• Component 3: Reducing ecosystem impacts of tuna fishing
Outcome 3.1: The Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission and the InterAmerican Tropical Tuna Commission integrate improved bycatch mitigation technologies
and practices into their regular management planning process at regional and national
levels (Outcome 5).
Outcome 3.2: Bycatch mitigation best practices adopted by at least 40 percent of the
tuna vessels operating in the two RFMOs’ areas (Outcome 6).
• Component 4: Information and best practices dissemination and monitoring and
evaluation.
Outcome 4.1: Evidence that “best practices” from the Project are being taken up and
replicated elsewhere (Outcome 7).
Outcome 4.2: Project well monitored and evaluated (Outcome 8).

26

The main transformational change the Project hopes to achieve is the adoption and
implementation of fisheries management systems that follow an Ecosystem Approach
and the Precautionary Approach (e.g. with adoption of harvest strategies) that will
deliver efficient and sustainable tuna fisheries in the future. The Project aims to generate
transformational change at the global, regional and national levels.

2.2 Theory of Change (ToC)
27

A Theory of Change sets out the causal relationships between project activities, outputs
(goods and services delivered by the Project) and immediate project outcomes (changes
resulting from the use of project outputs by key stakeholders), and medium-term
outcomes and longer-term intermediate stages and states, and the Project’s ultimate
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desired impact (changes in environmental and social benefits).8 The ToC also helps
define the external factors that influence change along the causal pathways, which may
be either drivers (over which the Project or its partners have a certain level of control)
or assumptions (where the Project has no control).9 The ToC can also help identify the
expected role and contributions of key actors and stakeholders, opportunities for
replication and catalysis of project results, and issues where sustainability needs to be
considered. It is derived directly from the project strategy/design documents and is
usually presented in diagrammatic form.

2.2.1 Project’s causal logic as set out in the project documents
28

According to its project document, the Project’s approach to delivering the above four
components comprises of six main elements:

i

Creating an appropriate enabling environment at global, regional and national levels where
actions of a broadening number of stakeholders involved in both decision-making and
influencing positions are being harmonized and streamlined;

ii

Capitalizing on the existing alliance that was initiated through global and regional processes
(i.e. Kobe process), engaging the t-RFMOs, key environment NGOs, the civil society and the
private sector;

iii Supporting national level capacity-building and institutional strengthening especially with
coastal developing states and Small Island Developing States;
iv Facilitating the shift in tuna fisheries from thinking in silos to a systems perspective; this
includes influencing cultural change in governance systems, policy systems, production
systems and distribution systems;
v

Promoting the use of product certification to inform consumers and consumer advocacy;

vi Facilitating the adoption of management systems built on clear and fair fishing rights-based
on ecosystems approach.
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The Project did not develop a specific ToC during its design phase (it was not required
for FAO-GEF projects at the time), but the project’s strategy is largely set out in its results
framework (see Annex 2). The internal logic regarding the Project’s activities and outputs is
largely sound but the narrative on the intervention, particularly the causal linkage between
the project outcomes and the final desired impact, is only partly described in the main
project document, and is unclear and confusing in places. In addition, there is insufficient
identification and discussion of the important assumptions and drivers that can influence
the transformation of project outcomes to intermediate states and from there to desired
impacts. It should also be noted that some elements of the Project at output level are
really full projects in themselves, such as Output 1.1.3 covering the work to address gillnet
fisheries bycatch in the Northern Indian Ocean.

30

To achieve the project objective (see above), the original project strategy has four
components, eight outcomes and 25 outputs. However, while several of the originally
defined outcomes (Outcomes 1, 2, 3 and 5 – see Annex 2) were formulated as immediate
or medium-term outcome level statements, other ‘outcomes’ are either indicators/

8

The following definitions apply. Activities are the practical, time-bound actions that the project undertakes in order
to achieve the desired project outputs (such as training workshops, communications, research activities). Outputs
are the services and products delivered directly by the project in order to achieve the project outcomes, e.g. trained
individuals, local pilot projects. The project should have complete control over both activities and outputs. Outcomes
are changes in individual or institutional behaviour or capacity that a project makes a contribution to, e.g. increased
awareness and changes in attitudes, improved knowledge or skills, adoption of new practices, improved institutional
competency, implementation of a new revised policy, availability of financing. Outcomes can act over a short (Project
Outcome) or medium term (Medium-term Outcome) period. Intermediate states are the transitional conditions
between the project’s immediate outcomes and impact, e.g. country wide shift to renewable energy sources, widescale adoption of improved natural resource management practices. An impact is a fundamental and durable change
in environmental state and human living conditions brought about directly or indirectly by the project, e.g. reduced
human-caused global warming, improved water quality. Impacts can be intended or unintended.

9

Assumptions are the significant external factors/conditions that influence the ultimate realization of a project’s
impacts, but are beyond the power of the project to influence or address, e.g. turnover of government officials, global
financial situation, severe weather impacts. Drivers are significant external factors that, if present, can contribute to
the ultimate realization of project impacts over which the project, or its stakeholders/partners, has some degree of
control or influence, e.g. public pressure on decision-makers.
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targets (e.g. Outcomes 4 and 6 can be considered indicators/targets for Outcomes 3 and 5
respectively), or are not specific enough (Outcome 7 - what ‘best practices’, and taken up by
whom?). In addition, Outcome 8 deals with monitoring and evaluation which is related to
project management and not to an outcome. The weak formulation of the outcomes and
their associated outputs was recognized early on in implementation. As a result, a revised
results framework for the Project was devised by the Project Management Unit, which
involved some renumbering of outputs (e.g. Output 1.1.3 was reassigned to Outcome
3.2 as it addresses bycatch issues rather than harvest strategies or Management Strategy
Evaluation - MSE).

2.2.2 Reconstructed Theory of Change
31

The Project’s logic was reviewed by the evaluation team and used to reconstruct a Theory
of Change (Figure 1), based largely on a review of the various components/elements of the
Project set out in the project document and other sources, with additional feedback on
an initial draft ToC from the Project Management Unit staff. The reconstructed ToC largely
leaves the formulation of the outputs, outcomes and impacts untouched, or with minimal
modification, but rearranges and simplifies the Project’s causal logic, and adds missing
assumptions and impact drivers. However, it should be noted that not all of the Project’s
elements as described in the ProDoc fit into the reconstructed ToC at their originally defined
level. For instance, some activities are actually outputs and some outputs are outcomes or
intermediate states at a higher level in the causal logic. Based on the reconstructed ToC,
progress made towards achievement of project objectives and impacts was assessed using
a Review of Outcomes to Impacts analysis.

32

The Project’s strategy is largely set out in the first three components (the original fourth
component which deals with a set of cross-cutting communication/awareness raising,
knowledge management and M&E activities is largely related to project management).
These comprise a set of activities that would lead to outputs (see Box 2) which, if achieved,
would then deliver six (revised) outcomes which, if conditions for certain assumptions and
drivers are met and additional external inputs are provided, would lead to achievement of
several intermediate outcomes and states, the project aims and eventual desired impact.
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Two additional missing ‘intermediate’ outputs were identified in the reconstructed ToC,
covering best practice guidelines developed from the project experiences - Bycatch
Mitigation Best Practices for sharks, seabirds, turtles and small tunas identified and available,
based on inputs from Outputs 1.1.3, 3.1.3, 3.2.1 and 3.2.2, and Global best practices in MCS
(systems, tools, etc., forming a ‘MCS toolbox’) identified and agreed by the five t-RFMOs,
based on inputs from Outputs 2.1.1, 2.1.4, 2.1.5, 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.4. These two outputs would
probably be treated as part of communications activities under Component 4.
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The project outputs were also reviewed as part of the reconstruction of the ToC and 20
were identified under the revised project logic. Some were slightly reformulated to make
them clearer (Box 2).

Box 2: Revised project outputs10
1. Training events to capacity-building on harvest strategies and management strategy evaluation,
based on Precautionary Approach delivered (Output 1.1.1);
2. Support provided for the development of harvest strategies through science-management
dialogues held among t-RFMOs (Output 1.1.4);
3. Dialogues on definitions of the Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries Management/Ecosystem
Based Fisheries Management (EAFM/EBFM) and ways to operationalize EAFM/EBFM held
among t-RFMOs (Output 1.1.5);

10 Note that the activity, output and outcome numbers from the ProDoc/logframe are given in parentheses
to help visualize how the different elements of the lower level of the ToC link together, although some have
been reworded slightly to make them clearer. Most of them map fairly well into parts of the ToC, although not
necessarily into the original arrangement/hierarchy.
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4. Improved bycatch data for sharks from the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission
and the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission regions generated, including a t-RFMO shark
data inventory and data improvement field studies (Output 3.1.1);
5. Four t-RFMO shark species assessments delivered (including species risk assessments) (Output
3.1.2);
6. Bycatch Mitigation Information System(BMIS) relaunched and data coverage expanded to cover
global level (Output 3.1.3);
7. Longline seabird and turtle bycatch mitigation measures piloted with outreach activities
(Output 3.2.1);
8. Purse seine shark and small tuna bycatch mitigation measures piloted with outreach activities
(Output 3.2.2);
9. Catch and bycatch data improved for Northern Indian Ocean gillnet fishery and promotion of
alternative gear to reduce bycatch (Output 1.1.3);
10. Integrated monitoring, control and surveillance system in the Pacific Island Forum Fisheries
Agency (Output 2.2.3);
11. MCS curriculum developed for global and regional and implementation piloted, including
support to FFA and other harmonized courses (Output 2.1.3);
12. Catch documentation scheme (CDS) design options analysed with recommendations to improve
existing systems in the t-RFMOs and Member States developed (Output 2.2.4);
13. Port state measures (PSM) legislation templates developed and distributed (Output 2.1.4);
14. Consolidates list of authorized vessels (CLAV) automated to provide record and search tool for
tuna vessels authorized to fish in t-RFMO regions (Output 2.1.5);
15. Pilot trials of electronic observer systems/electronic monitoring systems (EMS) for tuna longline
(Fiji) undertaken with lessons captured (Output 2.2.1);
16. Pilot trials of electronic observer systems/electronic monitoring systems for tuna purse seine
(Ghana and Seychelles) vessels undertaken with lessons captured (Output 2.2.2);
17. Tuna subnetwork created under the International Monitoring, Control and Surveillance Network
(IMCSN) (Output 2.1.2);
18. Global best practices in MCS (systems, tools, etc., forming a ‘MCS toolbox’) identified and
agreed by the five t-RFMOs (Output 2.1.1);
19. Bycatch mitigation best practices for sharks, seabirds, turtles and small sharks identified and
made available (new suggested output, no previous number);
20. Project results collated and communicated through various media, including as technical
reports (Outputs 4.1.1, 4.1.2, 4.1.3).
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Figure 1: Reconstructed Theory of Change for the ABNJ Tuna Project
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Box 3: Assumptions and drivers
ASSUMPTIONS
A. Continued government and donor commitment to support ABNJ initiatives, including elimination
of illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing, despite being outside of the marine area of most
interest to countries (EEZs);
B. Climate change does not make conditions for continued existence of tuna populations and
associated food chain in ABNJs untenable;
C. Economic rewards from IUU fishing are not judged higher by fishers and ‘investors’ than the
risks associated with the practice (legal, financial penalties, etc.);
D. Full buy-in for sustainable tuna fisheries among the industry sector operating along the supply
chain (short-term corporate profits not seen as more important than sustainability);
E. t-RFMOs and Member States willing to cooperate to agree fleet reductions to reach sustainable
tuna fishing effort;
F. t-RFMO Members continue to support the Commission decision-making processes in relation
to sustainable tuna fisheries, with no deadlocks due to the RFMOs’ consensus-based decisionmaking processes;
G. Technical solutions to reduce bycatch are available and acceptable to fishers and other
stakeholders.
DRIVERS
1. Increasing pressure for sustainably sourced (certified) tuna among consumers through public
awareness campaigns;
2. RFMOs have agreed to the Kobe Course of Action supporting sustainable fisheries and so have
an obligation to deliver;
3. International legal process through the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea will
promote further protection of ecosystems and constituent biodiversity in ABNJ.
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The first component encompasses two outcomes dealing with management of tuna
fisheries through support for the development of harvest strategies (via a process known
as Management Strategy Evaluation) for selected commercial tuna stocks (Outcome 1).
The support provided by the Project includes awareness raising and training for officials
from developing States, support for informal dialogue meetings between scientists
and fisheries managers, more formal meetings within the context of the t-RFMOs
and technical support for the ongoing development of harvest strategies. A second
outcome is focused on promoting the implementation of the Ecosystem Approach to
Fisheries through the development of road maps to operationalize Ecosystem Approach
to Fisheries Management /Ecosystem Based Fisheries Management among t-RFMOs
(Outcome 2). These road maps seek to integrate EAFM/EBFM into the decision-making
process, but timings and the actual modality of implementation will depend on the
nature of the RFMO concerned.
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The second component aims to reduce illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing
largely through strengthening the capacity of fisheries officers in t-RFMO Member States
to address compliance issues (Outcome 5). Also, improving IUU intelligence sharing and
reporting capacity (Outcome 6), which the Project is addressing through the provision
and piloting of tools and approaches, such as the PSM template, CDS and EMS, as well
as supporting International Monitoring, Control and Surveillance Networks and the
development of a formal global curriculum on MCS.

37

The third component focuses on ways to reduce bycatch in tuna fisheries, particularly by
improving shark fisheries management frameworks (Outcome 3),11 through improving
baseline data on shark bycatch along with assessments of shark stocks (shark fisheries can
be mainstreamed if you improve data and management). This component also focuses

11 It should be noted that not all shark catches are bycatch in need of reduction. Some might be sustainable fisheries,
but need improved management, including better data on all removals (including bycatch), and appropriate scales
for management, hence the Project’s efforts to harmonize trans-Pacific management actions.
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on identifying and integrating shark, seabird and marine turtle bycatch mitigation
best practice approaches into t-RFMO’s management planning processes (Outcome
4), including activities aimed at promoting the uptake of bycatch best practice and
transitioning fleets to less destructive fishing gear and practices (specifically gillnets in
the Northern Indian Ocean).
38

Although communication, knowledge management and M&E activities are identified
under a specific Component in the Project’s logframe (Component 4), there are elements of
communication, outreach and knowledge management in most, if not all, project activities
to ensure awareness, understanding and ownership of project aims, key messages and
results (deliverables), including the need to promote the value of, and need for, sustainable
tuna fisheries management. Consequently, communication is best treated as a cross-cutting
output, as depicted in the reconstructed Theory of Change above. Indeed, communication
and knowledge management, as well as M&E activities, are means to an end, not ends in
themselves, and should not be treated as outcomes.
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The Project’s final desired (long-term) impacts, in terms of globally important biodiversity and
international waters (the Global Environment Facility Focal Area objectives), are not explicitly
stated in the ProDoc. However, from a review of project documents these can be formulated
as an environmental impact – ‘Improved status and resilience of populations of tuna and other
biodiversity impacted by tuna fisheries in ABNJs’ which would contribute to a longer-term
environmental impact of ‘structure, functions and processes of ecosystems in ABNJs protected
and maintained’, and a socio-economic impact ‘sustainable provision of ecosystem goods
and services from ABNJs to communities (including improved food security)’. These reflect the
GEF-five strategic goals12 and link with several (former) Millennium Development Goals13 and a
number of the current Sustainable Development Goals.14
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According to the ProDoc, the global environmental benefits expected from the Project
(the focus for the GEF financing), some of which could be possibly adopted as indicators
for the Project’s impact statement, would include: measurable improvements in the
status of the (overfished) tuna stocks in the areas under the jurisdiction of the five
t-RFMOs (substantial in the case of the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission,
according to the ProDoc), with catches reduced and biomasses closer to their maximum
sustainable yield levels; and measureable reductions in the threats to bycatch species
from tuna fishing [substantial in the case of WCPFC, IOTC and ICCAT], especially of sharks,
seabirds, sea turtles, and small tunas. Expected socio-economic benefits from the Project
identified in the ProDoc are expected to include stemming the loss of income/wealth
associated with illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing, and reduced IUU fishing
with more sustainable take of tuna which would help support food security and local
fishing industry in the target countries.
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However, no specific species or populations were measured or monitored by the Project,
and indeed it is unlikely the Project could demonstrate such environmental changes over its
five-year lifetime as changes in biological populations and ecosystem services are generally
complex, multi-causal and usually operate over longer timescales (threat reduction is
also often difficult to show in the time period of a GEF project). Nor are targeted socioeconomic indicators included. Consequently, the Project’s final desired impact is not
immediately realizable within the period of the Project, although the general direction
may be determinable. Instead, it is assumed that strengthening responsible fisheries
management and practices in tuna fisheries through the t-RFMOs would lead to improved
status of biodiversity and socio-economic metrics, and the reconstructed ToC and a Review
of Outcomes to Impacts is used to analyse the likelihood of achieving the desired longerterm impacts in the future.

12 See https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/GEF-5_FOCAL_AREA_STRATEGIES.pdf
13 MDG Goal 1: Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger; MDG Goal 7: Ensure environmental sustainability; and MDG
Goal 8: Develop a global partnership for development.
14 Notably SDG Goal 14: Life Below Water – Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas, and marine resources
for sustainable development; SGD Goal 1: No poverty – end poverty in all its forms everywhere; and SDG Goal 2:
Zero hunger – end hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition and promote sustainable agriculture. The
project also contributes to several others.
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If the Project’s outputs (see Box 2) are delivered then this will lead to six immediate project
outcomes:
• Immediate outcome 1: Elements of harvest strategies for selected commercial tuna
stocks developed;
• Immediate outcome 2: Roadmaps to operationalize EAFM/EBFM in t-RFMOs developed
and submitted for adoption;
• Immediate outcome 3: Improved shark fisheries management framework proposed
across the Pacific;
• Immediate outcome 4: Bycatch mitigation best practices integrated into t-RFMOs’
management planning processes and adopted by targeted tuna vessels;
• Immediate outcome 5: Strengthened capacity of compliance officers in member states
via capacity-building and mechanisms for knowledge and experience sharing;
• Immediate outcome 6: Improved operational capabilities through improved MCS tools
and better intelligence integration.
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As can be seen from the reconstructed ToC, there are a number of medium-term outcomes/
intermediate results beyond the Project’s outcomes in the causal pathway that also need to
occur for the realization of the final desired impact, specifically four, linked medium-term
outcomes:
• Medium-term Outcome 1: Tuna fishing operations modified to mitigate negative impacts
on ecosystem and associated biodiversity (e.g. bycatch of sharks, birds, turtles, marine
mammals) which would lead to Medium-term Outcome 2: Management of tuna fisheries
follows the Ecosystem Based Fisheries Management approach and the Precautionary
Approach; and
• Medium-term Outcome 3: Long-term capacity and enhanced information for MCS to
fight IUU fishing strengthened and harmonized across RFMOs, which would then lead to
Medium-term Outcome 4: IUU fishing for tuna reduced, and eventually eliminated.
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If these medium-term outcomes are delivered (along with other non-GEF project inputs),
over the longer-term, it would be expected that the intermediate state of ‘responsible,
efficient and sustainable tuna production’ would be achieved. Although this is the stated
Project objective, it is beyond the immediate reach of the Project’s ability to deliver as it
would require greater time and resources and partner efforts on a much larger scale than
are available through the current GEF financing. Indeed, this is acknowledged in the ProDoc
which argues that a longer, possibly ten-year period will be needed to achieve the project
objectives, with additional resources (the ProDoc argues for follow-up GEF financing) to
ensure full transformational change. Achievement of the intermediate state would be
expected to lead to the Project’s ultimate desired impact.
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However, there are a significant number of assumptions and drivers (see Box 3 above)
that operate over different scales and at different points along the causal chain that may
impede or enhance the adoption of project results and thus the eventual achievement of
the Project’s desired impacts. These assumptions include that:
• Economic rewards from IUU fishing are not judged higher by fishers and ‘investors’ than
the risks associated with the practice (legal, financial penalties, etc.);
• There is full buy-in for sustainable tuna fisheries among the industry sector operating
along the supply chain (short-term corporate profits not seen as more important than
sustainability);
• Technical solutions to reduce bycatch are available and acceptable to fishers and other
stakeholders;
• t-RFMO Member States continue to support Commission decision-making processes in
relation to sustainable tuna fisheries, with no deadlocks due to the RFMOs’ consensusbased decision-making processes;
• t-RFMOs Member States are willing to cooperate to agree fleet reductions to reach
sustainable tuna fishing effort;
• Continued national governments and donors’ commitment, e.g. GEF, to support ABNJ
initiatives, including reduction and management of bycatch and elimination of IUU
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fishing, despite being outside of the marine areas of most interest to countries (EEZs);
and
• Climate change does not make conditions for continued existence of tuna populations
and the associated food chain in ABNJs untenable.
46

There are also a number of drivers that the Project (and its partners) could influence to
make progress along the causal chain more likely. These include:
• Increasing pressure for sustainably sourced (certified) tuna among consumers through
public awareness campaigns, with a number of important certification/ecolabelling
schemes facilitating access to markets, such as the Marine Stewardship Council and
programmes like the International Seafood Sustainability Foundation’s Proactive Vessel
Register;15
• RFMOs have agreed to the Kobe Course of Action supporting sustainable fisheries so
have an obligation to deliver; and
• The ABNJ process,16 an international legal process through the United Nations Convention
on the Law of the Sea will promote further protection of ecosystems and constituent
biodiversity in ABNJ.
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It should be noted that although climate change is listed as an assumption above, awareness
of the risks from climate change, especially the adverse effects it is beginning to have on
marine ecosystems around Small Island Developing States is also proving to be a driver for
action, particularly in the Pacific.

15 http://iss-foundation.org/knowledge-tools/databases/proactive-vessel-register/. The Proactive Vessel Register is
an audited information platform demonstrating what best practices are being implemented at the vessel level.
16 Development of an international legally binding instrument under the United Nations Convention on the Law
of the Sea on the conservation and sustainable use of marine biological diversity of Areas Beyond National
Jurisdiction.
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3 Main findings
3.1 Evaluation Question 1: How is the Project contributing to national,
regional and international ABNJ and fisheries management priorities and
initiatives, and to FAO’s Strategic Objective? (relevance and ownership)
Finding 1: The Project’s activities and results have high relevance to FAO, the Global
Environment Facility and tuna Regional Fisheries Management Organizations and member
state priorities, and the Project is helping to deliver on some of the technical priorities of
the Kobe process. However, there was limited funding at the design stage which reduced
opportunities for stakeholder consultation and involvement and led to confusion over
the roles and responsibilities and low ownership of some project elements among some
stakeholders, particularly for activities related to rights-based management, and among the
fishing industry.
48

The Project has high relevance to its main stakeholders and beneficiaries in its original
design and this has continued through implementation. Full implementation of the
Precautionary Approach and uptake of the Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries by the Member
States of the t-RFMOs are seen as necessary for fisheries to move to sustainable utilization
of fish stocks. The Project-supported management strategies evaluation and Ecosystem
Approach to Fisheries Management/Ecosystem Based Fisheries Management workshops
are helping to deliver these through building capacity to develop harvest strategies and
tuna management plans and complement existing activities of the t-RFMOs and other
organizations (the Pacific Island Forum Fisheries Agency and the Secretariat of the Pacific
Community - SPC). In addition, illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing is seen as a
global priority for the fisheries sector, and the Project’s activities to address this through
its work on the port state measures, catch documentation scheme and other monitoring,
control and surveillance capacity-building efforts are highly relevant in this regard and was
welcomed by interviewees. Similarly, the Project’s efforts focused on bycatch mitigation
are helping to address an issue that is of wide (and increasing) public concern. The Project
is also considered to have good complementarity with existing t-RFMO and NGO priorities
and activities, e.g. actions in the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission workplan to
improve shark management, and is seen as having added value to these.
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The Project is consistent with GEF Focal Area objectives and priorities and is helping to provide
support for delivery of FAO fisheries priorities under its regular programme, particularly in
relation to FAO’s work on the Port State Measures Agreement (PSMA), the Global Record
and CDS. According to feedback from interviewees, the Project has also aligned well with
partner priorities, notably the International Seafood Sustainability Foundation and WWF’s
global fisheries work.17 The Project is mainly tagged under FAO’s Strategic Objective 2. notably
under Strategic Objective 2-Outcome 203 “Stakeholders endorse/adopt international (including
regional) instruments and support related governance mechanisms for sustainable agricultural
production systems”. More generally, the Project contributes to the FAO Strategic Objectives
through its global approach and partnership with t-RFMOs and the international civil society
and the private sector organizations.
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The Project has particular relevance for the Kobe process, which seeks to improve the
operation and effectiveness of t-RFMOs and to achieve their objectives by harmonizing
their activities on a global scale. One of the main concerns of the Kobe process is to secure

17 ISSF is a partnership between WWF, internationally acclaimed scientists, and tuna processing companies formed to
undertake and facilitate science-based initiatives for the long-term conservation and sustainable use of global tuna
stocks, reducing bycatch and promoting tuna ecosystem health. Improve the sustainability of global tuna stocks by
developing and implementing verifiable, science-based practices, commitments and international management
measures that: Result in tuna fisheries meeting the Marine Stewardship Council standard 1 without conditions;
and become the industry standard for vessel owners, traders, processors and marketers. To achieve its mission and
objectives, ISSF: Cooperates with and supports Regional Fisheries Management Organizations in achieving their
objectives of tuna stock and ecosystem conservation; vigorously advocates for the adoption and implementation of
science-based management measures so that tuna stocks and their ecosystem are managed comprehensively and
sustainably; employs and promotes sound science for attaining maximum sustainable yields of targeted tuna stocks
while providing for the health and care of the marine ecosystem; supports certification programmes that meet the
2005 eco-labelling guidelines of the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations.
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support for developing nations to help them implement the management measures agreed
by t-RFMOs, in particular those intended to prevent illegal, unreported and unregulated
fishing. The Project is supporting these efforts through bringing the t-RFMOs together to
share information, fill data gaps and harmonize data collection through initiatives including
the consolidated list of authorized vessels and cross sharing of information between the
Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission and the Inter-American Tropical Tuna
Commission on sharks (Output 3.1.1 and 3.1.2), and the establishment of the tuna subgroup of the International Monitoring, Control and Surveillance Network (Output 2.1.2)
could be another important contribution.
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The overall rating for relevance is Highly Satisfactory and ownership is Satisfactory.

3.2 Evaluation Question 2: To what extent has the Project delivered on its
outputs, outcomes and objectives, and what, if any, wider results has the
Project had at regional and global levels to date?
Finding 2: The Project has been mostly focused at the output level with delivery of some very
good, widely praised products, notably the PSM template, CDS guidelines, improved CLAV,
and the shark stock assessments and marine turtle-longline fisheries data analysis. There are
some initial encouraging results from the electronic monitoring system pilots and seabird
bycatch mitigation measures for longline fisheries and research into fish aggregating device
(FAD) design and management. However, other project activities are behind schedule
and need increased attention from the Project, notably the MCS Best Practices, IMCS and
proposed MCS certification course.18 There have been few outcome-level results delivered to
date. However, the Project has made a valuable contribution to achieving its target towards
outcomes and impact. There is some initial evidence that some project activities EMS pilot
in Ghana and ISSF workshops are changing behaviour, e.g. with improved compliance of the
tuna fishers and better identification of infractions.
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As expected at the mid-term point, the Project has been largely focused at the activity
and output levels, delivery of which has been mixed but overall good, particularly under
Components 2 and 3. The Project team and partners deserve credit for this, especially given
the very large number of activities within the Project. A summary of progress at the output
level is given in Annex 3.
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As mentioned in the methodology section, it is difficult to assess progress quantitatively
as the Project has had no mid-term targets (initial mid-term targets were removed by FAO
during the project design phase for reasons that are not clear).

3.2.1 Component 1: Sustainable management of tuna fisheries in accordance with an
Ecosystem Approach
Sub-question: To what extent has the project helped strengthen the capacities of the t-RFMOs and
member states to implement sustainable strategies to manage tuna fisheries?
Finding 3: Component 1 has been the most difficult for stakeholders to understand and
deliver (and was not well defined at the design stage), with mixed understanding on aims and
difficulties over terminology. Overall delivery of outputs under Component 1 has been slow
with most effort focused on support for various capacity-building and technical workshops.
The assessment and performance review of the Parties to the Nauru Agreement Vessel Day
Scheme was completed independently of the Project and PNA is not participating in any
further rights-based management activities within the Project.
54

The first component focuses on strengthening fisheries management processes at the t-RFMOs,
which is seen as critical for long-term transformational change of tuna fisheries. The main

18 One reviewer commented that this issue is less relevant now (some months after the MTE interview stage).

25

GCP/GLO/365/GFF Mid-term Evaluation
areas for action targeted by the Project are implementation of the Precautionary Approach19
at the t-RFMO level and promotion of an Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries Management
(EAFM/EBFM), according to internationally accepted definitions and guidelines of international
instruments, such as the United Nations Fish Stocks Agreement and the FAO Code of Conduct
for Responsible Fisheries. Harvest strategies,20 and Management Strategy Evaluation and harvest
control rules,21 which are key elements/tools in the process of developing harvest strategies,
are seen as critical for sustainable management of tuna resources and implementation of the
Precautionary Approach.
3.2.1.1 Building capacity for harvest strategies, Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) and
implementation of the Precautionary Approach
55

Development of harvest strategies was considered a high priority among the scientists
interviewed by the mid-term evaluation. However, harvest strategies are a relatively new
approach in tuna fisheries and there is still low awareness among fisheries managers and
private industry of their importance and value for tuna management decision-making.
Without the requisite knowledge it is difficult for managers to make decisions on harvest
strategy-related proposals (and most with limited knowledge simply turn down proposals
they don’t understand). Consequently, a key aim of this project element has been to connect
fisheries managers with the scientific community to find ways to enhance communication
between the two groups, and particularly to familiarize managers from developing
countries with this process to facilitate the process of developing harvest strategies.
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The Project has supported a number of useful meetings between scientists and managers
(Output 1.1.4) to raise awareness and facilitate the transfer of knowledge among t-RFMOs
on harvest strategies and other tuna management approaches. These were essentially
capacity-building meetings to bring officials from developing member states up to
speed with harvest strategies principles, and how to better participate in the process for
their adoption via the MSE process. Three harvest strategy project workshops, executed
by WWF-United States, were conducted in Sri Lanka (2014), Panama (2015) and Ghana
(August 2016), and two are planned for the Western and Central Pacific Ocean with an
additional workshop for the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission region in 2017. The Sri Lanka
and Panama workshops were considered useful but rather too technical, and consequently
a different approach (and service provider) was employed for the Ghana workshop. This
was judged much more successful by participants largely due to the use of more interactive
gaming and simulation exercises where participants had the opportunity to learn harvest
strategy concepts and run mock simulations of Management Strategy Evaluations of
harvest control rules. However, according to participants interviewed several months after
the event, there were issues over insufficient translation facilities (interpreters) particularly
for the French-speakers. It would be more effective if future workshops were language
specific, e.g. French only, and also tailored more to regional group needs. It was also
recognized by interviewees that even with the current curriculum, there needed to be a
clearer explanation of how decision makers should participate in the development and
adoption of harvest strategies, and a need to improve communication of the nature of
the process, the meaning of the results and the decisions that they are expected to make
during the process.
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Importantly, the Project has also supported the first meeting of the Kobe joint t-RFMO
Working Group on MSE22 (under Output 1.1.4), hosted by the International Commission for the
Conservation of Atlantic Tunas in Madrid (From 1 to 3 November 2016), that brought together
experts from all the t-RFMOs. The meeting dealt with technical aspects of MSE, including process

19 http://www.fao.org/docrep/003/w3592e/w3592e07.htm. The Precautionary Approach uses harvest strategies
with science-based and limit reference points and harvests control rules. Most t-RFMOs have adopted at least
interim targets and limit reference points, while the Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna, ,
IATTC and IOTC have adopted harvest control rules for some stocks.
20 Harvest strategies are considered essential because tuna stock assessments are always inaccurate and catch limits
are usually set too high because of the dynamics of the negotiating process. The adoption of harvest strategies
removes most of the need for negotiation from setting the catch limits. At the same time, it helps in understanding
and correcting for the risk of accepting higher catch limits. A harvest strategy presents a pre-agreed set of rules
that are trigged immediately when reference points are reached, which helps overcome some of these issues.
21 The adoption of the harvest control rules is facilitated by the Management Strategy Evaluation, a process for
evaluation of the performance of candidate harvest control rules under a series of simulated scenarios.
22 See http://www.tuna-org.org/mse.htm The Working Group was formed in 2011 to promote the importance of
sharing experiences, information and harmonizing technical approaches and material for presentation.

26

GCP/GLO/365/GFF Mid-term Evaluation
and stakeholder dialogue, conditioning operating models and computational aspects, as well
as the need for common ways to visualize and disseminate results. An Albacore case study
currently underway across t-RFMOs was also discussed. This has helped facilitate transfer of
information about harvest strategies among t-RFMO, and in the mid-term evaluation’s opinion
the Project should continue to support further meetings and work of this group.
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However, despite these awareness-raising activities, the MTE found confusion among some
interviewees over the relationship between harvest strategies, harvest control rules, Monitoring
Strategies Evaluation and reference points, understanding of the term ‘Precautionary Approach’,
and development of conservation and management measures. A number of non-scientist
participants interviewed complained the project-led workshops were (still) ‘too academic’ and
did not see how the concepts translate at an operational level. Part of the reason for this may be
because some of the participants were not from the right target audience.
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There is clearly a need for follow-up to the regional workshops to strengthen understanding,
the key challenge being how to communicate most effectively with fisheries managers, and the
Project needs to focus most on those most directly involved in the decision-making. There is also
a need to tailor the courses and their presentation at an appropriate level for fisheries managers
from developing states (i.e. more practical). The greater the understanding that national
managers have of the rationale for the development and implementation of harvest strategies
for the targeted tuna stocks, the more likely it is that these will be adopted and implemented.

60

There remains a particular gap in the t-RFMOs between the scientists adopting these approaches
and the commissioners deciding to formally adopt them, and also among the fishing industry.
The Project needs to give more emphasis to communication and advocacy (under Component
4) at a more senior level within the member states and t-RFMOs including targeting the private
sector which still has some resistance to harvest strategies but have a strong influence with
member states in the decision-making processes. The Project needs a more structured, strategic
approach towards raising awareness and training on harvest strategies and promoting its
adoption to the t-RFMOs and member states and the private sector, with continued consultation
between the Project Management Unit and the scientists from the t-RFMOs to develop the most
effective approach to delivering on the MSE aims and how the Project can best support this.
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Advocacy is considered especially important as approval of an harvest strategy is through
consensus so there is a clear need for the Project to build constituencies and identify champions.
A focus on stocks under threat and the promotion of the economic/financial gains from using
harvest strategies, and highlighting the link to certification and labelling (Marine Stewardship
Council certification includes harvest strategies in its scoring systems, for instance) might
encourage more uptake. To some extent Monitoring Strategy Evaluation and harvest strategies
are being treated together by the Project,23 but the 1.1.1 and 1.1.4 activities are different
politically: Output 1.1.1 WWF workshops are less official,24 whereas 1.1.4 Science-management
dialogues are formally established under the respective commissions.25 There is a case for
merging Outputs 1.1.1 and 1.1.4 within the same activity set/workshop as this could help
dispel some confusion and reinforce understanding of their connections, and would also help
to reduce the complexity of the Project. In the mid-term evaluation’s opinion, such a merged
output could be under the lead of FAO to provide better coordination of the activities, and given
the reluctance of some t-RFMOs to accept an NGO leading this type of activity.
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It should be noted though that each t-RFMO has a different approach to the delivery of scientific
advice. In the Pacific, for instance, science is delivered though the Secretariat of the Pacific
Community, which has a contract with the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission.
SPC and WCPFC scientists have already progressed work on developing and implementing
harvest strategies for tuna species, with WCPFC, SPC and WWF delivering their own (nonproject) harvest strategies workshops in the Pacific. As a result, the Project has only provided

23 As noted by one reviewer, in ICCAT this is not strictly correct, as ICCAT has a formal Standing Working Group on
Dialogue between Scientists and Managers. In addition, MSE and harvest control rules have been discussed at the
level of the Panels, the formal decision making bodies of the Commission.
24 A reviewer noted that ‘they are formally recognized by the t-RFMOs who are partners in the project, and who
engage in the workshop. At each workshop except the ICCAT meeting there has been formal engagement and
attendance by t-RFMO member.’
25 In reality, the dialogues are taking different forms in different t-RFMOs and these idiosyncrasies need to be taken
into consideration.
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limited (but nevertheless important) support to the WCPFC Secretariat, e.g. for the organization
of the 2015 Management Options Workshop (the equivalent ‘science-management dialogue’
in WCPFC). Although it was agreed at the Inception Workshop that the Project should support
existing processes, not duplicate them, based on feedback to the MTE, the Project needs to
collaborate and consult more with the relevant scientists in delivering project activities on
harvest strategy activities as there was a strong perception among interviewees in the Pacific
region that there had been a lack of consultation by the Project over harvest strategy activities,
and a view that Project activities were being unnecessarily duplicated (at least in the Pacific; it is
unclear whether this applies elsewhere).
63

Although the five t-RFMOs consider development and adoption of harvest strategies to be
a priority and progress has been made, the Project’s original end-of-project target for this
output of harvest strategies fully implemented for all 23 major commercial tuna stocks is highly
ambitious, given the Project’s timeline, especially given that management approaches such as
harvest strategies need to be adopted by consensus (although consensus is not mandatory)
among member states, which can require considerable time and negotiation. A more realistic
target would be the implementation of harvest strategies for five commercial stocks with a focus
on the tuna species that are under threat from overfishing, and given the differences in progress
between the t-RFMOs project efforts are probably best focused on IOYFT and bigeye tuna
Western and Central Pacific as these are considered the most threatened stocks and therefore
need more focus and would benefit from more support for development of harvest strategies.

3.2.1.2 Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries Management/Ecosystem Based Fisheries Management
(EAFM/EBFM) plans
64

There has been relatively little progress to date towards the development and implementation
of the EAFM/EBFM plans for the t-RFMOs. Indeed, there was weak ownership of this element
of the Project among the t-RFMOs at the project design stage. In addition, a recent extensive
review26 of the application of EBFM by t-RFMOs found that there are poor relevant data sets,
little national capacity to implement EAFM/EBFM plans, and that this is the least prioritized
issue of t-RFMOs (although the paper only deals with scientific aspects and is not a complete
picture of the RFMOs). In addition, although all the t-RFMOs already have some of the EBFM
principles embedded within their legal frameworks, mostly in the form of conservation and
management measures protecting marine mammals, seabirds, marine turtles, etc., these are
outside a structured plan of implementation. Also, some components of the EAFM are already
being used in some countries, e.g. Philippines, but the Project has not really capitalized on these
to tailor the project delivery more to EAFM country needs.
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The mid-term evaluation found some interest in pursuing EAFM/EBFM plans in the Pacific
where the Secretariat of the Pacific Community has been running relevant technical workshops
and developing models for skipjack, yellowfin and albacore tuna, and the Pacific Island Forum
Fisheries Agency is developing a framework for member states to implement EAFM/EBFM,
and both SPC and FFA stated that they will support initiatives if the Western and Central
Pacific Fisheries Commission starts to prioritize EAFM/EBFM (so at the t-RFMO level). Also, the
International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas has made some progress in
raising awareness and promotion of EAFM/EBFM in the Atlantic region, and the Inter-American
Tropical Tuna Commission has undertaken research for more than 30 years on ecosystem
considerations. Indeed, all RFMOs have done some work on ecosystem issues at the scientific
level, but there has been no significant translation or integration into management measures.
In this regard, the Project aims to bring to the attention of the Commissions the possibility of
integrating ecosystem issues into decision rules within management frameworks.
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However, many interviewees considered the Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries as dealing only with
‘biodiversity’ and ‘ecosystem linkages’, and did not mention other common key features, namely
its socio-economic and governance dimensions. Like harvest strategies, the subject is seen as
too ‘academic’ and the territory of scientists, and a complex subject to get across that still needs
to be translated into operational terms that fisheries managers and the general fishing industry
can understand. Interestingly, some WCPFC members felt that project resources for EAFM/EBFM
should be allocated to harvest strategies which were seen as more of a priority. Again, as with

26 Progress of tuna Regional Fisheries Management Organizations in applying Ecosystem Based Fisheries
Management. (2016) Juan-Jorda, M.J., Murua, H., Arrizabalaga, H., Dulvy, N.K., and Restrepo, V. Manuscript
submitted to Journal of Fish and Fisheries. 100pp.
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harvest strategies, a key challenge is how best to communicate and promote EAFM/EBFM to the
respective Commissions. Part of the problem is that there has been no common definition of
EAFM/EBFM agreed amongst the t-RFMOs, and there is a dearth of model plans.
67

In terms of specific activities to address this, the Project supported the first joint t-RFMO
workshop on the implementation of Ecosystem Based Fisheries Management, which originated
from an ICCAT initiative, organized and held at FAO in December 2016 and chaired by the coconvener of the ICCAT SC-ECO. This meeting aimed to move the discussion on EBFM forward
and identify gaps where better understanding and communication is needed. This first meeting
was largely aimed at technical specialists rather than managers as it sought to discuss and reach
a common understanding on basic concepts and definitions and agree on key components and
relationships, including the role of harvest strategies in EAFM/EBFM and how to best bring this
issue to the attention of managers and help the scientific bodies bring specific proposals to the
attention of the Commissions.
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The formal report of the meeting is still to be published, so it is not yet clear what role the Project
could play to support what is clearly going to be a long-term process that will not be concluded
before the Project finishes (any EAFM/EBFM plans would need to be approved by consensus
which is beyond delivery by project).

3.2.1.3 Vessel Day Scheme (VDS)
69

The review of the Vessel Day Scheme, established by the Parties to the Nauru Agreement,
under Output 1.2.1, was not delivered by the Project. There were delays over the transfer of
Global Environment Facility funds, so the review of the VDS was completed independently
in September 2014 by PNA using alternative financing provided by the Pacific Island
Forum Fisheries Agency. The work was undertaken by an independent consultancy team
coordinated by FFA. When questioned about the possibility of re-engaging with the
Project, using GEF funding to promote the results of the review and the VDS approach
more widely (as a lesson learning and dissemination exercise), interviewed PNA members
expressed a strong preference to carry on independently of FAO, and currently there is
minimal interest within PNA for re-engaging with the Project.
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The absence of a deliverable for this Output (1.2.1) affected delivery of Output 1.2.2,
which was intended to disseminate the conclusions of the review of the VDS scheme. As
the review was completed through FFA and there was little interest by PNA to promote
information about the VDS, there was little to communicate, and only one WWF-led
workshop was conducted. Rights-based management issues were raised as part of a larger
(project-funded) harvest strategies capacity-building workshop held in Sri Lanka in April
2014, but there has been no subsequent activity.
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Since there will be no follow-up involving PNA, the Project should cancel Outputs 1.2.1 and
1.2.2, and reallocate the associated budget to other high priority project outputs instead.
Promotion of the RBM concept and its value could be covered under EAFM/EBFM (1.1.5)
as an aspect of governance, or could be integrated into general communications activities
under Component 4, but should not be treated as the focus of a series of dedicated
workshops on RBM.

Achievement of component at the outcome level
72

Together the above outputs have made important contributions to achieving Outcome 1
(Elements of harvest strategies for selected commercial tuna stocks developed). Direct results at
the outcome level have been limited to date, but those for which the Project has been credited
include: the adoption of a management framework of a harvest strategy for skipjack tuna by
the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission in May 201627 which was proposed by 16 countries led
by the Maldives, a harvest strategy for the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission tropical
purse seine fishery in July 2016 (IATTC Resolution C-16-02), and the Panama harvest strategy
workshop which led to Ecuador advocating for harvest strategies for tuna.

27 See http://www.commonoceans.org/news/news-detail/en/c/418939/ and http://www.iotc.org/sites/default/
files/documents/2017/02/IOTC-2016-S20-RE.pdf
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Although the Project supported the joint t-RFMO workshop on the implementation of
EBFM in December 2016 and the International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic
Tunas has advanced the considerations of the Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries plans by
identifying key elements needed to operationalize such plans and conducted comparisons
with the approaches taken by other RFMOs, there has been limited achievement of Outcome
2 (Roadmaps to operationalise EAFM/EBFM in t-RFMOs developed and submitted for
adoption) with no development, to date, of any EAFM/EBFM plans. However, elements to
reduce the impact of fishing activities on biodiversity have been adopted (e.g. conservation
and management measures to use mitigation measures and reduce incidental bycatch).

3.2.2 Component 2: Strengthening and harmonizing monitoring, control and
surveillance to address illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing
Sub-question: To what extent have the ABNJ Project activities helped strengthen the capacities
of the t-RFMOs and member states to implement measures to reduce illegal, unreported and
unregulated fishing in ABNJ?
Finding 4: The Project produced important knowledge products in support of measures to
curb IUU fishing such as port state measures template, consolidated list of authorized vessels
and catch documentation scheme, with different degrees of acceptability and usage within
its stakeholders. Its work on the electronic monitoring system is progressing and generating
important lessons, although there are concerns over the sustainability of this element.
Delivery of a global set of best practices in tuna fisheries MCS, the IMCSN tuna subnetwork,
and the MCS certification course need greater attention from the Project Management Unit
and partners if they are to be completed before the end of the Project.
74

Under Component 2 the Project has sought to address IUU fishing by building capacity
of compliance officials and supporting regional and global initiatives for networking and
sharing of knowledge, relevant intelligence, and lessons learned, as well as developing
tools that could serve to harmonize efforts associated with MCS systems. A summary of the
extent of delivery of the outputs is given in Annex 3.
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This component encompasses the largest group of project activities, working with many
different partners. Nevertheless, completion of activities and many of the outputs has
been good to date, with some notable successes, particularly delivery of the template for
the PSM and the automation of the CLAV, and with some encouraging early results from
the two main EMS pilots in Fiji and Ghana. However, other outputs are only beginning to
be addressed.

3.2.2.1 Monitoring, control and surveillance (MCS) Best Practices
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The MCS Best Practices (Output 2.1.1) is intended as a review of current MCS approaches and
tools, their effectiveness and applicability, including port state measure, vessel monitoring
system, electronic monitoring system and catch documentation scheme, with a description
of MCS practices in the five t-RFMOs. Interviewees viewed the MCS Best Practices as a
potentially very useful project deliverable, which would also allow comparison of practices
between t-RFMOs, adding value to each. However, the Project is behind on the delivery of
this output. Although a Letter of Agreement has recently been signed (November 2016)
with the International Seafood Sustainability Foundation to develop the Best Practices, this
output needs to be prioritized by the Project Management Unit. Coordinating input from
a large number of MCS specialists and incorporating results from the other project outputs
will require time, and the internal FAO validation of any draft document is likely to be a
long process. Identifying a dedicated Project Management Unit member of staff (based
in Rome) to take responsibility for this deliverable would help speed-up the process and
is probably the only way to ensure the Best Practices will be delivered in the next two to
three years.
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In terms of MCS development, it is also important that in addition to a core group of MCS
experts the Project seeks to involve national-level MCS officers (ideally through regional
workshops), as they are on the front-line of implementing MCS, and if the Best Practices are
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tailored specifically to this group they are more likely to be adopted and make a difference
in addressing illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing. Communication and exchange
of ideas and experiences between the various parties involved with this output will also
help to build the MCS community creating linkages between relevant people, and help
support the newly established IMCSN tuna subnetwork (Output 2.1.2). In addition, the Best
Practices should help define the topics to be covered by the project-promoted regional
certification-based course in the Pacific (Output 2.1.3).
3.2.2.2 Tuna International Monitoring, Control and Surveillance Network (IMCSN) subnetwork
78

Most compliance practitioners tend to be isolated and little aware of what is going on in other
regions. The IMCSN provides a forum for MCS experts to discuss common concerns and new
initiatives. The Project proposes to pilot a subnetwork for tuna. Initially, the aim was to create
a network of the compliance officers in the t-RFMO Secretariats and other MCS/compliance
experts, with the intention for the group to determine its intelligence sharing needs (seen as a
long-term goal). It is envisaged that the subnetwork will initially focus on exchanging information,
experience and lessons, with sensitive information probably shared on a one-to-one basis to
start with but more widely as confidence in the subnetwork and trust between members grow.
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The mid-term evaluation found high interest in this idea among interviewees, but there have
also been delays over the delivery of this output. Although the Project has begun to develop
a partnership with the IMCSN and a facilitator has recently been recruited to develop and
manage the network, this output requires more attention if the subnetwork is to become fully
operational and self-sustaining before the end of the Project.
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The subnetwork should help MCS officers identify key issues that need to be addressed, largely
through its live communication platform, and share relevant information. Ultimately, it is hoped
that the members of the subnetwork will provide and exchange intelligence-related information
that could help to identify the probability that a boat is engaging in illegal, unreported and
unregulated fishing. The subnetwork is expected to link with existing networks, such as Fish-i28
in East Africa and the Pacific Island Forum Fisheries Agency in the Pacific (Output 2.2.3). It is also
expected that the tuna IMCSN subnetwork will feed information and provide inputs, feedback,
comments, etc. into development of MCS Best practices (2.1.1) and possibly to the proposed
MCS course (Output 2.1.3). However, this is considered one of the more speculative outputs of
the Project; as whether the subnetwork will function as intended and have impact depends on
whether individual members commit sufficient time and whether sufficient trust can be built.
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Given its purpose and the need to build trust and secure systems for information exchange, it
may well take some time before it is clear whether the subnetwork will become a valuable MCS
tool in the fight against IUU fishing. Based on lessons from similar wildlife crime intelligence
sharing networks it is important to demonstrate early success from the exchange of sensitive
data so members see the clear value of maintaining the subnetwork and focus on identifying
common issues and solutions to address the real problems in the fight against IUU fishing.
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At the moment, this output is rather open-ended (the Project is funding a process), and there
is a need to define what can be achieved in terms of deliverables in the next two to three
years of the Project’s life. Initial costs for the establishment of the subnetwork (contract with
the Institute for Governance and Sustainable Development/International Monitoring, Control
and Surveillance Network) are known but careful consideration needs to be given to how to
cover the longer-term operational costs (assuming the network is used and continues to have
support), particularly whether the facilitator’s costs can be covered by the t-RFMOs.

3.2.2.3 Integrated monitoring, control and surveillance (MCS) in the Pacific Islands Forum
Fisheries
83

The Project has partnered with the Pacific Island Forum Fisheries Agency to create an MCS
system that supports the improved analysis of integrated information from multiple data
sources, mostly from Fisheries Observer reports and vessel monitoring system, which are
used to create intelligence reports. FFA has made considerable progress, with an intelligence

28 https://www.fish-i-africa.org/
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unit established and data system integrated into the Regional Information Management
Facility; members have increasingly improved access to data from the National Information
Management System and the Secretariat of the Pacific Community TUBS and the Tuna
Fisheries Database Management System 2 databases. Interviewees considered these
valuable contributions. Up to December 2016, over 400 possible illegal, unreported and
unregulated incidents had been picked up from the FFA online reporting tool. For this
year from January to June more than 200 observer incident reports were forwarded to ten
member countries.
84

Although the FFA MCS integrated system is established, data analysis is progressing and many
MCS officers have been trained, there are still some challenges that need to be addressed. There
is a need for FFA members to be able to follow-up on the initial data analysis that FFA is providing
to them and national MCS officers need to work more closely with observer programme officers
when dealing with observer-reported IUU incidents. The mid-term evaluation has some concern
over who will be responsible for funding the position of a dedicated MCS analyst once the
Global Environment Facility financing stops; this is not clear and needs to be resolved (the Project
can possibly suggest how to secure future financing, but cannot be responsible for it).29
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The Project has also supported FFA member country participation in the FFA Regional MCS
course which is now a standardized course offered through the University of the South Pacific
as a Certificate IV in Fisheries Enforcement and Compliance. In addition, there is also ongoing
MCS support and training for national MCS officers through work attachments and workshops
provided by FFA, and once the tuna subnetwork of IMCSN (Output 2.1.2) is established the
trained MCS officers30 should be able to share relevant data and information from the integrated
MCS system with the subnetwork to combat IUU fishing on a global level.

3.2.2.4 Monitoring, control and surveillance certification course
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There was a clear stated need, and indeed enthusiasm, from a wide selection of interviewees
for more strategies integrated capacity-building of MCS officers at national level, as many
MCS experts are self-taught and there is a lack of standardized training opportunities.
Consequently, there is a strong rationale for developing a specific internationally recognized
course on MCS that brings together all of the elements of MCS work in a unified manner,
particularly one that would help to ‘professionalize’ the work of MCS officers and promote
their career prospects. However, progress on this output has been slow to date.
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An international consultant was recruited to develop a global curriculum, but he has been
unavailable for some time due to personal reasons and no decision has been made on a
replacement. Key details over how a course should be presented, its length, whether elements
are better presented online, etc., are also still being discussed. There is also uncertainty over
which university will eventually host or franchise the course, although there are a number of
options for later upscaling including Nelson Mandela University in South Africa, University of
Seychelles, University of Alicante, Regional Maritime University in Ghana, and the University
of the South Pacific (with the FFA course at the University later expanded to include a global
curriculum).31
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Related to this, FFA has developed a four-week MCS course, targeted for the Western
and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission region and wider Pacific, which was initially
trialled in 2014 in collaboration with the University of the South Pacific in Fiji and is
now institutionalized as a competency (skills) based the University of the South Pacific
Certificate IV in Fisheries Enforcement and Compliance. Feedback from participants has
been positive. Even though this has been designed as an introductory course to provide a
wide range of knowledge and experience to MCS officers in developing countries, many of

29 One reviewer noted that ‘the position has clearly added value to FFA members and the FFA Secretariat will be
actively considering options for future funding. Given that the project has only funded 50 percent of this position,
FFA does not anticipate difficulty in sourcing alternative funds’.
30 At the moment the subnetwork is limited to compliance officers of the t-RFMOs and not to member countries.
However, such expansion could come from a phase 2 of the initiative if the subnetwork decides to take this
approach.
31 The project team could also explore links with the Global Universities Partnership on Environment and
Sustainability as another route to feed in MCS training materials to wider environmental management courses
with a marine fisheries element. See http://www.unep.org/training/programmes/gupes.asp
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the students to date have been more senior, and FFA anticipates that several more cohorts
will be required before existing officers are adequately trained and new recruits will make
up a greater proportion of each course. The Project has provided part funding for two of
the four cohorts that have been trained. The FFA considers its present course about 80
percent applicable for other t-RFMOs and is open to modifying and upscaling it to meet
global standards and include additional global elements, such as compliance. In the midterm evaluation’s opinion, given that there are only two years to the end of the Project
and the FFA is supportive and willing to pilot an expanded course at the University of the
South Pacific, the Project should support FFA in delivering this output. This may be a more
cost-effective option than making further investment in a specific project-designed course.
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The Project also needs to identify clear end-of-project targets for this output as, at present, it is
not clear what the Project can deliver in concrete terms before it finishes. It seems unlikely that
the current target for this output - 160 certified national fisheries staff with increased capacities
to effectively implement and enforce national and regional MCS measures – can be achieved
in the next two to three years. It is not clear what a realistic target for this output would be as
delivery depends on many external factors. Probably the most the Project can hope to achieve
before its formal end is a business plan that identifies potential financial backers, agreement
on the hosting of the course at one university with a commitment (and resources) to run it
for five years (again, the Project could suggest how to secure future financing, but cannot be
responsible for it). This would need to be done by the beginning of the final year of the Project
to allow time for implementation and fundraising to begin.
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Again, the most significant challenge is likely to be who would fund the course (both the host
institution and participants) after the GEF financing finishes. It is expected that FFA/University
of the South Pacific will continue delivering its course and it is currently investigating financing
options, including having member countries sharing the costs from their fishing license fees
or other sources.32 It is recognized that establishing the course and putting it on a sustainable
footing is a long-term venture,33 probably requiring five to ten years, including one to two years
of piloting. If the Project decides not to develop the course through FFA, then it will need to
secure financing itself and a follow-up project will probably need to be designed to ensure this
course is embedded in a university structure with guaranteed funding.

3.2.2.5 Port state measures (PSM)
91

The PSM legal template was developed through the Project to support the implementation of
the Port State Measures Agreement although providing legal text that can be directly transposed
to legislation at the national level for the Port States of the t-RFMOs. Implementation of the PSM
is viewed as an important tool to fight illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing, especially
as it has the potential for economic impact through (among other things) increasing the use of
certain ports. Originally, the Project’s target for this output was to ‘change legislation on port
state measures in 10 countries’, but early on in implementation it was recognized by the Project
Management Unit that this was too limited and inefficient, so instead the Project has focused on
the development and testing of a generic legal template and training activities on an electronic
reporting system for the PSM (IOTC e-PSM application) of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission.
The template was completed and published by FAO in July 2016 and is available on the FAO
website in English, French and Spanish; it is one of the most successful results of the Project to
date.
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Feedback from interviewees indicated that the PSM template is very useful in applying the PSM
process, especially as it is seen as flexible enough that it can be adapted to different national
situations and the Project allowed the legal offices of several countries to write their own
legislation through the PSM template. The PSM template has also helped in standardizing some
definitions across the fisheries sector. However, there is wide variation between the t-RFMOs
and their members on their attitude towards the PSM and the capacity to engage on PSM
issues. For example, IOTC’s legally binding conservation and management measure is almost
identical to the PSMA (and is addressed in the publication), and the International Commission

32 Another possibility may be to tap into the United States initiative on combating IUU fishing and seafood fraud (see
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/ia/iuu/taskforce.html)
33 One reviewer commented that ‘significant funding for the development of all the necessary course material and
for the necessary University processes to have it formally accredited was also provided by FFA independent of the
project. On that basis FFA does not anticipate difficulty in continuing to source alternative funding’.
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for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas has strengthened its measures to align with the PSMA as
has the Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna. Also, interviewees felt that
the implementation of the PSM and use of the template requires a gradual, stepped approach
as awareness among national monitoring, control and surveillance officers is considered low
and there is a need to improve inter-agency collaboration at national level (e.g. between
fisheries authorities and port authorities) for the PSM to become effective. For instance, the
Pacific coastal states, the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission and the Pacific Island
Forum Fisheries Agency, have reviewed the PSMA and the PSM template and are considering
adopting some but not all of the measures.
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Additional legal assistance for drafting national legislation using the PSM template may be
required (and specific requirements will need to be identified), but planned follow-up activities
to implement the PSM are being addressed by FAO independently of the Project, with FAO
working with developing country parties to the Agreement to build national strategies for the
implementation of PSM.34 Consequently, it is unclear what more the Project can contribute to
beyond its agreed target (‘Legislative template to implement the Port State Measures Agreement
completed, trialled and included in FAO toolbox for PSM related capacity development activities’);
the Project has probably made as much of a contribution as it usefully can to building capacity
for PSM implementation and this activity set can be considered completed.

3.2.2.6 Consolidated list of authorized vessels (CLAV)
94

All t-RFMOs maintain records of authorized vessels. The CLAV is the compilation of these records
and offers a ‘one-stop shop’ for data on all vessels authorized to fish for tuna in all oceans, and
is seen as an important tool in helping to identify vessels fishing illegally. It is of particular value
for tracking vessels that move from one ocean to another. The CLAV was originally created in
2006 in anticipation to the first joint Kobe process meeting.
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The Project has supported the additional development of the CLAV, and achieved its target in
terms of the CLAV being updated in real time with an increased number of accurate listings.
During the design phase the intention was to link the CLAV and the Global Vessels Register,35
which is being developed by FAO. However, as the Global Vessel Register is still in the planning
stage, integration of the CLAV is premature and unlikely to happen during the lifetime of the
Project, and consequently this aim should be dropped as it is beyond the control of the Project
to deliver.
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The CLAV is currently hosted on the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission server in Seychelles and
has been operating well under its current format since 2014, with the individual records of
authorized vessels of the five t-RFMOs feeding into this system. However, there have been
problems with the slow connection/low bandwidth with Seychelles and the system needs to
be relocated to another facility with better communications infrastructure. There is currently
no dedicated technician at the IOTC Secretariat to manage the CLAV and maintenance of the
CLAV is not included in the Data Coordinators day-to-day job. The main developer behind
the automation of the CLAV is available for support and it is clear that the t-RFMOs have the
responsibility for its maintenance, upgrading and use, as it has been the case since 2007, but
agreement between the t-RFMOs and FAO on a long-term solution to this issue needs to be
found. It is important for FAO to be included in this process because, as mentioned above, the
aim is for the CLAV to be eventually integrated with the FAO Global Vessel Register initiative.
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The CLAV could be improved by including additional useful information (e.g. records of other
physical dimensions and owners’/operators’ information for all managed vessels, data on the
year (and place?) of built, and the owners’ and operators’ details, whenever those attributes

34 See COFI32 Report: 68 (see www.fao.org/3/a-mr484e.pdf). The Committee noted that both Parties and nonParties to the PSMA required capacity development assistance. In this regard, the Committee called for support to
the global capacity development umbrella programme of FAO on the PSMA and related international instruments
to combat IUU fishing. The Republic of Korea has offered to contribute financially to this programme. For instance,
training needs analysis for national MCS officers in relation to PSM, followed by capacity-building for member
states of t-RFMOs to use/implement PSM are being addressed by FAO with an inter-regional technical cooperation
programme for needs assessment targeting 14 countries globally.
35 The Global Vessel Register is intended to compile both registered and non-registered vessels, and consequently
linking the CLAV with the Global Vessel Register would add value to both.
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are available and the t-RFMOs are allowed to make them public) and improving its link with
the t-RFMO-managed illegal, unreported and unregulated vessel lists. Also, according to
interviewees, the CLAV is not being used as much as expected, and some interviewees were
even unaware that it existed or knew little about its potential uses. This suggests that the Project
stakeholders (and FAO and the t-RFMO Secretariats) need to promote its content and emphasize
the value of the CLAV as a tool for addressing IUU fishing more widely across the t-RFMO
Member States and other relevant organizations.
3.2.2.7 Catch documentation scheme (CDS)
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The Project has supported an important set of guidelines on CDS (‘Design options for the
development of tuna catch documentation schemes’),36 which was published as an FAO
Technical Paper on 25 October 2016.
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The CDS guidance was developed as a reference for implementing a CDS scheme from start
to finish, and represents a valuable capacity-building tool. Initially, this was aimed at the
t-RFMO level, but became more complex as they evolved, morphing into a global harmonized
approach to implementing CDS schemes. Nevertheless, interviewees considered them to
offer a good outline approach for establishing CDS schemes for RFMOs and implementing
them in coastal states, although most countries are not yet implementing them and there
was mixed feedback on their applicability. Although it was neither the objective nor the
intent of the CDS guidance document to challenge or replace existing arrangements, the
Indian Ocean Tuna Commission members exporting to the European Union market, for
instance, already follow European Union traceability requirements, which is essentially a
CDS, so although they have an interest in the FAO/Project CDS they do not see a pressing
need to replace their existing arrangement at the t-RFMO level. Similarly, in the western
Pacific, the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission has been operating a CDS
Working Group for the last five years, while the Pacific Island Forum Fisheries Agency has
been working on CDS development for almost ten years. While FFA is generally comfortable
with the guidelines developed by the Project, it feels there needs to be a wider agreed plan
of action to develop and implement CDS with greater flexibility accorded to processes and
parties responsible for verification and validation.
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The CDS guidance document is designed for high level national delegates involved in the
decision-making regarding the adoption and design of future CDS systems. Nevertheless,
they are of interest and relevance to national monitoring, control and surveillance officers.
However, feedback to the mid-term evaluation indicated that the guidelines are too
complex for many of the latter group, who do not have the background to understand
many of the concepts and procedures, and consequently a revised version will need to be
developed and ‘translated’ into a form (Standard Operating Procedures), and in relevant
languages, with some targeted capacity-building if it is to be successfully adopted and
implemented more widely at the national/regional or global level.
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The Project has achieved its target for this output and the introduction of CDS is being
pursued through the FAO regular programme. Perhaps the most the Project can usefully
do in its remaining two years is to promote their uptake by the t-RFMOs and member
states and at regional meetings and conferences, through project communications and
mainstreaming activities. The Project could also consider either conducting workshops
with MCS officers to get them up to speed with the procedures and requirements for
implementing CDS using the guidance as the basis for the workshops, and/or developing
simpler CDS manuals for target audiences, particularly in a form that national fisheries
managers and compliance officers can understand and use with promotional materials
aimed at national fisheries officers.

36 http://www.fao.org/documents/card/en/c/a01d2002-42e4-49eb-acfb-4de035eb8be2/. It should be noted that
FAO engaged in the development of Voluntary Guidelines for CDS as of July 2015, which is a separate process from
this document. The FAO Voluntary Guidelines for CDS were finalized and published in April 2017.
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3.2.2.8 Electronic monitoring systems (EMS) (Fiji, Ghana, Seychelles)
102

The Project has funded the piloting of two electronic monitoring systems,37 one for longline
fisheries in Fiji and another for purse seine fisheries in Ghana38 with a third, much more limited
pilot recently established in Seychelles. Both Fiji and Ghana EMS pilots started late because of
contracting and procurement issues so are still at relatively early stages of delivery but are now
producing some very encouraging initial results with a good sample size that should allow for
robust analysis of the effectiveness of the EMS systems, and important lessons to be generated
on how to develop and utilize such systems.
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To date there has been good private-sector buy-in to the EMS pilots in both Fiji and Ghana.
A number of reasons were given for this by private company representatives interviewed by
the mid-term evaluation, including: improved potential for fish handling operations; crew
compliance, safety, productivity and management; and reduced potential costs of funding for
observer programmes (compared to paying an annual observer fee), and in the case of Ghana
the threat of a ‘yellow card’ from the European Union due to on-going issues with illegal,
unreported and unregulated fishing that was applied during the early stages of the Project.
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One important aspect to the pilots has been the agreement, covered under the memorandums
of understanding between the fishing industry and respective government agencies (Fiji and
Ghana), not to prosecute boat crews and/or the companies who took part in pilots if infractions
were found, although there were clear differences of opinion among interviewees over
whether this was the right strategy.39 The agreements have encouraged trust within the private
sector helping to create an environment where individuals/companies do not feel threatened.
Unfortunately, this has been undermined to some extent because the private sector has not
been sufficiently involved (to their satisfaction) in the decision-making process in both Fiji and
Ghana, and data from their boats are not copied to the fishing companies or reports of the
analyses routinely shared and discussed with them, despite memorandums of understanding
obligating the governments to provide such feedback. Consequently, there is a need for the
Project and its partners, and particularly the fisheries authority, to engage much more actively
with the fishing industry on the pilots and ensure data and analyses are shared. However, it
should be noted that, ultimately, EMS is an instrument to enforce regulations, and it is up to the
governments to adopt it, even if the private sector is less enthusiastic.
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The pilots have thrown up a number of other challenges. In Fiji (and Seychelles), there have
been difficulties in retaining dry (land) observers as many of the observers, who have both dry
and at-sea experience, prefer to go to sea as they receive a better salary. As a result, the team
has had to train more observers to create a bigger pool of dry observers who can work when
they are on land, which increases costs. In Ghana, the dry observers and the supervisory staff
are members of the Fisheries Commission, most of whom have other responsibilities but are
paid a (valuable) monthly ‘honorarium’ to participate ‘voluntarily’ in the pilot (representing
around 30 to 40 percent of their work time for most of those involved) so what will happen
after the Global Environment Facility financing finishes is currently not clear. There are also
further issues with some of the supervision staff lacking knowledge and experience of the
EMS system, which limits quality control of the analysis, and the mid-term evaluation had
some concern over the buy-in and the weak commitment from the senior management
within the Ghanaian Fisheries Commission, although there is more enthusiasm at lower
levels (those with daily engagement with the pilot). There was also a concern over a lack of
consultation over the EMS pilots at the design stage when, apparently, the Project did not
consult with the Secretariat of the Pacific Community. However, SPC is now working closely
with the Fiji project to transfer relevant EMS data to their database.

37 Among other things, EMS captures data on when and where each boat has been fishing, catch composition, and
type of activity in which the boat is engaged, which can help with better reporting to RFMOs, complement human
observer programmes, and significantly enhance compliance monitoring helping to ensure that harvest limits are
not exceeded.
38 Ghana was selected for several reasons including: being one of the largest tuna catch countries in the Atlantic;
it had previously received strong criticism of its ability to keep track of its fishing industry (and was motivated to
address the issue because of a European Union ‘yellow card’ for poor fishing practices between November 2013
and October 2015; and ISSF had strong historical connections with the fishing industry in the country. Ghana is
believed to be the only country in the Atlantic – except for few private companies – that is implementing EMS.
39 It is hoped that the EMS will be formerly embedded in compliance in both Fiji and Ghana. However, to date in
Ghana, the data from the EMS cannot be used for prosecution because there are no legal provisions in the fisheries
act and its regulations. Instead it has been agreed that companies will just issue warnings of any infractions for the
duration of the pilot period.
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Other personnel-related challenges include: (i) how to deal with boredom/screen fatigue
affecting efficiency among land observers, and the extent to which the analysis can be
automated (software and image analysis development); (ii) a need to compare at-sea and
dry observer data; (iii) the question of whether all dry observers should have at-sea observer
experience (it would probably improve the quality of reporting); (iv) a need to compare the
work of those with no or limited at-sea experience with that of more experienced at-sea
observers to identify biases and need for additional training; and (v) many of the potential
observers do not have high computer skills which can set a limit to who can be trained
and argues for additional lengthy training periods. In Ghana, initial analyses and reports
on the at-sea trips were considered poor but due to additional input from the Ghana EMS
project coordinator and the Project Management Unit’s Tuna Fisheries Expert the quality has
improved. The EMS pilot in Seychelles, although on a much smaller scale involving only two
boats in 2016, has been facing similar challenges.40
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There have also been a significant number of technical issues relating to the introduction
and operation of the EMS systems that need to be resolved, including (among others): (i)
problems with the Satlink EMS system; (ii) recording hard discs that need to be matched
to the duration of fishing trips; (iii) exporting data from the SVM for analysis or import
to other databases; (iv) problems with the EMS units aboard the Fiji longliners not being
reported to the Satlink technician promptly; and (v) an issue with tampering of the EMS
equipment installed on some vessels, particularly in Ghana. Although covered by the
memorandum of understanding between the fishing industry and governments, there is
also still a debate over who owns and has access to the data collected from the privately
owned boats, as the boat owners would like greater access to the data and feel the
governments are not sharing it and the analyses sufficiently. If data or analyses are not
adequately shared then there is likely to be little buy-in and some resistance from the
industry to the uptake of EMS, even if it is made a legal requirement. This issue needs to
be more fully discussed and resolved between the parties.
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It should be stressed though that the Project is piloting the introduction of the EMS
system so the above challenges are not unexpected, and indeed provide valuable lessons.
However, to date, despite the wealth of experiences being gathered daily from setting
up and operating an EMS system and addressing these challenges, there is no common
framework for recording experiences or for capturing lessons learned. There has also
been very limited sharing of experiences between the project groups undertaking the
pilots (Fiji, Ghana and Seychelles). Two representatives each from Fiji and Ghana plus one
from Seychelles met during the GEF IWC-8 in Sri Lanka from 9 to 13 May 2016 for an initial
exchange, but it was not a suitable forum for this and relatively little was gained from the
meeting.
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Both the pilots in Fiji and Ghana intend to develop business plans, which aim to explore
forms for the flag State to finance the implementation of permanent EMS systems, and
will set out cost-benefit analyses that present the financial advantages to the industry
(and its financial backers), to encourage widespread uptake of the EMS. In the mid-term
evaluations’ opinion, these need to be treated as a priority project activity, and ideally
completed in time to allow a period for implementation before the Project ends. As well as
the government and private sectors, this exercise should include the FAO country offices,
which are trusted by both governments and the private sector, and which could possibly
host the work (and the FAO Ghana Country Office has experience with the development
of business plans). It is particularly important that the private sector co-leads the process
as it is likely that the industry will be required to pay for the EMS system in future.
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The Project is also supporting the development of the necessary legal frameworks,
regulations, operating and legal protocols in Fiji and Ghana to enable the respective
governments to prosecute vessel owners for non-compliance issues identified by EMS,
including dealing with the chain of custody of evidence, as these currently do not exist.
There is a suggestion for instance that when the pilot is over in Ghana, EMS will become a
precondition for fishing licenses (under a new Fish Act/Regulation, ‘although it is unclear
whether this is for foreign or domestic vessels or both’). In Fiji, the Government has

40 It should be noted that comparison with at-sea observers is only meaningful on the estimation of the catch data,
which is not as important as the compliance element. When looking at compliance, the EMS data can be reviewed
and verified independently, while at-sea observers cannot be protected from pressure from the crew of the vessel
to omit potentially damaging results. Also, at-sea observers cannot provide 24/7 observation of vessel activities.
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repeatedly confirmed that it will provide the required legal experts for this, although to
date this has not been delivered, and in Ghana the consultant identified to develop these
has been unable to work due to personal reasons so progress on this aspect has stalled.
111

Two further EMS pilots, to be coordinated by BirdLife South Africa, were planned for South
Africa and Brazil, following approval after the Project’s first steering committee meeting
in 2014. Unfortunately, neither could be developed, despite considerable investment by
the Project team. In South Africa, government authorities were not particularly interested
(having abolished the observer programme in 2012), and the industry did not have a clear
idea of how it would benefit from its involvement in the Project, had concerns that the EMS
pilot might be focused on compliance, and was not encouraged by the lack of government
commitment. Similarly, in Brazil, it was not possible to secure government endorsement.
As a result, both attempts were abandoned for the remainder of the Project’s lifetime, but
there may be value in restarting these at a later date.
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EMS is viewed primarily as a way to monitor compliance (an MCS tool) but some interviewees
viewed its value more as a solution to increase coverage of data collection of tuna longline
fleet, particularly low observer coverage. Indeed, there is currently a debate on whether
EMS could completely replace at-sea observers, an area of particular interest to the fishing
industry as it believes this may be a cheaper and easier option than managing expensive
at-sea observers. Other interviewees viewed EMS as a more restricted tool to provide
information to supplement and independently confirm that of on-board observers. There
is also a social question, particularly in Fiji, of what will happen to at-sea observers once the
fleets are equipped with cameras. Some are expected to be hired as land-based observers,
but there is also likely to be a continuing need for at-sea observers as EMS cannot collect
biological data, and observe other vessels and fish aggregating devices in the area near the
fishing set. However, the full employment impacts of the adoption and scaling-up of this
technology are as yet unknown. The results and lessons learned from the Project’s pilots in
Fiji, Ghana and Seychelles should help inform these debates.
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However, it is clear from the field visits to Fiji and Ghana that this aspect of the Project
needs greater investment of project resources/staff time if it is to fully deliver its expected
results before the formal end of the Project. A particular need is for a dedicated EMS
project manager to be appointed within Fiji Fisheries, and the Government of Ghana
needs to provide support and appoint a dedicated (full-time) project manager, based at
the Fisheries Commission in Tema, with the right technical background. The mid-term
evaluation understands one option is to allocate more time of the Project Management
Unit’s Tuna Fisheries Expert for this task, with greater time spent in Fiji, which could be an
effective option (and endorsed by the MTE), although the costs need to be considered.
There is also an urgent need for the memorandum of understanding for the Fiji pilot to be
signed as soon as possible to clarify the responsibilities of all the stakeholders.

Achievements of the component at the outcome level
114
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The various monitoring, control and surveillance related elements of the Project mentioned
above, particularly the PSM legal template which will facilitate incorporation of the
provisions, the 2009 FAO Port State Measures Agreement into national legislation, the CDS
guidelines, and the FFA MCS training programme, are all contributing to meeting Project
Outcome 5 (Outcome 5 - Strengthened capacity of compliance officers in member states
to address compliance issues), strengthening the capacities of the t-RFMOs and member
states to address compliance issues. Also, if successful and adopted as a requirement
for the management of their tuna fisheries, the pilot EMS trials in Fiji and Ghana, and
the recently established pilot in Seychelles, will contribute to this outcome by improving
compliance with national, regional and international requirements in tuna fisheries.
In addition, the CLAV and FFA’s Integrated MCS System which compiles information on
vessel activities from various sources and produces assessments of the risk that vessels have
engaged in illegal, unreported and unregulated activities, are contributing to achievement
of Project Outcome 6 (Improved IUU intelligence sharing and reporting capacity). Further
information/lessons/experience sharing is expected if the IMCSN tuna subnetwork is
successful.
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3.2.3 Component 3: Reducing ecosystem impacts of tuna fishing
Sub-question: To what extent have the ABNJ Project activities helped strengthen the capacities of
the t-RFMOs and member states to mitigate adverse impacts of bycatch on biodiversity in ABNJ?
Finding 5: This Component looks to build capacity to address the negative ecosystem impacts
of tuna fisheries and has delivered some excellent, high quality and widely praised products,
notably the shark stock assessments, and analysis of marine turtle bycatch in the Pacific and
ongoing valuable research on the design and operation of measures and fish aggregating
devices to mitigate bycatch particularly for seabirds and small tuna.
3.2.3.1 Shark and marine turtle bycatch data, and shark stock assessments
115

Data gaps have prevented robust assessment of shark status in the Pacific (and elsewhere)
and there has been no detailed inventory of t-RFMO shark data. The Project has supported
development and expansion of important baseline shark data inventories (Output 3.1.1), which
have been progressing well. Baseline data inventories were completed by both the InterAmerican Tropical Tuna Commission and the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission
(the latter being global) by May 2016 and two of the four shark assessments (Output 3.1.2)
have either been completed (bigeye thresher Alopias superciliosus)41 or are near completion
(porbeagle shark Lamna nasus), which will strengthen decision-making for fisheries managers.
The porbeagle assessment covers its entire southern hemisphere stock, and represents the first
ever global shark assessment, a significant achievement for which the Project and partners
should be congratulated. Both of these assessments, but especially the latter, should lead to
greater inter-t-RFMO coordination on sharks, which represents another achievement. Also, it is
worth noting that the bigeye thresher shark was proposed for listing on CITES (the Convention
on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora) in September 2016,
which attracted significant global, cross-sectoral interest in the Project’s shark assessment work.
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Similarly, the results from the Project’s workshops on the effectiveness of marine turtle
mitigation measures (Output 3.1.3), which had access to large data set much of which
was confidential, managed through time-limited confidentiality agreements, were also
considered highly successful and important (“world class” according to one interviewee).
Indeed, the dataset for the marine turtles’ workshops, which included data, contributed
for use for the duration of the workshop only by Chinese Taipei and Japan, may be the
world’s largest compilation to date on longline fisheries and marine turtle interactions. The
data set included over 2 300 turtles caught by 31 fleets between 1989 and 2015, and was
the first of its kind within the t-RFMO arena. By the end of the workshops participants had
produced a report containing estimates of interactions and mortalities for four species of
marine turtles across the entire Pacific, which is a significant achievement, and the Project
team and partners should be congratulated on this deliverable.
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The access to data for the shark (and marine turtle) assessments has involved successfully
negotiating special arrangements with data holders. The Technical Coordinator-Sharks
and Bycatch (TCSB) obtained permission (on behalf of the Project/WCPFC) from most
countries for access to their data on bigeye thresher which was then provided through
the Secretariat of the Pacific Community (which holds the data on behalf of the individual
countries). Data from Japan and the United States of America was provided through direct
confidentiality agreements, successfully negotiated due to the high regard and trust the
authorities in these countries hold for the TCSB (one of the strengths of the current Project
Management Unit team).
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Initially, the intention was to achieve complete harmonization of the data collected on bycatch
by observers in each of the five t-RFMOs (reflecting a goal of the Kobe process) but it was quickly
realized that this was unrealistic, especially because of political constraints - each Commission
operates in a different way with member states that have different national fisheries systems.
Consequently, the Project initially hoped to achieve meaningful progress on shark data across

41 See http://www.commonoceans.org/news/news-detail/en/c/434468/
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the t-RFMOs, although to date the Project has only focused on those in the Pacific Oceans.42
Longline bycatch is a particular problem in the eastern Pacific, but IATTC has only recently begun
its longline observer programme, and consequently its data holdings and ability to analyse
those data and devise management measures has been constrained. However, the more limited
capacity of IATTC to address shark bycatch has been recognized and the Project has recently
agreed to support the TCSB for a two to four months technical posting to IATTC Secretariat
headquarters in La Jolla to collaborate on their shark bycatch programme (proposed period from
February to April 2017). Depending on the success of this visit, the TCSB’s secondment could be
repeated later in 2017 or 2018. In addition, IATTC is attempting to improve its bycatch data and
has a recent proposal to expand its Central American port sampling to provide better shark data
for stock assessment and management, with a focus on a few key ports to provide the minimum
information required for the stock studies that the Commission needs for management. In the
mid-term evaluation’s opinion, this should be viewed as a priority for funding by the Project.
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Despite good engagement on the shark databases and assessments, there has been
less stakeholder interest in contributing to a project-promoted t-RFMO Shark Browser
(although the concept was to collect public domain data only). Related to this has been
a proposal to develop a ‘shark app’ that would present shark data in an easy-to-use and
attractive form. Apart from its technical/management functions, this is an interesting idea
with potential as an awareness-raising tool not just for scientists but, linked to social media,
it could help better promote information on the status and biology of sharks, and what the
t-RFMOs are doing to address threats to them to a wide audience. However, it needs more
detailed Terms of Reference and/or feasibility study with some investment, and is perhaps
better treated (and budgeted for) under project communications (Component 4).
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New approaches/methods have needed to be developed by the Project for assessing the
shark populations, involving ecological risk assessment, the development of indicators, and
data-poor stock assessment frameworks. Although these were essentially a by-product of
the stock assessments, they represent a valuable contribution to the toolbox of approaches
for assessing data-poor species, and an important contribution to supporting global
capacity-building efforts for sustainable tuna fisheries management.
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The Project has also helped to build capacity to address bycatch in the Pacific through the
creation of the ‘ABNJ Shark and Bycatch Pan-Pacific Technical Steering Group’ (steered by
the TCSB). Interviewees considered the new forum to be useful for bringing key groups
and individuals together and facilitating information exchange and debate. Opportunities
for face-to-face meetings in the Pacific are uncommon due to travel costs, so these types
of forums can be very valuable. However, it is not clear how this group will be maintained
after the Project and when the TCSB leaves, and consideration needs to be given to its longterm sustainability (see sustainability section).

3.2.3.2 Bycatch data exchange protocol
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The Project has proposed a new common bycatch data exchange (compilation) protocol,
which aims to produce standardized bycatch summaries across the t-RFMOs for future
data sharing and joint analysis, thus promoting the harmonization of data between the
t-RFMOs (one of the aims of the Project). The bycatch data exchange protocol is based on
a highly summarized Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna format,
which had been agreed by some of the major fishing nations and so represents a good
starting point for obtaining agreement from the various t-RFMOs. The Western and
Central Pacific Fisheries Commission and the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission subsidiary
bodies have already endorsed this proposal. The model was populated by the Western and
Central Pacific Fisheries Commission and the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission in 2016, with
information provided by the former now in the public domain, and the Inter-American
Tropical Tuna Commission’s newly available public shark data holdings will be integrated
next. It is also worth noting that if a bycatch data exchange protocol template is completed
and posted in the public domain then the Bycatch Mitigation Information System (see
below) should pick up the information.

42 No funds were made available to ICCAT, for instance, which is advancing this issue using its own funds and through
a memorandum of understanding with CITES.
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Although the bycatch data exchange protocol was not in the original project design
(project document) the mid-term evaluation considers this a useful contribution to bycatch
knowledge management (and therefore capacity to address it), and should help to build
confidence among data owners, identify gaps and further necessary work, and improve
the quality and reliability of data on crucial bycatch issues for developing management and
mitigation strategies. Also, importantly, given that the t-RFMOs are not used to working
together the bycatch data exchange protocol represents a platform on which data sharing
between t-RFMOs can be built and offers an important opportunity for the t-RFMOs to
collaborate on addressing a common issue.

3.2.3.3 Bycatch Mitigation Information System (BMIS)
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The Project proposed to revise and release a new global BMIS website (Output 3.1.3) with
technical data on species on its website. This has suffered delays of six to nine months.
Consequently, there will be much less time for its operation before the close of the Project
although its use and impact should be assessed by the Project’s Final Evaluation. The use of
BMIS, hosted by the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, will rely on content
from multiple sources, but all of the information held by BMIS will be acquired through
public domain sources by the BMIS team. It is not dependent on data held by the t-RFMOs
Secretariats although it would be useful if all could complete relevant BMIS templates,
as this would strengthen the value of the BMIS as a capacity-building tool to address
bycatch (and the t-RFMOs would benefit themselves). Once the new BMIS website is fully
operational it will need to be widely promoted with key benefits highlighted to ensure
that stakeholders contribute. There will also need to be a mechanism to ensure its longterm maintenance (the International Seafood Sustainability Foundation funded the BMIS
between its initial development by WCPFC and when project funds became available) as
there will be costs to WCPFC. Over the long-term the Secretariat of the Pacific Community
could possibly provide this role as Scientific Services Provider to the WCPFC.

3.2.3.4 Seabird bycatch mitigation for longline fisheries
125

There have been substantial delays over the delivery of the seabird bycatch mitigation
work being undertaken by BirdLife South Africa (Output 3.2.1). The problems have
largely stemmed from BLSA failing a mandatory fiduciary assessment required by FAO
to qualify as an executing body. However, despite the delays, BLSA has delivered some
good results, including seabird bycatch mitigation fact sheets and outreach workshops
in China and Korea, which were well received according to interviewees. There are also
some encouraging initial results from at-sea trials of seabird mitigation measures using a
new line weighting system (‘Lumo Leads’) which, importantly, appears to have no safety or
operational costs, no effects on catch rates, and marginal effect on bait loss. However, only
a relatively small number of at-sea trials had been undertaken up to October 2016 and there
is a concern that there will be too little data from the at-sea trips to allow a robust statistical
analysis (clear, scientifically sound results are needed to convince the fishing industry to
adopt mitigation measures). If the effectiveness of the Lumo Leads can be confirmed by
the Project then their widespread adoption could be transformative in terms of reducing
seabird bycatch from longliners. Consequently, the Project needs to ensure sufficient trips
are undertaken, even if this means some reallocation of the overall project budget to fund
further at-sea trials. It would also be useful if a cost-benefit analysis of standard gear versus
bycatch mitigation measures could be undertaken that includes crew times, gear loss,
effects on target catch (or not catching target species), etc.
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The Project’s port-based outreach work, based on a well-tested approach developed
through the Albatross Task Force over many years, and targeted at the fishing masters
and captains of boats arriving into Cape Town, South Africa and ports in Namibia, is still
in the early stages but could potentially lead to significant uptake of mitigation measures.
One measure of success would be if the countries and the fleets begin submitting credible
information on bycatch to the RFMOs, with widespread observer programmes with the
coverage required by the t-RFMOs and data collected in a standardized format. There is
some evidence that the outreach activities undertaken to date have had some effect with
participants who return for follow-up courses, e.g. in South Korea, having improved seabird
identification skills. BLSA is also beginning to examine the effectiveness of the outreach
work in promoting the uptake of bycatch mitigation gear recommendations through
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checking on vessels that have previously undergone project outreach on their return
to Cape Town, which by the end of the Project should provide some valuable data and
recommendations on ways to best promote the uptake of bycatch mitigation measures.
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However, there have been a number of challenges to the outreach work including having to
deal with multiple languages and a key barrier to overcome is that some crews and companies
still view data gathering as an activity that could result in penalization by the boat owners or
possible prosecutions and fail to see the benefits of collecting data. The Project team in South
Africa would perhaps benefit from a linkage/exchange of experiences with the International
Seafood Sustainability Foundation Skippers Workshops (undertaken under Output 3.2.2, see
below), which have similar aims and approaches and have been operating for many years
so could probably offer useful advice to address some of these challenges and improve the
effectiveness of the BLSA’s port-based outreach work.
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There is also a need for additional resources for port-based outreach work for South Africa as
the Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna recently increased the quota for
southern Bluefin tuna, which is likely to result in more joint vessel ventures and growth of the
national pelagic long-line fleet capacity in South Africa, with a corresponding increase in bycatch.
The BLSA team wishes to take the opportunity to hire a dedicated bycatch coordinator to work
with the owners and crews of the new vessels to ensure that they follow good practices and are
compliant with South African, Indian Ocean Tuna Commission and International Commission for
the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas rules. The mid-term evaluation supports this proposal and
suggests that funds that were allocated to the failed attempt to set up an electronic monitoring
system pilot in South Africa and Brazil should be used for this. It would also help to rebuild the
relationship with the South Africa fishing industry and perhaps facilitate introduction of a pilot
EMS in the future.
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Under the original design of the Project, BLSA was to undertake work on marine turtle bycatch
issues, but this has been limited to covering relevant mitigation measures as a sub-topic during
workshops in Indonesia and Korea (under Output 3.2.1) with some observer training, and the
Technical Coordinator-Sharks and Bycatch covered sea turtle bycatch issues at the BirdLife
International-China workshop in Fiji in December 2016.43 However, it should be noted that
BLSA is not working in areas where this is an important issue (consequently it is unclear why
such activities were included in the BLSA work programme at the design stage).

3.2.3.5 Purse seine trials, skippers workshops and research on fish aggregating devices (FADs)
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The Project has supported a number of Skippers Workshops run by the International Seafood
Sustainability Foundation (built on the existing ISSF Skippers Workshops programme) at
various locations worldwide (Output 3.2.2) at which fishers and scientists have had the
opportunity to hold dialogues on bycatch mitigation best practices for tuna purse seiners.
The results suggest that these workshops are helping to change attitudes towards bycatch
and how to deal with it, with indirect evidence that boat owners and captains are more
favourable towards mitigation measures after the course. This is indicated by changes in
the ‘acceptance level’ of respondents to the use of FADs that minimize entanglement by
different (purse seine) tuna fleets around the world, although it is still not clear to what
extent this translates into actual changes in practices and gear modification (observer and
EM data could be used to measure this). Under this output there has also been tagging of
different species (shark, fish and tunas).
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A focus for much of the at-sea trials undertaken by ISSF (Output 3.2.2) is testing of modifications
to fish aggregating devices44 in the Atlantic, Indian and Pacific Oceans along with associated

43 http://www.commonoceans.org/news/news-detail/en/c/469870/
44 FADs are one of the most important tools used by purse seine fleets to capture tuna worldwide. Some 60 percent of
all processed tuna globally is caught by large scale purse seine vessels. Approximately 40 percent of tropical tuna catch
from purse seine vessels is caught using FADS, and approximately 50 percent of global skipjack is caught using FADS.
FADS are very efficient but there is a significant problem with the levels of bycatch and their use and proliferation
in recent years represent a major threat to sustainable fisheries and their management is one of the priority issues
concerning sustainable tuna fisheries worldwide. There are a number of issues concerning the management of FADs
that need to be addressed, including reliable data and a lack of limits on the numbers deployed, the aggregation of
juvenile yellowfin and big eye tuna and other impacts on pelagic species under FADs, rogue FADs that drift onto reefs
and destroy corals or drift out of EEZs into high seas areas pulling tunas and bycatch species with them.
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research being undertaken jointly with the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission in
Panama. This has produced some good and highly relevant results on the design (including
some preliminary results of biodegradable FADs), selection and operation of fish aggregating
devices (based on comparison with control groups) and on the use of modified sonar devices on
FADs to identify individual species of tuna (different species of tuna and bycatch show different
frequency responses) that should allow better targeting and management of FADs to reduce
bycatch. The results of these trials are already feeding into awareness materials produced by ISSF
(available on their website, although interestingly these results have not yet been presented on
the Common Oceans website), and are being used in their Skippers Workshops.
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Due to the widespread concern over bycatch associated with FADs, the International Commission
for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas has also proposed a review of FADs data available through
the t-RFMOs Secretariats, leading to the possibility of harmonization of fish aggregating device
data collection through the t-RFMOs. The intention is that this work will be partly co-financed
through the Project (GEF) funds and link with a recently established t-RFMO FADs Working
Group45 that is seeking to address their management, environmental impact and bycatch issues.
The mid-term evaluation fully supports this proposal, although there are issues of sustainability.
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There was little in the original project design targeting fish aggregating devices and their
management as, according to interviewees, they were not considered a priority by the t-RFMOs at
the time. However, this view has changed, or received more publicity, and this output represents
the main project activity relating to addressing the damage caused by these devices; given the
widespread use of fish aggregating devices,46 its results are considered highly important and the
project needs to ensure they are promoted more widely.

3.2.3.6 Gillnet bycatch in the Northern Indian Ocean
134

In Pakistan the Project has successfully established a crew-based observer programme for the
local gillnet fisheries to collect information on catch and bycatch (Output 1.1.3)47 and begin
addressing the large bycatch associated with this fishery. Observers were selected on the
basis of their knowledge, experience, interest, and their conservation attitude, and were given
training on the identification of different tuna and allied fish species, how to release bycatch
species, etc. As a result of the Project, on-board observer coverage increased from 6.2 percent
to 12.2 percent from July to December 2016, which is a substantial achievement given the
low baseline and difficulties in setting up an observer programme. According to interviewees,
this has improved fisheries statistics and understanding of the mortality of the endangered
species in gillnets. However, the observers are members of the crew which calls into question
the independence and quality of the data (which are not checked) and consequently the
utility of the whole crew-based approach being promoted by WWF-Pakistan. In addition, the
crew are paid by WWF-Pakistan from project funds so there is also some concern over the
fate (sustainability) of the observer programme once the project financing ends. At present,
ownership of the scheme by the national and provincial fisheries agencies is low (some have
been little involved in the design, operation or supervision of the scheme) but government
authorities need to either take over the pilot or initiate their own scheme which will require
financing. Importantly, according to interviewees, the observer data collected to date has been
shared with the relevant Indian Ocean Tuna Commission Working Party, which has allowed the
Government of Pakistan to reengage with IOTC following a period of some years when there
was little attendance at IOTC meetings.

135

Unfortunately, the Project’s proposal to encourage a change from gillnet to longline tuna fishing
to reduce bycatch levels, by paying for the modification of gillnet gear, has been delayed. This is
largely due to the reluctance of fishermen to consider changing their fishing methods (fishermen
tend to be conservative and it takes time to become proficient in a new fishing method), and

45 Some t-RFMOs have created specific FAD Working Groups that are seeking to address issues related to tuna FAD
fishing. In 2016, the t-RFMOs Secretariats held discussions on the possibility of staging a joint t-RFMO meeting
on FAD fishing issues, and agreement was reached between ICCAT, IOTC and IATTC to hold the first Joint t-RFMO
FAD Working Group in April 2017 (WCPFC is not participating but has its own FAD working group). A t-RFMO FADs
Working Group was formerly established during this meeting, which is seeking to address their management,
environmental impact and bycatch issues.
46 There are estimated to be in the order of 120 000 FADs deployed worldwide.
47 Output 1.1.3 was included in the original project design framework under Component 1, but following review
early on in implementation was reassigned to Component 3 as it addresses bycatch issues. However, its original
numbering has been retained.
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there is a significant issue over whether their vessels are suitable for longline fishing operations
given that they require large fish holds to ice the catch properly and deck space for the longline
gear (so costs of conversion could be impossibly high). There are also fears over whether the
new product (high grade tuna) could be marketed and sold (and there has been no market chain
analysis). There are likely to be further delays (until October 2017) due to the fishing season.
Consequently, in the mid-term evaluation’s opinion, the Project should cut this element of the
work in Pakistan and reallocate the budget (perhaps to the observer programme), as it is unlikely
that there will be enough time remaining in the Project to rig-up a boat and conduct enough
trials to determine whether gear alteration is viable or not before the formal end of the Project.
Instead, conversion to alternative gear would be better treated under a follow-up project, and
a feasibility study should be undertaken to examine the likelihood of, and options for, gear
conversion.48 However, in order to make a decision over the gear conversion element, and
because other elements of the Project’s work in Pakistan are unclear (e.g. level of government
ownership of the observer programme and its future, and ownership of the National Plan of
Action for Sharks) a Project Management Unit/Project Task Force supervisory mission should be
undertaken to Pakistan to assess progress and future work. This should be treated as a priority
and take place before the next Project Steering Committee meeting in July 2017.
3.2.3.7 Best Practices on bycatch mitigation
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Given the wide range of important experiences coming out of the Project on identifying
best practices for mitigating bycatch impacts for particular tuna fisheries and how to
communicate/engage with the fishing community to promote those techniques, the
Project should consider gathering these together with lessons learned and publishing them
in a specific document as Identifying and Promoting Best Practices for Bycatch Mitigation
for sharks, seabirds, turtles and small tunas (identified under the revised Theory of Change
as a specific ‘intermediate output’ of the Project), This would mirror the monitoring, control
and surveillance Best Practices review (see above), but draw more on the Project’s direct
experience, perhaps initially captured through a targeted lesson learning workshop. The
bycatch mitigation Best Practices review could also include guidance on how best to
promote and achieve adoption of bycatch mitigation measures, drawing on experience
from the International Seafood Sustainability Foundation and BirdLife. Indeed, it would be
useful if the Project undertook a formal comparison of different approaches to outreach
working (information, materials, media, means, etc.) to assess their effectiveness in
promoting uptake of bycatch mitigation measures, as there is little published guidance on
this.

3.2.3.8 Data confidentiality
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The development of the shark stock assessments and the marine turtle work (Component
3) highlight an important wider challenge facing fisheries scientists and managers, that
of access to confidential data. All the t-RFMOs have different confidentiality policies and
arrangements, and member states/the fishing industry are generally unwilling to release
bycatch data due to concerns that the data may be used against them, which often presents
a barrier for the collection and analyses of data needed to improve management of tuna
fisheries. Data sharing for bycatch can be particularly problematic for those t-RFMOs which
do not themselves hold observer data (e.g. ICCAT), and fine scale data, such as trip reports,
are not usually accessible (more common is generalized global statistics such as stratified
data at a scale of 5 degree x 5 degree). Consequently, the project team’s negotiation of
confidentiality agreements to access highly confidential data sets for species of shark and
marine turtles from countries that traditionally have been reluctant to share data, with
the project’s Technical Coordinator-Sharks and Bycatch taking on the role of intermediary
manager for the time-limited confidential data, is a notable achievement.

Achievements of this component at the outcome level
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In terms of achievement at the outcome level, the above outputs have helped significantly
improve the shark fisheries management framework across the Pacific (Outcome 3 -

48 The MTE understands that an international consultant undertook a brief desk-based feasibility study in 2009 as
FAO could not recruit a longline expert to go to Pakistan, but it is unclear if any analysis has been undertaken since
which directly involved the fishers themselves.
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Improved shark fisheries management frameworks) and led to better Pan-Pacific treatment
of sharks, which is one of the Project’s Global Environment Benefits. The various shark data
collection and analysis and stock assessments mentioned above have led to the adoption of
recommendations for shark data improvement initiatives by the Western and Central Pacific
Fisheries Commission (December 2015, in the form of changes to the Regional Observer
Programme Minimum Data Standards and Fields), and the Project’s input was considered
critical in securing the approval of IATTC Resolution C16-06 on Conservation Measures for
Shark Species, with emphasis on the silky shark, and to two others. In addition, WCPFC
adopted safe release guidelines for encircled animals (including whale sharks) in December
2015, following a project proposal based on an analysis of whale shark interactions in the
Western and Central Pacific Ocean and, again due to the Project’s influence, WCPFC has
agreed to produce a new shark conservation and management measure for 2018 and
designated manta and mobulidae rays as key species.
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In Pakistan, amendments to the fisheries legislation have been made for conservation of
sharks by the provincial governments of Balochistan and Sindh due to project interventions;
the draft National Plan of Action for Sharks for Pakistan developed through the Project
should also strengthen the shark fisheries management framework (Outcome 3) in the
Northern Indian Ocean, although there have been delays over the latter’s approval due to
insufficient collaboration with the relevant federal and provincial fisheries agencies during
its development, which needs to be addressed.
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The Project’s efforts to pilot bycatch mitigation measures and promote their uptake,
through the research and outreach work being undertaken by the International Seafood
Sustainability Foundation for purse seine fleets and BirdLife South Africa for industrial
longliners, can be said to be helping to meet the achievement of Outcome 4 (Bycatch
mitigation best practices integrated into t-RFMOs’ management planning processes and
adopted by targeted tuna vessels), although the extent of the uptake of best practices is
unclear.
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An examination of the Project’s contribution towards achieving medium-term changes and
likelihood of delivering longer-term results and impacts (as defined in the reconstructed
Theory of Change) is presented in Box 4 below.

Box 4: Likely achievement of longer-term results and impacts
Based on the above results, the Project can be said to have already made a promising contribution
to transforming tuna fishing operations to mitigate negative impacts on ecosystems
and associated biodiversity (e.g. bycatch of sharks, birds, turtles, marine
mammals (Medium-term Outcome 1), although the degree of uptake of mitigation measures is
unclear (and levels of compliance is unknown for most fleets).49 However, based on the evidence
gathered by the mid-term evaluation, the Project is still some way from making a meaningful
contribution to achieving overall management of tuna fisheries following an Ecosystem Based
Fisheries Management approach (Medium-term Outcome 2 - Management of tuna fisheries
follows Ecosystem Based Fisheries Management approach and the Precautionary
Approach) although the Project’s work on sharks in the Pacific, particularly if the Pacific region’s
fisheries eventually transform to managing shark fisheries, represents some valuable initial work
towards this. Also, depending on the level of commitment, follow-up to the joint t-RFMO workshop
on the implementation of EBFM may at least provide a foundation with agreement on concepts,
definitions and means to operationalize the Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries Management
approach in practical terms, which is an important and necessary first step.
The Project’s results delivered to date under Component 2 are helping to improve long-term
capacity and enhanced information for MCS to fight IUU fishing strengthened
and harmonized across RFMOs (Medium-term Outcome 3). However, it is too early to be
able to assess to what extent the Project will lead to a significant reduction in illegal, unreported
and unregulated fishing (Medium-term Outcome 4 - IUU fishing for tuna reduced, and
eventually eliminated), and in fact the Project is not able to measure this directly. However,
the electronic monitoring system pilots, if successful and replicated, should act as deterrents, and
according to interviewees the adoption of these systems has already improved identification of
49 Observer data collected for the bycatch of the American Samoa pelagic longline fleets over the last number
of years has shown that mitigation measures implemented in the last two years have definitely reduced turtle
mortalities and gear entanglements with marine mammals. (P.Watts pers.comm).
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compliance infractions (based on real data) in both Fiji and Ghana, and the Pacific Island Forum
Fisheries Agency’s Integrated monitoring, control and surveillance System has resulted in the
identification of hundreds of non-compliance infractions of fishing vessels.
Based on the mid-term evaluation findings, the Project is contributing to a move towards the Project’s
Intermediate State of ‘responsible, efficient, sustainable production of tuna’, which is
essentially the Project’s stated objective, and the Project’s ultimate desired long-term impact – ‘to
improve the status and resilience of populations of tuna and other biodiversity
impacted by fisheries in ABNJs, although clearly a much longer period will be needed with
additional resources to ensure these are reached. For instance, it will take some years before it is
clear whether seabird bycatch mitigation technology has been successfully adopted within fishing
fleets and overall bycatch levels have been reduced.
According to interviewees in the fishing industry, access to international markets is considered
critical for their long-term future and to ensure continued inward investments. Thus market pressure
and certification/ecolabelling schemes or the International Seafood Sustainability Foundation’s
Proactive Vessel Register50 scheme are potentially powerful drivers for the widespread adoption of
EAFM/EBFM and counter-IUU fishing measures. The link between harvest strategies adoption and
ecolabelling has been employed to some extent by the Project, for instance to advance the process in
the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, taking advantage of the interest of the Maldives and a number
of other countries to apply for MSC certification (the approval of the harvest control rules for skipjack
tuna in IOTC was critical for the Maldives for MSC certification of their fisheries).51 This linkage
has also been showcased at international events, e.g. as a case study at an FAO Committee on
Fisheries Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction side event and during the capacity-building workshop
in Panama, which probably contributed to the support from Ecuador for the adoption of harvest
strategies in the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission. Indeed, the MSC has been pushing for
implementation of harvest strategies (and the Precautionary Approach is a precondition for MSC
certification), so the Project’s efforts are timely.52 However, the mid-term evaluation feels that the
Project could perhaps do more here to examine how best to use market mechanisms and promote
the economic/financial gains from adopting harvest strategies and conservative management
measures much more in its communications materials as it would help drive uptake and replication
of some of the project’s results, e.g. the EMS pilots.
Another important driver to promote the impact of project results are national or t-RFMO
commitments to international agreements, such as the Kobe Course of Action, which all five of
the t-RFMOs are supporting so have an obligation to deliver. The Project’s Steering Committee
includes all the t-RFMO Secretariats; key figures within the Project are also members of various
Kobe committees, e.g. chair of the Kobe Bycatch Group, and the Project has contributed to relevant
Kobe technical initiatives such as the first meeting of the Kobe Joint MSE Technical Working Group.
However, the last meeting of the Kobe process was in 2011 and it has been essentially moribund
since with activities continuing at only a low level. Indeed, it could be argued that the Project is
helping to drive (rejuvenate) agreed aspects of the Kobe process rather than being driven by it
(although certainly at the design stage Kobe was considered a driver). One of the key aims of the
Kobe process was to facilitate harmonization and sharing of technical information between the
t-RFMOs, which the Project has been advancing, particularly successfully between the Western and
Central Pacific Fisheries Commission and the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission through its
shark work. Related to this, one of the less direct, but nevertheless important results of the Project is
that it is supporting individual member countries to comply with various resolutions of the t-RFMOs
and other international instruments. In the case of Pakistan, for instance, the Project has reportedly
helped the Government of Pakistan to comply with various resolutions of the IOTC, including helping
to address anomalies in fisheries data.
Other international process that are also relevant for promoting the Project’s aims to which the
Project is seeking (or needs to seek) to engage with include the proposal to protect ecosystems and
constituent biodiversity in ABNJ through a dedicated legal instrument under the United Nations

50 The ISSF ProActive Vessel Register acts as an encouragement for purse seine vessels to adopt ISSF-approved
mitigation best practices so there is a route for uptake of key results into the industry. http://iss-foundation.org/
knowledge-tools/databases/proactive-vessel-register/. The Proactive Vessel Register is intended to help build
greater transparency in global tuna fleets, helps identify individual vessels that are implementing science-based,
sustainable tuna fishing practices; they track compliance by individual vessels through third party auditing and
have most of the world’s purse seine vessels listed on the Proactive Vessel Register.
51 Although the project itself was not critical in the certification of the MDV fishery, the IOTC Secretariat worked with
Maldives to support and champion the harvest strategy work which was critical to maintain the certification of the
skipjack. The project took advantage and built upon this relationship.
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52 Many countries in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean region, including Fiji, Cook Islands, Solomon Islands, PNA
and American Samoa, with Philippines, Taiwan, Samoa and others are interested in MSC certification in the near
future.
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Convention on the Law of the Sea53 with which the Project has a connection through the Capacity
Project within the wider Common Oceans programme (see Annex 4), but it has yet to fully exploit this
linkage. Also, the Project has provided important data (and identified management implications)
from its shark work to CITES review processes. Given that this listing argues for sustainable fishing
this should help better achieve the Project’s long-term biodiversity aims. Better linkage with FAO
Committee on Fisheries, which represents the principal meeting where the major stakeholders in
the world’s fisheries discuss common issues and developments, with more targeted presentations
and guidance from the Project would also be valuable. Consequently, it is suggested that the Project
examine more opportunities for mainstreaming project results into existing international processes
as part of its renewed communications and mainstreaming strategy and plan and make financial
resources available to do this (e.g. attend critical meetings) which would help towards achieving
greater impact and sustainability of project results.
It should be noted however that the final impact of the Project will always be limited due to the
Global Environment Facility eligibility rules, as some countries with large fishing fleets which are
known to impact on the fisheries of the (GEF Eligible) developing countries, e.g. the European Union,
Japan, Taiwan, Province of China, cannot be included in GEF-funded activities, even if they have
an interest in engaging with the Project, e.g. South Korea. In the mid-term evaluation’s opinion,
a strategy needs to be developed on how to involve these countries, perhaps through working
more closely with project partners such as ISSF, with these countries’ involvement paid for through
co-financing. For instance, there are possibilities to engage with China and Taiwan, Province of
China through the David and Lucile Packard Foundation money, if project activities are held as joint
initiatives.
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The overall rating for delivery of outputs, outcomes and objectives at the mid-term is
Satisfactory.

Efficiency - Repeat of EQ 2
Finding 6: Efficiency of results’ delivery has been generally good with the Project built on preexisting structures, processes and programmes, and an experienced partner base. Having FAO
as both the GEF implementing partner and the Project’s executing agency facilitated faster
internal FAO communications and enabled access to expertise and legal advice. However,
although key project positions were filled early, many project initiatives were delayed due
to FAO administrative processes and requirements (two of the four partners with whom
execution agreements were to have been signed failed the FAO fiduciary assessments) and
other impediments, and some elements of the Project are overly complex and work against
efficiency, particularly in relation to the electronic monitoring system pilot in Ghana.
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The Project has built on pre-existing structures, programmes and processes, and wellestablished partnerships with organizations that already had significant experience of
promoting sustainable management of fisheries (ISSF and WWF) and bycatch issues (ISSF,
BirdLife and the Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels). In addition,
the Project’s access to world-class experts (and the right choice of consultants) along with
a technically excellent and very professional Project Management Unit team, including
the outposted Technical Coordinator-Sharks and Bycatch in Pohnpei, have been key
reasons why some project deliverables have been of high quality, e.g. shark assessments,
and/or could be produced relatively quickly, e.g. port state measures template and catch
documentation scheme guidelines.
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Having FAO as the executing agency with a Project Management Unit based in Rome has
allowed greater interaction with the FAO regular programme and fisheries experts, as well
as speeding-up internal FAO communication, which has promoted efficiency and enabled
access to expertise and, importantly, to legal advice. Also, recruitment of key positions in
the Project Management Unit team was done very quickly as it was begun early in process.
There was some useful pre-planning by FAO, and the recruitment process for the project
manager, although risky, started several months before the Global Environment Facility
formally endorsed the Project and funding was released (perhaps a model for future FAOGEF projects). This meant that the Project, unlike many other GEF projects, was able to have

53 Development of an International Legally Binding Instrument under the United Nations Convention on the Law
of the Sea on the Conservation and Sustainable Use of Marine Biological Diversity of Areas Beyond National
Jurisdiction.
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most of the Project Management Unit team in place in the first couple of months and have
an inception workshop very early in the implementation period (March 2014) compared to
most GEF projects.
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However, many project initiatives were initially delayed or impeded due to complex,
demanding FAO requirements and processes, particularly in relation to execution
agreements,54 production of publications within FAO and procurement of equipment. For
instance, arranging the execution agreement with WWF-United States took from January
to November 2014 (nine to ten months), and in one case, the delays over establishing the
Project within the FAO system contributed to the loss of a specific project element – the
Parties to the Nauru Agreement Vessel Day Scheme review. The Project Management Unit
team has had no influence over this internal FAO process, but has managed delivery well,
finding workarounds. Another significant drag on efficiency has been the dual demands
on the time of the project manager who has been acting as a temporary Executive
Secretary and Science Manager of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission for more than a
year. Unfortunately FAO, as the implementing agency and executing agency has not acted
promptly to find a replacement head of IOTC, resulting in delays and inefficiency at the
decision-making level both for the Project and IOTC.
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There have also been other delays due to non-project/FAO causes, e.g. the Ghana
workshop and a bycatch mitigation workshop targeted at the Chinese longline fleet in
Fiji were delayed several times. Language barriers at some workshops, e.g. Ghana harvest
strategies workshop, have also reduced efficiency in communicating key ideas and project
messages.
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In the mid-term evaluation’s opinion, the project design team, Project Management Unit,
FAO and partners did not fully appreciate the high workloads and low level of commitments
of some individuals participating in the Project, especially Small Island Developing States
government officials and t-RFMO staff, with the result that work plans and timetables have
slipped, and an early lesson here is that long lead in times are needed to plan and secure
workshops and similar events for such large complex GEF projects.
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The overall rating for efficiency is Moderately Satisfactory.

3.3 Evaluation Question 3: What factors have affected the delivery and
results of the Project and how can the delivery be improved? (project design
and readiness)
Finding 7: The Project has suffered from a complicated project results framework that
impeded understanding of the aims and direction of the Project, and connections between
the various elements. Its weak readiness is also reflected in the delays affecting some of its
activities.
Sub-question: To what extent were the Project objectives and components clear, practical and
feasible within the timeframe, and what were the key challenges faced in designing the Project and
how can the process be improved for future projects?
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There was a long, complicated design process for the Project. Although this was one of the
largest projects in the Global Environment Facility portfolio under GEF-5, the level of funding
available for the main design period – the Project Preparation Grant (PPG) process - was
limited and indeed was reduced by half by the GEF Secretariat to USD 350 000 just before
the PPG period was due to start, necessitating cuts and reducing plans for widespread
consultation with stakeholders. As a result, there was no opportunity to bring all the major
stakeholders together during the PPG stage for a specific project-led workshop. This led
to later problems, with some stakeholders not understanding the project aims, confusion
over roles and responsibilities, and disagreements over budgets, with at least one t-RFMO
Secretariat misunderstanding the GEF budget funding allocations and processes.

54 As one reviewer noted ‘when the project started FAO did not have the Operational Partner Implementation
Modality (OPIM) in place. In future the new modality (OPIM) should facilitate the establishment of execution
arrangements’.
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Instead, the design team (a mixture of high quality consultants led by the FAO Lead
Technical Officer of the Project and FAO staff members) targeted planned meetings of
the t-RFMOs, including a 2012 FAO Commission on Fisheries meeting at FAO when the
heads of the five t-RFMOs and BL/FFA/WWF/ISSF were present, and other events to give
presentations on project design progress and elicit feedback although, of course, this
meant that not all stakeholders had the opportunity to input. The mid-term evaluation
received widespread criticism of this consultative process, and questions were raised about
the level of ownership of the project design by the t-RFMOs. For instance, some stated that
some of the Project’s initiatives did not coincide with what were seen as t-RFMO priority
issues that needed to be addressed at the time, and the issues identified for action were
not sufficiently linked to the Kobe process. Particular mention was made of the inclusion
of the rights-based management and Vessel Day Scheme elements of the Project (Outputs
1.2.1 and 1.2.2), which was proposed and promoted by the GEF Secretariat, WWF-United
States and FAO, but felt to be inappropriate and opposed by many of the t-RFMOs. As a
compromise, the VDS scheme which was originally to be treated as a separate component
was merged with Component 1 and reduced in scope and size. However, the inclusion of
RBM created tensions between some groups of stakeholders and led to questions over
who ‘owned’ the Project.
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The current Project Manager, due to his relationship with the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission
and respect amongst the t-RFMO community, was a significant champion for the Project,
and his input was particularly important during the PPG and early implementation stages
when he helped improve ownership among some of the t-RFMOs. By the end of the design
phase most of the t-RFMOs felt that the final design did address some of the major issues
concerning sustainable management of tuna resources and in some cases the t-RFMO
subsidiary bodies/committees did make recommendations that fed into the project design.
For instance, the inclusion of the consolidated list of authorized vessels under Component
2 is attributed to a proposal from IOTC. Unfortunately, the issue of poor ownership was not
helped by the changes in project elements by the GEF Secretariat between submission of
the project document and GEF CEO endorsement of the Project in late 2013 which did not
have approval from (or even discussion with) the t-RFMOs. For instance, under Output 1.1.1,
national and regional action plans for harvest strategies were agreed by all stakeholders,
including fisheries managers and scientists, with a focus on the member countries of the
five t-RFMOs with priorities established by region. However, because of the regional nature
of the process, the idea of national level plans was removed from the ProDoc, but the GEF
Secretariat insisted on them being added in again, although they were again later removed
from the Project at the inception phase.
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There was also criticism of both FAO and GEF Secretariat for failing to understand that
it is the member states of the t-RFMOs that have the decision-making authority and not
their Secretariats which serve the member states, and the t-RFMOs require consensus from
member states for any major intervention to be adopted, so targeting project activities at
the t-RFMO Secretariats was not necessarily going to be effective in catalysing changes to
fishing practices and investment at the national level.
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There was also little active involvement of the FAO country or regional offices during the
design phase, rather responsibility to discuss the Project with member states was delegated
to t-RFMO Secretariats, and the low level of engagement with the relevant national FAO
country offices has continued, e.g. interviews with FAO staff in Fiji and Ghana showed
generally little awareness of the Project, its aims or results (e.g. results from the electronic
monitoring system pilot, although the Country Office in Ghana assisted in the entry of
equipment for the Project into the country). As a result, opportunities for facilitating the
Project may have been missed and in future, the relevant FAO country offices and regional
offices should be much more involved in facilitating the delivery of the Project, and there is
a need for better briefing of national and regional FAO staff and exploration of how they
can actually assist, including the need to help feed key messages to governments and the
business community nationally.
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There was particular debate during the design phase over the role, responsibilities and level
of involvement of the NGO community in the Project. Some t-RFMO Member States were
supportive of their involvement, while others were sceptical about the capacity of the NGO
partners to deliver many of the activities and sensitive about NGOs ‘pushing their own agendas’.
There was particular resistance to the idea of any NGO having a project oversight role. For
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instance, there was a proposal at the PPG stage that the t-RFMOs and their member states
would report to WWF (rather than FAO in Rome), but this was viewed as unacceptable and
an alternative arrangement was made at the inception workshop. Indeed, some interviewees
questioned whether WWF should have had such a large role in the design and implementation
of the Project.55
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The Project has suffered from a complicated project results framework (set out as the
logical framework) with no Theory of Change, many outputs and activities and a poorly
articulated project logic in places making for a complex ‘patchy’ design. This has impeded
understanding of the aims and direction of the Project and connections between the various
elements. There has also been some criticism that the Project has lacked a clear vision of
what it was trying to achieve overall which, according to interviewees, has not been helped
by a project document that is confusing in places. In particular, many interviewees claimed
that they have never fully understood the purpose and content of Component 1, although
Components 2 and 3, which address more practical and technical issues, are considered
better designed, clearer and more comprehensive. The Project Management Unit team
attempted to tackle the weaknesses in the design soon after implementation, with some
success, through constructing a preliminary Theory of Change and rationalizing the design
by rearranging some of the outputs and associated activities (for instance, Output 1.1.3 was
moved to Component 3 since it largely deals with bycatch issues).
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It should be noted that one of the original project outputs - Output 1.1.2 - aims at
improving compliance, but its rationale is not clearly explained and its funds have been
used for a variety of activities, mostly related to activities under Component 2 but also
towards some activities to address bycatch issues under Component 3. It is therefore used,
to some extent, to top-up budgets for other outputs as and when needed. Whilst having
such a ‘contingency’ within a GEF project is very useful and allows the Project to respond
to unforeseen events or non-programmed opportunities, in the interests of transparency
it would be better if this Output was cut and the associated funds assigned directly to the
other Components in the next budget revision.
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The Project’s focus is on sustainable tuna management and biodiversity conservation on
the high seas but key elements of the Project, such as catch documentation schemes, port
state measures and training workshops for compliance officers (most of Component 2)
are also relevant to member state exclusive economic zones. Also, fishing activities carried
out in ABNJs can impact the EEZs, including illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing,
unsecured fish aggregating devices drifting into national waters, and increased provision
of baits and bycatch from industrial fisheries leading to decreased captures in artisanal
fisheries, e.g. in Seychelles. This illustrates the point that many of the Project’s activities are
not linked solely to activities in the ABNJ, and that tuna fisheries cannot be easily separated
according to where the activities are taking place, but fisheries management needs to be
viewed in a more comprehensive, holistic way (not according to political boundaries). On
the other hand, the Project’s most common title – ‘ABNJ Tuna Project’ - has caused some
confusion as the label ‘ABNJ’ has been understood by some to mean that the Project only
deals with high seas issues and so was less relevant to them.
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Surprisingly, given the size and complexity of the Project, there was no formal assessment
of the project executing partners undertaken at the PPG stage to ensure they had the
necessary structures, systems and capacity in place to deliver the Project effectively. It was
simply assumed that the partners, as well-established organizations with experience of
large donor-funded projects, had the necessary means. Unfortunately, some partners and
stakeholder groups struggled to be involved, such as the Parties to the Nauru Agreement,
and others failed a mandatory FAO fiduciary assessment, which created significant delays
during early implementation. Unfortunately, these assessments were only undertaken after
project start-up and required many months to resolve. In future, for projects of this size
and complexity and where significant financial resources are involved, FAO needs to ensure
that the institutional capacity requirements for proposed executing partners are assessed
during the project design phase, i.e. before implementation begins, and not afterwards. It

55 The involvement of WWF-United States in the project dates back to its very early concept phase, when WWFUnited States were seeking to develop a sustainable tuna management project with UNDP-GEF for the Eastern
Pacific. GEF expanded this idea, brought in other actors, including FAO, and over a period of two to three years the
concept grew into a global project to encompass other regions and oceans. As a result of this, the GEF Secretariat
was keen for WWF-United States to play a significant role in the project’s implementation.
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is suggested that the associated costs of these assessments are paid from the PPG,56 with
a co-financing contribution from FAO (co-financing is required from the implementing
agency during PPG as well as during implementation), or as an advance against the GEF
management fee. The mid-term evaluation understands that the project design team
did suggest that the assessments should be conducted during the PPG stage but this was
rejected by FAO headquarters. It is suggested that the GEF Secretariat discusses the timing
of the fiduciary assessment directly with FAO to find a way to avoid lengthy delays over
project implementation in the future.
159

It should be noted that there is substantial competition between GEF implementing
agencies for a limited number of GEF projects and funds (there are now 18 implementing
agencies listed on the GEF website). Consequently, FAO needs to be aware that operational
barriers and particularly institutional/administration systems that lead to lengthy and
unnecessary delays, such as the fiduciary assessments, are likely to count against it in the
future for national, regional and global GEF projects.
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The overall rating for project preparation and readiness is Moderately Satisfactory.

Sub-question: How effective has the Project been in communicating and promoting its key
messages and results to partners, stakeholders and a general audience? How can this be improved?
(GEF category of visibility, communication and knowledge sharing (Same as EQ 3)
Finding 8: Overall, communications has been weak, evidenced by mixed understanding
of the Project among participants, of its key aims and ideas. What contributed to this was
the lack of a project-specific communication plan, and limited human resources working
on communications and outreach (limited input from an experienced communication
specialist to the Project Management Unit team). The Project also currently lacks a coherent,
effective framework for capturing lessons learned. Although there was an ABNJ programme
Common Oceans Communication Strategy that was to support the Project, its inputs were
limited as there was no dedicated project to implement the strategy, and it did not cater to
the Project’s varied audience.
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Since achieving the Project’s objective and desired final impact involves the need to
increase awareness, increase understanding and influence decisions, there is a clear need
for a strong outreach and dissemination process throughout the Project at the pilot,
national, regional and international scales. Project communications, including knowledge
management, is dealt with under Component 4 of the Project but is inherent in all project
activities (reflected in the ToC).

3.3.1 Promotion of the Project and means of communication

Figure 2: Communication materials per audience type
56 The MTE understands that the GEF has recently agreed that the assessments can be charged against the PPG.
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Figure 3: Yearly trend of communication materials

Figure 4: Number of different types of communication materials across different
partner’s website

Figure 5: Number of project related resources in partner’s websites
162
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The mid-term evaluation found a low/limited knowledge of the Project, its scope,
objectives and activities among t-RFMO Member States and many stakeholders. In some
cases, stakeholders were unaware of the Project (especially in the Pacific), or only knew
of it through individual project elements. For instance, some Western and Central Pacific
Fisheries Commission Member States and stakeholders view the Project as a ‘shark project’
focusing on bycatch issues. There was a widespread view among interviewees that
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communication on the Project, including knowledge management and dissemination
of results or progress, has been low key and inadequate, and communications has been
perhaps the weakest area of performance by the Project.
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External project communications have been mostly channelled through the Common
Oceans portal and @FAOfishTwitter. The Project has a webpage within the wider Common
Oceans portal57 rather than an independent stand-alone web presence. Individual project
elements have also produced their own communication materials on project activities
which have received wide attention. For instance, WWF-Pakistan has produced some
videos of fishers releasing turtles and whale sharks from drifting gillnets which have
received a huge number of hits on social media and YouTube, and have helped to promote
the conservation of these species.

3.3.2 Project communications materials and outputs
164

From a review of the communications materials on the Project available on the internet, the
mid-term evaluation found 175 unique communication materials (i.e. news, reports and
technical documents) and 186 citations of these materials on 20 websites, with an almost
equal number of technical and non-technical (public) communication materials related
to the Project (see Figure 2). This indicates that materials have been produced for a wide
range of audiences. Production of communication materials has also generally increased
over successive years (Figure 2).
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Presentation of most project information has been in the form of news items (see Figure 3),
information that can be easily communicated to the Project’s partners. However, the MTE found
that there was weak citation and uptake (linkage) of communication resources between the
Project and its partners, and that while there are large number of communication resources
on the Common Oceans website, there is low uptake in the partner’s websites (see Figure 4).
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The Project has a relatively poor presence on social media (compared to many other GEF
projects) and the Project needs to better promote its key results and progress through
social media.

3.3.3 Communication events
167

The Project attended the 8th GEF International Waters Conference (IWC-8), which was held
in Sri Lanka in May 2016 (Output 4.1.3) and sent a strong delegation with three Project
Management Unit members and six project partner representatives. Given that the focus
of the GEF IW meeting was on freshwater systems, the Project’s (marine) focus was less
relevant and feedback from the Project’s participants was that there was little networking
with other GEF projects. Although it offered the opportunity to give presentations to
raise the profile of Project in the wider IW community, the meeting was not considered
of significant benefit to the Project. The Project did organize a side event to provide an
opportunity for the electronic monitoring system pilots in Fiji, Ghana and Seychelles to
exchange experiences and discuss relevant issues. In the mid-term evaluation’s opinion,
although attendance is a requirement for GEF IW focal area projects, the Project’s
experience at IWC8 calls into question the value of spending project funds on this biennial
event, and the MTE suggests that the budget for this element is cut or reduced, with
minimal future project representation.
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Project Management Unit members have also attended t-RFMO Commission, scientific
and other relevant meetings to highlight opportunities provided by the Project as well as
giving presentations on project progress and to foster engagement with t-RFMO Member
States. Several countries expressed the view that they are generally more receptive to, and
appreciative of, project information that is presented at the t-RFMO meetings, apparently
because it is assumed the information has already been vetted by the t-RFMOs. However,
there needs to be better planning and preparatory work by the Project for t-RFMO meetings
to ensure effective communication of issues and results as these events, both scientific and
compliance related, tend to be very time constrained.

57 http://www.commonoceans.org/tuna-biodiversity/en/
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The Project has also participated in side events at FAO Committee on Fisheries meetings,
which is mostly attended by national policy makers. Although these have generated
interest, the impact of the Project’s results could be considerably greater if FAO, as the
Project’s implementing agency, were to invite the Project to give a formal 15 to 20 minute
presentation on the key project results of relevance to national policy making in the final
year of the Project.

3.3.4 Awareness of the Project and key messages
170

The mid-term evaluation found that several project activities delivered by some executing
partners were not credited or linked to Project, but were solely identified as executing
partners initiatives, and overall there has been poor branding of the Project with relatively
little identification of the Project with FAO and GEF. This ‘disassociation’ with the Project
may be the result of a weak agreement on key messages and communication strategies
and plans between the Project and its partners. In some cases this reduced the advantage
of a project component being identified as part of a global, multi-partnership and a United
Nations-led project, which adds credibility for some countries. The poor branding is a factor
that could influence further uptake of the results, in that some countries are more wary of
NGO-promoted activities, compared to a United Nations-led project.
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Communications appeared to be most successful and stakeholders were more knowledgeable
and made most use of Project’s products where project activities or components had
dedicated vehicles for communications, such as the promotion of the port state measures
template by FAO, which was considered a corporate priority within FAO and presented at the
2016 FAO Committee on Fisheries meeting, a high profile event.

3.3.5 Management of project communications
172

The Project Management Unit has lacked a dedicated member of staff to lead on
communications, awareness-raising, outreach and mainstreaming which has meant that
communications have been generally ad hoc and have not had the anticipated impact.
Responsibility has largely rested with the monitoring and evaluation expert, who is employed
for other tasks and already has a demanding workload (and is not trained as a communications
expert). A consultant from the International Seafood Sustainability Foundation provided
temporary guidance and support at the start of implementation (one week visit to FAO in Rome)
but there has never been a sustained coherent effort. In addition, project communications
were supposed to be integrated as part of the overall communications for the umbrella
Common Oceans programme (see Annex 4) but this has not happened to any meaningful
extent. Unfortunately, relatively few materials on the Project were produced during the
early stages of implementation (mostly they were in the form of progress reports), and the
project document is not very clear or accessible as a reference document for use in developing
communications materials. In addition, support on communications by FAO has been very
limited (although FAO was expected to provide substantial support in this area through its
co-financing contribution). There is also a need for clear rules on branding and information
content, and relative size and positioning of partner logos on communication materials.
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The mid-term evaluation also encountered criticism of the FAO publications process, with
difficulties and delays over some of the Project’s products,58 particularly the catch documentation
scheme guidelines with issues over layout and text being changed without approval at the
publication stage. In addition, it reportedly took two months for FAO to prepare materials for
the GEF IW workshop (Output 4.1.3).

3.3.6 Project communication and mainstreaming strategy
174

A communication strategy was developed in 2012-2013 for the overall Common Oceans
programme in collaboration with WWF but not specifically for the Project. The strategy has

58 Communications materials produced by FAO have to be in line with the FAO corporate vision and brand and
so need to go through a 12-step approval process, which can take a considerable amount of time to navigate,
involving the FAO’s Office of Corporate Communication. See http://www.fao.org/communications/en/
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been largely unimplemented and has not been updated since, is considered generally weak,
and does not adequately serve the Project’s communication requirements. Consequently,
there is a need for a new project-specific communication strategy to be developed that
focuses on how best to disseminate and mainstream the project results and messages (so
achieve more effect at the outcome and impact levels), with a plan for its implementation,
identification of the required resources with a dedicated budget, to cover the remainder
of the Global Environment Facility project. This needs to set out the overarching vision,
goals and targets for communication, present a clear set of key messages (e.g. the value
and benefits of the bycatch mitigation, economic case for harvest strategies), and identifies
priority audiences and project partners/stakeholders that could be enlisted to promote
the Project’s agenda (e.g. key member states for championing measures to improve
conservation and management measures, etc.).
175

To maximize the Project’s mainstreaming efforts, the communication strategy also needs
to identify appropriate opportunities for mainstreaming. The design of communication
materials can then be tailored to address these, with key information available in easyto-understand forms. At the outset it is recommended that a route map/process for the
successful mainstreaming of key project messages and results, policy recommendations,
best practices, etc., is developed so that project teams and partners are clear on the main
stages/steps in the process, the timelines (aligned with key t-RFMOs and member states
scientific and policy entry points) and key institutions and groups that need to be included.
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This will require an increased emphasis to build alliances and partnerships and identify
member state ‘champions’ to support and propose actions at RFMO level (as happened with
the Maldives for the harvest control rules for skipjack in the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission)
during the remainder of the Project, working according to a common advocacy campaign
across t-RFMOs and countries, building on shared project activities. It is also suggested
that the proposed Project’s Communication Plan (and the communication strategy of the
Common Oceans programme) link with the strategies for each of the t-RFMOs to enable
greater likelihood of uptake of project results by the t-RFMOs. The Western and Central
Pacific Fisheries Commission, for instance, is currently developing a ten-year strategic and
three-year corporate plan.
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To further support the Project’s renewed communications and the mainstreaming work, the
Project needs to focus on building linkages and partnerships with organizations that have
developed standards for sustainable fishing and seafood traceability with eco-labelling
schemes and can influence the purchasing behaviour of fish consumers. Consequently, the
Communications Plan needs to link tightly with the suggested project partnership strategy.
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Since the executing agency and the implementing agency are both FAO, and the Project
Task Force comprises some senior members of the FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture
Department, there are clearly possibilities for mainstreaming project results into the wider
FAO programme. This is already anticipated for some of the Project’s results, e.g. port
state measures template, but it would be valuable to examine further opportunities for
mainstreaming into the FAO programme (to be detailed in the new Communication Plan).
However, although the Project Task Force was set up both to advise on the Project and to
disseminate its results more widely through FAO it is not clear whether there is a formal
framework to feed project results back into the FAO regular programme, and there seems
to be little or no reporting on this process.
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The Project might also consider identifying existing mainstreaming fisheries, environment,
and wider development initiatives (donor-funded and private sector), and employ a so-called
‘double mainstreaming’ approach where these mainstreaming projects are provided with
specific ‘content’ derived from the Project relevant to their own aims, e.g. the Ecosystem
Approach to Fisheries policy briefing sheets for a fisheries mainstreaming project, to feed
into their own project activities. This is in effect ‘piggy-backing’ on the other mainstreaming
project’s structures, partnerships and activities, offering a cost-effective approach, and
potentially increased opportunities for much wider replication and catalysis. Given the
Project already has a link to the Common Oceans programme, there may be opportunities to
design and feed in targeted communications materials to the other three Common Oceans
projects, all of which are involved in mainstreaming activities to some degree.
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3.3.7 Project science to policy officer and additional human resource needs
180

Given the current staffing limitations at the Project Management Unit and the expected
increase in demand in relation to project communications, outreach, mainstreaming and
advocacy work over the next two years, there is a clear need for communications specialist
with relevant technical background to lead on the Project’s work in this area, taking
responsibility for the Project’s knowledge management activities and linking its products
to the policy level. Given the brief of the individual the position could be termed a ‘Science
to Policy Officer’.
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The position needs an individual with a technical background with wide experience of
different media, including the use of infographics, video, audio, web and print mediums,
and ideally with experience of social marketing, mainstreaming, advocacy and lobbying
work. The role requires someone able to digest highly technical information produced
by the Project and link it to policy discussions or convert it to communication materials
for general public consumption, someone who can create a clear overall narrative for
the Project (its aims, impacts, etc.), develop convincing ‘stories’ from project results for a
variety of audiences, and promote them effectively. This position should ideally facilitate
an active dialogue between the different project partners on the Project’s technical and
communication products, and support senior Project Management Unit staff to be more
involved and effective in advocacy work to promote the uptake of the project results at
the t-RFMO and member state levels. The individual should also take the lead on providing
guidance to the Project on lesson learning and designing the necessary framework.

182

The International Seafood Sustainability Foundation has strong experience in this area (ISSF
produces some effective communications materials aimed at behavioural change within the
fishing industry)59 and could be more closely involved with future project communication
activities, perhaps providing targeted outreach material especially as it has already had extensive
involvement in the Project. There is also a need to give increased focus to engaging with the
private sector, particularly to improve private sector acceptance of the need for adoption of
harvest strategies. ISSF has strong ties to the fishing industry (and as an organization has a private
sector mentality) and promotes mechanisms to support the process of moving the industry to
more sustainable practices, e.g. the Proactive Vessel Register, so increased involvement of ISSF
could be potentially very beneficial.

Sub-question: What have been the main challenges facing project management in delivering the
Project? What changes are needed to improve delivery in the second half of the Project? What were
the issues related to the financial management of the Project? (again, same as EQ 3, and the Global
Environment Facility category of Project and Financial Management)
Finding 9: The Project has a strong, capable Project Management Unit team, which has
done a good job in delivering the Project to date, despite some major challenges. However,
there has been a lack of capacity in some areas, notably communications, and the Project
Manager has had to split his time between two demanding jobs for most of the last year
which has negatively impacted decision-making and delivery of some project outputs.
There was no formal assessment of the Project’s executing partners during the design stage
to ensure they had sufficient capacity to effectively deliver project interventions and some
partners failed the FAO fiduciary assessments, which resulted in delays in implementing
activities. The Project Management Unit staff were largely successful in finding creative
workarounds in the FAO system to enable the two executing partners which failed the
fiduciary assessment to proceed and overcome other administrative challenges. Intraproject communication could also be improved as ‘silos’ have developed between some
parts of the Project with many participants knowing little about what other areas of the
Project are doing.

59 ISSF, as part of its advocacy work, is trying to promote greater awareness of science-based approaches to tuna
stock sustainability and management and trying to build greater commitment among fleet owners for sciencebased sustainability practices. ISSF now has a strategy to engage longline fishing vessels and increase awareness of
tools and initiatives and to encourage best practices on the water.
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3.3.8 Project management
183

The Project has a strong Project Management Unit team with members who have
developed very good working relationships with partners (some already had many years
of experience with t-RFMOs Secretariats) and their management of the delivery of the
Project to date has been very good and praised by interviewees. Particular appreciation
was expressed over the effort put into trying to overcome some of the FAO administrative
challenges, notably the considerable amount of time spent by the Budget Operations
Officer and Administrative Assistant finding a workaround to contracting BirdLife South
Africa after it failed the FAO fiduciary assessment; the technical support provided by the
Tuna Fisheries Expert to stakeholders in Fiji and Ghana; the monitoring and reporting led
by the monitoring and evaluation expert; and the technical expertise and organizational
skills of the Technical Coordinator-Sharks and Bycatch on Pohnpei. The leadership and
commitment from the Project Manager in the face of a difficult situation (see below) were
also highly praised. The Project Management Unit team should be commended for their
efforts to date.
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However, the Project Management Unit has faced challenges from operating within
the FAO framework of policies and practices which has set limitations on the Project
Management Unit’s effectiveness and the speed with which partners could deliver
outputs. Under FAO and GEF rules each of the four proposed executing partners - BLSA,
the Government of Fiji, the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, and WWFUnited States – was required to undergo a fiduciary assessment to qualify as executing
bodies for the Project, but two of the partners - BLSA and the Government of Fiji - failed the
assessment. This created an enormous bureaucratic and administrative load for both BLSA
and the Project Management Unit, very lengthy delays, and required an immense amount
of time to be invested by the Project Management Unit in trying to find workarounds to
the FAO processes. However, the project team were persistent and found creative ways to
overcome the barriers. In the end a series of multi-year Letters of Agreement was arranged
with these two partners to operate as executing bodies for the Project (22 Letters of
Agreement were required in the case of BLSA). Even so, this arrangement was still very
restrictive and it is difficult for these partners to respond effectively to urgent requests,
such as a last-minute invitation to a relevant workshop, and does not support effective
adaptive project management.
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Arranging the execution arrangements with BLSA and Government of Fiji caused delays
of nine to18 months, resulting in certain project elements (notably Output 3.2.1, and
delivery of communications materials to promote the Project) being behind schedule
at the mid-term evaluation stage. However, even for the two partners that passed the
fiduciary assessment, there were significant delays – for instance, the execution agreement
with WWF-United States took nine to ten months to arrange. If it had not been for the
persistence (and patience) of those involved it is likely that major elements of the project
- Fiji’s electronic monitoring system pilot, and the BLSA work on bycatch mitigation could
have collapsed.
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Although the situation has improved (and the Project has encouraged FAO to consider its
procurement, contracting and partner assessment, systems and procedures in relation to
projects), the FAO systems and processes continue to create challenges. For instance, the
MTE came across individuals who had given up attending project workshops due to the
demanding FAO administrative requirements to access and process travel funds/DSAs,
and Parties to the Nauru Agreement did not engage with the Project due to the delay in
providing funds for the Vessel Day Scheme review and, according to interviewees, was
subsequently not interested in participating in the Project in part due to FAO’s burdensome
administrative procedures and requirements. It is clear that the FAO system was not fully
designed to meet the needs of project teams.
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Particular criticism was reserved for the Field Programme Management Information System
and Global Resource Management System as project management tools for keeping records
of project’s activities and related expenditure. For example, some recordings in the Field
Programme Management Information System need to be manually linked to the Global
Resource Management System, especially when result-based expenditures are being addressed.
This has been complicated by the Project’s numerous outputs that need to be linked to each
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expenditure. There was also some criticism of FAO’s tendering and contracting processes which
were the cause of delays and cancellation of some activities. Also, project staff on some types
of contracts have been required to take a one month leave of absence between contracts every
year, which has created blockages in project delivery. Indeed, feedback to the MTE from both
FAO staff and stakeholders suggests there is significant need and scope for streamlining several
of FAO’s administrative processes in order to improve its performance as a Global Environment
Facility executing agency (there are less issue over its role as an implementing agency for GEF),
which should be examined as part of the Terminal Evaluation of the Project. Some areas of
improvement have been identified in the Review of the Management of the FAO-GEF Portfolio
by the Office of the Inspector-General,60 and the MTE supports consideration of ways to improve
FAO’s role as a GEF implementing agency and executing agency.
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Project management arrangements for some elements of the Project are also overly complex
and work against efficiency. This is particularly the case with the EMS pilot in Ghana, where FAO
has contracted WWF-United States to deliver the work, but WWF-United States has contracted
the International Seafood Sustainability Foundation and the Ghanaian Fisheries Commission.61
ISSF then contracted the Project coordinator (who is based in Senegal rather than Ghana). It
is noteworthy that the ISSF-contracted coordinator has a long history with the International
Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas, the scientific staff of ISSF, and the Ghanaian
Fisheries Commission, and as such, has a unique set of skills needed for the Project. The
Government of Ghana has also appointed its own (co)project coordinator and the roles and
decision-making authority of the two coordinators (project and Government) in relation to each
other are unclear. Furthermore, the Tuna Fisheries Expert from the Project Management Unit in
Rome has had to provide management and technical support to the Ghana EMS pilot due to low
capacity within the Ghanaian Fisheries Commission. This arrangement has created opportunities
for misunderstandings, confusion and delays, and the management system needs to be reviewed
and the structure simplified to improve efficiency of decision-making and accountability, with
the results discussed at the next meeting of the Project’s Steering Committee in July 2017.
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One member of the Project Management Unit is housed at the Western and Central
Pacific Fisheries Commission Secretariat on Pohnpei, FSM, and contracted as a member of
the Secretariat’s staff. Whilst the Secretariat has benefited from her expertise on bycatch
issues, especially with sharks, and her collaboration with the Secretariat of the Pacific
Community, Japan and the United States of America in obtaining relevant data, she has
largely completed the tasks that require her to be based on Pohnpei. She would be more
effective, given the amount of travel her position entails, increased need for promotion and
advocacy work, and potential opportunities to upscale lessons from the Pan-Pacific shark
work of the Project, if she were based somewhere with better transport links (Japan would
be an ideal location for many reasons). Consequently, the function, scope, Project-WCPFC
liaison role and duty station of the Technical Coordinator-Sharks and Bycatch should be
reviewed and revised given the changing needs of the second half of the Project.
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The most serious project management challenge facing the Project is that the Project
Management Unit Project Manager has had a dual role as the Executive Secretary (Ad Interim)
of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission since May 2016. This has adversely affected his ability
to lead and deliver key elements of the Project (and also affected his performance as acting
head of the IOTC Secretariat). In particular, more strategic, higher-level meetings and project
planning have not received the attention they have needed, elements of Component 2 in
particular are behind schedule (notably Outputs 2.1.1-2.1.3), and the timing of project events,
such as workshops, and approval of contracts and reports, which need his input, have also
suffered delays. The Project requires his direct leadership, experience and personal network,
particularly at the senior t-RFMO and industry level, in order to move the Project forward,
especially as there is a need to be more strategic over the mainstreaming of project results
into the t-RFMOs and member states in the next two to three years.

60 Office of the Inspector General, AUD 0717 Audit of the Management of the FAO Global Environment Facility
Portfolio April 2017.
61 One reviewer also pointed out that timing also played an important role as well in two instances. At the very last
minute, when the executing agreement was being finalized with WWF, FAO removed the procurement of the
equipment and related training from the WWF agreement. This then left WWF with overall implementation and
project management, and FAO in the role of procuring equipment and all of the related training. Further, the
Project Coordinator selected to manage the project (Papa Kebe) was identified by the entire team as an excellent
candidate given his tuna and ICCAT background and proximity to Ghana. There was no qualified expert in Ghana
to be considered as project coordinator. Coincidentally, WWF advanced with contracting him at the exact same
time that he was initially retained.
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Unfortunately, recruitment of a replacement at the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission has
been delayed until recently, with the result that the Project Manager’s current arrangement,
which was only ever intended to last a couple of months, has been allowed to persist for
over nine months. FAO is currently advertising for a replacement Executive Secretary for
IOTC (as of March 2017). However, given this has to go through the standard FAO/United
Nations recruitment process, and there may be a need for a handover period, his return to
the Project full-time may not occur for several more months. Although the other Project
Management Unit staff have taken on some of his responsibilities and performed them
very well, they are overstretched themselves. Consequently, there is a clear need for an
additional member of the Project Management Unit to take on some of the tasks on which
the Project Manager leads while his time is split between the two (part FAO-funded) posts
and to support the Project Management Unit to catch up with the delivery on some areas
of the Project which are behind schedule (particularly Outputs 2.1.1-2.1.3). The suggested
position would need to be full-time and someone with a strong technical background in
monitoring, control and surveillance issues.
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Another constraint mentioned by several interviewees is FAO staff travel rules, which for the
Project Manager on a D1 position is set at a maximum of 35 days per year away from Rome
(more for other staff members but still restrictive). It makes no sense to impose maximum travel
days on staff who are fully funded by project funds. Given the complexity of the Project and
the need to attend many partner and technical meetings, these limitations adversely affect
the Project manager’s ability to be able to progress with his activities, especially in the case of
key partnership meetings. FAO needs to find a solution to this issue as staff travel demands are
only likely to increase, particularly in the final year of the Project as more dissemination and
project follow-up meetings need to be held. Another staff issue relates to training. Although
Global Environment Facility rules prohibit project funds being used for training of project staff,
FAO should offer opportunities for professional development for the Project Management
Unit staff in relevant areas, e.g. project and budget management, as most of the Project
Management Unit staff are on FAO contracts. At present there are only limited opportunities.
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As mentioned above, the start of several project elements was delayed due to the FAO
administrative issues, and other elements still require considerably more development if
they are to deliver meaningful results, notably Outputs 2.1.1, 2.1.2 and 2.1.3. Consequently,
in the mid-term evaluation’s opinion, it is highly unlikely that all elements of the Project can
be delivered as planned before the end of the Project.

3.3.9 Intra-project communication
194

Apart from within the Project Management Unit team, the mid-term evaluation found
relatively poor knowledge and understanding of different parts of the Project and their
linkage within the group of project partners and stakeholders. According to interviewees
the majority of communications on the Project between the t-RFMOs takes place at annual
Project Steering Committee meetings. It was clear from interviews that there is a ‘silo
mentality’ to some extent within the Project with groups operating largely independently
of each other, and information, experiences and lessons are not shared as efficiently as
they could be (indeed the three technical Components could almost be treated as three
separate projects). This was particularly apparent with the bycatch work (the BirdLife
South Africa work on seabird bycatch, Pacific work on shark bycatch, WWF-Pakistan
gillnet fisheries, ISSF Skippers Workshops and their work on small tuna bycatch), and the
electronic monitoring system pilots being undertaken in Fiji, Ghana and Seychelles and the
(failed) attempt to establish an EMS pilot in South Africa which have limited knowledge of
each other’s work. Consequently, there is little sense of belonging to a larger project effort
(or a project ‘community’) beyond FAO headquarters in Rome.

3.3.10 Project oversight
195

The Project has two oversight bodies – the Project Steering Committee, required by the Global
Environment facility, and the FAO Project Task Force, and internal FAO arrangement.62 The input
from the Project Task Force has been considered very useful, for instance enabling the Project to
make use of the services of the FAO legal department.

62 Each FAO project has a Project Task Force that reviews progress of the Project, provides internal FAO feedback, and
is available for help and advice from the individual Project Task Force members.
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The PSC meetings are viewed by many to be the main event for learning about the overall
delivery of activities on the Project as much of these meetings are given over the presentations.
In addition, the PSC is one of the only opportunities for the t-RFMOs to meet and share
information. However, some interviewees commented that the PSC had little say over decisionmaking (the perception among some interviewees is that most decisions, e.g. allocation of
resources and location of workshops had been determined in advance) and the mid-term
evaluation heard criticism that preparation for the meetings could be improved with meeting
papers produced two to three weeks beforehand (not just before), and that proposals for extra
project funds should to be requested in advance.63 The MTE also received feedback that the PSC
might be more effective if there should be greater representation from the tuna industry (a boat
owner from Fiji attended the July 2016 meeting) and less representation from the NGOs (WWF
had four participants at the 2016 meeting).
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In 2016, the PSC meeting took place in Rome just before the annual FAO Committee on
Fisheries meeting and the Steering Committee meeting for the overall Common Oceans
programme, allowing some follow-up and additional networking opportunities by PSC
members and Project Management Unit staff.
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One issue that has been raised concerning project oversight is FAO’s role as both the GEF
implementing agency and executing agency for the Project. This is not an ideal position
as it can compromise independence and may put the implementing agency function in
an uncomfortable position at times of tension or disagreement. There is a question over
the degree of separation of responsibilities (the ‘firewall’) and how independent FAO
can be (or, just as importantly, is seen to be) performing both implementing agency and
executing agency functions. Given the dual role, with accountability ultimately resting with
the same individual within FAO (ultimately, the Director-General), there is the possibility
of internal FAO ‘politics’ and other considerations interfering with oversight decisions on
the Project. Indeed, this is reflected in the delay over the release of the Project Manager as
interim head of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (see above) as the decision to appoint
a new Executive Secretary of IOTC has rested with FAO Director-General (IOTC is an Article
14 organization within FAO). Although FAO is both implementing agency and executing
agency for many GEF funded projects and the GEF Secretariat presumably has approved
the internal FAO arrangements for the separation of the two functions, it may be worth
reviewing the ‘firewall’ arrangement to ensure that this is still effective.
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The overall rating for project management is Satisfactory.

3.3.11 Financial management
Finding 10: The financial reporting of the Project at mid-terms is adequate despite the
complicated situation it faced at the onset and confused documentation of the finances of
some activities. Although reporting of the project budget is an agenda item at every Project
Steering Committee meeting, which is reflected in the proceedings, there was expressed
wish for increased transparency in the financial reporting from members of the PSC.
200

For financial purposes within FAO, the budget was divided into five components with the
fifth component representing project management costs, although these are not identified
separately in the ProDoc’s budget but spread across all the other component budget lines.
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Based on information available to the mid-term evaluation, the Project’s overall disbursement
reached 59 percent of the total budget in December 2016, which was in line with the
projected work-plan target of 60 percent disbursement by mid-term. This suggests good
overall disbursement of project activities and largely on time. However, expenditure varied by
component. Component 3 had most disbursement at 65 percent of the total expected, whereas
the others are under 50 percent (see Figure 6). Out of the 15 subcomponents identified in the
project budget, three had reached their planned disbursement: Subcomponent 3A “Sharks data

63 One response from a reviewer was that ‘the PSC has always been very unlucky in terms of timing, being briefly
before the reporting deadline (31 July), making it difficult for the partner to report beforehand and consequently
for the Project Management Unit to provide the information on time.’
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collection, assessment and management”, Subcomponent 3B “BMIS” and Subcomponent 3E
“Gillnet bycatch”. Of the remaining 12 co-subcomponents, four subcomponents64 had achieved
greater than 50 percent disbursement and eight subcomponents65 had disbursed less than
50 percent of what was expected at the mid-term stage.

Figure 6: Project delivery by component as of December 2016 according to budget
allocation

Figure 7: Comparison of planned budget and the current budget as percentage of the
overall budget
202

Figure 7 shows the differences in revised budget allocation as of December 2016 from the
original budget allocation ProDoc. Component 2 “MCS to address IUU” accounts for the largest
share of the budget (31 percent of the original budget, 33 percent of the current budget),
followed by Component 3 “Reducing ecosystem impacts of tuna fishing” (about 28 percent
of the original and current budget). Component 1 “Promotion of Rights-Based Management
& Ecosystem Approach” originally had 26 percent of the original budget but this was reduced
to 19 percent due to reallocation of funds from the Vessel Day Scheme. Component 4 “Best
Practices Dissemination and M&E” has remained the same at 4 percent of the original and current
budget, although Component 566 “Project management” was increased from 13 percent to
17 percent, which is understandable given the size and complexity of the Project.

64 Subcomponent 1C ”Rights-based Management” (activities here included workshops related to rights-based
management), Subcomponent 2B “PSM legislative template”, Subcomponent 2C “CLAV” and Subcomponent 2D
“EMS Fiji and Ghana”.
65 Subcomponent 1A “Precautionary approach, Subcomponent 2A “MCS & compliance”, Subcomponent 2E “CDS,
Subcomponent 3C “Seabird mitigation”, Subcomponent 3D “Purse-seine bycatch mitigation”, Subcomponent 4A
“Communication & knowledge management” and Subcomponent 4B “Evaluations”.
66 Component 5 was derived from Budget Codes 5 300: Salaries Professional, 5 500: Salaries General Service and
6 300: GOE.
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3.3.12 Co-financing
203

The Project secured a very large amount of co-financing during the Project Preparation
Grant stage, totalling over USD 150 million, although almost all of this was offered as ‘inkind’ co-financing. FAO pledged USD 25 million as its own co-financing contribution, of which
USD 5 million was identified as ‘cash’ co-financing,67 with the rest provided as ‘in-kind’ funding.
However, cash co-financing funds do not show up in the project accounts (they have not been
transferred to the Project) and interviewees were not able to explain how these funds were to
be spent (or indeed even if they really existed). FAO needs to issue an official clarification on
whether these funds exist, and if they do then identify the project activities they are assigned
to or, if a mistake was made during the design phase and the USD 5 million is in fact ‘in-kind’
co-financing, then a statement to the Global Environment Facility Secretariat needs to be issued
to that affect.
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The overall rating for financial management is Moderately Unsatisfactory.

Sub-question: How effective has M&E system design and implementation been and how can it be
improved? (GEF category, monitoring and evaluation, same as EQ3)
Finding 11: M&E has faced challenges, especially related to the huge number of (many
unnecessary) poorly formulated indicators and associated targets, although reporting has
been excellent. There has also been little formal lesson learning to date, although the Project
still needs to develop an adequate framework to capture lessons learned.

3.3.13 M&E design and operation
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The Project has a complicated design with many activities and outputs, with a very
confusing project logframe. Many of the outputs and outcomes are a mix of output,
outcome and, in some cases, indicator and target formulations e.g. Outcome 3.2.
(Bycatch mitigation best practices adopted by at least 40 percent of the tuna vessels
operating in the two t-RFMOs’ areas) is a mix of an outcome (Bycatch mitigation best
practices adopted by tuna vessels) and (part of) a target statement (by 40 percent of
the vessels operating in the two t-RFMOs’ areas). The Project would benefit from having
several of the outputs merged and realigning the outcomes to follow the reconstructed
Theory of Change.
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The Project has particularly suffered from a very large set of 47 indicators, including 34 indictors
at output level, to measure project progress and impact, many of which are poorly designed and
not SMART.68 Many of the project’s output-level ‘indicators’, for instance, are actually indicators
for outcomes and higher levels and not linked to delivery of the output itself, and in some cases
indicators are confused with sources of verification e.g. annual t-RFMO reports. Other indicators
seek to measure conditions for which the Project cannot collect data directly or which are not
readily available, such illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing levels in tuna fisheries. Many
of the targets set for the indicators were also unrealistic. In addition, there was little or no
baseline available for many of the indicators at inception and no funds to collect these
data (indeed, most of the M&E budget covers the salary of the M&E expert and there
are no dedicated funds for collecting information for reporting purposes).
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The plethora of indicators has created a huge, and to a certain extent unnecessary, burden
for monitoring and reporting for the Project Management Unit staff and partners. In
addition, the confusingly worded outputs and outcomes have contributed to the lack of
clarity over project aims and intended results among many project stakeholders. Although
several members of both the FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Department and FAO Global
Environment Facility Unit gave advice on indicators, it is clear that there should have been
a better review, and perhaps wider discussion, of the Project’s indicators and targets at the
Project Preparation Grant stage. It is suggested that for future FAO-GEF projects, an M&E
specialist (or someone with strong M&E experience) is hired as part of the project design

67 See page 65 in section 4.3.4 of the project document.
68 Nomenclature varies between disciples, but in this case SMART is an abbreviation for Specific, Measureable,
Achievable, Realistic and Time-bound.
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team to offer independent guidance on project logic, Theory of Change and indicators.
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Although concerns over the M&E framework were raised at the Project’s inception stage and
various revisions have been submitted at previous Project Steering Committee meetings, a new
framework has not been endorsed. In the mid-term evaluation’s opinion, it is essential that the
current indicator set are revised, reduced, and made SMART-er, with the output-level indicators
eliminated altogether with a focus on improving the outcome and objective level indicators.69 To
this end, the project’s M&E expert and other Project Management Unit staff, with suggestions
from the MTE team, have worked to produce a reduced, but more robust and SMART-er set of
outcome and objective indicators to replace the large current set. The suggested set of revised
indicators, more directly related to areas that the Project is seeking to influence, are presented in
Annex 5. It is recommended that these are further refined by the Project Management Unit team
and then presented to the project’s partners and PSC members for approval before replacing
the current set of indicators. Baselines will also need to be retrofitted for new indicators.
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Despite the difficulties with the set of indicators, and the large number of project activities
and partners reporting, led by the M&E expert based at the Project Management Unit in
Rome, has been generally timely and very good, with some excellent, well-designed and
useful, six-monthly project progress reports, which also present good gender tracking (e.g.
numbers of women and men involved in various project workshops). Indeed reporting has
been among the best for any GEF project evaluated by the MTE team. Nevertheless, the
project progress reports could be further improved if future reports include more detailed
analysis of delivery at outcome and objective level. Also, despite their excellent quality
and format, there is generally little feedback on these reports from partners. Given that
they are rather lengthy, it is suggested that a two to three page summary is included as
this may generate more response from recipients. It would also be useful for promotional
purposes if the annual project implementation report and project progress reports had a
short section outlining how the project results have contributed to meeting Sustainable
Development Goal targets. It would also be valuable to have a small section in the project
progress report that covers replication and catalysis, and project linkages with other FAO
initiatives, in other words the Project’s fit and relevance to the FAO regular programme.
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The Technical Coordinator-Sharks and Bycatch has also produced one-page monthly
reports of her work with summaries of meetings attended, which are informative and
useful, and try to capture key challenges (but again not widely read).

3.3.14 Documenting lesson learning
211

Although reporting has been very good, there has been little formal lesson learning
to date (not surprising at the mid-term point). At present, there is little in the way of a
comprehensive or structured framework in place to capture, collate and analyse lessons
from the Project. This needs to be addressed by the Project Management Unit, or the
Project risks losing important information. For instance, the daily experiences of piloting of
the electronic monitoring system in both Fiji and Ghana are generating lots of useful ideas,
tips and lessons, which could be published as a ‘how to’ guide for setting up an EMS.
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Also, the lessons learned from accessing and utilizing confidential shark and marine turtle
bycatch data may have wide applicability. This has demonstrated a model that could
potentially be used for other bycatch taxa and oceans. Consequently, it is important that
the lessons learned be fully captured (convening willing data holders as participants
(bottom-up) rather than obtaining consensus among all members of a t-RFMO (top-down)
is an initial project lesson), and it is suggested that a meeting of all the groups working on
bycatch issues is held in the last year (possibly hosted by ISSF). However, it is recognized
that, as far as the Pacific shark and turtle data are concerned, there are some rather unique
circumstances which may not be directly replicable, e.g. trust in the Secretariat of the Pacific
Community as a secure long-term holder of data belonging to the member countries and
the Technical Coordinator-Sharks and Bycatch’s long-standing connections with Chinese

69 Output level indicators are not necessary as outputs are under the control of the project and their delivery
straightforward (a workshop or publication is either delivered or not, there is no need for an indicator to ‘indicate’
this, although progress on delivery of outputs can be tracked through milestones and targets). Instead the project
indicators should have been focused at the outcome and objective levels.
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and Japanese authorities and good working relationship with United States authorities
who all contributed confidential data to the sea turtle workshops.
213

As part of the process to create a structure to capture lessons learned there is a need for an
improved framework/platform to facilitate communication and exchange of experiences
on a more regular and structured basis, which could add significant value to the project’s
final outputs.
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The overall rating for M&E is Satisfactory.

3.4 Evaluation Question 4: To what extent has the Project’s partnership
approach contributed to the Project’s delivery of stated outcomes and
outputs? (Partnerships and stakeholder relations)
Finding 12: The Project has a large diverse mix of partners many of which have extensive
pre-existing experience in the fisheries management sector. The partnership has made a
significant contribution to the Project through delivering project activities, encouraging
buy-in from stakeholders and (less effectively) promoting results, and is also expressed by
the very large co-financing provided to the Project. However, interaction with the private
sector has been rather limited to date, the most significant being through the electronic
monitoring system pilots and connections through the International Seafood Sustainability
Foundation’s participation in the Project, and involvement of some of the t-RFMOs in project
activities, notably the International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas, have
been weak. This was partly due to a lack of clarity over roles and responsibilities at the onset
of the Project for some partners and stakeholder groups, with different expectations and
understanding of their level of engagement in the Project.
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The Project has a large number of partners of a wide variety of types, including RFMOs
and member states, tuna industry, FAO, NGOs, civil society organizations, the business
sector, intergovernmental and other international bodies, and, although some had good
pre-existing connections or relationships, such as between ISSF and WWF-United States
and BirdLife South Africa, the complex partner arrangement has presented a formidable
management challenge for the Project. To date, the Project Management Unit has been
largely successful in managing the high diversity of partners, many with competing
interests, and the staff deserves credit for this.
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The choice of partners has been one of the strengths of the Project, with the comparative
advantage and contributions of most partners clear and valuable, e.g. long experience of
BLSA and the Albatross Task Force with seabird bycatch. Importantly, partners have also
encouraged buy-in from their own partners, e.g. ISSF’s strong linkage with the private sector,
and the Pacific Island Forum Fisheries Agency and the Secretariat of the Pacific Community
with member states. The strong partner commitment is also expressed in the very large
co-financing provided to the Project. Although most of this is in-kind rather than cash cofinancing, the principal partners have clearly committed enormous amounts of their time
and resources to the Project since it began and, based on mid-term evaluation interviews,
it is likely that by the end of the Project most will have provided additional (leveraged)
financing above the level originally committed at the design stage. This is especially true
of ISSF (who have been very supportive of the Project with high quality inputs) and BLSA
among the NGOs, and particularly the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission and the Western
and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission among the t-RFMOs.
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The project activities have also been successful in helping to establish and build important
new partnerships with national fisheries authorities, such as with Argentina, Chile and
Uruguay on some of the shark assessments which have offered the opportunity to access
previously unobtainable information. The Technical Coordinator-Sharks and Bycatch also
established an important partnership with Japan and others to secure confidential bycatch
data that had never been released before.
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The Project’s support for the joint t-RFMOs fish aggregating device’s Working Group, joint
t-RFMO Management Strategy Evaluation Technical Working Group and International Monitoring,
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Control and Surveillance Network, should also help to strengthen partnerships between the
t-RFMOs. However, it should be noted that the five t-RFMOs are very different organizations
with different governance and administrative systems and this has influenced their role and
involvement in the Project. The t-RFMOs generally see themselves as essentially independent70
and have relatively little experience of working together (the Kobe process is a major avenue for
this on technical issues, illustrated by the two Working Groups mentioned above). Consequently,
the Project has presented both a challenge and an opportunity for the t-RFMOs in terms of
collaboration. Meetings between the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission and
the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission have been perhaps the most frequent because
of the shared work on sharks (Outputs 3.1.1 and 3.1.2), and they consult quarterly through
the newly formed ABNJ Shark and Bycatch Pan-Pacific Technical Steering Group comprising
representatives from the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, the Inter-American
Tropical Tuna Commission, the Secretariat of the Pacific Community, the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration and the former Kobe Technical Working Group-Bycatch Chair, with
the meetings chaired by the TCSB.
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Despite the successes, there have been significant difficulties with some partnerships. The
partnership between the Project (and its Project Management Unit in Rome) and the International
Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas Secretariat has been the most challenging
and has been largely non-productive until recently due, in part, to misunderstandings over
expectations over allocation of Global Environment Facility funds during the design and early
implementation phases of the Project. Also, unfortunately, the roles and responsibilities of some
key stakeholders including the individual t-RFMOs were not clearly spelled out at the design
stage and there was a lack of communication and consultation due to funding constraints so
the Project Management Unit has had difficulty in clarifying some issues that have arisen with
some of the t-RFMOs.
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Interaction with the private sector has been rather limited to date, the most significant being
through the EMS pilots and ISSF Skipper Workshops. FAO largely deals with governments and
does not have natural partnerships (or a comparative advantage) with the business sector.
Consequently, opportunities for engagement with the private sector for the remainder of the
Project should be re-examined. For instance, ISSF has a strong connection to the fishing industry,
and there may also be an opportunity to link more with the private sector through the World
Bank-led Ocean Partnerships Project (OPP) and its investment fund, either directly or through
the wider Common Oceans programme (see Annex 4). At the very least, some of the results/
products from this project could be mainstreamed through the Ocean Partnership Project into
the private sector initiatives that it is engaging with. Inviting more private sector representatives
from the tuna fishing industry to sit in on the annual Project Steering Committee meeting to
discuss not only EMS but to provide input to Component 1 issues as they directly affect them
would also help. It is noteworthy that the Spanish purse seine organization, OPAGAC, has
previously participated in the PSC.
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Surprisingly, given the size and complexity of the partnerships, the Project has lacked a detailed
partnership strategy to guide project interactions with partners and stakeholders (the project
document presents largely a list of stakeholders and an outline of their potential role in the
Project, but no real detail or direction).71 A partnership strategy would have been expected
to be developed at the inception stage, especially given the weak ownership of the Project by
some groups at the design stage and the very large size and complexity of this Project. Indeed,
as mentioned above, the partners and roles and responsibilities at the beginning were not clear
which created conflicts mainly between the t-RFMOs and NGOs, particularly in relation to the
involvement of WWF. In the mid-term evaluation’s opinion, a partnership strategy would still
be useful at this point, especially as the roles of the partners (actual and potential activities)
have evolved and some project activities have been completed or are largely complete and
others need greater focus during the remainder of the Project. Among other things, the extent
of the executing role of WWF-United States should be re-examined, as it largely seems to
play a supervisory/management/facilitation role (relying on a team of consultants to deliver its
workshops, for instance), which it could be argued has introduced an extra layer of administration
(and costs) to some of the project activities, e.g. the delivery of the Ghana EMS pilot, although
WWF-Pakistan is more directly engaged in project activities.

70 For instance, the Secretariat of IATTC is considered the closest to being an independent organization with all
science and data management done internally, whereas for WCPFC science and data storage is largely contracted
out to SPC.
71 See page 52 of the project document.
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Given that the t-RFMOs are quite different from one another and have differing issues and
priorities, it might be valuable if separate partnership (engagement) agreements were developed
between the Project and each of the five t-RFMOs. Roles and responsibilities of individual
t-RFMOs and their involvement in specific project outputs are only outlined in the project
document,72 and these have evolved as the Project has developed. Consequently, although
recognized as time-consuming, reviewing and better specifying partnership agreements with
individual t-RFMOs would certainly clarify roles and responsibilities of each t-RFMO and the
Project, and help build better direct relationships between the Project Management Unit/FAO
and the t-RFMOs. Also, the original intention of the Global Environment Facility project was that
all five t-RFMOs would be involved in some meaningful way and that each would benefit directly
from their involvement in the project, but to date most of the project activities and budget
have been routed through the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission and the Western and Central
Pacific Fisheries Commission with relatively little participation by the International Commission
for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas, the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission and the
Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna. To a certain extent this was to
be expected as the project outputs are most relevant to these two t-RFMOs as they are the
newest t-RFMOs and the majority of the member states are Small Island Developing States or
developing countries, or there were issues exclusive to their geographic areas, e.g. activities
to address gillnet fisheries in the Northern Indian Ocean (Output 1.1.3). Nevertheless, there
is a perception that the Project has been ‘biased’ towards IOTC and WCPFC, and there are
activities, particularly in the ICCAT and IATTC regions, that could be more strongly supported
by the Project for the remainder of the Project,73 and individual t-RFMO agreements could help
to address this.
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The overall rating for partnerships and stakeholder relationships is Satisfactory.

3.5 Evaluation Question 5: To what extent are project results sustainable
and how is sustainability being embedded in project activities and results?
(Sustainability)
Finding 13: There is good potential for sustainability of some of the Project’s results, e.g. FAO
is sourcing funding to promote the port state measures template and catch documentation
scheme implementation, but for many others future financial and institutional support is
unclear, particularly related to the Project’s support for ongoing processes being led by
partners that do not have a clear, specific (Project-agreed) end points and deliverables.

3.5.1 General points
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To date, the Project has been largely focused on delivery at the output level (which is
expected in the first couple of years of a GEF project). Some of the Project’s results will be
followed-up by FAO, e.g. the PSM template and CDS guidelines, although how this will
be done (as a formal handover) still needs to be agreed and documented. However, the
future of many other project deliverables is unclear and the Project is supporting a number
of open-ended processes, some of which are being led by partners (i.e. not the Project),
such as support to the International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunasled workshops on the Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries Management/Ecosystem Based
Fisheries Management, which will continue after the Project finishes but, as yet, it is not
clear how sustainability of these initiatives will be secured. There is no clear overall strategy
for the uptake of Project results by others or sustaining the progress of Project-sponsored
ongoing processes after the Project finishes.
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Higher ownership of project results by the t-RFMO Secretariats would promote their
sustainability. Unfortunately, ownership has been rather mixed. The mid-term evaluation
heard some criticism of the level of stakeholder involvement and consultation during the
project design stage and over implementation of project activities that has resulted in a
low level of ‘ownership’ and engagement in some of the project activities among some of
the t-RFMOs, particularly by the ICCAT Secretariat.

72 See Table 3 of the project document.
73 Although the Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna has not been directly involved in the
activities of the ABNJ, the project has provided useful information that the Commission is utilizing to address
seabird and sharks bycatch issues in particular.
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Sustaining institutional capacity is a continuous issue for the Project due to staff turnover
and loss, particularly for government departments, but the Project aligns well with
the priorities of its partners, notably the FAO fisheries programme, the International
Seafood Sustainability Foundation, BirdLife and WWF, all of who have stated long-term
commitments to tackling unsustainable fisheries (written into their strategies and business
plans), including addressing illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing and bycatch and
are likely to continue investing in capacity-building (part of the reason for their choice
as partners and original interest in the Project). However, the WWF Network is currently
reviewing its ‘delivery mechanisms’ (and presumably therefore resource requirements)
within its marine programme, which may change future emphasis although this should not
affect its commitment to fisheries and tuna sustainability. It should be noted that the WWF
manager who has been leading on the harvest strategy workshops (former Deputy Leader
WWF Smart Fishing Initiative) has recently left the organization and there is no immediate
replacement (instead the MTE understands that the organization he has moved to will be
subcontracted to allow him to continue providing support).

3.5.2 Sustainability of Component 1 results
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There are a number of concerns over the sustainability of some of the results associated with
Component 1 (sustainable management of tuna fisheries), particularly related to financial
availability. Although efforts to build capacity to develop harvest strategies and the associated
science-management dialogues (Output 1.1.4) have been integrated into relevant institutions74
in some instances (apart from in the Pacific), it is still not clear whether they can be financed
sustainably. In addition, the development and adoption of EAFM/EBFM plans for tuna fisheries
(Output 1.1.5) are currently not a priority issue for some of the t-RFMOs (except the International
Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas and the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission)
and, as mentioned previously, it is unlikely that any EAFM/EBFM plans will be completed within
the lifetime of the Project and probably only an estimated (by interviewees) one or two harvest
strategies will be adopted before the end of the Project. It is not clear how these processes will
be maintained (financed) or by whom (institution) once the Project ends and this needs to be
clarified.

3.5.3 Sustainability of Component 2 results
228

Most concerns regarding sustainability are associated with Component 2 (addressing
IUU fishing), which is not surprising given that the majority of the Project’s activities are
associated with this Component.
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The International Monitoring, Control and Surveillance Network tuna subnetwork (Output 2.1.2)
is at a relatively early stage of development but there will be a need for long-term financing,
with funds required to maintain and moderate the subnetwork. Consequently, there is a need
for a five-year plan/roadmap with identification of long-term financing, and agreement on how
to deal with the sensitive issue of the hosting and handling intelligence data. Similarly, there is
an issue over who will finance the delivery of the project’s MCS certification course (Output
2.1.3) and pay for participant attendance, although it was clear from interviewees that there is
an expectation for some form of cost-sharing from the government departments that wish to
send participants (perhaps derived from tuna fishing license fees).75 As a result, there is a need
to explore the potential demand and financial backing for this course and to develop a five to
ten year business and financing plan, which should include an examination of other potential
institutional homes for the course outside of the Pacific.
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The performance of the consolidated list of authorized vessels (Output 2.1.5) is judged
as adequate for the t-RFMOs but its hosting location in Seychelles is problematic due to
lack of proper infrastructure (slow connection), and it needs to be moved to a location
with better infrastructure (fast internet connection, sufficient bandwidth). One location

74 One reviewer noted that for the science management dialogues IOTC established a Technical Committee on
Management Procedures (Res 16/09) in 2016 which will meet prior to and in conjunction with the annual
Commission Session, to facilitate full attendance by CPCs; ICCAT and WCPFC have formal dialogue process
between scientists and managers in place; and in the Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna a
harvest strategy is fully implemented for Southern Bluefin.
75 The project and FAO could perhaps also tap into the United States Presidential Initiative on combating IUU fishing
and seafood fraud (see http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/ia/iuu/taskforce.html).
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that could be considered is the ICCAT server (in Madrid), which is already hosting the tunaorg.org website and has good support. Although human resource needs are likely to be
much lower now that the CLAV has been formerly established and operational, there is
still a need for funding to ensure long-term availability of an individual to oversee quality
control of the data provided by the t-RFMOs and to update CLAV software as needed (so
preferably someone with some background in IT).
231

The electronic monitoring systems in Fiji, Ghana (Outputs 2.2.1 and 2.2.2) and Seychelles
are currently being piloted, and although initial results are encouraging, adoption of
EMS by the participating governments is still not assured. There are particular concerns
over institutional capacity in Ghana, in terms of the availability of Fisheries Commission
staff to work as analysts and supervisors given their other responsibilities and as they
are paid (USD 170-400 per month) as ‘volunteers’ for their participation from the Global
Environment Facility funds which will no longer be available after the Project finishes. There
was also a change of government in Ghana in December 2016 and the new government’s
commitment to the EMS was unclear at that time. For both Fiji and Ghana the strategy
to address sustainability rests on the development and endorsement of business plans by
the national government and private sector, and the adoption of legislation that would
require fishing companies to install EMS and pay for the analysis of its results, e.g. through
increased fishing license fees. However, whether these measures can be achieved in the
remaining two years of the Project is debatable as they require the cooperation and buy-in
from many external stakeholders, especially for the enactment of the legislation.
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Other elements of Component 2 are considered to have a higher likelihood of sustainability.
The Project’s delivery of the port state measures template (Output 2.1.4), which has been
published by FAO on its website,76 is already well integrated into FAO’s much wider effort
to promote the PSMA,77 and consequently its ‘sustainability’ in terms of promotion and
implementation of the template has been taken on by FAO. Similarly, the Project’s activities
focused on the catch documentation scheme can be considered sustainable as the resulting
report is widely available and follow-up is being undertaken through FAO’s fisheries
programme. The main concern here is the need to promote the CDS guidelines so they are
adopted and used widely (so the document does not simply ‘sit on the shelf’), and there is
a need to encourage t-RFMOs to collaborate to produce a global CDS strategy, and action
plan with national implementation, with one t-RFMO taking the lead. It should be noted that
the t-RFMOs, especially the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, the Indian
Ocean Tuna Commission and the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission have standing
CDS development agendas, so it is hoped that the CDS guidelines will gain immediate value
in informing and fuelling the CDS processes for those RFMOs.

3.5.4 Sustainability of Component 3 results
233

In terms of the Project’s work to address bycatch issues, there is particular concern over the
future funding needs for the research into bycatch mitigation techniques, as the Project cannot
answer (and is not trying to) all the relevant questions concerning bycatch and measures to
address it. BirdLife, the International Seafood Sustainability Foundation and WWF have special
interests in these areas but bycatch mitigation research is expensive, especially the hire of boats
for at-sea trials, and poorer NGOs such as BirdLife South Africa do not generally have significant
funds for research.78 Similarly, the t-RFMOs do not have large research budgets.
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Although the shark stock assessments for bigeye thresher and porbeagle are secured,
there is some doubt in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean region whether other stock
assessments and development of bycatch management plans for sharks will continue
after the Technical Coordinator-Sharks and Bycatch leaves the Project, especially as there
are mixed views on the need for efforts to focus on shark management rather than tuna
stocks in the region. Consequently, there is a need for Western and Central Pacific Fisheries
Commission Member States to formally prioritize shark management and identify a
specific individual to act as a champion for shark management. Shark data will continue to
be collected by the Secretariat of the Pacific Community that intends to recruit a bycatch

76 See - http://www.fao.org/3/a-i5801e.pdf
77 See - http://www.fao.org/fishery/psm/agreement/en
78 It should be noted that ISSF is an exception here as it has been hiring vessels for at-sea research for many years,
including several years before the project contributions supported it.
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data analyst in the near future, so SPC could potentially take over the role of the TCSB in the
region, an option that should be explored and considered as part of any relocation plan
that is approved for the TCSB.
235

The sustainability of the observer programme in Pakistan that is being supported by the
Project is difficult to assess based on the review undertaken by the mid-term evaluation
consultant in Pakistan. This will probably only be clear once there has been an FAO mission
to more fully assess the delivery of the project in Pakistan (see recommendations).
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It is clear that the Project needs to develop a plan to promote the sustainability of its results,
which sets out how the Project proposes to ensure the uptake and use of all of its results
after it finishes, particularly the support for on-going processes. This should be developed
for discussion and endorsement at the penultimate Project Steering Committee meeting.
As part of this process it will be necessary to assess what is within the scope of the Project
to complete before the end of the Global Environment Facility financing and what is not,
identify what is achievable for long-term sustainability, to harmonize approaches and
avoid duplication of efforts, and to communicate and collaborate with other regional
organizations (e.g. SPC and FFA) to determine who should take responsibility for project
results. The sustainability plan will need to link with the Project’s new Communication
Strategy that is needed to support mainstreaming activities.
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The overall rating for sustainability is Moderately Unlikely, although this varies for
different project results.

3.6 Evaluation Question 6: To what extent can the Project’s current and
potential results be upscaled, replicated or serve as a catalyst for future
interventions centred on tuna and ABNJ? (Replication/Catalysis)
Finding 13: To date, there has been very limited evidence of replication or catalysis of project
results, but there is considerable potential in some areas of the Project, e.g. electronic
monitoring system pilots.
238

To date, there has been very limited evidence for replication and catalysis, which is
unsurprising given that the Project has only reached its midpoint. However, there is good
potential for replication of some of the project results. For instance, there is considerable
interest among the fisheries sector over the deployment of EMS which is viewed as
an important tool to combat illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing. Many other
countries in the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission region and Pacific
region are generally either implementing or planning to implement EMS, e.g. Palau,
Solomon Islands, New Caledonia and the eastern Australian longline fishery already
has EMS as a requirement for licensing of fishing vessels. There is a similar high interest
in the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission region and among the International Commission
for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas Member States in addition to Ghana (the project
coordinator in Ghana has already been approached by contacts in Namibia for advice on
establishing an EMS scheme there). EMS is seen as particularly useful on boats too small to
accommodate a human observer, so there is enormous potential for scaling-up/replication
of project results and models (if successful). However, the key to replication for EMS will
depend on the successful demonstration of results and particularly agreement over the
financing of the system and securing private sector buy-in (which really needs to drive the
adoption of the approach).
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The approaches developed for the shark stock assessments are likely to be applicable for
other data-poor species (indeed the Project was approached by the Commission for the
Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna Secretariat in 2015 about possible collaboration on
a porbeagle shark assessment which is now almost complete), and there are undoubtedly
some valuable lessons to be learned from the Project’s approach to accessing and using
confidential data, e.g. on sharks, marine turtles, as well as those gained through the
experiences from the international monitoring, control and surveillance subnetwork.
These may help guide other initiatives if widely promoted. Further interest has also been
generated through some of the observer training workshops led by BirdLife South Africa,
with the Korean National Institute of Fisheries Science inviting the Project to run additional
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courses and interested in financing bycatch mitigation work itself. There is also potential
for scaling-up of the crew-based observer programme in Pakistan to other countries of the
Northern Indian Ocean, if the pilot can demonstrate success before the end of the Project,
although the mid-term evaluation has reservations about the independence of the data
collected by the observers which needs to be addressed.
240

The overall rating for replication and catalysis is Moderately Satisfactory.

3.6.1 Cross-cutting issue: gender
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Gender equality and equity were insufficiently addressed in the project design and in the
current implementation phase. The Project’s project document mentions that “The project
will be guided by principles of equitable development and will pay attention to gender and
promote gender equality and equity through the systematic compliance with FAO’s stated
commitment to and policy on mainstreaming a gender perspective into its normative work
and field activities”. However, only limited action was taken to embed gender issues in the
Project’s implementation.
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It is important to note that the tuna industry, excluding tuna processing, is traditionally
male dominated. Having said that, the evaluation team encountered efforts to address
gender issues in Ghana such as giving women access to jobs and learning opportunities
within the Project’s framework. The Fisheries Commission attempted to ensure equal
number of women and men were trained on the electronic monitoring system and hired
as team members for the land-observers team. As for the private sector, two of the fishing
companies in Ghana had internal policies to increase job opportunities for women in
administration and operations in their port offices.

243

Importantly, the Project Management Unit has made an effort to collect gender
disaggregated data, e.g. numbers of women participating in workshops, trainings
and other major events. From April 2014 to December 2017 participation of women in
project-related events amounted to 12.7 percent (221 out of 1660). However, it should
be noted that most of these participants were associated with the International Seafood
Sustainability Foundation Skipper’s training workshops (814 individuals). On-board
observer training had significant women participants in South Korea – 47 percent women
out of 23 total participants. Some awareness and management workshops also had
significant women participation (i.e. Indonesia – 32.4 percent; Namibia - 48.4 percent; and
Pakistan 29.2 percent).
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4. Conclusions and recommendations
4.1

Conclusions

244

Based on the evidence and its analysis, the mid-term evaluation makes the following
conclusions.

Conclusion 1 - Relevance and ownership (EQ1)
The technical focus of the project was found to be relevant and well aligned with the t-RFMO’s
and member states’ policy frameworks and their priority areas for action, and responds to
FAO’s strategic objectives. However, ownership of elements of the Project has been mixed.
245

The Project’s goal of addressing unsustainable fishing of tuna in ABNJ and supporting a
move towards more sustainable fisheries management is well aligned with the t-RFMO’s
and member states’ policy frameworks, addresses priority areas for action by the t-RFMOs
and their member states, and is in line with FAO’s Strategic Objective 2 as well as Strategic
Objectives 1 and 4.
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The Project’s focus is on building capacity (knowledge, skills and tools) for more sustainable
management of tuna fisheries based on the Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries, addressing
illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing with piloting tools, supporting information
exchange, providing training to improve monitoring, control and surveillance activities,
e.g. compliance, and addressing the ecosystem impacts of tuna fisheries through research
and promotion of bycatch mitigation measures, and to address some of the key challenges
facing tuna resources in ABNJ. These are helping to meet some of the t-RFMO commitments
under the Kobe process and areas highly relevant for the transformation of the fishing
sector’s practices to ensure sustainability. Whilst the Kobe process is essentially dormant
politically (last meeting in 2011), the Project has been helping to support movement
on agreed technical issues, especially the sharing of knowledge, harmonization of data
and building partnerships between the t-RFMOs which is needed to help support more
sustainable management of tuna fisheries.

247

Ownership of elements of the Project has been mixed, particularly during the design
stage, with some t-RFMOs more involved than others in project activities, and more
effort needs to be given to communicating and promoting/advocating the project’s aims,
key messages and results to improve ownership.

Conclusion 2 – Result and efficiency (EQ 2)
Overall, the mid-term evaluation found that notable progress has been made at activity
and output levels, with some limited delivery at the outcome level. There is still room for
improving quality and delivery at the operational level to improve efficiency.
248

The Project has been largely focused at the activity and output level to date with some
good, widely praised results. However, delivery has not been uniform with delays over
some outputs.
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Overall, the Project is making an important contribution to strengthening the capacities of
the t-RFMOs Member States (in terms of knowledge and skills) to participate more fully and
make more informed decisions in the adoption of harvest strategies through Component
1; but the Project has been less successful in promoting the adoption of the Ecosystem
Approach to Fisheries Management and facilitating the development of Ecosystem
Approach to Fisheries plans. This component has been the most difficult for stakeholders to
understand. with some confusion over the relationship between harvest strategies, harvest
control rules, Management Strategy Evaluation and reference points, and development
of conservation and management measures; some interviewees showed a poor overall
understanding of the ‘Precautionary Approach’ and the Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries,
and there has been relatively little progress to date towards the development and
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implementation of the EAFM/EBFM plans for the t-RFMOs. This is perhaps not surprising
given Component 1 deals much more with processes than other components, which are
set at a more practical level, and the main challenge here has been to convince fisheries
managers and the scientific community of the benefits and opportunities to translate
scientific issues into management actions to move towards more sustainable tuna fisheries
management.
250

Harvest strategies are seen as particularly important and should be treated as a priority but there
needs to be greater focus on their eventual mainstreaming into conservation and management
measures, probably best approached by working with champions, as occurred in the case with
the skipjack tuna conservation and management measure in the Indian Ocean.79 The Project
is helping to create a space that allows t-RFMO Member State scientists and managers to
come together to gain a better understanding and participate in the process of developing
and adopting harvest strategies, but the Project could perhaps do more to examine how best
to use market mechanisms and promote the economic/financial gains from adopting harvest
strategies and conservation and management measures much more in its communications
materials as it would help drive uptake and replication of the Project’s results. In terms of the
promotion and adoption of the Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries however, more time will be
needed to operationalize the process, and it is clearly not possible to get all countries on board
during the project period. There is a need to identify champions that can advance the Ecosystem
Approach to Fisheries issue at the level of the Commissions, and a need to improve delivery of
key messages. However, if the operationalization is similar to the MSE experience, it is likely to
be a smoother process.
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Overall, for both harvest strategies and Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries processes, important
steps have been taken to support and create channels into existing RFMO processes to
translate scientific issues into tangible mechanisms that can be integrated into management
decisions. Component 1 is potentially the most transformative and arguably the most important
component, and without effective management strategies in place, measures to address IUU
fishing (Component 2) and bycatch (Component 3) will not be effective, and it needs continued
attention for the remainder for the Project.

252

The Project has made some valuable contributions to strengthening the capacities of the
t-RFMOs and member states to address compliance issues and fight IUU fishing through its
activities under Component 2.
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The recently completed port state measures legal template address a very clear need and will
facilitate incorporation of the provisions 2009 FAO Port State Measures Agreement into national
legislation, and along with the catch documentation scheme guidelines are rightly judged
among the most successful results of the Project to date, and if fully adopted and implemented
should make a significant difference in the fight to reduce IUU fishing. However, as most coastal
states do not have CDS schemes in place a gradual approach for implementation is needed,
with additional capacity-building and training required, and an overall CDS implementation
strategy, ideally with one t-RFMO taking the lead role. As important sources of information and
intelligence, the consolidated list of authorized vessels and the Pacific Island Forum Fisheries
Agency’s integrated MCS System should also help tackling IUU fishing and further intelligence
sharing is expected in the international MCS tuna subnetwork, which could help build confidence
in electronic reporting, although these are viewed as more tactical than transformational.
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The development of the best practices MCS, tuna subnetwork of International MCS Network
and global certification course for MCS officers, whilst viewed as important in helping to
build the capacity to address IUU fishing will all need more attention in the remaining part of
the Project. The Project’s global MCS certification course has been delayed, but the already
established FFA course could be modified and expanded to meet global standards, and in the
mid-term evaluation’s opinion this is a better option for the Project than struggling to set up a
new independent system. The proposed MCS Best Practices should help guide the topics to be
covered by the course, if it can be completed by the end of the Project.

79 One reviewer noted that the two examples of champion countries pushing t-RFMO adoption of elements of a
harvest strategy, harvest control rule, have been Maldives and the IOTC and Ecuador and the IATTC. In both cases
WWF played an important role in linking markets and t-RFMO processes and in both cases the capacity-building
workshops were referenced as a key enabling condition.
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EMS is seen as having huge potential as a tool to fight illegal, unreported and unregulated
fishing, and if successful and adopted, the pilot EMS trials should also improve compliance
with national, regional and international requirements in tuna fisheries and could potentially be
transformative in the longer-term if they can be fully delivered and promoted. Preliminary results
suggest that the EMS systems are capable of supplementing the existing observer programmes
(and you cannot use observers at-sea to verify compliance due to the inability to protect them
from threats or corruption) and could possibly replace observers where there is limited space
on-board.
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In terms of addressing bycatch issues under Component 3 considerable progress has been
made in many areas. The Pacific-wide bigeye thresher shark stock assessment has been
completed and that for the southern hemisphere stock of porbeagle shark is almost complete,
and the process of developing these has helped improve the shark fisheries management
framework across the Pacific and helped enhance cross-boundary data sharing collaboration
and led to new agreements and commitments between nations to improve shark fisheries
management, promoting important collaboration between the Western and Central Pacific
Fisheries Commission and the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission to develop integrated
management plans for sharks. Indeed, prior to the project, the t-RFMOs largely saw sharks as
a bycatch issue and not as a priority, but the shark stock assessments have demonstrated that
sharks can be properly managed fisheries in their own right (with the development of shark
management strategies). This is a novel approach and represents a potential paradigm shift in
the treatment of sharks in tuna fisheries. Also, as part of the process of developing the shark
assessments, the Project team and partners developed valuable new approaches to assessing
data-poor species (developing indicators for the status of shark stocks). The Project’s activities
in the Pacific have certainly raised awareness of shark bycatch issues regionally and among
member states, which can be considered one of the successes of the Project to date. The shark
assessments have helped enhance cross-boundary data sharing collaboration and harmonization
of bycatch data between WCPFC and IATTC (and for the porbeagle with the Commission for
the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna), which represents a major collaboration between
the t-RFMOs, offering a potential platform on which further collaborative efforts can be built.
Consequently, the MTE feels that it is important that sufficient resources are made available
for completion of all four planned shark assessments and their results and potential value for
tuna and shark fisheries management are strongly promoted. In addition, there are still capacity
issues, with a need for greater commitment of resources from the t-RFMOs to address shark
bycatch, with IATTC, for instance, still in need of more support and resources for its shark data
collection work.
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The analysis of Pacific marine turtle – longline fisheries interaction work is also considered
extremely valuable, especially as it is probably the largest compilation of such data to date. Also
important has been the Project’s access to the American and Japanese bycatch data from their
tuna fleets, under an agreement where the data would not be shared with other organizations.
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The International Seafood Sustainability Foundation’s project research testing modifications
to fish aggregating devices in the Atlantic, Indian and Pacific Oceans, undertaken jointly with
IATTC in Panama, has produced some good and highly relevant results that should allow better
targeting of FADs and their management to reduce bycatch. This is an important line of research
and should be treated as a priority for funding by the Project, in case additional funds are
needed to complete the research. Importantly, there have been indications of changes from
both the BLSA-led seabird bycatch mitigation workshops and ISSF Skippers Workshops that
awareness-raising efforts can be effective and lead to changes in attitudes and behaviour from
fishing crews towards bycatch with adoption of mitigation measures by boats (although this
needs to be confirmed by a rigorous study).
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The impact of the Project in Pakistan is less clear, although there seem to have been some
success in raising awareness of the negative effects of gillnet fisheries and establishment of a
crew-based observer programme which has raised observer coverage and increased data on
sharks and other bycatch. However, there are issues over the latter in terms of the reliability
of the data (provided by the boat crews themselves so unlikely to be as independent) and
sustainability and ownership (scheme currently paid from project funds through WWF-Pakistan
with little buy-in from the fisheries agencies). In the MTE’s opinion, it seems unlikely that this
scheme will continue after the Global Environment Facility funding ends. Also, the scheme to
convert gillnet fishing boats to tuna longliners also seems highly likely to fail as there is little
interest from the local fishermen and successful conversion is not straightforward.
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The efficiency of delivery of the project results has been generally good with the Project built on
pre-existing structures, processes and programmes, and on an experienced partner base, and
key project positions were filled early. However, there were substantial delays in some elements
of the Project, mostly due to internal FAO administrative processes, such as arranging execution
agreements, contracting arrangements, approval of travel requests, etc., particularly through
the FAO Field Project Management Information System and the Global Resource Management
System.

Conclusion 3 – Factors affecting delivery (EQ3)
The Project had a complicated project design that affected the initial delivery of the Project.
However, the Project has a strong Project Management Unit that is working strongly
to achieve positive results. There is still room for improvement especially with the time
allocation of the project manager, streamlining the project logframe to improve monitoring
and evaluation and improvement in the Project’s communications.
261

The Project has been handicapped by a complex and patchy design and a poorly explained
causal logic that has impeded understanding of the aims and direction of the Project
and connections between the various elements. Deleting and merging some outputs
and activity sets would simplify the project structure, and present a more coherent
understandable picture of the Project to stakeholders and external interested parties, and
reduce the M&E workload and improve operational efficiency.
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The Project has a strong, capable Project Management Unit team but some aspects of the
Project have not received sufficient attention to date due to lack of available staff time and
need increased efforts, notably those concerned with the development of the review of
MCS Best Practices, establishing the tuna subnetwork of the IMCSN, and the MCS course.
Others have been largely completed but there is a need for more targeted communication,
outreach and advocacy efforts for the remainder of the Project, such as for the shark work
undertaken in the Pacific.
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Project management arrangements for some elements of the Project are overly complex
and work against efficiency. Of particular concern has been the Project Management Unit
Project Manager’s position, who currently has to divide his time between two very timedemanding (full-time) jobs (three considering the Science Manager position is also vacant).
Unfortunately, the process to find a new executive director of the Indian Ocean Tuna
Commission has been very slow due to FAO processes which has highlighted a potential
conflict of interest between FAO’s role as both implementing agency and executing
agency for this GEF project. In terms of all parties working as a team, a ‘silo mentality’ has
developed to some extent within the Project with executing groups operating largely
independently of each other, and information, experiences and lessons are not shared
as efficiently as they could be (indeed the three technical Components could almost be
treated as three separate projects).
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It is clear that FAO was not fully ready, in administrative terms, to support the smooth design
and early implementation phases of such a complex project involving numerous partners. It did
not have effective policies and procedures in place in some cases to efficiently manage the GEF
project. The concept of an execution agreement was new and FAO had not finalized and did not
have common corporate guidelines to implement it (now it does).80 However, the project team
managed to overcome these administrative difficulties although there were substantial delays.
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Project communications and outreach activities have not been as strong or effective as
they could have been, and are the weakest part of project delivery, evidenced by mixed
understanding of the Project and some of its key messages, aims and results. This has not
been helped by the lack of a project-specific communications strategy and limited human
resources with technical experience in communications and outreach within the project
team. There is a clear need for a new communication strategy and plan to ensure the
effective uptake of the Project’s messages and results, to promote catalysis and replication,

80 Soon after the two executing agencies had been finalized, FAO abolished the executing agency modality and has
now developed a new concept: Operational Partners Implementation Modality.
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and facilitate sustainability and wider impact of its results. This need to focus on advocacy
and mainstreaming activities and dedicated technical support from an experienced
communications consultant is needed for the remainder of the Project.
266

Monitoring and evaluation has faced significant challenges due to a complicated project
design and a very large set of indicators which has placed a huge demand on reporting
by the Project Management Unit and partners, although the quality of project reports
has been excellent. However, there is a need to review and reduce the Project’s indicator
set and, as yet, there has been little formal lesson learning and an effective, coherent
framework for capturing lessons learned needs to be developed across the Project. It is
clear that there should have been a better review, and perhaps wider discussion, of the
Project’s indicators and targets at the Project Preparation Grant stage. It is suggested that
for future FAO-GEF projects, an M&E specialist (or someone with strong M&E experience)
is hired as part of the project design team to offer independent guidance on project logic,
Theory of Change and indicators.
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Due to delays and given the size, complexity and ambition of the Project, it is highly unlikely
that the Project will be able to deliver all its activities within the next two years and the
option of a no-cost extension to complete activities and plan for follow-up will probably
need to be considered.

Conclusion 4 – Partnerships (EQ 4)
Overall, the Project has initiated and is continuously building partnership which is central to
what the Project seeks to achieve.
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The Project has a large and diverse mix of partners and the complex partner arrangement
has presented a formidable management challenge for the Project. Despite this, which to
date, the Project Management Unit has managed the partnership reasonably well, helped
by good pre-existing connections or relationships between some groups involved, such
as between the International Seafood Sustainability Foundation and WWF-United States
and BirdLife South Africa. Indeed one of the successes of the Project is that it has managed
to bring together groups of partners that rarely interact and in the process create new
partnership arrangements, e.g. between FAO and WWF, and the Project has certainly
helped to bring the t-RFMOs together and enhanced collaboration between them on a
number of issues.

269

However, some of the t-RFMOs have been less involved than others (less than envisaged)
and relations with some have not been very productive, notably with the International
Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas. Greater attention needs to be paid
to engaging them in more project activities. There has also been relatively limited direct
engagement with the private sector, and a complicated, and largely non-functional
partnership arrangement with the overall Common Oceans programme and its other three
constituent projects, and membership of the programme has not added any significant
value to the Project. Part of the reason for the poor engagement of some stakeholders
has been that roles and responsibilities were not clearly or fully defined at the onset of
the Project (partly due to lack of financing during the Project Preparation Grant stage),
especially for the t-RFMOs, leading to different expectations over their level of engagement
and over which t-RFMO activities would be funded, and there is still a need to explain
the value of the Project’s results to the t-RFMO and member states through a renewed
communications plan which should also help to promote better uptake and sustainability
of the project results. Indeed, it would be valuable to develop separate partnership
(engagement) agreements between the Project and each of the five t-RFMOs.
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Given the Project has evolved during the last two to three years, and some activities
have been completed or are largely complete and others need greater focus, particularly
communication, promotion and mainstreaming activities during the remainder of the
Project, there is a need to review the Project’s approach to partnerships, including the mix
of partners, their roles and responsibilities, and the partnership arrangements, particularly
to help improve linkage to t-RFMOs priorities.
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Conclusion 5 – Sustainability of project results (EQ 5)
The sustainability of project results are still early to determine. However, there are important
lessons to take note at the mid-term to ensure sustainability.
271

The Project has been largely focused on setting up project execution arrangements and
delivery of activities and outputs. Some outputs have been completed and their future
implementation is to be taken on by other partners and stakeholders, such as the port
state measures template within the FAO regular programme. However, for others the
future ownership of the product is not clear. There is particular concern over the Project’s
support for several ongoing, open-ended processes, which are likely to continue long
after the Project finishes, such as the International Monitoring, Control and Surveillance
Network tuna subnetwork, and the ‘ABNJ Shark and Bycatch Pan-Pacific Technical Steering
Group’. Other elements of the Project are too ambitious to be realized in the five-year
period of the Global Environment Facility funding, e.g. integrated long-term plans for
operationalizing the Ecosystem Approach in fisheries for each of the t-RFMOs, and may
need to be considered as part of a follow-up GEF project.
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In many cases it is also unclear what the final project ‘product’ will be and how these will
be supported when the GEF funding finishes. There are also concerns about some positions
being funded through the Project. Various elements will require business plans that identify
future funding requirements and sources (none have been developed to date), including
for the electronic monitoring system pilots, monitoring, control and surveillance course
and the tuna subnetwork of the IMCSN, and ideally completed quickly to allow time for
their implementation and fundraising to begin.
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The Project needs to develop a plan that addresses the sustainability of each of the Project’s
main results with clear agreements with partners on what will happen to them after GEF
funding finishes and what actions are needed to ensure their sustainability. As part of this
process there is a need to define what can be achieved in terms of deliverables that the
project has control over in next two to three years of Project.

Conclusion 6 – Replication and catalysis (EQ6)
To date, there has been very limited evidence of replication or catalysis of project results.
However, there is good potential for replication and upscaling of some project results.
274

There has been little evidence of catalysis or replication to date (not unexpected at the midterm). However, some elements of the Project, such as the electronic monitoring system
pilots and the methodologies developed for the shark assessments, are likely to have
wider applicability, and the model developed for accessing sensitive data for the bycatch
workshops could perhaps be copied elsewhere.
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Opportunities for promoting replication and catalysis of project results will need to be
identified in the proposed new project communications strategy and plan. For instance,
if promoted, the port state measures template can be considered an example of catalysis,
and the Project’s support for electronic reporting both for the International Commission
for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas and the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission has a large
potential for replication.

Conclusion 7 – Gender
276

The Project’s commitment to gender equality could have been improved by undertaking a
gender analysis at the inception phase and developing a gender strategy or gender action plan
in accordance with the latest FAO guidance on gender equality.81 As a result of the lack of such
analysis and strategy/action plan, the Project has missed an opportunity to provide guidance
for its executing partners, and the Project’s treatment of gender equality and equity has been
dependent on the partner’s own policies and initiatives.

81 The FAO Policy on Gender Equality was published in 2013.
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4.2 Recommendations
277

Based on the evidence and its analysis, the MTE makes the following recommendations.
Reference to the relevant section in the main report is given in parentheses.

Recommendation 1 - (EQ 2 and link to Conclusion 2): To FAO, Project Management Unit and
project partners to improve the quality and effectiveness of the Project’s support to strengthen
governance and sustainable management of tuna fisheries, the evaluation team suggest the
following:
i

Undertake a review to determine whether the Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries
Management/Ecosystem Based Fisheries Management approach is feasible and member
state expectations are realistic, setting out common definitions and relationships, including
the key components of EAFM/EBFM and the role of harvest strategies, and prioritize those
which are most appropriate for tuna management, including examining the feasibility of
adopting a graduated approach that includes elements of EAFM/EBFM in other management
strategies rather than try to get EAFM/EBFM plans adopted for each t-RFMO. This could be
produced as a series of discussion papers to feed into the follow-up discussions of the first
joint t-RFMO workshop on the implementation of EBFM.

ii

Identify specific opportunities for project support for follow-up activities for the Joint
Management Strategy Evaluation Technical Working Group being led by the International
Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (this would also allow opportunity for the
Project to rebalance activities with the t-RFMO), which could include developing a standard
operating model to develop suitable management plans for tuna stocks as a specific product
deliverable.

iii Given that activities related to rights-based management under Outputs 1.2.1 and 1.2.2
are recommended to be cancelled (see recommendation below), future coverage of the
RBM concept and its value by the Project should be covered under EAFM/EBFM (Output
1.1.5) as an aspect of governance, or could be integrated into general communications
activities under Component 4, but should not be treated as the focus of a series of dedicated
workshops on RBM.
Recommendation 2 - (EQ 2 and link to Conclusion 2): To FAO, Project Management Unit and
project executing partners to improve the delivery of the outputs, outcomes and likelihood
of impacts associated with Component 2 (building capacity to reduce illegal, unreported and
unregulated fishing):
i

Develop a five-year plan/roadmap for the International Monitoring, Control and Surveillance
Network tuna subnetwork that sets how the network would be used, and by whom, etc., and
examines issues of sustainability, long-term financing, hosting and treatment of confidential
data.

ii

Arrange provision of legal assistance to develop national legislation for electronic monitoring
system programmes in Fiji and Ghana, and assistance to develop business plans for EMS
programmes in Fiji and Ghana, with full cost-benefits analyses that set out the financial
advantages to the boat companies (and their financial backers) with potential funding
models (e.g. by increasing tuna longline license fees).

iii Secure with Fiji Fisheries the appointment of a dedicated EMS project manager to be
appointed within Fiji Fisheries to lead on the Fiji EMS pilot, or if this is not forthcoming by
June 2017, allocate more time of the Project Management Unit’s Tuna Fisheries Expert for
this task, with greater time spent in Fiji.
iv Arrange for relevant data held in the Pacific Island Forum Fisheries Agency integrated
MCS system to be shared with the IMCSN tuna subnetwork MCS officers once the IMCSN
subnetwork is operational (once the IMCSN subnetwork is established the work can be
incorporated into their annual meetings and later in their blog and website).
v

Allocate resources to support FFA in delivering the development of an international MCS
course, given there are only two years remaining before project closure and the FFA is
supportive and willing to develop and pilot an expanded course at the University of the
South Pacific in Fiji.
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Recommendation 3 - (EQ 2 and link to Conclusion 2): To FAO, Project Management Unit and
project partners, especially WWF-Pakistan, the International Seafood Sustainability Foundation
and BirdLife South Africa to improve the delivery of the outputs, outcomes and likelihood
of impacts associated with Component 3 (reducing the impacts of tuna fisheries on marine
ecosystems):
i

Continue to provide financial support to the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission for
their shark bycatch data collection activities, including funding for the recent IATTC proposal
to expand Central American port sampling to provide better shark data for stock assessment
and management.

ii

Compile and publish a review of bycatch mitigation experiences from the Project (Identifying
and Promoting Best Practices for Bycatch Mitigation for sharks, seabirds, turtles and
small tunas), including guidance on how best to promote and achieve adoption of bycatch
mitigation measures, drawing on experience from ISSF and BirdLife.

iii Ensure sufficient dedicated project resources (financial and technical) for bycatch mitigation
outreach work in South Africa, including for the appointment of a Bycatch Coordinator and
some funds to measure the effectiveness of the outreach work being undertaken by BLSA
and ISSF aimed at encouraging the fishing industry to adopt bycatch mitigation measures,
including fish aggregating device management.
iv Undertake a global review of existing evidence on the impact of the FADs in tuna fisheries
with recommendations for effective management strategies, and an examination of the
impact on the fisheries industry if FADs were prohibited (or annual closures for specified
time periods or limits on numbers deployed within exclusive economic zones and the high
seas), as a contribution to supporting the t-RFMO FADs Working Group (established in April
2017). Given ISSF’s lead on FADs within the Project this could be led by ISSF.
v

For WWF-Pakistan, improve stakeholder consultation (public & private sector) over the
Project in order to improve ownership of the on-board observer programme particularly
among the provincial fisheries departments of Balochistan and Sindh and with the federal
government, and ensure that the data collected (and reports showing its analysis) is shared
with stakeholders, particularly the provincial and federal fisheries authorities, fish exporters/
processors, fisher communities, academia, the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission and FAO. Also
review of the feasibility of the conversion to longline fishing and assessment of alternative
options such as stationary FADs, handline fishery, value added, etc., as well as the funding
and institutional home for the on-board observer programme jointly with stakeholders.

vi Undertake a Project Management Unit/Project Task Force supervisory mission to Pakistan
to assess progress and future work on Pakistan element of the Project, particularly to
assess whether to cut the alternative gear conversion element from the Project (conversion
to alternative gear may perhaps better be treated as a follow-up project), the level of
engagement of the government fisheries agencies (federal and provincial) with the Project,
the ownership and future of the observer programme and the status, and follow-up activities
related to the draft National Plan of Action for Sharks. This should be treated as a priority by
the Project Management Unit/Project Task Force and take place before July 2017.
Recommendation 4 - (EQ 3 and link to Conclusion 3): To FAO, Project Management Unit,
Project Steering Committee members, Project Task Force and executing partners, to improve the
efficiency of the management and execution of the Project, including financial management:
Project management and administration
i

Appoint an additional mid-level staff member to the Project Management Unit to address
the current low capacity of the Unit, in particular to oversee the development of monitoring,
control and surveillanceBest Practices and the establishment of the IMCSN tuna subnetwork,
to support the Project Manager in his tasks, and to contribute to advocacy and mainstreaming
of project results over the next two years.

ii

Review and simplify the coordination, reporting and management framework and
arrangements for the two electronic monitoring system schemes in Fiji and Ghana (‘need
less links in the chain’), particularly the latter, to make management and reporting more
cost-effective and efficient.

iii Review the execution agreement between FAO and WWF-United States, to examine whether
cost-effectiveness could be improved, as some elements of the Project for which WWF had
responsibility have been cut (Output 1.2.2 dealing with RBM), and some elements of the
management structure are considered too complex and may benefit from being restructured.
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iv Provide the Technical Coordinator-Sharks and Bycatch with the option of relocating from
Pohnpei in 2017 (exact timing to rest with her), consider allocating more of her time to
advocacy/mainstreaming work and her capacity-building/support function to better
promote the project results on bycatch issues across the t-RFMOs with more time to provide
direct support to the other t-RFMOs on their shark bycatch work as required/requested.
v

FAO should arrange with the Global Environment Facility Secretariat for the Project to have
the option of a 6 to 12 month No Cost Extension, if needed (it is needed in the mid-term
evaluation’s opinion), to allow time for the final elements of the project to be delivered
and put in place for sustainability. This should be discussed if needed and endorsed by the
Project Steering Committee and Project Task Force a year before the current official closure
of the project.

Financial management
vi FAO should clarify in writing to the PSC and GEF Secretariat the status of the USD 5 million
pledged as cash co-financing by FAO at CEO endorsement, and for which elements of the
Project these were to be spent, and document this in the next six-monthly project progress
reports.
vii FAO should clarify in writing the breakdown of costs for the USD million that could not be
linked to the 23 project outputs listed in Field Project Management Information System, and
document this in the next six-monthly project progress reports.
Recommendation 5 - (EQ 3 and link to Conclusion 3): To FAO, Project Management Unit and
project partners to simplify and improve the Project’s monitoring and evaluation framework
which should also help to improve the understanding of the Project’s structure, aims and planned
results:
i

Restructure the Project’s results framework to follow the suggested reconstructed Theory
of Change. Consideration should be given to merging Outputs 1.1.1 and 1.1.4 that deal with
harvest strategies and Management Strategy Evaluation into one revised output (giving a
more coherent promotion of harvest strategies). In addition, Outputs 1.2.1 and 1.2.2, which
deal with rights-based management and are no longer being delivered by the Project should
be eliminated, along with Output 1.1.2 which is used as a general fund for activities across
the Project.

ii

Revise and replace the current indicator set with a smaller set of SMART-er outcome and
project objective level indicators and retrofit baselines where needed, and eliminate
output-level indicators altogether. A draft replacement set has been developed by the
Project Management Unit M&E Expert and these should be further refined by the Project
Management Unit team, reviewed by partners, and then presented to the PSC members for
approval at the next PSC meeting (July 2017) before replacing the current set of indicators.

iii In future six-monthly project progress reports a section should be included on progress
towards achievement of the outcome and objective levels, along with a two to three page
summary sheet which could be distributed to partners and stakeholders, and ensure these
reports are distributed to member states as well as the t-RFMOs.
Recommendation 6 - (EQ 2, 6 and link to Conclusion 2, 6 and 7): To FAO, Project Management
Unit, Common Oceans programme level, and project partners, especially the International
Seafood Sustainability Foundation, WWF-United States, BirdLife South Africa to improve the
effectiveness and impact of project communication activities and wide uptake of project results
and key messages:
i

Develop a new Communications Strategy to be approved by the Project Steering Committee,
that includes a focus on mainstreaming/adoption of results into target audiences and
processes, including t-RFMO decision-making process for uptake of recommendations for
resolutions for conservation and management measures (e.g. feeding results into IOTC’s
Technical Committee on Management Procedures and the science management dialogues
already established by the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission and the Indian
Ocean Tuna Commission). This should include a plan to deliver the strategy which will need
to examine how best to ensure the uptake/integration of project results within t-RFMOs
and the wider fisheries sector. Roles, responsibilities, resources required, timeframe, and a
dedicated budget should be detailed.
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ii

Better promote the Project’s key results and progress through social media and other
avenues, update its webpage more regularly (two-monthly news bulletins, with links on
recent project activities and results), and give particular attention to the coordination and
marketing of Project’s products with its partners.

iii Appoint an individual to take the lead on project communications and knowledge management
(a ‘Science to Policy Officer’), and arrange additional (shorter-term) consultant support to provide
advice on the technical communications issues, e.g. social media, infographics (which could be
provided by ISSF who could also provide advice on mainstreaming into the private sector).
iv Establish a lesson learning framework for the Project to ensure lessons are fully captured and
analysed through structured exercises/workshops in the final six months of the Project to
capture lessons learned from: (i) the Project’s three electronic monitoring system pilots with
the deliverable being a ‘how to’ guide that includes the experiences of the whole EMS chain
from negotiating agreements, installation and maintenance of EMS equipment, training
of observers, analysis and reporting of EMS data, to the development of draft legislation/
regulations and the use of EMS data in a court of law and ways to encourage buy-in from
the private sector; (ii) the Project’s work on bycatch mitigation, published as Best Practice
Guidelines for Bycatch Mitigation for sharks, seabirds, turtles and small sharks, including how
to communicate effectively with fishers, drawing on the work of ISSF and BLSA; and (iii) data
confidentiality and sensitivity issues across the Project, bringing together participants that
have been involved with these issues in relation to the shark and marine turtle bycatch data
assessments, International Monitoring, Control and Surveillance Network tuna subnetwork,
intelligence information to address illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing, and use of
EMS data in legal cases, with a project paper on the (best practice) treatment of sensitive
data in tuna fisheries management as a deliverable.
v

The Project should collect lessons and capitalize on the experiences of the executing partners
that have addressed gender issues (at the levels of individual, institutional and enabling
environment) to develop a gender action plan that would be coherent and contribute to the
FAO Gender Policy Objectives. This plan should be communicated to implementing partners,
reported against and monitored.

Recommendation 7 - (EQ 4 and link to Conclusion 4): To FAO, Project Management Unit team
and project partners, to strengthen the Project’s partnership arrangements to facilitate better
working relationships and project delivery for the remainder of the Project:
i

Develop a project partnership strategy document that sets out the role, comparative
advantage, responsibilities, agreed activities and deliverables, partner communication and
collaboration arrangements, and budgets for the remainder of the Project for each partner.

ii

Develop individual t-RFMO specific partnership (engagement) plans for each of the five
t-RFMOs that sets out the planned activities, roles and responsibilities, detailing what
support the Project will provide to each of the t-RFMOs for the remainder of the Project and
what is expected from the t-RFMOs (these do not need to be long but should be treated
separately from the overall partnership strategy, or given as an annex.

iii Continue to encourage participation of the International Commission for the Conservation
of Atlantic Tunas Secretariat staff in project activities but give more effort to identifying
representatives of ICCAT Member States to include in project activities.
iv Identify opportunities for greater engagement with the private sector, including
identification of potential champions for promoting uptake of bycatch mitigation measures
(possibly through working more closely with ISSF which has strong business community
links), and invite more representatives from the tuna fishing industry to Project Steering
Committee meetings to further the uptake of project messages and results (including EMS
and EAFM/EBFM) by the private sector.
v

Undertake a review/evaluation of the Common Oceans programme and how the Project
(and ideally the other three projects) relate to it and vice versa, to better define its aims and
deliverables, structure, needs and resources and linkage to the Tuna (and other) projects.

Recommendation 8 - (EQ 1, 5 and link to Conclusion 5): To FAO, Project Management
Unit, Project Steering Committee Project Task Force and project partners to better secure the
sustainability of the Project’s results, especially once the Global Environment Facility financing
ends, and to improve ownership:
i
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to ensure the uptake and use of its results after the Project finishes, particularly addressing
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the Project’s current support for on-going processes that have (as yet) no agreed specific
project deliverable and are led by partners, e.g. working groups on Management Strategy
Evaluation and fish aggregating devices. The sustainability plan should be developed for
discussion and endorsement at the penultimate Project Steering Committee meeting before
project closure, and should link with the Project’s new Communication Strategy that is
needed to support mainstreaming activities.
ii

Separately, develop a five-year business plan/roadmap for development and longterm financing of the International Monitoring, Control and Surveillance Network tuna
subnetwork (Output 2.1.3), a five to ten year business and financing plan for the MCS course
(Output 2.1.2), as well as for the electronic monitoring system pilot projects (Output 2.2.1
and 2.2.2) to ensure their long-term financing.

iii Develop a written framework for transfer of ownership and agreement on follow-up of the
catch documentation scheme guidelines from the Project to FAO, including potential plans
of action for their use with t-RFMO Member States.
iv Suggest agreement with partners on the recruitment and financing of an IT specialist to
oversee data quality, and update and address technical issues of the consolidated list of
authorized vessels, based at wherever the CLAV is finally hosted.

4.3 Lessons learned
278

There has also been little formal lesson learning to date, or an adequate framework to
capture project lessons. The mid-term evaluation draws the following lessons from the
findings and conclusions:

Lesson 1: In order for a project to be delivered effectively and efficiently FAO processes need
to be reviewed and discussed with potential partners during the project design stage, and any
execution partner requirements, such as fiduciary assessments, need to be undertaken at that
stage and not left until implementation has started or this will lead to potentially lengthy delays
in the delivery of projects causing them to miss milestones and targets.
Lesson 2: Global Environment Facility funding and associated co-financing needs to be sufficient
during the project design phase to ensure effective consultations with stakeholders (particularly
target groups – in this case member states of the t-RFMOs), or projects will have little stakeholder
ownership. USD 350 000 for the Project Preparation Grant for a c.USD 30 million project with
three large complex and quite different components and involving all five t-RFMOs and requiring
stakeholder meetings spread across the globe was clearly going to be inadequate.
Lesson 3: Project design should be consultative and projects constructed from the ‘bottom up’
and not ‘top down’ with elements imposed on national and regional stakeholders (who are
the intended beneficiaries of the GEF project) by the Global Environment Facility Secretariat,
implementing agencies or associated international partners, or the project will suffer from low
ownership which will lead to a lack of engagement, poor/delayed delivery, and reduce the
potential for uptake of project results by stakeholders. The decision to push for rights-based
management to be a major, and initially separate, component of the Project had very low
ownership among t-RFMOs and member states and created tension and mistrust between some
groups that has lasted well into project implementation.
Lesson 4: Particular attention needs to be paid to the design of a project’s logic and results
framework, especially the selection of indicators, which need to be tested to ensure they are
SMART with indicator development focused at the objective and outcome levels rather than the
output level, otherwise a considerable amount of time and staff and partner resources will be
wasted on collecting and reporting on information that is of very limited value to the Project.
Joint development of a project’s Theory of Change with stakeholders would facilitate this process
and help to promote common understanding of the aims and activities of the Project, and
strengthen ownership. Connected with this, the experience of this Project also suggests that the
project design process within FAO needs to be strengthened with greater, more detailed internal
analysis and checking at the review (Project Review Committee) stage, involving a monitoring
and evaluation specialist and paying particular attention to Theory of Change/project logic and
formulation of indicator.
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Lesson 5: Based on the experience of the adoption of a harvest control rule for skipjack by
the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, championed by the Maldives, building constituencies and
developing relationships with key member delegations and interested parties working with
them to draft proposals for conservation and management measures that are aligned with their
interests, and supporting them to propose these at Commission meetings, increases the chances
of its successful adoption by the t-RFMO and is an effective approach to mainstreaming.
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5. Appendices
Appendix 1. Documents consulted82
Project documents
1

TUNA ABNJ Project Document, versions of July and September 2013

2

Project Implementation Review

3

Programme and Project Review Committee (PPRC) final document, December 2013

4

Fourth Meeting of the Common Oceans ABNJ Program Global Steering Committee, July
2015

5

Common Oceans, Tuna ABNJ Project – a partnership for sustainability, FAO 2016

6

Common Oceans overall programme structure – brief – FAO 2011

7

TUNA task force meeting minutes

8

Tuna FAO Response to GEFSEC Endorsement Comments ABNJ PRS - Appraisal Sheet 16
Sept 2013

9

GEF-FAO funding agreement

10 ABNJ- Tuna_Co_financing_FAO_FINAL_18June2013
11 Six months progress reports

Project Steering Committees related documentation
2014 Inception Workshop, March 2014:
12 TUNA inception workshop_Mar14
13 ABNJ_Tuna_2014_Incep_01_Project structure
14 ABNJ_Tuna_2014_Incep_02_Notes_Comp 1
15 ABNJ_Tuna_2014_Incep_02_Notes_Comp 2
16 ABNJ_Tuna_2014_Incep_02_Notes_Comp 3
17 ABNJ_Tuna_2014_Incep_05_M&E
18 ABNJ_Tuna_2014_Incep_AG
19 ABNJ_Tuna_2014_Incep_General_Info
20 ABNJ_Tuna_2014_Incep_Info_01_WP
21 ABNJ_Tuna_2014_Incep_Info_02_Output
22 ABNJ_Tuna_2014_Incep_Info_03_EA_Template
23 ABNJ_Tuna_2014_Incep_Info_03_EA_Template
Project Steering Committee June 2014:
24 ABNJ-Tuna-2014-PSC FINAL
25 ABNJ_Tuna_2014_PSC_01_draft TOR
26 ABNJ_Tuna_2014_PSC_AG-rev1
27 ABNJ-Tuna-2014-Incep-RepFINAL-DRAFT
28 PPR-2014-07-AWPB FINAL
Project Steering Committee June 2015:
29 ABNJ-Tuna-2015-PSC_vFINAL
30 ABNJ_Tuna_2015_PSC_01 Agenda
31 ABNJ_Tuna_2015_PSC_02 Documents

82 All documents are available at http://www.fao.org/in-action/commonoceans/projects/tuna-biodiversity/en/
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32 ABNJ_Tuna_2015_PSC_03 Comp1
33 ABNJ_Tuna_2015_PSC_04 Comp2
34 ABNJ_Tuna_2015_PSC_05 Comp3
35 ABNJ_Tuna_2015_PSC_06 Comp4
36 ABNJ_Tuna_2015_PSC_07 MSC Proposal
37 ABNJ_TUNA_2015_PSC_08 Budget Revision
38 ABNJ_Tuna_2015_PSC_09_Rev1 Work plan budget
39 ABNJ_Tuna_2015_PSC_10 FAO data services
40 ABNJ_Tuna_2015_PSC_inf01 Leg template
41 ABNJ_Tuna_2015_PSC_inf02 Indicators
42 ABNJ_Tuna_2015_PSC_inf03 Inception Report
43 ABNJ_Tuna_2015_PSC_inf04 PSC1 Report
44 ABNJ_Tuna_2015_PSC_inf05 PPR1
45 Presentations from partners and project teams from the 2016 PSC meeting (while the ET
attended the meeting)
Project Steering Committee June 2016:
46 ABNJ_Tuna_2016_PSC_01rev2 Agenda
47 ABNJ_Tuna_2016_PSC_02 List of Documents
48 ABNJ_Tuna_2016_PSC_03 Comp1 final
49 ABNJ_Tuna_2016_PSC_03 Comp2 final
50 ABNJ_Tuna_2016_PSC_03 Comp3 final
51 ABNJ_Tuna_2016_PSC_03 Comp4 final
52 ABNJ_Tuna_2016_PSC_07 Indicators
53 ABNJ_Tuna_2016_PSC_09_Work plan budget
54 ABNJ_Tuna_2016_PSC_10_WWF Compliance
55 ABNJ_Tuna_2016_PSC_11_WWF NPOA Sharks
56 ABNJ_Tuna_2016_PSC_inf_01_MCS Curriculum
57 ABNJ_Tuna_2016_PSC_inf_02_PSM Template
58 ABNJ_Tuna_2016_PSC_inf_03_IOTC eCompliance
59 ABNJ_Tuna_2016_PSC_inf_04_CLAV Final Report
60 ABNJ_Tuna_2016_PSC_inf_05_Open Toolbox
61 ABNJ_Tuna_2016_PSC_inf_06_CDS Design Options
62 New funding proposals from IOTC and WWF (on compliance sharks components)

Documents reviewed by project component
Component 1:
63 Independent Review of the PNA Purse Seine VDS - Final Report_0
64 BToR_ISSF_US_Mar15
65 BToR_output 1.1.1_Panama_Feb15
66 BToR_output 1.1.4_Rep of Korea_May15
67 BToR_output 1.1.5_Spain_June15
68 IOTC workshop_Apr14
69 Iotc_cmm_14-03
70 Operationalizing the EAFM_draft
71 Review of ICCAT&WCPFC
72 SCECO report
73 SriLanka BToR
74 Report card on ecosystem-based fisheries management in tuna regional fisheries
management organizations
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Component 2:
75 BToR_meeting DoF_Fiji_Sep14
76 IOTC_-_Compendium_of_ACTIVE_CMMs_10_September_2015
77 Iotc_cmm_10-11_en
78 LoA FAO-FFA (2.1.3&2.2.3)
79 PSM_LEGISLATIVE TEMPLATE_FINAL
80 BToR_PSM_Tonga_Mar15
81 BToR_PSM_SriLanka_June2015
82 BToR_PSM_Philippines_June2015
83 BToR_PSM_Mozambique_June15
84 BToR_IUU_USA_Oct14
85 BToR_IOTC Som.delegation_Rep of Korea_May15
86 BToR_training Somali fish. inspectors_Djibouti.Somalia_May15pdf
87 BToR_training Somali fish. observers_Djibouti.Somalia_May15
88 MSC curriculum
89 Mission report - CSM PSM – Maldives
90 Draft BTOR_IWCMay2016
91 FAO E-monitoring workshop_Fiji_Nov2015
92 Ghana_SVM training report
93 LoA Fao Seychelles_March2016
94 updates on Fiji trials
95 BToR_2.2.4_Belgium_Apr15
96 BToR_2.2.4_Cote d’Ivoire_Ghana_Comoros_Oct14
97 BToR_2.2.4_Fiji_Nov14
98 BToR_2.2.4_Italy_Dec14
99 BToR_2.2.4_Malta.Spain.UK_Sep14
100 BToR_2.2.4_Samoa_Dec14
101 BToR_final on 2.2.4_Thailand.PNG.Fiji.Indonesia_May15
102 BToR_output 2.2.4_Malta_Feb16
103 BToR_output 2.2.4_Singapore.South Korea.Philippines_Mar15
104 BToR_output 2.2.4_US.Japan.Sechelles_Feb15
105 CLAV Report 20150330 March
106 CLAV Report 20150331_20150630 March-June
107 CLAV Report 20150331_20150731 March-July
108 CLAV Report 20150430_20150531 April-May
109 CLAV Report_20150831 August
110 CLAV Report_20150831
111 BToR_CLAV_Australia_Feb15
112BToR_CLAV_Micronesia_Oct14
113BToR_CLAV_Spain_Oct14
114 BToR_CLAV_US_Sep14
115BToR_IOTC(MSE,CLAV)_Seychelles_Dec14
Component 3:
116 BToR_CDS,IUU_Micronesia_Sep14
117BToR_CDS,IUU_Micronesia_Sep14
118 (BirdLife) 3.2.1 Pre-cruise meetings and development of training materials
119 (BirdLife) Bidlife report_3.2.1_Korea_Oct14
120 (BirdLife) BLI_ChinaWorkshopReport17Apr2015
121 (BirdLife) BLI_KoreanObserverTrainingReport09-13Mar2015
122 (BirdLife) BToR_seabird_Japan_Nov14
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123 (BirdLife) PILOTING ELECTRONIC OBSERVER SYSTEMS IN LONGLINE FISHERIES
124 (BirdLife) Port based outreach_cons.TOR
125 (BirdLife) port-based outreach workshop backg
126 (BirdLife) Port-based Worshop Agenda
127 (BirdLife) Post-workshop Feedback
128 (BirdLife) Annual progress reports
129 (At see trials) At sea-experim_NW Pacific_Japan
130 (At see trials) At-sea experiment_2013
131 (At see trials) IC reducing seabird bycatch Spanish distant water longline fleet
132 (At see trials) Mitigation_techniques_Japan 2014
133 (At see trials) Report to WWF
134 (At see trials) Seabird bycatch workshop -Gran Sol demersal longline fishing fleet
135 (Sharks) Bigeye Thresher Progress Report 1
136 Bigeye Thresher Progress Report 2
137 DWS-05-Data-collection-Meeting-report
138 EB-IP-13 Workshop Shark Life History Expert Panel 2
139 IOTC-2015-WPEB11-24_-_Shark_fin_trade_stats
140 Porbeagle Update Flyer Apr 2016
141 Porbeagle Update Flyer Jan 2016
142 SCRS_2015_XXX_Clarke
143 WCPFC Circular 2016-15 Second Sea Turtle Workshop Announcement
144 WCPFC12 Summary Report_final1_revised
145 WCPFCSharkWorkshop
146 Monthly reports Sharks and Bycatch component (2014 and 2015)
147 Back to Offices Reports (2014-2015; Portugal, Australia, Germany, Italy, Japan, Marshall
Islands, Micronesia, New Caledonia, Samoa, Spain, Taiwan, Canary Islands) Sharks and
Bycatch component
Component 4 (Reviewed websites and related documentation):
148 Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP)
149 BirdLife International (BLI)
150 Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna (CCSBT)
151 Fiji Tuna Boat Owners Association and associates
152 Fisheries and Aquaculture Sector Organization of the Central American Isthmus (OSPESCA),
153 Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO)
154 Government of Fiji
155 Government of Ghana
156 Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC)
157 Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC)
158 International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT)
159 International Seafood Sustainability Association (ISSA)
160 International Seafood Sustainability Foundation (ISSF)
161 Marine Stewardship Council (MSC)
162 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
163 Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA)
164 Parties of the Nauru Agreement (PNA)
165 Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC)
166 Western Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC)
167 World Wildlife Fund (WWF)
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Other Back to Office reports
168 BToR_CFI_Mexico_June14
169 BToR_CFI_US_Mar15pdf
170 BToR_GOCSummit_Netherlands_Apr14
171 BToR_IMECPFCommission_Oct13
172 BToR_TUNA project_Philippines_Dec12
173 BToR_TUNA project_US_Feb13
174 BToR_WCPFCommission_Australia_Dec13
175 Report of the 2nd IOTC Management Procedure Dialogue_Apr15
176 BToR Colombo-Sri Lanka May 2016
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Appendix 2. List of people interviewed
Name

Title

Organization

Role in the project

Aaron Nighswander

Administrative Officer

WCPFC

Representative

Alejandro Alberto
Anganuzzi

Project Coordinator

FIDFD (FAO)

Project Regional
Coordinator/Secretary to
the PSC

Alexandre Aires-Da-Silva

Senior Scientist

IATTC

Focal Point IATTC Shark
work

Alicia Mosteiro
Cabanelas

MCS Operation Specialist
- Global Record

FIROD (FAO)

Project Task Force
Member

Amanda Nickerson

Director of Global Tuna
Conservation

PEW Charitable Trusts

Representative

Fiji Fishing Industry
Association

Representative
Programme Assistant

Anare K. Raiwalui
Anja Bruyneel

Programme Assistant

FIDF (FAO)

Anthony Beeching

Assistant Fisheries
Scientist

WCPFC

Anthony Lewis

Fisheries Scientist
consultant

Benjamin S. Tablos Jr.

Director of
Administrative Services

BFAR Philippines

Blaise Kuemlangan

Chief

LEGND (FAO)

Bob Gillett

Tuna Fisheries Consultant Fiji

Brett Haywood
Bronwyn Maree

Seabird Bycatch Project
Coordinator

Bubba Cook
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Member

Fiji Tuna Boat Owner
Association

Representative

Birdlife South Africa

Coordinator for BLI work
in South Africa

WWF Fiji and Wellington

Chris O’Brien

Coordinator Deep Seas
Project

FAO

PSC observer 2014, 2015

Clare Van der Geest

Policy Advisor

ISSF

Cooney, Barbara

Senior Advisor

TCI (GEF Unit FAO)

Task Force Member

Daniel Juniper/Kelley
Horeau

Student and supervisor

University of Seychelles

Representative

Daniel Suddaby

Deputy Leader WWF
Smart Fishing Initiative

WWF

Representative WWF,
Inception, 2014, 2015

David Gershman

Senior Associate

Global Tuna
Conservation PEW

Driss Meski

Executive Secretary

ICCAT

Representative ICCAT
(Inception, 2014)

Fabio Fiorellato

IT expert

FIPS/IOTC Data
Coordinator

Team leader for CLAV
activities

Feleti Teo

Executive Director

WCPFC

Representative

Florian Giroux

Fisheries Officer
(Compliance)

IOTC

Frank Chopin

Senior Fishery Officer

FAO Samoa

Technical Advisor for the
Pacific

Geneviève Braun

Programme Officer

TCIDD (GEF Unit AO)

Project Task Force
Member

George Madden

Director of Fisheries

Fiji, Government of

Director of Fisheries

Gerald Scott

Scientific Advisory
Committee member

ISSF

Consultant
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Name

Title

Organization

Role in the project

Gerard Domingue

Compliance Coordinator

IOTC

Representative

Gilles Hosch

Market and trade
specialist

Giselle Castaneda

ATLINK technician

Fiji

Godfrey Baidoo-Tsibu

Head of MCS unit

Fisheries Commission
-Government of Ghana

Graham Pillings

Principal Fisheries
Scientist

SPC

Grayham Southwich

Commercial Tuna Boat
Owner

Fiji

Guillermo Compeán

Director

IATTC

Representative

Harry Koster

Executive Director

International MCS
Network

Representative

Hildra Lobendahn

Fisheries Enforcement
Officer

Fiji Fisheries

Hugh Walton

Policy Specialist

FFA

Icamus Tuiloma

SPC Observer Data
Manager

SPC

Jacqueline Alder

Fish Code Manager

FIAM (FAO)

Task Force Leader/
Budget Holder/Common
Oceans Programme
Coordinator

Janne Fogelgren

Senior Fisheries Officer

FIDF (FAO)

Operations Specialist

Jeremy Turner

Previous Fish-Code
Manager

FIDF (FAO)

Programme Coordinator
during Project
Preparation and
implementation until
2015

Jiten Mohan

Consultant

Representative

Representative

Fiji Fishing Industry
Association

Joseph Fu

Deputy Director

Overseas Fisheries
Development Council of
China Taiwan

Judith Swan

Legal expert

-

PSM legal specialist

Jullien Millien

Fisheries Science/Tuna
Expert

FIDF (FAO)

Project Task Force
Member

Karl Staish

Observer Program
Coordinator

WCPFC

Kathrin Hett

Monitoring and
Evaluation Officer

FIDFD (FAO)

Keith Andre

Monitoring and
evaluation officer

Fishermen and Boat
Owners Association

Lauren Spurrier

Managing Director, Latin
America Marine and
Fisheries

WWF

Les Clarke

Advisor

PNA

Malcolm Francis

Representative

National Institute of
Water and Atmospheric
Research (New Zealand)

Marco Boccia

Fishery Liaison Officer

FIPID (FAO)

Project Task Force
Member

Maria Jose Juan Jorda

Post-doctoral Researcher

AZTI Tecnalia, Spain

Representative

Matthew Camilleri,

Fisheries Liaison Officer

FIPID (FAO)

Project Task Force
Member

Maurice Brownjohn

Commercial Manager

PNA
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Name

Title

Organization

Role in the project

Merete Tandstad

Fishery Resources Officer

FIRFD (FAO)

Project Task Force
Member

Miguel Herrera

Deputy Manager

OPAGAC

Representative IOTC

Minister Wallace
Cosgrow

Ministry of Agriculture

Representative

Fiji Fishing Industry
Association

Nasoni Tora and others

Dry Observers

Fiji

Netani Tavaga

Project Coordinator

Government of Fiji

Representative

Neville Smith

Principal Fisheries
Scientist

SPC

Representative

Nicolas Gutierrez De Los
Santos

Fisheries Resources
Officer

FIAF (FAO)

LTO Officer

Nicole Glineur

Senior Environmental
Specialist

GEF

GEF representative

Papa Kebe

Ghana ABNJ Tuna Project International Seafood
Project Coordinator for
Coordinator
Sustainability Foundation Ghana
(ISSF)

Paul Bannerman

Head of Scientific unit

Fisheries Commission Ghana, Government of

Representative

Paul de Bruyn

Department Head and
By-Catch Coordinator

ICCAT

Representative

Penny Ridings

Legal Advisor

WCPFC

Peter Williams

Principle Fisheries
Scientist

SPC

Philippe Michaud

Conseiller Special

Ministre des Finances

Radika Kuman
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Random Dubois

Consultant

FIDF (FAO)

Team Leader during
Project Preparation

Raymond Babanawo

Technical advisor to the
Ministry of Fisheries

Government of Ghana

Representative Ghana
(2015)

Robert Kennedy

Executive Secretary

CCSBT

Ross Wanless

Seabird Division
Manager, Africa
Coordinator

BirdLife South Africa
(BLSA)

Sam Tufao

IT specialist

WCPFC

Samuel Qaatey

Director of Fisheries

Fisheries Commission Ghana, Government of

Sanaila Nagali

Principal Secretary of
Fisheries

Fiji

Shelley Clarke

Technical Coordinator
Sharks and Bycatch

WCPFC

Representative

Susan Jackson

President

ISSF

Representative

Tim Adams

Director Fisheries
Management

FFA

Tina Farmer

Technical Editor

FIPSD (FAO)

Tom Grayham

Policy Analyst

NOAA

Ueta Faasili

Offshore Fisheries Officer

Samoa

Umar Shahid

Programme Manager

WFF Pakistan

Representative

Vincent Lucas

CEO, Seychelles Fishing
Authority

Government of
Seychelles

Representative

Focal Point BirdLife South
Africa

Representative

Project Task Force
Member
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Name

Title

Organization

Vincente de Ramon
Castejon

Digital Observer Services
trainer of dry observers

Yujira Akatsuka

Assistant Director
International Affairs
Division

Fisheries Agency Japan

Yuna Kim

Fleet-based Training Coordinator

BL-SA

Role in the project

Representative
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Appendix 3. Evaluation matrix

GEF-Evaluation
Criteria

Key
evaluation
question

Sub question

Data
collection
method

Evaluation
Question
6: How is
the project
contributing
to national,
regional and
international
ABNJ and
fisheries
management
priorities and
initiatives,
and to FAO
Strategic
Objectives?

a. To what extent
have project
objectives and result
been consistent to
the FAO mandate
and policy, regional
fisheries initiatives;
with GEF focal areas,
strategic priorities
and operational
programmes;
priorities of t-RFMO
and member states?

• Desk Review
• Face to face
• Interviews
(semistructured
questionnaire),
• Emailquestionnaires/
Skype
interviews
• Field
observations
(as applicable)

Preparations to
Outcomes
Overall quality of
project outcomes
1

Relevance

b. To what extent
have member
countries adopted
and began to
implement project
initiatives?
Effectiveness

Evaluation
Question
2: To what
extent has
the project
delivered on
its outputs,
outcomes,
and
objectives,
and what, if
any, wider
results has
the project
had at
regional and
global levels
to date?

a. How effectively
has the project
delivered on its
expected outputs to
date?

b. To what extent
have project
outcomes (as
identified in the
Theory of Change)
been delivered or are
likely to be delivered
by the end of the
GEF funding?
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c. What are the
likely mid- and
long-term impacts
of the project and
what can be done
to improve the likely
achievement of
positive impacts?

Data sources/
interviewees
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2

Efficiency

Repeat of
EQ 2

d. To what extent did
the project build on
existing agreements,
initiatives, data
source, synergies,
complementarities
with other project
and partnerships,
etc., and avoid
duplication of similar
activities of other
groups?
To what extent has
the project put in
place measures
for cost and time
sharing? And availed
opportunities for
increasing efficiency
of delivery?

3

Preparedness and Evaluation
Project Design
Question 3:
(only at mid-term) What factors
have affected
the delivery
and results of
the project
and how can
the delivery
be improved

a. To what extent
were the projects
objectives and
components clear,
practical and
feasible within the
timeframe?

b. How and to what
extent were the
main stakeholders
involved in project
design? To what
extent did the design
phase consider the
capacity of the main
stakeholders to
be involved in the
project?
c. What were the key
challenges faced in
designing the project
and how can the
process be improved
for future projects?
4

Ratings for
progress towards
results (only at
mid-term)
Monitoring and
evaluation
Overall quality of
M&E

5

M&E design at
project start up

Same as EQ3

e. To what extent
are the project
indicators, and
related targets
specific, measurable,
attainable (realistic)
and relevant to the
objectives, and timebound (SMART)?
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6

M&E Plan
Implementation

Same as EQ3

f. To what extent
was information
generated by
the M&E system
during project
implementation
used to adapt
and improve
project planning
and execution,
achievement
of outcomes
and ensuring
sustainability? How
can the M&E system
can be improved?

7

Budget and
funding for M&E

Same as EQ3

To what extent
has the project
budgeted and
implemented a
sound M&E plan
and tools to track
project delivery and
evaluate its results
towards achieving its
objective?

Evaluation
Question 3:
What factors
have affected
the delivery
and results
of the Project
and how can
the delivery
be improved

d. What challenges
have FAO, the Project
Management Unit
and the various
executing agencies
faced in delivering
the Project? What
changes are needed
to improve delivery
in the second half of
the Project?

Project
Implementation
& Adaptive
Management
Overall quality
of project
implementation
& adaptive
management
8

Management
arrangements,
work planning,
finance and cofinance

What were the
issues related to the
GEF financing and
co-financing of the
Project?
What were the
issues related
to the financial
management of the
project?
To what extent does
the implementation
arrangement (FAO
as executing and
implementing
agency) affect the
project delivery?
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9

c. To what extent
has the Project
catalyzed changes
at the individual,
institutional and
policy levels both at
national and regional
level to enhance
the sustainable
management of tuna
in ABNJ?

Replicability and
catalytic role of
project/s

10 Partnership,
stakeholders
engagement and
ownership

Evaluation
Question
1: To what
extent has
the project’s
partnership
approach
contributed
to the
project’s
delivery
of stated
outcomes
and outputs?

a. What are the
partnership
arrangements?
To what extent
has the project
been successful
in establishing
partnership and
collaboration with
stakeholders during
both design and
implementation
phases?
b. What are strengths
and challenges of
the partnerships?
c. To what extent
have the project
activities developed
new and enhanced
partnerships/
relationships
across t-RFMOs
and between their
member states,
project partners
(i.e. NGOs, industry
and sub-regional
organizations)?
How does the
project relate to the
overall GEF ABNJ
programme?

11 Visibility,
communication
and knowledge
sharing

g. How effective has
the project been
in communicating
and promoting its
key messages and
results to partners,
stakeholders and a
general audience?
How can this be
improved?
Have there been any
issues with sharing
and/or management
of knowledge?
How is this being
resolved?

Risk to
Sustainability
Overall likelihood
of risks to
sustainability
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12 Financial
resources risk

a. Are there any
financial risks that
may jeopardize the
sustainability of the
project results and
progress towards
impacts? How
dependent is the
continuation of the
Project initiatives on
continued financial
support?
b. What will happen
when the GEF
funding stops?

13 Socio-economic
risk

c. Are there any
social, legal or
political factors that
may influence the
sustainability of
project results and
its progress towards
impacts? If there are,
what are these?
d. Is the level of
ownership by the
main national,
regional and
international
stakeholders
sufficient to allow for
the project results to
be sustained?

14 Institutional
framework and
governance risk

e. To what extent
is the sustainability
of project results
and onward
progress dependent
on institutional
frameworks and
governance?

15 Environmental
risk

a. What external
environmental
factors can affect the
sustainability of the
project?

16 Lesson
learned and
recommendations

What lesson have
you learned to date
from the project
relating to improving
sustainable
management of tun
fisheries?
If you were involved
in the project again,
what would you do
differently?
Are there any specific
recommendation
for the 2nd half
of the project you
think the mid-term
evaluation team
should consider to
improve the impact
of the project?
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What do you
personally think
are the top two or
three successes and
failures, the top two
or three the Project
has delivered?
What do you
ultimately hope the
project will achieve?
Are there
oppurtunities of
linkage, partnership,
resources you are
aware of that the
project could take
advantage of now?
And how can this be
best capitalized on
during the 2nd half
of the project?
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