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Abstract 

Small-scale fisheries (SSF) play an important role in food security and poverty reduction. However, 

this role is not always recognized and many SSF communities remain marginalized, both with 

regard to resource management and from a broader social and economic perspective. The 

Voluntary Guidelines for Securing Sustainable Small-Scale Fisheries in the Context of Food Security 

and Poverty Eradication (SSF Guidelines) are the first international instrument dedicated entirely to 

the immensely important small-scale fisheries sector. The project “Enhancing the contribution of 

small-scale fisheries to food security and sustainable livelihoods through better policies, strategies 

and initiatives” is part of the FAO Umbrella Programme for the promotion and application of the 

SSF Guidelines.  

The evaluation of this project provides important lessons and recommendations that will inform 

the formulation and implementation of related on-going projects under the Umbrella Programme, 

for enhanced promotion and application of the SSF Guidelines. The evaluation found that the 

project has succeeded in firmly anchoring SSF considerations in the global fisheries policy and 

research agendas, and in increasing momentum in regional and national awareness of, and 

commitment to, the SSF Guidelines. The project has allowed a process of consolidation of the 

trajectory of change initiated with the adoption of the SSF Guidelines, but more time is needed for 

benefits to trickle to lower levels of governance and to SSF communities themselves. 
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Executive summary  

Introduction  

1. This is the final evaluation of the project “Enhancing the contribution of small-scale fisheries 

to food security and sustainable livelihoods through better policies, strategies and 

initiatives” (GCP/GLO/645/NOR). This project is part of FAO’s push to support small-scale 

fisheries (SSF) through the implementation of the Voluntary Guidelines for Securing 

Sustainable Small-Scale Fisheries in the Context of Food Security and Poverty Eradication 

(FAO, 2015), hereafter “SSF Guidelines”. The project objective is to support the social, 

economic and environmental transformation of the small-scale fisheries sector towards its 

better contribution to food security and poverty eradication in selected FAO Member 

countries and regions as a result of improved policies, strategies and initiatives. Its 

anticipated impact is that “improved governance of small-scale fisheries contribute to the 

eradication of hunger and poverty, to sustainable development and to the sustainable use 

of the environment”, so ultimately, “SSF communities should be empowered to take part 

in decision-making processes and should be allowed to take responsibility for their own 

development.” The project’s target groups and beneficiaries were primarily government 

authorities responsible for fisheries policies and the implementation of the SSF Guidelines 

at national level, and indirectly, through improved SSF considerations, fishers, fish workers 

and their representative organizations at regional, national and local levels. 

2. This evaluation intends to inform decision-making on the implementation of the currently 

ongoing project phase (GCP/GLO/965/SWE - “Creating an enabling environment for 

securing sustainable small-scale fisheries”, funded by the Swedish International 

Development Cooperation Agency [SIDA]) and eventual future support, and inform other 

initiatives under the FAO Umbrella Programme for the promotion and application of the 

SSF Guidelines. It covers the period of implementation of the project from 15 October 2015 

to 31 December 2019, and encompasses all the project stakeholders. Like the project, the 

evaluation is global in scope, although the United Republic of Tanzania, Costa Rica and two 

regional fisheries organizations in Latin America and the Mediterranean were the subject 

of a deeper case study analysis.  

3. The evaluation covers all four project components and associated outcomes and activities, 

namely:  

i. raising awareness: knowledge products and outreach;  

ii. strengthening the science-policy interface: sharing of knowledge and supporting 

policy reform;  

iii. empowering stakeholders: capacity development and institutional strengthening; 

and,  

iv. supporting implementation: project management, collaboration and monitoring.  

4. The evaluation answered six evaluation questions related to: the project design and extent 

to which activities reached intended users, engagement with partners at global, regional 

and national levels, achievement of planned outcomes and significant changes. It also 

evaluated the likely sustainability of project results and the effectiveness of the project’s 

implementation and knowledge management mechanisms. 
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5. The evaluation adopted a consultative and transparent approach with internal and external 

stakeholders throughout the process. It collaborated closely with the project task force 

(PTF) and used outcome mapping as framework of analysis. A desk review, key informant 

interviews and an online survey were used to collect data and triangulate evidence. Field 

visits were not possible due to travel restrictions imposed by the COVID-19 pandemic.  

Main findings 

6. The evaluation findings are presented by evaluation question. 

EQ1: Design/approach: How adequate was the project design in supporting the activities and 

expected outcomes? 

7. The project design supported activities and progress towards expected outcomes, though 

less so regarding Outcome 4. The demand-led and rational project strategy of 

implementation, which intended to gather support and build capacity for implementation 

of the SSF Guidelines at global and regional levels before moving on to national levels, was 

justified and enabled to build a strong base for future support at country level. 

Responsiveness and flexibility in project design and approach strengthened this process 

and enabled to address needs. The project activities were very relevant and coherent, 

despite those under Component 4 lagging behind. 

8. It was found that the project’s logical framework approach was not the most suited to 

support the process of change in thinking and practices intended by the project. The 

project also suffered from sub-optimal implementation arrangements and institutional 

bottlenecks regarding channeling of funds, staffing of the PTF and in-house collaboration. 

EQ2: Targeting/equity and gender: To what extent have the project activities reached the intended 

users and incorporated equity considerations?  

9. The broad targeting approach of the project enabled it to reach and respond to the needs 

of its intended beneficiaries: national governments, regional fisheries organizations, civil 

society organizations in support of SSF and research institutions. Gender issues were 

thoroughly incorporated in all project activities and gender parity frequently achieved at 

awareness and capacity building events. Important advances were made in relation to the 

involvement and representation of indigenous peoples in Latin America but not elsewhere. 

The project also had few interactions with the private sector and was less successful at 

involving the youth. In Costa Rica, some activities were constrained by the boundary of 

intervention of project partners, limiting the overall number of SSF communities that could 

be targeted within the country.  

EQ3: Partnerships: To what extent has the project managed to engage relevant, strategic and capable 

partners at global, regional and national levels? 

10. The project built strategic and influential partnerships, which were a cornerstone of its 

implementation and highly influential in taking its results further. The project partnerships 

enabled synergies and collective actions across partners in support of SSF at global and 

regional levels, and constitute a model of good practice. In-house partnerships were 

however less evident and not all project partnerships were formalized.  

EQ4: Planned outcomes: To what extent have planned project outcomes been achieved, and which 

factors affected effectiveness? 
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11. Outcome 1 (awareness) is the outcome to which the project has contributed the most. This 

is evidenced by the strong anchorage of SSF issues and traction the SSF Guidelines have 

gained in global policy processes and fora, and by the attention that this has brought to 

SSF-related issues such as human rights, equity and social protection in policy dialogues. 

There is also evidence that these issues have gained ground at national and sub-national 

levels in Costa Rica and the United Republic of Tanzania.  

12. Important progress has been made towards Outcome 2 (knowledge and policy) through 

the initiation of National Plans of Action for small-scale fisheries (NPOA-SSF) and reviews 

of legal frameworks, although they are still to be formally approved by national authorities. 

Thanks to the influence of project partners, policy changes have been enacted at regional 

levels (e.g. Caribbean and Mediterranean and Black Sea) but tangible signs of improved 

fisheries management at local levels remain to be seen. The global Illuminating Hidden 

Harvests (IHH) study stimulated by the project and its partners is making a significant 

contribution to advancing knowledge about small-scale fisheries. Bridges between the IHH 

study results and SSF policy and decision-making remain to be strengthened.  

13. Progress towards Outcome 3 (capacity) has been satisfactory. There are visible signs that 

the organisational capacity of national and regional non-State actors (NSA) and regional 

fisheries management organizations (RFMO) to address SSF issues has improved, and that 

SSF interests are better represented at higher levels of governance. Costa Rica and the 

United Republic of Tanzania provide compelling examples of the role of the project and its 

partners in increasing the voice of less heard SSF actors. These are important institutional 

building blocks but it is too early to say if they will result in changes in behavior and 

practices at individual level.  

14. Progress towards Outcome 4 (M&E and knowledge management) is the least satisfactory 

of all. The project played an important, indirect role in supporting FAO member countries 

report on SSF, which led to the upgrading of SDG indicator 14.b.1 on 

legal/regulatory/policy/institutional frameworks recognizing and protecting the rights of 

SSF, and it created numerous opportunities for exchanges of knowledge and experience 

among its partners and stakeholders. However, the project’s knowledge management was 

overall ad-hoc and reactive, owing to delays and lack of capacity to develop a suitable 

monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system for both the project and the implementation of 

the SSF Guidelines. More systematic dissemination of products occurred only in the later 

stages of the project period evaluated and it was not possible to assess the effectiveness 

of their outreach as a consequence.  

EQ5: Potential sustainability: What is the likely sustainability of the project results? 

15. The outlook for sustainability of the project results is encouraging, but as of end of 2019, 

uneven across components and outcomes. While outcome 1 (awareness) is considered 

self-sustaining with regards to results achieved in terms of capacity at global and regional 

levels, foundations for sustainability at national level have been only partially laid. Project’s 

financial resources, institutional and technical support and partners’ engagement have 

enabled Outcome 2 (knowledge and policy) to reach a stable stopping point, but Outcome 

3 (capacity) and 4 (M&E and knowledge management) still require further support to be 

achieved. Consolidation of the project results at national level in particular is required, 

notably with regards to generation of information on SSF, capacity building and 

participation of SSF actors in decision making, as well as better addressing the 
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environmental (including biodiversity and climate change), aquaculture (in relation to SSF), 

tenure rights, food, health and educational aspects of the SSF Guidelines. 

EQ6: Monitoring/knowledge management: How effectively has the project set up a system to 

coordinate and monitor the implementation and benefits of the project? 

16. Monitoring and evaluation and knowledge management are the weakest aspects of the 

project over the period evaluated. Despite close, albeit informal, monitoring of the project 

implementation and partners’ work by the PTF, the project did not develop its own rigorous 

M&E system to follow implementation. Insufficient capacity and complexity also slowed 

the development of an M&E system for the implementation of the SSF Guidelines. The 

project capitalized on the communication strategy of the FAO SSF Umbrella Programme, 

and more recently on its website, and was deemed relatively effective in disseminating its 

products, lessons and experiences across partners, stakeholders and countries. 

Conclusions  

17. The project was demand-driven, relevant, flexible and responded to the needs of 

stakeholders at global, regional and national levels. Its implementation arrangements were 

appropriate, but faced some monitoring and administrative constraints. The promotion of 

the SSF Guidelines is a key governance process that needs a multi-year commitment and 

consistent support and partnerships building. 

18. The project’s broad targeting approach enabled it to reach out to, involve, and benefit 

many different categories of stakeholders. Women and gender dimensions have been very 

well incorporated in the project’s activities. Important progress has been achieved with 

indigenous people in Latin America but not elsewhere. Youth and private sector actors have 

not received enough attention. 

19. Partnerships were instrumental in the implementation of the project. They extended the 

outreach of the project, enabled tackling SSF issues at national levels and leveraged extra 

funds in support of the implementation of the SSF Guidelines. The project would not have 

achieved what it did without its external partners, although not all partnerships were fully 

formalized and in-house collaboration could have been more systematic. 

20. The project has succeeded in firmly anchoring SSF considerations in the global fisheries 

policy and research agendas, and in increasing momentum in regional and national 

awareness of, and commitment to, the SSF Guidelines. The project has allowed a process 

of consolidation of the trajectory of change initiated with the adoption of the SSF 

Guidelines, but more time is needed for benefits to trickle to lower levels of governance 

and to SSF communities themselves. 

21. The project has, overall, reached a stable stopping point. The project has created conditions 

for sustainability at global and regional levels, but at national level, sustainability of results 

achieved will depend on further political will and behavioural changes. The project has a 

role to play in consolidating achievements so far, especially at national level, and in 

continuing collaborating with non-state actors in this endeavour. The project initiated 

adoption, adaptation and ownership of the SSF Guidelines, as such it needs to continue - 

replicated or scaled up - through regional and country-based efforts. 
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22. Systems for monitoring and evaluating the project and the implementation of the SSF 

Guidelines, have not yet been created and are inadequate both at project and partners’ 

levels. Knowledge management and sharing systems have been set up but not specifically 

for the project and too late to see their impact. 

Recommendations 

23. The evaluation team recommends that FAO should pursue a multi-year project that builds 

on and expands the achievements of the evaluated project, given the importance of the 

SSF Guidelines as a key, long-term governance process. It also made the following 

recommendations at the attention of the project and its management: 

Recommendation 1. Regarding revised approach/theory of change. The new project should 

adopt a revised approach and implementation strategy that address identified shortcomings and 

build on past achievements. These should be based on a theory of change and on the results of a 

wide and long-term horizon SSF strategic visioning exercise undertaken under the leadership of 

the PTF. The overall goal and alignment of the project with the FAO SSF Umbrella Programme 

should not be changed. 

Recommendation 2. Regarding project implementation arrangements. Current administrative 

and institutional bottlenecks need to be lifted and the PTF needs strengthening to adequately 

support the implementation of the project. 

Recommendation 3. Regarding partnerships. In-house partnerships at HQ and with regional and 

country offices should be strengthened. Partnerships with external organizations should remain a 

cornerstone of the project implementation strategy and these partners should receive direct 

financial and technical support. 

Recommendation 4. Regarding targeting of people and topics. Among target groups for 

interventions at national levels, greater emphasis should be placed on youth and indigenous 

peoples, and emphasis on women should be maintained. Private sector actors should be more 

systematically included in relation to awareness or interventions about specific SSF issues such as 

social protection. The project’s currently ongoing and future phases should make every effort to 

increase legal work in support of SSF Guidelines implementation and address SSF-related thematic 

areas that have received insufficient attention so far. 

Recommendation 5. Regarding monitoring and evaluation (M&E). The project needs to 

establish a suitable monitoring and evaluation system that can track effectively the implementation 

and influence of both the project and the SSF Guidelines in improving the governance of SSF. It 

should be a priority that Component 4 of the project is redesigned for this purpose and that 

awareness is raised among partners and beneficiaries on the value and benefits of collecting M&E 

data. 

Recommendation 6. Regarding knowledge management and communication. The project 

needs to improve the management and sharing of the knowledge it is generating. Appropriate 

expertise should be sought, through the commissioning of a specific study, to propose sound and 

systematic knowledge management and information sharing mechanisms for the project, both 

in-house and outwards, as part of a redesigned project Component 4. A project-specific 

communication strategy, aligned with that of the FAO SSF Umbrella Programme, should be 

designed and acted upon.
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1. Introduction  

1.1 Purpose of the evaluation 

1. This is the final evaluation of project “Enhancing the contribution of small-scale fisheries 

to food security and sustainable livelihoods through better policies, strategies and 

initiatives” (GCP/GLO/645/NOR) – hereafter referred as “the project”. This evaluation serves 

a twin purpose of accountability and learning. In particular, it will provide important 

inputs that will inform decision-making on the formulation and implementation of the 

currently ongoing project phase1 (GCP/GLO/965/SWE) and eventual future support, and 

potentially inform other initiatives under the FAO Umbrella Programme for the promotion 

and application of the Voluntary Guidelines for Securing Sustainable Small-Scale Fisheries 

in the Context of Food Security and Poverty Eradication (SSF Guidelines).  

1.2 Intended users 

2. The main audience and intended users of the evaluation are (i) all FAO staff involved in 

the design and implementation of the project, both at headquarters and decentralized 

offices; (ii) the donor of this project; and (iii) the Committee on Fisheries (COFI), who will 

use the evaluation findings for internal learning, and as a tool to promote further dialogue 

in support of the future implementation of the SSF Guidelines. Secondary users are (i) all 

external partners involved in project implementation who could use the evaluation findings 

to optimize their involvement in the ongoing project phase; and (ii) other donors, 

organizations and institutions interested in supporting and/or implementing future phases 

of the project or similar projects. 

1.3 Scope and objective of the evaluation 

3. Scope. The evaluation covers the period of implementation of the project between 15 

October 2015 to 31 December 2019. This is inclusive of the period covered by the first 

amendment to the project, but exclusive of the period covered by the second amendment 

(1 January 2020 to 31 December 2020). The evaluation covers the broad range of project 

stakeholders, i.e. decision-makers, implementers, beneficiaries, resource persons, and all 

project regions, namely Africa, Asia-Pacific, Latin America and the Caribbean and the 

Mediterranean and Black Sea. All four project components are addressed in the 

evaluation. In accordance with the project task force (PTF) and the evaluation terms of 

reference, the United Republic of Tanzania and Costa Rica were selected to be the 

subject of a deeper case study analysis, since these were the two focus-countries for the 

project’s field level support.  

4. Objective. Following indications in the terms of reference, this evaluation provides a 

comprehensive and systematic analysis of the project, by answering six key evaluation 

questions as presented in Box 1. In particular, it evaluated the project design and extent 

to which the project implemented and achieved its objectives and intended outcomes. It 

also identified significant changes that have been brought about by the project, the 

 
 
1 GCP/GLO/965/SWE: “Creating an enabling environment for securing sustainable small-scale fisheries 

Sweden, funded by the Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (SIDA). 
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potential sustainability of the actions carried out and payed attention to the project’s 

approach with regards to partnerships, targeting, gender and equity, and monitoring and 

knowledge management.  

Box 1: Key evaluation questions 

1) How adequate was the project design in supporting the activities and expected outcomes? 

2) To what extent have the project activities reached the intended users and incorporated equity 

considerations?  

3) To what extent has the project managed to engage relevant, strategic and capable partners at 

global, regional and national levels? 

4a) To what extent have planned project outcomes been achieved, and which factors affected 

effectiveness? 

4b) Which significant changes have been brought about by the project ? What was the influence of 

the project in this process? 

5) What is the likely sustainability of the project results? 

6) How effectively has the project set up a system to coordinate and monitor the implementation 

and benefits of the project? 

Source: evaluation team 

1.4 Methodology 

5. The evaluation adhered to the United National Evaluation Group (UNEG) Norms & 

Standards for Evaluation (2016) and was in line with the OED Evaluation Manual (2015) and 

methodological guidelines and practices. It adopted a consultative and transparent 

approach with internal and external stakeholders throughout the evaluation process and 

was results-focused, using the aforementioned key questions as main areas of analysis.  

6. An evaluation matrix was developed to guide the evaluation. The evaluation matrix, which 

can be found in Appendix 1, includes the key evaluation questions and related 

sub-questions, indicators, methods and tools for collecting data and information and likely 

sources of information.  

7. Costa Rica and the United Republic of Tanzania were pre-selected by the PTF as case 

study countries for an in-depth analysis and evaluation of the project’s intervention there. 

The evalution team decided to additionally present the collaboration between FAO and the 

Central America Fisheries and Aquaculture Organization (OSPESCA) and the General 

Fisheries Commission for the Mediterannean and the Black Sea (GFCM) as institutional case 

studies to showcase the range of institutional processes set in motion by the project in 

support of the implementation of the  Voluntary Guidelines for Securing Sustainable 

Small-Scale Fisheries in the Context of Food Security and Poverty Eradication (FAO, 2015), or 

SSF voluntary guidelines for short (hereafter “SSF Guidelines”). OSPESCA was chosen 

because of its role in bringing Central American countries towards the implemenation of 

the SSF Guidelines, as well as their role in providing access and a voice to vulnerable groups 

in decision-making processes related to small-scale fisheries. The GFCM was chosen to 

illustrate the iterative and participatory process that led to the elaboration of a regional 

plan of action for small-scale fisheries in the Mediterranean and Black Sea. 
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8. Because the project is typical of a “complex intervention”, where there are multiple and 

dynamic actors involved, and relationships of cause and effect are difficult to ascertain, the 

evaluation approach was grounded in the principles of outcome harvesting (OH) and 

operationalized a “light” version of this approach (see section 1.5). Outcome harvesting 

enables to unearth the processes through which changes happen and the influence of 

factors and actors who lead to them, either during or beyond the life of the project.  

9. In this evaluation, outcomes are defined as changes that are directly or indirectly 

influenced by the project and actively implemented by the project partners. These 

changes are, for example, actions that reflect a demonstrated change in (i) improved 

awareness, knowledge or skills, collaborative action, or the use of knowledge or innovative 

solutions; or (ii) deeper institutional changes relating to policy, government accountability 

and organizational systems.  

10. In the findings chapter of this report, the harvested changes are presented under each 

expected project outcome. The heading of each section states the outcome in generic 

terms, followed by examples of changes and their significance. The identified contribution 

of the project (e.g. activities, technical support) for that set of changes is described at the 

end of each section. Since this concerns a global project, the evidence of change is 

presented in an overarching and strategic manner, supported by selected relevant 

examples. The report does not present examples of evidence for all individual project 

countries.  

11. In line with this, the evaluation used a mix of qualitative and quantitative methods to collect 

data: 

i. A desk review of project documents and outputs made available to the evaluation 

team by the PTF (e.g. project document, progress reports, back-to-the-office reports, 

meeting notes etc.) and publically available (e.g. workshop reports, newsletters etc.). 

This exercise also included a scoping exercise, identifying all the project countries 

involved and a broad outline of their respective project activities. An overview can be 

viewed in Appendix 4. 

ii. Remotely-conducted, semi-structured qualitative key informant interviews (KII) 

using the evaluation questions as a guideline and exploring changes brought about 

by the project using the OH methodology steps for guidance. Interviewees were sent 

a simplified OH template in order to think about changes in advance, that were further 

discussed in detail during the interview itself. These in-depth interviews enabled to 

gather opinions on changes – either positive and negative, intended and unintended 

– resulting from the direct and indirect influence of the project and views of other 

aspects of the project such as partnerships, targeting, sustainability, monitoring and 

knowledge management. This exercise was conducted first with the project team, 

followed by a selection of implementing partners and benefiaries (see full list of people 

interviewed in Appendix 2).  

iii. A quantitative online questionnaire survey (e-survey) with project stakeholders at 

wide (implementers and beneficiaries). A structured questionnaire was designed to 

collect quantitative data and statistically compile respondents’ answers to the 

evaluation questions. It was made available in English, French and Spanish. The 

questionnaire is available in Annex 1. 
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12. This combination of methods enabled to triangulate information and to bring together a 

comprehensive range of perspectives, ensuring reliability and credibility, as well as 

thoroughness of the analysis. 

13. The evaluation had frequent email exchanges with the PTF based in FAO headquarters, 

mostly to answer/clarify questions that emerged during the evaluation process, or to review 

specific outputs, i.e. the e-survey questions. 

14. Key informants for the KII were selected to represent (i) the range of stakeholders and 

organisations having interacted with, and benefited from, the project and (ii) the 

geographical areas of intervention. A total of 28 KII were conducted. In Costa Rica and the 

United Republic of Tanzania, informants were selected from organisations having played a 

key part in the project either as implementers or beneficiaries. Gender parity was aimed for 

in the selection of key informants (15 men, 13 women).  

15. Sampling for the e-survey was semi-purposive. Names and email addresses for recipients 

of the e-survey were compiled from participants lists available in workshop reports made 

available to the evaluation team, but no distinction was made of their role, position or 

nature of their participation in the project. The Qualtrics software was used to design and 

circulate the questionnaire, and collect answers electronically. The e-survey was sent to a 

total of 829 stakeholders. 238 responses were received. The response rate (28.8 percent) is 

relatively low, but still within the norm (Baruch and Holtom, 2008) and acceptable given 

the way in which the sample was drawn and the circumstances under which the evaluation 

was carried out (see section 1.5). The data was analysed using descriptive statistics. Where 

relevant, cross-tabulations and tests of statistical significance were performed to examine 

answers by categories of respondents. A full overview of e-survey results (results tables) 

are available upon request. 

16. The level of engagement of all stakeholders approached for the evaluation was excellent 

given the circumstances of the international pandemic (see section 1.5) and all 

conversations are considered frank and constructive according to the evaluation team. 

1.5 Limitations 

17. The evaluation took place during an international crisis caused by the Coronavirus Disease 

2019 (COVID-19) pandemic and the methodology had to be adjusted to comply with the 

international measures taken to contain the spread of COVID-19. The evaluation team did 

what was within its means to minimise or mitigate the disruption this could cause to the 

evaluation. 

18. While most of the evaluation went on as planned, it was unable to carry out all activities 

described in the evaluation TORs. Notably, field visits, workshops and OH mapping 

exercises planned in Costa Rica and the United Republic of Tanzania had to be cancelled. 

These were replaced by a number of remotely-held in-depth interviews with selected 

stakeholders, but reliance on electronic means of communication meant that some 

stakeholders at local levels (e.g. fishing communities) could not be reached. Although the 

adjusted methodological approach enabled to mitigate the lack of primary information 

collection on change processes to a great extent, it did not allow to go in as much depth 

as initially foreseen.  
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19. The constitution of the sample of respondents targeted by the e-survey was constrained 

by the availability of contact details provided in workshop and other activity reports. Given 

the lack of such a pre-established list, this was the only possible approach to distribute the 

e-survey as widely as possible. However, as a consequence, it was not possible to determine 

the extent to which (i) the sample of people who were sent the questionnaire was 

representative of the overall population targeted by the project, (ii) the sample of received 

answers was representative of the respondents’ demographics given the large variety of 

affiliations of the contacted stakeholders.  
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2. Background and context of the project 

2.1 Context of the project2 

20. Small-scale fisheries (SSF) play an important role in food security and poverty reduction. 

However this role is not always recognized and many SSF communities remain 

marginalized, both with regard to resource management and from a broader social and 

economic perspective. Poverty among SSF communities is often multidimensional in nature 

and is not solely caused by declining fishery resources and low incomes; it is also due to 

factors that impede full enjoyment of human rights including civil, political, economic, 

social and cultural rights.  

21. The overall development of the fisheries sector, as well as increased pressure from other 

sectors with often stronger political and economic influence, has contributed to a decline 

in aquatic resources and threats to aquatic habitats, ecosystems and SSF community 

livelihoods. Other challenges and constraints for small-scale fishers, fish workers and their 

communities include the unequal power relations, lack of access to services and limited 

participation in decision-making processes, that may lead to unfavourable policies and 

practices within the fisheries sector towards sustainable SSF development.  

22. The SSF Guidelines were developed to address this situation. They emerged from a 

thorough iterative and consultative process with multiple SSF stakeholders. They respond 

to an increasing demand from numerous actors at the national, regional and global level -

especially representatives from governments, civil society organizations (CSOs) and 

regional SSF organizations - to discuss and improve small-scale fisheries governance and 

sustainable development in a holistic manner. 

23. The SSF Guidelines are directed at all those involved in the fisheries sector and intend to 

guide and encourage governments, fishing communities and other stakeholders to work 

together and ensure secure and sustainable SSF for the benefit of small-scale fishers, fish 

workers and their communities as well as for society at large. It is a tool to guide dialogue, 

policy processes, and action at all levels, from local communities to global fora. The SSF 

Guidelines go beyond fisheries and highlight the rights of fishers and fish workers.  

2.2 Background of the project  

24. The project “Enhancing the contribution of small-scale fisheries to food security and 

sustainable livelihoods through better policies, strategies and initiatives” 

(GCP/GLO/645/NOR) is part of the FAO Umbrella Programme3 for the promotion and 

application of the SSF Guidelines.  

25. The project was approved on 5 October 2015 and became operational on 15 October 2015, 

with an anticipated duration of three years. It was extended on 16 October 2017 for a total 

duration of 4 years and 3 months, until 31 December 2019. At the time of evaluation, the 

project is still ongoing thanks to a second amendment agreed by the donor to extend its 

 
 
2 This section is based on information from the project documents, such as the project review sheet, project concept 

note and the design document. 
3 PGM/MUL/2015-2018/SSF 
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implementation until 31 December 2020. Summary information about the project and its 

budget are presented in Table 1 and Table 2 respectively. Table 2 shows the contributions 

and total project budget at design and after the first amendment. The additional 

contribution of the Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (Norad) was linked 

to the project extention from 2017 to 2019.  

Table 1: Basic project information  

Project ID Number: GCP/GLO/645/NOR 

Executing Agency: FAO (direct execution modality) 

Collaborations with: 
Governments, SSF organizations, academia, regional organizations, 

CSOs, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), United Nations (UN) 

agencies and the private sector 

Resource partner: Kingdom of Norway 

Focal Area: Small-scale fisheries development 

Approval date: 05 October 2015 

Date of project start and planned 

duration: 
15 October 2015 (3 years) 

Project Implementation end date: 31 December 2019 (first amendment)4 

Budget (inclusive of first amendment): USD  5.2 million 

Source: Project design document and FPMIS database. 

Table 2: Budget till 31 December 2019 

 Amount (USD equivalent)  

Norad 

Amount (USD)  

FAO 

Total (USD) 

Initial 2 000 000 500 000 2 500 000 

First amendment 2 699 998 0 2 699 998 

Total 4 699 998 500 000 5 199 998 

Source: Project design document and FPMIS database. 

26. The objective of the project is to support the social, economic and environmental 

transformation of the small-scale fisheries sector towards its better contribution to food 

security and poverty eradication in selected FAO member countries and regions as a result 

of improved policies, strategies and initiatives. The anticipated impact of the project is that 

“improved governance of small-scale fisheries contribute to the eradication of hunger and 

poverty, to sustainable development and to the sustainable use of the environment”, so 

ultimately, “SSF communities should be empowered to take part in decision-making 

processes and should be allowed to take responsibility for their own development.” 

(Source: GCP/GLO/645/NOR project document).  

 
 
4 A second amendment has extended the project implementation duration to 31 December 2020. The period 

covered by the second amendment is not included in the present evaluation. 
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27. In line with the FAO Umbrella Programme, the project is structured around four 

components, each geared towards the achievement of the following outcomes and 

supported by the following activities and outputs: 

i. Component 1 - Raising awareness: knowledge products and outreach 

Outcome 1: Awareness of current and potential contribution of SSF to food 

security and poverty eradication is raised at all levels (national, regional and 

global). 

Key activities: Development and production of communication materials on the 

contribution of SSF and for the promotion of the SSF Guidelines, organisation of 

events raising awareness on the role of SSF in international fora, support to the 

participation of non-State actors to events promoting the SSF Guidelines. 

Key outputs: Brochures, flyers on SSF, translated versions of the SSF Guidelines, 

reports, conference discussions, inclusion of SSF considerations in UN-wide 

publications. 

ii. Component 2 - Strengthening the science-policy interface: sharing of knowledge and 

supporting policy reform 

Outcome 2: Policy environment in relation to SSF governance and development 

in countries and regions is enhanced and informed by SSF Guidelines. 

Key activities: Review of existing policies and legal frameworks in support of SSF, 

consultation workshops and dialogues across actors, studies on the 

implementation of the SSF Guidelines, implementation of the Illuminating Hidden 

Harvests (IHH) global study to document the current contribution, impacts and 

drivers of change of SSF. 

Key outputs: Revised national legal frameworks, NPOAs for SSF, scientific 

publications on SSF. 

iii. Component 3 - Empowering stakeholders: capacity development and institutional 

strengthening 

Outcome 3: National and regional capacities of stakeholders and institutions to 

support SSF for food security and poverty eradication is strengthened. 

Key activities: implementation of institutional assessments and training 

workshops on SSF, creation of knowledge exchange platforms across SSF actors. 

Key outputs: Training materials and specialised training courses, guidebooks and 

guidelines, regional platforms.  

iv. Component 4 - Supporting implementation: project management, collaboration and 

monitoring  

Outcome 4: Project outcomes are monitored and best practices and lessons 

learnt for the implementation of the SSF Guidelines are captured and 

disseminated.  

Key activities: Review of M&E systems in fisheries, team meetings. 

Key outputs: workshop reports, donor reports, position paper.  
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28. Appendix 3 and Section 2.3 on the project’s theory of change will discuss the linkages 

between components, activities and outcomes in more detail. Appendix 4 provides an 

overview of the countries where the project intervened and the type of activities 

undertaken. 

29. In line with the SSF Guidelines, the project focused on marine and inland fisheries, and 

covers the entire fish value chain. The project was global in scope, covering over 43 

countries in Africa, Asia-Pacific, Latin America and the Caribbean, and Mediterranean and 

Black Sea (please see the full list with project countries in Appendix 4). Its interventions 

were at regional and national levels, with others of international resonance. Human rights, 

gender equality, indigenous people, inclusiveness, decent work and related considerations 

were integral to it. 

30. The implementation of the project relied on its partnerships with catalytic players, such as 

academia, UN agencies and regional fishery bodies, as well as global and regional CSOs 

representing the interests of small-scale fishers. The scope of project partners for the whole 

project as well as at regional level and national level (Costa Rica and the United Republic 

of Tanzania) is illustrated in detailed ‘Coggle’ maps in Annex 2 and 3 respectively. The 

project’s target groups and beneficiaries were primarily the government authorities 

responsible for fisheries policies and the implementation of the SSF Guidelines at national 

level, and indirectly, through improved SSF considerations, fishers, fish workers and their 

representative organisations at national and local levels (Figure 1). The project document 

paid attention to gender, youth and indigenous people. 

Figure 1: Project's scope and target groups 

 
Source: project task force (PTF) 

31. Within FAO, a project task force (PTF) was drawn from the members of the 

intra-departmental FAO SSF Task Force, based in FAO headquarters. Project activities were 

coordinated and implemented by the PTF from FAO headquarters, with support of the 

inter-departmental FAO Technical Network on Small-Scale Fisheries, including staff from 

the Fisheries and Aquaculture Department, the Legal Department, the Partnership Office, 

as well as the decentralized fisheries and aquaculture officers. The PTF was also in contact 

with additional colleagues, for example the FAO Gender Team, the Team dealing with the 

Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and 

Forests in the Context of National Food Security (VGGT) and the Indigenous Peoples Team. 



Final evaluation of the project GCP/GLO/645/NOR 

 

 10 

32. Within FAO’s strategic framework, the implementation of the SSF Guidelines is an 

important element of Strategic Objective (SO) 1 “Contribute to the eradication of hunger, 

food insecurity and malnutrition”, and FAO’s Blue Growth Initiative.5 The project itself is 

explicitly linked to SO1, and in particular to Outcomes 1.1,6 1.3,7 and 1.48 (as per the 

Strategic Objective Results Framework 2018-21).  

33. This project has not been the subject of previous evaluations. However, the PTF conducted 

an informal self-assessment of the project progress in 2018, which findings were used as a 

starting point for the present evaluation. 

2.3 Theory of change 

34. The project did not have a theory of change (ToC) at design, but the project’s results matrix, 

available in the project document, detailed the internal organisation of the project, its 

activities and expected results. It was used as a starting point for the elaboration of the 

project’s ToC by the evaluation team during the inception phase. However, the results 

matrix lacked explicit assumptions about what would be needed for planned activities and 

results to translate into the improved governance of SSF that the project was aiming for 

and who would be the stakeholders (partners/implementers and beneficiaries) in this 

process.  

35. A ToC is usually accompanied with a diagam that shows a pathway from activities to impact. 

Figure 2 below illustrates the steps and zones of project control, influence and interest in a 

theory of change. Starting from the bottom of the diagram, projects generally have full 

control over their activities and outputs. For example, an awareness raising workshop is an 

activity, out of which one or more outputs may be produced (e.g. a workshop report, a 

how-to guide, a video etc.) - a consultant can be employed to organize and facilitate it. 

However, how project beneficiaries respond to the workshop and act afterwards is not 

under the project’s control, but is under its influence. For example, the project can tailor 

the workshop to the target audience. Outcomes, for the purposes of this evaluation are 

defined as changes in knowledge, attitude, skills, aspirations and/or practice by 

stakeholders engaging in project processes using project outputs. Outcomes also include 

changes in social or environmental state. Impacts are the cumulative knock-on effects of 

outcomes. Projects have little or no influence over impact, but it is something they should 

be interested in, and be reacting to.  

  

 
 
5 http://www.fao.org/fisheries/blue-growth/en/  
6 Outcome 1.1: Countries made explicit political commitment to eradicate hunger, food insecurity and malnutrition 

by 2013.  
7 Outcome 1.3: Countries made decisions based on evidence for the eradication of hunger, food insecurity and all 

forms of malnutrition by 2030. 
8 Outcome 1.4: Countries implemented effective policies, strategies and investment programmes to eradicate 

hunger, food insecurity and all forms of malnutrition by 2030. 

http://www.fao.org/fisheries/blue-growth/en/
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Figure 2: Steps and zones of project control, influence and interest in a theory of 

change 

 

Source: FAO Office of Evaluation (OED) 

36. Figure 3 provides an overview of the reconstructed ToC for the project. The ToC pathway 

of change is “read” by using an IF-THEN sequence, as follows: 

IF (i) knowledge products and outreach about SSF and the SSF guidelines are disseminated 

(output), THEN (I) awareness of the current and potential contribution of SSF to food 

security and poverty alleviation at national, regional and global levels will be raised (first 

order outcome); 

IF (ii) scientific knowledge about SSF is collected and shared to support policy reform, and 

fisheries policies and plans are amended or elaborated to be SSF-sensitive (output), THEN 

(II) the policy environment in relation to SSF governance and development in countries and 

regions will be enhanced and informed by the SSF Guidelines (first order outcome); 

IF (iii) stakeholders’ capacity and institutions are developed and built through dedicated 

trainings, workshops and knowledge exchange platforms (output), THEN (iii) national and 

regional capacities of stakeholders and institutions to support SSF for food security and 

poverty eradication will be strengthened (first order outcome); and, 

IF (iv) the project provides an M&E system and enables systematic approaches for 

reporting and cross-country knowledge sharing (output); THEN (iv) progress towards the 

project outcomes will be monitored, and best practices and lessons learned for the 

implementation of the SSF guidelines will be captured and disseminated (first order 

outcome).  

37. Realising (i), (ii), (iii) and (iv) will mean that the importance of SSF is recognized and 

mainstreamed at all levels (intermediary stage). As a consequence, the project can 

anticipate that the overall governance of SSF will be improved and that SSF will contribute 

to a greater extent to the eradication of hunger and poverty, to sustainable development 

and to the sustainable use of the environment (second order outcome). In the project’s 

results matrix, the anticipated second order outcome of improved governance is presented 

as an impact of the project. However, in the project’s ToC (Figure 3), this achievement is at 

the border of the spheres of influence and interest of the project, and therefore conditional 

to the influence of many other SSF actors and factors at multiple levels, and the realization 

of a number of assumptions such as buy-in, investments, scaling out over which the project 
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has no direct control. Moving from improved governance of SSF to the ultimate, hoped for 

impact of the project (empowerment of SSF communities) lies even further away from the 

sphere of control of the project, and beyond the evaluated project timeframe.9  

38. The nature and context of the project are such that it would be unrealistic to expect 

progression from each of the components’ activities to first and second order outcomes to 

be linear and to attribute changes to the project only. Many different actors were influential 

on the pathway to the desired changes in terms of SSF policy making, awareness and 

capacity development. Tracking the process of change, and learning from it, is, in this case, 

just as important as measuring the degree of completion of project outcomes themselves. 

So, whilst the evaluation focused mainly on the project components and first order 

outcomes (or results) that are within the sphere of control of the project, the OH approach 

also enabled assessing the contribution of the project to the intermediary stage and second 

order outcomes, in the sphere of influence of the project. Evaluation of expected impact 

(in deep blue in Figure 3) was however beyond the project lifetime, and scope of the 

evaluation. 

39. What is essential to consider while elaborating a TOC are the assumptions that need to be 

fulfilled to progress through the envisaged change pathway. A number of key assumptions 

underpinned the first three levels of project TOC: (1) alignment of policy and institutional 

actions at regional level, (2) buy-in and appropriation of the SSVG at national levels, (3) 

conducive and effective partnerships supporting and facilitating the implementation of 

project activities, and (4) adequate human and technical capacity to implement and oversee 

a project at all levels. While the first two were envisaged in the project document, the third 

was implicitly assumed, because of the long history of collaboration between FAO and SSF 

partners throughout the elaboration of the SSF Guidelines prior to the project. The fourth 

assumption was not considered, as is explained in section 3.1 (paragraph 56). Detailed 

preliminary assumptions for moving through the levels of the TOC were established during the 

inception phase, and amended during the evalution in light of the findings from the OH 

approach. Using the TOC logic, Figures 3a, 3b, 3c and 3d in Appendix 3 zoom in each of 

individual project components and their linkages to first order outcomes and detail the 

assumptions that need to be verified so that each project component leads to the expected first 

order outcome it meant to support. These assumptions relate essentially to identifying relevant 

partners and targeting beneficiaries’ needs, recognition of the value and relevance of the SSF 

Guidelines and appropriation of their contents, mainstreaming of new SSF knowledge and good 

practices in day-to-day work, cooperation between stakeholders (vertically, across levels of 

governance, and horizontally, across various interests – CSOs, public institutions, academia), and 

political will in favour of SSF. Because these assumptions were not all explicitly considered at the 

time of the project conception, the project touched upon them implicitly, and to various extents. 

To move from the intermediate stage through to the second order outcome and eventually the 

expected impact of the project, two further assumptions will need to be verified: the continuous 

 
 
9 In order to align with the project matrix as laid out in the project document, SSF communities’ empowerment is 

presented in the TOC as ultimate impact, and improved SSF governance as second order outcome/condition to 

this. Which comes first, however, between good governance or communities’ empowerment, is debatable and akin 

to a chicken-egg problem as both are intimately linked: improved governance means giving a voice (= power) to 

communities, and having one’s voice heard is what makes governance good. Consequently, as may be seen in other 

projects under the FAO SSF Umbrella Programme, these two high-order goals may be interverted in a TOC. 
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backing of large and influential partners and donors, and leveraging of their influence, and 

the buy-in of governments. 
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Figure 3: Theory of change for the project 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recognition of importance of SSF

1: Awareness of current and 

potential contribution of SSF 

to food security and poverty 

eradication is raised at all 

levels (national, regional and 

global)

1.1 Raising awareness: 

knowledge products and 

outreach

2: Policy environment in 

relation to SSF governance 

and development in countries 

and regions is enhanced and 

informed by SSFVG

2.1 Strengthening the science-

policy interface: sharing of 

knowledge and supporting 

policy reform

3: National and regional 

capacities of stakeholders 

and institutions to support 

SSF for food security and 

poverty eradication is 

strengthened

3.1 Empowering stakeholders: 

capacity development and 

institutional strengthening

4: Project outcomes are 

monitored and best practices 

and lessons learned for the 

implementation of the SSFVG 

are captured and 

disseminated  

4.1 Supporting implementation: 

Project management, 

collaboration and monitoring

Components 

(activities and 

outputs) 

Intermediate stage 

(anticipated by the 

project) 

SSF communities are empowered to take part in decision-making processes and are allowed to 

take responsibility for their own development 

v 

Second order 

outcome (anticipated 

by the project) 
Improved governance of small-scale fisheries contributes to the eradication of hunger and poverty, to 

sustainable development and to the sustainable use of the environment 

First order 

outcomes 

(results) 

Expected impact 

(beyond the 

project 

timeframe) 

Boundary sphere of influence / sphere of interest 

Source: evaluation team. SSFVG = SSF Guidelines  

Notes: The progression from activities to the first order outcomes and, to some extent the intermediary stage falls within the project timeframe (2015-2019). The lighter the 

arrows, the less control and influence the projet has.  

Boundary sphere of control / sphere of influence 
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3. Findings 

40. Findings are analyzed and presented according to the questions and sub-questions laid 

out in the evaluation matrix (Appendix 1). Where appropriate, evidence from the e-survey 

and desk review is included.  

41. Four case studies (two countries, namely Costa Rica and the United Republic of Tanzania 

and two institutions, namely GFCM and OSPESCA) illustrating the processes undertaken to 

promote an implement the SSF Guidelines, the significance and the contribution of the 

project in this, complement the findings and are available in Annexes 4, 5, 6 and 7.  

3.1 Design/approach: How adequate was the project design in 

supporting the activities and expected outcomes? 

3.1.1 Project design and objectives 

Finding 1. The overall project design was straightforward and not overly prescriptive, which 

allowed some flexibility and responsiveness in its implementation.  

42. The project did not deviate from its objective and, to the exception of Outcome 4 

(Supporting implementation, see section 3.4), stayed on track towards its planned 

outcomes. Given that the project is not just a small-scale fishery project, but an instrument 

to promote normative work (Voluntary Guidelines) and provide inclusive global support to 

a multi-stakeholder governance process, its strategy to first focus on Component 1 and 

operate at global and regional levels was justified. It allowed harnessing and strengthening 

the momentum for SSF support at these levels in order to prepare the ground for other 

components. Global and regional momentum thus created was then used to stimulate 

action at national levels through regional organisations’ membership, and work more 

effectively towards the project’s outcomes. This strategy is also aligned with FAO’s rationale 

of intervention to “transform food and agriculture to achieve the SDGs” (FAO, 2018a). The 

objective of the project was considered as “highly relevant” to SSF by 56 percent of the 

e-survey respondents, and “relevant” by 35 percent (n=163), which was also confirmed by 

key informants. 

43. Although it can be inferred from FAO strategic document Resources, Partnerships, Impact, 

2019 (FAO, 2019a) that the project has made an important contribution to the global 

agenda and FAO’s work (it cites the project as an example of contribution to SDG 1, 2 

and 14 and to FAO’s Strategic Objective (SO) 1), it is not possible to determine by ‘how 

much’ given the way in which projects contributions are monitored at corporate level (see 

section 3.4). Nonetheless, the fact that SDG indicator 14.b.1. Degree of application of a legal/ 

regulatory / policy/ institutional framework which recognizes and protects access rights for 

small‐scale fisheries, of which FAO is the custodian agency, was upgraded from Tiers 2 to 
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Tiers 1 (starting from Tiers 3)10 in November 2019, is an additional sign of the contribution 

of the project to FAO’s SOs and the SDGs more generally. 

44. The project’s implementation strategy was rational and demand-led. At its very 

beginning, the project focused on regions and carried out regional awareness raising 

workshops about the SSG Guidelines. In parallel, three countries were pre-selected in early 

2016 for more specific support: Cambodia (building on earlier work), Côte d’Ivoire 

(foreseeing collaboration with FAO-GEF Coastal Fisheries Initiative [CFI] project) and 

interest from the Confédération Africaine des Organisations de Pêche Artisanale (CAOPA), 

and Costa Rica. The Cambodia support was eventually discontinued (lack of political 

support) and in Africa, efforts were moved to the United Republic of Tanzania due to a 

delay in the implementation of the CFI project, making Costa Rica and the United Republic 

of Tanzania the two focus countries of the project (and of this evaluation). In line with the 

demand-led approach preconized in the project document, the project then moved 

to a bottom-up approach and asked countries, through FAO Representatives, to come 

forward with their requests for support to implement the SSF Guidelines. After receiving an 

overwhelming number of direct expressions of interest to receive assistance from the 

project, the PTF adopted a systematic and objective approach to country selection 

based on criteria reflecting the economic role of SSF, political will, existence of, or 

membership to, fishers and fishworkers organisations, potential for synergies with other 

ongoing SSF initiatives. This approach was transparent and fair in enabling the project to 

meet demands whilst keeping within budgetary constraints. Requests that could not be 

immediately accommodated because they scored lower on these criteria or funds were 

insufficient were kept until the PTF, in discussion with the relevant countries and partners, 

found the opportunity to address them through, for example, the securing of additional 

funding (e.g. Norad project amendments, mobilization of additional funding from SIDA), 

partnership or synergy with other initiatives. This was the case of the request from the 

Revolutionary Government of Zanzibar to develop a National Plan of Action for SSF 

(NPOA-SSF), which, received in early 2019 was initially put on hold because of activities 

already ongoing in the United Republic of Tanzania mainland, but recently accommodated 

thanks to new donor funds (from SIDA). Given the project’s budget, this was the optimal 

way to operate, although some uncertainty was inevitably inherent to the process. Similarly, 

a comprehensive number of criteria considering the relative and absolute importance of 

fisheries in a country in terms of production, employment, contribution to protein intake, 

etc. were adopted for the selection of the countries to be included in the IHH study. The 

resulting sample of selected countries was both representative and inclusive.  

45. Another key feature of the project design was the implementation flexibility it 

allowed. This enabled to respond well to emerging issues and to countries’ requests for 

assistance that were not initially included in the planned project activities. This was the case, 

for example, with a request from Guatemala for project support which resulted in the 

 
 
10 Tier 1: Indicator is conceptually clear, has an internationally established methodology and standards are available, 

and data are regularly produced by countries for at least 50 per cent of countries and of the population in every 

region where the indicator is relevant. Tier 2: Indicator is conceptually clear, has an internationally established 

methodology and standards are available, but data are not regularly produced by countries. Tier 3: No 

internationally established methodology or standards are yet available for the indicator, but 

methodology/standards are being (or will be) developed or tested.   

Source: https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/iaeg-sdgs/tier-classification/   
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signing of a Letter of Agreement (LOA) with the Fisheries Trade Information Centre for Latin 

America and the Caribbean (Centro para los servicios de información y asesoramiento sobre 

la comercialización de los productos pesqueros de América Latina y el Caribe [INFOPESCA]) 

to assist with data collection and SSF value chain capacity building in Guatemala. 

Finding 2. The project, that aims to create change in thinking and practices, did not suit the 

logical framework approach used to design it and tended to mix outputs and outcomes.  

46. The project results matrix (in the project document) inadequately linked Outcomes 1 

(Raising awareness), 2 (Strengthening science-policy) and 3 (Empowering stakeholders) to 

one another, and planned sub-categories of activities with results achieved, as is also 

evident from Table 3 in the evaluation Terms of Reference (TORs). This led to some 

confusion about where to report activities leading to awareness raising and capacity 

building, and in the overall tracking of project progress and contribution to changes 

(see section 3.7). An exercise of theory of change elaboration would have helped to clarify 

the linkages between project components (as indicated in Figure 3 and Figures 3a-d in 

Appendix 3, with the horizontal arrows) and pathways between activties and results. 

47. Although the project document did not make reference to value chains (despite their 

coverage in the SSF guidelines), project activities did encompass them through targeted 

interventions in different areas of SSF value chains and with different actors, including 

women in post-harvest activities in Africa and Latin America. Value chains were also 

covered through normative work, e.g. the preparation of a Technical Paper on chapter 7 of 

the SSF Guidelines and IHH data collection. Thus, the project went further than strictly 

described in the project document and results matrix. 

3.1.2 Project activities  

Finding 3. The project’s activities and internal coherence was overall relevant, despite the 

unclear articulation and fit of Component and outcome 4 with other components in the 

project document and implementation. 

48. Project activities were deemed “highly relevant” to the needs of 40 percent of the SSF 

stakeholders who responded to the e-survey, and “relevant” to the needs of 45 percent 

(n=161). These are overall satisfactory scores, which were confirmed in the KII. Activities 

could focus on specific aspects of the fish value chain or other SSF topics according to 

national contexts and beneficiary groups’ needs such as, for example, awareness raising 

and legal support for governments, and capacity building for fishers and fishworkers’ 

representative organisations. However, 50 percent of those who considered themselves as 

beneficiaries of the project thought that activities were only “somewhat relevant” to their 

needs (and only 14 percent considered them as “highly relevant”). Qualitative comments 

made by e-survey respondents denoted some training workshop fatigue, and a longing for 

more hands-on, practical assistance. 

49. Of the e-survey respondents, 25 percent and 54 percent considered the project to be “very 

coherent” and “coherent” respectively in terms of synergies and complementarity between 

the project objective and activities implemented (n=163). Interviews with key informants at 

different levels and the desk review also showed that the porosity between the multiple 

layers of the project (global, regional, national), implicitly envisaged in the project 

document and explicitly facilitated by the PTF, has happened. This is a very positive aspect 
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of the project because activities at global, regional and national levels have been feeding 

into one another in a coherent manner, and their complementarity has been supporting 

progress towards better governance in SSF. However, closer attention paid to the 

complementarity between project components 1, 2 and 3 at project design, through for 

example the elaboration of a TOC, would have strengthened this further (see section 2.3). 

50. Activities under under Component 4 have received little attention and are lagging 

behind. This is explained by the priority given to Components 1 and 2 at implementation 

(explored in more detail in section 3.4 in relation to progress towards Outcome 4 - 

Supporting implementation and in section 4.2 regarding monitoring and evaluation), but 

also by the fact that this project component was not linked well to the others. As indicated 

above (paragraph 51), elaborating a TOC would have helped address this shortcoming. 

3.1.3 Project management and implementation arrangements 

51. Some findings in this section are also pertinent to section 3.3 on partnerships. 

Finding 4. The project implementation arrangements were sub-optimal. Although the 

project has managed to put up with procurement and institutional bottlenecks throughout 

its on-going phase, they will be detrimental for future support to the project if they remain 

unaddressed. 

52. The implementation of the project faced a number of procurement issues: 

i. Channelling of funds. Letters of agreement (LOAs) are FAO’s main financing mechanism 

to support project partners, but they are bureaucratically heavy and ineffective, 

especially when amounts larger than USD 100 000 are required. Field Budget 

Allocations (FBA), which are transferred from FAO headquarters and managed by FAO 

country offices, have emerged as a suitable alternative which is increasingly used but 

has not completely replaced LOAs. Whilst facilitating disbursements, FBAs also 

stimulate ownership of project activities by FAO country offices. Mechanisms to 

support the implementation of the SSF guidelines such as FAO’s internal Flexible 

Multi-partner Mechanism (FMM) are also cumbersome. The latter, administered 

outside of FAO Fisheries & Aquaculture Department, adds a layer of bureaucracy by 

increasing the number of transactions, which would slow activities down if resorted to. 

Suitable alternatives facilitating large transactions between FAO and partner 

organisations or beneficiaries are simply missing in FAO.  

ii. Staffing of the PTF. FAO’s commitment to Norad and expected in-kind contribution 

was delivered in terms of staff time allocation and funding from other sources, as the 

donor had explicitly expressed that the implementation of the SSF Guidelines be 

considered a core task of FAO, with the related allocation of resources. As a 

consequence, consultant contracts for some key members of the PTF were financed 

from ad-hoc or partner sources and renewed on a short-term basis, and the capacity 

of the PTF to expand in line with the widening of the breadth of project and increasing 

demands from partners and countries was restricted. This reduced the anchoring of the 

project in FAO. 

53. The project has also faced a number of institutional bottlenecks. These have hampered 

the facilitating role that FAO, as an organisation, could have provided to the project. 

Bottlenecks related to: 
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i. Not always optimal communication lines between the Fisheries and Aquaculture 

Policy and Resources Division (FIA) and the Partnerships Office regarding the project, 

no direct engagement with FAO’s Investment Centre (although it is difficult to 

establish the consequences of this on the project results).  

ii. Uneven involvement of FAO Regional and Country Offices in supporting the 

implementation of the project at regional and national levels. This was due, on one 

hand, to the global nature of the project which warranted a more central management 

from FAO Headquarters, and to the uneven staffing of Regional and Country offices 

with fisheries staff able to dedicate sufficient time to the project on the other. While 

FAO Country offices played a critical liaison role in bringing up national requests to 

the attention of the PTF at the start of the project, this role was not always maintained 

over time, leaving the PTF to often liaise directly with national governments and/or 

organizations. Although this in itself did not hamper the implementation of the project 

in the phase being evaluated, and is in fact currently being redressed in the second 

amendment phase with the hiring of fisheries consultants to support country officers 

as national level activities are increasingly taking the fore, it is revealing of the 

over-stretching and under-capacity of FAO’s decentralized offices. 

54. Some project implementation risks were envisaged at the outset (but not all) and 

effectively addressed. The risks of (1) lack of coherence in policy and institutional actions 

at regional level and (2) inadequate buy-in at national levels were identified at project 

design and acted upon from the outset with the PTF closely engaging with regional 

partners and beneficiaries at national levels. However, a third risk of insufficient human and 

technical capacity to implement and oversee a project of this size and scope was not 

identified at the outset. As was elaborated above (paragraphs 52 and 53), the number of 

dedicated staff in the PTF in HQ and required technical capacity in FAO Country offices was 

under-estimated. To address the first two risks while coping with limited staff, the PTF 

adopted a sequencing strategy to implementation: it focused its efforts on raising 

awareness and mainstreaming the SSF guidelines in relevant global and regional fora 

(Component 1) to build the base needed for the other components of the project, and on 

building partnerships to facilitate the implementation of Components 2 and 3. This strategy 

proved sound and was successful in mitigating these two risks, but took attention away 

from Component 4. The issue of understaffing in the PTF was however not addressed (see 

paragraph 52). Recruitement of consultants through FBAs to increase capacity in country 

officers partially helped mitigating the third risk, but not until the later stages of project 

implementation.  

3.2 Targeting/equity and gender: To what extent have the project 

activities reached the intended users and incorporated equity 

considerations? 

3.2.1 Target audience and needs 

Finding 5. The broad targeting approach suited the project and enabled to engage many 

different stakeholders. The project responded to the needs of the target audience. 

55. Neither the target audience, nor the intended beneficiaries for each project component 

were strictly defined at the outset of the project. This is however acceptable because (i) the 

SSF Guidelines themselves define their target audience in Part 1, section 2.3, (ii) the project 
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was demand-driven in essence, and only broad categories of beneficiaries could be defined 

(public actors, NSAs, academia), and (iii) the project was part of a wider umbrella 

programme to promote the SSF Guidelines, which had already sketched out the landscape 

of SSF stakeholders, such as potential beneficiaries’ whose needs were already known, and 

potential organisations whose capacity could be harnessed to facilitate the implementation 

of the project at global, regional and national levels. The project used this knowledge when 

it embarked on implementation. The criteria used to prioritise project assistance to 

countries and organisations’ requests were developed with this knowledge and ensured 

that support was provided where it was needed most (see paragraph 44). 

56. National governments, regional fisheries organisations, SSF CSOs and research institutions 

were the main and most direct beneficiaries of project activities, regardless of whether 

these took place at regional or national levels, as shown by the desk review and e-survey 

results (research institutions were mainly involved in the IHH study). The dichotomy 

beneficiary/implementer is however superficial because a number of government 

authorities who were initial beneficiaries, later in the project became implementers (e.g. the 

United Republic of Tanzania). The principles of the SSF Guidelines were also new and 

unknown in most countries and organisations when the project started, which meant that 

a process of co-learning occurred during the implementation of the project, whereby 

implementers also benefited from the technical support of the PTF.  

57. Lack of precise targeting has not been detrimental to meeting the needs of the 

project’s audience. Both KII and results of the e-survey show that for the majority of 

beneficiaries, interactions with the project met expectations and were satisfying. 

Disaggregated by type of respondent (government, CSO etc.), e-survey results also confirm 

that both project objective and activities were most relevant to the needs of governments 

and fishers and fishworkers associations/CSOs, but less so of research institutions, who 

perhaps were already relatively well versed with SSF issues.  

58. The project had very few interactions with private sector actors, e.g. insurance 

companies and private providers (e.g. fishing equipment suppliers, post-harvest/fish 

transformation/export companies, communication and IT providers etc.) who, despite 

being on the margins of the fisheries sector, have an important stake in many of the issues 

raised in the SSF Guidelines. Lack of habit and experience working with these stakeholders, 

difficulty to determine their specific role in relation to SSF issues as well as a project 

approach essentially targeting public and NSAs, may be put forward as tentative reasons 

why. 

59. The implementation of some activities at national level have been constrained by the 

boundary of intervention of project partners. It happened in Costa Rica (see Annex 4 and 

section 3.3), where project-supported activities were limited to the geographic area of 

action of the project partner there, with the consequence of limiting the overall number of 

SSF communities that could be targeted within a country.  

3.2.2 Women, youth, indigenous people and vulnerable groups 

Finding 6. The project activities have taken into account gender issues seriously and 

promoted women and gender equality very well. Focus on indigenous peoples was not as 

strong, and their involvement occurred only in Latin America. The project was less successful 

in involving the youth. 
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60. According to the results of the e-survey and KII, gender parity was frequently 

achieved at workshops and training events. Specific gender awareness training was 

dispensed and the project produced the Gender Handbook in support of the implementation 

of the SSF Guidelines (FAO, 2017a). which was extensively used by partner organisations. 

Men and women’s participation in workshops has been systematically recorded, denoting 

both awareness and good practice. The Costa Rica and the United Republic of Tanzania 

case studies, available in Annexes 4 and 5 respectively, illustrate how the inclusive approach 

of the project enabled to trigger transformative change in relation to the position and 

opportunities for women shellfish harvesters and fish processors. 

61. Where indigenous communities were involved from the beginning of the project, they were 

actively participating in the process of designing and developing the activities. Activities 

were demand-driven and proposed in participatory manner, with the support of existing 

organizations in support of indigenous groups: Fondo para el Desarrollo de los Pueblos 

Indígenas de América Latina y El Caribe (FILAC), Indigenous Council of Central America 

(CICA), Continental Link of Indigenous Women (ECMIA), and indigenous leaders and 

coordinators, as well as national representatives.  

62. The project was less successful in involving the youth. This can be attributed in part 

owing to the lack of consideration of this group in the SSF Guidelines, and in part because 

project activities were targeted at more senior staff/officers and researchers. This 

notwithstanding, it is worth noting that some women-specific initiatives have also 

encompassed the youth. For example, the grassroot  organisation Coope Molus Chomes of 

women shellfish harvesters in Costa Rica has deployed specific efforts to encourage young 

women to join the organisation, include them in capacity building and providing them with 

options for night schooling. The project itself however had little implication in this initiative.  

3.3 Partnerships: To what extent has the project managed to engage 

relevant, strategic and capable partnes at global, regional and 

national levels? 

Finding 7. In all targeted regions, the project effectively built on its existing relationships 

with key SSF actors. The partnership approach was opportunistic and strategic and 

stimulated synergies and collective actions across partners. 

63. Partnerships, at all levels, have been an essential means of implementing the project 

activities and taking forward the implementation of the SSF Guidelines. Most of the project 

actors had been involved in the elaboration of the SSF Guidelines, to provide momentum 

to the SSF Guidelines implementation. As explained in paragraph 39 and shown in the 

Figures 3a-d in Appendix 3 (TOC by project component), partnerships have played a key 

role in progressing towards outcomes 1-2-3 of the project. Partnerships were quoted as 

having become “a new type of paradigm for project implementation, enabling to avoid past 

mistakes (top-down) and enhancing participation” by one of the key informant. 

64. Partners had an instrumental influence in the successful implementation of project 

activities. E-survey results underlined that, in most instances, the project was not the only 

force at play: according to 21 percent of respondents, the project would have not achieved 

what it did without partners, but for 26 percent of respondents, achievements were due to 

the joint influence of both partners and the project itself. This range of expertise, variety 
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of skills and experiences, as well as stakeholders this joint effort enabled to capture and 

bring together, was a strong asset to the project. It did not complicate implementation and 

coordination because partnerships were well defined between the project and partners, as 

well as between partners and sub-partners working at national levels. This generated 

reciprocal benefit for both the project and the partner organisations through indirect 

capacity building (e.g. training received by local IHH data collecting teams, provided by 

IHH global partners (Worldfish and Duke University) and ownership/appropriation of the 

guidelines (some regional partners such as OSPESCA and the GFCM have since become 

SSF “beacon bearers”, as is highlighted in the institutional case studies in Annexes 6 and 7). 

The positive effect of partnerships in influencing progress towards the project outcomes 

was also highlighted in the United Republic of Tanzania (Annex 5), where the joint action 

of the project and its partners (NGOs Mwambao and the Environmental Management and 

Economic Development Organization [EMEDO] and the Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries 

of Tanzania) gave the impulse for SSF actions, and in Costa Rica (Annex 4) where the 

partnership between the project, OSPESCA and a local organization enabled to push SSF 

in national legislation. These aspects are explored in greater depth in section 3.4. 

65. The PTF’s responsiveness and openness to explore new opportunities was key in forging 

new partnerships and strengthening of existing ones. Opportunities for new partnerships 

were seized when they arose, for example with Duke University in the case of the IHH study, 

or Wageningen University for the production of an educational tool to support the 

implementation of the SSF Guidelines. 

66. Whilst on one hand opportunistic, the project’s approach to developing a broad base of 

partners has also been strategic, because it has enabled it to: 

i. Capitalize on expertise and networks of large, international and highly reputable 

CSOs such as the International Collective in Support of Fishworkers (ICSF), to 

comprehensively cover the wide range of issues dealt with in the SSF Guidelines (e.g. 

human rights, gender equality, decent work, value chains etc.) on one hand, and 

leverage expertise at national level on the other through these organisations’ 

members. For example, the ICSF enabled nine of its member organisations to 

implement project activities in nine countries.  

ii. Address FAO’s recognized limitation in working at national and local levels by 

partnering with (i) regional organisations with direct connections and influence at 

national levels (e.g. ICSF, the CAOPA in West Africa), or with (ii) national level 

government and non-State actors to bring project interventions to these levels. This 

was the case for example with Costa Rican Institute of Fisheries and Aquaculture 

(INCOPESCA-Costa Rica), Operation Native Amazonia (OPAN)-Brazil and the Ministry 

of Agriculture, Livestock, Aquaculture and Fisheries (MAGAP)-Ecuador, EMEDO and 

the Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries (MLF)-Tanzania.  

iii. Tackle more specialised SSF issues by bringing on board more specialized partners 

to address, for example, indigenous people’s rights. An unintended benefit of this 

approach was that it incentivized organisations to work closely with one another to 

address common issues, as was the case between Fondo para el Desarrollo de los 

Pueblos Indígenas de América Latina y El Caribe (FILAC) and Indigenous Council of 

Central America (CICA) in Latin America with indigenous people. 
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67. Both the KII and e-survey confirmed that the project has been successful at stimulating 

synergies and collective actions across partners, although this was mainly between 

global and regional partners rather that across regional partners. The project was also good 

at linking up with other FAO and non-FAO SSF development projects, though to a 

slightly lesser extent, possibly because implementation efforts focused on activities of the 

project itself as a priority. Although the number and breadth of partners is impressive (see 

partnership coggle maps in Annex 2 and 3), the e-survey revealed lower levels of agreement 

over the suitable diversity of partners to promote the uptake of the guidelines, and over 

the cost-effectiveness of partnerships to implement activities. The latter is however case 

dependent: for example, ICSF’s work in nine countries with a budget of USD 250 000 may 

be considered good value for money. An assessment of the LOAs signed between FAO and 

project partners revealed that a larger proportion of partners contracted through LOAs 

were academic institutions (55 percent of all signed LOAs), which may explain the perceived 

imbalance between types of contracted partners, although the relative normative objective 

of the project and implementation of the IHH scientific study may have justified this. 

Finding 8. Despite the good achievements in the two case study countries Tanzania and Costa 

Rica, some flaws were found in the operationalization of partnerships at national and 

sub-national levels as well as in the in-house partnerships. 

68. In Costa Rica, a FBA was set up to support INCOPESCA, but work at field level was primarily 

undertaken by the single NGO Cooperativa Autogestionaria de Servicios Profesionales para 

la Solidaridad Social R.L. (CoopeSoliDar) with specific communities in Marine Areas for 

Responsible Fishing (Área Marina de Pesca Responsable [AMPR}). This limited inclusion and 

participation, as well as potential reaching out to other beneficiaries (this targeting issue 

was also raised in section 3.2, para. 61). In the United Republic of Tanzania, the 

momentum created by the partnership between the government and national NGOs needs 

to be continued to progress the SSF agenda at national levels of decision-making. The two 

case studies in Annexes 4 and 5 provide more detailed information.  

69. Not all partnerships were formalized. This could become detrimental to both partners 

and the project in the longer term, as well as the sustainability of the partnership (cf. section 

3.5), especially when an organisation’s intervention is to be relied upon. For example, FAO’s 

partnership with CAOPA has remained ad-hoc despite the pivotal support of this 

association in the elaboration of three NPOAs for SSF in Senegal, Guinea and Côte d’Ivoire, 

and the need to now scale out their support to other countries of the region. It also 

perspired from KII that issues such as intellectual property (IP) associated with the outputs 

emerging from partnerships (e.g. ownership and use of the data collected under the joint 

FAO-Worldfish-Duke University partnership for the IHH study) may not have been given 

sufficient consideration. Equally, the administrative bottleneck of LOA budget limit – 

mentioned in section 3.1.3 – has also hampered the creation or pursuit of partnerships. 

70. The influence of in-house partnerships (with other departments and/or fisheries 

projects) is less evident. For example, collaboration between the project and FAO LEGN 

office, although critical in supporting the review and amendment of existing fisheries laws, 

was sub-optimal because of insufficient time and resources allocated to the 

implementation of the legal components of the project. This undermined the more 

impactful influence that the project could have had on the contents of new of revised legal 

frameworks. As mentioned in paragraph 31, the PTF liaised with other FAO teams whose 

work is connected with the implementation of the SSF Guidelines, e.g. VGGT team, SO1 



Final evaluation of the project GCP/GLO/645/NOR 

 

 24 

team, Gender team, Indigenous Peoples team. These collaborations however remained 

ad-hoc, as and when required, but did not result in the co-learning that could be expected 

from closer engagement. Equally, there is little evidence that the project linked with other 

FAO-led fisheries governance and management initiatives that emerged during the 

implementation of the project. For example, potential collaboration on legal framework 

improvements in Côte d’Ivoire with FAO-GEF Coastal Fisheries Initiative (CFI) West Africa 

project was mentioned in the October 2015 – March 2016 progress report, and reciprocally 

in the CFI-West Africa project document itself, but did not appear to have been followed 

up during the project period under evaluation, despite the coverage of SSF issues in the 

latter.11 

Finding 9. The project has demonstrated the relevance of partnerships as a new project 

implementation paradigm.  

71. Partnerships had been recommended in the past to support the implementation of large 

umbrella projects on fisheries (FAO, 2008). As highlighted before, partnerships, foreseen at 

project design, have played a very important role and the manner in which they have been 

capitalized upon by the project is affirming the relevance of this approach for project 

implementation. Not only this proved effective in going beyond the sphere of control of 

the project (see TOC), it has also enabled to revive and strengthen some collaborative links 

between FIA and Regional Fisheries Management Organizations (RFMO) and other partners 

that had somewhat waned in years preceding the adoption of the SSF Guidelines (FAO, 

2012a).   

72. The partnerships and collaborations that the project systematically sought and developed 

to support implementation have generated a number of models of good partnership 

practices. Partnerships between FAO and a partner, between a global/regional partner and 

a national one, or between multiple partners at multiple levels, have anchored bottom-up 

participation of a broad base of actors in policy processes. This is exemplified by the SSF 

multi-stakeholder working group formed between FAO, OSPESCA, Confederation of 

Artisanal Fisherfolk of Central America (CONFEPESCA) and the Alliance of Indigenous 

People (see Annex 7), the preparation process of the Regional Plan Of Action (RPOA)-SSF 

led by the GFCM (see Annex 6). It is also exemplified at country level in the United Republic 

of Tanzania (Annex 5) and in Senegal where a new model of inclusive and iterative 

collaboration between national State and non-State stakeholders, facilitated by an active 

regional organisation (CAOPA), was adopted to elaborate the NPOA. This change in style 

of project implementation is also significant because it enabled the project leveraging 

additional funds at key junctures, and scaling up and out the resonance of a project event 

or product. For example, the additional funding of the Rockefeller Foundation for the 

Bellagio inter-disciplinary workshop on indicators for monitoring the implementation of 

the SSF Guidelines (2017) or the development of the SSF website with additional funds 

from SIDA in 2019.  

73. An unintended but positive consequence of this style of project implementation is the way 

in which inter-institutional partnerships forged by the project – such as between FAO and 

 
 
11 As of October 2020, collaboration with the FAO-GEF CFI West Africa project has been established under the SSF 

Umbrella Programme (SIDA-funded). Collaboration had been postponed due to a delay in the operationalization 

of the FAO-GEF CFI West Africa project until end of 2018. 
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Worldfish – have sparked the beginning of a dialogue between their respective partners 

(typically CSOs for FAO and NGOs for Worldfish). This is significant because it has 

decreased the suspicion that existed between these two groups of non-State actors with 

regards to, typically, the protection of the interests of small-scale fishers and of natural 

resources respectively, and has, as a result, increased potential for their future collaboration 

and joint and coherent tackling of SSF issues. Furthermore, although a dialogue existed 

between FAO and Worldfish prior to the project, it is likely that the project, through the 

IHH study, added weight to this relationship which is now cemented by a memorandum of 

understanding (MOU).  

3.4 Planned outcomes: To what extent have planned project outcomes 

been achieved, and what was the influence of the project in this 

process? 

74. As indicated in section 1.4 on methodology, analysis of progress towards each expected 

project outcomes is illustrated by significant changes in behavior and practice directly or 

indirectly influenced by the project. Costa Rica and the United Republic of Tanzania 

constitute two country case studies where the process of change is examined closely 

(Annexes 4 and 5), along with the institutional case studies of the GFCM and OSPESCA 

which reflect on the role of institutions and partnerships in this process (Annexes 6 and 7). 

Further examples of good practices that have resulted from the intervention of the project 

and were identified elsewhere, have been published by the project in FAO (2019b) by 

Westlund, L. & Zelasney, J. eds., and used as supporting evidence where appropriate by the 

evaluation. 

3.4.1 Outcome 1 – Awareness of current and potential contribution of SSF to food security and 

poverty eradication is raised at all levels (national, regional and global) 

Finding 10. Progress towards Outcome 1 is evidenced by the strong anchorage that 

small-scale fisheries issues and the SSF Guidelines have now found in global policy processes 

over the course of the project.  

75. Indicators of this are, for example, the fact that SSF has continued to feature as a regular 

agenda item of high importance on the Committee of Fisheries (COFI) agenda, and that it 

has become an agenda item in COFI Sub-committee on Trade since 2019. This is 

significant because it reflects the fact that awareness of SSF issues has been raised to 

such an extent in COFI member governments, that they are now in a position to 

request themselves to the COFI Secretariat that the profile of SSF be raised in COFI 

sessions, and their inputs in COFI discussions have also led to declaring 2022 as 

International Year of Artisanal Fisheries and Aquaculture – a far reaching mediatic event. It 

is also significant because it triggered new discussions among COFI members about the 

establishment of a new sub-committee on fisheries management – a sign in itself of the 

new willingness to make space for SSF in the most important global policy forum on 

fisheries and aquaculture. The radiation of COFI’s influence in promoting the SSF can also 

be seen in the extension of an invitation by the World Trade Organization (WTO) and 

Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) to FAO/PTF to participate in their non-fisheries 

events. This is significant because it denotes the broadening of dialogue now sought by 

these organizations and their recognition that the issues they address affect SSF and 

vice-versa. The resonance of the SSF Guidelines has also reached donors and important 

partners of FAO, such as GIZ, USAID, GEF, Oak Foundation, who have integrated the 
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implementation of the SSF Guidelines in their funding strategies. The project was 

instrumental in all this: it provided financial assistance to selected members of governments 

to attend COFI sessions and participate first-hand in SSF discussions. It enabled the 

members of the PTF to respond to invitations, participate in and promote SSF in new fora 

and discussions, it increased the visibility of SSF and made FAO’s external partners take 

note. 

76. Stronger connection between small-scale fisheries and human rights, including gender, is 

an area where important advances have been made. Following a workshop to raise 

awareness about human rights in SSF in 2016, attended by a range of stakeholders (FAO, 

2017a), the Southeast Asian Development Center (SEAFDEC) produced a policy brief for its 

members emphasizing human rights and gender equality in SSF. SEAFDEC extensively used 

the project-produced SSF-Gender handbook (FAO, 2017a) to conduct in-house training to 

all its staff and to review it was conducting research. This paved the way for the elaboration 

of SEAFDEC’s gender strategy and provision of more gender support to members. The case 

exemplifies how SEAFDEC moved through the project TOC – from one activity, through to 

an output and finally a behavioural change. 

77. There is evidence that the issue of social protection in fisheries has risen up on the 

SSF agenda. This issue that was brought to the General Fisheries Commission for the 

Mediterranean (GFCM)’s members during a project-supported special session of the GFCM 

High-Level Conference on MedFish4Ever Initiative (Marrakech, 2019), generated so much 

interest that countries agreed that the new GFCM Strategy (2021+) would include this 

aspect, and identified concrete actions for social protection and related human rights issues 

such as decent work, gender and youth employment for the RPOA-SSF for the 

Mediterranean and Black Sea. Annex 6 illustrates the process of change undertaken in the 

GFCM. 

78. There is also evidence that awareness about the contents of the SSF Guidelines was 

raised at local level. For example, in Costa Rica, the contents of the SSF Guidelines were 

brought to fishing communities through the action of a local NGO. The change in 

awareness this created about fishers’ rights and gender equality was so significant that it 

incentivized the fishers to promote the SSF Guidelines to other communities themselves. 

More detail about this process is provided in Annex 4. OSPESCA (see Annex 7), which was 

initially supporting this process, is now ready to extend its support to the entire region and 

emulate the example of the Costa Rican fishers to countries where the SSF Guidelines have 

been embraced by communities (e.g. Mexico and Brazil). In the United Republic of 

Tanzania, a similar process of awareness raising occurred among women fish processors, 

who, following the intervention of the project in the country, organized themselves in 

Tanzania Women Fishworkers Association (TAWFA) to campaign for their rights and 

recognition of their work. 

79. Outcome 1 is the outcome to which the project has directly contributed the most, 

according to the results of the e-survey. During the interviews, all key informants gave it 

credit for increasing knowledge of the SSF Guidelines themselves and helping stakeholders 

understand the potential of SSF for food security and poverty eradication. Although the 

changes described above were expected, they confirm that the 33rd session of COFI in 2016 

and the intervention of the project in creating a critical mass of selected government and 

CSOs to discuss SSF at this event triggered a process of significant change in awareness 

at all levels that would not have been possible without the intervention of project, 
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and which had positive consequences on the entire SSF agenda and implementation of the 

SSF Guidelines. According to one the key informants: “SSF guidelines have impregnated 

the psyche of fishers and policy makers alike”. There are indeed signs that “people are 

better connected with their rights, fishers rights are better understood and there is a new 

dignity in fishing communities” have started to emerge as a consequence, as is exemplified 

with the particular experiences of women in Costa Rica, and indigenous people in Central 

America, who have gained power through the realization of their rights. 

80. Some aspects of the guidelines are however more difficult to convey, such as inclusion of 

the youth, health and education, tenure, adaptation (cf. section 3.5) because they are 

seemingly less directly connected to fishing and fisheries management issues. As a result, 

changes in awareness about the importance of including these more peripheric dimensions 

in fisheries governance and management are not yet visible or achieved.  

3.4.2 Outcome 2 – Policy Policy environment in relation to SSF governance and 

development in countries and regions is enhanced and informed by SSF 

Voluntary Guidelines 

Finding 11. There are evident signs that the project has enabled the mainstreaming of SSF 

considerations in policy making. As a consequence, there have been improvements in 

regional and national policies in all the regions where the project was operational. Changes 

were triggered by the project, but other factors, such as existing momentum and 

intervention of partners, were also at play. The brokering of knowledge was a large and 

important component of the project. 

Policies and legal frameworks 

81. At national level, the elaboration of five NPOAs for SSF has been initiated in the United 

Republic of Tanzania, Guinea, Senegal, Côte d’Ivoire and Viet Nam, but as of December 

2019, they are still in draft form. NPOA-SSF are a key instrument for the implementation of 

the SSF Guidelines. The process of their elaboration is often the starting point of a new, 

inclusive participatory process which denotes a significant change in fisheries policy 

making, and once adopted, they are the anchoring point of SSF in wider national fisheries 

management and development agendas. If NPOAs have not all been finalized during the 

project phase under evaluation, it is because country requests for support had come 

towards the end of 2018 or in 2019, and/or because the participatory, multi-stakeholder 

processes undertaken for their elaboration are very time-consuming to implement. NPOAs 

also denote political commitment to SSF because they officially enshrine a government’s 

will and support towards SSF as part of a country’s development strategy. Some 

participatory and iterative processes seeking consensus among stakeholders in the 

formulation of NPOA-SSF have been successful and could be replicated in other countries. 

This is the case of Senegal, for example, whose government worked in this manner with a 

regional organization (CAOPA), FAO and national NSAs to elaborate its NPOA-SSF.  

82. However, the project had more of a facilitating than guiding role in the elaboration of 

NPOAs, leaving the process to partners and stakeholders concerned. How to develop an 

NPOA, which mechanisms should be established for leading the process and consulting 

stakeholders, how iterations should work and which stakeholders should be brought on 

board, as well as on the type of issues that need to be paid attention to in their contents, 

was not the subject of specific guidance during the project phase under evaluation, which 

may have led to plans of uneven quality and usefulness to improve SSF at national levels.  
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83. Policy changes are also visible at regional level. For example, with project assistance, the 

broad-based bottom-up process that had been initiated by key CSOs in 2015 in the 

Caribbean, concretized into a protocol formally incorporating the SSF Guidelines into the 

Caribbean Community Common Fisheries policy of the Caribbean Regional Fisheries 

Mechanism (CRFM) in 2018. This was a significant change in terms of fisheries policy 

making for the region because it enabled all Caribbean fisheries stakeholders to come 

together in support of the implementation of the SSF Guidelines for the first time.  

84. Similarly, in the Mediterranean and Black Sea, a ten-year RPOA on SSF was approved as 

a result of an in-depth consultative process among GFCM members about the place of SSF 

in the region in 2018. The elaboration of the RPOA was not expected by the project, nor 

the appropriation of the SSF Guidelines to such a depth by the GFCM. This change is 

particularly significant since the RPOA includes elements such as considerations of gender, 

decent work and social development, which had, until then, been beyond the usual scope 

of work of the GFCM.  

85. In the case of policy changes, changes were triggered by the project, but other factors, such 

as existing momentum and intervention of partners, were also at play. This was illustrated 

in the two cases above, and others in the project as confirmed by e-survey results. In the 

Caribbean, in fact, the project only played an oversight role. In the case of the GFCM, the 

project was instrumental in giving the initial impulse in a workshop it funded, but the events 

that followed were due to a very large extent to the GFCM Secretariat and thus, only under 

the indirect influence of the project. Awareness raised about SSF and the SSF Guidelines 

among national stakeholders targeted by project component 1 (see section 3.4.1) provided 

the fertile ground on which the influence of both the project and partners could take hold 

and base upon which improvements in regional and national policies could be made.  

86. With regard to legal frameworks, there have been some notable, positive changes in 

relation to legal improvements for SSF. For example, in Senegal, the “Code de la Pêche” 

now integrates the provisions of the SSF Guidelines. In Costa Rica, political interest in SSF, 

stimulated by OSPESCA and the project, helped shaping a regulatory framework that 

provides policy support for the implementation of the SSF Guidelines and resulted in the 

drafting a specific Law for SSF which is currently awaiting passing.  

87. As is the case in other countries that have initiated legal reviews (e.g. the United Republic 

of Tanzania, Cambodia, Indonesia), progress towards revising and updating national legal 

frameworks has only been partial and changes are less visible, or not yet significant. This 

is because, on one hand, legal revisions require long investments and timeframes, and 

because, on the other, collaboration with FAO’s legal office (LEGN) was inadequately 

resourced and consequently too superficial to result in meaningful legal reviews and 

amended laws. National approval of legal changes and passing of new laws is also 

ultimately outside the spheres of influence and interest of both the project and FAO.  

88. Another area where changes are not yet fully visible relates to the SSF-specific fisheries 

management plans and measures at local level. The formulation, supported by the project, 

of two local fisheries management plans in Thailand, and a co-management plan for Fisher 

Development Associations in Myanmar, are encouraging signs that small-scale fisheries 

management is taken seriously. In Myanmar, the plan gave the means to fishers to request 

funding from the Fisheries Department, but in Thailand, the evaluation could not find signs 

of change in terms of resource sustainability and improved livelihoods.  
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89. Tangible changes and impacts at national and sub-national levels are still to be seen even 

in places where the momentum created by the publication of the SSF Guidelines and 

awareness created by the project have crystalized into the formulation of RPOAs and 

NPOAs. In India, a project-supported national workshop was organized in 2019 towards 

developing an SSF Guidelines-influenced implementation plan for India’s 2017 National 

Policy for Marine Fisheries (NPMF). Although a series of short-term and long-term action 

points for an SSF-sensitive implementation of the Policy was recommended, there is no 

documented evidence to date that these have been taken forward and acted upon. The 

comment by an e-survey respondent that “there has been very little change in managing 

the trawl sector [in India], the gains to the SSF have not been significant despite the 

growing awareness" would suggest that the curbing of the negative impact of large-scale 

industrial fishing on small-scale, coastal fisheries, as envisaged in the recommendations for 

the NPMF implementation plan, has not yet happened. 

Brokering of knowledge – science-policy interface    

90. The brokering of knowledge has become a larger project component than initially 

foreseen. An important component of the project was to improve the brokering of 

knowledge between scientists, policy makers and fishers and fishworkers. Unexpectedly, 

the planned update of the 2012 World Bank Hidden Harvest study (World Bank, 2012) 

turned into a much larger study and endeavor than had been initially foreseen. This is 

because the PTF’s idea of refreshing, complementing and improving existing fisheries data 

sets and records (including at national levels), which the project had also shared at the 3rd 

World Congress on Small-Scale Fisheries (Chiang Mai, Thailand, 2018) organized by the Too 

Big To Ignore network of academic and NSA, took a strong hold in the scientific community. 

Discussions between the PTF, Duke University and Worldfish developed and further refined 

this idea into the larger IHH study.  

91. Although it is still ongoing at the time of this evaluation, it is likely that the IHH study will 

be a game-changer for several reasons. First, it is expected to fill a data and knowledge gap 

that fisheries scientists and policy makers have been lamenting for years. Second, because 

it has set forth a new methodological approach that annihilates the typical reason that 

primary data is too expensive or complicated to collect. Third, because it is global in nature 

and the selected countries are representative of the range of SSF found around the world 

(cf. section 3.1). Fourth, because it is relying on capacity at national level and to do this 

satisfactorily, it has built – and still is building – the necessary capacity to collect data at 

this level. Fifth, because it is enabling to unearth SSF-related data, such as 

sex-disaggregated data, and in this process changing the perception of the value of this 

data and need for greater gender equality in the sector among both national researchers 

and policy makers.  

92. However, the ToC assumption that research findings will inform policies and high-level 

decision making, and will be used by CSOs and ultimately empower fishers and fishworkers, 

remains to verified. This is the case for example, with the IHH and other 

project-commissioned studies such as the fish value chain analysis in Guatemala). Tighter 

partnerships between researchers and governments, and the recognition of the value of 

comprehensive fisheries data by the latter, as well as greater connections with fishers and 

fishworkers will be necessary to this end for any change in behavior to emerge from this 

research and newly gained knowledge on SSF. In this regard, several key informants from 

regional and professional organisations have indicated that they have made efforts to 
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ensure mixed participation of scientists and policy makers in workshops and other project 

activities, but there is still a gap between them and fishing communities because the 

research results are not brought back down to that level. 

93. Improved knowledge brokering and constitution of a larger body of evidence on SSF and 

its contribution to food security and poverty alleviation are the result of the joint influence 

of the project and other factors, as broadly confirmed by e-survey results. In the context of 

the IHH study, the project, Duke University and Worldfish operated on a cost-share basis, 

thereby all contributing to the progress of the work. However, the project’s own influence 

was also important. Closer inspection of the e-survey results reveals that according to CSOs 

and fishers organisations, improving the brokering of knowledge would not have 

happened without the project, and that according to universities and academic institutions, 

expansion of the body of scientific evidence on SSF would not have happened without it 

either. 

3.4.3 Outcome 3 – National and regional capacities of stakeholders and institutions 

to support SSF for food security and poverty eradication are strengthened 

Finding 12. Progress towards planned Outcome 3 has been satisfactory. There is compelling 

evidence that improvements in the organisational capacity of national and regional NSAs 

and regional fisheries management organizations (RFMO) has changed the way these 

stakeholders can better represent SSF concerns in higher policy fora and levels. There are a 

few cases where changes are less visible or lagging. 

94. This is a significant change because more capable NSA organisations have become a direct 

conduit to bring up field-level issues to higher levels of decision-making, and this has 

redressed the balance of powers and representation of SSF interests at this level. At global 

level, SSF social movements/CSOs, who were previously COFI observers, now have a seat 

in COFI (advisory role for the implementation of the SSF Guidelines), and in international 

dialogues such as the Global Strategic Framework (GSF) in support of the Implementation 

of the SSF Guidelines. At regional level, regional fisheries organizations such as OSPESCA, 

GFCM and the Fishery Committee for the Eastern Central Atlantic (CECAF) have established 

or revived their SSF Working Groups. A key informant indicated that the latter had been 

explicitly referring to the SSF Guidelines over the last 24 months.  

95. At national level, associations and CSOs created or strengthened by the project are now 

invited, in some countries, to discuss SSF issues directly with their governments and have 

connected with other partners. This is for example the case of TAWFA in the United 

Republic of Tanzania that was formed with project support (see Annex 5 for more detail). 

In Costa Rica, with the support of the project, SSF communities and indigenous groups 

themselves are now leading the process to implement the SSF Guidelines and extend their 

uptake to other fishing communities in the country and indigenous groups in the region 

(see Annex 4 for more detail). There is also the example, revealed during the desk review, 

that during the Fédération des Pêcheurs Artisans de l’Océan Indien (FPAOI)’s 2017 general 

assembly and advocacy workshop for its members, fishers presented identified priorities to 

promote the economic, social, and cultural importance of small-scale fishing, to defend the 

fishers of the Indian Ocean and assert their knowledge and their role in the conservation 

and sustainable exploitation of resources. On the same occasion, a committee of women 

involved in fishing and fishing activities in the Indian Ocean was also established. These 

are very significant examples of changes in terms of how the voice of small-scale 
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fisheries actors is being recognized and accounted for in arenas where they 

traditionally had little or no space, and how professional organisations/CSOs are 

more confident to be more directly engaged in decision-making. Evidence that they 

are being heard is slowly coming through at national level in the form of revised legal 

frameworks and NPOAs. 

96. Despite these positive examples, there are other instances where changes are less 

visible and significant. In the Asia-Pacific region, improvements in the human and 

institutional capacity of regional institutions such as SEAFDEC has been overall only a mildly 

significant change (to the exception of the positive change in gender awareness 

highlighted under Outcome 1) because capacity there was already high and the SSF 

Guidelines already reasonably well understood and mainstreamed. Similarly, e-survey 

findings suggest that, although the project has contributed to improvements in the 

technical and organizational capacity of all stakeholder groups (governments, NSAs, fishers 

and fishworkers), the capacity of fishers, fishworkers and their representative organisations 

to better take part in decision-making regarding the management of SSF is still lagging 

behind compared to the capacity of governments and NSAs to address SSF issues. 

Although e-survey results indicate that government capacity has been improved, evidence 

of change resulting from this is still is scarce.  

97. The project was instrumental in triggering changes in enhanced capacity, but many other 

factors and actors were influential in promoting them, as indicated from an overall 

consensus from the KII and e-survey results. Findings also show that Latin America and the 

Caribbean was the region where the influence of the project was perceived as most 

instrumental in doing so. A possible reason for this could be that the FAO regional and 

country offices were more involved in this region than in the others, and thus acted as the 

most direct and visible interface between the project and stakeholders. In other areas, by 

acting through partners, FAO and the project itself lost their visibility to the benefit of the 

implementing partner. 

98. Changes outlined under Outcomes 1 and 2 stem from the combination of improved human 

competencies, skills, knowledge and awareness, and the consequent change in behavior 

with regards to SSF this has spurred. The e-survey confirmed that the project had 

contributed “very much” to the personal development of the majority of respondents. 

Whilst this is highly encouraging, their ultimate intention to put in practice what they 

have learned is what should be aimed for in the pathway of change. Reinforcing 

learning on topics the project is felt to have contributed the least, such as improving 

technical skills (e.g. methods for data collection and analysis) and know-how about tools 

and measures for managing fisheries, will be even more essential if one is to hope for 

changes in practices in this area in the future.  

99. While the project has enabled significant progress in the strengthening of national and 

regional capacities of stakeholders and institutions to support SSF and the implementation 

of the SSF Guidelines, the resulting changes in behavior and practices were not evident 

during the project phase under evaluation. Similarly, the success of the platforms which 

have been created by the project – intersectoral SSF working groups, alliance of indigenous 

people etc. – will depend on the ‘expression’ and impacts of the improved human capacity 

they now gather.  
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3.4.4 Outcome 4 – Project outcomes are monitored and best practices and lessons 

learnt for the implementation of the SSF guidelines are captured and 

disseminated 

Finding 12. The project, in collaboration with its partners, generated an impressive volume 

and range of information products related to project activities and SSF. This started to yield 

changes such as different ways of working and communicating. It was however difficult to 

establish if some of the knowledge products intended to small-scale fishers have started to 

make a difference in their lives, because project knowledge management has been ad-hoc 

and reactive, owing to delays and lack of capacity to develop a suitable monitoring and 

evaluation (M&E) system for the project and the implementation of the SSF Guidelines. 

100. Outcome 4 is the outcome towards which the least progress has been made during 

the project (section 3.6 reviews issues related to M&E in detail). Although initiated in 2017, 

the step-wise and comprehensive approach to developing a M&E system for the SSF 

Guidelines stalled after the Bellagio workshop intended to develop indicators to monitor 

the implementation of the SSF Guidelines, owing to the complexity to develop such a 

system in a participatory and inclusive manner at such scale and lack of capacity within the 

PTF to follow this process through (the process of elaborating an M&E system restarted in 

2020 – beyond the scope of this evaluation – with additional funding and partners - SIDA, 

WorldFish - on board). The e-survey confirms that the contribution of the project to better 

data collection, records and monitoring systems for SSF, was deemed the least important 

compared to all other developments the e-survey respondents were asked about. Lower 

attention paid to the implementation of project Component 4 on M&E has resulted in 

slower progress made towards this project outcome and ad-hoc learning from the project’s 

comprehensive support. This is a missed opportunity for learning and the evaluation feels 

it is unlikely that the future M&E system will be able to capture the lessons from the project 

phase under evaluation in a way that could have been done if greater attention had been 

paid to this issue.  

101. FAO was appointed as custodian agency for SDG 14.b.1 and the responsibility to lead the 

indicator proposal development was handed to the FIA’s SSF Task Force and the PTF. The 

approach taken by the PTF for developing the monitoring system for this indicator was to 

build on available processes, to reduce the reporting burden for countries (given the over 

190 new global indicators generated under the SDGs.). Through discussions initiated 

between the COFI Secretariat and member countries, the PTF ensured that synergies could 

be found between Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries (CCRF) biannual reporting 

and SDG reporting, thus increasing the likelihood/incentive for countries to report against 

the indicator. This process resulted in the inclusion, in 2016, of three SSF questions in the 

questionnaire filled by FAO member countries every two years to report on and monitor 

the implementation of the provisions of the CCRF.  Better reporting on the place of SSF 

in FAO Member countries’ fisheries eventually led to the upgrading of SDG indicator 

14.b.112 (cf. section 3.6) – which is considered an impressive achievement. 

102. The greater number of opportunities for exchanges of knowledge and experiences have 

started to yield changes such as different ways of working and communicating among 

 
 
12 Progress by countries in the degree of application of a legal/regulatory/policy/institutional framework which 

recognizes and protects the rights of small-scale fisheries.  
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multiple stakeholders and supporting one another. This happened across multiple 

communities (academia, government, international organizations and collectives, 

representatives of fishers etc.), as well as specialized SSF working groups within RFMOs 

(e.g. in CECAF and GFCM), fishers and fishworkers’ associations (e.g. TAWFA) and platforms 

(e.g. indigenous people in Latin America). However, this remains to be consolidated with 

additional funding and/or technical support, and stronger South-South collaboration and 

sharing of experiences and knowledge should be enhanced across continents. 

103. The project, in collaboration with its partners, generated an impressive volume and range

of information products related to project activities and SSF more generally (most of these

are now available on the project website or on the project partners’ websites, e.g. ICSF).

Owing to targeting issues identified in section 3.2, it was however difficult for the

evaluation team to establish if some of the knowledge products intended to small-

scale fishers have started to make a difference in their lives. For example, the desk

review highlighted that recommendations from regional consultations to translate the SSF

Guidelines in local languages were acted upon by the project (the guidelines were

translated in a total of 23 languages during the project), but the evaluation team did not

find evidence this had improved their accessibility or use in fishing communities. The same

applies to, for example, the manual on safety at sea (FAO, 2019b) – has the number of

reported accidents at sea decreased since its publication?

3.5 Potential sustainability: What is the likely sustainability of the 

project results? 

Finding 13. At the end of 2019, the project outcomes have reached different levels of 

sustainability. Foundations for sustainability have been laid at global and regional level and 

partially laid at national level. The verification of the assumptions higher up in the ToC will 

be a prerequisite to progress towards the consolidation of project results and the anticipated 

impact of SSF communities’ empowerment. 

3.5.1  Potential sustainability of project outcomes 

104. At the end of 2019, the project outcomes have reached different levels of

sustainability.13 Exploring the likelihood of sustainability of project results means

considering what lies beyond the project’s control and the extent to which the project

outcomes have been secured. E-survey results, KII and project documents suggest that:

i. Outcome 1 (Awareness) is self-sustaining.

13 1) Self-sustaining: An outcome that will sustain itself and/or go to scale after the project has finished without 

significant further external investment, Self-sustaining outcomes depend on the project triggering a causal 

mechanism and dynamic. 2) Stepwise: A process towards an outcome that reaches a stable stopping point. The 

main outcome has not yet been achieved but progress can be put on hold for some time without major reversals, 

e.g. development of a strategy to be implemented sometime in the future. A stepwise process may or may not

eventually lead to a self-sustaining outcome. 3) Contiguous: A need to continue to fund the work if the outcome

is to be maintained or repeated, and when there is no expectation of a self-sustaining causal mechanism that will

continue after the project ends. Future outcomes require the government or a donor to provide the necessary

funding to do it again. (Source: Hardcastle, 2008)
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ii. Outcome 2 (Knowledge and policy) is stepwise.  

iii. Outcome 3 (Capacity) is contiguous. 

iv. Outcome 4 (Implementation and monitoring) is contiguous. 

105. Foundations for sustainability of partnerships with global and regional organizations 

have been laid. For example, CECAF, GFCM, ICSF and Worldfish have demonstrated a real 

appropriation of the SSF Guidelines and have become SSF “beacon bearers” who are 

expected to pursue work in this direction now that the principles of the SSF Guidelines are 

anchored in their strategies, modus operandi and/or partnership agreements with FAO. In 

this regard, MOUs recently signed by FAO with Duke University and Worldfish will ensure 

the continuity of the work initiated under the project. In the same manner, incorporation 

of SSF Guidelines and considerations into the assistance and funding strategies of FAO 

partners and the direct support provided by some of them to some SSF organisations such 

as CAOPA, are encouraging signs of sustainability. However, these foundations are shakier 

for some social movements such as the IPC Working Group on Fisheries, and some regional 

CSOs in Africa (e.g. CAOPA), as well as newly created platforms such as TAWFA in the United 

Republic of Tanzania because partnership agreements need to be renewed and capacity 

within these bodies is weaker. Given these organizations’ engagement in the project and 

commitment to SSF, their continued support is pivotal for the longer-term sustainability of 

the project results, yet still precarious and dependent on further project support. As 

suggested by the Secretary of the CAOPA, tighter tri-partite cooperation between regional 

organizations, FAO and national governments could be considered as a way to mutually 

reinforce capacities for the future.  

106. At national level, the foundations for sustainability are only partially laid. In most 

countries – though with different levels of severity – there is a need to continue support to 

reach the project outcomes. Revised or new laws are a valid mechanism to ensure 

continued attention to SSF and improved governance, but have often fallen short of being 

passed within the evaluated timeframe (till end of 2019), and neither are at the time of 

report preparation (July 2020), as is the case in the United Republic of Tanzania and Costa 

Rica. Changing governmental development priorities have also got in the way of the 

finalization and official endorsement of project-supported NPOA-SSF (e.g. in Côte d’Ivoire 

and the United Republic of Tanzania14) – yet they are another important mechanism to take 

the project results further towards improved SSF governance. As reported by key 

informants, the international COVID-19 crisis has further slowed down these processes.  

107. The Costa Rica case study suggests however a more nuanced picture and that a strong 

foundation for sustainability has been laid there. Necessary inter-institutional 

arrangements, including across fishers’ organizations and communities at sub-national 

level, as well as a cooperation agenda with FAO and secured funding from the World Bank, 

offer a positive outlook for the country to move away from the spheres of control and 

influence of the project and progress towards the second order outcome of the project’s 

ToC (Improved governance of small-scale fisheries). The United Republic of Tanzania case 

study suggests that the multi-stakeholder collaboration initiated before and under the 

 
 
14 Finalization of these NPOAs was still pending at the time of report preparation (October 2020). 
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project, and that dynamism of partners have created a solid basis for sustainability and 

must be pursued.   

108. Overall, resources (financial and technical back-stopping), capacity building and 

institutional and technical support provided by the project (until end of 2019) have been 

effective in building and securing a base for its future phases. For example, the SSF-specific 

working groups established in regional organizations and within governments, and 

platforms stimulated by the project, constitute a robust start of institutional and 

operational frameworks which should be further developed and strengthened in the 

currently on-going and future phases of the project. Equally, lessons should be learned 

from the RPOAs and NPOAs elaboration processes undertaken to develop guidance for 

other countries or regions. Similarly, the example of empowered SSF indigenous 

communities of Costa Rica who are now eager to replicate their experience with the 

implementation of the SSF Guidelines to other Latin American countries should be 

emulated. However, capacities of communities and supporting actors are still weak outside 

the areas where the project intervened and lack of sustained funding are endangering the 

potential sustainability to this process. 

109. Further work is required to verify the assumptions of the ToC and progress towards 

the objective of the project. Changes in awareness, behavior and practices related to the 

mainstreaming of SSF in policy making and tackling of issues at all stages of fish value 

chains could start trickling down to fishing communities if the backing of large and 

influential partners, and the leveraging of their influence and that of additional donors, is 

maintained, and if governments are on board. Satisfying these assumptions, higher up in 

the ToC, will be a prerequisite to progress towards the anticipated impact of SSF 

communities’ empowerment. At present, positive changes achieved such as the 

consideration given to fishers and fishworkers’ organizations witnessed during the 

implementation of the project (cf. section 3.4) offer hope that voices so far less heard will 

be increasingly accounted for in national or international decision-making, and eventually 

result in tangible improvements in fishing communities themselves. However, it would be 

simplistic to assume that this will happen spontaneously given the complexity of issues and 

processes at stake, and ultimately, dependence on political will and support for the SSF 

Guidelines to be mainstreamed and scaled-out to entire countries.  Public endorsement of 

SSF and its representative organisations by high-level political personalities, as seen in 

Guinea and the United Republic of Tanzania’s will be important to harness further support 

for the SSF cause in political agendas in the longer run, and so will continued dialogue 

between the project and governments will be key in this regard.  

110. In most places, more consolidation of the project results is required. However, in 

others, especially where ownership of the SSF Guidelines is evident and where national 

institutional and operational frameworks are conducive to implement the SSF Guidelines 

(e.g. Costa Rica, member countries of the GFCM), an accompanying role may be sufficient. 

These roles require different levels of funding, as well as flexible means of intervention that 

can be shifted where needs are. A suitably designed M&E system will be essential in this 

process (see section 3.6). 

111. Finally, there are encouraging signs that changes triggered by the project in individual 

behaviours will be maintained in the future. Potential sustainability depends on the 

behavioral intentions of individuals to put in practice what they have learned during 

the project. The e-survey confirmed a high increase in personal knowledge about SSF and 
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their contribution to food security and poverty alleviation, and personal awareness about 

the range of SSF players and other areas of personal developments (e.g. communication 

skills, holistic thinking). Combined with the other e-survey result that 63 percent of 

respondents are “extremely likely” to continue implementing the SSF Guidelines, this is 

encouraging for the future. 

3.5.2 Priorities for future support 

112. Generation of information on SSF, capacity building and participation of SSF actors in

decision-making were considered a priority for the furture sustainability of the project,

according to e-survey results. This was triangulated with another questionnaire question

which also revealed that better (i) data collection, records and monitoring systems for SSF;

and (ii) capacity of fishers, fishworkers and their organizations are needed. These two items

received more (or near equal number of) votes for being not self-sustaining. Policy and

legal support, as well as reform of fisheries institutions and institutional strengthening were

also considered important for the sustainability of benefits, but less so (reasons for this are

not clear). Considered least important was the promotion of SSF in regional and global

processes – which can also be interpreted as sufficient work has been done in this area.

E-survey results also echo earlier findings (see section 3.2) that more efforts need to be

made regarding the participation of youth, women and indigenous people who are still

deemed insufficiently represented in platforms and working groups created by the project.

The word cloud in Appendix 5 illustrates e-survey respondents’ priorities for future support,

in line with the above-mentioned priorities. However, closer scrutiny of comments  made

also reveals some training fatigue, as well as the longing for real impacts at country level

through the implementation of small projects.

113. Specific dimensions of the SSF Guidelines require more attention. Key informants have

repeatedly underlined that the following dimensions of the SSF Guidelines have been

insufficiently covered because of lack of time and should receive more attention in the

future:

i. Environment, biodiversity, climate change.

ii. Aquaculture (in relation to its interactions with SSF), inland fisheries.

iii. Food, health, education.

iv. Tenure rights.

114. The need for more funding to take results a step closer to sustainability is latent.

requests from countries and organizations for project support are still high and

multi-donor approaches to raising funds, both within and outside fisheries, are still timid.

3.6 Monitoring / knowledge management: How effectively has the 

project set up a system to coordinate and monitor the 

implementation and the benefits of the project? 

3.6.1 Monitoring of the project and of the implementation of the SSF Guidelines 

Finding 14. The project has not developed a rigorous M&E system due to the complexity of 

the task to develop a dual M&E system for both the project and the implementation of the 

SSF Guidelines, and the lack of M&E specific support. This is a missed opportunity to 

document lessons learned and support a multi-stakeholder governance process that needs 

real-time feedback loops and evidence building and sharing.  
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115. Project and SSF monitoring and dissemination of good practices and lessons learnt were 

encompassed in Component 4. This component has received less attention than the 

others components (cf. section 3.4) and at the end of the period covered by the evaluation, 

i.e. 31 December 2019, there was still no M&E system in place to track project progress and 

capture lessons learned.  

116. Members of the PTF have followed the project implementation very closely, albeit 

informally, in their weekly meetings and regular interactions with key implementing 

partners (e.g. the NTT in the United Republic of Tanzania reported having monthly 

meetings with the PTF). The most official channel of reporting has been through the 

mandatory preparation of six-monthly reports of advancement. Although useful, these 

reports are descriptive and have not been used as an opportunity for critical and strategic 

reflection on the project’s achievements, difficulties and future direction. Information 

Papers prepared for COFI sessions gave the opportunity to report on progress of FAO and 

partners on the implementation of the SSF Guidelines during the inter-session, but do not 

distinguish the project’s work and contribution from related initiatives, and was thus of 

limited use to the evaluation. Equally, the SSF Newsletter covered news from the FAO SSF 

Umbrella programme as a whole, and although it occasionally included reports on activities 

undertaken during the project phase of under evaluation, it was not specific to it. While this 

is understandable from a programme point of view, it makes the reporting on and 

evaluation of a single project difficult (lesson learned has been included in section 6).  

117. The project’s logical framework was found to be ill-suited to tracking of project 

progress and contribution to changes, as was raised in relation to the project design in 

sub-section 1.1.1. An inventory of project activities compiled by the evaluation team as part 

of the desk review highlighted a mis-match between the results achieved, and the 

categories of activities that were planned. This was very likely due to the fact that the 

project was designed on a logframe basis, but its achievements reported from an outcome 

mapping perspective (cf. Table 3 in the evaluation TORs). Reporting on the logical 

framework targets and indicators was also challenged by the hazy targeting approach of 

the project (cf. section 3.1). In this context, ToC/Outcome Mapping-based monitoring 

presents itself as a more suitable approach.  

118. Insufficient capacity and complexity of the task have hampered the development of a 

monitoring system for both the project and the implementation of the SSF Guidelines. 

Development of a dual M&E system for both the project and the implementation of the 

SSF Guidelines has been constrained by (i) insufficient capacity and knowledge of M&E and 

knowledge management in the PTF and that of its important partner in this endeavor – the 

Fisheries Working Group of the International Planning Committee for Food Sovereignty 

(IPC) – and (ii) the necessity to design an M&E system that could simultaneously capture 

adequately the breath of issues dealt with in the SSF Guidelines, and respect the 

participatory and inclusive ethos of the SSF Guidelines, involving the wide range of SSF 

actors in the process. FAO’s corporate reporting requirements on SOs, to which donor 

reporting requirements were added, left even less time to an already stretched PTF (see 

section 3.1) to work on these aspects. As a result, advances have been excessively slow, and 

not in line with planned Outcome 4 (cf. section 3.4.4). Although the process to design an 

M&E system was initiated in 2017 with a multi-stakeholder workshop co-funded by the 

project (FAO, 2018b - Franz),  progress was stalled until 2020. Adequate staffing and 

M&E-specific support provided to the PTF earlier on would have certainly enabled to lift 

this hurdle.  
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119. Key informants from large partner CSOs and RFMOs revealed that they are also lacking 

systematic mechanisms to monitor and evaluate their work. As a consequence, neither the 

project, nor these organizations have been able to track the production of outputs such as 

NPOAs, legal reviews and amendments, policy reviews and elaboration etc. in a systematic 

way, and even less the transformations in SSF governance that they are meant to bring 

about. 

3.6.2 Knowledge management and dissemination of outputs and lessons learned 

Finding 15. The project was relatively effective in promoting the sharing of experiences and 

in disseminating lessons learned across partners, stakeholders and countries. The project 

relied on the communication strategy of the FAO SSF Umbrella Programme. The project was 

therefore part of the impressive outreach platform for all FAO-implemented SSF initiatives, 

but being part of a larger initiative makes the differentiating and tracking of activities and 

impact per project phase or donor difficult. 

120. The project was relatively effective in promoting the sharing of experiences and in 

disseminating lessons learned across partners, stakeholders and countries, as the e-survey 

suggests. This is supported by KII with Latin American stakeholders who estimated that 

information about project activities had been adequately communicated and indicated that 

the SSF Guidelines were well known to technicians, beneficiaries and general audience. Yet, 

examination of project documents showed the inexistence of an organized and systematic 

way to share information and lessons during the period of project implementation covered 

by the evaluation. This shortcoming does not pertain to the project alone. KII have revealed 

that nearly all organisations (CSOs and RFMOs) also lack a systematic way to communicate 

and share their activities, leaving an important gap to be filled to systematically increase 

the resonance of the work and influence of the project.  

121. The project did not have its own communication strategy. The communication strategy 

produced in 2019 for the FAO SSF Umbrella Programme (FAO, undated) contains generic 

but useful pointers for outreach (e.g. identification and engagement with target audiences) 

that may benefit the project in its future phases of implementation. Although it is 

acknowledged that the FAO SSF Umbrella Programme and the project are so closely related 

and could have a joint communication strategy, it would have been useful to elaborate one 

earlier on.  

122. More recently (since 2019), the SSF website, which the project co-funded, has become the 

outward-facing platform for all FAO-implemented SSF initiatives, including Norad’s. It 

contains an impressive wealth and range of information products (publications, 

videos) related to many aspects of SSF and geared towards helping fisheries practitioners 

implement the SSF Guidelines. By its nature as a repository for SSF-related information, the 

SSF website does not distinguish products and outputs according to the project phase or 

donor. While the SSF website could have been a useful source of information for the 

evaluation team in the absence of a fully functioning M&E system (see section 3.5.1), it was 

found that funders or project affiliations were not systematically acknowledged in products 

or outputs. This is the case for example for some videos and publications (e.g. FAO, 2019b, 

Westlund, L. & Zelasney, J. eds) which are excellent in all other respects. It is also unclear 

how the use of project products is tracked although this is a key assumption of 

Component 4’s ToC. It tends to be assumed that an output will automatically “inform policy 

making” (cf. FAO, 2019b), yet without considering how.  
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123. Whilst traditional channels of communication have been prioritized, e.g. website, 

newsletters, the potential of new communication apps, such as Whatsapp, has been 

under-explored. Yet, these communication means are commonly used by fishers and 

ministers alike and could be used to a greater extent to connect remote fishing 

communities and organisations (e.g. the United Republic of Tanzania, Costa Rica) without 

resorting to the post or the internet.  
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4. Conclusions and recommendations 

124. Overarching conclusion: Overall, the project has been successful, despite its complexity, 

breadth and ambition. The conclusions presented below are related to each category of 

evaluation questions. 

Conclusion 1. On design and approach. The project was demand-driven, relevant, flexible 

and responded to the needs of stakeholders at global, regional and national levels. Its 

implementation arrangements were appropriate, but faced some monitoring and 

administrative constraints. The promotion of the SSF Guidelines is a key governance process 

that needs a multi-year commitment and consistent support and partnerships building. 

125. Project objectives and activities were coherently articulated, although project component 

4 suffered from inconsistent attention. The flexible strategy of implementation was highly 

suited to the project and sequencing of activities enabled to progress logically through 

implementation. Project activities were relevant and effectively responded to countries’ and 

stakeholders’ expressed needs at multiple levels. In line with the project’s essence, its 

management was reactive and opportunistic: the PTF effectively and dynamically 

responded to demands of SSF actors and countries and seized opportunities to further the 

outreach of the project, but not strategically create them.  

126. However, the logical framework approach was ill-suited to the project and complicated the 

tracking of its progress and achievements. Its contribution to food and nutrition outcomes 

is difficult to establish. The project remained very centrally managed from Rome, with 

mixed levels of involvement of FAO regional and country officers. Some aspects of project 

implementation, such as establishing partnerships and hiring staff were constrained by 

FAO’s administrative and institutional procedures.  

Conclusion 2. On targeting/equity and gender. The project’s broad targeting approach 

enabled it to reach out to, involve, and benefit many different categories of stakeholders. 

Women and gender dimensions have been very well incorporated in the project’s activities. 

Important progress has been achieved with indigenous people in Latin America but not 

elsewhere. Youth and private sector actors have not received enough attention. 

127. The project targeting strategy was broadly defined around broad categories of 

stakeholders (public actors, non-state actors and academia) while national governments, 

SSF-CSOs and research institutions were the main direct beneficiaries of the project. 

Important co-learning processes occurred between project implementers and beneficiaries. 

It can be considered that all those who came into contact with the project (as implementers 

or intended beneficiaries) benefited directly or indirectly from it in terms of learning 

because the principles of the SSF Guidelines were so new. At the same time, vulnerable 

groups such as women, indigenous people and youth have been unevenly targeted by the 

project. Private SSF sector actors had a very limited involvement in the project.  

Conclusion 3. On partnerships. Partnerships were instrumental in the implementation of the 

project. They extended the outreach of the project, enabled tackling SSF issues at national 

levels and leveraged extra funds in support of the implementation of the SSF Guidelines. 

The project would not have achieved what it did without its external partners, although not 

all partnerships were fully formalized and in-house collaboration could have been more 

systematic. 
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128. The project effectively capitalized on existing partnerships and built new ones. In this 

process, the project created a remarkable world-wide network of organizations in support 

of SSF, bringing together a critical mass of connected stakeholders that did not exist before. 

Partnerships also enabled the project to link with other SSF development projects, which 

extended the sphere of influence of the project. Through its partnerships, the project 

strengthened capacities at multiple levels (governments, regional and national non-State 

actors). Thanks to FAO’s unique connection with social movements and CSOs, the project 

increased the visibility and weight of many of these in relation to promoting the rights of 

small-scale fishers and fishworkers and influencing SSF-sensitive policy making. 

129. However, the role of the private sector as a project partner was not sufficiently considered. 

Some partnerships were slowed down by administrative bottlenecks (e.g. LOAs) and some 

implementation issues have started to emerge among partners at national and local levels. 

In-house partnerships with other departments, units and other fisheries projects have 

remained superficial. 

Conclusion 4. On planned outcomes. The project has satisfactorily progressed towards 

Outcome 1 (awareness), Outcome 2 (Policy and knowledge brokering) and Outcome 3 

(Capacity building). Outcome 4 (M&E, dissemination) has however lagged behind. The 

project has succeeded in firmly anchoring SSF considerations in the global fisheries policy 

and research agendas, and in increasing momentum in regional and national awareness of, 

and commitment to, the SSF Guidelines. The project has allowed a process of consolidation 

of the trajectory of change initiated with the adoption of the SSF Guidelines, but more time 

is needed for benefits to trickle to lower levels of governance and to SSF communities 

themselves.  

130. Outcome 1 is the outcome to which the project has contributed directly the most. The 

project contributed to changes in awareness and SSF buy-in that would not have been 

possible without it but were not the result of the sole intervention of the project. The project 

has supported a process of appropriation of the SSF Guidelines by RFMOs and CSOs, who 

have since become SSF champions. Bottom-up, participatory processes were key in this 

process. The IHH study, initiated by the project, has started breaking new grounds in 

relation to data collection and analysis of SSF and associated dimensions (gender, health 

etc.).  

131. However, while important strides have been made in relation to awareness of human rights, 

gender equality and social protection, some thematic issues of the SSF Guidelines still 

require more attention. Tangible changes at national and sub-national levels are still to be 

seen. Improvements to legal frameworks have been slower and are facing delays in 

approval. Improvements in technical and organizational capacity of fishers, fishworkers and 

their representative organizations is lagging behind that of other groups. Evidence of 

change from increased national governments’ capacities with regards to inclusive 

management of SSF is also scarce. It remains to be seen how the IHH study results will 

inform future SSF policy making. Insufficient capacity has hampered and delayed the 

development of suitable M&E and knowledge management systems Outcome 4 of the 

project (monitoring and sharing of best practices and lessons learned). 

Conclusion 5. On potential sustainability. The project has, overall, reached a stable stopping 

point. The project has created conditions for sustainability at global and regional levels, but 

at national level, sustainability of results achieved will depend on further political will and 

behavioural changes. The project has a role to play in consolidating achievements so far, 
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especially at national level, and in continuing collaborating with non-state actors in this 

endeavour. The project initiated adoption, adaptation and ownership of the SSF Guidelines, 

as such it needs to continue - replicated or scaled up - through regional and country-based 

efforts. 

132. With continued project’s support and influence, non-State actors can push forward the SSF 

agenda at regional levels, but also crucially at national levels, and be instrumental in 

overcoming dependence on political will and in helping bypass changes in governments 

and policy priorities. COFI has been the most important forum at global level for the 

promotion of the SSF Guidelines. Together with the demonstrated ownership of the SSF 

Guidelines by regional organizations, this could contribute to the sustainability of the 

results. Initiatives such as the SSF-GSF (Global Strategic Framework) has been harnessing 

support, including at national levels (e.g. ‘friends of the SSF Guidelines’) and are promising 

signss to maintaining momentum for the implementation of the SSF Guidelines and 

furthering the achievements of the project, once it becomes operational. 

133. However, at national level, the foundations for sustainability are only partially laid, as 

capacities are still weak, behavioral changes are not yet manifest, political will and priorities 

to SSF are flagging and lack of sustained funding are endangering the potential 

sustainability of advances made. In most places, consolidation of the project results is 

required. Although there is a general agreement that progress towards the ultimate goal 

of empowering fishers and their communities has been made thanks to the project, it is 

still a long way off. Consequently, the project is now ready to move on to a new level of 

support, but with a different focus and revised implementation arrangements. 

Conclusion 6. On monitoring and knowledge management. Systems for monitoring and 

evaluating the project and the implementation of the SSF Guidelines, have not yet been 

created and are inadequate both at project and partners’ levels. Knowledge management 

and sharing systems have been set up but not specifically for the project and too late to see 

their impact. 

134. M&E and knowledge management (Component 4) have not received sufficient attention 

compared to other project components. Not enough resources were dedicated to the 

development of a comprehensive M&E system for both the project and the implementation 

of the SSF Guidelines. This was further compounded by the fact that many of the project 

partners (CSOs and RFMOs) also lack mechanisms to monitor and evaluate their work. As 

a consequence, the project’s M&E has been mainly informal. This is a missed opportunity 

to document lessons learned and support a multi-stakeholder governance process that 

needs real-time feedback loops and evidence building and sharing.  

135. The project did not have its own communication strategy. Sharing of experiences and in 

disseminating lessons learned across partners, stakeholders and countries happened, but 

on an ad-hoc basis. Although the SSF website has become an effective repository and 

information sharing platform in later stages of project implementation, it is generic to all 

SSF initiatives and not specific to project activities. 

Recommendations 

136. The recommendations that follow are those deemed by the evaluation team as holding the 

greatest potential for making a substantial difference to the effectiveness of the project 

and FAO’s work in relation to the promotion of the SSF Guidelines. Unless specified, the 
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recommendations are at the attention of the project and its management. 

Recommendations specific to Costa Rica and the United Republic of Tanzania have been 

included in  the case studies (Annexes 4 and 5). Each recommendation is followed by a 

number of pointers which are intended to guide the response of the PTF and project to 

each recommendation. 

Overarching recommendation. Given the importance of the SSF Guidelines as a key, 

long-term governance process, FAO should pursue a multi-year project that builds on and 

expands the achievements of the evaluated project.  

137. This multi-year project should be designed based on comprehensive participatory theory 

of change, comprehensive intervention and partnership strategy (within FAO, CSOs, private 

sector, regional bodies) and the project team should have a clear structure, functioning and 

terms of reference regarding technical, gender, M&E and communication matters.  

Recommendation 1. Regarding revised approach/theory of change. The new project should 

adopt a revised approach and implementation strategy that address identified shortcomings 

and build on past achievements. These should be based on a theory of change and on the 

results of a wide and long-term horizon SSF strategic visioning exercise undertaken under 

the leadership of the PTF. The overall goal and alignment of the project with the FAO SSF 

Umbrella Programme should not be changed. (Cf. Conclusion 1) 

138. To facilitate learning from project experiences, the project should develop an overall 

project theory of change (ToC) and country level ToCs that better explain the causality 

chain to achieve outcomes and contribute to the project objective to support the social, 

economic and environmental transformation of the SSF sector towards its better 

contribution to food security and poverty eradication, and to the ultimate goal of SSF 

communities’ empowerment and responsibility for their own development. The ToC should 

identify intermediate states, impact drivers and assumptions that are not necessarily under 

the control of the project.  

139. To facilitate the design of future project phases and interventions, the recommended SSF 

strategic visioning exercise should be carried out in consultation with donors and key 

partners and should map out: 

i. Where and which achievements need consolidation through direct support (e.g. 

finalization of NPOAs), and where the project can adopt a simpler accompanying / 

back-stopping role to oversee follow-up activities such as the implementation of 

NPOAs. This reflection should also include considerations for ‘exit strategies’ 

(progressive disengagement) when and where indicators of sustainability are met and 

the SSF beacon has been securely handed over to other organisations (this will require 

a robust M&E system – cf. recommendation 3). Whilst emphasis on Africa should be 

maintained in the forthcoming future, it should be ensured that momentum achieved 

in other parts of the world does not dissipate.  

ii. Who are existing and potential donors and actors, defining their roles and where 

programmes and funding synergies and complementarities can be developed, notably 

between field and higher levels of interventions; 

iii. Which emerging or future SSF projects – by FAO or its partners – should integrate SSF 

Guidelines elements as core activities and act as an additional vector for the promotion 

of the SSF Guidelines. 
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iv. Future thematic and operational areas requiring attention to ensure that the project 

progresses towards its goal (i.e. verification of assumptions in the project’s ToC). 

v. How to work with partners to capitalize on established national-regional linkages 

(scaling out or scaling down activities, or replication of suitable organizational models 

to other organisations or regions) and encourage south-south collaboration for the 

promotion and implementation of the SSF Guidelines.  

vi. How to shift the focus from global to regional and national levels. Sub-national level 

interventions should also be considered in very large and diverse countries (e.g. Brazil) 

or in the case of targeted pilot projects  focusing on specific dimensions of the SSF 

Guidelines at any stage of the value chain.  

140. It will be essential that a tangible link between the results of the IHH study and national 

policy making be established. How policy makers at national level should exploit the SSF 

data and analyses done under the study, and how CSOs should mainstream these findings 

in the wider SSF agenda, for the ultimate benefit of small-scale fishers and fishworkers, 

should be carefully thought through and laid out as part of the project’s ToC.  

Recommendation 2. Regarding project implementation arrangements. Current administrative 

and institutional bottlenecks need to be lifted and the PTF needs strengthening to adequately 

support the implementation of the project. (Cf. Conclusions 1, 5) 

141. It is urgent that more staff is recruited in the project task force and that its functioning 

and responsibilities be redefined so that day-to-day management can be distinguished 

from strategic management, and capacity to meet the demands of the project and envisage 

its future is increased. In line with recommendation 6, hiring of an M&E expert to be part 

of the team would also be highly recommended. 

142. Alternatives to current financing mechanisms should be sought.  

i. Re. the channeling of funds between a HQ-based project to individual countries and 

partners: it is recommended that alternatives to LOAs to support large (above USD 100 

000) or small activities at regional or field levels are explored to alleviate the 

bureaucratic burden they cause. It is also recommended that Field Budgetary 

Allocations (FBA) be pursued to enhance efficiency of disbursements and ownership 

of the activities at national level (see also recommendation 3).  

ii. Re. the channeling of funds to FAO and the PTF: it is recommended that any future 

phase of support to the implementation of the SSF Guidelines should be placed under 

the Trust Fund currently under negotiation alongside with other considered fisheries 

projects. 

143. Adequate resources (longer timeframe and increased budgets) should be allocated to 

improve the management, planning, monitoring, tracking and reporting, and internal 

evaluation of the project implementation in its currently ongoing and future phases. This 

will be essential if flexibility remains at the core of the approach to project implementation, 

so that focus and funding can be shifted and targeted according to emerging needs and 

results achieved.  

Recommendation 3. Regarding partnerships. In-house partnerships at HQ and with regional 

and country offices should be strengthened. Partnerships with external organizations should 
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remain a cornerstone of the project implementation strategy and these partners should 

receive direct financial and technical support. (Cf. Conclusions 3, 4, 5) 

144. A greater stake in project implementation should be given to FAO regional offices 

(with technical backstopping of PTF in HQ), especially as Phase II will have a regional and 

national focus. The role of FAO country offices needs to be better defined in the context 

of the project to stimulate greater ownership and increase capacity at this level. The recent 

move towards the direct recruitment of consultants in FAO country offices (in the context 

of the SIDA-funded sister project) should be emulated to strengthen human capacity and 

SSF work at national level.  

145. In HQ, the PTF’s collaboration with the Legal office, Investment/Technical Cooperation 

office and Partnership office, with other in-house teams (e.g. gender, indigenous people) 

as well as with associated initiatives such as the VGGT guidelines should be strengthened 

and more systematic. More regular and systematic sharing of information and stock-taking 

of experiences should be sought to create synergies (e.g. selection of countries) and 

improve the quality, relevance and coherence of aspects of the work that are common to 

both guidelines (e.g. tenure, legal reviews and processes) and inter-disciplinary teams. 

Different and more effective ways of collaboration with LEGN, such as bringing in national 

lawyers and legal experts for a significant period to ‘learn the trade’ and take newly 

acquired expertise back to their country, instead of sending HQ staff to the field for a 

limited time should be considered. 

146. For regional and national partners such as CSOs and non-State actor platforms, 

provision of direct support (financial and technical) should be continued and increased 

in order to (i) enhance multi-partite dialogue and define a clear and longer-term strategy 

of collaboration between them and FAO, (ii) formalize partnerships with these 

organisations, especially in Africa and enable the scaling out of the outreach and influence 

of newly established organisations at local levels, (iv) ensure that the SSF agenda and 

policies are carried forward, regardless of political will and governmental changes. 

147. As part of its role in facilitating south-south collaboration (cf. Recommendation 1), the 

project should explore the possibility to cross-link regional and/or national 

organizations with one another to support the adaptation/replication of successful 

‘models’ of partnership processes for the implementation of the SSF guidelines (e.g. GFCM) 

or the inclusion of vulnerable groups in decision making platforms (e.g. OSPESCA), as part 

of a co-learning process. Equally important will be the establishment of strong linkages 

between newly created organizations and platforms at national level (e.g. TAWFA), with 

regional ones (e.g. African Women Fish Processors and Traders Network [AWFishNet] and 

the African Union [AU]) in order to amplify the outreach and voice of fishers and fishworkers 

in regional and global forums (cf. Recommendation 1). 

148. At national level, the project should engage more closely with non-fisheries government 

and non-State actors, including private providers, to ensure that non-fisheries issues 

are adequately covered in fisheries policies and interventions. Invitations to attend SSF 

awareness raising and capacity building events should be extended to non-fisheries 

ministries and organizations (CSOs, NGOs) for reciprocal learning and the elaboration of 

more coherent and inclusive actions. Linkages between SSF non-State actors and national 

vocational training institutions should be explored to deliver short courses on SSF, 
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human rights etc., thereby increasing the individual capacities of fishers and fishworkers 

and that of the organizations to which they belong. 

Recommendation 4. Regarding targeting of people and topics. Among target groups for 

interventions at national levels, greater emphasis should be placed on youth and indigenous 

peoples, and emphasis on women should be maintained. Private sector actors should be 

more systematically included in relation to awareness or interventions about specific SSF 

issues such as social protection. The project’s currently ongoing and future phases should 

make every effort to increase legal work in support of SSF Guidelines implementation and 

address SSF-related thematic areas (inland fisheries, climate change, biodiversity, education 

and health, aquaculture in relation to its interactions with SSF) that have received 

insufficient attention so far. (Cf. Conclusions 2, 4) 

149. More in-depth and longer-term support by the project on legal aspects could be through 

improving and updating the legal assessment guide drafted during the project, and 

ensuring that intersectionality aspects are accounted for, so that new or amended laws 

address all SSF associated dimensions, for example by bringing together experts on gender, 

indigenous people, human rights, tenure etc. in the process of legal reviews.  

150. SSF-related topics requiring more attention as part of awareness and capacity building, at 

regional and national (including local) levels are: youth, inland fisheries, role of digital 

platforms and technology tools in connecting and assisting remote fishing communities, 

climate change adaptation, biodiversity, education and health, aquaculture and 

interactions between capture fisheries-aquaculture. Emphasis on post-harvest & reduction 

of losses and equity in fish value chains should be maintained. Technical capacity building 

of government officials and in-country researchers should include these dimensions. 

Fishers and fishworkers should also be targeted as part of human rights awareness 

programmes, either directly or through their representative organisations. Whilst gender 

equality awareness is satisfactory within CSO, it requires strengthening at government 

levels so that government officers feel they can speak up about this (and other issues) at 

COFI. 

Recommendation 5. Regarding monitoring and evaluation (M&E). The project needs to 

establish a suitable monitoring and evaluation system that can track effectively the 

implementation and influence of both the project and the SSF Guidelines in improving the 

governance of SSF. It should be a priority that Component 4 of the project is redesigned for 

this purpose and that awareness is raised among partners and beneficiaries on the value and 

benefits of collecting M&E data. (Cf. Conclusions 4, 6) 

151. In line with recommendation 1, the project’s M&E system should be anchored in the project 

ToC to enable following up the realization of key assumptions for achieving outcomes and 

for moving forward from outcomes to impacts. Specific expertise should be sought to 

design and set up such a system, and if necessary provide training to project and partners’ 

staff (cf. Recommendation 1). The project’s M&E system should be linked and feed into the 

overaching M&E framework for the implementation of the SSF Guidelines, which requires 

a multi-year process and many governance changes within the partners and governments, 

and should outlast the project. 
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152. Ideally, the M&E system should function in (near) real time to increase management 

flexibility and indicate, as and when required, where the project and its partners are at so 

that resources and support can be redirected according to needs. 

153. The project’s M&E system should try and align as closely as possible with FAO’s corporate 

reporting on SO and indicators, and explicitly relate to the FAO SSF Umbrella project and 

the SSF-GSF. 

Recommendation 6. Regarding knowledge management and communication. The project 

needs to improve the management and sharing of the knowledge it is generating. 

Appropriate expertise should be sought, through the commissioning of a specific study, to 

propose sound and systematic knowledge management and information sharing 

mechanisms for the project, both in-house and outwards, as part of a redesigned project 

Component 4. A project-specific communication strategy, aligned with that of the FAO SSF 

Umbrella Programme, should be designed and acted upon. (Cf. Conclusions 4, 6) 

154. Knowledge management should pay particular attention to mechanisms in place and 

potential for synergies with ‘sister’ initiatives such as the VGGT guidelines, as well as to 

widespread communication tools such as Whatsapp and other smart-phone-based apps 

which have the power to transcend hierarchical communication barriers.  

155. Equally, the adoption of sound and systematic knowledge management and information 

sharing mechanisms should also be promoted amongst all the project’s partners. 

Resources should be made available for this purpose.  

156. As part of SSF knowledge management and sharing, it is fundamental that the PTF lobbies 

FAO fisheries senior management and COFI members for keeping SSF as a regular agenda 

item at COFI meetings in order to continue advancing on the SSF trajectory set forth. SSF 

considerations should also be given greater importance in COFI’s sub-Committee on Trade.  
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5. Lessons learned 

157. Flexibility in project design and management is key to accommodate needs as they arise 

at regional and national levels.  

158. Project design needs to be based on a ToC that shows how changes towards outcomes 

and impacts will occur and what mechanisms will ensure sustainability. This will be 

particularly important as the project moves in a consolidation phase. Project documents 

should provide a ToC on which the project design and M&E systems are based, and this 

ToC should be shared with project stakeholders, in particular at national level to ensure 

buy-in. To this end, contextualization of the SSF Guidelines in a ToC in awareness raising 

events could be considered, to tailor it further to the national or regional context.  

159. A project led by a small team of professional, enthusiastic and extremely committed 

individuals to the SSF cause is bound to overcome difficulties and to succeed. The right 

mix of skills and personalities within the PTF has been defining in the project’s success 

and can be difficult to find. But over-reliance on the dedication of members of the PTF for 

carrying forward such a large project can also be risky for the project and over-burdening 

for its leaders unless SSF and the implementation of the SSF Guidelines are given the 

necessary recognition and priority within the work of FAO. 

160. Implementing the SSF Guidelines is all about process and participation, which are time 

consuming and slow before they result in visible changes. The involvement of SSF actors in 

particular ideally requires a certain level of organizational capacity which also takes a long 

time to acquire, but is fundamental for sustainability and positive change.  

161. Regular progress reporting is essential till the end of the project. Moreover, access to 

organized and systematically maintained project files can facilitate enormously the tasks of 

evaluation teams and the sharing of project information with a wider audience.  

162. Projects that are part of a larger initiative such as the SSF umbrella, are better evaluated 

through a programmatic approach to evaluation. A final evaluation of the entire  SSF 

umbrella, instead of seperate final project evaluations would increase cost-efficiency and 

usefulness of the exercise. As described in section 3.6, it has proven very difficult to 

differentiate outputs per project, project phase or donor and therefore it has been nearly 

impossible to single out the potential influence of activities/outputs of a specific project.  
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http://www.seafdec.org/download/report-regional-technical-consultation-regional-approach-implementation-fao-voluntary-guidelines-securing-sustainable-small-scale-fisheries-context-food-securit/
http://www.seafdec.org/download/report-regional-technical-consultation-regional-approach-implementation-fao-voluntary-guidelines-securing-sustainable-small-scale-fisheries-context-food-securit/
http://repository.seafdec.org/handle/20.500.12066/4204
http://www.seafdec.org/download/report-of-the-expert-workshop-on-regional-approach-for-the-implementation-of-fao-voluntary-guidelines-for-securing-sustainable-small-scale-fisheries-human-right-based-approach-and-gender-equitability/
http://www.seafdec.org/download/report-of-the-expert-workshop-on-regional-approach-for-the-implementation-of-fao-voluntary-guidelines-for-securing-sustainable-small-scale-fisheries-human-right-based-approach-and-gender-equitability/
http://www.seafdec.org/download/report-of-the-expert-workshop-on-regional-approach-for-the-implementation-of-fao-voluntary-guidelines-for-securing-sustainable-small-scale-fisheries-human-right-based-approach-and-gender-equitability/
http://www.seafdec.org/download/report-of-the-expert-workshop-on-regional-approach-for-the-implementation-of-fao-voluntary-guidelines-for-securing-sustainable-small-scale-fisheries-human-right-based-approach-and-gender-equitability/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3vZpa6WtutA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SY6Llfz3jwU
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Appendix 1.  Evaluation matrix 

Evaluation questions 

 

Pointers for 

analysis 

Respondents 

KII: Key informant interview 

e-S: electronic survey 

OHT: Outcome harvesting template 

Secondary 

data sources 
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1) How adequate was the 

project design in supporting 

the activities and expected 

outcomes? 

a. To what extent are the 

project design and 

objectives relevant to the 

needs of different 

stakeholders at global, 

regional and country levels? 

b. How relevant is the selection 

of countries? 

c. To what extent were the 

project activities relevant to 

the needs of the different 

stakeholders and demand-

driven? 

d. To what extent were the 

project activities relevant to 

the entire SSF value chain? 

e. To what extent has the 

project deviated from its 

planned objectives and 

intended contribution to 

SO1? 

f. To what extent were 

anticipated risks (if any) 

adequately addressed?  

g. To what extent were the 

management/implementing 

arrangements appropriate 

and the roles clear for the 

project partners at all levels? 

h. How was the internal 

coherence of the project in 

terms of synergies and 

complementarity between 

objectives, components, 

activities and outputs? 

Level of 

alignment 

/deviation 

between the 

contents of the 

Prodoc 

(including 

logframe) and 

the contents of 

the progress 

reports 

 

Level of 

alignment 

between the 

project design 

and the SSF 

Guidelines  

 

Respondents’ 

perceptions 

KII 
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e-S 

KII 
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KII (TZ 

and CR) 

e-S 

KII (TZ 

and CR) 

e-S 

Pro. Doc., 

6-monthly 

reports, PTF 

self-

evaluation. 

 

SSF 

Guidelines 

 

LOAs  

 

Reports of 

capacity 

needs 

assessments 

(if any) 
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Evaluation questions 

 

Pointers for 

analysis 

Respondents 

KII: Key informant interview 

e-S: electronic survey 

OHT: Outcome harvesting template 

Secondary 

data sources 

TARGETING/EQUITY AND 

GENDER 
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2) To what extent have the 

project activities reached the 

intended users and 

incorporated equity 

considerations? 

a. To what extend did the 

project have a clear target 

audience for each activity, 

and to what extent were the 

activities tailored to their 

needs?  

b. Were the needs, constraints 

and opportunities of the 

different target groups 

taken into account at design 

and during implementation? 

c. To what extent have women, 

youth, indigenous peoples 

and vulnerable and 

marginalized groups been 

considered at design, and to 

what extent have they 

participated in the project at 

the various levels?  

 

Alignment 

between the 

prodoc 

(statement on 

targeting, equity 

and gender) and 

project activities 

implemented 

 

Respondents’ 

perceptions 

 

Proportion of 

women and junior 

people 

participating in 

training and other 

capacity building 

activities 

 

Proportion of 

marginal/vulnera

ble/ indigenous 

groups 

participating in 

training and other 

capacity building 

activities 

 

 

Efforts by project 

implementers and 

service providers 

to facilitate the 

participation of 

women and youth 

in their events, 

and allow for 

equal decision-

making and 

access to 

information 

KII 
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KII 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reports of 
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events  

 

Prodoc 

 

6-month 

progress 

reports 

 

Reports of 

country 

activities and 

workshops 
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Evaluation questions 

 

Pointers for 

analysis 

Respondents 

KII: Key informant interview 

e-S: electronic survey 

OHT: Outcome harvesting template 

Secondary 

data sources 

3) To what extent has the 

project managed to engage 

relevant, strategic and capable 

partners at global, regional and 

national level? 

a. To what extent did the 

project stimulate synergies 

and collective action for 

project implementation 

(e.g. regional and national 

multi-stakeholder dialogue 

mechanisms)?  

b. To what extent did the 

project link up with other 

SSF development projects? 

c. To what extent has the 

variety of partnerships 

created or facilitated by 

the project contributed to 

the uptake of the SSF 

voluntary guidelines?  

d. To what extent was the 

influence of partners 

instrumental in supporting 

the project achieve its 

objectives? 

 

 

 

Alignment 

between the 

Prodoc (listed 

partners at 

project design) 

and those the 

project 

effectively 

engaged with 

 

Respondents’ 

perceptions 

KII KII 

e-S 

KII 

e-S 

KII 

e-S 

 Prodoc  

 

LOAs 

 

Reports of 

country 

activities and 

workshops  

 

6-month 

progress 

reports 

 

BTORs 

PROJECT PLANNED 

OUTCOMES 

 

(this section and the next 

will described in the same 

chapter of the evaluation 

report) 
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4) To what extent have planned 

project outcomes been 

achieved, and which factors 

affected effectiveness? 

a. To what extent has the project 

contributed to improved 

awareness of (i) the SSF 

voluntary guidelines for 

fisheries policies and 

programmes, (ii) the current 

and potential contribution of 

small-scale fisheries to food 

Number of 

fisheries 

policies, 

strategies and 

programmes 

mentionning 

the SSF 

Guidelines and 

incorporating 

their contents  

 

Level of 

mainstreaming 

of the SSF 

KII 

OHT 

 

 

 

KII 

e-S 

OHT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

KII 

e-S 

OHT 

 

KII 

OHT 

e-S 

 

 

KII 

OHT 

Annex 2 of 

Evaluation 

TORs (which 

is provided 

the PTF) 

 

6-month 

progress 

reports 

 

Reports of 

country 

activities and 

workshops 
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Evaluation questions 

 

Pointers for 

analysis 

Respondents 

KII: Key informant interview 

e-S: electronic survey 

OHT: Outcome harvesting template 

Secondary 

data sources 

security and poverty 

eradication at global, regional 

and national level? 

b. To what extent has the project 

contributed to improved 

regional and national policy 

processes and reform with 

enhanced incorporation of SSF 

considerations and principles 

of the SSF Guidelines?  

c. To what extent has the project 

improved the brokering of 

knowledge between scientists 

and policy makers on SSF? 

d. To what extent has the project 

enhanced the technical and 

organizational capacity of 

government and other 

stakeholders at regional, 

national and local level to 

improve the 

development/strengthening 

and implementation of 

sectoral and cross-sectoral 

policy frameworks and/or 

action plans for the 

application of the SSF 

Guidelines in their countries 

and regions? 

Guidelines 

principles in 

policies, 

strategies, and 

programmes. 

 

Visibility of SSF 

in speeches, 

websites, and 

other 

communication 

means.  

 

Respondents’ 

perceptions; 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BTORs 

 

COFI reports 

 

CHANGES 

 

(This section and the 

previous one will 

described in the same 

chapter of the evaluation 

report) 
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5) Which significant changes 

have been brought about by 

the project? What was the 

influence of the project in this 

process?  

a. Which positive / negative, 

intended / unintended 

significant changes have 

been brought about by the 

project? 

b. Why does the change 

matter? What was done 

differently? Would this 

Respondents’ 

perceptions 
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events  
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progress 

reports 

 

Reports of 

country 

activities and 

workshops 

 

BTORs 



Appendix 1.  Evaluation Matrix 

  

 
59 

Evaluation questions 

 

Pointers for 

analysis 

Respondents 

KII: Key informant interview 

e-S: electronic survey 

OHT: Outcome harvesting template 

Secondary 

data sources 

change not have happened 

anyway? 

c. When and how were these 

brought about? 

d. What was the contribution 

of the project to these 

changes? 

e. Which (project) stakeholders 

and/or circumstances were 

instrumental in bringing 

about the most significant 

(positive) changes?  

f. What happened in the 

contacted countries, where 

no change took place? 

Why? 
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6) What is the likely 

sustainability of the project 

results? 

a. Are the types of resources, 

capacity building, policy and 

other technical supports 

provided by the project 

effective in contributing 

towards achieving long term 

sustainability?  

b. To what extent could the 

identified changes be 

supported by the existing 

institutional and 

operational frameworks in 

the project countries? 

c. What are the likely 

consequences of the 

identified changes in the 

longer term and on the 

anticipated impact of the 

project (that SSF 

communities are 

empowered to take part in 

decision making?  

Respondents’ 

perceptions 
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KII 
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Project 

documents 

 

Activities 

reports 
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progress 

reports 



Final evaluation of the project GCP/GLO/645/NOR 

 

 60 

Evaluation questions 

 

Pointers for 

analysis 

Respondents 

KII: Key informant interview 

e-S: electronic survey 

OHT: Outcome harvesting template 

Secondary 

data sources 

d. To what extent are the 

project outcomes self-

sustaining, stepwise or 

contiguous? 

 



 

 61 

Appendix 2. People interviewed 

 Name Surname Sex 
Level or 

country 
Affiliation 

Role (in relation 

to project, as 

appropriate) 

Date KII 

1 Gloriana Álvarez 

Leitón 

F Costa Rica FAO country 

office 

FAO Consultant 

(Indigenous 

peoples liason) 

19th May 

2020 

2 Xavier Basurto M Global Duke 

University 

IHH Core team 

member 

21st May 

2020 

3 Fatuma Besta Katulla F United 

Republic of 

Tanzania 

TAWFA 

(Tanzania 

Women 

Fish-workers 

Association) 

Secretary and 

founding member 

28th May 

2020 

4 Anna Carlson F Mediterranean

/ Black Sea 

GFCM SSF Focal point 25th May 

2020 

5 Jesús Chaves M Costa Rica SFF 

community 

Barra del 

Colorado – Marine 

Areas for 

Responsible 

Fishing (Área 

Marina de Pesca 

Responsible 

[AMPR]) 

20th May 

2020 

6 Pip Cohen F Global WorldFish SSF Programme 

Lead 

19th May 

2020 

7 Mauro Conti M Global IPC Working 

Group on 

Fisheries 

Secretariat to IPC 

Working Group/ 

Advisory Group of 

the Global 

Strategic 

Framework in 

support of the SSF 

Guidelines 

implementation 

15th May 

2020 

8 VÍctor Fernández M Costa Rica INCOPESCA Project 

coordinator 

19th May 

2020 

9 Nicole Franz F Global FAO PTF leader 14th May 

2020 

10 Mario   Gonzalez M Central and 

Latin America 

OSPESCA Former Director 19th May 

2020 

11 Gaoussou Gueye M West and 

Central Africa 

CAOPA NGO working in 

support of SSF 

Guidelines 

implementation 

14th May 

2020 

12 Ndiaga Gueye M West and 

Central Africa 

CECAF Secretariat 

support to CECAF 

27th May 

2020 

13 Ceren Gurkan F Global FAO SP1-Fi&A Dept 

Contact Point 

29th May 

2020 

14 Upendo Hamidu F United 

Republic of 

Tanzania 

Fisheries 

Development 

Division, 

Ministry of 

Livestock and 

Fisheries 

NTT / Focal point 

SSF 

21st May 

2020 
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 Name Surname Sex 
Level or 

country 
Affiliation 

Role (in relation 

to project, as 

appropriate) 

Date KII 

15 Aracelly Jiménez F Costa Rica SFF 

community 

Chomes (women 

organization) 

22th May 

2020 

16 Pattaratjit Kaewnuratc-

hadasorn (*) 

F Southeast Asia SEAFDEC Focal point for 

communication 

with SEAFDEC 

20th May 

2020 

17 Blaise Kuemlangan M Global FAO FAO legal office 22nd May 

2020 

18 Audun Lem M Global FAO FiA Dept. and 

former secretary 

of COFI 

sub-Committee 

on Fish Trade 

9th June 

2020 

19 Jorge López M Costa Rica INCOPESCA Extension officer 27th May 

2020 

20 Editudith Lukanga F United 

Republic of 

Tanzania 

EMEDO 

(Environmental 

Management 

and Economic 

Development 

Organisation) 

Executive 

Secretary and NTT 

member 

21st May 

2020 

21 Sebastian Mathew M Global ICSF Secretary ICSF 7th May 

2020 

22 Gustavo Meneses M Costa Rica INCOPESCA Former -Executive 

President 

19th May 

2020 

23 Reinaldo Morales M Central and 

Latin America 

OSPESCA Director 1st June 

2020 

24 Brave Ndisale F Global FAO SP1 leader 20th May 

2020 

25 German Pochet M Costa Rica Bioyuris-

CoopeSoliDar 

National Legal 

Consultant 

4th June   

2020 

26 Carlos  Pulgarin M Central and 

Latin America 

FAO PANAMA Consultor 

Especialista en 

Acuicultura / 

Pueblos Indigenes 

/ centroamerica 

18th May 

2020 

26 Francesa Romano F Global FAO VGGT Guidelines 

focal point 

8th June 

2020 

27 Viviene Solis F Costa Rica CoopeSoliDar President 20th May 

2020 

28 Lena Westlund F Global FAO PTF leader 14th May 

2020 

 
(*) People who also participated in the meeting:  

Dr. Worawit Wanchana, Policy and Program Coordinator, SEAFDEC Secretariat 

Ms. Pattaratjit Kaewnuratchadasorn, Senior Policy Officer, SEAFDEC Secretariat 

Ms. Suwanee Sayan, Senior Program Officer, SEAFDEC Secretariat 

Ms. Thanyalak Suasi, Fisheries Management Section Head., SEAFDEC/Training Department 

Ms. Jariya Sornkliang, Fisheries Management Scientist and Gender Focal Person, SEAFDEC/Training Department 

Ms Rattana Tiaye, Fisheries Management, Scientist, SEAFDEC/Training Department  
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Appendix 3. Theory of change for project components 
 

Figure 3a. Theory of change for project component 1 

 

 
 

 

 

  

1. Awareness of current and potential contribution of SSF to food security and poverty eradication is 

raised at all levels (national, regional, global) 

Non-fisheries specific, 

UN-wide publications 

in which SSF are 

mentioned/included 

Brochures, flyers, implementation 

guides, audio-visual materials, 

technical paper, other tools to 

guide application of SSF principles, 

SSFVG in all 6 FAO languages, 

priority themed SSF sub-guidelines 

(on gender, decent work, 

post-harvest etc.) 

Awareness raising 

events (+ reports), 

Presentations, 

conference panels 

Development and production of 

communication materials on 

contribution of SSF and on the 

SSFVG for wide-ranging audiences 

- Organisation of events, 

sessions, briefings on the 

role of SSF and principles 

of SSFVG, e.g. during 

COFI, CFS, international 

conferences etc. 

- Invitation of CSOs to 

events related to the 

promotion of SSCVG 

Provision of inputs in 

other UN policy 

processes, strategies 

etc., e.g. right to food, 

tenure… 

Component 

activities:  

Raising 

awareness 

through 

knowledge and 

product outreach 

Outputs 

First 

order 

outcome 

Assumptions 

- Target audience/groups is identified. 

- Communication materials are 

distributed. 

- Communication materials address 

target groups’ needs. 

- Events are held and attended by 

target groups. 

- SSF messages reach out to target 

groups. 

- Partnerships are established to 

leverage the action of catalytic 

players 

- SSF messages reach out to target 

groups. 

- Communication materials are 

understood and their contents acted 

upon. 

- Events conclusions and 

recommendations are followed up 

(especially at regional and national 

levels). 

- Catalytic partners at global and 

regional levels, and national players, 

are supporting mainstreaming 

processes 

Source: evaluation team. SSFVG = SSF Guidelines 
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Figure 3b. Theory of change for project component 2 

 

 

 

  

2. Policy environment in relation to SSF governance and development in countries and regions is 

enhanced and informed by the SSF guidelines 

Policy realm 

Component 

activities: 

Strengthening 

the 

science-policy 

interface 

through 

knowledge 

sharing and 

policy reform 

Outputs 

First order 

outcome 

National and 

regional 

policies 

inclusive of 

SSF 

considerations 

and 

harmonised 

with other 

sectors 

New or revised 

legal 

frameworks in 

support of 

fisheries 

policies and 

SSFVG 

implementatio

n(e.g. RPOAs, 

NPOAs) 

Guidance 

document 

on fisheries 

policy 

reform and 

how to 

account for 

the SSFVG 

Bridging evidence 

Action 

plans and 

reports 

from 

policy 

dialogue 

events 

Information 

system of 

SSF data 

Regional 

programmes 

including SSF 

Science realm 

Academic 

papers, 

topical 

reports of 

contribution 

of SSF to 

food 

security and 

poverty 

eradication 

Updated 

’Hidden 

Harvest’ 

study 

Case 

studies 

Policy development and reform 

Assessment, 

review and 

reform of 

existing 

policies and 

legal 

frameworks 

New or 

revised 

legal 

frameworks 

in support 

of fisheries 

policies and 

SSFVG 

implementa

tion 

Knowledge brokering 

Promotion 

of 

interactions 

between 

research and 

fishing 

communities 

Conduct 

consultation 

workshops, 

policy 

dialogue 

events 

across 

actors 

Research and science 

Identification 

of good 

practices and 

relevant 

scientific 

knowledge 

Sharing 

of 

research 

results 

with 

policy 

and 

decision 

makers 

Legal 

assessments 

of SSF 

policies and 

legislation 

- Collaborations with 

research institutions 

are established and 

are catalyzing SSF data 

collection. 

- Suitable technical 

advice is provided. 

- Catalytic partners are 

involved at global and 

regional levels 

- Fishers, scientists and 

governments work 

together in improving 

data 

- Research results inform 

policy making. 

- Provisions of SSF 

guidelines in laws are 

approved. 

- The value of SSF and 

roles of vulnerable 

groups (women, 

indigenous groups) is 

recognized. 

- The operations of 

fisheries institutions pay 

greater attention to SSF. 

- New/revised policies 

and laws are passed 

Develop/ 

document and 

disseminate 

case studies of 

implementation 

of the SSFVG 

Source: evaluation team. SSFVG = SSF Guidelines 
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Figure 3c. Theory of Change for project component 3 

 

  3. National and regional capacities of stakeholders and institutions to support SSF for food security and poverty 

eradication is strengthened. 

Results of capacity 

needs assessments 

(identified needs and 

how to fill them) 

Capacity needs assessment 

and stakeholder mapping 

(= identification of who 

needs what, targeting 

government institutions 

and fishers’ organizations) 

Training 

workshops  

Component 

activities: 

Empowering 

stakeholders 

through increased 

capacity 

development and 

institutional 

strengthening 

Outputs 

First 

order 

outcome 

Assumptions 

Training 

materials in 

response to 

needs 

Reports of 

capacity 

building 

workshops 

Inventories 

of 

stakeholder 

institutions 

(public, 

CSOs, etc.) 

Regional 

platform(s) 

Fisheries extension 

programmes and 

specialized 

training courses 

Guidebooks (”how 

to”) for reviewing 

and strengthening 

legal and policy 

frameworks 

Institutional 

assessments (for 

government/ public 

institutions) 

Creation of 

regional 

platform(s) 

for 

knowledge 

exchange 

Training for 

government 

officers to 

strengthen legal 

and policy 

frameworks 

- Key stakeholders (including 

fishers’ organizations) are 

identified and participate in 

capacity building events. 

- Capacity needs are clearly 

identified and can be 

reasonably addressed within 

resources and time available. 

- Trained people act upon the 

training received. 

- The SSF guidelines are 

appropriated by 

stakeholders. 

- The uptake of the SSF 

guidelines is scaled out. 

- Partnerships between FAO 

and regional organizations, 

and between regional and 

national organizations are 

effective. 

- Regional platform(s) are 

functional and support 

greater exchanges and 

dialogues. 

- National partners (e.g. CSOs) 

act as intermediaries 

between government and 

fishers and fishworkers and 

support capacity building of 

local actors. 

- New national associations 

and CSOs are adequately 

resourced. 

Source: evaluation team. SSFVG = SSF Guidelines 
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Figure 3d. Theory of Change for project component 4. 

 

 4. Project outcomes are monitored and the best practices and lessons learned for the implementation of the SSF 

guidelines are captured and disseminated 

Reports of events 

and workshops on 

GAP elaboration 

M&E system for SSFVG 

implementation 

- Workshops on how to 

monitor the 

implementation of the 

SSFVG and the 

development of SSF 

- Workshops [?] enabling 

cross-country sharing of 

experiences on the 

implementation of the 

SSFVG 

- Commissioning of 

studies and reviews of 

M&E systems in 

fisheries 

- Regular 

team 

meetings 

- Donor 

reporting 

Component 

activities: 

Supporting 

implementation 

through 

monitoring of, and 

lessons learnt 

from, the 

implementation of 

the SSF guidelines 

Outputs 

First order 

outcome 

Assumptions 

Position paper on 

monitoring framework 

for SSF 

Compendium of 

”success stories” in 

fisheries M&E, 

complete with a 

participatory 

monitoring (data 

collection) and 

reporting protocol [?] 

GAP extension 

document 

Project progress 

reports 

- COFI side-event on 

GAP extension 

- Workshops on GAP 

- Side-event to Too 

Big Too Ignore 

conference 

- An effective M&E 

system is developed 

and implemented to 

track and report 

progress, and 

disseminate 

information from the 

project. 

- M&E plans at national 

level are tailored to 

the context 

- Studies and 

activities are 

achieved thanks to 

adequate resources 

(finances and time)  

- Expertise and 

capacity is available 

to carry out the 

studies and activities 

Source: evaluation team. SSFVG = SSF Guidelines 
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Appendix 4. List of countries and outline of project activities (as of 31 December 2019) 

 Countries Norad SIDA 

Activity type (from 

TOR Table 3 with 

additions from PTF 

folder for Asia) 

IHH 

study 

Awareness/capacity 

building workshops 

Policy review/ 

formulation 

Legal 

review 

Platform/ 

network 
Gender Other 

1 Barbados x   IHH               

2 Brazil x   IHH               

3 Burkina Faso x   workshop               

4 Cambodia x   IHH, workshop, 

law review 

      Not 

followed 

up 

      

5 Chile x   IHH               

6 China x   IHH               

7 Congo x   IHH               

8 Costa Rica x x workshops                

9 Democratic Republic 

of the Congo 

x   IHH               

10 Gabon x   IHH               

11 Ghana x   workshop               

12 Guinea x   workshop     NPOA (under 

elaboration) 

        

13 India x   workshops, IHH, 

safety at sea 

manual 

  5 workshops, incl. 

one with local gov. 

Marine 

(adopted), 

Inland (draft) 

    Gender 

mainstreaming 

in legislation 

Safety at sea 

manual 

14 Côte d'Ivoire  x x workshop     NPOA (under 

elaboration) 

        

15 Kenya x   IHH               

16 Lao People's 

Democratic Republic  

x   IHH               

17 Madagascar x x IHH               

18 Maldives x   IHH               
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 Countries Norad SIDA 

Activity type (from 

TOR Table 3 with 

additions from PTF 

folder for Asia) 

IHH 

study 

Awareness/capacity 

building workshops 

Policy review/ 

formulation 

Legal 

review 

Platform/ 

network 
Gender Other 

19 Nigeria x   IHH               

20 Norway x   IHH                

21 Peru x x IHH               

22 Philippines x x IHH, policy & law 

review, 

consultations 

  5 consultations 2 Gov. 

Resolutions on 

SSF  

Evaluation       

23 Senegal x x workshop, IHH     NPOA (under 

elaboration) 

        

24 South Africa x   IHH               

25 Spain x   IHH               

26 Sri Lanka x   IHH, workshops   1 national and 4 

sub-national 

workshops 

Policy changes 

proposed 

        

27 Saint Kitts and Nevis  x   IHH               

28 Saint Vincent and 

the Grenadines  

x   IHH               

29 Suriname x   Fisherfolk 

diagnostic 

            Fisherfolk 

diagnostic 

30 United Republic of 

Tanzania 

x x IHH, workshops      NPOA (under 

elaboration) 

        

31 Trinidad and 

Tobago 

x   Fisherfolk 

diagnostic 

            Fisherfolk 

diagnostic 

32 Tunisia x   workshop               

33 Uganda x   IHH, Women's day 

celebration 

          Women's Day 

celebrations 

  

34 Viet Nam x   IHH, workshops   2 workshops Draft NPOA         

35 Pakistan x   workshop   1 workshop           
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 Countries Norad SIDA 

Activity type (from 

TOR Table 3 with 

additions from PTF 

folder for Asia) 

IHH 

study 

Awareness/capacity 

building workshops 

Policy review/ 

formulation 

Legal 

review 

Platform/ 

network 
Gender Other 

36 Thailand x   Workshops, 

gender 

mainstreaming 

  1 workshop and 

local level meetings 

Proposed 

amendments 

to Fisheries 

Decree 2015, 2 

local fisheries 

management 

plans 

Laws and 

regulations 

amended 

  Women's 

participation in 

fisheries 

management 

Communication 

training 

37 Myanmar x x workshops, 

studies, training 

  4 workshops Co-management 

plan for Fisheries 

Development 

Areas 

      Training on 

advocacy, 

Disaster Risk 

Reduction, 

media 

38 Indonesia x x workshops, 

training modules, 

policy review 

  1 training and 1 

national workshops 

  Review   Study women 

in fisheries 

governance 

Training 

modules 

39 Turkey x   survey             Survey 

40 Colombia x   Case study 

indigenous people 

            Case study 

indigenous 

People 

41 Ecuador x   workshop                

42 Nicaragua x   workshop               

43 Guatemala x   Data collection 

project 

            Data collection 

project 

44 Cabo Verde   x                 

45 Namibia   x                 

46 Oman   x                 

47 Tonga   x                 

48 Turkey   x                 

Source: evaluation team desk review 

Colour code for countries:  Black: Provided in original list (Tables in TORs)   Blue: Added in new SIDA project 

Purple: Added based on Table 3 in TOR Eval and countries in shared folder  Brown: Added based on info in 6-month reports 



 

 70 

Appendix 5. Word cloud illustrating e-survey respondents’ priorities for future support 
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Annexes  

Annex 1. E-survey questionnaire (English) 

http://www.fao.org/3/cb2078en/cb2078en.pdf  

Annex 2. Coggle map of overall project partners 

http://www.fao.org/3/cb2079en/cb2079en.pdf  

Annex 3. Coggle map of regional partners and national partners in Costa Rica and the United 

Republic of Tanzania 

http://www.fao.org/3/cb2080en/cb2080en.pdf  

Annex 4. Country case study: Costa Rica 

http://www.fao.org/3/cb2081en/cb2081en.pdf  

Annex 5. Country case study: United Republic of Tanzania 

http://www.fao.org/3/cb2082en/cb2082en.pdf  

Annex 6. Institutional case study: General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM) 

http://www.fao.org/3/cb2083en/cb2083en.pdf  

Annex 7. Institutional case study: Central America Fisheries and Aquaculture Organization 

(OSPESCA) 

http://www.fao.org/3/cb2084en/cb2084en.pdf  
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