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Annex 1. Terms of Reference
1.

Introduction

1

This document describes the Terms of Reference (ToR) of the mid-term evaluation (MTE)
of the project “Sustainable Management of Tuna Fisheries and Biodiversity Conservation
in the Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction” - GCP /GLO/365/GFF (ABNJ Tuna Project). The
ABNJ Tuna is a global project that started in January 2014 and is expected to run for five
years until January 2019.1 It is one of the four mutually reinforcing projects within the “ABNJ
Global Sustainable Fisheries Management and Biodiversity Conservation in the Areas
Beyond National Jurisdiction” Programme”.2

2

This mid-term evaluation will be carried out with the objective of assessing progress
towards expected outcomes, emerging results and to identify areas of improvement and/
or corrective actions.

3

The ToR for the ABNJ Tuna Project evaluation consist of a desk review of existing
documentation, with a preliminary analysis of progress reports and documentation of the
project. In addition, scoping interviews were conducted with the Project Task Force, Project
Management Unit and other stakeholders present at the ABNJ Tuna Project’s third Steering
Committee Meeting that was held in Rome from 5 to 9 July 2016.

4

The ToR represent a guiding document for the evaluation team and the project’s main
stakeholders. The ToR briefly describe the ABNJ Tuna Project and identify key areas of work
undertaken since the project inception, set out the purpose and scope of the evaluation and
present a proposed evaluation work plan. The ToR has been shared with and commented
upon by the Project Management Unit, Project Task Force and members of the Project
Steering Committee (PSC).

2.

Background and context of the project

5

The ABNJ Tuna Project is part of the ABNJ Programme which is a broad-scale and innovative
approach to the management of sustainable fisheries in the ABNJ. The ABNJ Programme
is composed of four projects. These include: (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 Fund; (4) Strengthening Global Capacity to
Effectively Manage ABNJ. The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
(FAO) is the overall coordinating agency for the ABNJ Programme. It is also the implementing
agency for Projects 1 and 4, and co-implementer for Project 2 with the United Nations
Environment Programme. The World Bank is the implementer for Project 3. The programme
also includes Conservation International, Global Ocean Forum, the International Union for
the Conservation of Nature, and World Wildlife Fund (WWF) as executing partners. The Tuna
ABNJ Project is the largest in terms of Global Environment Facility (GEF) allocation within the
larger ABNJ Programme.

6

The ABNJ Programme is under GEF’s Focal Area/LDCF/SCCF: Multifocal Area (International
Waters and Biodiversity). The project is under the following GEF’s International Waters
(IW) and Biodiversity Results Frameworks:
• International Waters Objective 4 - Outcome 4.1 ABNJ (including deep-sea fisheries,
oceans areas and seamounts) under Sustainable Management and Protection (including
Marine Protected Areas);
• International Waters Objective 4 - Outcome 4.2 Plans and Institutional Frameworks for
Pilot Cases of ABNJ have catalytic effect on global discussions

1

Based on actual dates.

2

Refer to http://www.commonoceans.org/

1
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• Biodiversity - Outcome 2.1 Increase in Sustainable Managed Seascapes that Integrate
Biodiversity Conservation
7

The ABNJ Tuna Project was designed with key stakeholders, including the Global
Environment Facility and secretariats of four of the five Tuna Regional Fisheries
Management Organizations (t-RFMO). The t-RFMO includes the Inter-American Tropical
Tuna Commission (IATTC), the International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic
Tunas (ICCAT), the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC) and the Western and Central
Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC) (the Commission for the Conservation of Southern
Bluefin Tuna was involved in the later stage). Representatives from the Pacific Islands Forum
Fisheries Agency (FFA), BirdLife International (BLI), the International Seafood Sustainability
Foundation (ISSF) and World Wildlife Fund were also involved in the process and the FAO
Committee on Fisheries was briefed on the project.

8

The total project budget is about USD 178 million of which USD 30 million is funded by
the Global Environment Facility through a full size project grant, with the remaining
USD 151 million representing co-financing from the project’s 19 main stakeholders.3 FAO is
the GEF implementing agency and acts as the executing agency responsible for supervision
and provision of technical guidance during the implementation of the ABNJ Tuna Project.

9

The project structure includes a Project Steering Committee composed of representatives
from the t-RFMOs, main stakeholders4 and executing partners that meets annually and
provides strategic guidance to the project. The Project Management Unit is based at FAO
headquarters in Rome. The Project Task Force is also based at FAO headquarters and is
composed of the Budget Holder, Lead Technical Officer, Investment Centre Division/GEF
Unit and other technical officers at FAO headquarters. The Project Task Force members
provide backstopping support to the project.

10

The project is being executed on the ground through partnership with the t-RFMOs and
other executing partners that would include the t-RFMO’s Member Countries, national
and regional institutions, industry and non-governmental organizations (NGOs). These
partners participate in the project implementation either through taking the lead on
specific activities or through providing support, or they are direct beneficiaries of project
deliverables.

11

The ABNJ Tuna Project was designed to contribute to several international instruments
including the Millennium Development Goal 7 (specifically MDG 7a and 7b on 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 2011-2020 and the associated Aichi Biodiversity Targets.

12

The ABNJ Tuna Project 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”

13

The project aims to generate transformational change at the global, regional and national
level. To this end, the project’s overall goal 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 forh: (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.” The Project is structured
around four main components:
• Component 1. Promotion of sustainable management (including rights-based
management) of tuna fisheries, in accordance with an Ecosystem Approach;

2

3

Refer to Section 11 below for the List of main stakeholders.

4

Refer to Section 11 for the List of main stakeholders.
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• Component 2. Strengthening and harmonizing monitoring, control and surveillance
(MCS) to address illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing (IUU);
• Component 3. Reducing ecosystem impacts of tuna fishing;
• Component 4: Information and best practices dissemination and monitoring and
evaluation (M&E).
14

To implement the project’s four components, six main elements contributing to its strategy
that was agreed at preparation5 include:
• 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;
• Capitalizing on the existing alliance that was initiated through global and regional
processes (i.e. Kobe process), engaging key environment NGOs, the civil society and the
private sector;
• Supporting national level capacity-building and institutional strengthening especially
with coastal developing states and Small Island Developing States;
• Facilitating the shift in tuna fisheries from thinking in silos to a system’s perspective; this
includes influencing cultural change in governance systems, policy systems, production
systems and distribution systems;
• Intensifying the use of product certification to inform consumers and consumer advocacy;
• Facilitating the adoption of management systems built on clear and fair fishing rights
based on ecosystems approach.

15

A short synthesis of the project results are presented below based on consultations with
the Project Management Unit and executing partners.
• Under Component 1: In support of implementing the Precautionary Approach
(Output 1.1.1 led by WWF and 1.1.4 led by FAO), the Project has conducted a number of
capacity-building workshops and science-based dialogues. The Project has supported
processes related to the adoption of harvest strategies, including Management
Strategy Evaluations (MSE), in all t-RFMOs (with the exception of the Commission for the
Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna where this is already in place). In support of the
Ecosystems Approach to Fisheries Management (Output 1.1.5 led by FAO), it will support
the first meeting of the Ecosystems Approach global working group within the project
implementation phase by December 2016. With regards to rights-based management
(Output 1.2.1 led by the Parties to the Nauru Agreement (PNA) and Output 1.2.2 led by
WWF) the project is set to support the dissemination of results from a Vessel Day Scheme
(VDS) review conducted by the Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA);
• Under Component 2: Most of the monitoring, control and surveillance (MCS) work under
Outputs 2.1.1–2.1.4 which is being led by FAO are at various stages of completion. One
of the project’s contribution to the uptake of port state measures (PSM) (Output 2.1.4)
is the preparation of a legislative template for the adoption of PSM for use by member
states which was presented at the 32nd session of the FAO Committee on Fisheries in July
2016. Activities on Consolidated List of Authorized Vessels (CLAV) and the Global Record
of Fishing Vessels, Refrigerated Transport Vessels and Supply Vessels (Output 2.1.5 led by
IOTC) were completed. In addition, two pilot demonstrations of electronic monitoring
systems (EMS) are underway in Fiji (Output 2.2.1 led by FAO and the Government of
Fiji) and Ghana (Output 2.2.2. led by WWF). Results related to Integrated MCS System
(Output 2.2.3 led by FFA), catch documentation schemes (CDS) (Output 2.2.4.) and
support to improve compliance (Output 1.1.2) are largely analysed and being prepared
for wider dissemination.
• Under Component 3: The project’s work on sharks, which includes focus on data
improvement and harmonization for the WCPFC and IATTC regions, data inventory, data
field improvement (Output 3.1.1 led by WCPFC and IATTC) and shark assessment, and
bycatch management for the Pan-Pacific region (Output 3.1.2 led by WCPFC) have been
reported to have some early results. The Bycatch Mitigation and Information System
(BMIS) led by WCPFC/Secretariat to the Pacific Community (SPC) has conducted some
activities and is also continuing through 2017. The longline sea trials in the Atlantic and

5

Refer to Project Document pp. 15-17.
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Indian Ocean for seabird bycatch mitigation (Output 3.2.1 led by BirdLife International)
is also ongoing but with various capacity-building workshops already completed. The
purse seine trials for small tuna and shark bycatch mitigation (Output 3.2.2. led by WWF
and ISSF) has completed several activities and is set for completion. Output 1.1.3 led by
WWF, which relates to improvement in data gaps in catch and bycatch in the Indian
Ocean tuna - driftnet fisheries, is being implemented in Iran, Pakistan and Sri Lanka.
Capacity-building activities for shark conservation and lobbying to pilot the use of AIS
are at various stages of completion.
• Component 4 of the project, which is centered on M&E and knowledge sharing, is at
various stages of delivery. Output 4.1.1 led by FAO relates to a wider dissemination of
key project messages, and progress and results reporting, and Output 4.1.3. (also led by
FAO) involves the project’s active participation and contribution to IW:Learn and GEF IW
conferences. Outputs 4.1.1, which is the mid-term evaluation of the project is underway.
The results of this MTE will likely contribute to Output 4.1.2 which strives to identify
immediate project results and compile catalytic results.

4

3.

Evaluation purpose

16

The mid-term evaluation is explicitly called for in the project document and in the
agreement with the donor. The MTE will serve both learning and accountability purposes
to the Global Environment facility, the Project Management Unit, the t-RFMO’s and their
member states, non-governmental partners, communities and resource partners, as well
as FAO Members.

17

The main purpose of the evaluation is to provide accountability to GEF, the t-RFMOs and
their member states, non-governmental partners, communities and resource partners, as
well as FAO Members. The MTE is to provide inputs to better orient the ABNJ Tuna Project
to its objective and intended transformational change, making it more relevant to the
needs of its main stakeholders. It will seek to draw lessons and make recommendations
that will be useful for FAO and other stakeholders’ future engagement in the ABNJ. Besides
providing lessons specifically on the project’s implementation, the evaluation will also
enrich FAO’s synthesis of findings and guidance on working on a complex sector through
various partnership arrangements.

18

The MTE will provide, as appropriate, strategic, programmatic and management
recommendations for corrective actions to streamline and improve the project delivery
towards its objectives. In addition to providing advice to management and staff of the
project on how to improve the efficiency and relevance of the ABNJ Tuna Project, the
evaluation will also identify potential areas for future collaboration with GEF in the ABNJ,
in line with FAO’s comparative advantage.

19

The main audience for the evaluation, to which most of the lessons and recommendations
will be addressed, are the GEF, Project Task Force, Project Steering Committee and Project
Management Unit and other executing partners. Other important users of the evaluation
are the Country Offices, Regional and Sub-regional Offices and FAO as a whole, including
divisions at headquarters. Further users of the evaluation are expected to be FAO project
partners as well as other FAO partners within the broader development community,
including resource partners, NGOs, implementing partners and other United Nations
agencies. Furthermore, the evaluation would hope to inform relevant actors involved in
the global deliberation on oceans and the global commons.

4.

Evaluation scope

20

The scope of the evaluation will cover the implementation period of the project from
January 2014 to October 2016. Planned activities will be referred to but will not be evaluated
in detail. With regards to geographical coverage, the evaluation will conduct field missions
in five countries6 where the project is implemented, including three which host t-RFMOs.
The evaluation will try to fully engage the main stakeholders7 as detailed in the project

6

Refer to Evaluation Timeline.

7

Refer to Section 11 below for the List of main stakeholders.
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document to contribute to this mid-term evaluation. The evaluation will also review
developments in the context of the project’s implementation, including developments in
relevant partner strategies since the design of the project.

5.

Evaluation objective and key questions

21

The evaluation will be results-based and its main objective is to assess the progress in the
implementation and achievements of the Project, and identify strengths, weaknesses,
gaps/challenges, opportunities and lessons learned, and suggest recommendations to
improve delivery, sustainability and impact of project results.

5.1

Evaluation questions

22

The Evaluation Questions will be cross-cutting in nature. The Evaluation Questions
described below will focus on results, and will be used to guide the overall assessment.
Sub-questions will be further elaborated in an Evaluation matrix8 to answer the main
Evaluation Questions in a comprehensive manner.

23

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

24

EQ 1 will be centered on the results and challenges related to partnerships; for this EQ
information and evidence will be gathered through documentation and interviews with
ABNJ Project partners, ABNJ Programme, FAO, Project Management Unit, t-RFMOs, NGOs
(i.e. WWF, BirdLife and ISSF) and PNA.
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 the 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)?

25

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?

26

EQ 2 will look into efficiency, impact and processes within the FAO system. The major
sources of information will be through the Project Management Unit, Project Steering
Committee and Project Task Force and activities with implementing partners (i.e. BirdLife,
Government of Fiji, Government of Ghana, IOTC, WWF, FFA and WCPFC). A Review of
Outcomes to Impact will be used to analyse the evidence gathered and identify route to
likely impact.
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?
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?
d. To what extent did the Project build on existing agreements, initiatives, data source,
synergies, complementarities with other projects and partnerships, etc., and avoid
duplication of similar activities of other groups?

27

8

Evaluation Question 3: What factors have affected the delivery and results of the
Project and how can the delivery be improved?
Refer to Appendix 3 of the main report for the Evaluation matrix.

5
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28

EQ 3 will focus on relevance, project design, preparation and readiness of partners to engage
with the Project, project management and oversight, budget and financial management,
M&E and communication. This will be looked into through review of documentation and
interviews with the Project Management Unit, partners and stakeholders.

Project design and preparedness
a. To what extent were the Project’s objectives and components relevant, 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?

Project management and administration
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?

Monitoring and evaluation
e. To what extent are the Project indicators and related targets specific, measurable,
attainable (realistic) and relevant to the objectives, and time-bound (SMART)?
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 be improved?

Communications and knowledge management
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?
29

Evaluation Question 4: 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
a. Have the results, lessons and experiences generated by the Project been replicated
(experiences are repeated and lessons applied in different geographic areas) or scaledup (experiences are repeated and lessons applied in the same geographic area but on a
much larger scale and funded by other sources), or are likely to be in the near future?
b. Are there early results from the Project that are replicable?What are the factors that may
influence replication and scaling-up of project experiences and lessons?

Catalysis
c. To what extent has the Project catalysed changes at the individual, institutional and
policy levels both at national and regional level to enhance the sustainable management
of tuna in the ABNJ?
30

6

Evaluation Question 5: To what extent is sustainability being embedded in project
activities and results?
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31

EQ 4 and 5 will look into the sustainability and catalysis of the project results.
Counterfactuals and attribution of initial results will be sought through these questions.
Additional stakeholders other than the main stakeholders will be interviewed to gather
information for these questions.
a. Are there any financial risks that may jeopardize the sustainability of 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?
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?
e. To what extent is the sustainability of project results and onward progress dependent
on institutional frameworks and governance?
f. What external environmental factors can affect the sustainability of the projects?

32

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?

33

EQ 6 will focus more on the relevance and ownership of the Project. This will entail
collection of additional information from stakeholders within FAO headquarters, regional
and national representation, t-RFMOs, other project partners and FAO Members.
a. To what extent have project objectives and results 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?
b. To what extent have member countries adopted and began to implement project
initiatives?

6.

Methodology

34

The evaluation will adhere to the United Nations Evaluation Group Norms and
Standards,9 GEF Evaluation Policy and will be in line with the Office of Evaluation manual,
methodological guidelines and practices. The evaluation will be results-focused and will
further develop and use the Theory of Change10 of the project to inform the design of
the evaluation and as basis of analysis of the contribution’s made by the Project to the
expected project outcomes.

35

To answer the evaluation questions, the following tools below will be used to collect
primary data and evidence in addition to what has already been stated in section 5.1.
• Desk-review of existing project documents and reports to better understand the
context, design and structure of the Project and the expected and reported project
achievements;
• Semi-structured interviews with key informants including the Project’s main
stakeholders11 and project beneficiaries in the participating countries. Face-to-face
interviews will be carried out through field missions, while phone or skype interviews
will be carried out for those not visited by the evaluation team. Interviews will be
supported by checklists and interview protocols to be developed at the beginning of
the evaluation mission;

9

Refer to http://www.uneval.org/document/detail/21

10 Refer to Annex 2 for the Project’s Theory of Change.
11 Refer to Section 11 above for the List of main stakeholders.
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• Email surveys and/or questionnaires to all relevant stakeholders with whom face-toface interviews and/or skype calls or phone interviews cannot be conducted.
36

Capacity Development across different ABNJ Tuna Project activities will be treated
as a cross-cutting theme and utilize FAO’s multidimensional Capacity Development
framework.12 Analysis will look into Capacity Development design, implementation and
results of the Project, at individual, organizational and enabling environment levels.

37

The evaluation will adopt a consultative and transparent approach with internal and
external stakeholders throughout the evaluation process. In this sense, the evaluation
team will discuss in detail with the key stakeholders of the project and will take into
account their perspectives and opinions.

38

Triangulation of evidence and information gathered will underpin its validation and
analysis, and will support conclusions and recommendations. At the end of the data
collection mission, if possible, one debriefing session will take place at relevant regional
or national representation in order to present and validate the preliminary findings.
In addition, if possible, a preliminary debriefing session will take place in Rome at FAO
headquarters with the project Project Management Unit and Project Task Force, after all
the missions have concluded. Conclusions and recommendations will be drafted after
the debriefing sessions and will be shared in the first draft of the report for feedback
and comments of the Project Management Unit, Project Steering Committee and Project
Task Force members. The report will be finalized after the comments are received;
suggestions will be incorporated as considered appropriate by the Office of Evaluation
and the evaluation team. Both the ToR and the evaluation report will undergo an internal
Office of Evaluation peer review process to ensure quality.

39

In order to facilitate comparison with other GEF implementing agencies who contribute
to the GEF programme learning process including IW:Learn, the MTE will rate the Project
in accordance to existing GEF rating scheme, policies and guidance13 and Office of
Evaluation guidelines.14 The evaluation will be undertaken in line with the United Nations
principles of independence, impartiality, transparency, disclosure, ethical, partnership,
competencies and capacities, credibility and utility.

40

FAO - GEF Rating Scheme
• Preparations to Outcomes
-- Overall quality of project outcomes
-- Relevance
-- Effectiveness
-- Efficiency
-- Preparedness and project design
-- Ratings for progress towards results
• Monitoring and Evaluation
-- Overall quality of M&E
-- M&E design at project start up
-- M&E plan implementation
-- Budget and funding for M&E
• Project Implementation
-- Overall quality of project implementation and adaptive management
-- Management arrangements, work planning, finance and co-finance

12 Refer to http://www.fao.org/capacity-development/en/ for information on FAO’s Capacity Development approach.
13 Refer to https://www.thegef.org/gef/PoliciesGuidelines
14 Refer to Annex 2 for the Evaluation Reporting Template.
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-- Ownership, replicability and catalytic role of projects
-- Stakeholders engagement
-- Visibility, communication and knowledge sharing
• Sustainability
-- Overall likelihood of sustainability of project results
-- Financial resources
-- Socio-economic
-- Institutional framework and governance
-- Environmental

7.

Roles and responsibilities

41

This section describes the different roles that key stakeholders play in the design and
implementation of the evaluation.

42

The Office of Evaluation, in particular the evaluation Manager develops the first draft
ToR with inputs from the evaluation team, Project Management Unit, Project Task Force,
Investment Centre Division/GEF Unit and to an extent the Project Steering Committee.
This ToR includes the Theory of Change, developed by the evaluation team and based on
document review, discussions with the Lead Technical Officer, Project Management Unit
and Project Steering Committee

43

The Budget Holder and Lead Technical Officer will assists the evaluation Manager in drafting
the ToR, in the identification of the consultants and in the organization of the mission. The
evaluation Manager is responsible for the finalization of the ToR and of the identification
of the evaluation team members.15 The evaluation Manager shall brief the evaluation team
on the evaluation methodology and process and will ensure that the final draft report goes
through a Quality Assurance process. The evaluation Manager will ensure compliance with
the ToR and timely delivery, quality, clarity and soundness of evidence provided and of the
analysis supporting conclusions and recommendations in the evaluation report.

44

The Office of Evaluation also has a responsibility in following-up with the Budget Holder for
the timely preparation of the Management Response and the Follow-up Report.

45

The Project Task Force and the Project Management Unit, which include the FAO
Budget Holder and the Lead Technical Officer are responsible for initiating the evaluation
process, providing inputs to the first version of the ToR, especially the description of the
background and context chapter, and supporting the evaluation team during its work.
They are required to participate in meetings with the evaluation team, make available
information and documentation as necessary, and comment on the ToR and report.
Involvement of different members of the Project Task Force will depend on the respective
roles and participation in the Project. The Budget Holder is also responsible for leading
and coordinating the preparation of the FAO Management Response and the Followup Report to the evaluation, fully supported in this task by the Lead Technical Officer
and others members of the Project Management Unit and Project Task Force. Office of
EValuation guidelines for the Management Response and the Follow-up Report provide
necessary details on this process.

46

The evaluation team is responsible for further developing and applying the evaluation
methodology, for conducting the evaluation and for producing the evaluation report.
All team members, including the evaluation Manager and evaluation team Leader,
will participate in briefing and debriefing meetings, discussions and field visits, and will
contribute to the evaluation with written inputs for the final draft and final report. The
evaluation team will agree on the outline of the report early in the evaluation process,

15 The responsibility for the administrative procedures for recruitment of the team will be decided on a case-by-case basis.

9

GCP/GLO/365/GFF Mid-term Evaluation – Annexes
based on the template provided in Annex 516 of this ToR. The evaluation team will also be
free to expand the scope, criteria, questions and issues listed above, as well as develop its
own evaluation tools and framework, within time and resources available and based on
discussions with the evaluation Manager, and consultation with the Budget Holder, Project
Management Unit and Project Task Force where necessary. The evaluation team is fully
responsible for its report which may not reflect the views of the Government or of FAO.
An evaluation report is not subject to technical clearance by FAO although the Office of
Evaluation is responsible for Quality Assurance of all evaluation reports. The evaluation
team will maintain close liaison with Project management Unit, Project Steering Committee
and Project Task Force members.
47

The evaluation team Leader with support from the evaluation Manager, guides and
coordinates the evaluation team members in their specific work, discusses their findings,
conclusions and recommendations and prepares the final draft and the final report,
consolidating the inputs from the team members with his/her own.

8.

Evaluation team composition and profile

48

The evaluation team will consist of an external international consultant as Team Leader
and one or two regional- or national-level consultants with the guidance and participation
of the FAO Evaluation Manager. The team will include competence and skills in evaluation
and relevant technical topics (see below); to the extent possible it will be balanced in terms
of geographical and gender representation to ensure diversity and complementarity of
perspectives.

49

Team member(s) will have had no previous direct involvement in the formulation,
implementation or backstopping of the Project. All will sign the Declaration of Interest
form of the FAO Office of Evaluation.

50

Key skills set for the lead external consultant:
• Experience with ABNJ and international regulations on ABNJ (e.g. global policy, port
state measures, monitoring control and surveillance); sustainable management of tuna
fisheries; and GEF International Waters and Biodiversity objectives and bycatch and
experience in governance;
• Relevant evaluation experience.

9.

Evaluation products (deliverables)

51

The evaluation will produce the following deliverables:
a. Evaluation Terms of Reference
b. Evaluation Matrix
c. Final Theory of Change of the Project, after consultation and validation with
project stakeholders
d. Draft evaluation report. The Office of Evaluation will review the zero draft of the
evaluation report submitted by the evaluation team to ensure it meets quality standards
and criteria of the Office of Evaluation. The draft evaluation report will then be circulated
to the Project Management Unit, Project Task Force and identified stakeholders for
comments before finalization; suggestions will be incorporated as deemed appropriate
by the evaluation team;
e. Final evaluation report. The report will be prepared in English, with numbered
paragraphs, following the Office of Evaluation template for report writing, and include
an executive summary. Supporting data and analysis will be annexed to the report when
considered important to complement the main report. Translations in other United
Nations languages, if required, will be FAO’s responsibility.

16 Refer to Annex 2 for the Evaluation Reporting template.
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10. Evaluation timeframe
52

The evaluation will take place between June and December 2016. The main evaluation
mission will take three to four weeks spread from September to October 2016.

Task

Dates

Duration Responsibility

ToR finalization

31 August 2016

Evaluation Manager
with inputs from Budget
Holder Project Managemt
Unit and Project Task
Force

Finalization of Evaluation Matrix

10 September
2016 and reviewed
throughout the
evaluation

Evaluation team

Team identification and recruitment

30 June 2016

Evaluation Manager with
Budget Holder, Project
Management Unit and
Project Task Force

Organizing the mission

July-August 2016

4 weeks

Evaluation Manager,
evaluation team and
Project Management Unit

Reading background documentation

July 2016

1 week

Evaluation Manager
for ToR development;
evaluation team Leader
and evaluation team
for preparation of the
evaluation

Briefing of ET

As necessary

Travel arrangements

July-August 2016

4 weeks

Evaluation team

Mission to Seychelles

September 2016

5 days

Evaluation team

Mission to Micronesia

September 2016

5 days

Evaluation team

Mission to Fiji/ Samoa (?)

September 2016

5 days

Evaluation team

Mission to Ghana

October 2016

5 days

Evaluation team

Mission to Spain

October 2016

3 days

Evaluation team

Mission to Pakistan

October 2016

5 days

Evaluation team

Zero draft for review by Office of Evaluation

25 November 2016

Review by Office of Evaluation before
circulation

5 December 2016

1 week

Evaluation Manager
and evaluation team to
respond to comments

Internal Office of Evaluation quality
assurance before circulation

5-12 December

1 week

Office of Evaluation peer
reviewer

First draft for circulation and comments

12-26 December 2016

2 weeks

Project Management
Unit, Project Task
Forceand other
stakeholders

Revision of comments by evaluation team
and evaluation Manager

26 December 2016 –
2 January 2017

1 week

Evaluation team and
evaluation Manager

Final draft for circulation & response to
evaluation matrix comments

10-17 January 2017

1 week

Evaluation team and
evaluation Manager

Validation of the recommendations

17-26 January
2017

1 week

Evaluation Manager and
team Leader

Final Report

26 January 4 February 2017

1 week

Office of EValuation

Management Response

4 March 2017

1 month

Project Management Unit
and Project Task Force

Evaluation Manager,
when necessary
supported by Project Task
Force
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11. List of main stakeholders
The list of main stakeholder is based on the Project Document; the evaluation recognizes that this
is not an exhaustive list of main stakeholders. A detailed list will be provided in the final report.
1

Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP)

2

BirdLife International (BLI)

3

Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna (CCSBT)

4

Fiji Tuna Boat Owners Association and associates

5

Fisheries and Aquaculture Sector Organization of the Central American Isthmus (OSPESCA),

6

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO)

7

Government of Fiji

8

Government of Ghana

9

Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC)

10 Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC)
11 International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT)
12 International Seafood Sustainability Association (ISSA)
13 International Seafood Sustainability Foundation (ISSF)
14 Marine Stewardship Council (MSC)
15 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
16 Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA)
17 Parties to the Nauru Agreement (PNA)
18 Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC)
19 Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC)
20 World Wildlife Fund (WWF)
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Outcome
1.1 - Improved
management
decision-making
concerning tuna and
associated species
in the areas under
the jurisdiction
of the five tuna
Regional Fisheries
Management
Organisations
(t-RFMOs),
through enhanced
engagement and
motivation of the
stakeholders,
including the tuna
industry at all levels.

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

Component 1 - Promotion of sustainable
management (including rights-based
management) of tuna fisheries,
in accordance with an Ecosystem
Approach

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

Component 2 - Strengthening and
harmonizing monitoring, control and
surveillance (MCS) to address illegal,
unreported and unregulated (IUU)
Outcome 3.1WCPFC and IATTC
integrate improved
bycatch mitigation
technologies and
practices into their
regular management
planning process at
regional and national
levels.

Outcome 3.2 -Bycatch
mitigation best
practices adopted by
at least 40 percent
of the tuna vessels
operating in the two
t-RFMOs’ areas.

Component 3. Reducing ecosystem
impacts of tuna fishing

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

Outcome 4.2 - Project
well monitored and
evaluated.

Component 4: Information and best
practices dissemination and M&E

Project objective, as set out 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’
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Annex 2. Components, outcomes and outputs of
the sustainable management of tuna fisheries and
biodiversity conservation in the Areas Beyond
National Jurisdiction (ABNJ) Project showing
hierarchy and project logic
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Output 2.1.1 - Global
Best practices for
MCS in tuna fisheries
prepared and agreed
by the five t-RFMOs.

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

Output 1.2.1 - Pilot
enhanced rightsbased management
system in the
Western Pacific
Ocean (PNA VDS)
implemented.

Output 1.2.2 Lessons learned from
RBM pilot shared
globally.

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

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

Output 4.1.1 Information, best
practices, technical
reports on individual
components and
communication
material prepared
and delivered to
be published on
ABNJ web portal
demonstrated
through monthly
updates and
publishing of best
practices. Project
results presented
at global decisionmaking meetings
for possible catalytic
adoption.

Output 4.1.2
- Synthesis of
immediate project
results, compilation
of catalytic results
globally, and
projection of feasible
next steps toward
transformation for the
next five years.

Output 3.2.1 Longline sea trials
in the Atlantic and
Indian Oceans
demonstrate the
effectiveness of
seabird mitigation
measures by two
different fleets in IOTC
and ICCAT critical
fishing areas which
result in bycatch
mitigation best
practices integrated
into the two RFMOs’
management
planning processes
and uptake of bycatch
mitigation best
practices by at least
40 percent of the tuna
vessels from baseline
at project start in two
t-RFMO areas.
Output 3.2.2 - Purse
seine sea trials in
one ocean basin
demonstrate the
effectiveness of small
tuna/shark mitigation
measures and results
disseminated to other
ocean regions.

Output 3.1.1 Harmonized and
integrated bycatch
data collection
on sharks from
WCPFC and IATTC
regions including
four additional
species assessment
(including species
risk assessments)
and results used
for priority setting
and development of
robust Pan-Pacific
conservation and
management
measures.

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

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

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

Output 4.2.1 – Midterm and final
evaluations carried
out and reports
available.
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Output 2.1.4 - PSMA
legislation drafted for
ten coastal developing
states.

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

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

Output 1.1.5 Integrated Ecosystem
Evaluations and Plans
prepared for each
t-RFMO to support
an EAF.

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

Output 2.1.3 - Ten G77 Output 2.2.3 Integrated MCS
National Fisheries
system in FFA.
offices effectively
implement and
enforce national
and regional MCS
measures through
training in a new
competency
based certification
programme by 160
national fisheries staff
from IOTC/WCPFC
regions.

Output 1.1.3 - Bycatch
and catch data gaps
in the Northern Indian
Ocean tuna-directed
driftnet fisheries
effectively filled
through engagement
of fishing communities
and civil society
organizations using
co-management
approaches.

Output 3.1.3 Management
decision-making
processes enhanced
and accelerated
through all t-RFMOs,
their Members, the
fishing industry and
other stakeholders
having access to all
relevant material on
bycatch management
measures and
practices in tuna
fisheries available in
multiple languages
through a Global
Bycatch Management
and Information
Portal.

Output 4.1.3 One
percent of IW budget
is allocated to IW
Learn activities
during project
implementation
demonstrated
through publishing
of two project
experience notes and
25 key government
representatives
and project staff
supported to
participate in GEF IW
Biennial Conferences,
learning exchanges
and key meetings
relevant to the
project.
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Annex 3. Delivery of project outputs
Project output

Results obtained with project support

Component 1: Sustainable management of tuna fisheries
1.1.1 Management
Strategy Evaluation
(MSE) – Capacitybuilding

Three MSE workshops have been held (Sri Lanka in 2014, Panama in 2015, and
Ghana in August 2016).

1.1.4 Management
Strategy Evaluation
(MSE) – development

The project supported the participation of 46 fisheries management personnel
from coastal developing states in the MSE process and related experts, and two
t-RFMO Secretariats (WCPFC and IOTC) for four MSE process related meetings
(Korea in April 2015, France in October 2015 and May 2016, and Bali in December
2015). The project supported eight participants of the first meeting of the Kobe
Joint Management Strategy Evaluation Technical Working Group hosted by ICCAT
at the Secretariat offices from 1 to 3 November 2016. The Project also supported
the preparatory work of the MSE leading to the adoption of the skipjack harvest
control rule for IOTC in May 2016.

1.1.5 Ecosystem
Approach to Fisheries –
evaluations and plans

There has been no progress towards the implementation of EAFM/EBFM plans
as this has not been a priority for the t-RFMOs. However, ICCAT organized a joint
t-RFMO meeting from 12 to 14 December 2016 to review the approaches of
the t-RFMOs to advance the operationalization of EAFM/EBFM, and the project
supported eight participants. Also, ICCAT has advanced the considerations of
Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries plans by identifying key elements needed in
operationalizing Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries plans, and has also conducted
comparisons with the approaches taken by other RFMOs.

1.2.1 Review – Pilot
Vessel Day Scheme
(VDS)

The VDS scheme was reviewed independently of the project in September 2014.
PNA has decided to not re-engage with the project and will carry on independent
of FAO.

1.2.2 Rights-based
management (RBM)
lessons learned

In the absence of the PNA VDS scheme review, the activity was refocused to
provide general background on rights-based management through workshops for
developing state officials. A one-day RBM workshop, led by WWF, in conjunction
with a MSE workshop was held in Sri Lanka in 2014 involving 44 participants from
18 countries.

Component 2: Addressing IUU Fishing
2.1.1 Global best
practices for
monitoring, control and
surveillance (MCS)

There has been no real delivery to date on this output, although two contracts
have recently been signed with ISSF to develop seven tools as part of a review
of MCS Best Practices. A core group of t-RFMO compliance personnel is being
established that will provide inputs and review the draft of Best Practices (first
draft expected in 2017).

2.1.2 MSC network

A memorandum of understanding between the project and the International
MCS Network (IMCSN) to create a tuna subnetwork has been signed in November
2016. A facilitator has been recruited to setup the tuna sub-work and develop
MCS contacts to establish a platform for compliance officers to share experiences.

2.1.3 MCS certification- 16 national fisheries staff have been certified through the FFA MCS training
based capacity-building course. The development of the global MCS curriculum has been delayed due to
the poor health of the consultant.
1.1.2 Compliance
Improvement

16

28 national fisheries staff (5 female) were supported to participate in t-RFMO
compliance capacity-building activities (covering IOTC, ICCAT and IATTC). The
project supported the following meetings: an IATTC Workshop on shark data
collection held in Ecuador in May 2016; an ICCAT training course on the purse
seine data analysis software T3 and Observer Programmes in Spain in June 2015;
IOTC e-PSM training in Mozambique in June 2015; a PSM training for Somalia
and Djibouti held in May 2015; IOTC PSM Resolution training to build capacity
and strengthen implementation in the Maldives in August 2015; and the first
Regional PSM training in monitoring of landings and transhipments in port held
in Mozambique in June 2016. In addition, the project funded an IOTC Compliance
Support Mission to the Maldives in August 2015.
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2.1.4 Port State
Measures (PSM)
legislation template

The PSM template has been completed taking a global and comprehensive
approach that includes the FAO PSM Agreement and IOTC Resolution 0/11. The
template was piloted in Tonga and Philippines (March and June 2015), at regional
workshops in Sri Lanka (June 2015), Cape Verde (June 2015), and Madagascar
(October 2015) and used in the development of new fisheries regulations in
Thailand. The PSM template was officially launched at the 32nd Session of the
FAO Committee on Fisheries (11-15 July 2016). Available online at http://www.fao.
org/3/a-i5801e.pdf

2.1.5 Consolidated List
of Authorized Vessels
(CLAV) and Global
Record harmonized

The CLAV has been successfully installed at the five t-RFMOs, with IOTC in the
Seychelles as the focal point. A final report on the CLAV was distributed in March
2016. The CLAV is updated every 24 hours. Since March 2015, all five t-RFMOs
have improved overall performance in terms of completion of the ten data fields
basic attributed reported to the CLAV. As of February 2016 the total number of
authorized records had reached 21 814. A report of the quality assurance of the
CLAV for the five t-RFMOS was disseminated to interested parties in December
2016.

2.2.1 Electronic
Monitoring Systems
(EMS) Fiji tuna
longliners

The Letter of Agreement between FAO and the Government of Fiji was signed
in January 2016. 15 Fijian longliners had been equipped with EMS by the end of
December 2016. An additional 25 EMS were due to be installed on new vessels
by mid-2017 (bringing the total number to 40 vessels). Up to December 2016,
a total of 56 trips have taken place and been reviewed and analysed. 32 landbased observers, selected by the Fisheries Department, were trained in two EMS
workshops in November 2015 and October 2016.

2.2.2 Electronic
Monitoring Systems
(EMS) Ghana purse
seiners

16 active Ghanaian purse seine vessels have been equipped with EMS systems,
although one is out of action due to fire damage. Analysis of hard drives from 42
fishing trips had been completed, and two land-based and 30 at-sea observers
trained in two workshops by the end of December 2016.

2.2.3 Integrated MCS
in the Pacific Islands
Forum Fisheries
Agecy(FFA)

An Intelligence Unit has been established at FFA with the project supporting the
appointment of a data analyst. 30 members from 12 countries have been involved
in MCS data analysis work as part of the regional intelligence analysis team for
the surveillance operations. 243 observer reports were analysed and some 800
vessels were subjected to analysis in the first quarter of 2016 from multilateral
combined operations coordinated by FFA. An analytical team was established,
comprised of FFA staff and member country participants to exchange ideas and
information about MCS analysis.

2.2.4 Assessment
supply chains for
Catch Documentation
Schemes (CDS)

The Project has completed an analysis of the main global tuna supply chains
to identify possible weaknesses that would allow IUU products into markets.
A document based on this work (Hosch, G. 2016. Design options for the
development of tuna catch documentation schemes. FAO Fisheries and
Aquaculture Technical Paper No. 596 Rome) was published and is available on the
FAO website.

Component 3: Reducing ecosystem impacts of tuna fishing
3.1.1 Shark data

A detailed global inventory of t-RFMO shark data is complete. IATTC has
completed a data inventory (metadata) with identification of sampling constraints
for six countries in Central America. WCPFC finalized work on cataloguing shark
data holdings across the five t-RFMOs using public domain data and circulated
a prototype t-RFMO Shark Browser (inventory) to the t-RFMOs for comment in
February 2016. A field study of whale shark post-release mortality was initiated
with ABNJ partner NOAA. One data improvement initiative has been adopted
by WCPFC (improvements to Minimum Data Standards and Fields for Bycatch),
several data improvement recommendations have been made to IATTC and one
harmonization initiative has been endorsed by WCPFC and IATTC subsidiary
bodies which was trialled in August and September 2016 (Bycatch Data Exchange
Protocol.

3.1.2 Shark assessment
and management

New methods involving indicators, ecological risk assessment and data-poor
stock assessment frameworks have been developed for southern hemisphere
porbeagle and the Pacific-wide bigeye thresher shark. Stock status assessments
on both species are due to be presented at the WCPFC meeting in 2017 with the
view to gaining support for the adoption of management measures. The project
is assisting WCPFC with elaboration of technical criteria within a new shark
conservation and management measure, which was adopted in December 2014
by WCPFC (although it was not based on shark stock status).

17

GCP/GLO/365/GFF Mid-term Evaluation – Annexes
3.1.3 Bycatch
Mitigation Information
System (BMIS)

The project’s plan to revise and release new global BMIS website was delayed.
Two joint analysis workshops on the effectiveness of sea turtle mitigation
measures were held in cooperation with the Western Pacific Fishery Management
Council in Honolulu, USA in February and November 2016, involving participants
representing 14 countries from all three oceans, as well as IGOs and NGOs. These
also had access to a large data set much of which was confidential and managed
through time-limited confidentiality agreements, and were considered highly
successful.

3.2.1 Seabird mitigation BirdLife conducted a Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tunafor longliners in Indian hosted meeting to develop measures for assessing the effectiveness of seabird
and Atlantic Ocean
mitigation measures and two workshops for fleet outreach in Korea and China.
Three national awareness workshops on seabird bycatch issues have been held for
Indonesia, Namibia and China (the latter in collaboration with WCPFC and ACAP).
Port-based vessel visits have commenced in Namibia. The first-ever sea trip and
data collection on board a local Namibian tuna longliner was conducted. Eight
at-sea trials of best practice mitigation measures on board Korean tuna longline
vessels were undertaken with some of the data presented at IOTC, WPEB and
SC, and five trainings of Chinese and Korean fisheries observers were completed
with observer outreach work using well-tested approach developed through the
Albatross Task Force.
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3.2.2 Purse seine trials
of bycatch mitigation

There were initial delays in sea trial scheduling due to equipment procurement
delay. However, since mid-2015, in excess of 294 sea days have been expended
in support of testing purse seine bycatch mitigation approaches in the Atlantic
and Pacific Oceans, with important research into the selection and operation
of fish aggregating devices (FADs) and frequency responses of different tuna
species. Since July 2015, 19 Skippers Training Workshops have been conducted
in China, Ecuador, France, Ghana, Indonesia, Korea, Peru and Spain involving 948
participants.

1.1.3 Gillnet bycatch in
Northern Indian Ocean

Gillnet bycatch data and catch data gaps have been identified and new data
collection begun in Pakistan. Data has been shared with IOTC Working Party and
coordination to improve compliance is ongoing. 61 observers have been trained,
selected and deployed with the result that on-board observer coverage increased
from 6.2 percent to 12.2 percent from July to December 2016 in Pakistan. The
pilot programme has also resulted in the successful release of a significant
amount of bycatch including 28 Whale Sharks, thousands of marine turtles, and
many endangered species. AIS systems have been installed on four Pakistani
gillnet vessels. A capacity-building workshop was held in Karachi in March 2016
involving 71 participants, during which a National Plan of Action for Sharks for
Pakistan was developed and now is awaiting endorsement from the federal and
provincial fisheries agencies. A proposed capacity-building workshop for Iran has
been repeatedly delayed. The alternative gear modification from gillnet to tuna
longline activity has been delayed, although an initial visit to Sri Lanka which is
advising on alternative gear configurations was completed.
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Annex 4. Project relationship to overall ABNJ
programme
1

The Project is part of a wider umbrella GEF programme – the ‘‘Common Oceans ABNJ
program - Global sustainable fisheries management and biodiversity conservation in
areas beyond national Jurisdiction (shortened to Common Oceans)’ programme - along
with three other GEF-funded projects – the ‘Sustainable fisheries management and
biodiversity conservation of deep-sea living resources and ecosystems in ABNJ’ project
(led by FAO and the United Nations Environment Programme, and known as the Deep Sea
Project); the ‘Ocean partnerships for sustainable fisheries and biodiversity conservation
– models for innovation and reform project’ (coordinated by the World Bank, and known
as the Ocean Partnerships Project) and the ‘Strengthening global capacity to effectively
manage ABNJ’ project (managed by the Global Ocean Forum, and known as the Capacity
Project). The current project is often referred to as the ‘Tuna Project’, although it has
been referenced in project-related reports, publications and articles by several other titles
including the ‘Common Oceans ABNJ Tuna Project’.

2

Although the mid-term evaluation was not tasked to evaluate the higher programme level,
it was clear from brief interviews with relevant FAO staff and external stakeholders that
there has been little programme-level engagement and shared activities between the four
projects to date. The major activities are three-monthly conference calls to keep all of the
project managers informed of progress of each other’s projects, but these meetings are
not for joint planning, and an annual programmatic global Steering Committee meeting,
which is usually a two-hour meeting in Rome.

3

The programmatic framework was designed prior to the individual projects, but detail on
how the four projects were intended to interact with one another or the ‘added value’ of the
programme level is not well articulated in the 2011 GEF programme framework document.
Another associated document, the CEO Endorsement Request for the coordination fund,
was put together largely by a small team at FAO in Rome under the pressure of a short, strict
deadline in order to qualify as a GEF medium sized project and so access GEF financing.

4

The general perception among stakeholders is that ABNJ programme level is largely an
artificial construct, and essentially four separate projects with little if any underlying
connections between them. There does not appear to have been any substantive
consultation with partners and stakeholders of the four projects at the programme level.

5

By far the best linkage has been between the Tuna Project and the Deep Sea Project,
whose project managers sit in adjoining offices at FAO headquarters in Rome and meet
regularly. Potential synergies on common work on catch documentation scheme and
electronic monitoring system have been identified between the two projects; there are
also rights-based management issues that affect both the tuna and deep sea fisheries, and
both projects are working with RFMOs (albeit different ones) so there may be common
lessons learned.

6

Communications and monitoring were intended to be shared between the four projects
but this has been ineffective. The Capacity Project with its focus on building capacity and
knowledge management and outreach to address threats in the ABNJ was intended to
provide communications support for all of the four projects. The Capacity Project is viewed
by some as the ‘glue’ between the four projects, but this coordination has not been realized
in any meaningful manner.

7

An attempt was made at the programme Steering Committee meeting in Rome in July
2015 to link the four projects through a joint exercise to retrofit a ‘Theory of Change’ to
the programme level mostly by mapping each project’s outputs against one another to try
and identify common elements and overlaps, and potential opportunities for coordination,
collaboration and cost-sharing. However, this exercise was not considered comprehensive
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or particularly useful according to stakeholders interviewed by the mid-term evaluation,
and the resulting graphic is somewhat confusing, and the ‘bottom-up’ approach, starting
with the mapping at the output level, has not been very helpful in planning programmelevel activities. At present, the programme level is not sufficiently coherent and underdeveloped, and is viewed as little more than an umbrella term under which the four GEF
projects are grouped with only loose connections.
8

There was very mixed collaboration between the four project design teams during
their project preparation grant stages, especially between the World Bank-led Ocean
Partnerships Project and the Tuna Project (and presumably with the other two projects
as well). One result of this appears to be the appearance of elements of the Tuna Project,
notably the proposed activities concerning RBM and on the Vessel Day Scheme with the
Parties to the Nauru Agreement, also appearing in the design of the Ocean Partnerships
Project, which may explain why PNA has chosen not to engage with the Tuna Project
(Output 1.2.1). Why the GEF Secretariat did not pick up this clear duplication during the
project design review stages is a mystery. This duplication is an unnecessary waste of effort
and resources, and illustrates that communication needs to be improved between the lead
implementing agency/executing agency partners for the four projects.

9

The ABNJ programme framework is in need of an evaluation and revision/reworking,
preferably within the next six months before the four component projects develop further.
The programme needs to be much more prescriptive, integrated and collaborative, and
there needs to be a clear statement of the ABNJ programme’s overall vision and goals as
these have been lost to a large extent (or are not understood). Any added value of the
programme and potential linkages between the four projects need to be clearly identified,
joint work plans developed and a budget for common activities agreed.

10

There is a need for a dedicated individual to take responsibility for bringing the managers
and teams of the four ABNJ projects together to share information, address common issues
and provide input into resolving major concerns. The target audience for the programme
also needs to be clarified as this was unclear for many people – promotional material
appears to be targeted at the general public yet the programme should be aiming to
influence high-level policy/decision-makers. Another attempt at developing a Theory of
Change for the programme level, with the ToCs for each of the four projects following the
same common format mapped on top of the programme ToC (but starting at the higher
impact and intermediate state levels and working down to outcomes and then outputs)
would hopefully allow better identification of each project’s contribution and linkage at
various levels in the programme’s causal chain. This would help provide a much stronger
narrative of the programme aims and better articulation of project results, as well as
helping to identify common messages (integrated into each project’s communication and
partnership strategies) and facilitate their presentation in a consistent form. One common
theme that all the projects share, for instance, is that they are all seeking to promote a
broader, ecosystem approach to the use and management of marine resources, so there
are at least opportunities for developing common messages on this theme. This has been
done to some extent through a common brochure17 that briefly sets out each project aims
and objectives, but this has not been exploited to any degree by the programme to date.

11

In addition to each project’s outputs, outcomes, intermediate states and impacts,
stakeholders and project partners need to be mapped across the programme (onto the
ToC), which would further help to identify synergies and opportunities for shared activities
between the individual projects.

12

Implementation arrangements for the programme should also be reviewed as, although
FAO in Rome has responsibility for the overall programme, coordination of the ABNJ
programme might be more effective if it were based in Washington as it would facilitate ties
and joint activities with the World Bank-led Ocean Partnerships Project and the Capacity
Project led by the United States-based Global Ocean Forum.

17 http://www.fao.org/3/a-i5500e.pdf
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13

Unfortunately, development of the ABNJ programme has been restricted in part due to a
very small operating budget, and funds available to the Global Programme Coordination
Unit (hosted by FAO) have largely been spent (it has not been possible to convene the
planned Technical Advisory Group for the ABNJ programme, for instance). Consequently, the
programme will need to find additional funding, and depending on the recommendations
of the proposed programme evaluation, may need to consider requesting an allocation
from each of the four constituent projects for common activities, such as sharing
communication resources (perhaps through funding a common Communications position
across the projects,18 although the World Bank project may need to be treated separately).
It is recognized that the Tuna Project is likely to have to provide the bulk of this financing
as it has the largest GEF funding by far.19 However, no funds should be transferred until the
proposed programme evaluation has been completed.

18 The programme initially had a communication person assigned to it, but the individual was lost to the wider
communication pool within FAO.
19 It should be noted that reporting at the ABNJ programme level is currently undertaken by the project’s M&E
expert, so Tuna project funds are already subsidizing programme level activities and that roles and responsibilities
at the programme level are also not clear and need to be reviewed.
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Annex 5. List of revised indicators for
consideration by the Project Management Unit
and Project Steering Committee
1

Joint initiatives of tuna RFMOs addressing priorities identified in the Kobe framework

Component 1
2

Major commercial stocks of targeted species tuna species with harvest strategies/
management procedures adopted

3

Improved score towards the full adoption of harvest strategies/management procedures for
major commercial stocks of targeted species

4

Countries submitting proposals including elements of:

5

harvest strategies/management procedures to tuna RFMOs for adoption.

6

Regional roadmaps for EAFM/EBFM operationalization developed and submitted to
t-RFMOs

Component 2
7

Compliance related reports in Ghana and Fiji (needs to be more specific)

8

Number of compliance incidents detected by the EMS (this should first go up and then go
down) in target countries communicated to industry partners and acted upon

9

Inclusion of requirements on EMS in fishing license conditions for Fijian longline vessels
including fully costed business plan

10 New competency based certification programme for MCS established and embedded in a
University Programme
11 Increased number of prosecutions related to IUU and compliance issues in targeted countries
(e.g. look at FFA course countries)
12 Increased allocations of funds for fisheries-related MCS (needs to be more specific)
13 Number of alleged IUU activities reported to t-RFMOs (should this go up or down?)
14 Number MCS course certified national fisheries staff from WCPFC region (FFA course)
15 Strengthened MCS toolbox (including improved CLAV, PSM templates, CDS Design options,
MCS best practices) to fight IUU promoted across tuna RFMOs
16 Agreement on key tools, approaches and methods for fisheries MCS in tuna RFMOs
17 MCS best practices considered, discussed and adopted by tuna RFMOs (sounds a bit like the
previous one)
18 Number of new MCS-related conservation and management measures in targeted RFMOs

Component 3
19 New conservation and management measures for sharks in the two Pacific tuna RFMOs (and
beyond, if the project was involved)
20 New date rules for sharks in the two Pacific tuna RFMOs (and beyond if the project was
involved)
21 Bycatch priorities identified within the Kobe framework considered in tuna RFMOs (needs
to be more specific)
22 Increase in uptake of bycatch mitigation measures/best practices by targeted fleets of parts
of fleets
a. Acceptance levels and adoption levels of entanglement-reducing drifting fish
aggregating devices;
b. Acceptance levels assessed by ISSF through questionnaires during Skippers Workshops;
c. Adoption levels: initial data assessed by ISSF through questionnaires during Skippers
Workshops, since 2017 information from PVR audits;
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d. Information from Technical Report 2016-08 Advances in the use of entanglementreducing drifting fish aggregating devices (dFADs) in tuna purse seine fleets;
e. Percentage of vessels targeted by outreach programme showing improvements in
adoption of seabird bycatch mitigation measures (can we be sure to visit them more than
once? Discuss with BLI).
23 Bycatch mitigation best practices integrated into RFMOS management practices (sounds
more like an outcome)
24 New information on catches and bycatches in Northern Indian Ocean gillnet fishery being
reported to IOTC (by WWF/by Government of Pakistan)
25 Observer coverage on Pakistani gillnetters
26 Global Bycatch Mitigation Information System (BMIS) established and populated with data
from tuna RFMOs, looking at coverage by
a. geography
b. species group (sharks, birds, turtles) and
c. gear type
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Annex 6. GEF ratings table
In order to facilitate comparison of GEF projects and allow routine reporting to GEF, the MTE was
asked to rate the success of the Project according to the GEF criteria following the usual six-point
scale. The rating and comment for each criterion are given below. An overall rating is given at the
bottom of the table.
2021

FAO - GEF
Rating Scheme

Rating1

Summary Comments

Relevance and ownership
Relevance

HS

The Project’s activities and results have high relevance to FAO, GEF and t-RFMO
and member state priorities, and the Project is helping to deliver on some of
the technical priorities of the Kobe process. The Project’s focus on building
capacity for MCS to address IUU fishing and promotion of the Ecostem Approach
to Fisheries is considered particularly relevant by the t-RFMOs, and addressing
bycatch particularly important for direct Global Environmental Benefits.

Ownership

MS

There was limited funding at the design stage which reduced opportunities for
stakeholder consultation and involvement which led to low initial ownership
of some project elements among some stakeholders, particularly for activities
related to rights-based management, and among the fishing industry.
Ownership has improved but the Project still needs to involve some of the
t-RFMOs more in its activities, notably ICCAT.

Preparations to Outcomes
Achievement of
outputs

S

At the MTE, the Project has been mostly focused at the output level with
delivery of some good products, notably the PSM template, CDS guidelines,
improved CLAV, and the shark stock assessments and marine turtle-longline
fisheries data analyses (with access to confidential data that has not been
available before). There are also some initial encouraging results from the EMS
pilots in Fiji and Ghana and research into seabird bycatch mitigation measures
for longline fisheries and FAD design and management. However, other project
activities are behind schedule. Delivery of outputs under Component 1 has been
slow with most effort focused on support for various workshops, and increased
attention is needed for parts of Component 2, notably the MCS Best Practices,
IMCS tuna subnetwork and proposed MCS certification course. The assessment
and performance review of the PNA Vessel-Day Scheme was completed
independently of the Project. Delivery of some of project activities in Pakistan is
unclear and an FAO/Project supervisory mission is required.

Attainment and
quality of project
outcomes21

MS

There have been few outcome-level results delivered to date, but the Project
has made a valuable contribution to meeting all six project outcomes. Those
for which the Project has been credited include: the adoption of a harvest
control rule for skipjack tuna by IOTC in May 2016 and a harvest control rule
for the IATTC tropical purse seine fishery in July 2016. Although there has yet
to be any development of EAFM/EBFM plans, 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. The various MCS-related elements of the Project, particularly the PSM
legal template, the CDS guidelines, and the FFA MCS training programme,
are all contributing to strengthening the capacities of the t-RFMOs and
member states to address compliance issues. Also, if successful and adopted,
the pilot EMS trials should help improve compliance with national, regional
and international requirements in tuna fisheries, particularly if replicated.
In addition, the CLAV and FFA’s Integrated MCS System are contributing
to improving IUU intelligence sharing and reporting capacity and further
intelligence sharing is expected if the IMCS tuna subnetwork becomes
established and can be maintained. The Project’s focus on sharks in the Pacific
has led to the adoption of recommendations for shark data improvement
initiatives and helped secure approval of IATTC Resolution C16-06 on
Conservation Measures for Shark Species, with emphasis on the silky shark. The
Project’s efforts to pilot bycatch mitigation measures and promote their uptake,
through research and outreach work, is helping to promote the integration
of bycatch mitigation best practices into t-RFMOs’ management planning
processes and adoption by targeted tuna vessels.

20 Ratings are: Highly Satisfactory (HS), Satisfactory (S) Moderately Satisfactory (MS), Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU),
Unsatisfactory (U), Highly Unsatisfactory (HU).
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As defined in the reconstructed Theory of Change.
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MS
Ratings for
progress
towards results
(progress towards
objectives and
likelihood of
impacts)

The Project’s capacity-building efforts, if sustained, could potentially lead to
transformative changes, if EAFM/EBFM is adopted widely by the tuna fishing
industry and integrated into its policy and practice. The Project is helping to
promote better Pan-Pacific treatment of sharks, a contribution to achievement
of the Project’s Global Environment Benefits, and could be catalytic in
changing the fishing industry’s view of sharks from a bycatch issue to fisheries
management. There is also evidence of changes in awareness and behaviours
coming from the EMS pilot in Ghana and ISSF Skipper’s Workshops and BirdLife
South AFrica outreach work. The EMS pilots have attracted attention from the
private sector which sees advantages that could drive the process forward.
However, it is too early to be able to assess to what extent the Project will lead
to a significant reduction in IUU fishing for tuna, although FFA’s Integrated
MCS System has resulted in the identification of hundreds of non-compliance
infractions of fishing vessels. A much longer period will be needed with
additional resources and stakeholders involved to ensure that the Project’s
stated objective of ‘responsible, efficient, sustainable production of tuna’ and
its ultimate desired long-term impact to improve the status and resilience of
populations of tuna and other biodiversity impacted by fisheries in ABNJs are
attained.

Efficiency

Efficiency of results’ delivery has been generally good with the Project building
on pre-existing structures, processes and programmes, and an experienced
partner base. Having FAO as both the GEF implementing agency and project
executing agency speeded-up 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 executing partners failed FAO
fiduciary assessments) and other impediments. Also, some elements of the
Project management and execution structure are overly complex and work
against efficiency, particularly in relation to the EMS pilot in Ghana.

MS

Factors affecting performance
Preparedness and MS
project design

Project
implementation
and adaptive
management

S

The Project has a complicated project design with many outputs and activities
and a poorly articulated project logic. This has impeded understanding
of the aims and direction of the Project and connections between the
various elements. Although the inception workshop took place very early in
implementation with quick hiring of Project Management Unit staff, there was
no formal assessment of the Project’s executing partners during the design
stage and some partners failed the FAO fiduciary assessments, which resulted
in lengthy delays in implementing activities in the early part of implementation.
The Project has a strong, capable Project Management Unit team, which has
done a very good job of 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/three demanding jobs for most of the last year which has negatively
impacted decision-making and delivery of some project outputs. Intra-project
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. Supervisory arrangements by the Projet Steering
Committee and Project task Force are adequate.

MU
Financial
planning,
management and
co-finance

The Project spending appears to have been largely on track, although figures
provided to the MTE were not easily interpretable. The FAO GRMS (financial
system) and Field Project Management Information System (RBM system), and
the reporting at the output level (RBM) caused added burden on project staff.
There were also concerns on processing time of Letters of Agreement which
delayed some projects. In addition, the fate of USD 5 million in cash co-financing
from FAO is currently unclear and needs to be resolved.

Stakeholder
participation and
partnerships

The Project has a large diverse mix of partners many of which had extensive
experience in the fisheries management sector prior to the Project. The
partnership has made a significant contribution to the Project through delivering
project activities, encouraging buy-in from stakeholders and promoting results,
and is also reflected by the very large co-financing provided to the Project.
However, interaction with the private sector has been rather limited to date and
involvement of some of the t-RFMOs in project activities has been weak, notably
with ICCAT. 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, leading to
different expectations and misunderstandings over their level of engagement in
the Project.

S
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Visibility,
communication
and knowledge
sharing

MU

Communications has been weak and not integrated, evidenced by mixed
understanding of the Project among participants and stakeholders over some of
its key aims and ideas, e.g. Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries, and lack of clarity
over who the target audiences are or best vehicles to communicate messages
and results. Also, the Project has suffered from poor branding by partners, the
lack of a project-specific communication plan, and limited human resources
working on communications and outreach (no experienced communication
specialist as part of the Project Management Unit team). Component 1 has
been the most difficult for stakeholders to understand and deliver (and was not
well defined at the design stage). ‘Silos’ between project groups have worked
against learning from each other.

Monitoring and Evaluation
i. Overall quality
of M&E

S

M&E has faced challenges, especially related to the huge number of (many
unnecessary) poorly formulated indicators and associated targets. Reporting
has been excellent, but there has been little formal lesson learning to date.

ii. M&E design

MU

Poor complex design with too many indicators that were non-SMART and many
at the output level, creating very high (and largely unnecessary) reporting load
and many unrealistic targets. As a result, the M&E framework has needed to
be revised with a smaller, simpler set of outcome and objective focused SMART
indicators.

iii. M&E plan
implementation

HS

Quality of project reports is excellent (despite poor indicators) with M&E seen as
valuable/integral to project delivery and (eventually) lesson learning, although
there is a lack of a comprehensive, coherent framework for capturing lessons
learned.

iv. Budget and
funding for M&E

S

The Project has budget for M&E but lacked a component for collection of
baseline data needed for many of the indicators. There are adequate funds for
evaluations.

Sustainability and replication22
i. Overall
likelihood of risks
to sustainability

MU

There is good potential for sustainability of some of the Project’s results,
notably the PSM template and CDS which will be integrated into the FAO
regular programme. However, for many other project elements there is no
clear sustainability strategy and their future financial and institutional support
is currently unclear. There is a particular risk that those which are longer-term
ventures, e.g. MCS course, or open-ended without clear, specific (Project and
partner agreed) end points and deliverables, e.g. project support to participants
to attend workshops, will not continue after GEF financing finishes.

ii. Financial
resources

MU

Financing for many project results is unclear, especially as many are openended, e.g. support for workshops, being led by other bodies.

iii. Socioeconomic

ML

There is increasing public pressure on the fishing sector to address IUU and
bycatch and increasing awareness of the economic value of adopting a more
sustainable approach to tuna fisheries among the private sector, e.g. purse
seine vessel owners involved in the EMS pilot in Ghana, which should help
promote socio-economic sustainability.

iv. Institutional
framework and
governance

L

There has been increased ownership of the project results by the key t-RFMOs
and member states, and a number of the Project’s deliverables, e.g. PSM and
CDS guidelines, are to be incorporated within the wider FAO programme.

v. Environmental

L

If successful, the Project is likely to promote environmental sustainability as it
aims to promote sustainable management of tuna fisheries.

Replicability and
catalytic role of
project/s

MS

To date, there is limited evidence of replication or catalysis of project results,
but there is considerable potential for some aspects of the Project, e.g. EMS
pilots.

Overall rating

S

Overall, the Project is doing well for the mid-term stage, especially given its
size and complexity and the substantial challenges it has faced. The MTE
believes that if the suggested recommendations are followed the Project could
potentially merit a higher rating at its Final Evaluation.

22

22 For Sustainability ratings are: Likely (L); Moderately Likely (ML); Moderately Unlikely (MU); Unlikely (U).
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