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Abstract 
 

The New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade (MFAT) funded the Pacific Community (SPC) to 

deliver a five-year Sustainable Pacific Aquaculture Development (PacAqua) project focused on improving 

the adoption and application of aquatic biosecurity standards, enhancing business acumen among small 

to medium sized aquaculture operations and increasing uptake and adoption of improved aquaculture 

practices in feed, seed and broodstock management.  The project started in July 2016, will end in June 

2021, and has a budget of NZD $4,929,300.  This is the mid-term review which covers the period 

between July 2016 to July 2019.  The findings are based on a review of the results reported by SPC 

against the Results Framework, 51 individual stakeholder interviews and farm visits covering 14 PICTs, 

and evaluator observations.    The PacAqua project was found to be highly relevant, aligned to the work 

and aspirations of the PICTs and is on track to deliver it commitments.    Key recommendations are given 

to leverage this success during the remainder of the project and for consideration of future work in this 

area.  
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Executive Summary 
 

The New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade (MFAT) funded the Pacific Community (SPC) to 

deliver a five-year Sustainable Pacific Aquaculture Development (PacAqua) project focused on improving 

the adoption and application of aquatic biosecurity standards, enhancing business acumen among small 

to medium sized aquaculture operations and increasing uptake and adoption of improved aquaculture 

practices in feed, seed and broodstock management.  The project started in July 2016, will end in June 

2021, and has a budget of NZD $4,929,300.  This is the project mid-term review which covers the period 

between July 2016 to July 2019.  A total of 51 stakeholders from 14 Pacific Islands Countries and 

Territories (PICTs) were directly involved in this review.  

The findings of this review are based on observations, stakeholder interviews, farm visits and review 

of results reported by SPC against the Results Framework.  The project was found to be highly relevant 

and aligned to the work and aspirations of the PICTs.  The aquatic biosecurity component of the project 

has been quite effective at the national level and the business acumen, cluster approach and 

technological transfer components have been effective with the stakeholders that have been involved.  

The project is being delivered efficiently given the staff and procurement system (for the grants 

programme) constraints.  The biosecurity component is having the widest impact, raising biosecurity risk 

awareness across all PICTs.  The impact of the business acumen, cluster and technological transfer is 

more localized to where and to whom it was delivered.  All components of this project will likely 

continue in some form after PacAqua concludes, although perceptions and experience say that progress 

would be much slower without support from regional agencies such as SPC.  SPC is seen as in the region 

as a trusted partner with great working relationships with everyone, noting that in locations where SPC 

has more regular interaction with stakeholders, things seem to progress faster.  Gender and social 

inclusion are important parts of this project and while no significant changes were noted, general 

awareness of these issues has been raised.  The biosecurity work is widely seen as safeguarding the 

environment and all of the aquaculture support for the communities contributes to improving 

livelihoods and stakeholder ability to contribute to their communities. 

Overall, it is concluded that the PacAqua project is highly relevant and is delivering what is intended.  

This is validated by the Results Framework reporting and stakeholder perceptions.  The SPC team is 

working well with the resources and constraints that it has.  PacAqua is very well aligned to the needs 

and aspirations of the PICTs.  More regular communication of project offerings and results may see 

wider uptake from PICT stakeholders.  Where the project has been active, awareness and project uptake 

has been really good with notable highlights in biosecurity awareness and preparedness tapping into a 

real need in the region, the cluster approach to tilapia farming and the delivery of training to improve 

business acumen at the aquaculture business level.  The 60/40 small grants programme has made a big 

difference to most of those that participated, but there have been some delays in the process that have 

limited some of the success. The traditional technology transfer of capacity building coupled with the 

ability to assist enterprises in sourcing needed equipment has increased the impact of the work that SPC 

delivers.   
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The key recommendations for SPC to consider moving forward are in the report but essentially relate 

to: 

• Focusing on key work areas for the remainder of this project and for future work which are 

implementation assistance for biosecurity, improving delivery of business acumen training and 

facilitation of access to grants, finance and capital, as well as technical transfer such as hatchery 

operations, feed formulation, and post-harvest/value chain support. 

• Mainstreaming the Aquatic Biosecurity Position at SPC as demand for these newly realized 

services is likely to be needed for the foreseeable future;  

• Leveraging the benefits of this programme through increased use of Pacific Island Fisheries 

Professionals, national Extension Officers or contract workers.  A “train the trainer” approach 

can build local capacity, especially if targeted to engage women and youth; 

• Targeting future work to support hatcheries for key commodities and low cost/low tech farming 

systems for livelihood aquaculture through the cluster/association approach coupled with 

supporting more market and export-oriented enterprises for more valuable commodities; 

• Reevaluating the 60/40 grant scheme to streamline the process.  Look for ways to improve the 

efficiency of the process; 

• Improving the communications generally and targeting the work moving forward to invest in 

successes to date to inspire more success in the future; and 

• Further refining the gender and social inclusion work by better understanding family farming 

dynamics including the roles of women and youth.   
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Background  
 

The New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade (MFAT) funded the Pacific Community (SPC) to 

deliver a five-year Sustainable Pacific Aquaculture Development (PacAqua) project focused on improving 

the adoption and application of aquatic biosecurity standards, enhancing business acumen among small 

to medium sized aquaculture operations and increasing uptake and adoption of improved aquaculture 

practices in feed, seed and broodstock management.  The project started in July 2016, will end in June 

2021, and has a budget of NZD $4,929,300.  This is the project mid-term review.  The results diagram of 

the project is included below. 

 

 

EVALUATION PURPOSE, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

PURPOSE 
The purpose of this evaluation is to conduct a mid-term review of the PacAqua project.  The mid-term 
review aims to inform implementation for the remainder of the PacAqua project and similar future 
initiatives in the region, document lessons learned and identify key recommendations for the PacAqua 
project on any improvements needed.  The results of the mid-term review will be shared with the 
funding partners and disseminated to SPC and FAME senior management, Coastal Fisheries programme 
team, PacAqua implementing partners and national fisheries agencies as key stakeholders. 
 
This mid-term review has three main objectives:  

1. Assess the project’s progress towards the expected medium-term and short-term outcomes and 
outputs;  

2. Inform the remaining implementation of the project; and  
3. Assess the project’s relevance to the priorities of SPC-FAME, national partners and MFAT. 

 

  

LONG-TERM 
OUTCOME 

MEDIUM-TERM 
OUTCOMES 

SHORT-TERM 
OUTCOMES 

OUTPUTS 

Complementary output 
from proposed SPC 
Coastal Fisheries ADD: 
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SCOPE 
The mid-term review covers the period July 2016 to July 2019.   The geographic focus covers the Pacific 
Island countries and territories (PICTs) and the target groups are fisheries and aquatic 
biosecurity/quarantine agencies at the national and sub-national levels, aquaculture enterprises, other 
project beneficiaries, staff of Coastal Fisheries Programme of FAME, SPC, NZ Ministry for Primary 
Industries (MPI) and NZ MFAT who have been involved with the PacAqua project.   
 
The review focusses on the five Development Assistance Committee (DAC) criteria for evaluation listed 
in the Terms of Reference, noting the addition of relationships/partnerships and gender and social 
inclusion as the sixth and seventh criteria: 

1. Relevance 
2. Effectiveness 
3. Efficiency 
4. Impact 
5. Sustainability 
6. Relationships between partners, beneficiaries and other stakeholders 
7. Gender and social inclusion, social and environmental responsibility 

 

METHODS 
The evaluation was done via a desktop analysis as well as face-to-face engagement with relevant staff 
from the SPC Offices in Noumea and Suva and targeted PICT representatives attending the SPC Regional 
Technical Meeting on Coastal Fisheries between 4-8 November, 2019.  Additional face-to-face 
engagement with relevant stakeholders, including aquaculture enterprises, were conducted in New 
Caledonia, Fiji, and Tonga, with the remainder of the stakeholder contact conducted via Skype or phone.  
The entire review process took place between October 2019 and February 2020. 
 
As per the Terms of Reference (Appendix 1), the evaluation focused on engaging with a broad range of 
key stakeholders who have been either involved with the PacAqua project or have an extensive 
knowledge and understanding of coastal governance legislation, policy and MCS&E in the Pacific region.  
This was done to understand the context, challenges and successes of the project in order to draw as 
complete a picture of the status and impact of the project as possible.  A desktop assessment of the 
documents and project reporting provided by SPC was compiled into a Results Framework Matrix.  
Progress against the targets are provided in the Overarching Findings under the heading Progress 
Against Results Framework.  This forms the quantitative assessment of the project. 
 
In the margins of the SPC RTMCF3 meeting in Noumea, one on one interviews were conducted with 
PacAqua stakeholders that were attending the meeting.  This was done utilising the informal, semi-
structured interview process based on DAC criteria included in the Evaluation Plan. The questionnaire 
template used is included in Appendix 2.  The interviews were conducted face to face with notes being 
taken as questions were asked.  A field visit to an oyster farm in New Caledonia during the RTMCF3 
meeting was also used to interview the farmer.  A web story was filed by SPC after this visit (see last 
Appendix). 
 

A total of 51 stakeholders were interviewed during the course of this evaluation representing 14 PICTs, 

which does not include Australia and New Zealand (Figure 1).  10 interviews were with SPC staff and 

associates, 24 government representatives were interviewed and 17 interviews were directly with 

farmers and/or cluster leaders.  All the relevant and available stakeholders put forth by the PacAqua 

team for New Caledonia, Fiji and Tonga were met face to face during in country visits conducted over 
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the course of this evaluation or via Skype.  Not every single stakeholder involved in the project was 

interviewed, but all the key stakeholders as agreed by the SPC Monitoring & Evaluation team and 

project Steering Committee were targeted (Appendix 3).  None of the reported information is attributed 

directly to any individual, rather the results are aggregated and summarised to best represent the 

information collected, while providing sufficient detail to inform any improvements required for future 

delivery of the project.   

 

 

LIMITATIONS 
Most of the data requested for the results measurement were provided by SPC for the desktop analysis 
at project inception.  Due to the reporting and data collection methodology used by SPC, further 
information was collected and clarified during the Noumea meeting with PacAqua staff.  An in-country 
visit was scheduled and booked for RMI, but the RMI government-imposed travel restrictions relating to 
measles prevented this.  The optional in-country visit to PNG was not possible during the timeframe due 
to conflicting commitments of the evaluator and PNG stakeholders.  Not all of the stakeholders provided 
by SPC were able to be interviewed (Appendix 3).  Some did not respond at all; some could not be 
contacted (some of the farmers without internet); and some could not find a suitable time and day to be 
interviewed. 

 

Overarching Findings 
 

Progress Against Results Framework 
A high-level evaluation of the Results Framework Matrix is provided in the table below.  Progress against 

all indicators to date were assessed as either having significant or some progress.  None of the results 

were deemed to have little or poor progress.  A more detailed assessment of the Results Framework 

Matrix is included in Appendix 4.  Summary comments are provided in the Evaluator Comments column.  

The actual measurement against targets that were collected are as at 31 March 2019 and can be 

sourced from the PacAqua reports.   

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Figure 1. Stakeholders Interviewed
n=51

SPC PICT Government Enterprise
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Long term outcomes 
While assessing long term outcomes in the middle of a project is difficult, some progress appears to be 

occurring.  This can be inferred from the progress being made against the medium-term outcomes.  A 

more detailed assessment is to be done at the end of the project, but it is suggested that the 

methodology, including baseline information for this assessment be developed with the SPC Statistics 

team before the end or project. 

Medium term outcomes 
Given the outstanding achievement of having 100% of PICTs meeting their Office International des 

Epizooties (OIE) reporting requirements and significant progress in raising the awareness and capacity in 

biosecurity monitoring, the work done to date is having an impact on medium-term outcomes already.  

There is anecdotal evidence that the value of aquaculture production is rising, but the actual empirical 

assessment has not yet been done. It is to be done at the end of the project.  It is suggested that the 

methodology, including baseline information for this assessment be developed with the SPC Statistics 

team before the end or project. 

Short term outcomes 
Progress against the short-term outcomes is a bit clearer.  The number of PICTs with biosecurity plans 

has surpassed the target but the on-farm biosecurity work has not yet really been done.  Having said 

that, it is acknowledged that having the national biosecurity frameworks in place first will make the on-

farm work much more cohesive as they will have a standard to train to.  Anecdotal evidence from those 

that have received biosecurity training indicated that it has greatly increased their awareness of 

biosecurity risks.  The data collection and assessment for this is to be done more formally at the end of 

the project.   

At the moment there is only anecdotal evidence that business acumen has been improved among 

aquaculture operations indicating some progress in this space.  A quantitative and qualitative 

assessment will need to be developed by PacAqua to properly assess progress against this indicator. The 

same can be said for progress and future measurement of increased uptake and adoption of improved 

aquaculture practices. 

Outputs 
Progress against all five outputs is good.  Biosecurity risks and standards have been assessed and 

developed for the target number of PICTs.  Most of the capacity development in this area has occurred 

at the government level, with much of the on-farm work to be completed during the remainder of the 

project.   

They are on target to complete at least 25 aquaculture businesses being mentored in business acumen 

along with reaching the 25% target of women participation in these trainings and workshops. 

The team is making very good progress in capacity building and technological transfer in feed, seed and 

broodstock management.  They are on track with their mentoring goals and have exceeded their targets 

for trainings and attachments.  They have exceeded or are meeting their targets for developing best 

practice guidelines and conducting cost benefit analysis.  There has been strong interest in the 

technological transfer output through the grants programme.  To date, 14 enterprises have or are 

receiving assistance, exceeding the target of 10.  
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Results Indicators 
Assessed 
Progress 

Long term outcomes 

Enhanced food security and sustainable livelihoods 
from fisheries and aquaculture 

• Per capita fish consumption level across the region Some progress 

• % of main source of protein from fish Some progress 

• Household livelihood contribution from aquaculture ($) 
 

Some progress 

Medium term outcomes 

M1: Aquaculture is environmentally sustainable 
and protected from biosecurity threats 

• Number and % of PICTs meeting international reporting 
obligations for aquatic biosecurity 

Significant 
progress 

• Number and % of PICTs conducting regular surveillance for 
particular identified threats 

• Number and % of PICTs with provisions in place to reduce risk for 
identified threats 

Some progress 

M2: Aquaculture is more productive and 
economically sustainable 

• Value from aquaculture production ($, % change) 
Some progress 

Short term outcomes 

S1: Adoption and application of aquatic biosecurity 
standards 

• Number of PICTs with new or updated aquatic biosecurity 
standards adopted and applied at the national level (by PICT) 

Significant 
progress 

• Number and % of farms meeting national aquatic biosecurity 
standards 

Some progress 

• % of training participants with increased of understanding of 
aquatic biosecurity risks 

Some progress 

S2: Enhanced business acumen among aquaculture 
operations 

• % of aquaculture enterprises showing behaviour change against 
key business attributes 

Some progress 

• % of aquaculture operations showing increase in business 
understanding 

Some progress 

S3: Increased uptake and adoption of improved 
aquaculture practices 

• % of aquaculture enterprises showing behaviour change against 
key technical attributes / practices 

Some progress 

Outputs 

O1: Aquatic biosecurity risks are assessed & 
standards developed at regional & national levels 

• Number and type of aquatic biosecurity risk / environmental risk 
assessments completed 

Significant 
progress 

• Number and type of national aquatic biosecurity standards or 
plans developed (drafted) 

Significant 
progress 

• Number of attachments (PICT, age, gender) to draft plans / risk 
assessments 

Significant 
progress 

O2: Capacity development provided to 
government & farmers in aquatic biosecurity 

• Number of sub regional and national workshops conducted 
• Number of attendees (PICT, age, gender) 

Significant 
progress 

• Number of farm level aquatic biosecurity risk assessments 
undertaken 

Some progress 

• Number of cluster farmers provided biosecurity advice Some progress 
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Results Indicators 
Assessed 
Progress 

O3: Mentoring and training provided to 
aquaculture operations in business 

• Number of enterprises being mentored and type of mentoring 
activities undertaken 

• Number of participants at national and subnational levels (PICT, 
age, gender) 

Some progress 

• Number of regional and national workshops conducted 
• Number of attendees (PICT, age, gender) 

Some progress 

O4: Capacity development provided to 
government & farmers in feed, seed & broodstock 

management 

• Number of enterprises being mentored and type of mentoring 
activities undertaken 

• Number of participants at national and subnational levels (PICT, 
age, gender) 

Some progress 

• Number and type of in-country training activities for national staff 
Significant 
progress 

• Number of attachments (PICT, age, gender) for national staff to 
undertake cost-benefit analysis for feed, seed and/or broodstock 

management 

Significant 
progress 

O5: Technological transfer facilitated in feed, seed 
and broodstock management 

• Number and type of research pieces developed to inform viability 
assessments of the feed, seed and broodstock options 

Some progress 

• Number of and type of best practice guidelines or strategies 
developed 

Significant 
progress 

• Number of enterprises supported to upgrade / adopt best 
aquaculture practice 

• Recipients (PICT, age, gender) 

Significant 
progress 

 

Stakeholder Perceptions 

 

Results 
Overall stakeholder sentiment on project performance to date is very good.  The perceptions of the 
three stakeholder groups (SPC staff and associates, PICT government staff, and Enterprises/farms) is 
broken down below under each of the evaluation criteria stipulated in the Terms of Reference. This was 
done to acknowledge the different perspectives that these stakeholders may hold about the PacAqua 
project.  More detailed notes from these interviews can be found in Appendix 5.  

Relevance is assessed as how well the PacAqua activities align with stakeholder priorities and whether 
the programme is still meeting stakeholder needs or requires some changes to how it is delivered.  The 
two DAC questions assessed were: 

1. How relevant is the PacAqua project to the priority needs of PICTs, in particular in relation to 
priorities defined in national and regional plans, including the New Song for Coastal Fisheries 
and the Regional Roadmap for Sustainable Pacific Fisheries? 

2. Is there a need to review the program theory and adapt the project based on new emerging 
priorities (since project design in 2016)? 

DAC Criteria SPC staff and associates PICT government staff Enterprises/farms 

Relevance Some progress Significant progress Some progress 
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SPC staff and associates believe that PacAqua is highly relevant to the needs of PICTs and that the 
project theory is sound.  There was some acknowledgement that some PICTs are served better/more 
than others and that more biosecurity work needs to be done at the farm level. 

Government staff felt like PacAqua aligned really well to their country needs, aquaculture plans and 
aspirations, even in the biosecurity space where some of them were not even thinking about it before 
PacAqua brought it to their attention.  The tilapia assistance is particularly well aligned in Fiji, PNG and 
Solomon Islands where the national governments are supportive of this industry.  The current work has 
highlighted new needs for them, particularly in implementation of biosecurity protocols and the need 
for increased attention to post-harvest/value chain needs in the tilapia sector. 

The enterprises all felt the 
assistance they have received has 
been relevant as much of it was 
directly requested by them or 
they self-nominated for the 
opportunities.  The farmers that 
received business and technical 
training all spoke highly of it, 
especially within tilapia farming.  
Virtually all farmers felt the grant 
process was taking too long, 
making it difficult to manage their 
current needs.  They felt the 
process was too onerous and 
many even struggled to come up 
with their 40% input.  The more 
mature enterprises felt the grant process seemed more suited to small holder farmers as the process 
and the subsequent delays reduced the benefits they received from the programme. 

Effectiveness is assessed as how the project is achieving its key outputs and outcomes as well as how the 
cluster approach is working.  The four DAC questions assessed were: 

3. What progress has been made against the outputs and short- and medium-term outcomes 
described in the Results Diagram? 

4. Which key outputs, short- and medium-term outcomes have been achieved to date? What 
factors have affected the achievement of results to date? 

5. How effective has the cluster approach for aquaculture development been to date, and what 
lessons can be learned from it for further implementation 

6. What (if any) unintended outcomes (positive and negative) were there? Why? 

DAC Criteria SPC staff and associates PICT government staff Enterprises/farms 

Effectiveness Some progress Some progress Some progress 

 

The SPC staff and associates believe that PacAqua progress has been quite successful.  The biosecurity 
workstream is generally seen as highly effective, especially at the regional and national level.  A highlight 
from this work is that 5 full time biosecurity related positions have been established in 5 PICTs as a 
result of this PacAqua work.  It is understood that the biosecurity work needed to happen at this level 

PacAqua raises the aquatic biosecurity profile in the Pacific 

TONGA, PNG, FIJI, FRENCH POLYNESIA AND 
SAMOA HAVE ALL ESTABLISHED FULL TIME 

AQUATIC BIOSECURITY RELATED POSITIONS SINCE 
PACAQUA BEGAN, DEMONSTRATING HOW 

SERIOUSLY BIOSECURITY IS TAKEN IN THE REGION
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before the farm level could be addressed.  The capacity development for technical skills in aquaculture 
and in business acumen are seen as successful, particularly with the tilapia farming clusters in Fiji and 
PNG.  Some of the cluster and technical transfer work may be better facilitated by having dedicated 
officers in major areas of production, something like the Extension Officer approach.  Work in other 
areas and PICTs could be improved by better communication of project information.  The 60/40 grants 
process has been more difficult to implement than expected.  The requirements are quite onerous for 
many small holder operations and the process is slow, which has led to significant delays and changes in 
the needs of the grant recipients.  Success in hatchery and grow out operations of tilapia have 
highlighted the need for more work in the post-harvest and value chain area.  Engaging with women in 
the grants process and getting access to finance from the banking sector has proven more difficult than 
anticipated.    

Government staff felt that the biosecurity work, particularly in raising awareness and its profile has been 
very effective.  Five of the countries sited them hiring dedicated biosecurity staff as a result of PacAqua.  
They believe that the enterprises that received the business acumen training have also greatly 
benefited.  The cluster approach has been successful for tilapia aquaculture in Fiji, PNG and the Solomon 
Islands, especially with the new all male culture and the hapa technique.  No cluster work is occurring 
outside of tilapia aquaculture in those three countries.  Everyone was appreciative of the grants 
available but noted the difficultly for some of their constituents in meeting the 40% threshold as well as 
the delays in the grant processing process.   

The enterprises generally were not aware of the PacAqua Results Diagram and the various work streams 
in the PacAqua project, however where they have received assistance, they were very positive.  The 
farmers that have received training believed it was effective, but most of the farmers involved in the 
grant process have experienced delays, some over a year.  The clusters, relegated to Fiji, PNG and 
Solomon Islands were all happy for SPC support.  They believe that SPC acts as a “hook” to bring more 
interest and benefit to their clusters.  Some of the clusters are struggling a little bit with their leadership 
and ensuring the right people are involved.  They noted that some farmers think the clusters are only 
about getting “free” things.  Even though the grant scheme has been slow and challenging for them to 
apply and source their contribution, they all appreciated the flexibility of the scheme to amend their 
grant requests as their needs evolved during the course of the delays. 

Efficiency is assessed as value for money in how well things are being delivered.  The two DAC questions 
assessed were: 

7. Have outputs been achieved in a timely manner? If yes/no why? 
8. Could the similar outputs be achieved with fewer funds? Could similar outputs be achieved in a 

different way? 

DAC Criteria SPC staff and associates PICT government staff Enterprises/farms 

Efficiency Some progress Some progress Some progress 

 

The SPC staff and associates believe that PacAqua is being delivered efficiently given the resources they 
have.  The 60/40 grants process turned out to be more time consuming than anticipated which has 
taken up a lot of their time.  Improving the grants process would improve efficiency.  Another 
improvement to efficiency is around recruitment.  More timely recruitment of suitable staff both at 
project inception and when replacements were needed would have improved progress.   
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Government staff are happy with the way PacAqua is being delivered noting that there are always some 
inevitable delays due to scheduling conflicts and some security delays (PNG only).  There was near 
universal frustration with how long the grant process is taking.  Representatives from a number of PICTs 
suggested that having an in-country representative from SPC would add efficiency to the project as they 
felt the SPC staff were spread quite thinly for the amount of work they are doing. 

Generally, all the enterprises think that the support from SPC has been good.  Some expressed that 
efficiency may be improved if SPC had in-country representatives as SPC staff were seen to be spread 
thin across their commitments.  It’s interesting to note that some farmers were able to source their 40% 
contribution to the grant scheme from their national government instead of coming up with it 
themselves. 

Impact is assessed as what kind of change PacAqua is making vs what progress would be made without 
PacAqua.  How much of the progress noted is due to PacAqua efforts?  The two DAC questions assessed 
were: 

9. What positive and negative medium- and long-term impacts at the sub-national, national and 
regional levels have resulted from the PacAqua project? 

10. What would happen without the PacAqua project or a similar scheme? 

DAC Criteria SPC staff and associates PICT government staff Enterprises/farms 

Impact Some progress Some progress Some progress 

 

The SPC staff and associates believe that the project is making the biggest impact with the biosecurity 
work.  This new awareness of biosecurity risks coupled with new biosecurity plans and staff will likely 
have a lasting impact in the Pacific.  Without PacAqua efforts, they believe biosecurity awareness would 
be significantly lower.  The business acumen, capacity building and grants work have all had a great 
impact on those involved with it.  While much of this impact may be at a local level, in PICTs where the 
government is more supportive of aquaculture such as Fiji, PNG and Solomon Islands, the impacts of 
PacAqua are greater as they are compounded with government efforts.  While some of the capacity 
building and technological transfer would have occurred without PacAqua, it would have been at a 
much lower level and slower due to limited resources at SPC.  It is acknowledged that the business 
acumen training would likely not have occurred without PacAqua. 

All government staff believe that biosecurity systems and awareness have improved throughout the 
region, including being able to meet all their OIE reporting requirements.  Tilapia aquaculture has 
improved its profile in Fiji, PNG and Solomon Islands with the combined PacAqua and government 
support.  These countries are also supportive of the cluster approach and believe that it will be a good 
thing for their countries as this approach matures.  They said that farmers appear to learn better from 
one another than from institutions.  Many of them characterized SPC as a “catalyst” for better 
relationships and productivity.  In these places, interest in farming and production have increased.  Most 
believed that many of the improvements in biosecurity would not have happened without PacAqua and 
the other work areas of PacAqua would have occurred, but at a much slower and lower level. 
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The biggest impact noted from farmers appears to be with the small holders and clusters.  The 
assistance they have received has made a big difference to their operations, allowing them to afford 
equipment or freight that the otherwise would not have been able to.  This is even more apparent in Fiji 
and PNG where 
they are also 
getting good 
support from their 
governments.  All 
farmers believe 
that successful 
enterprises 
galvanize support 
and inspire more 
people to want to 
be involved in 
aquaculture.  The 
medium and larger scale enterprises were less certain of lasting impact from this programme, but see 
the value in supporting aquaculture in the region.  Virtually all of the existing enterprises believe that 
they would still be in business without the SPC support, excluding the new entrants who cited SPC 
support as the reason they got into farming. 

Sustainability is assessed as how durable the outputs and outcomes of PacAqua are.  Is the project work 
relevant?  Has it created any momentum and will this continue without PacAqua?  The four DAC 
questions assessed were: 

11. Is the design of the PacAqua project still relevant for now and the near future? What, if any, 
needs to be changed going forward? For example, the types of services offered. 

12. To what extent has local ownership of the PacAqua project developed? 
13. What critical success factors are in place to ensure sustainability? 
14. Is donor support required to maintain the provision of services? 

DAC Criteria SPC staff and associates PICT government staff Enterprises/farms 

Sustainability Some progress Some progress Some progress 

 

The SPC staff and associates believe that the project design and implementation is good, particularly the 
increased focus on biosecurity, business acumen and gender awareness.  Increased local ownership of 
project outputs can be evidenced by all the new biosecurity plans and positions established in the region 
along with improvements in aquaculture operations and clusters due to the business and technical 
training received.  Many of the gains in aquaculture production are at local levels.  Scaling these gains up 
in some of the key commodities and regions may make the results more durable, at least in those 
sectors.  Everyone believes that momentum will be curtailed significantly if SPC is not able to maintain 
this level of service for a longer period of time.  Some internal processes such as procurement and 
communications could be improved to make outputs more durable. 

PacAqua grant programme provides opportunity where it wasn’t before 

 PRODUCTION AT THE GIANT CLAM FARM IN KIRIBATI HAS 
INCREASED 5-FOLD DUE TO THE EQUIPMENT PROVIDED BY 

SPC – SPECIFICALLY BECAUSE OF THE ASSISTANCE IN 
COVERING THE FREIGHT COSTS!  THIS HAS ALLOWED THE 

ENTERPRISE TO SUPPORT 15 NEW OUTER ISLAND 

HOUSEHOLDS TO PRODUCE GIANT CLAMS FOR INCOME. 
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Government staff felt that PacAqua is highly relevant, but will be needed in the future to maintain the 
gains realized so far.  They believe additional future focus will need to include assistance with 
implementation of the biosecurity plans/systems along with more focus on post-harvest/value chain 
needs for tilapia farming.  National ownership for biosecurity is strong, as evidence by 5 PICTs hiring 
dedicated biosecurity staff.  Two representatives from two different countries even commented on how 
they are now seeing biosecurity as a new career path.  Supporting further biosecurity capacity building is 
desired.  Gains would be further sustained if PICTs could get assistance in acquiring the equipment 
needed for testing to monitor biosecurity risks.  Government staff involved in the clusters believe that 
the tilapia clusters are helping farmers to work better together and that these benefits will carry 
forward.  In Fiji, the government aquaculture programme is now virtually the same as the PacAqua 
project.  Everyone thought that ongoing support from SPC and/or donors will be required into the 
foreseeable future, although they believe that some of the biosecurity and tilapia cluster work may 
endure at some level without support. 

The enterprises felt 
that the support 
received from SPC was 
very relevant to their 
needs, often giving 
them additional 
benefits, such as 
improved relationships 
and information 
sharing between 
themselves and their 
governments.  The 
most momentum 
seems to be in the 
tilapia farming sector.  
In other sectors, 
farmers believe that 

while the SPC support isn’t a “game changer”, it is helping the industry grow.  Some farmers cited 
renewed confidence in farming due to the SPC support.  A couple of pearl farmers in Tonga said they 
would have exited the business if not for the PacAqua project (Appendix 6).  All farmers believe they will 
be able to continue into the future, even without SPC support, but they also believe that SPC and 
national government support are key to realizing the gains to date.  Some of the larger enterprises 
noted the need to focus more on exports for the industry to be truly sustainable. 

Relationships between partners, beneficiaries and other stakeholders is assessed as how well 
stakeholders are working with SPC.  The two DAC questions assessed were: 

15. How effectively have relationships with partners, beneficiaries and other stakeholders been 
managed within the PacAqua project? 

16. How effectively have intra-SPC relationships been managed within the PacAqua project? 

  

Tilapia production in Fiji dramatically increased with PacAqua inputs 

FIJI MINISTRY OF FISHERIES TILAPIA PRODUCTION WAS 435K 
FRY IN 2018 AND IS EXPECTED TO BE 1.2 M FRY IN 2019 

USING THE HAPA SYSTEM INTRODUCED BY SPC. 
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DAC Criteria 
SPC staff and 

associates 

PICT 
government 

staff 
Enterprises/farms 

Relationships between partners, 
beneficiaries and other stakeholders 

Significant 
progress 

Significant 
progress 

Some progress 

 

The SPC team believes they are working very well together, with other parts of SPC and their 
stakeholders.  Their rapport and reputation among PICTs is very good with a high level of trust 
established.  It was noted that the FAME team seems to be reaching out more to other parts of the SPC 
organization as a result of the larger teams created by this project and the sister Coastal project. 

All government representatives cited a great working relationship with SPC.  They value SPC’s inputs and 
ability to share regional and international experiences with them from SPC’s networks.  SPC is seen in 
the region as a trusted partner. 

Virtually all the farmers believed that their relationships with SPC and within SPC are managed very well.  
Some felt that due to SPC staff being spread thinly around the Pacific, relationships and progress would 
be improved if they had in-country SPC representatives. 

Gender and social inclusion, social and environmental responsibility is assessed as how this project is 
affecting gender, environmental and social issues in the PICTs.  The two DAC questions assessed were: 

17. To what extent is the PacAqua project contributing to gender equality and the empowerment of 
women and girls in all their diversities? 

18. To what extent has the PacAqua effectively managed social and environmental risks and impacts 
of all its activities as guided by the SPC Social and Environmental Responsibility Policy (SER 
Policy)? 

DAC Criteria 
SPC staff and 

associates 

PICT 
government 

staff 
Enterprises/farms 

Gender and social inclusion, social and 
environmental responsibility 

Some progress Some progress Some progress 

 

The SPC team 
believes they 
have taken 
great strides 
to raising the 
profile of 
gender issues, 
particularly 
through the 
criteria in the 
60/40 grant 
process.  They 
acknowledge 

The two successful tilapia hatcheries around Suva are run by women 

THE FARM CLUSTERS GIVE THEM CUSTOMERS AND SPC GIVES THEM 
SUPPORT, SOMETIMES EVEN ON WEEKENDS! 
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that they are not making a huge impact yet, but believe they are on the right track by being highly 
adaptive.  As far as environmental impacts, it is believed that the biosecurity work is and will be making 
a significant contribution to improved environmental wellbeing in the PICTs.  The grants application 
process also highlights social and environmental issues through its screening process.  It is believed that 
by improving biosecurity awareness and building up of farmer communities through clusters and direct 
assistance, community resilience is improved. 

Government staff all believed that gender awareness has been raised by the PacAqua project but many 
were unsure of the impact the project is actually having on gender issues.  Some believed that the 
increased awareness of women’s roles in farming, including some good examples in Fiji, will assist with 
gender equality in the future.  The biosecurity work was universally seen as having a positive impact 
environmentally and the business acumen, technical transfers and grants help communities and 
livelihoods where the activities take place.  It was noted that in Tonga, the project has improved the 
lives of two underprivileged youth by assisting them with training to become involved in the pearl 
industry.  

Most enterprises were aware of the gender focus of PacAqua, but didn’t see how any of this was directly 
changing anything in the gender space.  They all believed that the project doesn’t have a gender bias 

and that it is 
providing 
equal 
opportunity 
for everyone, 
particularly if 
looked at 
from the 
family 
enterprise 
perspective 
of some of 
the small 
holder farms.  
Those 
involved in 

the clusters believe that community relationships were improved as a result.  Many farmers believe that 
the project was having a significant impact on their livelihoods which translated to improved social and 
community outcomes.  In Tonga, production of mabe pearls is increasing.  They now have more to 
contribute to their communities.  No one believed the project was creating any social or environmental 
risks. 

  

Mabe pearl production in Tonga on the rise thanks to business training from SPC 

THE NUMBER OF FARMERS IS INCREASING AND SO ARE SALES.  LAST 
YEAR THEY SOLD 500 PIECES.  THIS YEAR THEY BELIEVE THEY WILL SELL 

800-1000 
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Evaluation Conclusions 

  
Overall, the PacAqua project is highly relevant and is delivering what is intended.  This is validated by 

the Results Framework reporting and stakeholder perceptions. 

The PacAqua project is well organized for what it is intending to deliver.  The team is adequately 
supported by SPC management and support staff (PA’s), but could potentially use more PA support to 
allow the team to be more focused on delivery of services and less on procurement, logistics, reporting 
and contracts.  The team is trusted by the stakeholders and is continuing to build this trust with the 
commercial enterprises with whom they have not previously engaged with.  It is noted that the Steering 
Committee seems only to be utilized for the grants process.  They could perhaps be more effectively 
utilized for more advice and expertise. 

Communication could also be improved.  Many of the PICT government representatives did not know 
the full extent of the PacAqua programme or even of some of the PacAqua activity occurring in their 
country.  The Results Framework reporting show that PacAqua is being accessed more by some PICTs 
and not all by others.  More proactive communications such as newsletters or regular emails would raise 
awareness of services offered and of achievements attained.  This would assist in getting more 
stakeholders engaged and involved.  One stakeholder noted that once all the initial communication 
systems are set up, everything works better.  If this is prioritized, project delivery will improve.  SPC’s 
engagement with private industry is new.  It was noted that in places such as Fiji, where SPC had very 
regular contact with farmers, everything worked better.  Stakeholders feel more supported and 
motivated to succeed and the follow through of SPC work is better.  This came up in the context of the 
tilapia clusters, but applies to all forms of aquaculture in the Pacific.  It’s important to establish that SPC 
assistance, including in reference to the grant scheme is not about farmers getting “free” things.  For the 
longevity of the aquaculture enterprises, it’s important to not encourage reliance on “free” things.   

PacAqua appears to be doing a good job of raising the profile of aquaculture and aquatic biosecurity in 
the region.  This will be helpful for growth of the sector and SPC aquaculture support work in the future.  
Although the team seems to be spread quite thinly across the region, they are delivering the project well 
given their constraints.  If the team was larger and/or vacancies within the team were filled quicker, 
projects outputs would likely be higher.  Their work has helped many government departments and 
industry players better align their work and to work more closely and effectively together.  This is 
particularly evident at the national level for biosecurity and at the cluster level for tilapia farming.  While 
biosecurity is working well, it will need longer term sustained support in order to implement all of the 
new biosecurity plans and strategies.  The clusters are working well in Fiji and PNG, but low farmer 
numbers in each is making it challenging for them to get to a critical mass in size.  The cluster approach 
isn’t doing much in other PICTs aside from some in the Solomon Islands.  Developing the clusters and 
their leadership will be important for their future success.   

The 60/40 grant scheme has mixed success.  It appears more valuable to the smaller livelihood type of 
operations, although many of these have struggled to come up with their 40%.  Virtually all stakeholders 
involved in the grant scheme have had issues with delays and the SPC procurement system.  This is a 
significant impediment to this scheme’s success.  Care needs to be taken in how this programme is 
continued.  It is also worth noting that many of the farmers with good and consistent access to free or 
subsidized inputs appear to become reliant on them.  The grants process has shown that the PacAqua 
team is innovative and open to new ways of working with gender.  They have put considerable effort 
into targeting women and have been used as a positive example by the SPC Gender Team across the SPC 
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organization.  It has been good to see the team looking past black and white gender assessment and into 
how gender works in the family farming context. 

Overall, PacAqua is very well aligned to the needs and aspirations of the PICTs.  The biosecurity 
component of PacAqua has been very well received and appears to have tapped into a real need.  At the 
very minimum, the awareness of aquatic biosecurity risks is now in the thinking at the national levels.  
This work will need sustained effort to implement the plans and strategies developed to date and to 
develop biosecurity tools for the farm level.  The business acumen training, where it has been delivered 
appears to be successful and well received.  The ability of team to tailor the training to the level of the 
participants is quite effective.  Some only need the basics while others benefit from more sophisticated 
training in accounting systems.  If this type of training is increased it the region, a critical need for 
success in aquaculture will be met.   

The traditional role of SPC in building capacity and facilitating technological transfer is still sound.  This 
core work will likely continue to be very useful.  Given the sentiment by many that farmers learn better 
from each other and that they are encouraged by seeing others around them become successful, 
additional focus on supporting clusters, associations and perhaps even focusing on a few key 
commodities and post-harvest/value chain assistance may improve outcomes overall.  It may be worth 
reevaluating the normal workshop approach used by SPC to better target and evaluate its effectiveness.  
Ensuring the right people attend trainings and workshops and developing training around core 
competencies for key commodities may be a useful way to improve training outcomes.  This 
methodology could work well with a train the trainer approach.  The 60/40 grant scheme is a great 
concept, although delivery of this seems to have been difficult.  It may be worth focusing the grants into 
livelihood and small commercial enterprises, with some additional assistance with microfinance options 
and assistance with access to capital for the larger enterprises. 

Lessons Learned 
 

Staff recruitment and replacement are critical components to the success of this or any project.  The 
staffing delays at the project inception and in replacing staff that left, did have an impact on delivery of 
services.  These contingencies should be planned for by having a planned lag in delivery against 
indicators at the beginning of the project.  The project also needs to be resourced fully with support 
staff so that project staff can be focused on outputs.  It would be helpful in the future if the data 
collection and reporting systems to be used in the project were clearer, perhaps even with the use of 
pre-agreed templates at the inception of the project. 

Getting good buy in and engagement from national government is very important for the sustainability 
of project results.  It also helps with project delivery as SPC will have an engaged counterpart in country 
that can carry on work after SPC leaves.  This requires good communication with counterparts which 
could be enhanced by regular communication such as emails or newsletters to the entire stakeholder 
group. 

Another take away from the PacAqua evaluation is that some of the training and workshops could be 
better targeted to those that need it. As can be the case, getting the right person to attend a training vs 
the staff member a PICT manager may nominate, can be challenging.  Also, some of the international 
trainings did not have as much Pacific context as they could have and some of the in-country trainings 
could have benefitted more by including delivering material in the local language if possible.  Many 
stakeholders felt that they learned more from each other than from formal trainings.  This could work 
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with a train the trainer approach and/or good engagement with the government representatives.  
Subsequent monitoring after the trainings would help to verify if it was properly targeted.  When 
farmers see each other doing something successful, it empowers them to also improve.  It is also noted 
that the PacAqua team’s proactive engagement on gender has helped SPC in general learn more about 
gender and social issues at the community level.   

The 60/40 grant scheme has had mixed results as many small holder farmers who stand to benefit the 
most, struggled to come up with their 40%.  The medium and larger enterprises felt the process was too 
onerous and took too long for the benefit received.  It may be worthwhile to segment and streamline 
the process for the different types of enterprises and working with PICT government counterparts to 
leverage other options that may be available. 

Recommendations 
 

1. Reevaluate the 60/40 grant scheme to streamline the process.  Look for ways to improve the 
efficiency of the process such as assisting stakeholders getting three quotes and looking for 
ways to improve delivery logistics.  Perhaps SPC could provide price lists from approved vendors 
for commonly used aquaculture items. 

2. Refine the results reporting system to include a column for the current period and one with 
cumulative totals against the indicators.  This would make reporting and measurement against 
indicators easier and would help avoid duplicate counting. 

3. Communicate project opportunities and results more proactively with all stakeholders.  This 
could be done via email or a newsletter that goes to everyone regularly.  This will help engage 
more stakeholders both through raised awareness of the project and through learning about 
success of others.  Explore options for encouraging farmers, clusters and associations to share 
their experiences, successes and challenges more broadly.  This could be done by assisting them 
to photo or video document themselves. 

4. Consider the use or development of Pacific Island Fisheries Professionals, national Extension 
Officers or contract workers to deliver some of the PacAqua services.  This is an ideal area to 
engage women and youth.  Training them to engage and deliver services locally will extend the 
reach of SPC, while building local capacity.  It would be extra beneficial if in exchange for SPC 
supporting these officers during the project, commitment from the PICT governments to 
mainstream or absorb these positions into their permanent staff could be secured. 

5. Consider focusing more effort and resources for the remainder of the PacAqua project on 
enterprises and PICT governments that are showing good initiative and are achieving results 
from this work.  Then communicate these results widely to identify future partners to work 
with.  Use success to inspire and breed more success.  This may yield more significant results. 

6. Consider a more targeted approach moving forward, both for PICTs/subregions and for 

commodities.  Establish a set of core competencies and techniques for each key commodity that 

can be used with the train the trainer approach.  This could be done with SPC staff, PICT staff, 

Extension Officers, Pacific Island Fisheries Professionals, contract workers and even leaders 

amongst the farmer groups. More South-South exchanges based on shared commodities may 

assist as well.  Focusing on supporting hatcheries in key areas and low cost/low tech farming 

systems for livelihood aquaculture and more market and export-oriented enterprises for more 

valuable commodities could be done by supporting clusters and industry associations, as 

opposed to singular enterprises. 
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7. Work to mainstream the PacAqua Aquatic Biosecurity Officer position at FAME, SPC as this 

project has clearly identified a strong and enduring need for this kind of support to PICTs.  They 

will continue to need assistance in establishing policies, plans and protocols, but will also need 

support in implementing these into the future. 

8. Expand the business acumen training to be a fundamental of SPC aquaculture delivery.  This 
training could be linked to technical trainings, cluster/association support and even the grants 
process. 

9. Expand the gender and social inclusion assessments to better understanding family farming 
dynamics including the roles of women and youth.  Straight gender assessments are still good, 
but more value may come from taking a more nuanced approach such as asking project/training 
participants to indicate if women or youth in their family or group will benefit from what they 
are doing. 

10. Identify and support other finance and capital options for aquaculture enterprises.  This could 
include microfinance for smaller enterprises and working with financial institutions to facilitate 
access to capital for larger commercial enterprises.  This could be done by better understanding 
the financial needs of small and larger farmers and linking this to financial institutions such as 
microfinance organizations and traditional lenders.  The key is to identify barriers and ways to 
link them up.  Surveys of all relevant stakeholders may assist in this. 

11. Expand the current cluster approach to include supporting industry associations.  Outside of 
tilapia farming, industry associations are more common and generally serve the same purpose 
as clusters.  The key is to support clusters and associations so they can reach a critical mass.  
This will allow for better information exchange, sharing of resources and makes supporting 
larger numbers of farmers logistically easier.  SPC support could be prioritized to these 
organizations as an incentive for them to organize.  Organized groups will also likely have 
improved opportunities to receive grants and/or assistance from other donors. 

12. Key work areas to focus on for the remainder of this project and for future work are 
implementation assistance for biosecurity, improving delivery of business acumen training and 
facilitation of access to grants, finance and capital, as well as technical transfer such as hatchery 
operations, feed formulation, and post-harvest/value chain support. 

13. Consider holding a side meeting at the next HoF or RTMCF to focus on the implementation 
needs of the PICTs.  This could be a good time/place to refine and test with PICTs stakeholders 
how SPC aquaculture services them either through another PacAqua type project or other 
method.  As a suggested starting point, I recommend the following: 

a. Thoroughly establish data collection, reporting and communication methods before the 
start of the new project 

b. Focus on working with clusters and associations, utilizing Pacific Island Fisheries 
Professionals, national Extension Officers or contract workers if possible, to deliver 
commodity centric support 

c. Focus on implementation of work in progress and creating successes to motivate and 
inspire others 

d. Consider the following structure for the future aquaculture delivery team: 
i. Project Officer dedicated to reporting, communications and data collection; 

ii. Biosecurity Officer focused on regional aquatic biosecurity needs, planning and 
implementation; 

iii. Cluster/Association leader to work with Pacific Island Fisheries Professionals, 
national Extension Officers or contract workers using the “train the trainer” type 
of approach to extend the reach of SPC services and to mentor new leaders; 
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iv. Pacific Island Fisheries Professionals, national Extension Officers or contract 
workers in major centers and/or regions to extend the reach of SPC services and 
to develop new skilled leaders in the region; 

v. Marine Aquaculture Adviser to continue offering expert technical advice to the 
Pacific marine aquaculture sector; 

vi. Inland Aquaculture Adviser to continue offering expert technical advice to the 
Pacific inland aquaculture sector; 

vii. Value chain/ post-harvest specialist to focus on developing Pacific marketing, 
business skills and access to capital (grants, micro/macro finance) for the Pacific 
aquaculture sector; and 

viii. Adequate PA’s for logistics, finance, contract etc. so that technical staff can be 
as focused as possible on delivering their core services. 
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Appendices 
 

APPENDIX ONE – Terms of Reference for the midterm review of the SPC PacAqua 
project 

 

 

TERMS OF REFERENCE 

 

A.  Purpose of the contract 

The Coastal Fisheries Programme (CFP) of the Division of Fisheries, Aquaculture and Marine Ecosystems 

(FAME) within the Pacific Community (SPC) seeks a team of qualified consultants to undertake a mid-term 

review of the New Zealand’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade (MFAT)-funded Sustainable Pacific 

Aquaculture Development (PacAqua) project under the New Zealand Aid Programme.  
 

The mid-term review has three main objectives: 1) assess the project’s progress towards the expected 

medium-term and short-term outcomes and outputs; 2) inform the remaining implementation of the 

project; and 3) assess the project’s relevance to the priorities of SPC-FAME, national partners and MFAT. 

 

The mid-term review will inform decision making about the future of the PacAqua project and similar 

future initiatives in the region, document lessons learned and identify key recommendations for the 

PacAqua project on any improvements needed.  The results of the mid-term review will be reported to 

the funding partners and disseminated to SPC and FAME senior management, Coastal Fisheries 

programme team, PacAqua implementing partners and national fisheries agencies as key stakeholders. 

B.  Background  

The five-year, New Zealand’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade (MFAT)-funded Sustainable Pacific 

Aquaculture Development (PacAqua) project focuses on improving the adoption and application of aquatic 

biosecurity standards, enhancing business acumen among aquaculture operations and increasing uptake 

and adoption of improved aquaculture practices.  The results diagram of the project is included in 

Addendum 1. 

The project started in July 2016, will end in June 2021, and has a budget of NZD $4,929,300.  

C.  Scope of work 

The mid-term review will cover the period July 2016 to July 2019.   The geographic focus will be the Pacific 

Island countries targeted by the project and the target groups are fisheries and aquatic 

biosecurity/quarantine agencies at the national and sub-national levels, aquaculture enterprises, other 
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project beneficiaries, staff of Coastal Fisheries Programme of FAME, SPC, NZ Ministry for Primary 

Industries (MPI)  and NZ MFAT who have been involved with the PacAqua project. 

The review will cover the five Development Assistance Committee (DAC) criteria for evaluation, with the 

addition of relationships and gender and social inclusion: 

a) Relevance 

b) Effectiveness 

c) Efficiency 

d) Impact 

e) Sustainability 

f) Relationship between partners, beneficiaries and other stakeholders 

g) Gender and social inclusion, social and environmental responsibility 

 
A list of indicative evaluation questions is included in Addendum 2. 
 
D.  Scope of services  

Output  
 
Description Target delivery date 

Indicative 
payment 
portion of fees 

1. Contract signing 
Signature of contract and the provision of 
an invoice 

15 October 2019 

 

20% 
 

2. Evaluation plan 
Document review, briefing and finalised 
evaluation plan 

1 November 2019 
 

15% 

3. Draft report 
Preparation of draft report and 
submission to SPC 
Short presentation to SPC 

15 December 2019 

 

35% 

4. Final report 
Reviewers finalise and submit final report 
within ten working days of feedback being 
received   

31 January 2019 

 

30% 

 

The reporting requirements are outlined in more detail in Addendum 4. 

 

E.  Institutional arrangement 

The mid-term review will be undertaken by an individual or a small team of independent contractors and 

FAME MEL staff. 

A Steering Group, consisting of representatives of FAME’s Senior Management Team, FAME MEL team, 

SPL and NZ MFAT will govern the mid-term review.  Key responsibilities of the Steering Group include 

agreeing to these Terms of Reference, the evaluation plan and evaluation report.   

The mid-term review will be managed by the SPC-FAME MEL officer who will be responsible for day-to-

day management and administration of the evaluation. Their responsibilities include briefing and 
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preparing material for the evaluation team; managing feedback from reviews of the draft report; and 

liaising with the evaluation team throughout to ensure the evaluation is being undertaken as agreed. 

 

F.  Duration of the work  

• The mid-term review will take place during the period 15 October, 2019 and 31 January, 2020.  

 

G.  Duty station and travel 

• The work will be largely desk-based at the consultant’s usual work location, along with a visit to 

SPC Office in Noumea during the SPC Regional Technical Meeting on Coastal Fisheries and 

fieldwork to 3-4 Pacific countries most likely Fiji, Tonga and the Republic of Marshall Islands with 

an additional visit to PNG if possible.  

 H.  Qualifications of the successful contractor 

The attributes (knowledge, skills, experience) required of the evaluator(s) include: 

• At least one team member must be an experienced evaluator, with expertise in undertaking 

development evaluations  

• Relevant technical experience and knowledge of aquaculture development and aquatic 

biosecurity, particularly in working with SMEs and an understanding of coastal fisheries sector. 

• Knowledge, experience and understanding of Pacific region political, economic, social and cultural 

context 

• Outstanding research, report writing and presentation skills 

• Fluency in English and ability to speak other Pacific island languages spoken the countries targeted 

for fieldwork would be desirable  

All candidates are requested to submit a technical proposal addressing the Terms of Reference.  

Specifically, the content of the proposal should: 

• Deliver a high-level evaluation design (briefly outlining the approach, methodology and tools) that 

will be used to meet the evaluation’s purpose, objectives and address the questions  

• Budget outline to provide deliverables within the specified total budget 

 

Guidance on the evaluation methodology and principals is included in Addendum 3. 

 

I.  Scope of bid price and schedule of payments 

• The contract price is comprised of lump sum payments based on milestones  

• Total approved budget allocated for the mid-term review is NZD 45,000. This budget is to cover 

the full cost of the review including consultant fees, all travel expenses and allowances, and all 

research and fieldwork expenses. 
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• Payment will be made upon receipt of invoices in line with the agreed payment schedule in 

Section D. 

• Note: If you are unable to undertake the duration and/or travel as outlined in sections F, G and 

I of these TORs, you are welcome to indicate alternative options for consideration.  

 
J.  Relevant documentation 

Relevant documents will be provided to the evaluation team prior to the evaluation. These key documents 

will form the basis of the document review and include: 

• New Song for Coastal Fisheries  

• Regional Roadmap for Sustainable Pacific Fisheries 

• Project Briefing for Heads of Fisheries meeting March 2017 

• Activity Design Document (ADD) for Sustainable Pacific Aquaculture Development project 

• Activity Progress Report for Year 1: July 2016 to March 2017 

• Activity Progress Report for Year 2: April 2017 to March 2018 

• Activity Progress Report for Year 3: May 2018 to April 2019 

 

Other key documents will be provided at the commencement of the evaluation.  

 

 

  



 

28 | P a g e  
 

Addendum 1:   Project Results diagram 

 

 
 

  



 

29 | P a g e  
 

Addendum 2:  Indicative Evaluation Questions 

 

1: Relevance 

• How relevant is the PacAqua project to the priority needs of PICTs, in particular in relation to 

priorities defined in national and regional plans, including the New Song for Coastal Fisheries and 

the Regional Roadmap for Sustainable Pacific Fisheries? 

• Is there a need to review the program theory and adapt the project based on new emerging 

priorities (since project design in 2016)? 

 
2: Effectiveness 

• What progress has been made against the outputs and short and medium term outcomes 

described in the Results Diagram (Annex 1)?  

• Which key outputs, short and medium term outcomes have been achieved to date? What factors 

have affected the achievement of results to date?  

• How effective has the cluster approach for aquaculture development been to date, and what 

lessons can be learned from it for further implementation? 

• What (if any) unintended outcomes (positive and negative) were there? Why? 

 
3: Efficiency (value for money) 

• Have outputs been achieved in a timely manner? If yes/no why? 

• Could the similar outputs be achieved with fewer funds? Could similar outputs be achieved in a 

different way?  

 
4: Impact   

• What positive and negative medium and long term impacts at the sub-national, national and 

regional levels have resulted from the PacAquaproject? 

• What would happen without the PacAqua project or a similar scheme? 

 
5: Sustainability 

• Is the design of the PacAqua project still relevant for now and the near future? What, if any, needs 

to be changed going forward? For example, the types of services offered.  

• To what extent has local ownership of the PacAqua project developed? 

• What critical success factors are in place to ensure sustainability? 

• Is donor support required to maintain the provision of services?  

 
6: Relationship between partners, beneficiaries and other stakeholders 

• How effectively have relationships with partners, beneficiaries and other stakeholders been 

managed within the PacAqua project? 

• How effectively have intra-SPC relationships been managed within the PacAqua project? 

 
7: Gender and social inclusion, social and environmental responsibility 
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• To what extent is the PacAqua project contributing to gender equality and the empowerment of 

women and girls in all their diversities? 

• To what extent has the PacAqua effectively managed social and environmental risks and impacts 

of all its activities as guided by the SPC Social and Environmental Responsibility Policy (SER Policy)? 

 
 

  

https://spccloud.sharepoint.com/sites/intranet/how-we-work/env-sustain/Documents/SER%20policy_final.pdf#search=ser%20policy
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Addendum 3:  Methodology  

In proposing an evaluation design, the evaluation team should identify the most appropriate approach, 

methodology and tools to generate credible evidence that corresponds to the evaluation’s purpose and 

the questions being asked.   

We envisage that this evaluation will include a short literature and documentation review in Phase One. 

Phase Two includes a visit to SPC Office in Noumea for meetings with project team and country 

representatives who will be attending the Third SPC Regional Technical Meeting on Coastal Fisheries: 5-8 

November 2019.  The evaluation team will them conduct fieldwork to 3-5 target countries focused on 

engaging with a broad range of key stakeholders who have been either involved with the PacAqua 

project or have an extensive knowledge and understanding of coastal governance legislation, policy and 

MCS&E in the Pacific region. 

The fieldwork will most likely take place in Fiji, Tonga and the Republic of Marshall Islands with an 

additional visit to PNG if possible. The costs associated with the fieldwork should be included within the 

proposed budget. The final design will be confirmed in the evaluation plan and in consultation between 

the evaluation team and the Steering Group.  

Culturally responsive methodological approaches  

There are a range of world-views and we encourage the use of culturally appropriate evaluation designs, 

methods and approaches to ensure the evaluation contributes to the body of knowledge of the Pacific 

region and its people which are the focus of the evaluation.   

Principles/Approach 

The evaluation will deliver useful, credible findings relevant to the purpose of the evaluation. The 

recommendations will be pragmatic and actionable, and presented in a way that promotes learning. 

In conducting the evaluation, the evaluation team will work in partnership with the PacAqua project 

stakeholders to increase ownership and use of evaluations.  The Steering Group will include 

representatives of FAME Coastal Fisheries Programme, FAME’s MEL team, MZ MPI and NZ MFAT who will 

advise the design and fieldwork and provide feedback on the draft report. The partners, national fisheries 

agencies and beneficiaries will be key participants in the fieldwork, the final report will be made available 

to them.  

The evaluation team will be transparent and independent.  They must have no vested interest in the 

outcomes of the evaluation and be independent of those responsible for policy making, design, delivery 

and management of the development intervention.  

Addendum 4:  Reporting requirements 

Evaluation Plan 
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The evaluation team will develop an evaluation plan to be approved by the Steering Group. The intended 

results of the activity/programme (i.e. the goal, outcomes and outputs) will be clarified and described in 

a results diagram (program logic, logic model) in the evaluation plan. The plan may need to be redrafted 

if it does not meet required standards or is unclear.  The evaluation plan must be approved prior to the 

start of any fieldwork or other substantive work. The evaluation plan is to be appended to the main 

written report. 

It is anticipated that the evaluation plan will identify how the information needs can be met through 

current documentation (including undertaking documentary analysis), and what information gaps, will 

need to be filled through in-country fieldwork.  Data collection methods, for example, in-depth interviews, 

focus groups, direct observation and case studies should be outlined. Research ethics including but not 

limited to risk, confidentiality and voluntary participation must be considered and addressed within the 

evaluation plan.  Templates for evaluation plan can be found on the MFAT Tools and Guides webpage. 

Evaluation report 

The evaluation report must meet quality standards as described in the Evaluation Policy for the New 

Zealand Aid Programme and the DFAT Monitoring and Evaluation Standards. It should be guided by the 

template provided by the FAME MEL team and should not be longer than 30 pages. The draft and final 

reports should be sent via email to the evaluation managers.  
 

As this is an evidence-based evaluation, the findings, conclusions and recommendations must be based 

on clear evidence presented in a way that allows readers to form their own views on the validity and 

reliability of the findings, including assessing the vested interests of sources. Where there is conflicting 

evidence or interpretations, the report should note the differences and justify the findings.  
 

The report must include a one to two page evaluation summary written in plain and simple language and 

targeted to senior management at FAME and national fisheries agencies, focused on identifying the 

evaluation’s key findings, recommendations and lessons learned.  The draft evaluation report will be 

reviewed by the Steering Group. Further work or revisions of the report may be required if it is considered 

that the report does not meet the requirements of this TOR, if there are factual errors, if the report is 

incomplete, or if it is not of an acceptable standard.  
 

FAME Coastal Fisheries programme will develop a management response to the evaluation’s findings, 

conclusions and recommendations. SPC will publish the evaluation report and its management response 

on their website. 

 

The evaluation results will be presented at the Project Steering Committee in March 2020. 
 

The final report will be approved for public release by SPC-FAME.  

 

https://www.mfat.govt.nz/en/aid-and-development/working-with-us/tools-and-guides-for-aid-activities/
https://www.mfat.govt.nz/assets/Aid-Prog-docs/Tools-and-guides/Evaluation-Policy.pdf
https://www.mfat.govt.nz/assets/Aid-Prog-docs/Tools-and-guides/Evaluation-Policy.pdf
https://dfat.gov.au/about-us/publications/Documents/monitoring-evaluation-standards.pdf


 

33 | P a g e  
 

APPENDIX TWO - Questionnaire template addressing DAC criteria 

Mid-term review of the Sustainable Pacific Aquaculture Development (PacAqua) 
project 

To both evaluator and participant: please read through this consent form prior to starting the interview. If the participant 
agrees to take part in the study, they must verbally consent to doing so.  

Voluntary Participation 
Your participation in this study is voluntary. It is up to you to decide whether or not to take part in this study. If you decide to 
take part in this study, you are still free to withdraw at any time and without giving a reason. Withdrawing from this study will 
not affect the relationship you have, if any, with the evaluator or with SPC. If you withdraw from the study before data 
collection is completed, your data will be returned to you or destroyed.  

Principal Evaluator  
Lars Olsen 
Olsen Pacific Consulting 
PO Box 283299, Honolulu, HI 96828 USA 
olsenpacific@gmail.com  

Purpose of this evaluation 
The purpose of this evaluation is to conduct a mid-term review of the PacAqua project. The mid-term review will inform future 
implementation of the remainder of the PacAqua project and similar future initiatives in the region, document lessons learned 
and identify key recommendations for the PacAqua project on any improvements needed.   The results of the mid-term review 
will be reported to the funding partners and disseminated to SPC and FAME senior management, Coastal Fisheries programme 
team, PacAqua implementing partners and national fisheries agencies as key stakeholders. 

The mid-term review has three main objectives:  

1) assess the project’s progress towards the expected medium-term and short-term outcomes and outputs (see Results 

Diagram);  

2) inform the remaining implementation of the project; and  

3) assess the project’s relevance to the priorities of SPC-FAME, national partners and MFAT. 

To the participant: please ask the evaluator conducting the interview if there is anything that is not clear or if you need more 
information. 

Evaluation procedures 
The evaluator will conduct semi-structured qualitative interviews with participants and record and summarize answers in a 
confidential manner. The evaluator will aim to understand the participants’ state of knowledge on the progress of the PacAqua 
project. 

The evaluator will summarize the results of these interviews in an aggregated and confidential manner.  The results will then be 
used to address the mid-term review three main objectives:  

1) assess the project’s progress towards the expected medium-term and short-term outcomes and outputs (see Results 

Diagram);  

2) inform the remaining implementation of the project; and  

3) assess the project’s relevance to the priorities of SPC-FAME, national partners and MFAT. 

  

Risks 
There are no reasonably foreseeable risks associated with participating in this evaluation. Participants may, however, decline to 
answer any or all questions and terminate involvement at any time if they choose. 

Confidentiality 

mailto:olsenpacific@gmail.com
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Participant responses to this interview will be anonymous. Furthermore, every effort will be made by the evaluator to preserve 
your confidentiality including: 

• Assigning code names/numbers for participants that will be used on all evaluation notes and documents 

• Keeping notes, interview transcriptions, and any other identifying participant information in a locked file cabinet in 

the personal possession of the evaluator. 

Contact  
If participants have questions at any time about this evaluation, or if they experience adverse effects as the result of 
participating in this evaluation, they may contact the evaluator whose contact information is provided on the first page.  

Consent 
Because these interviews are conducted in person or virtually (over telephone or videoconference), now is the appropriate time 
for the participant to verbally consent if they agree to take part in the evaluation.  
 
Date: 
Interview(s): 
Interviewee(s):  
Consent: 

Question 
Sub Questions (as relevant) Information 

required 

Interviewee 

Response 

Interviewer 

Comments 

DAC Criteria 1: Relevance (Biosecurity/Business Acumen, Aquaculture Practice) 

1. How relevant is the 

PacAqua project to the 

priority needs of PICTs, in 

particular in relation to 

priorities defined in 

national and regional 

plans, including the New 

Song for Coastal Fisheries 

and the Regional 

Roadmap for Sustainable 

Pacific Fisheries? 

• What your touch points 

with the PacAqua project 

been?  What has this 

project done with you or 

your organisation? 

• Do you think it is 

contributing to national 

and regional plans and 

aspirations?  How? 

An 

understanding of 

the relevance of 

the project to 

PICTs 

•  

 

•  

 

2. Is there a need to review 

the program theory and 

adapt the project based 

on new emerging 

priorities (since project 

design in 2016)? 

• Reviewing the Results 

Diagram, do you think this 

the right approach? 

• What could be improved? 

• Has anything new popped 

up since 2016 that you 

think the programme 

should be doing? 

An 

understanding of 

project progress 

and suitability to 

PICTs in the 

current 

environment 

•  

 

•  

 

DAC Criteria 2: Effectiveness (Biosecurity/Business Acumen, Aquaculture Practice) 
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Question 
Sub Questions (as relevant) Information 

required 

Interviewee 

Response 

Interviewer 

Comments 

3. What progress has been 

made against the outputs 

and short- and medium-

term outcomes described 

in the Results Diagram? 

• Do you think any of the 

activities the project has 

done with you or your 

organisation have 

contributed to progress 

against the Results 

Diagram? 

• Are these activities 

working?   

• What is working and what 

is not? 

Reporting 

information 

validated by 

stakeholders 

•  

 

 

•  

 

4. Which key outputs, short- 

and medium-term 

outcomes have been 

achieved to date? What 

factors have affected the 

achievement of results to 

date? 

• What has been successful 

to date as it relates to the 

PacAqua project and your 

work? 

• Why do you think this was 

successful? 

• Why wasn’t it? 

• What could have been 

changed to make it work 

better? 

Reporting 

information 

validated by 

stakeholders 

•  

 

•  

 

5. How effective has the 

cluster approach for 

aquaculture development 

been to date, and what 

lessons can be learned 

from it for further 

implementation? 

• For those involved in the 

cluster approach for 

aquaculture development, 

is it working? 

• What is good about it? 

• What isn’t good about it? 

• What could be done to 

make it work better? 

An 

understanding 

from 

stakeholders 

around the 

effectiveness of 

the cluster 

approach 

•  

 

 

•  

 

6. What (if any) unintended 

outcomes (positive and 

negative) were there? 

Why? 

• Have there been any 

unintended outcomes from 

your involvement in this 

project? 

• What were they? 

• Do you see this as good or 

bad? 

• Why? 

An 

understanding of 

positive and 

negative 

outcomes from 

the project 

•  

 

•  

 

DAC Criteria 3: Efficiency (value for money) (Biosecurity/Business Acumen, Aquaculture Practice) 
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Question 
Sub Questions (as relevant) Information 

required 

Interviewee 

Response 

Interviewer 

Comments 

7. Have outputs been 

achieved in a timely 

manner? If yes/no why? 

• Has the work you have 

planned with the PacAqua 

project been delivered on 

time? 

• Why or why not? 

• Has it happened as you 

expected? 

• Why or why not? 

Reporting vs. 

timeline set in 

project planning 

as well as 

feedback from 

stakeholders 

•  

 

•  

 

8. Could the similar outputs 

be achieved with fewer 

funds? Could similar 

outputs be achieved in a 

different way? 

• Do you think the work the 

PacAqua project has done 

with you been delivered 

cost effectively? 

• Could it have been done 

cheaper or with less 

resources? 

• How? 

• Do you think anything has 

been underdone? 

• Should the project have 

spent more resources on 

something they did? 

• If so, what is this and why? 

An 

understanding 

from 

stakeholders 

around how 

effective this 

project has been 

•  

 

•  

 

DAC Criteria 4: Impact (Biosecurity/Business Acumen, Aquaculture Practice) 

9. What positive and 

negative medium- and 

long-term impacts at the 

sub-national, national 

and regional levels have 

resulted from the 

PacAqua project? 

• What impact do you think 

this project has had at a 

local, national and regional 

level? 

• Do you think it’s making a 

difference? 

• Is this positive or negative? 

• Why? 

An 

understanding of 

positive and 

negative impacts 

from the project 

•  

 

 

•  

 

10. What would happen 

without the PacAqua 

project or a similar 

scheme? 

• If the PacAqua programme 

had never happened, 

would you still be doing 

this work? 

• What would you still be 

doing and what wouldn’t 

you? 

• How critical is the support 

from the PacAqua 

programme to your 

success? 

An 

understanding 

from 

stakeholders 

around how 

impactful this 

project has been 

•  

 

•  

 

DAC Criteria 5: Sustainability (Biosecurity/Business Acumen, Aquaculture Practice) 
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Question 
Sub Questions (as relevant) Information 

required 

Interviewee 

Response 

Interviewer 

Comments 

11. Is the design of the 

PacAqua project still 

relevant for now and the 

near future? What, if any, 

needs to be changed 

going forward? For 

example, the types of 

services offered. 

• Are you happy with the 

way things are being 

delivered in the PacAqua 

project? 

• Is the work they are doing 

still relevant? 

• Have any of your or 

regional needs changed? 

• What do you need or what 

would you like from the 

programme that is not 

being delivered? 

An 

understanding of 

how well the 

project has and is 

performing and 

whether or not 

changes to the 

design may offer 

improvements 

•  

 

•  

 

12. To what extent has local 

ownership of the 

PacAqua project 

developed? 

• Do you feel like the 

PacAqua project is creating 

any momentum in your 

area? 

• Are people using this 

project to build up their 

business and/or 

understanding? 

• If the project stopped 

today, would some of the 

work that has been 

started, continue? 

• Do you think any of the 

local groups or people will 

continue on with this work 

after the project is 

completed in June 2021? 

• What has been the local 

response to this work? 

An 

understanding 

from 

stakeholders 

around the level 

of local 

ownership and 

buy-in there is 

for the project 

•  

 

•  

 

13. What critical success 

factors are in place to 

ensure sustainability? 

• Is there anything being put 

in place by this project that 

will help this work continue 

after the project concludes 

in June 2021? 

• What is this? 

• If there isn’t anything, 

what do you think would 

help the good work and 

results from this project 

continue after the funding 

ends? 

An 

understanding 

from 

stakeholders 

including the 

project team as 

to what the 

critical factors 

are for success of 

the project as it 

goes forward 

•  

 

•  
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Question 
Sub Questions (as relevant) Information 

required 

Interviewee 

Response 

Interviewer 

Comments 

14. Is donor support required 

to maintain the provision 

of services? 

• When the project funds 

and support conclude in 

June 2021, will the work 

you are doing be able to 

continue? 

• Why or why not? 

• What is needed to make 

your work as self-

sustaining as possible? 

• Do you think this is 

achievable? 

An overall 

understanding of 

how well the 

project is 

delivering on 

services with its 

allocated budget 

•  

 

•  

 

DAC Criteria 6: Relationship between partners, beneficiaries and other stakeholders (Biosecurity/Business Acumen, 

Aquaculture Practice) 

15. How effectively have 

relationships with 

partners, beneficiaries 

and other stakeholders 

been managed within the 

PacAqua project? 

• How well have you worked 

with the PacAqua team? 

• How well are you working 

with other partners related 

to the PacAqua project? 

• Is there anything that could 

be improved? 

• How? 

An 

understanding of 

how well 

relationships and 

working together 

has been working 

within the 

project 

•  

 

•  

 

16. How effectively have 

intra-SPC relationships 

been managed within the 

PacAqua project? 

• How well do you think the 

various parts of SPC are 

working together to deliver 

PacAqua? 

• What could be improved? 

 

An 

understanding of 

how well 

relationships and 

working together 

has been working 

within the 

project 

•  

 

•  

 

DAC Criteria 7: Gender and social inclusion, social and environmental responsibility (Biosecurity/Business Acumen, 
Aquaculture Practice) 

17. To what extent is the 

PacAqua project 

contributing to gender 

equality and the 

empowerment of women 

and girls in all their 

diversities? 

• How is PacAqua 

contributing to contribute 

to gender equality and/or 

the empowerment of 

women and girls? 

• What is it doing? 

• What isn’t it doing that it 

could/should? 

• Do you think the gender 

situation would be 

different if PacAqua didn’t 

focus on it? 

An 

understanding of 

the gender 

disaggregated 

data provided 

along with 

stakeholder 

perceptions 

•  

 

•  
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Question 
Sub Questions (as relevant) Information 

required 

Interviewee 

Response 

Interviewer 

Comments 

18. To what extent has the 

PacAqua effectively 

managed social and 

environmental risks and 

impacts of all its activities 

as guided by the SPC 

Social and Environmental 

Responsibility Policy (SER 

Policy)? 

• Have you ever heard of the 

SPC Social and 

Environmental 

Responsibility Policy? 

• What do you know about 

it? 

• Do you think there is 

anything in this policy that 

would be of benefit to you 

or your organisation? 

• Do you think the PacAqua 

project is creating any 

social or environmental 

risks? (e.g. community 

rights, livelihood, cultural 

or environmental) 

• What are they? 

• How well do you feel the 

programme is managing 

social and environmental 

risks? 

An 

understanding of 

the identified 

risks for the 

project, how they 

were managed in 

line with the SER 

as well as 

stakeholder 

perceptions 

•  

 

•  

 

Other: Suggestions for improvement of implementation (Biosecurity/Business Acumen, Aquaculture Practice) 

19. Do you have any further 

comments or suggestions 

for how this project many 

improve in its delivery 

and implementation?  

What can be done to 

make it better or more 

effective? 

•  

 

Any additional 

insights or 

suggestions on 

how this project 

can be improved 

•  

 

•  
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APPENDIX THREE – Detailed Stakeholder List 
STAKEHOLDER ROLE CONTACT METHOD 

Avinesh Singh 
SPC PacAqua Project team - Officer (focal point for 
clusters and enterprises), SPC Suva Face to face 

Jamie Whitford 
SPC PacAqua Project team - Mariculture Specialist, SPC 
Noumea Face to face 

Joanne Kunatuba 
SPC PacAqua Project team - Human Development Officer, 
Gender Equity SPC Suva Face to face 

Michel Bermudes 
SPC PacAqua Project team - former SPC Mariculture 
Specialist, based in Western Australia Skype/online 

Robert Jimmy 
SPC PacAqua Project team - Aquaculture Adviser and 
PacAqua project leader, SPC Noumea Face to face 

Lindsay Graham Former SPC FAME Director Face to face 

Ruth Garcia 
Gomez 

SPC PacAqua Project team - Aquatic Biosecurity Specialist, 
SPC Noumea Face to face 

Timothy Pickering 
SPC PacAqua Project team - Inland Aquaculture Adviser, 
SPC Suva Face to face 

Paul Steer 
SPC Aquaculture Advisory Panel Member based in New 
Zealand Skype/online 

Roy Palmer 
SPC Aquaculture Advisory Panel Member based in 
Australia Skype/online 

Koroa Raumea Cook Islands MMR Director Inshore Fisheries Face to face 

Richard Story Cook Islands MMR Aitutaki Fisheries Officer Face to face 
Chamida 
Dissanayake Fiji - Biosecurity Authority of Fiji - Biosecurity Officer Face to face 

Maria Sailo Fiji - Biosecurity Authority of Fiji - Biosecurity Officer Face to face 

Romika Rohini Fiji - Biosecurity Authority of Fiji - Biosecurity Officer Face to face 

Sian Watson 
Fiji - Biosecurity Authority of Fiji - Principal Veterinary 
Officer Face to face 

Mr Jone Varawa 
Fiji Ministry of Fisheries - SRO – current Acting PFO 
Aquaculture (former PacAqua project staff) Face to face 

Mr Prashneel 
Chandra 

Fiji Ministry of Fisheries - former Nadi Fisheries Assistant 
(currently based at Galoa hatchery) Face to face 

Mr Shalendra 
Singh 

Fiji Ministry of Fisheries - former PFO Aquaculture and 
current PFO Central Division Face to face 

Valentin Martin FSM MRD Face to face 
Karibanang 
Tamuera Kiribati MFMRD Face to face 

Stephanie 
Sourget 

New Caledonia - DAVAR and provinces (aquatic 
biosecurity component) - Principal Veterinary Officer Face to face 

Paul Chabre 

New Caledonia - DAVAR and provinces (aquatic 
biosecurity component) - Aquaculture Manager of the 
Northern province Skype/online 

Ellenica Kingal 
PNG NAQIA (aquatic biosecurity component) - Aquatic 
Biosecurity Officer Face to face 
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Jasmine Henry RMI MIMRA - Legal Adviser for aquaculture Skype/online 

Melba White RMI MIMRA - Aquaculture Manager Skype/online 

Unity Roebeck Samoa MAF Face to face 

James Teri Solomon Islands - MFMR Aquaculture Manager Face to face 

Angelica Mafileo Tonga Ministry of Fisheries - OIC Vava’u Face to face 

Kina Pau’u Tonga Ministry of Fisheries - Fisheries Officer Vava’u Face to face 

Meletoli Faanunu Tonga Ministry of Fisheries - aquatic biosecurity officer Face to face 

Vanessa Etika Tonga Ministry of Fisheries - compliance officer Face to face 

Eileen Fonua Tonga Ministry of Fisheries - aquaculture manager Face to face 

Lency Dick Vanuatu VFD Face to face 

Mr Azaad Ali Fiji Cluster - Nadi Cluster Face to face 
Mr Wilco 
Liebregts Fiji Enterprise - Crab Company (Fiji) Ltd Face to face 

Ms Arun Lata 
Fiji Enterprise - Eden’s Garden - Also Tailevu cluster 
secretary Face to face 

Ms Katarina 
Baleisuva 

Fiji Enterprise - Kaybee Enterprise - Also Tailevu cluster 
Chairperson Face to face 

Vuso Jose  Kaybee Enterprise - farm staff Face to face 
Mr Kailova 
Tuinasolo Fiji Cluster - Nadi Cluster Face to face 

Martin Selch 
FSM Enterprise - Manager, Micronesia Management and 
Marketing Enterprise: Skype/online 

Michael Savins 
Kiribati Enterprise - Managing Director, Atoll Beauties 
LTD: Skype/online 

Mr Patrick Morlet 
New Caledonia Enterprise and DAVAR and provinces 
(aquatic biosecurity component) - Huitriere D’Arembo Face to face 

Tom Bowling Palau Enterprise - Biota Inc Skype/online 

Guna Yogomul PNG Cluster - ASK Sanctuary Phone 

Masa Kawaguchi Tonga seaweed farmer Face to face 

Mr Havea 
Lolohea 

Tonga Enterprise - past President of the Tongan National 
Pearl Farmers Association Face to face 

Pimi 
Tonga pearl farmer and secretary of Tongan National 
Pearl Farmers Association Face to face 

Ana Tonga pearl farmer   Face to face 

Peni Lolohea 
Tonga Enterprise - current President of the Tongan 
National Pearl Farmers Association Face to face 

Naua Lakai Tonga pearl farmer and manager of Vava’u Pearl Centre Face to face 

Moses Amos 
Former SPC PacAqua Project team - Aquaculture Adviser 
and PacAqua project leader, SPC Noumea No response 

Mr Moerani 
Lehartel 

French Polynesia Enterprise - Director, Tahiti Marine 
Aquaculture No response 

Isabelle 
Mermoud 

New Caledonia - DAVAR and provinces (aquatic 
biosecurity component) - Chief of the Veterinary 
Laboratory Not contacted 
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Thomas Tiburzio 
New Caledonia - DAVAR and provinces (aquatic 
biosecurity component Not contacted 

Mr Philippe Perez New Caledonia Province Sud - Aquaculture Technician Not contacted 

Mr Jacob Wani 
PNG National Fisheries Authority - Executive Manager, 
Aquaculture & Inland Fisheries Unit 

Unable to schedule 
an interview 

Andy Yombo 
PNG NAQIA (aquatic biosecurity component) - Principal 
Veterinary Officer No response 

Mr Billy Kerowa PNG National Fisheries Authority - Aiyura Station Not contacted 

Mr Gideon Pama PNG National Fisheries Authority - Aquaculture Manager No response 

Mr Joshua Noiney PNG National Fisheries Authority - Aiyura Station Not contacted 

Gideon Pama PNG NFA (aquatic biosecurity component) No response 

Lamella Kunei PNG NFA (aquatic biosecurity component) Not contacted 

Siola'a Malimali Tonga Ministry of Fisheries Declined interview 
Mr Graham 
Hayne Fiji Cluster - Savusavu Cluster Not contacted 

Mr Tekove Toka Fiji Cluster - Savusavu Cluster Not contacted 

Mr Jonah Bobogi PNG Cluster - Idutu Sirinumu Cluster Not contacted 

Mr Maduba Tom PNG Cluster - Idutu Sirinumu Cluster Not contacted 

Ms Kila Bobogi PNG Cluster - Sirinumu Women’s Association Not contacted 
Mr Michael 
Slinger RMI Enterprise - Atoll Marine Aquaculture 

Unable to schedule 
an interview 
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APPENDIX FOUR - Progress Against Results Framework - Mid-term review of the Sustainable Pacific Aquaculture Development 
(PacAqua) project 
 

Results Indicator(s)  Baseline Information Planned targets Planned methodology / 
data sources 

Evaluator Comments 

 

Long term outcome      

Enhanced food 
security and 
sustainable livelihoods 
from fisheries and 
aquaculture 

• Per capita fish 
consumption level 
across the region  

• 2008: 20-147 kg per capita 
consumption  

• Per capita fish 
consumption 
maintained (2016-
2021) 

• Quantitative: 
National. regional 
reporting 
mechanisms 

• Quantitative: SPC / 
PICT population data 
on food security and 
livelihoods 

Some progress 
• As this assessment is to be done at the 

conclusion of the project, it is suggested that 
the methodology, including baseline 
information for this assessment be 
developed with the SPC Statistics team 
before the end or project 

• % of main source of 
protein from fish  

• 2008: Main source of protein 
(50-90%)  

• Fish as main source of 
protein maintained 
(2016-2021) 

• Household livelihood 
contribution from 
aquaculture ($) 

 

• To be identified in Yrs 1-3 • Increase household 
benefit from 
aquaculture ($) by X% 
by Yr 5 

• Quantitative: Project 
activity records, farm 
level records for 
participating 
enterprises 

• Qualitative: Interview 
feedback Aquaculture 
enterprises 

Medium term outcomes 

M1: Aquaculture is 
environmentally 
sustainable and 
protected from 
biosecurity threats 

• Number and % of PICTs 
meeting international 
reporting obligations 
for aquatic biosecurity 

• To be identified in Year 1  
• Two (2) French Territories 

from 12 countries reporting 
to OIE based on 2016 update 
as baseline) 

 

• X% of PICTs meet 
international reporting 
obligations for aquatic 
biosecurity by Yr 5 3 

• Quantitative: PICT 
biosecurity data, 
World Organisation 
for Animal Health 
(OIE) data 

Significant progress 
• This has been completed as OIE are the only 

international biosecurity obligation 
• PacAqua has brought the reporting level up 

to 100% as it was about 50% before the 
project started 
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Results Indicator(s)  Baseline Information Planned targets Planned methodology / 
data sources 

Evaluator Comments 

 

• Number and % of PICTs 
conducting regular 
surveillance for 
particular identified 
threats  

• Number and % of PICTs 
with provisions in place 
to reduce risk for 
identified threats 

• To be identified in Year 1 
• 2 French territories (New 

Caledonia and French 
Polynesia) conducting 
targeted surveillance for 
identified biological risks of 
national importance. 

• No (0) countries conducting 
targeted surveillance for 
identified biological risks in 
aquatic environment. 

• Nine (9) countries and 
Territories have national 
provisions in place to 
reduce/minimize biological 
risks in aquatic environment: 
Fiji, Vanuatu, PNG, New 
Caledonia, French Polynesia, 
Guam, CNMI, FSM & Palau 

 

• X% of PICTs have 
provisions in place for 
identified threats by Yr 
53 

• Quantitative: PICT 
biosecurity data, 
project activity 
records 

Some progress 
• 5 PICTs (French Polynesia, New Caledonia, 

Fiji, PNG & Vanuatu) have national 
surveillance systems in place & are 
conducting regular surveillance for identified 
biological risks of national importance 

• The team is targeting 5 more PICTs for this by 
project end 

• Note that the surveillance programs are and 
will be focused on targeted commodities 
(devoted to exports, ornamental species or 
of special interest for the country, etc). 

M2: Aquaculture is 
more productive and 
economically 
sustainable 

• Value from aquaculture 
production ($, % 
change) 2 

• To be identified in Year 1 
 
 

• Increase revenue 
among Activity 
enterprises by X% by 
Year 5 3 

• Quantitative: Project 
activity records, 
farmer business 
records 

• Qualitative: Interview 
feedback from 
project implementers 
(SPC staff and 
partners) and 
Aquaculture 
enterprises 

Some progress 
• This assessment is to be done at the 

conclusion of the project.   
• It is suggested that the methodology, 

including baseline information for this 
assessment be developed before the end or 
project 

Short term outcomes 
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Results Indicator(s)  Baseline Information Planned targets Planned methodology / 
data sources 

Evaluator Comments 

 

S1: Adoption and 
application of aquatic 
biosecurity standards 

• Number of PICTs with 
new or updated aquatic 
biosecurity standards 
adopted and applied at 
the national level (by 
PICT) 

• To be identified in Year 1 
• No PICTs with updated or new 

aquatic biosecurity standards 
at national level as at 2016. 

•  
 

• 6 PICTs have new / 
updated national 
biosecurity standards 
adopted by Yr 5 

• Quantitative: Project 
activity records, 
content analysis of 
standards adopted 

Significant progress 
• 7 PICTs have new National Aquatic 

Biosecurity Plans drafted.  2 PICTs have 
adopted them (Tonga, Solomon Islands) 

• On track to have 11 Biosecurity Plans drafted 
by end of project 

• The risk and/or real work here is in 
implementing the plans, which will take 
more time and resources 

• Number and % of farms 
meeting national 
aquatic biosecurity 
standards 

• To be identified in Year 1 
• Only farms located in French 

Polynesia and New Caledonia 
meet national standards on 
aquatic biosecurity as at 
2016. No other countries 
applied aquatic biosecurity 
standards at farm level. 

• At least 75% of 
enterprises engaged in 
clusters meet 
biosecurity standards 
by Yr 5 3 

• Quantitative: Project 
activity records 

• Qualitative: Farm 
observation 

Some progress 
• Not much progress at the farm/cluster level 

yet, but national standards needed to be 
established first 

• Several facilities and farms have adopted 
increase biosecurity standards, but data has 
not yet been collected 

• The 75% of farms engaged in clusters may be 
difficult to attain by project end 

• The focus for 2020 is to adopt specific 
national standards for targeted commodities 
and training/assessment of farms 

• % of training 
participants with 
increased of 
understanding of 
aquatic biosecurity 
risks 

• N/A 
• No percentage of training 

uptake as at 2016. 

• At least 75% of 
participants trained as 
part of Output 2 
demonstrate increased 
knowledge (Yr 1-Yr 5) 

• Quantitative: Pre and 
post surveys of 
training participants 

Some progress 
• This assessment has not taken place yet.  The 

M&E team is to undertake this in 2020 as a 
specific exercise 

• Anecdotal evidence from stakeholder 
interviews suggest an increased awareness 
of biosecurity 
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Results Indicator(s)  Baseline Information Planned targets Planned methodology / 
data sources 

Evaluator Comments 

 

S2: Enhanced business 
acumen among 
aquaculture 
operations 

• % of aquaculture 
enterprises showing 
behaviour change 
against key business 
attributes 4 

• To be identified in Year 1 • Behaviour change 
identified in at least 
75% of enterprises 
engaged as part of 
Output 3 (Yr 1-Yr 5) 

• Quantitative: 
Enterprise 
assessment against 
business attributes 

• Qualitative: Interview 
feedback from 
project implementers 
(SPC staff and 
partners) and 
Aquaculture 
enterprises, 
observation 

Some progress 
• PacAqua is currently working with 15 

enterprises, but this assessment has not 
been undertaken yet. 

• Some indicators were put forward by the 
PacAqua team of business acumen behaviour 
change including one of the larger 
enterprises reaching financial breakeven, one 
diversifying and hiring more staff, one 
obtaining a business loan for expansion and 
two others regularly producing fingerlings for 
sale with increasing demand, despite free 
fingerlings available from the government 

• A quantitative and qualitative assessment 
will need to be developed by PacAqua to 
assess progress against this indicator 

• % of aquaculture 
operations showing 
increase in business 
understanding 

• N/A • At least 75% of 
participants trained as 
part of Output 3 
demonstrate increased 
knowledge (Yr 1-Yr 5) 

• Quantitative: Pre and 
post surveys of 
training participants 

Some progress 
• As above.  This should be done during the 

M&E exercise in 2020, noting that a 
significant amount of training has occurred 

• Note that measuring against this indicator 
may require more face to face contact as 
electronic surveys may not work very well for 
some farmers 

• Anecdotal evidence at the conclusion of 
some trainings suggest that participants 
wished they received this training years ago 
as it was quite useful  
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Results Indicator(s)  Baseline Information Planned targets Planned methodology / 
data sources 

Evaluator Comments 

 

S3: Increased uptake 
and adoption of 
improved aquaculture 
practices 

• % of aquaculture 
enterprises showing 
behaviour change 
against key technical 
attributes / practices 4 

• To be identified in Year 1 • Behaviour change 
identified in at least 
75% of enterprises 
engaged as part of 
Output 4 (Yr 1-Yr 5) 

• Quantitative: 
Enterprise 
assessment against 
technical attributes / 
practices 

• Qualitative: Interview 
feedback from 
project implementers 
(SPC staff and 
partners) and 
Aquaculture 
enterprises, 
observation 

Some progress 
• 15 enterprises (and growing) have received 

assistance, but the impact of this has not 
been measured yet and the PacAqua team 
will need to develop the methodology to 
assess this 

• Anecdotal evidence received suggest a 
number of behaviour changes including the 
use of security cameras on farm, adoption of 
the hapa technique of farming tilapia, 
willingness of farmers to purchase male only 
tilapia, the use of accounting software, 
increased focus on hatchery production vs 
wild collection, referrals from government to 
private hatcheries when they cannot meet 
demand and the use of FNU and USP interns 
on farm 

Outputs 

O1: Aquatic 
biosecurity risks are 
assessed & standards 
developed at regional 
& national levels 

• Number and type of 
aquatic biosecurity risk 
/ environmental risk 
assessments completed 

• N/A • At least 8 risk 
assessments and/or 
environmental impact 
assessments 
undertaken by Yr 5 3 

• Quantitative: Project 
activity records  

Significant progress 
• Baseline risk assessments were completed in 

8 PICTs to inform their national Biosecurity 
Strategies (Cook Islands, Fiji, PNG, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, Tonga, RMI and Vanuatu) 

• OIE reporting assistance given to 7 PICTs so 
that all PICTs are in compliance with OIE 
reporting requirements 

• Import risk assessments were completed for 
5 commodities (milkfish, moi, red tilapia, 
ornamentals, GIFT tilapia) 

• Aquatic disease testing was conducted 6+ 
species (tilapia, shrimp, giant clam, black-lip 
pearl oysters, marine finfish, freshwater 
prawn) in 8 PICTs (Samoa, Tonga, Solomon 
Islands, Vanuatu, Fiji, RMI, Kiribati, FSM) 
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Results Indicator(s)  Baseline Information Planned targets Planned methodology / 
data sources 

Evaluator Comments 

 

• Number and type of 
national aquatic 
biosecurity standards 
or plans developed 
(drafted) 

• N/A • Standards / plans are 
drafted for at least 6 
PICTs by Year 5 

• Quantitative: Project 
activity records 

Significant progress 
• National Aquatic Biosecurity Plans drafted 

for 7 PICTs (Tonga, Samoa, Cook Islands, 
Solomon Islands, PNG, Fiji, FSM) 

• Implementation of the draft/approved 
National Aquatic Biosecurity Plans will take 
time and will likely require sustained support 

• Number of 
attachments (PICT, age, 
gender) to draft plans / 
risk assessments 

• N/A • 6 attachment blocks 
with 2 participants 
each (12 attachment 
placements in total) by 
Yr 5  

• Quantitative: Project 
activity records 

Significant progress 
• A total of 13 attachments from 7 PICTS (Cook 

Islands, Samoa, Tonga, Solomon Islands, RMI, 
Fiji, PNG) have been completed to date with 
ongoing demand for more 

O2: Capacity 
development provided 
to government & 
farmers in aquatic 
biosecurity   

• Number of sub regional 
and national workshops 
conducted 

• Number of attendees 
(PICT, age, gender) 

• N/A • 3 sub-regional & 6 
national workshops by Yr 
5 

• X# of attendees (at 
least 25% of 
participants are 
women) 3 

• Quantitative: Project 
activity records  

Significant progress 

• At least 6 sub-regional workshops have been 
completed with 47 attendees from 13 PICTS 
(Cook Islands, Fiji, FSM, Palau, PNG, RMI, 
Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Vanuatu, 
New Caledonia. French Polynesia, Kiribati) 

• A total of 5 national workshops have been 
completed to date including 44 attendees 

• Of the total 91 attendees trained, 36 have 
been female (40%) 

• Going forward, focus will now be at the farm 
level 
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Results Indicator(s)  Baseline Information Planned targets Planned methodology / 
data sources 

Evaluator Comments 

 

• Number of farm level 
aquatic biosecurity risk 
assessments 
undertaken 

• To be identified in Year 1 • X# (at least 75%) of 
cluster farmers have 
completed a 
biosecurity risk 
assessment (Yr 1- Yr 5) 
3 

• Quantitative: Project 
activity records, 
farmer business 
records 

Some progress 
• No farm clusters have yet completed 

biosecurity risk assessments as they needed 
to complete the National Biosecurity Plans 
first in order to have a plan/policy to train 
cluster farmers to assess against 

• The PacAqua team is confident that the 75% 
of cluster farmers target can be reached.  
This will be easier for certain commodities 
and will be easier in the smaller PICTs.  
Larger PICTs such as PNG, Fiji, and Solomon 
Islands may be more challenging to reach the 
75% target 

• This deliverable will require increased 
coordination between the biosecurity and 
farm cluster advisors in the PacAqua team 

• Number of cluster 
farmers provided 
biosecurity advice 

• N/A • Biosecurity advice 
provided to X# of 
cluster farmers as 
required (Yr 1-Yr 5) 3 

• Quantitative: Project 
activity records 

Some progress 
• As above, but giving biosecurity advice to 

clusters/farmers will be easier to attain than 
farm level aquatic biosecurity risk 
assessments 

• This deliverable will require increased 
coordination between the biosecurity and 
farm cluster advisors in the PacAqua team 
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Results Indicator(s)  Baseline Information Planned targets Planned methodology / 
data sources 

Evaluator Comments 

 

O3: Mentoring and 
training provided to 
aquaculture 
operations in business 

• Number of enterprises 
being mentored and 
type of mentoring 
activities undertaken  

• Number of participants 
at national and 
subnational levels 
(PICT, age, gender) 

• N/A • X# of mentoring 
activities 3 

• 25 enterprises 
mentored in business 
skills (Yr 1=10, Yr 2=15, 
Yr 3=20, Yr 5=25) 

• At least 25% of mentees 
are women (Yrs 1-5) 

• Quantitative: Project 
activity records 

• Qualitative: Interview 
feedback from 
project implementers 
(SPC staff and 
partners), 
Aquaculture 
enterprises and 
mentors 

Some progress 
• 15 enterprises have received business 

mentoring to date 
• The PacAqua team is confident that another 

10 enterprises will be recruited under the 
current round of advertising 

• The team has encountered difficulty in 
recruiting women participants but has 
worked with the SPC Gender team to “re-
pitch” the advertisements using a storytelling 
approach to attract more women 

• It may be worth re-evaluating the gender 
accounting for this target to be “family 
owned” businesses in which the woman is a 
participant.  Perhaps some assessment of the 
relative role of women within the family 
enterprise could be undertaken 

• Number of regional and 
national workshops 
conducted 

• Number of attendees 
(PICT, age, gender) 

• N/A • 1 regional leadership 
development workshop 
with at least 15 
participants (Yr 3) 

• 3 national business 
skills workshops with at 
least 15 participants (Yr 
2-Yr 5) 

• At least 25% of total 
workshop participants 
are women (Yr 2-Yr 5) 

• Quantitative: Project 
activity records 

Some progress 
• No regional leadership development 

workshop has been held to date but one is 
planned for 2020 after a survey of enterprise 
leadership needs is conducted 

• 5 national business skills workshops have 
been conducted to date covering 3 PICTs 
(Fiji, Tonga, Solomon Islands), with 137 
attendees 

• 54 attendees were women and 83 were men 
(39.4% participation of women) 
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Results Indicator(s)  Baseline Information Planned targets Planned methodology / 
data sources 

Evaluator Comments 

 

O4: Capacity 
development provided 
to government & 
farmers in feed, seed 
& broodstock 
management 

• Number of enterprises 
being mentored and 
type of mentoring 
activities undertaken  

• Number of participants 
at national and 
subnational levels 
(PICT, age, gender) 

• N/A • 10 enterprises 
mentored in technical 
practice (Yr 1=2, Yr 2=4, 
Yr 3=6, Yr 4=8, Yr 5=10) 

• Advice and support 
provided to 8 clusters 
of farmers by Yr 5 

• At least 25% of mentees 
are women (Yrs 1-5) 

• Quantitative: Project 
activity records 

• Qualitative: Interview 
feedback from 
project implementers 
(SPC staff and 
partners), 
Aquaculture 
enterprises and 
mentors 

Some progress 
• 5 Enterprises, from 5 PICTs have been 

directly assisted with technical 
improvements and training.  42 
participants have been trained including 
15 women and 27 men (36% participation 
or women) 

• 2 more enterprises from 2 more PICTs are 
planned for 2020 

• 6 clusters in 2 PICTs (Fiji, PNG) are 
currently being supported by PacAqua 

• It is noted that supporting clusters takes 
significant time and resources as building 
trust takes time  

• Number and type of in-
country training 
activities for national 
staff 

• N/A • Training activities 
undertaken in 2 
countries for 
broodstock 
management (Yr 2-Yr 
5) 

• Training activities 
undertaken in 2 
countries for feed 
formulation (Yr 2-Yr 5) 

• Quantitative: Project 
activity records 

Significant progress 
• 8 broodstock related trainings have occurred 

in 2 PICT’s (Fiji, PNG) covering 3 commodities 
(Freshwater prawn, marine shrimp, tilapia) 

• 2 feed trainings have occurred for 2 PICTs 
(Samoa, Fiji) 

• Number of 
attachments (PICT, age, 
gender) for national 
staff to undertake cost-
benefit analysis for 
feed, seed and/or 
broodstock 
management 

• N/A • 8 attachments 
undertaken by Yr 5 

• Quantitative: Project 
activity records 

Significant progress 
• 11 attachments for cost-benefit analysis for 

feed, seed and/or broodstock management 
have occurred 

• More attachments are planned as interest is 
high from PICTs 



 

52 | P a g e  
 

Results Indicator(s)  Baseline Information Planned targets Planned methodology / 
data sources 

Evaluator Comments 

 

O5: Technological 
transfer facilitated in 
feed, seed and 
broodstock 
management 

• Number and type of 
research pieces 
developed to inform 
viability assessments of 
the feed, seed and 
broodstock options 

• N/A  • 2 cost-benefit analyses 
(one feed, one 
broodstock) (Yr 1-Yr 3) 

• Additional research 
undertaken in two 
countries (Yr 1-Yr 4) 

• Quantitative: Project 
activity records, 
content analysis of 
research pieces 

Some progress 
• A cost-benefit analysis of two feed 

formulations for tilapia in Fiji is currently 
underway 

• Additional research/scoping has occurred for 
tilapia broodstock in Fiji, seaweed value 
adding in Solomon Islands, sea grape farming 
in Niue 

• Number of and type of 
best practice guidelines 
or strategies developed  

• No current guidelines • Guidelines or 
standards developed 
for at least 4 
commodities by Yr 5 

• Quantitative: Project 
activity records, 
content analysis of 
guidelines 

Significant progress 
• 3 guidelines/manuals have been produced 

for 2 PICTs (Fiji, RMI) covering 3 commodities 
(freshwater prawns, tilapia, giant clams) 

• Number of enterprises 
supported to upgrade / 
adopt best aquaculture 
practice 

• Recipients (PICT, age, 
gender) 

• N/A • 10 enterprises 
provided with material 
support for upgrades, 
with at least 40% co-
investment (Yr 1=2, Yr 
2=2, Yr 3=2, Yr 4=2, Yr 
5=2) 

• Quantitative: Project 
activity records 

• Qualitative: Interview 
feedback from 
project implementers 
(SPC staff and 
partners) and 
Aquaculture 
enterprises  

Significant progress 
• 14 enterprises are receiving material 

assistance under the grant scheme 
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APPENDIX FIVE – DAC analysis by stakeholder group 
 

SPC staff and associates 
(n=10) 

Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

 

DAC Criteria 1: Relevance 

1. How relevant is the PacAqua project to the priority needs of PICTs, in 

particular in relation to priorities defined in national and regional plans, 

including the New Song for Coastal Fisheries and the Regional Roadmap 

for Sustainable Pacific Fisheries? 

• Alignment with national and regional plans and priorities is good 

• The focus areas of biosecurity, business acumen and technology 

transfer contribute well to national priorities and needs 

• The profile of aquaculture in the region has recently increased and is 

now receiving more attention and resources across the region 

• The project serves some PICTs better than others  

2. Is there a need to review the program theory and adapt the project 

based on new emerging priorities (since project design in 2016)? 

• Current project logic is good 

• Implementation of biosecurity plans and more post-harvest/value 
chain needs were identified as emerging issues 

• Current programme is flexible enough to overcome some of these 
issues 

• Not enough work is being done yet at the on the farm biosecurity 
level.   

DAC Criteria 2: Effectiveness 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

3. What progress has been made against the outputs and short- and 

medium-term outcomes described in the Results Diagram? 

• The biosecurity component of PacAqua has been quite successful 

• The technology transfer/grants process has been very cumbersome 

and time consuming 

• The 60/40 grant split has been a big burden on small holder 

operations 

• The focus on business acumen is new for SPC and appears to be 

servicing a genuine need and will facilitate sector growth 

• Communicating project information and outcomes could be 

improved so more stakeholders are reached 

• The historic capacity building utilising workshops model used by SPC 

could use review to improve targeted engagement and subsequent 

monitoring to measure impact 

4. Which key outputs, short- and medium-term outcomes have been 

achieved to date? What factors have affected the achievement of results 

to date? 

• Biosecurity outputs and outcomes have been effective, although 

more work is required at the farm level and for implementation at 

the national level 

• The technology transfer/grants process has been more difficult than 

anticipated.  The process was cumbersome and slow, leading to 

some frustration and changing needs from the enterprise 

stakeholders.  It was also more difficult to attract female 

participants than anticipated 

• Having in country extension officers that can make regular contact 

with stakeholders is very effective 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

5. How effective has the cluster approach for aquaculture development 

been to date, and what lessons can be learned from it for further 

implementation? 

• The cluster approach has been successful, especially in Fiji and PNG.  

This may be assisted by good government support for tilapia 

farming in these countries 

• Clusters take time to develop including developing cluster leaders.  

Having regular engagement with the clusters is helpful such as 

through the use of support officers 

• Farmers seem to learn better from each other 

• Clusters to date are only focussed on tilapia.  There are no marine 

aquaculture clusters  

6. What (if any) unintended outcomes (positive and negative) were there? 

Why? 

• The biosecurity work really increased awareness around the PICTs.  It 

has also resulted in the create of new dedicated Biosecurity Officer 

positions in 5 PICTs 

• Some stakeholders became frustrated with technology 

transfer/grants process  

• The success in hatchery and grow out of tilapia has highlighted that 

more attention is needed in the post-harvest area, including 

marketing 

• Engaging with women has proved more difficult than anticipated, but 

PacAqua recognition and adaptation this may improve this 

• Getting access to finance from the banking sector has been more 

difficult than anticipated 

DAC Criteria 3: Efficiency (value for money) 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

7. Have outputs been achieved in a timely manner? If yes/no why? • Most of the biosecurity work has been done in a timely manner 

• The business acumen and technology transfer/grants work have also 

been progressing well, noting some of the recruiting and 

procurement delays 

• Procurement, logistics and monitoring of the project were a big job 

8. Could the similar outputs be achieved with fewer funds? Could similar 

outputs be achieved in a different way? 

• More staff on the ground sooner would improve the efficiency of 

project delivery 

• More focus/resources in the biosecurity may have yielded more 

results given the positive reception for the work by the PICTs 

• Improving the grants process would yield much better value for 

money 

• Improving the reporting, data collection and monitoring systems 

would improve project efficiency 

DAC Criteria 4: Impact 

9. What positive and negative medium- and long-term impacts at the sub-

national, national and regional levels have resulted from the PacAqua 

project? 

• The impacts depend on each governments policy and how supportive 

they are of aquaculture.  Fiji and PNG are good examples if positive 

impact 

• The biosecurity work will have a lasting impact due to new 

government awareness, policies and staff dedicated to aquatic 

biosecurity 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

10. What would happen without the PacAqua project or a similar scheme? • Generally, all of the areas in the PacAqua project would have 

proceeded much slower than they did 

• Biosecurity progress would have been limited without the dedicated 

project staff.  The profile of biosecurity has been raised 

• The business acumen work may not have occurred at all as this was 

outside of normal SPC core business 

• The general capacity building and technology transfer has been 

accelerated due to the growth in the project team and their 

resources 

DAC Criteria 5: Sustainability 

11. Is the design of the PacAqua project still relevant for now and the near 

future? What, if any, needs to be changed going forward? For example, 

the types of services offered. 

• Current design is relevant and good 

• There is an understanding that a project like this takes time to 

develop 

• Specific focus on gender is good 

• The business focus, especially the grants target needs to the right 

places.  Requests come from enterprises so need is genuine 

• Some believe the focus is too wide to be effective – targeting 

countries and/or commodities may be more sustainable 

• Some of the internal processes at SPC are challenging for ensuring 

timely delivery 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

12. To what extent has local ownership of the PacAqua project developed? • Extensive local ownership will take time 

• Some ownership for biosecurity is happening at the national level as 

some PICTs have hired staff dedicated to biosecurity.  The risk for 

this will be in implementation of the biosecurity plans and for staff 

turnover in this area 

• The clusters are creating some local ownership in some areas, but 

mentoring their leaders and their clusters will require additional 

effort.  Anecdotally, some of the participants have been heard 

calling PacAqua “their” project 

• Outside of the biosecurity work, the other areas of the project will 

require additional effort if gains are to be maintained and increased 

13. What critical success factors are in place to ensure sustainability? • The biosecurity plans and capacity building will assist to ensure this 

work is carried on 

• After this project, SPC will need funding to maintain current 

momentum  

• More project communications would be helpful 

14. Is donor support required to maintain the provision of services? • Yes, SPC would lose the biosecurity support along with the additional 

aquaculture team 

• There would only be one freshwater and one marine advisor left 

• They will not be able maintain the current level of service 

DAC Criteria 6: Relationship between partners, beneficiaries and other stakeholders 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

15. How effectively have relationships with partners, beneficiaries and other 

stakeholders been managed within the PacAqua project? 

• The team is engaging well internally and with external stakeholders 

• SPC has a good rapport and reputation amongst the PICTs 

• The more proactive PICTs seem to be getting more attention from 

SPC   

16. How effectively have intra-SPC relationships been managed within the 

PacAqua project? 

• These relationships seem to working well, especially in the 

biosecurity space 

• On the business networking side, there has been some duplication of 

work with other agencies 

• The FAME teams appear to be reaching out to other parts of the 

organisation more.  It was noted that PacAqua has done some 

successful presentations on gender to other parts of SPC 

DAC Criteria 7: Gender and social inclusion, social and environmental responsibility 

17. To what extent is the PacAqua project contributing to gender equality 

and the empowerment of women and girls in all their diversities? 

• The team has undertaken gender awareness training 

• The gender focus is quite well known amongst stakeholders and 

prominent in the grant application process 

• Gender has been challenging but they have changed their approach 
and are being proactive to make this better 

• There has been some success in Fiji with tilapia farming and oyster 

farming 

• Gender awareness isn’t a big issue is some countries 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

18. To what extent has the PacAqua effectively managed social and 

environmental risks and impacts of all its activities as guided by the SPC 

Social and Environmental Responsibility Policy (SER Policy)? 

• Biosecurity is having a positive impact on environmental risks 

• • Biosecurity is good as hygiene improvements will spill over into 

other aspects 

• The grant application process excludes enterprises with 

environmental issues 

• Business applications – have good questions about social issues/data, 

fair work policies etc.   

• Clusters build farmer communities.  Sharing problems and work 
load – stronger community 

• Big eye opener for gender team to see difficulties women face at 
farm level to get things approved.  Women don’t’ have 
power/influence 

Other: Suggestions for improvement of implementation 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

19. Do you have any further comments or suggestions for how this project 

many improve in its delivery and implementation?  What can be done to 

make it better or more effective? 

• Getting more Pacific Island Fisheries Professionals involved in this 
programme would be good. 

• more south-south exchanges. 

• Distil projects down into a few and focus on them for better success 

• More project support is needed 

• Look at business assistance to see what worked and didn’t 

• Target low cost/low tech systems 

• Look at commodities at a sub-regional approach to make 
aquaculture more efficient.   

• Extension Officers for clusters 

• more general and business mentoring 

• A big nucleus breeding centre could service the region with fry 

• Need to consolidate work to date and use it to make work plan 
going forward 

• Would do more communications to raise the visibility of the project 

 

PICT government staff 
(n=24, n PICTs=11) 

Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

DAC Criteria 1: Relevance 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

1. How relevant is the PacAqua project to the priority needs of PICTs, in 

particular in relation to priorities defined in national and regional plans, 

including the New Song for Coastal Fisheries and the Regional Roadmap 

for Sustainable Pacific Fisheries? 

• PacAqua aligns and supports most if not all of the PICT national 

aquaculture plans and aspirations 

• The tilapia aquaculture assistance is particularly well aligned in Fiji 

and PNG 

• Biosecurity assistance is also well aligned and needed, noting some 

PICTs were not thinking of biosecurity before PacAqua 

• Fiji MoF aquaculture programme mimics PacAqua 

2. Is there a need to review the program theory and adapt the project 

based on new emerging priorities (since project design in 2016)? 

• The biosecurity work will need further implementation assistance 

moving forward to realise the gains created to date 

• The need for more post-harvest/value chain assistance, particularly 

for tilapia was raised by a number of PICTs 

DAC Criteria 2: Effectiveness 

3. What progress has been made against the outputs and short- and 

medium-term outcomes described in the Results Diagram? 

• There has been good progress against outputs and outcomes, 

particularly for biosecurity 

• There was one suggestion that there be a single regional biosecurity 

strategy that all countries use instead of one strategy for each 

country.  This would make working together easier 

• Some of the international trainings were not as targeted/relevant to 

PICTs as they could have been 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

4. Which key outputs, short- and medium-term outcomes have been 

achieved to date? What factors have affected the achievement of results 

to date? 

• Biosecurity assistance appears very effective particularly for raising 

awareness 

• The business acumen training has been very appreciated by those 

who have received it.  Most cite improvements in their budgets and 

businesses 

• The grants progress has been appreciated by those that navigated 

the process successfully, but many complain of the process and 

some complain of the difficulty of raising the 40% 

• The significant progress in drafting biosecurity plans has highlighted 

the need for more implementation assistance 

• The progress with tilapia farmers in Fiji and PNG has highlighted the 

need for more post-harvest/value chain assistance 

• Training in native language would be more effective for many small 

holder enterprises 

5. How effective has the cluster approach for aquaculture development 

been to date, and what lessons can be learned from it for further 

implementation? 

•  The cluster approach in Fiji, PNG and the Solomon Islands for tilapia 

has been well received and appears successful to date 

• It has been effective in getting farmers to work together and share 

more information 

• The Fiji clusters appear particularly effective given they have banded 

together to create a national association called Tilapia Fiji 

• It doesn’t appear that there are any clusters outside of tilapia 

aquaculture 

• It’s important that cluster members understand association is not 

about getting “free” things 

• Developing good leadership and supporting this cluster leadership 

into the future will be important to its ongoing success 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

6. What (if any) unintended outcomes (positive and negative) were there? 

Why? 

• The male only culture of tilapia along with the hapa farming 

approach were a pleasant surprise to all farmers involved 

• Security issues in PNG have hampered progress 

• The increased biosecurity awareness and capacity has helped a 

number of PICTs deal with biosecurity threats better  

• 5 new Biosecurity positions have been established in 5 PICTs as a 

result of PacAqua 

• The pearl association in Tonga have been able to engage two 

disadvantaged youth as a result of the training and support offered 

DAC Criteria 3: Efficiency (value for money) 

7. Have outputs been achieved in a timely manner? If yes/no why? • All PICTs are happy with the timeliness of the PacAqua work, noting 

some inevitable delays due to their internal scheduling conflicts and 

some security issues (PNG) 

• There is near universal frustration with the 60/40 grant scheme as 

the process is taking much longer than anyone anticipated 

• The 60/40 scheme may be more effective with mid-size and larger 

enterprises as coming up with the 40 is difficult for many small 

holders 

• Perhaps the process can be streamlined and segmented for different 

type of enterprises 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

8. Could the similar outputs be achieved with fewer funds? Could similar 

outputs be achieved in a different way? 

• Essentially all believe that the outputs are being delivered in an 

efficient way given the operating environment 

• There were some suggestions of additional efficiency if in country 

representatives were available as they felt SPC staff were spread 

quite thinly 

DAC Criteria 4: Impact 

9. What positive and negative medium- and long-term impacts at the sub-

national, national and regional levels have resulted from the PacAqua 

project? 

• Biosecurity systems and awareness have been improved throughout 

the region, including OIE reporting 

• Tilapia aquaculture has improved its profile in Fiji, PNG and Solomon 

Islands with increased government support 

• A number of participants believed that SPC involvement in their PICT 

acts as a catalyst for better relationships and productivity between 

stakeholders 

• In areas and commodities where production has increased, there has 

been increase interest from new participants 

• Where participants work together in clusters and/or associations, 

there is a feeling that they learn better from each other 

10. What would happen without the PacAqua project or a similar scheme? • Many, if not most believe that without PacAqua the improvements in 

biosecurity would not have happened and/or would have been at a 

much lower level 

• The other areas such as business acumen, technical transfer and 

capacity building would have occurred, but at a much lower level.  

The PacAqua project has catalysed work in these areas 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

DAC Criteria 5: Sustainability 

11. Is the design of the PacAqua project still relevant for now and the near 

future? What, if any, needs to be changed going forward? For example, 

the types of services offered. 

• The current project is still very much relevant and needed to 

maintain moment and gains 

• Additional focus will need to be given to implementation of 

biosecurity plans and systems along with more focus on post-

harvest/value chain needs in tilapia farming 

12. To what extent has local ownership of the PacAqua project developed? • The biosecurity work has raised the profile and awareness of its 

importance in all PICTs participating 

• This can be evidenced by 5 PICTs hiring dedicated biosecurity staff as 

a result of this PacAqua work 

• One PICT staff member now sees biosecurity as a career opportunity 

to be followed 

• The tilapia clusters are helping farmers to become more organised 

and to work better together 

• In Fiji, the MoF aquaculture work very closely mimics the PacAqua 

project 

• In Tonga, the pearl association farmers have renewed confidence to 

persevere and grow their businesses due to assistance from 

PacAqua 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

13. What critical success factors are in place to ensure sustainability? • The increased profile of biosecurity along with the hiring of dedicated 

biosecurity officers will assist in ensuring the sustainability of this 

work 

• The farm clusters will likely grow if they are able to receive continued 

support from SPC and their national governments 

• General technical and capacity building support will be needed from 

SPC into the foreseeable future 

14. Is donor support required to maintain the provision of services? • Yes, for nearly all areas 

• Other than implementation assistance for biosecurity, this may work 

in the future without donor support 

• Some of the cluster work may endure without future donor support, 

particularly in PICTs were clusters are being supported by the 

national government 

DAC Criteria 6: Relationship between partners, beneficiaries and other stakeholders 

15. How effectively have relationships with partners, beneficiaries and other 

stakeholders been managed within the PacAqua project? 

• Everyone has a good working relationship with SPC and SPC is seen in 

the region as a trusted partner 

• Once all the initial communication systems are set up amongst the 

stakeholders, everything works much better.  This is crucial 

16. How effectively have intra-SPC relationships been managed within the 

PacAqua project? 

• The regional and international networks that SPC has are valued by 

all stakeholders 

• Sharing experiences from other places is effective in helping PICTs 

understand their issues 

DAC Criteria 7: Gender and social inclusion, social and environmental responsibility 



 

68 | P a g e  
 

Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

17. To what extent is the PacAqua project contributing to gender equality 

and the empowerment of women and girls in all their diversities? 

• Many believe that gender awareness has been raised by PacAqua and 

its processes, but many are unsure of the impact the project is 

having on gender issues 

• Some believe that just the awareness of women’s roles in farming, 

including some good examples from Fiji, will assist with gender 

equality both at an industry level and at a government level 

18. To what extent has the PacAqua effectively managed social and 

environmental risks and impacts of all its activities as guided by the SPC 

Social and Environmental Responsibility Policy (SER Policy)? 

• The biosecurity work is universally seen as helping to manage 

environmental risks throughout the region 

• The business acumen, technical transfer and grants are seen as 

helping communities by improving livelihoods 

Other: Suggestions for improvement of implementation 

19. Do you have any further comments or suggestions for how this project 

many improve in its delivery and implementation?  What can be done to 

make it better or more effective? 

• More work on feed formulation 

• Overcoming the language barrier during training would be helpful 

• Fix the procurement process 

• SPC needs extension officers in country 

• Implementation assistance for biosecurity 

• Post-harvest/value chain for tilapia 

• Good to have more south-south exchanges.  Showing success helps 

others have confidence to pursue it 

• Improved project communication would help PICTs target their needs 

and participate better 

 

Enterprise interviews 
(n=17 farmers, n=14 enterprises) 



 

69 | P a g e  
 

Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

DAC Criteria 1: Relevance 

1. How relevant is the PacAqua project to the priority needs of PICTs, in 

particular in relation to priorities defined in national and regional plans, 

including the New Song for Coastal Fisheries and the Regional Roadmap 

for Sustainable Pacific Fisheries? 

• In virtually all cases, the assistance received from SPC is relevant as 

the enterprises are nominating themselves for training and/or 

other assistance 

• Some feel that with the grant process taking so long, their needs 

change as they can’t wait that long 

• SPC products and services appear to be more relevant to small 

holders.  The more evolved enterprises don’t seem to get as much 

out of the programme 

2. Is there a need to review the program theory and adapt the project 

based on new emerging priorities (since project design in 2016)? 

• Small holders were happy for the grant assistance, but many 

struggled with the 40% input on their end 

• Farmers that received the business training spoke highly of it 

• The training and technical assistance has been well received, 

especially within tilapia aquaculture 

• Grant scheme is onerous and time consuming 

DAC Criteria 2: Effectiveness 

3. What progress has been made against the outputs and short- and 

medium-term outcomes described in the Results Diagram? 

• The business acumen training has been good for those that received 

it 

• Most of the grants seem delayed, with many applicants still waiting 

to receive what they ordered 

4. Which key outputs, short- and medium-term outcomes have been 

achieved to date? What factors have affected the achievement of results 

to date? 

• The farmers are not that tuned into project outputs and outcomes.  

Where they have received assistance, it has been good 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

5. How effective has the cluster approach for aquaculture development 

been to date, and what lessons can be learned from it for further 

implementation? 

•  Strictly interpreted, the cluster approach only applies to tilapia 

clusters in Fiji, PNG and Solomon Islands.  All these clusters seem 

happy with the SPC support 

• They believe SPC involvement acts as a “hook” and brings more 

farmers into the clusters 

• Some of the clusters struggle a bit with leadership and with some 

farmers thinking it’s only about getting “free” things 

• The clusters that are working well are exchanging information, 

sharing resources and are generally positive about the future 

6. What (if any) unintended outcomes (positive and negative) were there? 

Why? 

• All farmers involved in the grant scheme were surprised at how long 

the process is taking and a larger number of them struggled to 

come up with their 40% 

• Despite the delays, farmers were happy with how flexible the 

programme is to change/amend grant items to suit their needs 

(due to delays) 

• Tilapia farmers have been happy with the production of all male 

tilapia 

DAC Criteria 3: Efficiency (value for money) 

7. Have outputs been achieved in a timely manner? If yes/no why? • Generally, all support from PacAqua has been very well received 

• Some PICTs expressed that they think delivery would have been more 

efficient if they had an in-country person to work with, as SPC staff 

were very busy and appeared to be spread thin across the region 

• All involved in the grant scheme expressed some frustration at the 

process and delays 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

8. Could the similar outputs be achieved with fewer funds? Could similar 

outputs be achieved in a different way? 

• In-country representatives or extension officers may offer a way to 

get more value 

• Some farms were able to get their governments to pay for their 40% 

DAC Criteria 4: Impact 

9. What positive and negative medium- and long-term impacts at the sub-

national, national and regional levels have resulted from the PacAqua 

project? 

• The impact seems to largest with the small holder farmers and 

clusters.  The programme makes a big difference to them with 

skills, equipment and confidence 

• In countries such as Fiji and PNG where there is significant 

government support for aquaculture, the PacAqua impacts appear 

greater as they are compounded by local efforts 

• Successful enterprises appear to galvanise support and inspire more 

people to want to be involved in aquaculture 

• The medium scale and larger enterprises don’t believe this will make 

much impact for them, but see the value in supporting aquaculture 

regionally 

10. What would happen without the PacAqua project or a similar scheme? • Almost all enterprises said they would still be in it without SPC, but 

all of these said they would be at a much lower level 

• Some (the new entrants) said they would not be in farming if not for 

SPC 

DAC Criteria 5: Sustainability 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

11. Is the design of the PacAqua project still relevant for now and the near 

future? What, if any, needs to be changed going forward? For example, 

the types of services offered. 

• Yes, farmers are happy with the current focus.  The sharing of 

information by SPC and amongst themselves is helpful for future 

prospects 

• Some farmers highlighted the need to focus more on feed, hatcheries 

and post-harvest/value chain support in the future 

12. To what extent has local ownership of the PacAqua project developed? • PacAqua appears to be creating the most local ownership in tilapia 

farming and clusters 

• Other farmers believe that while this SPC support is not a “game 

changer”, they think the industry is growing 

• Some farmers said they would have given up on farming if not for 

this push from SPC 

13. What critical success factors are in place to ensure sustainability? • Many farmers believe that SPC involvement is a “catalyst” for success 

• Sectors with good national government support, appear better 

placed for the sustainable over the longer term 

• Some of the larger enterprises noted the need for the industry to be 

export oriented to be truly sustainable 

14. Is donor support required to maintain the provision of services? • All farmers believe that they will continue on at least in some 

capacity without support, although they believe progress will be 

much better if they are assisted 

DAC Criteria 6: Relationship between partners, beneficiaries and other stakeholders 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

15. How effectively have relationships with partners, beneficiaries and other 

stakeholders been managed within the PacAqua project? 

• Most enterprises believe the SPC relationships are managed very well 

• Some felt that due to SPC being spread to thinly around the Pacific, 

relationships were not maintained as well as they could have been.  

Most of these believe this could be remedied with an in-country 

person or extension officer 

• The grant process was challenging for many famers, particularly the 

need to get three quotes and the 40% 

16. How effectively have intra-SPC relationships been managed within the 

PacAqua project? 

• All farmers believe that SPC has great internal and external 

relationship with the partners it needs to deliver services 

DAC Criteria 7: Gender and social inclusion, social and environmental responsibility 

17. To what extent is the PacAqua project contributing to gender equality 

and the empowerment of women and girls in all their diversities? 

• Most farmers were aware of the gender focus of this project, but 

didn’t see how it was directly changing anything in this space 

• They believe that the project has equal focus and opportunity for 

men and women, particularly if looked at through the family unit 

perspective of farming 

18. To what extent has the PacAqua effectively managed social and 

environmental risks and impacts of all its activities as guided by the SPC 

Social and Environmental Responsibility Policy (SER Policy)? 

• Small holders believe the project has a large impact on livelihoods 

which in turn contributes to community and social improvements.  

They believe they have more to give back to their communities 

• Clusters believe the networking they are doing is improving 

community relationships 

• No one believed that the project was creating any social or 

environmental risks 

Other: Suggestions for improvement of implementation 
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Question Evaluator Summary/Key Takeaways 

19. Do you have any further comments or suggestions for how this project 

many improve in its delivery and implementation?  What can be done to 

make it better or more effective? 

• Simplify the grant process 

• More business and farming skills training (including feed) 

• More focus on hatcheries as they believe production will follow this 

• Better communication of project offerings, results and between 

stakeholders 

• Continue to focus on the cluster approach 

• More SPC or Extension Officers 

• Focus on access to capital for the larger enterprises 
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APPENDIX SIX – Selected media clippings from PacAqua 
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