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REVIEW SUMMARY

Title

Review of the Pacific Live Reef Fish Food Trade Project

TNC Operating
Unit/Geographic Area(s)

Pacific Island Countries Operating Unit: Palau, Papua New
Guinea, Federated States of Micronesia, Solomon Islands with
reference to other Pacific Countries and Indonesia.

Thematic Focus

Abatement of destructive fishing threats from the live reef
food fish trade at regional, national and site scales.

Chronology
- Initial Request
- Review Period
- Draft Submitted
- Report Complete

Initially proposed during Asia Pacific & California Division
meeting in February 2003.

April 14-20, 2004

April 21, 2004

July 2004

Principal Client(s)

Internal:

¢ Pacific Island Countries Operating Unit program
managers and senior management

¢ Marine Initiative managers
¢ Asia-Pacific Region Director

¢ Other Conservancy OU marine programs and multi-site
project managers

External:

¢ The Secretariat of the Pacific Community
The David and Lucile Packard Foundation
The Oak Foundation

USAID + East Asia and Pacific Environmental Initiative

* & o o

Other conservation NGOs through a lessons learned
publication

Team & Affiliations

Leader:

¢ Randy Hagenstein — Conservation Director, TNC Alaska
Chapter, Anchorage, AK, USA (rhagenstein@tnc.org)

Members:

¢ Tim Adams — Director, Marine Resources Division,
Secretariat of the Pacific Community, Noumea, New
Caledonia (tima@spc.int)

¢ Ian Dutton — Director, TNC Conservation Measures
Group, Bethesda, MD, USA (idutton @tnc.org)

¢ Paul Lokani — Director, TNC Melanesia Program, Pt.
Moresby, Papua New Guinea (lok.tnc@global.net.pg)

¢ Andrew Smith — Director, TNC Pacific Island Countries
Coastal Marine Programs, Koror, Republic of Palau
andrew_smith@tnc.org) [Pacific LRFFT Project Manager]
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Principal Method(s) Review of project documents, in-depth interviews of core
team members in Palau, internal and external partner
interviews by phone and in person.

Major Findings/Lessons 5.1 OVERALL FINDINGS

¢ The multi-scale strategy has been effective in reducing the
threat to marine biodiversity posed by the LRFFT by
creating the awareness and the regional and national
capacity and alliances to address LRFFT operations.'

¢ By clearly and correctly defining the scale of the LRFFT
issue, the Conservancy and partners were able to craft a
strategic response and implement conservation actions at
the scale of the problem.

¢ While we can’t document and quantify direct impacts on
marine biodiversity as a result of the LRFFT project, the
collaborative strategy has reduced the pressure on key fish
stocks, assisted in improving inshore fisheries
management, and reduced related destructive practices in
countries where TNC is active (and indirectly in countries
where our partners work).

¢ The LRFFT project and associated strategies have
positioned TNC as a credible and effective agent in marine
conservation in the Pacific by developing enduring
partnerships with national and regional agencies. We are
much better placed to address regional-scale threats to
marine biodiversity today than we were eight years ago.

5.2 Key Lessons

¢ The MOU between TNC, SPC, IMA, and WRI played a
critical role in formalizing relationships, clearly defining
roles, and facilitating joint grants and cross-funding.

¢ TNC had the right key staff in place for the project that
had the right experience and relationships in both national
and regional management venues. Continuity of key staff
(both within TNC and our partners) was also critical to the
long-term success of the project.

¢ The LRFFT project would have benefited by additional
capacity (at least one full time equivalent) to bring single-
minded focus to this complex program.

¢ Clearly defined goals and milestones, with clear
evaluation points, should have been included in the
original strategic framework for the Conservancy’s
LRFFT project and the MOU.

¢ Annual “status of the LRFFT” meeting and report as a
component of the MOU would have improved the ability

! While the threat posed by the LRFFT was reduced, it hasn’t been eliminated. Changing economic conditions
in China could allow this trade to rapidly reemerge as a regional threat to marine biodiversity. The LRFFT
project has established a solid foundation and national/regional capacity to address a future surge in LRFFT
activity.
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5.3 Recommendations

Project staff should develop a near-term follow-up plan as a
result of the review to:

L4

5.4 Observations on the Review Process

L

of the project to adapt to changes in the LRFFT industry
and performance by various parties under the MOU.

Create a roadmap that articulates the bigger picture of how
the LRFFT project has evolved—and continues to
evolve—into efforts to conserve spawning aggregations
(including linkages to MPA networks) and how leverage
at the national and regional levels will occur through
selected site level investments.

Establish a new MOU with SPC (and potentially other
partners) to guide collaboration around spawning
aggregations, finalize and publish the generic management
guidelines, where appropriate assist SPC’s expanded
involvement with other related fisheries management
issues (e.g., spear-fishery of aggregations; other fishery
impacts on LRFFT species), and create a contingency plan
and triggering mechanisms in the event of expansion of
LRFFT or related fisheries.

Recommend to the Asia-Pacific Region management a
review of the overall Asia-Pacific Integrated LRFFT
strategy.

Disseminate the findings of the review both internally
(e.g., through an article in TNC@News; through the
Conservation Measures Group and the Global Marine
Initiative) and externally (e.g., as a case study article for
an appropriate environmental journal; SPC LRF Bulletin).

The review, including drafting the report occurred over
seven working days. This was sufficient. Not all
reviewers needed to be present during the drafting phase.

The review period and location did not allow interviews of
key players prior to drafting the bulk of the review report.
Interviews in the middle of the review likely would have
identified issues to address in the review, rather than after.

The mix of internal and external reviewers was
appropriate and effective — it enabled a lot of information
to be processed in a very efficient manner and ensured that
facts could be checked concurrently with the review
process.

Participation by key project staff familiar with all phases
of the project was essential to provide perspective, present
an overview of the project, and answer questions. This
was much more efficient than digging through the
universe of project documentation would have been.
Having the project manager sort through documentation
prior to the review to highlight the most important material
was also a huge time-saver.
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¢ Preparation time to organize and prepare background
documents, etc., was underestimated. This work has to be
done by someone intimate with the project. (Contracting a
person to compile a chronology and list of documents was
attempted, but failed due to their unfamiliarity of the
project and TNC.)

¢ The review team was elated that most of the writing was
completed prior to getting on airplanes and being sucked
back into the vortex of normal work obligations!

Total Cost $39,975
- CMG Investment $10,800
- Leverage & Source(s) $29,175 (TNC Programs - $20,875; Partners - $8,300)
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

In the mid 1990s, The Nature Conservancy (TNC) recognized an emerging fishery—the live reef food
fish trade (LRFFT)—that had severely impacted coral reef habitats and fish assemblages in Southeast
Asia and was expanding into the island countries of the Pacific. The Conservancy responded by
working with partner organizations to collaboratively design and implement a complex and
comprehensive program to address this emerging threat to marine habitats and biodiversity. The
overall Conservancy program included both “demand-side” strategies, primarily in Hong Kong, and
“supply-side” strategies in Southeast Asia and the Pacific. This review focuses on the “supply-side”
strategies, actions, and outcomes in the Pacific of the Conservancy program.

The LRFFT project was an eight-year investment in addressing a pervasive, emerging threat at
multiple sites and multiple levels. From a conservation management perspective, these strategies
represent one of the largest-scale, multi-site initiatives ever undertaken by The Nature Conservancy.
Traditionally an organization that is very much place-oriented in its conservation activities, the
Conservancy recognized that effective conservation action to address such a significant threat must be
nested within a broad response framework operating at multiple levels from reefs to international
markets and involving multiple partners. As such, the project provides an outstanding learning
opportunity for the Pacific Island Countries program staff, for key partners involved in addressing the
LRFFT, and for the Conservancy overall.

The specific purposes of this review are three-fold: First, the review provides a formal opportunity for
project staff to better understand and assess what went well and what went awry in the project and
better understand causes and effects to improve performance in future large, complex projects. The
review may also allow Pacific Island Countries Program staff to communicate to donors, partners, and
Conservancy leadership the effectiveness of conservation efforts in the Pacific Island Countries
program. The review provides a similar opportunity for key partners, especially the Secretariat of the
Pacific Community (SPC), in assessing the effectiveness of some of the fisheries management aspects
of the Initiative.

Second, the review provides an opportunity to distill more general lessons of value to staff throughout
the Conservancy (and potentially other conservation and natural resource management practitioners).
These key findings and recommendations should improve how we conceptualize, plan, and implement
projects at a similar scale and of comparable complexity.

Finally, the review is an opportunity to learn from, improve upon, and distill best practices on how the
Conservancy conducts project reviews. This review is an early experiment in reviewing the
effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability of a conservation endeavor within the Conservancy. We
hope future review teams can learn from our process, improve on our efforts, and avoid mistakes we
may have made.
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2.0 EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

The need for a review of the LRFFT strategy was identified in the FY03 workplan of the Pacific Island
Countries Coastal Marine Programs Director in 2003 and was scheduled for early 2004. This timing
was predicated by the end of a key phase in this long term (8 year) project and rapidly emerging plans
to develop new strategies to address marine biodiversity conservation at the local, country, and
regional scales in the Asia-Pacific Region.

The review scope” was defined in consultation with the newly-formed Conservation Measures Group
and resulted in formation of a project review team® comprising:

¢ Tim Adams — Director, Marine Resources Division, Secretariat of the Pacific Community,
Noumea, New Caledonia (tima@spc.int).

¢ Ian Dutton — Director, TNC’s Conservation Measures Group, Bethesda, MD, USA
(idutton@tnc.org).

¢ Randy Hagenstein — Conservation Director, TNC’s Alaska Chapter, Anchorage, AK USA
(rhagenstein@tnc.org).

¢ Paul Lokani — Director, TNC’s Melanesia Program (and formerly an implementer of the LRFFT
project), Pt. Moresby, Papua New Guinea (lok.tnc@global.net.pg).

¢ Andrew Smith — Director, TNC’s Pacific Island Countries Coastal Marine Programs (and LRFFT
project manager), Koror, Republic of Palau (andrew_smith@tnc.org).

The review team included a deliberate balance of ‘insiders’ and ‘outsiders’.* Given the specialized
nature of the subject being reviewed and the long history of program implementation, it was felt that
this approach would be both more efficient in terms of processing the large quantity of information
and more insightful by allowing in-depth questioning on program development.

To take advantage of this potential, the core approach employed by the team was to obtain an initial
familiarization with the vast set of project documents (see Appendix 3 for summary overview) and
then undertake an intensive (three day) critical review of key documents and experiences. This was
accomplished by cataloguing all key documents and presentations in each phase of the Pacific LRFFT
project and then conducting a series of question and answer sessions with the three key program
participants — Tim Adams, Paul Lokani, and Andrew Smith. These in-depth analyses were undertaken
during a series of meetings in Palau between April 14-22 and involved definition of:

¢ key findings;
¢ preliminary conclusions and “lessons learned” ; and
¢ information gaps and questions that still need to be asked of other project participants.

Based on these interviews, an initial report was drafted and responsibilities for further
questions/verification with other project participants defined. Follow-up interviews were undertaken
by phone and in person in Honolulu, Indonesia, Washington DC, Fiji, and Noumea between April 22
and May 5, 2004.

The final draft review report was prepared following these interviews. The final report was submitted
to the Pacific Island Countries Director in August 2004.

Overall, the team felt that the approach used worked very well, particularly given the long history of
the project, the vast amount of documentation (and inevitable gaps), the multiple partners involved,
and the lack of comparable project reviews within TNC to provide a framework for inquiry. The

2 Please see Appendix 1 for the Terms of Reference for the review.

? Please see Appendix 2 for biographical data on each of the reviewers.

* An additional outside reviewer initially accepted but had to withdraw. Unfortunately, this occurred too late for
a replacement to be identified and invited to participate.
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methods employed in this project review could be relevant to future reviews of multi-site strategies
and long-term projects undertaken by TNC. This assertion will be tested at a planned TNC workshop
in San Francisco in September, 2004 to review our conservation audit approach; the experience gained
during this review will be presented at that meeting.

3.0 BACKGROUND

3.1 PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION

In the early 1990s, growing economic prosperity in Asia prompted the rapid expansion of the market
for live reef food fish. The target species included Cheilinus undulatus (humphead / Napoleon / Maori
wrasse), Cromileptus altivelis (highfin grouper / barramundi cod) and a variety of Plectropomus and
Epinephelus species (groupers, coral cods and coral trout). This increasing demand for live reef fish
has been met by a range of more intensive fishing techniques, notably the use of destructive fishing
methods, resulting in widespread devastation of coral reefs within Southeast Asia. The most
damaging of these methods is the use of sodium cyanide—an extremely toxic chemical—to stun fish
and allow live capture. The use of cyanide resulted in widespread coral reef degradation and an
associated localized decline of reef fish and invertebrate populations. The targeting of reef fish
spawning aggregation sites by the LRFFT operators has also had serious impacts on coral reef
ecosystems throughout the region.

According to fish importers, the live reef fish trade severely depleted target species in much of the
Philippines’ coral reefs where cyanide fishing was first practiced in the 1970s. As demand grew and
reef fisheries became depleted there, alternative sources of supply were exploited.

The Nature Conservancy” first helped identify the live reef food fish trade as a major threat to the
marine biodiversity in the Asia-Pacific region in 1995 by co-funding (with the Forum Fisheries
Agency) marine biologist Dr. Robert Johannes and fisheries economist Michael Riepen’s landmark
1995 study, Environmental, Economic and Social Implications of the Live Reef Fish Trade in Asia and
the Western Pacific. The report was first presented to the Pacific region at the SPC FFA Workshop on
Inshore Fisheries Management. The report highlighted the rapid expansion of the food-fish fishery
being driven by the increasing demand for live reef fish—especially in Hong Kong, Taiwan and
southern China—and the diminishing supply of target fish from Southeast Asian waters due to over-
exploitation and habitat degradation.

Conservative estimates of the annual export/import of wild-caught live reef fish in the Asia/Pacific
region in the mid-1990s ranged between 20,000 and 25,000 tonnes. Hong Kong was the largest
consumer, but southern China, with its rapidly expanding economy, was where demand grew fastest.
Johannes and Riepen confirmed the western Pacific as the next frontier for the supply side of the trade.
Initial interest in securing live fish from the Pacific was observed in the mid-1980s (e.g., an operation
was established in Palau in 1984), but demand did not really begin to escalate until the end of that
decade. By 1995, there had already been LRFFT operations in Papua New Guinea, the Solomon
Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia, and the Marshall Islands, and Asian LRFFT operators had
made approaches to several additional countries.

> The Nature Conservancy focuses on biodiversity conservation primarily through habitat protection. Our
mission is: “To preserve the plants, animals, and natural communities that represent the diversity of life on Earth
by protecting the lands and waters they need to survive”. We recognized that while the LRFFT was primarily a
fisheries issue, it was also a biodiversity conservation issue due to the extent of the coral reef habitat damage and
by-catch issues.
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3.2 THE NATURE CONSERVANCY'S STRATEGIES

Following the seminal Johannes and Riepen report, The Nature Conservancy, in partnership with a
number of other organizations (e.g. International Marinelife Alliance) and individuals (e.g. Dr. Robert
Johannes), quickly developed multi-level and multi-site strategies to combat the environmentally-
damaging effects of the live reef fish trade in the Asia-Pacific region. These included:

¢ Raising awareness of the seriousness of the issue, internationally, nationally and at the community
level within the Asia-Pacific region.

¢ Encouraging regional cooperation to address the live reef fish issue.
¢ Pursuing mariculture of groupers as a substitution strategy to displace wild-caught fish.

¢ Holding taste tests in China to determine if consumers can distinguish between maricultured and
wild-caught fish.

¢ Encouraging sustainable fisheries at specific sites.
¢ Identifying realistic alternative livelihood options for local live reef fish fishers.

¢ Assisting with developing policy and regulatory controls at the broader regional scale as well as at
the country level.

¢ Assisting PNG’s National Fisheries Authority with developing management strategies for the live
reef fish industry.

¢ Assisting SPC in production of the SPC Special Interest Group “Live Reef Fish Information
Bulletin: The Live Reef Fish Export and Aquarium Trade.”

¢ Assist with the listing of the Humphead Wrasse on CITES, Appendix 2.

At that time, there were a number of regional and international organizations and agencies working on
the live reef fish trades (both food fish and aquarium) issues in both Asia and the Pacific. Within the
Pacific region, no single agency or organization had the capacity (financial or other) to adequately
address all the issues arising from the LRFFT. Collaboration between concerned agencies and
organizations was essential for controlling and managing the LRFFT.

3.3 TNC'S PACIFIC STRATEGY

The Live Reef Food Fish Trade has presented Pacific island countries with both potential and
problems. As a relatively small-volume, high-value fishery in which income could accrue directly to
fishing communities, LRFFT fisheries have the potential to contribute to sustainable economic
development in many Pacific island countries. However, the experiences in Southeast Asia, and the
initial forays into the Pacific, suggested that the LRFFT was characterized by “boom-and-bust”—one
area after another being over-fished for the highest-valued species, social conflict, use of cyanide with
resultant extensive damage to the coral reefs, and unsustainable targeting of spawning aggregation
sites.

In most of the Pacific countries, there was little awareness at either the national decision-making or the
community levels concerning the potential impacts of this fishery. Although there was considerable
concern and a will to act, this was a new fishery in the region. Rarely were there any management
strategies in place to adequately and effectively manage the fishery, nor did the countries have the
necessary resources, financial or otherwise, to assess, monitor, manage, and enforce these fisheries.

While The Nature Conservancy had been addressing the broader live reef food fish trade issues in an
integrated manner—with both “supply-" and “demand-side” strategies—the Pacific supply-side work
on the LRFFT took a different direction from supply-side strategies in Indonesia due to the changing
nature of the LRFFT fisheries (by the time it reached the more distant Pacific) and the differing
expression of the biodiversity threats between the two regions.
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In the Pacific, the LRFFT project had two primary components: Regional assistance strategies; and
assistance to national governments.

For the purposes of this review, the regional component can be separated into three main phases:

¢ Phase 1: Conceptualization, planning, and partner engagement beginning in 1995 and leading up
to the signing of the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on The Pacific Regional Live Reef
Fish Trade Initiative in December 1999. TNC actions included clearly defining the issue, raising
awareness in regional fora, developing a collaborative approach with key partners, securing
internal approval, and raising funds.

¢ Phase 2: Implementation and collaboration through the MOU from December 1999 until
December 2002. Broadly, the activities undertaken by the parties to the MOU included:
coordination; assessment and information; awareness building; management and policy assistance;
research; and training and technical assistance. TNC’s commitments focused primarily on
coordination, awareness raising, and management assistance.

¢ Phase 3: During this period, key tasks initiated under the MOU were completed, the LRFFT
program was institutionalized within SPC, and the Conservancy refocused its efforts on
management and protection of reef fish spawning aggregations and linkages to the development of
networks of interconnected marine protected areas.

Throughout this period, the Conservancy was very active at the national level on LRFFT issues in
Papua New Guinea, the Solomon Islands, and to a lesser extent the Republic of Palau and Federated
States of Micronesia. The Conservancy’s efforts included working with fisheries management
agencies to recognize potential issues associated with new LRFFT fisheries and assist the agencies in
developing strategies and plans to manage the fisheries.

3.4 ASSUMPTIONS

In developing and implementing the Pacific LRFFT strategy, a number of assumptions were made and
agreed to by the collaborating partners. These included:

¢ The LRFFT is an expanding fishery—in terms of demand and geography—and Pacific island
countries will be increasingly targeted by the industry as Southeast Asian stocks are depleted.

¢ As arelatively small-volume, high-value fishery in which significant income can potentially
accrue directly to fishing communities, LRFFT fisheries may have the potential to contribute to
sustainable economic development in many Pacific island countries.

¢ Based on the experience with the trade in Southeast Asia—and its initial forays into the Pacific—
the trade is prone to the “boom-and-bust” syndrome, with one area after another being over-fished
for the highest-valued species.

¢ Of particular concern for the Pacific is the unsustainable targeting of grouper spawning
aggregation sites and the use of cyanide to stun and capture fish, resulting in extensive damage to
the coral reefs and the degradation of marine biodiversity.

¢ Very careful and separate management and strict enforcement are required to manage this fishery
in a sustainable manner and alleviate any likely negative impacts.

¢ This rapidly expanding export fishery and the resultant problems usually develop far more quickly
than governments can acquire the knowledge and experience necessary to guide exploitation
sustainably. As such, a regionally-coordinated approach to national management and control of
the fishery is required.

¢ No single agency or organization within the Pacific region has the capacity to adequately address
all the issues arising from the LRFFT, and so collaboration between concerned organizations is
essential for success. Where feasible, the development of regional principles should be based on
the collaborating partners’ national- and local-level experiences.
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Pacific Island nations have a considerable will to take measures to control fisheries where
problems are perceived, particularly externally-driven fisheries. The continuing existence of
customary marine tenure systems on many reefs and the history of effective management of the
tuna fishery, provide a platform for supporting effective action.

Since this is an export trade, it is potentially more effectively controllable than domestic fisheries
targeting vulnerable species. Even though this is a rapidly-moving and widespread fishery there
was the prospect of being able to mobilize practical action that would actually control the trade
before the initial fishery management problem became a major conservation problem.

The Nature Conservancy never intended to become involved in fisheries management in the
Pacific over the long term. Rather, the LRFFT strategy needed a built-in “exit strategy” for TNC
following a focused effort to raise awareness, build regional and national capacity, and provide
tools for improved management. By building leverage and capacity through regional partnerships,
the Conservancy would position itself for future multi-scale projects.

Given the challenges the LRFFT poses to the Pacific, a precautionary approach is required. Due
to the ability of the trade to rapidly expand and adjust to new circumstances, adaptive management
will be required.

3.5 STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES

TNC’s Pacific LRFFT strategy has continually evolved from its inception in 1996, but has principally
focused on:

L.

Working proactively and collaboratively with government fisheries agencies in the Pacific
countries where TNC had a presence (Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, Palau, and Federated
States of Micronesia) to:

¢ Recognize the potential issues associated with an unmanaged LRFFT, and

¢ Assist those agencies with developing management strategies and plans to effectively manage
the fishery.

Working regionally to:

¢ Promote effective partnerships with and between organizations and agencies that have related
interests and responsibilities to ensure a coordinated approach and to minimize duplication of
effort,

¢ Extend some of the benefits of improved conservation and management of reef fish to
countries that did not have a direct TNC presence, and

¢ Increase awareness of the live reef food fish trade and the associated impacts across and
within key sectors in Pacific island countries and to provide the necessary policy and
management assistance as follow-up. This involved five broad and overlapping components:

- Assessment and information

- Awareness raising

- Management and policy assistance
- Research, and

- Training and technical assistance.
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3.6 OUTCOMES

TNC assisted both the PNG National Fisheries Authority and the Solomon Islands Department of
Fisheries and Marine Resources to develop National LRFFT Management Plans.’ Advice and
technical assistance were provided to both Palau and the Federated States of Micronesia, and they
have since actively discouraged any new LRFFT operations based on their experiences in the 1980s
and 1990s and new information provided by the Conservancy and others.

At the regional level, TNC worked with the Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC), International
Marinelife Alliance (IMA) and the World Resources Institute (WRI) to develop and implement a
cooperative initiative to provide scientific information, policy and management advice and assistance
to Pacific island countries and territories with respect to the live reef fish trade. This collaboration was
formalized through a three-year Memorandum of Understanding (Dec. 1999 to Dec. 2002). Under this
MOU, the Conservancy committed to:

¢ Assist SPC with coordination and facilitation of the LRFFT Initiative, with decreasing
responsibility as SPC’s institutional capacity improved.

¢ Develop and refine generic national and provincial/state level LRFFT management plans and
licensing agreements as guides for use within the region (in collaboration with SPC and WRI).

¢ Compile and maintain an inventory of LRFFT awareness materials (all media), to be transferred to
SPC within two years (with assistance from all Parties).

¢ Develop relevant generic LRFFT awareness materials for each target audience (regional and
national; decision-makers; local communities) and disseminate them in high priority countries (in
collaboration with SPC and IMA).

¢ Develop and implement protection strategies for key spawning aggregation sites (in collaboration
with all Parties).

¢ Complete and implement example site-specific LRFFT response strategies at test sites in Papua
New Guinea and the Solomon Islands.

¢ Assist national and provincial governments with completing, adopting and implementing LRFFT
management plans as requested (in collaboration with SPC and WRI).

These goals have largely been met and work on the LRFFT in the Pacific is continuing through
programs at SPC’. Since then, the Conservancy has refocused its efforts on:

¢ Reducing unsustainable harvests of aggregating reef fish in selected Pacific island countries;
¢ Improving spawning aggregation site protection;

¢ Increasing awareness of the vulnerability of spawning aggregations to over-exploitation; and
*

Enhancing in-country and regional capacity to manage fish spawning aggregations and Marine
Protected Areas that incorporate spawning aggregation sites.

® According to the head of the Solomon Islands Fisheries Division, Sylvester Diake, the civil unrest in
Guadalcanal and Malaita put most new initiatives on hold, but the restoration of law and order in 2004 has
created an environment for enacting the plan. There are currently no LRFFT operations in the Solomon Islands,
but it is stated that the draft plan has already been of great assistance in developing government strategy.

7 Since the LRFFT Initiative began, SPC has instituted a major reef fishery survey program, a government-
community fisheries management advisory section, and consolidated its LRFT specialist position and in-service
LRFT attachment training.
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3.7 FUNDING®

The TNC Pacific LRFFT project — and the follow-on spawning aggregation project — has been funded
by:

¢ David and Lucile Packard Foundation (various grants, or parts of larger grants).

¢ East Asia and Pacific Environmental Initiative (EAPEI) grants (through USAID):

e “Protecting Coral Reefs from Destructive Fishing Practices in the Pacific” Oct. 1999 to Sep.
2003. Global Conservation Program (EAPEI). LAG-A-00-99-00045-00.

e “Protecting Coral Reefs from Destructive Fishing Practices: Protecting and Managing Reef
Fish Spawning Aggregations in the Pacific” Oct. 2002 to Sep. 2005. Global Conservation
Program (EAPEI). LAG-A-00-99-00045-00.

¢ Oak Foundation grants in 1999 and 2001.
¢ Internal TNC funds.

¢ Donations from private individuals.

¥ See Appendix 4 for details
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4.0 REVIEW

4.1 INTRODUCTION

The following detailed review of the LRFFT project is divided into an assessment of the regional-
level strategies and national-level strategies. Both prongs of the overall project were being
implemented simultaneously throughout the project. The review begins with regional level strategies.

4.2 REGIONAL STRATEGIES

4.2.1 Phase 1 Findings

Phase 1 was important for defining the scope of the threat, developing strategies, evaluating and
aligning partnerships, and securing high-level clearance (both within TNC and in regional governance
and advisory bodies). This groundwork was essential for creating the right scope of work in the MOU
with the right partners.

The Johannes and Riepen (1995) study defined the scale and significance of the LRFFT threat to
marine biodiversity in Asia and the Pacific. Formulation of a response and definition of TNC’s role in
that response proved challenging because of the scale of the threat and the broad array of potential
partners. As a consequence, there was a hiatus between recognition of the issue and development of a
formal organizational response. Part of this hiatus was due to the relative newness of the TNC Pacific
program and the relatively small staff capacity. During this time, a series of initial proposals for
interventions at the site-scale were developed (see section 4.3 National Strategies) and these began to
be linked under the umbrella of the Packard-funded Asia-Pacific Coastal Marine Program.

In March 1998, after a long period of consultation (internally, then externally) with key players at a
regional level, a formal TNC strategy was defined and presented to TNC’s Asia-Pacific Regional
managers. The overall strategy proposed involved four broad components:

¢ awareness raising;

¢ management assistance;

¢ research; and

¢ training/technical assistance.

It was envisioned that TNC would focus on the specific areas within these broader components where
TNC had the necessary core competencies and would partner with other organizations and agencies
that had complementary competencies and mandates. Program staff clearly recognized that no single
agency/organization has the capacity (financial or other) to adequately address all the issues arising
from the LRFFT, and so collaboration between concerned agencies/organizations was recognized as
essential for success.

The aim for TNC was to be proactive wherever possible, but also to continue to respond to requests
from countries and states already dealing with or being approached by LRFFT operators.

These strategies and assumptions seem eminently reasonable given the context of the issue and TNC’s
mission and structure, although three concerns are flagged. First, the defined goals were general in
nature, and not S.M.A.R.T.%; the lack of measurable goals limited our ability to assess progress in
implementing strategies. While aspects of each strategy were further defined in subsequent annual
operational plans and budgets, and there was considerable scope for partners to engage and give
feedback, there was a lack of clear definition of criteria for assessing how effective those strategies
were.

? Specific; Measurable; Attainable; Resource-based; Time-bound.
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Second, it was evident from the beginning that this would not be an issue that would be solved in the
initial three-year planning period. While it is very difficult to garner resources for long-term program
commitments, the lack of a full cycle, longer-term plan for addressing the evolution of the LRFFT
strategies was a clear deficiency. This concern is offset to a large extent by the way in which TNC
subsequently engaged with the SPC and national governments to address LRFFT strategies in the
Pacific. By working with the overarching fisheries advisory bodies (SPC and government fisheries
management agencies) in the region, considerable leverage was established—Ileverage that ultimately
enabled a coordinated response at the highest levels of national and regional governance.

Finally, as proved to be the case in the subsequent implementation of the strategies, differences in
orientation between the Asia (e.g., single-site; remedial; reactive) and Pacific (e.g., multiple sites; pre-
emptive) components of the LRFFT project, and the limited ability of a NGO to influence policy at
this scale required TNC to very carefully define its role and strategies applied in each region. These
differences also reflect the inherent variations in governance and fisheries management approach
within the vast region.

These differences required strategies to be tailored to each region as appropriate. While this review did
not address this issue in detail, some of the current lack of integration of coastal and marine programs
(e.g. in relation to SPAGS survey methods) within the Asia-Pacific programs of TNC stems from this
initial difference in focus between the Asia and Pacific components of the program.'

It is interesting in hindsight to observe that 1997-98 marked the peak of LRFFT in terms of volume of
fish imported to Chinese markets, due in part to the Asian economic crisis."" The conservation and
fisheries community were thus relatively slow to respond. Similar lag effects are often noted by
observers of environmental management programs. However, in this case, this did not represent the
end of the crisis nor a significant diminution in threat to marine biodiversity in the region. Rather, the
LRFFT evolved to different types of operations and to different areas of operation. The slow down in
harvesting rates enabled the LRFFT program partners to consolidate their approach. Although the
LRFFT did not grow at the scale and at the rate envisioned in 1996, the threat remained and the need
for proactive solutions was still relevant.

The LRFFT program clearly adapted to these changes. From an initial and ongoing emphasis on
awareness raising to more direct action at the national and site scales, it is clear that program staff and
their advisors kept a close eye on the trends in the industry. Additionally, while there were obvious
differences in perspectives between organizations involved in working on this issue at a regional level,
there was also a commonality of purpose and a strong level of international donor and media interest
that greatly facilitated government recognition of the need to act. This dialogue and interaction
created a favorable environment for defining how best to address the LRFFT; the mechanisms for
addressing the LRFFT issue were subsequently articulated in the MOU.

4.2.2 Phase 1 Lessons Learned

Six key lessons emerge from analysis of the regional component of the program in this phase:

' During the life of this project TNC underwent a number of programmatic, operational, and organizational
structure changes, which influenced project management and focus to some extent. During the first phase the
original TNC Asia-Pacific Region was integrated with the Latin America and Caribbean Region to form an
International Program. Within the Asia-Pacific Region, the A-P Coastal Marine Program work was subsumed
into the Indonesia and Pacific programs for nearly two years, before being reestablished as an Asia-Pacific-wide
program again. The LRFFT project manager was reassigned to the A-P Coastal Marine program for a year
before being reassigned back to the Pacific Island Countries Operating Unit when that was formed. Also during
the life of this project, TNC’s strategic organization direction was fully realigned behind Conservation By
Design, entailing a shift to an ecoregion-based approach.

"' Graham, T. 2001. A Collaborative Strategy to Address the Live Reef Food Fish Trade. Asia Pacific Coastal
Marine Program, Report #0101, The Nature Conservancy, Honolulu, HI, USA.

Sadovy, Y.J., T.J. Donaldson, T.R. Graham, F. McGilvray, G.J. Muldoon, M.J. Phillips, M.A. Rimmer, A.
Smith, and B. Yeeting. 2003. While Stocks Last: The Live Reef Food Fish Trade. Pacific Studies Series, Asian
Development Bank, Manila. 147 pp.
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¢ The Johannes and Riepen study established a solid context and independent authority for this work
that greatly facilitated partner buy-in and attracted government and donor interest. Due in part to
Bob Johannes’ force of personality, this report also received considerable international press
which elevated the profile of the LRFFT issue.

¢ TNC was well placed to work on this issue at a regional scale because of both its regional
structure and because of recruitment of key staff who had a strong background and professional
networks in marine resources management in the Pacific (through both in-country experience and
regional organization experience).

¢ While strategies were well defined, measurable goals and milestones for the project as a whole
were lacking. Annual goals and milestones were contained in TNC’s annual plans and employee
objectives as well as in various grant proposals. Still, the overall project would have benefited
from goals and interim measures clearly articulated at the outset of the project.

¢ In developing a program of this type, there is a need to define overall funding and match
opportunities flexibly so as to be able to take advantage of new opportunities (e.g. EAPEI funding)
and allocate discretionary resources to best effect. There is also a need to carefully coordinate
with donors and partners (e.g. joint presentations to ADB by IMA, TNC, WRI, and SPC member
countries) to present a clear set of coordinated strategies and priorities.

¢ Project conceptualization is a more complex and time-consuming process than is usually
recognized, particularly when multiple partners and countries are involved, and where the ‘threat’
is rapidly changing. There is clear value in allocating adequate resources for project management
and for lead staff, in working adaptively, in negotiating effectively, and in framing activities that
are achievable in the near-term so as to build trust and confidence in the overall strategy. This is
especially true of the response to the LRFFT in the mid- to late-1990s as the industry was
changing quickly in terms of changes in demand, in the players in the industry, and in the supply
locations.

¢ In a multi-site and multi-level strategy like this, effective partnerships are critical to success.
Despite challenges, this program was put on a very firm footing by paying special attention to
defining the most appropriate partners during strategy conceptualization and by working hard to
build effective alliances within each area of operation at an early stage.

4.2.3 Phase 2 Findings

This phase of the project was synchronous with the period covered by the MOU between the
Conservancy, SPC, IMA, and WRI'? (Appendix 6). The strategies implemented during this phase
were inherently collaborative in nature, and the responsibilities and commitments detailed in the MOU
for each party represent a comprehensive approach to addressing the LRFFT issue. Hence, this review
covers the effectiveness and efficiency of the overall program, including activities undertaken under
the auspices of the MOU by all parties, but with a focus on TNC activities and responsibilities.

Under the terms of the MOU, TNC’s focus was primarily on:

¢ Assisting SPC with coordination and facilitation of the initiative, with decreasing responsibility as
SPC’s institutional capacity in this area improved;

¢ Developing awareness materials that could be provided by SPC to their partner countries; and

¢ Developing generic management guidelines that could be used by government fisheries agencies
to establish a coherent management framework for LRFFT activities in their countries.

The collaborative strategy encompassed by the MOU had six components: coordination; assessment
and information dissemination; awareness; management and policy guidance; research; and training

12 Although WRI was a signatory to the MOU, their involvement in the project was limited to essentially one
person closely linked with IMA.
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and technical assistance. The general roles of each organization envisioned in the MOU is shown in
the following table:

Component: TNC SPC IMA
Coordination X X

Assessment & Information X X
Awareness X X X
Management & Policy X X

Research X X
Training & Tech. Assistance X X

( X = substantial role; x = supporting role)
Coordination

The MOU between the parties served as the formal mechanism to guide a coordinated approach to the
LRFFT issue. The process of drafting the MOU was an effective way to bring parties together,
resolve (sometimes) conflicting perspectives, and identify strengths and appropriate roles of the
parties.

The MOU was effective for a variety of reasons. The MOU:

¢ Was specific in nature, rather than a very general “agree to work together” agreement. The
responsibilities and roles of each party were very clear.

¢ Provided a unified voice to external partners and funders and ensured a common position on key
sensitive issues. For example, the MOU identified the LRFFT as a potential opportunity for
economic development — not just a threat to biodiversity (see Mutuality of Interest and Statement
of Purpose sections of the MOU).

¢ Provided the high-level clearance for the Conservancy to build SPC’s capacity by providing seed-
funding for a key staff position in SPC to focus on the LRFFT project.

¢ Ensured efficient use of limited resources by avoiding redundancy and duplication of effort.

The MOU could have been improved by requiring annual face-to-face progress meetings' to identify
changes in the LRFFT fishery, make necessary adjustments in strategy, detect slipping milestones and
deliverables, and enable changes in the ability of MOU parties to perform according to the terms of the
MOU." Finally, the MOU should have required a summary report on activities under the MOU as a
deliverable (this review may be used to largely serve that function).

'3 Whenever possible, to save on costs, meetings of the parties were convened as side-sessions at meetings where
two or more of the parties were present.

' There were particular issues with IMA’s performance under the terms of the MOU. IMA had a strong focus
on the live reef fish trade and was a catalytic player in the Philippines. They had developed programs in
monitoring, training, cyanide testing, and other areas, and were growing rapidly in geographic scope in the late
1990s. IMA was significantly affected by a variety of economic factors including the post 9/11 economic
downturn that reduced their capacity to lead key components of the program envisioned under the MOU. Both
TNC and SPC expressed frustration with IMA’s performance in a number of areas, including shifting policy
positions, differing views on content and audience for awareness materials, difficulty getting assessment reports
submitted, etc. TNC and SPC also deferred to IMA in key program areas. For example, TNC did not pursue
deeper relationships with the Republic of the Marshall Islands, because IMA indicated that they were going to
establish an office and program based there. The intent here is not to assign blame or tease out causal factors,
but to recognize that the LRFFT collaborative strategy had its share of frustrations and that some shortfalls in
program delivery were the result of culture and changes in capacity within a key MOU party.
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Assessment and Information Dissemination

Conducting basic assessments of reef fish abundance (especially targeted species in the LRFFT) was a
key component of the overall LRFFT project. These assessments were intended to address a threshold
question for a country considering entry into the LRFFT: “Is the resource available to support a
managed fishery?” Responsibility for this aspect of the project lay with SPC and IMA (largely funded
via an ADB Technical Assistance grant to SPC).

Stock assessments provide the basic data to influence policy at the national level. In situations where
assessments were completed, they proved effective at defining the generally limited nature of the
resource, which had a direct result on management at the national/site level (e.g., in PNG and Fiji).
The assessment work that was completed, including the assessment methods, have broad applicability
and provide valuable guidelines that can be quickly applied in new situations (e.g., rough estimates of
how much annual production various habitat types can support).

Resources available (through the ADB Technical Assistance grant) should have been enough to meet
the assessment goals and needs, but there were shortfalls, in part due to performance issues by IMA
under the ADB Technical Assistance grant. There were also some types of assessments that were not
completed due to reduced LRFFT activity (e.g., register of vessels and operators, pricing information).
Finally, there was a divergence of opinion between SPC and IMA on the depth of the assessments
required (assessing all fish at a site vs. assessing LRFFT target species only). The assessment efforts
could have been improved and streamlined by agreeing on a standard assessment methodology at the
outset.

Awareness

One of TNC’s primary roles under the MOU was to develop awareness materials on the LRFFT that
could be provided by SPC to its member countries. The Conservancy hosted a workshop in May 2001
in PNG with MOU partners and others to determine the needs, audience, messages, and delivery
media.

Final print products included a “rapid-response package” targeted at government fisheries managers
and officers, and decision-makers that included:

¢ An overview and chronology of the LRFFT in the Pacific, including an overview of the chain of
custody between suppliers in the Pacific and restaurants in Asia;

¢ Fact sheets on resource assessments, benefits of management, information needs for effective
management, and community development aspects;

¢ An overview video titled The Live Reef Food Fish Trade: Avoiding the Boom and Bust Syndrome;
¢ An information bulletin by SPC on the LRFFT; and

¢ Fish identification cards (with identification, life history, and conservation status information) for
species targeted in the LRFFT (to help standardize the use of names in reporting).

The design and content of the awareness package is quite good and SPC has used the material to
respond to requests from various Pacific governments. These materials now reside with SPC and with
their member country fisheries agencies and are available for rapid response to future requests. SPC
will be evaluating their awareness materials broadly in the near future and will include the LRFFT
material in their evaluation.

So the final product was good, despite labor pains in delivery. TNC indicated that development of the
awareness materials was the most time-consuming and frustrating part of the project. There were
divided—rather than centralized—responsibilities among the MOU parties and “too many cooks in the
kitchen,” especially in terms of defining content, developing text, and finalizing design. Eventually,
this situation was resolved by TNC assuming overall responsibility for all components of the
awareness material and making unilateral final decisions.
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Much of the pain of developing the awareness materials could have been avoided by contracting with
someone who had the appropriate expertise and mandate to oversee the process from
conceptualization through writing, editing, design, and production.

Management and Policy Guidance

The Conservancy’s role in management and policy assistance was to develop a set of generic
management guidelines for LRFFT fisheries that could be delivered through SPC to Pacific Island
governments. Although the materials were not completed within the MOU period, there now exists a
comprehensive, turnkey management framework that can be adopted (or customized) and used by
governments to regulate the LRFFT fisheries within their borders. This material was eventually
produced by a contractor (once project staff realized that they were stretched too thin to complete the
generic guidelines) and delivered to SPC, where they are currently being reviewed. Although drafting
of the generic guidelines took longer that originally hoped, the delay allowed the sum of accumulated
knowledge about managing LRFFT fisheries to be included."”

Research

The research goals in the MOU were modest. Substantial research on biological and ecological
information on target populations is underway (by SPC and their research partners). And IMA did
some work on ecological effects of cyanide. Very early in the project TNC sought (but did not secure)
funding to study the short- and long-term effects of cyanide on coral reefs. Much of the applied
research envisioned under the MOU is underway under different auspices. Some of the research
originally planned is less urgent due to reduced LRFFT activities.

Training and Technical Assistance

Training and technical assistance, originally envisioned as a major component of the MOU, was to
include training and assistance on: monitoring, inspection, and sampling of live reef fish shipments;
cyanide testing and establishment of testing labs; cyanide-free capture techniques; and post-capture
handling to increase fish survival. IMA was largely responsible for implementation of the training and
technical assistance aspects of the program. Relatively little of this work actually happened, in part
related to declining capacity within IMA but also because of reduced activity in the LRFFT (i.e., there
is no point in training on monitoring and fish handling if there are limited operations and few fish
being captured for the LRFFT).

Although the training needs are diminished, SPC has an established “master fisherman” program that
could be used to deliver this type of training and technical assistance should the LRFFT expand in the
future.

4.2.4 Phase 2 Lessons Learned

The key lessons from Phase 2 of regional components of the LRFFT project are listed below:

¢ The MOU provided an appropriate structure for coordination between the major players in the
LRFFT project. Complex multi-organization efforts like this should always have a similar guiding
document to establish clear roles, reduce duplication of effort, and ensure clear communication
with external audiences. The MOU could have been improved by establishing clear goals and
milestones and having a mechanism for periodically assessing progress and performance.

¢ Creating awareness materials via committee is time consuming. Sufficient time and money should
be programmed into development of these materials. Overall control for the awareness materials

'3 SPC’s next step with the generic guidelines is to develop an executive summary to provide to fisheries heads
at the Head of Fisheries-4 meeting in September 2004.
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should be centralized in one organization or person with enough force of personality to get
agreement on content, design, etc.

¢ The program had generally enough resources to accomplish most of the work envisioned.
However, in hindsight, having another dedicated staff and/or some additional funds for contracting
would have been a good investment. There were underestimates of the time and effort required
for key components (especially development of awareness materials and creating model
management guidelines). In the case of developing management guidelines, the TNC project
manager (Andrew Smith) was simply stretched too thin with other responsibilities (both LRFFT
related and other program priorities) to devote sufficient time; the draft guidelines were completed
only after contracting with a consultant who could provide sufficient focus.

¢ Partners should be chosen carefully, because collaborative partnerships don’t always work
smoothly. In the case of the LRFFT project, one of the key partners had a significant decline in
capacity during the project. This led to under-performance on several MOU tasks and a gap
between expectations and ability to deliver. To a degree, this expectation gap could have been
identified by having clear goals and milestones in the MOU and periodic (annual) meetings
between all the MOU parties to assess the effectiveness of the MOU and make adjustments as
necessary.'®

4.2.5 Phase 3 Findings

During Phase 3, final tasks anticipated in the MOU were completed and the regional components of
the LRFFT project evolved in two directions. First, the Conservancy refocused its efforts on
management and protection of reef fish spawning aggregations and linkages to development of
networks of marine protected areas. At the same time, SPC integrated the LRFFT work as one
component of their broader coastal fisheries management program.

SPC continues to play a key regional coordination role and continues to have an officer dedicated to
LRFFT issues. Awareness materials continue to be provided to member countries and generic
management guidelines are being finalized. LRFFT management and policy advice is being provided
throughout the region. SPC continues to assist member countries with resource assessments for
LRFFT as part of their larger resource assessment program. Training and technical assistance needs,
as envisaged during the MOU, are not currently needed but can be picked up through the SPC master
fishermen program when and if needed. Member countries have—and continue to—request assistance
and information from SPC when approached by operators interested in LRFFT.

There is every expectation that the efforts to address LRFFT issues in the Pacific will be sustained.
SPC’s LRFFT work is funded for the next three years with a $300,000 grant from the MacArthur
Foundation and professional staff are in place.

Pacific Island nations also value the work completed to date. At the third SPC Heads of Fisheries
(HoF) Meeting'” in August 2003, delegates “noted with approval the progress made by the regional
Live Reef Fish Trade initiative since it was launched by Heads of Fisheries in 1999, and
acknowledged the contributions made by several agencies, NGOs and organizations towards the joint
goals of the initiative. HoF3 looked forward to the implementation of promising new avenues for
achieving or maintaining sustainable management of, and maximum local benefit from, these
fisheries, particularly ... industry “best practices” for the food-fish trade.”

' Entering into an MOU with a range of partners over multiple years requires a degree of faith that each partner
organization will manage itself effectively. It isn’t one partner’s role to interfere in another’s internal matters.
There is an inherent risk with any multiple-partner, multiple-year MOU that relies on substantial performance by
all parties. A ‘risk analysis’ of the partners and the issue should precede entering into such an MOU.

7 SPC’s Heads of Fisheries meeting is a regional meeting of Pacific Island countries and territories that covers
the entire range of interests under the purview of national and territorial fisheries services. As such it plays a
unique role in promoting dialogue and experience-sharing between island nations and territories, as well as
guiding the work of the SPC’s fisheries programs.
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The Conservancy has essentially closed out its workplan under the MOU. The work on improving
management of reef fisheries through the LRFFT project has transitioned into an initiative to protect
spawning aggregations with linkages to the broader efforts to establish networks of resilient marine
protected areas. This is a logical transition given TNC’s focus on habitat protection as a primary tool
for conservation.

With the progress made through the LRFFT project, TNC has also developed the relationships and
track record of collaboration that will allow future efforts to be scaled to national and regional levels.
How this will happen is unclear, however. The mechanisms by which the site-level spawning
aggregation work gets “scaled up” to national and regional influence through SPC should be
articulated by Andrew Smith."® The 4™ SPC Heads of Fisheries meeting in August 2004 presents and
ideal opportunity to develop the next stage of collaboration at the regional level. Additionally, the
links between the Pacific Island Countries Program spawning aggregation conservation efforts and the
Transforming Coral Reef Conservation program through TNC’s Global Marine Initiative should be
clearly articulated.

Finally, all parties involved in this conservation strategy need to be wary about claiming “success”.
With the booming Chinese economy and changing patterns of demand, a wide range of reef fisheries
could be revived or expanded in a relatively short period. All involved parties should consider (a)
development of an ‘early warning’ monitoring program, particularly in coastal mainland cities such as
Guangzhou and (b) development of a contingency plan to address at regional, national and local scales
how to abate the threats posed by rapid escalation in fisheries exploitation by whatever mechanism.
Maintaining SPC’s commitment to the LRFT (in part this will be through continued endorsement by
the SPC HoF4 meeting in August this year), and continued development of ‘contingency’ plans,
should be a priority.

4.2.6 Phase 3 Lessons Learned

¢ As with other phases, this is a huge program with huge potential results that could have benefited
from a more singular focus. Additional staff—not many, maybe just one more FTE—to focus on
LRFFT would have made a significant difference in focus and timely results.

¢ The Pacific had a different situation, different pressures, and different history of involvement in
LRFFT—this led to different strategies in the Pacific compared to Asia. It would be useful in the
context of the future development of the Asia Pacific marine program to look at the broader
collaborative strategy (Pacific supply; Asia supply and demand side) and perhaps to conduct an
overall review of TNC’s integrated LRFFT initiative.

4.2.7 Regional Strategies Overarching Lessons

¢ Continuity of key staff (both within TNC and with key partners and contractors) has been an
important aspect to the success of the LRFFT project.

¢ The two tracks (regional and national) informed each other well and created a whole greater than
the sum of the parts. For example, the Conservancy’s management and policy work in PNG and
the Solomon Islands informed the regional management efforts, and the regional efforts informed
national efforts within the broader SPC member countries (e.g. Fiji, Kiribati, Tonga).

¢ Engagement at multiple levels (site/country/regional) positioned TNC as a key partner with
governments and regional agencies. This positions the Conservancy well in the future to protect
biodiversity by influencing management of inshore fisheries (e.g., prohibiting destructive fishing
on spawning aggregations, and inshore fisheries management) at national and regional levels and
building capacity in national and regional levels to leverage our work. One of our starting

'8 Discussions are currently underway between TNC and SPC staff on a new MOU to address conservation of
spawning aggregations at a regional level.
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points—that we want to focus on proper management of live reef fisheries rather than prohibition
of all reef export fisheries—allowed us in the door with governments and regional organizations.

¢ The LRFFT project is a prime example of multi-scale threat abatement effort; this is exactly the
kind of thinking and action at scale that we are seeking broadly throughout TNC. From the outset,
project staff identified an emerging threat at a scale above the site or ecoregion level and
developed a suite of strategies at a variety of scales. The Conservancy’s current conservation
tools (e.g., ecoregional assessments, conservation area planning) are currently inadequate to
identify and develop strategies for dealing with a multi-level, multi-site threat that spans multiple
ecoregions and is expressed differently in different areas.

4.3 NATIONAL STRATEGIES - FINDINGS

The Conservancy recognized the importance of working on the LRFFT issue at the national level with
Pacific Island governments as well as the regional level (discussed previously), in part to develop the
experience, tools, and credibility to address the issue regionally and in part to establish the long term
relationships with government management agencies as groundwork for future engagement.

The national-level work focused on Papua New Guinea and the Solomon Islands which had active
LRFFT operations in the countries since 1991 and 1994 respectively and, to a lesser degree, on Palau
and Federated States of Micronesia, which had LRFFT operations beginning in 1984 and 1991
respectively. Approaching the governments to highlight the potentially destructive nature of the
LRFFT in a manner that was not seen to be confrontational was important. The approach taken
included:

¢ Convening a seminar for government agencies responsible for fisheries, environmental
management, and development and stakeholders to present the state-of-knowledge on the LRFFT.
This resulted in a formal agreement with the PNG National Fisheries Authority on how to proceed
in PNG.

¢ Briefing government executives in the PNG National Fisheries Authority and Solomon Islands
Department of Fisheries and Marine Resources to highlight the destructive nature of the LRFFT.

¢ Securing formal agreement committing the governments to address the LRFFT as a distinct
fishery from other finfish fisheries and take a precautionary approach in development and
management of the LRFFT fishery.

¢ Encouraging the governments to impose a moratorium to stop the LRFFT fisheries until a
management framework was developed and implemented. Moratoria were placed on new LRFFT
operations in 1998 in PNG and 1999 in the Solomon Islands.

¢ National Fisheries Authority and Department of Fisheries and Marine Resources appointed
officers who were dedicated and focused on the LRFFT fishery and related activities including
development of LRFFT policies and management.

In PNG, the Conservancy deepened its work with the National Fisheries Authority, conducting several
stock assessments (two assessments in PNG showed not enough fish; one fishery was stopped and the
other fishery moved on due to insufficient stocks) and developing draft management plans for the
LRFFT fishery. In 2002, PNG passed a National LRFFT Management Plan. The completion of a
management plan for the Solomon Islands was delayed due to civil unrest and other factors. However,
a draft management plan (currently under review) has been competed through a joint effort by TNC
and the Solomon Islands Department of Fisheries and Marine Resources.

Although the investment in working at the national level in Palau, FSM, and the Marshall Islands was
significantly lower (briefings and advisory input on fisheries proposals on request), these low
investment strategies were both effective and efficient to affect management. The regional-level
strategies through SPC also influenced actions in other non-TNC focus countries (e.g. Fiji, Kiribati).
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Overall, the national strategies were highly effective both in terms of affecting policy at the national
level and at informing the regional-level work. TNC’s efforts were effective for several reasons.
First, TNC was not seen as promoting its own agenda. Rather, we understood the fisheries
management mandates of the agencies and recognized the LRFFT may present economic opportunities
if managed sustainably. Second, TNC delivered on commitments made, was careful not to over-
commit, and referred requests to other groups as appropriate (e.g., FSM and Marshall Islands agencies
to IMA for cyanide testing). Third, TNC staff maintained frequent contact with fisheries agency staff
and worked to build internal capacity in the agencies through one-on-one training and mentoring
between TNC staff (or contractors) and key people in management agencies. Finally, by targeting
briefings to the executive level in fisheries management agencies in PNG and the Solomon Islands,
policy decisions were made quickly. It would have taken much longer had the briefing and awareness
focused only on the lower-level officers rather than executives. It is often common for executives in
government agencies in the Pacific to take advice from outside the agency (especially if the source is
viewed as reputable) rather than from with the agency itself.

Another success factor was that the agencies committed manpower, funding and in-kind contributions
to the LRFFT issue. For example, the target species assessment in Kavieng (in PNG) was funded by
PNG’s National Fisheries Authority (NFA) based on training and methods used previously at Manus
(which was funded by TNC with NFA participation). The increasing investment in assessments by
PNG NFA staff laid important groundwork for greater interest in inshore fisheries management and
ultimately adoption of the national LRFFT management plan.

The project has provided an opportunity for PNG’s National Fisheries Authority to work with an
NGO, which was unique. The relationship was also a unique opportunity for the Conservancy to
engage with a national fisheries management agency.

As with the regional strategies, there was an issue with over-commitment of project staff, which led to
delays in hitting project milestones. For example, in-country awareness materials in PNG are just
being finalized (about two years behind schedule) and are being incorporated into the on-going
spawning aggregation work. Paul Lokani’s promotion to Melanesia Program Director and the
difficulty back-filling his position has significantly contributed to these delays.

Despite the slow-downs described above, the transition from a national focus on the LRFFT to a site
level focus is proceeding smoothly. The marine program and strategies are being effectively
integrated into the TNC country program priorities (especially Micronesia and Melanesia). The
spawning aggregation work has provided a better mechanism for the Conservancy to connect with
communities, local NGOs, and provincial fisheries agencies on issues of mutual importance. In
addition, other NGOs are looking to TNC for advice on LRFFT operations (e.g., Conservation
International in Milne Bay, PNG). Finally, funding is reasonably secure to continue these activities
within the contexts of the Melanesia and Micronesia programs.

4.4 NATIONAL STRATEGIES - LESSONS LEARNED

¢ Itis important to understand the mandate, perspectives, and culture of the government partners.
Programs must be implemented at the pace of the agency and in a manner that recognizes that the
Conservancy cannot make decisions for the agency. Rather, TNC should provide sound
information and advice and let the agencies reach their own conclusions and decisions.

¢ There is great value in securing a formal agreement (e.g., MOU) that is developed with and signed
by a high-level person (and that identifies lower, project level staff commitments). Having a
dedicated agency staff contact is important for continued coordination and communication and for
demonstrating on-going agency commitment to the project.
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¢ As with other aspects of the project, there was too much on the plate of key staff. Deadlines were
missed and contractors needed better follow-up. Again, the addition of even one additional FTE
for the project overall would have made significant difference."

!9 TNC’s experience has shown, however, that committing to an additional hire is easier than actually finding the
right person, especially with a commitment to hiring locally. The issue of local capacity, both for TNC or
partners to hire, has been a significant issue throughout the life of this project.
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5.0 SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 OVERALL FINDINGS

¢ The multi-scale strategy has been effective in reducing the threat to marine biodiversity posed by
the LRFFT by creating the awareness and the regional and national capacity and alliances to
address LRFFT operations.*

¢ By clearly and correctly defining the scale of the LRFFT issue, the Conservancy and partners were
able to craft a strategic response and implement conservation actions at the scale of the problem.

¢ While we can’t document and quantify direct impacts on marine biodiversity as a result of the
LRFFT project, the collaborative strategy has reduced the pressure on key fish stocks, assisted in
improving inshore fisheries management, and reduced related destructive practices in countries
where TNC is active (and indirectly in countries where our partners work).

¢ The LRFFT project and associated strategies have positioned TNC as a credible and effective
agent in marine conservation in the Pacific by developing enduring partnerships with national and
regional agencies. We are much better placed to address regional-scale threats to marine
biodiversity today than we were eight years ago.

5.2 KEY LESSONS

¢ The MOU between TNC, SPC, IMA, and WRI played a critical role in formalizing relationships,
clearly defining roles, and facilitating joint grants and cross-funding.

¢ TNC had the right key staff in place for the project that had the right experience and relationships
in both national and regional management venues. Continuity of key staff (both within TNC and
our partners) was also critical to the long-term success of the project.

¢ The LRFFT project would have benefited by additional capacity (at least one full time equivalent)
to bring single-minded focus to this complex program.

¢ Clearly defined goals and milestones, with clear evaluation points, should have been included in
the original strategic framework for the Conservancy’s LRFFT project and the MOU.

¢ Annual “status of the LRFFT” meeting and report as a component of the MOU would have
improved the ability of the project to adapt to changes in the LRFFT industry and performance by
various parties under the MOU.

5.3 RECOMMENDATIONS

Project staff should develop a near-term follow-up plan as a result of the review to:

¢ Create a roadmap that articulates the bigger picture of how the LRFFT project has evolved—and
continues to evolve—into efforts to conserve spawning aggregations (including linkages to MPA
networks) and how leverage at the national and regional levels will occur through selected site
level investments.

¢ Establish a new MOU with SPC (and potentially other partners) to guide collaboration around
spawning aggregations, finalize and publish the generic management guidelines, where
appropriate assist SPC’s expanded involvement with other related fisheries management issues

2 While the threat posed by the LRFFT was reduced, it hasn’t been eliminated. Changing economic conditions
in China could allow this trade to rapidly reemerge as a regional threat to marine biodiversity. The LRFFT
project has established a solid foundation and national/regional capacity to address a future surge in LRFFT
activity.
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(e.g., spear-fishery of aggregations; other fishery impacts on LRFFT species), and create a
contingency plan and triggering mechanisms in the event of expansion of LRFFT or related
fisheries.

Recommend to the Asia-Pacific Region management a review of the overall Asia-Pacific
Integrated LRFFT strategy.

Disseminate the findings of the review both internally (e.g., through an article in TNC@News;
through the Conservation Measures Group and the Global Marine Initiative) and externally (e.g.,
as a case study article for an appropriate environmental journal; SPC LRF Bulletin).

5.4 OBSERVATIONS ON THE REVIEW PROCESS

L4

The review, including drafting the report occurred over seven working days. This was sufficient.
Not all reviewers needed to be present during the drafting phase.

The review period and location did not allow interviews of key players prior to drafting the bulk of
the review report. Interviews in the middle of the review likely would have identified issues to
address in the review, rather than after.

The mix of internal and external reviewers was appropriate and effective—it enabled a lot of
information to be processed in a very efficient manner and ensured that facts could be checked
concurrently with the review process.

Participation by key project staff familiar with all phases of the project was essential to provide
perspective, present an overview of the project, and answer questions. This was much more
efficient than digging through the universe of project documentation would have been. Having the
project manager sort through documentation prior to the review to highlight the most important
material was also a huge time-saver.

Preparation time to organize and prepare background documents, etc., was underestimated. This
work has to be done by someone intimate with the project. (Contracting a person to compile a
chronology and list of documents was attempted, but failed due to their unfamiliarity of the project
and TNC.)

The review team was elated that most of the writing was completed prior to getting on airplanes
and getting sucked back into the vortex of normal work obligations!
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX 1: Terms of Reference

The Nature £

Conservancy. *x

Pacific Island Countries Coastal Marine Program
PACIFIC LIVE REEF FOOD FISH TRADE PROJECT REVIEW
Terms of Reference
Background

The Nature Conservancy first helped identify the live reef food fish trade (LRFFT) as a major threat to
the marine biodiversity in the Asia-Pacific region in 1995 by sponsoring marine biologist Dr. Robert
Johannes and fisheries economist Michael Riepen’s landmark 1995 study, “Environmental, Economic
and Social Implications of the Live Reef Fish Trade in Asia and the Western Pacific.” The report
highlighted the rapid expansion of the food-fish fishery being driven by the increasing demand for live
reef fish—especially in Hong Kong, Taiwan and southern China—and the diminishing supply of
target fish from Southeast Asian waters due to over-exploitation and habitat degradation. The western
Pacific was identified as the next frontier for the trade, and by 1995 there had already been some
LRFF operations in Papua New Guinea and the Federated States of Micronesia.

Of particular concern to the Conservancy”' was the LRFFT’s rampant use of sodium cyanide to stun
the target fish, and the targeting of reef fish spawning aggregations. The use of cyanide resulted in
widespread coral reef degradation and an associated localized decline of reef fish and invertebrate
populations. The targeting of spawning aggregation sites for reef fish has also had serious impacts on
coral reef ecosystems throughout the region.

The Live Reef Food Fish Trade has presented Pacific island countries with both potential and
problems. As relatively small-volume, high-value fisheries in which income could accrue directly to
fishing communities, LRFF fisheries have the potential to contribute to sustainable economic
development in many Pacific island countries. However, the experiences in Southeast Asia, and the
initial forays into the Pacific, were ones of “boom-and-bust”—one area after another being overfished
for the highest-valued species; social conflicts developing or exacerbated; the use of cyanide causing
extensive damage on the reefs; and the unsustainable targeting of spawning aggregation sites.

In most of the Pacific countries there was little awareness at either the decision-making or the
community levels concerning the potential impacts of this fishery. Rarely were there any management
strategies in place to adequately and effectively manage the fishery, nor did they have the necessary
resources, financial or otherwise, to raise awareness and to strictly enforce and manage these fisheries.

At that time, there were a number of regional and international organizations and agencies working on
the live reef fish trades (both food fish and aquarium trades) related issues in both Asia and the
Pacific. Within the Pacific region no one agency or organization had the capacity (financial or other)
to adequately address all the issues arising from the live reef food fish trade, and so collaboration

2! The Nature Conservancy focuses on biodiversity conservation primarily through habitat protection. Our
mission is: “To preserve the plants, animals, and natural communities that represent the diversity of life on Earth
by protecting the lands and waters they need to survive”. We recognized that while the LRFFT was a fisheries
issue, it was also a biodiversity conservation issue due to the extent of the coral reef habitat damage and by-
catch.
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between concerned agencies and organizations was seen as essential for controlling and managing the
LRFFT.

TNC’s Pacific Strategy

While The Nature Conservancy has been involved with addressing live reef food fish trade issues in an
integrated manner—with both “supply-" and “demand-side” strategies—this review will primarily
focus on the Pacific “supply-side” strategy and activities. The Pacific supply-side work on the LRFFT
began to take a different direction to the Indonesia supply-side activities in 1996, due to the need for
different approaches for the differing threats and circumstances developing in the Pacific.

TNC’s Pacific LRFFT strategy has continually evolved from its inception in 1996, but has principally
focused on:

1. Working proactively with government fisheries agencies in the Pacific countries where TNC had a
presence (Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, Palau, and Federated States of Micronesia) to:

° Recognize the potential issues associated with an unmanaged LRFFT, and

° Assist those agencies with developing management strategies and plans to effectively
manage the fishery.

2. Working regionally to:

° Develop effective partnerships between organizations and agencies that have related
interests and responsibilities to ensure a coordinated approach and to minimize
duplication of effort, and

(] Increase awareness of the live reef food fish trade and the associated impacts within key
sectors in Pacific island countries and to provide the necessary policy and management
assistance as follow-up. This involved five broad and overlapping components:

— Assessment and information

— Awareness raising

— Management and policy assistance
— Research, and

— Training and technical assistance.

TNC assisted both the PNG National Fisheries Authority and the Solomon Islands Department of
Fisheries and Marine Resources to develop National LRFFT Management Plans (although the
Solomon Islands have yet to adopt and implement theirs). Advice and technical assistance were
provided to both Palau and the Federated States of Micronesia, and they actively discouraged any new
LRFFT operations based on their experiences in the 1980s and 90s.

TNC worked with the Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC), International Marinelife Alliance
(IMA) and the World Resources Institute (WRI) to develop and implement a cooperative initiative to
provide scientific, information, policy and management advice and assistance to Pacific island
countries and territories with respect to the live reef fish trade. This collaboration was formalized
through a three-year Memorandum of Understanding (Dec. 1999 to Dec. 2002). Under this MOU, the
Conservancy committed to:
e Assist SPC with coordination and facilitation of the Initiative, with decreasing responsibility
as SPC’s institutional capacity improves.
e Develop and refine generic national and provincial/state level LRFT management plans and
licensing agreements as guides for use within the region (in collaboration with SPC and WRI).
e Compile and maintain an inventory of LRFT awareness materials (all media), to be transferred
to SPC within two years (with assistance from all Parties).
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e Develop relevant generic LRFT awareness materials for each target audience (regional and
national; decision-makers; local communities) and disseminate them in high priority countries
(in collaboration with SPC and IMA).

e Develop and implement protection strategies for key spawning aggregation sites (in
collaboration with all Parties).

e Complete and implement example site-specific LRFT response strategies at test sites in Papua
New Guinea and the Solomon Islands.

e Assist national and provincial governments with completing, adopting and implementing
LRFT management plans as requested (in collaboration with SPC and WRI).

Work on the LRFFT in the Pacific is continuing through programs at SPC.

The Conservancy has refocused its efforts towards reducing the depletion of aggregating reef fish in
selected Pacific island countries, through improved resource management and spawning aggregation
site protection, increased awareness of these resources’ vulnerability to over-exploitation, and
enhanced in-country and regional capacity to manage fish spawning aggregations and MPAs that
incorporate spawning aggregation sites.

The Pacific LRFFT project—and the follow-on spawning aggregation project—has been funded by:

e David and Lucile Packard Foundation (various grants, or parts of larger grants).

e East Asia and Pacific Environmental Initiative (EAPEI) grants (through USAID)

°  “Protecting Coral Reefs from Destructive Fishing Practices in the Pacific” Oct. 1999 to

Sep. 2003. Global Conservation Program (EAPEI). LAG-A-00-99-00045-00.
“Protecting Coral Reefs from Destructive Fishing Practices: Protecting and Managing
Reef Fish Spawning Aggregations in the Pacific” Oct. 2002 to Sep. 2005. Global
Conservation Program (EAPEI). LAG-A-00-99-00045-00.
e Oak Foundation grants (two).
e Internal TNC funds.
¢ Donations from private individuals.

Purpose of the Review
The purpose of this review of the Pacific Live Reef Food Fish Trade project is to:

1. Assess the effectiveness of the project’s strategies in terms of the goals;

2. Evaluate the efficiency of this multi-site, collaborative conservation strategy;
3. Assess the sustainability of the activities and outcomes of the project; and

4. Identify specific lessons that can be learnt from this project.

These four areas represent the focus of the review. The following is a preliminary list of indicative
questions under each area. These questions should be adjusted and/or supplemented by the review
team prior to, and during the first days of the review. Some tips on process are provided in Attachment
3.

1. Assess the effectiveness of the project’s strategies in terms of the goals

What were the goals of the project?

Did the goals change over time, if so how and why?

Were the goals and objectives of the project appropriate?

Did the activities lead to the outcomes that were predicted?

How did the actual outcomes (results) compare with those predicted (objectives)?

What was the level of satisfaction of key stakeholders with the outcomes?

Was the management of the partnerships and collaboration affective? (See Attachment 4 for
20 success factors for collaboration’ as a guide).
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2. Evaluate the efficiency of this multi-site, collaborative conservation strategy

¢ Did the project do what it proposed with the available resources?
¢ How did the inputs needed compare to what was needed to produce the specific outputs?
e How did the actual costs of each activity compare against the allocated budget?

3. Assess the sustainability of the activities and outcomes of the project

e What follow-on activities, projects or programs have resulted?
e Are they enough to maintain the momentum of the outcomes?
¢ Have the collaborative efforts and partnerships been effective?

4. Identify specific lessons that can be learnt from this project.

e Did the project have any unintended impacts?
e  What worked well and we would do again?
e  What would we do differently?

Target Audiences for the Review

The primary audience for this review will be internal TNC managers, including:
e Pacific Island Countries Operating Unit project managers and senior management;
e Marine Initiative managers;
e Asia Pacific and California Division Director;
e Conservation Measures Group Director; and
¢ Other Conservancy marine program or project managers.

A secondary audience could be the key partners and donors, including:
e The Secretariat of the Pacific Community;
e The David and Lucile Packard Foundation;
e The Oak Foundation,;
e USAID / East Asia and Pacific Environmental Initiative; and
e Other conservation NGOs through a lessons learnt publication.
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Review Team
The review team members include:

e Ian Dutton — Director, TNC’s Conservation Measures Group, Bethesda, MD, USA
(idutton@tnc.org).

¢ Randy Hagenstein — Conservation Director, TNC’s Alaska Chapter, Anchorage, USA
(rhagenstein@tnc.org).

e Tim Adams — Director, Marine Resources Division, Secretariat of the Pacific Community,
Noumea, New Caledonia (TimA@spc.int).

e Paul Lokani — Director, TNC’s Melanesia Program (and formerly an implementer of the
LRFEFT project), Pt. Moresby, Papua New Guinea (lok.tnc@global.net.pg).

e Andrew Smith — Director, TNC’s Pacific Island Countries Coastal Marine Program (and
LRFFT project manager), Koror, Republic of Palau (andrew_smith@tnc.org).

Review Schedule

January to March, 2004:
e Team confirmed, logistics completed
e Background documents prepared (AS)

April 1-9:

e Terms of Reference finalized

e Team leader identified

e Background interview list agreed and phone interviews completed

April 13-21:
e Team gathers in Palau to complete bulk of review (see suggested agenda)

June:
e Draft Report finalized and circulated for review

July:
o Final report available.
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Attachment 1: Tentative Review Report Format

L

IL.

I1I.

Iv.

V.

VL

VIL

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
PURPOSE of EVALUATION
METHODOLOGY of EVALUATION
BACKGROUND of PROJECT

By each Project Objective / Strategy Component:
EFFECTIVENESS - Findings and Conclusions
EFFICIENCY - Findings and Conclusions
SUSTAINABLITY - Findings and Conclusions
SPECIFIC LESSONS - Findings and Conclusions

SUMMARY of FUTURE ACTIONS

APPENDICES

Terms of Reference

Biodata of Review Team

List of Informants

Project Summary Report (objectives, results, milestones, indicators)
Other supporting documents (Annotated list of project document outputs)
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Attachment 2: Palau Review Meeting Agenda
Location: Penthouse Hotel Meeting Room

Draft Agenda:

Wed. April 14
e Introductions

e Agree on timeframe, methods, tasks and responsibilities, resources needed and available,
logistics
e Review project background and chronology

Thu. April 15
e Review project objectives, milestones, main activities, results

e Review documents and information available to answer questions — highlight gaps, review
responses to interviews, any further tasks to obtain additional information

Fri. April 16
e Further review of documents and information

Sat. April 17
e Discussion of review findings on:
o Effectiveness
o Efficiency
o Sustainability

Sun. April 18
e Diving (possibly at the spawning aggregation at Ngerumekoal, although it is early in the
season) or kayaking (TBD)

Mon. April 19
e Further discussion of review findings on:
o Effectiveness
o Efficiency
o Sustainability
e Compile lessons learnt
e Agree on conclusions

Tue. April 20
e Prepare draft of report, presentations

Wed. April 21
e Prepare draft of report, presentations

Wed/Thu April 21/22
e Team departs
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Attachment 3: Tips on Process (from Kath Shurcliff, Evaluation Guidelines)

e Use summary tables as much as possible, e.g. objectives, outcomes, indicators, finding

e 2 or 3 people interview each person, group — agree on findings after interview

o List findings separate from conclusions among Team and in report

e Triangulate whenever possible — i.e., 3 pieces of evidence/findings to support conclusion

e Specify your criteria for making judgments, conclusions — it is helpful if Team members make
their biases known to each other

e  Write down findings and conclusions as you go — check in with other Team members regularly

o Keep lists of informants, other sources

e Use a guided interview — no formal questionnaire but a checklist of questions used as a flexible
guide

e Use existing information as much as possible

e Also use direct observation

e Use key indicators

e Use a multi-disciplinary team

e Take multiple approaches

e Practice “optimal ignorance” — know what is not worth knowing

e Usually orders of magnitude are all that is needed in data collection

e Your methods need to inspire confidence that the information presented is reliable and valid and
your conclusions are convincing

e Listen and learn!
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Attachment 4: Collaboration: What Makes It Work — Twenty Success Factors

Environment Factors
e History of collaboration or cooperation in the community
e Collaborative group seen as a legitimate leader in the community
e Favorable political and social climate

Membership Characteristics
e  Mutual respect, understanding and trust
e Appropriate cross section of members
e Members see collaboration as in their self-interest
e Ability to compromise

Process and Structure
e Members share a stake in both process and outcome
e Multiple layers of participation
e Flexibility
e Development of clear roles and policy guidelines
e Adaptability
e Appropriate pace of development

Communication
e Open and frequent communication
o Established informal relationships and communication links

Purpose
o Concrete, attainable goals and objectives

e Shared vision
e Unique purpose

Resources
e Sufficient funds, staff, materials and time

o Skilled leadership

“The bottom line is: to ensure the effectiveness of your collaborative effort, pay attention to all the
factors listed.” From PW Mattessich, M. Murray-Close, B. R. Monsey, Wilder Research Center 2001.
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APPENDIX 2: Review team biographical data

Tim Adams is a forestry botanist and population biologist turned fisheries manager and regional
intergovernmental agency bureaucrat. Tim is British by birth, educated at St. Andrews and Exeter
Universities, and went to Fiji in 1982. He rose through the ranks of the Fiji Fisheries Division from
Fisheries Officer to Director before joining the Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC) in 1992
and rising again through the ranks from Fisheries Resource Adviser to Director of the SPC Marine
Resources Division. Tim is not a live reef fishery specialist, but has been responsible for several
LRFFT-specific management initiatives over the years, both at the country and the regional level. His
Division at SPC will continue to provide assistance and advice to Pacific Island governments on
LRFFT issues as part of its overall coastal fishery regional support service.

Contact information:  Dr. Tim Adams, Marine Resources Division
Secretariat of the Pacific Community
Boite Postale D5
98858 Noumea Cedex
NEW CALEDONIA
Tima@spc.int
+687 262000 (W)
+687 263818 (fax)

Ian Dutton is Director of the Conservation Measures Group of The Nature Conservancy and tasked
with leading the development of a performance monitoring and evaluation system for the entire
organization. He was formerly the Indonesia Country Program Director where he led the development
of new programs in East Kalimantan and West Papua and consolidated existing marine and terrestrial
programs in Sulawesi, Komodo and Bali. He has also assisted with developing partnerships with
conservation and development organizations across South and East Asia. Ian has 25 years experience
in environmental planning and management and has worked for government, academic and private
sector organizations. He holds a Bachelor of Science degree (geography/ecology) from the University
of Canberra, a Master of Science (environmental planning) from Griffith University and a PhD
(environmental monitoring) from the University of Queensland. He is author/co-author of 150
publications on environmental impact assessment and planning, coastal management, GIS
applications, recreation and tourism planning, protected area management and monitoring and
environmental education/interpretation.

Contact information: ~ Dr. lan M. Dutton , Conservation Measures Group,
The Nature Conservancy
5430 Grosvenor Lane, Suite 130
Bethesda, MD 20814 USA
idutton@tnc.org
+1(301) 897-8570 x234 (W); +1 (301) 908 1450 (Cell)
+1(301) 897-0858 (Fax)
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Randy Hagenstein has an extensive background in natural resource issues with 25 years of
experience in conservation, research, analysis, management, and use of natural resources, especially in
northern ecosystems. Currently he is the Director of Conservation for The Nature Conservancy’s
Alaska Program, responsible for implementing the Conservancy’s science-based, non-confrontational
approach to conservation of plants and animals and their habitats in Alaska. Previously, he was co-
founder and Alaska Program Director with Pacific GIS, a Portland, Oregon based non-profit created to
enhance public access to geographic data and technology. His GIS experience also includes
development of a GIS database for the Prince William Sound-Copper River ecosystem in south-central
Alaska in conjunction with Conservation International and Ecotrust and management of the North
Slope Borough’s GIS office. Randy has also been involved in research on subsistence resource use
patterns in Alaska and was a commercial salmon fisherman for several years. His educational
background includes a B.A. from Middlebury College in Northern Studies and a Master's degree from
Yale University in forest ecology and silviculture. Contact information: Randall H. Hagenstein, The
Nature Conservancy

715 L Street; Suite 100
Anchorage, AK 99501 USA
rhagenstein@tnc.org

+1 (907) 276-3133 ext. 119 (W)
+1 (907) 244-1256 (cell)

Paul Lokani is The Nature Conservancy’s Melanesia Program Director. Paul joined the
Conservancy’s Pacific team in 1999 as the South Pacific Coastal Marine Projects Manager. He
worked on developing national policy, management plans, and licensing models to address the live
reef food fish trade in Papua New Guinea, as well as spawning aggregation assessments in PNG and
the Solomon Islands. In 2002, Paul became the Director of the newly formed Melanesia Program,
which includes the Conservancy’s Papua New Guinea and Solomon Islands Country Programs. In this
capacity, he is leading the Conservancy’s work to expand our site-based projects in Kimbe Bay, the
Arnavon Islands, Adlebert Range and to export our experience throughout Melanesia. Prior to joining
the Conservancy, Paul was an Executive Manager with the Division of Surveillance, Enforcement and
Licensing, PNG National Fisheries Authority (NFA), where he held a number of technical and
management positions, led several major fisheries research projects, and was responsible for putting in
place many of the Fisheries Management Plans now being implemented by the NFA. He holds a BSc
in Fisheries Biology from the PNG University of Technology and an MSc in Marine Biology from
James Cook University in Australia.

Contact information: ~ Paul Lokani, The Nature Conservancy
Suite 6 & 7, Monian Haus, Nita Street, Boroko
P.O. Box 2750, BOROKO,
NCD, PAPUA NEW GUINEA
lok.tnc@global.net.pg
+675 3230699 (W)
+675 3230397 (fax)
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Andrew Smith is the Director of The Nature Conservancy’s Pacific Island Countries Coastal Marine
Programs. He joined the Conservancy in 1996 from the South Pacific Regional Environment
Programme where he provided coastal management advice and assistance to 22 island nations and
territories. Andrew is a marine biologist with 21 years of experience in tropical marine resource
management, specializing in areas where customary use rights and marine tenure issues predominate.
He obtained his Ph.D. from James Cook University in Queensland, Australia where his research
focused on the use and management of marine resources by Aboriginal communities.

Andrew’s responsibilities for the Conservancy include providing strategic direction, technical and
management assistance to coastal and marine programs in the Pacific, including Palau, the Federated
States of Micronesia, Papua New Guinea, and the Solomon Islands. He works closely with local
communities, state and national governments, regional agencies, and universities to develop and
implement inshore marine resource and coastal management projects, including networks of Marine
Protected Areas.

Contact information: ~ Dr. Andrew J. Smith
Director, Pacific Island Countries Coastal Marine Program
The Nature Conservancy
P.O. Box 1738
Koror, PW 96940
Republic of Palau
andrew_smith@tnc.org
+680 488 2017 (W)
+680 488 4550 (fax)
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APPENDIX 3: List of Key Project Documents

Arritt, S. (2001) Live Reef Fish Trade — Pacific Awareness Project. Summary of Workshop (7-11 May
2001) at Mahonia Na Dari Conservation and Research Center, Kimbe Bay, Papua New
Guinea. 11 pp.

Arritt, S. (2002) Inventory of Live Reef Food Fish Trade-Related Awareness Materials. TNC.

Gisawa, L. & P. Lokani. (2001) Trial Community Fishing and Management of Live Reef Food
Fisheries in Papua New Guinea. SPC LRF Bulletin #8. pp 3-5.

Graham, T. (2001) A Collaborative Strategy to Address the Live Reef Food Fish Trade. Asia Pacific
Coastal Marine Program, Report # 0101. The Nature Conservancy, Honolulu. 54 pp.

Graham, T. (2001) Asia Pacific Regional Conservation Strategy for Reef Fish Spawning
Aggregations. Coastal Marine Program, The Nature Conservancy, Palau. 58 pp.

Graham, T. (2001) Pacific Division Implementation Plan for the Asia Pacific Regional Conservation
Strategy for Reef Fish Spawning Aggregations. Coastal Marine Program, The Nature
Conservancy, Palau. 100 pp.

Graham, T. (2001) The Live Reef Fisheries of Palau: History and Prospects for Management,
December, 2001. Asia Pacific Coastal Marine Program Report # 0103, The Nature
Conservancy, Honolulu, Hawaii. 85 pp.

Graham, T. (2003) (Draft) Solomon Islands National Management and Development Plan for the Live
Reef Food Fish Fishery. Prepared by TNC for Solomon Islands Department of Fisheries and
Marine Resources.(Includes package of 14 associated documents). 56 pp.

Graham, T. (with B. Yeeting, A. Smith & P. Lokani.) (2003) Draft Guidelines for Managing Live Reef
Food Fish Fisheries in the Pacific Islands Region. 120 pp.

Johannes, RE & M. Lam (1999) The Live Reef Food Fish Trade in Solomon Islands. SPC LRF
Bulletin #5. pp 8-15.

Johannes, R.E. & M. Riepen. (1995) Environmental, Economic & Social Implications of the LRFT in
Asia & the Western Pacific — The Nature Conservancy and the Forum Fisheries Agency. 82
pp.

Johannes, R.E., L. Squire, T. Graham, Y. Sadovy, and H. Renguul. (1999) Spawning aggregations of
Groupers (Serranidae) in Palau. Marine Conservation Research Series Publ.#1, The Nature
Conservancy. 144pp.

Kirkpatrick, H. & C. Cook. (1997) The Nature Conservancy’s Marine Conservation Program in the
Asia-Pacific Region. SPC LRF Bulletin #2. pp 26-28 [summaries LRFT activities].

Lokani, P. (2001) Draft Trial Fishing Policy. Draft prepared for National Fisheries Authority.
13 pp.

Lokani, P. (2001) Spawning Aggregation Survey at New Ireland. Report to National Fisheries
Authority. 16 pp.

NFA (2001) Management Guidelines for Live Reef Food Fish Fishing Trials. Final Draft prepared by
NFA with assistance from TNC. 7 pp.

NFA. (2002) Fisheries Management Act 1998. The National Live Reef Food Fish Fishery
Management Plan. 11 pp.

NFA & TNC. (2000) (Draft only) Fisheries Management Act 1998. Site Management Plan for
Tongwon Live Reef Food Fish Fishery. 10 pp.
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NFA & TNC. (2000) (Draft only) Fisheries Management Act 1998. Site Management Plan for
M’Buke Live Reef Food Fish Fishery. 10 pp.

Sadovy, Y.J., T.J. Donaldson, T.R. Graham, F. McGilvray, G.J. Muldoon, M.J. Phillips, M.A.

Rimmer, A. Smith, and B. Yeeting. (2003) While Stocks Last: The Live Reef Food Fish
Trade. Pacific Studies Series, Asian Development Bank, Manila. 147 pp.

SI Fisheries Division & TNC. (1999) Workshop Report on Consultative Workshop on the
Development and Management of the Live Reef Fish Food Trade in the Solomon Islands.
Honiara, May 17 — 20, 1999. 40 pp.

Smith, A. (1997) Live Reef Fisheries Activities in the Republic of the Marshall Islands. SPC LRF
Bulletin #3. pp 14-15.

Smith, A. (1997) Management Suggestions for the Sustainable Development of Live Reef Fish Food
Fisheries in the Pacific Islands Region. SPC LRF Bulletin #3. pp 47-51.

Smith, A. (1997) Pacific Islands Target Live Reef Fisheries Management. 6™ South Pacific
Conference on Nature Conservation and Protected Areas. SPC LRF Bulletin #3. pp 36.

Smith, A. (1998) Draft LRF Pacific Regional Strategy: A Collaborative Approach. TNC, Asia Pacific
Coastal Marine Program, Palau. 4 pp.

Smith, A. (2003) Live Reef Food Fish Trade — Pacific Awareness Materials Project. SPC LRF Bulletin
#11. pp 43-44.

Smith, A. (2003) Protecting and Managing Reef Fish Spawning Aggregations in the Pacific. SPC LRF
Bulletin #11. pp 54-55.

SPC & TNC. (1998) Live Reef Fish Pacific Regional Strategy: A Collaborative Approach. Presented
at the 2™ Pacific Community Fisheries Management Workshop, Noumea, New Caledonia
(Oct. 1998). 5 pp.

SPC, IMA, TNC, WRI. (1999) Memorandum of Understanding — The Pacific Regional Live Reef Fish
Trade Initiative (signed 15-Dec-99). 7 pp.

SPC. (1996-2003) Special Interest Group Information Bulletin on the Live Reef Fish Trade. Nos. 1 to
11. Secretariat of the Pacific Community.

Squire, L. (2001) A Survey of Spawning Aggregation Sites, Monitoring and Management Guidelines
for the Live Reef Fish Trade at M’Buke Island, Manus Province. A report prepared for The
Nature Conservancy. 32 pp.

TNC. (1996) Analysis of Laws Addressing Destructive Fishing Practices in the Asia/Pacific Region
(Sodium Cyanide/Live Reef Fish Trade. The Nature Conservancy Asia/Pacific Region. 141

pp.

TNC. (1996) Briefing Paper on Marine Aquarium Fish Management. Prepared for National Fisheries
Authority, PNG. 4 pp.

TNC. (1996) Draft National Live Reef Fish Fisheries Management Plan. Draft prepared for National
Fisheries Authority, PNG. 19 pp.

TNC. (1996) Information Paper: The Live Reef Fish Trade and the Implications for Papua
New Guinea. Prepared for National Fisheries Authority, PNG. 4 pp.

TNC. (1996) The Live Reef Fish Trade and the Implications for the Western Pacific. SPC Regional
Technical Meeting on Fisheries Information Paper. TNC, Palau. 4 pp.

TNC. (1997) The Live-Reef Fish Trade. Fact Sheet. TNC, Palau. 3 pp.

TNC. (1999) Controlling the Expansion of the Live Reef Fish Trade: The Nature Conservancy’s
Coastal Marine Program in the Asia/Pacific Region. Proposal to the Oak Foundation. 14 pp.
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TNC. (1999) Protecting Coral Reefs from Destructive Fishing Practices. Proposal to the East
Asia and Pacific Environmental Initiative (EAPEI). TNC, Pacific Coastal Marine
Program.

TNC. (1999-2003) Global Conservation Program Semi-Annual and Annual Progress Reports:
October 1, 1999 — July 31, 2000 (15-Aug-00) Extract 5 pp.
August 1, 2000 — January 15, 2001 (23-Jan-01) Extract 6 pp.
January 2001 — March 2001 (7-Nov-01) Extract 7 pp.
April 1, 2001 — September 30, 2001 (Oct-01) Extract 7 pp.
October 2001 — March 2002 (16-Aug-02) Extract 7 pp.
April, 2002 — September, 2002 (Oct-02) Extract 7 pp
October 2002 — September 2003 (Oct-03) Extract 24 pp.

TNC. (2001) First Annual Report to the Oak Foundation. 7 pp.

TNC. (2001) Protecting Spawning Aggregations from Destructive Fishing and the Live Reef Food
Fish Trade. Proposal to the Oak Foundation. 29 pp.

TNC. (2003) Annual Report to the Oak Foundation. 5 pp.

TNC. (2000) The Nature Conservancy and The Live Reef Fish Trade. TNC’s Integrated Strategy to
Address the Live Reef Fish Trade’s Threats to Marine Biodiversity in the Asia Pacific Region
(Draft). TNC, Palau. 24 pp.

TNC, SPC, IMA. (2002) Live Reef Food Fish Trade Regional Awareness Materials Package.

Yeeting, B. (2001) SPC Pacific Regional Live Reef Fish Trade Initiative. SPC LRF Bulletin #9. pp 19-
20.

Yeeting, B. (2002) SPC Pacific Regional Live Reef Fish Trade Initiative Update. SPC LRF Bulletin
#10. pp 27-29.

Yeeting, B. (2003) Pacific Regional Live Reef Fish Trade Management Workshop. SPC LRF Bulletin
#11. pp 39-43.
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APPENDIX 5: List of Informants

Interviewed:

By:

Notes:

Leban Gisawa

Fisheries Manager - Inshore
National Fisheries Authority (NFA)
P.O. Box 2016

Port Moresby, N.C.D.

Papua New Guinea

Phone: +675 3212643

Fax: +675 3202061

E-mail: lgisawa@fisheries.gov.pg

Tim Adams

Responsible for managing PNG’s
LRFFT

Edwin Oreihaka

Ministry of Fisheries and Marine
Resources

P.O. Box G13

Honiara

Solomon Islands

Phone: +677 38730

Fax: +677 38106

E-mail:_sbfish@ffa.int

Tim Adams

Responsible for managing LRFFT
in Solomon Islands

Vaughn Pratt

President

International Marinelife Alliance
Honolulu, Hawaii

USA

E-mail: vpratt@marine.org

Randy Hagenstein

One of the MOU partners.

Charles “Chip” Barber

Formerly WRI and IMA

Currently:

Biodiversity Policy Consultant

IUCN US Multilateral Office

1630 Connecticut Ave. NW Suite 300
Washington DC 20009 USA
cbarber@iucnus.org

Ian Dutton

One of the key MOU partners and
has a long history of engagement
with the LRFFT issue.

Charles “Chuck” Cook
Director Coastal and Marine Program
TNC - California

E-mail: ccook@tnc.org

Ian Dutton

Initiated TNC’s involvement with
the LRFT

Michelle Lam
Marine Aquarium Council
Suva, Fiji

E-mail: lamkile@yahoo.com

Paul Lokani

Formerly Solomon Islands
Fisheries Officer responsible for
LRFT management
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Interviewed: By: Notes:

Thomas Graham Randy Hagenstein Formerly consultant to TNC on
NMFS LRF and spawning aggregation
Honolulu, HI 96809 projects

USA

Phone: +1 808 625 8755

E-mail: thomasgraham@aol.com

Being Yeeting Tim Adams SPC Officer responsible for
Senior Fisheries Scientist Pacific LRF work

SPC

Noumea

Tel: +687 26.20.00

E-mail: BeingY @spc.int

Dr Jos Pet Ian Dutton Actively engaged in spags studies
Deputy Director, and mariculture in Komodo NP
South East Asia Center for MPAs and eastern Indonesia since mid-
The Nature Conservancy 1990s

Indonesia Program, Bali.

jpet@tnc.org

Dr Peter Mous Ian Dutton Actively engaged in coral /fish
Senior Scientist monitoring and threat abatement
South East Asia Center for MPAs programs in eastern Indonesia
The Nature Conservancy

Indonesia Program, Bali.

pmous@tnc.org

LRFFT Review 40 July 30, 2004




00T “0€ AInf Iy MIASY LATAT
(310dax feuroyur HNL)
(P04 YSi] f22Y 2A1T/opIund)
wnipos) uo13ay 21fiond /ISy
Y] Ul S201IDAJ SUYSL 2A1INAISIT onIoRd BISY UI I oY}
3uissaippy smpT fo sisAipuy 03 Surye[a1 sme| SuizA[eue 11odoy 3nv-9661
‘paysijqnd usaq
ARy sUNA[Ng [T ‘400T A[1ed 0)
9661 WOI "UONEWLIONUI Paje|al s
J991 9A1] SUnRUIUIASSIP JOJ ANUIAR
Jofewr & 9wW099q Sy YaIym ‘undfng paysiqnd [ON "appL]
UONBULIOJU] YSI] JOOY 9AI'T (wnrionbv pup 1.10dxa) ysif-foay unang
DdS 9 UPS 0} SAUUBYO[ 112qOY 24177 Y] UO UPAJING UONDULIOfuU] uoneuwoju] 171 DdS Jo 1031pd
“I(J JO S)S0O Y} PAIA0D DNLL dnoin) 3se10yug [e1oadg Dds | 10§ oddns Jerourury papraoid DNL IBIN-9661
(S661 ‘modorg' W
SJoaI o1j108 g 29 souueyo[ g ¥Y) Aouady SoLIaYSI]
SI0M LT 9Y1oed ISV S, ONLL RISY 91} 0} JeaIy) oY) SunySIUSIY | WnIoq % ONLL — 2HIond 215244 Y1
J10J SISeq 9} PAULIO] Jey) seate pue (ourzeSew owi ], 29 NND) Uonuane | 2 visy ut [.Jy7 241 fo suoyvoiyduiy yodor [ 191
sansst Aju1onid oy paynuapr Jodoy [eUOnBUINUI PAAISOAI Woday |  /p100§ % 21uouody qojusuwuo.aiausg | uadory pue sauueyor Jo uonedrqnd 190-S661
‘s1oye1odo 110dx9 Jo
padjreds soaneniur | 19)s13a1 [euor3a1 e pue Ajjiqeure)sns
‘PITMINAT/IVIN [B20[ pue Jeuor3ai juanbasqns A12ysy 10dnoi3 uo yoreasar 10y sauueyo[ qog
AD1/511005Y/YSTJISE0/JUT 0dS MMAL) [eIoAds pue ansst I 1.1 poau oyy paSSey pue ‘unoqng JYT £q open YT uo uonejudsaid pue
qam 2y} uo Ajuo paysiqnd oy 03 yoeoxdde 9A1399[[00 d10W Iern3a1 Suronpoid ym Kouae ysey SQLIQYSI,] 2I0YSU] JO JUSWIFRUBIA
sem Sunoaur s1y) jo jrodar oy, © 0} 9213€ SALNUNOD PUB[S] J1JIoe] sarunod HJS “odar doyssyrom uy oy uo doyssiop VAI-OdS AInr-6661

(6661 1qUII( 03 966]) Iudwddeduy pue Suruue(q ‘uonezienydaduo) :y aseyq

TIVNOIDTY
SINININOD JINODLNO LNdLNQ ALIALLDY arva
SANIANIY Jo A3o[ouoay)
SOUO01SA|I|\] PUB SIUdA] Asy Jo ABojouody) :9 XIANIddVY




00T “0€ AInf (44 MIASY LATAT
*JSI1J anssI Ay}
SSQIpPpE P[NOYS SOLIIUNOD [ENPIAIPUL
jey) paoIde sem )1 pue A[[euLIojul
POsSSNOSIP ‘IOAIMOY ‘Sem J] “epuoTe
S[IOIJO WNIO] dY} WO ‘SaNnSsI
[EIUSUIUOIIAUD ISY)O JO Joquunu "UOTBIIPISUOD 10] Sunoouwr
e M Suore ‘paddoip sem won sy " LAYT oy woyj uoisar S[eISIIJO WNIO] A} 0} papIuIqns
‘uonrsod a3ueyo yew[o S eIRNSNY oy 10y syoedwn [eyuswuoNAUS | 2q 03 Joded SuljoLiq B UO JBLIRIOINAS
IOA0 ASIOAOIUOD Y} 0) on(g [enuajod oy Sururpino sodeq JAAdS 2y YIm paxIom DNL dos-1661
dd¢ (ONLL) 102us oyfIoRd Ay} 10§ 129YS
UONBULIOJU] "OPBL], S JooY 9AI'T uoneuLoju] L4YTJ0 uononpoiq nf-L661
QWY JUSWISRURA]
PIYsIoIBA\ PUE [BISB0)) pPIjeIFoju] “SPUB[S] O1J10E] JO SINBA
o) JOpUN SANSSI PAJE[I YSIJ JOAI QA [euoneurau] 10 (dV'S) dwweidord
SI0A09 JVS 9y "Hoddns 390 10§ uonoy d1391ens ‘(4940) Anoeg
JIqISI[d SIBIS PUB[S] OLJI0BJ UIIIY) WawuoNAUY [eqo[D) Jo uoperedaid
oy} Aq padojoaap pue pojeniul Spue[s| oY) ynm JaYds Isisse 0y
sem U013y Sspue|s] oljIoed U} JO dvs O1J10B JO SI0JBA\ [PUOIIBUIOIU] 10 | 9910 YSB], [BUOISIY O1J10R] AU} UO
SIde A\ [eUOTIEUIOIU] IO} V'S SIYL oy ojut pajerodioour sonsst LY | (dVS) dwweiord uondy o139yens dAneIuasardar OOHN 9yl sem DNL unf-/661
eII2QUE)) UI SITEJJV uS1o10]
‘pazopunid Suroq JO AnsIurjy uerjensny oy je
sjoa1 o1y1oRd Jo AIIqissod ay) ueyy 90UDI9JUO)) [BLIA)SIUTA AIBSIOATUUE
93ueyd sweu HJS Sy} Ul PAISAIAUL 0S OdS 2y 1e uonejuasord
QIOW YONW AIOM OUM “SIDISTUIIA] S90INOSAY QULIBIA DS Y}
WOIJ IOAQ0SIBYM ISAIIUT ON 103 ansst diys3efj oy sem LITAT KeIN-L661
Suruueld uSredwes Jooy [e10)
‘syurod 10BIU0J A} AIB SAIOUITR 1661 A11ea ut NI Aq paredaiq o) JO 13 X d1I0Rd L66] AU JO
JUSWIUIIA0S JUSIJJIP INQ ‘SOLIOILLIS) " LIYT oy Jo spoeduwl [BIUSUIUOIIAUD (9661 9re]) soTeys Ajres oy JuLmp
PUE SLRUNOD JOqUIdW DJS sonssi [enuajod Jo areme | [enuajod 9y UO JO2YS UOBULIOJUI U JTAdS yym paster sem sjoedur
Se owes oy} d1e s1oquewl JgYdS opew SALRUNOd Joquiowl JHYdS SIqUIAUL 10y} 0} Poje[nold JHYdS | [eruswuoiaus fenudjod Jo onsst oy, .[-966]
oyroed
UI2)SoMm U} J0J suoryedrjdur 1oy (9661
pue ‘SansSI [BID0S pUB OIWOU0ID 9snny 6-g ‘BOWNON]) SOLIAYSI]
‘TeyusuwIuoIIAuS A9y Y3 y31YSIY uo FUIIOIA [BOTUYD ], [BUOISY
‘oygIoed pue eIsy ur [ 411 21fiong U212 4 Y} 1197 oy Surmp soanejussardor
1) JO 918)S JULIND oY) JO ATeuns A0f suoyvordu] ayy puv apv.a] ysif SOLIAYSY ATJUNOD JOqUISW
e op1aoid o3 sem osodind oy ], Joay aary 2y :12ded uoryewiojuy pue DJS M anssT ) paster DNLL 3ny-9661
SINTFIWINOD FW0ODLNO LndLnQ ALIALLDY aLvq




00T ‘0€ AInf 34 MIIASY LAAYT
o119 AU} 10J o1yIoRd pUe
A3oyens jurof & uo 9)eI0qR[[0d pUe BISY UI UonjeIoqe[[od 9[qissod uo
A[9SO[9 210UI YI0M 0} JUSWAAITY B[IURIA UL VAT [}IM SUOLBI[NSUOD) KeIN-8661
‘ssouisnq Jo jno soruedwos pea|
JUQS "S[H UI SaNI[IOB] IMNOLIBIA Ope1], USI,] JOOY QAIT
ur ysij Jo 9,08 peAonsaq Suoy] SUOH S9IBISEAIP 9P} PAY 1dv-8661
'sdo)s 1xau (AISAT[Op
‘Surpury ‘owreryown sdrysioured
‘suonydunsse ¢(aoue)sisse
[earuyo2)/3ururer) SUOHeH|IoR} “JUSWIUIOD
[OIBISAI {90UR)SISSE Juduageueul 10§ s1oured 0) uonnqLysIp nynjouoy ur Sunadn
¢{3urster ssauareme :sjuouodwod 10J Apeay ‘parordde pue uonejuasaid pue £39ens wea ], dy1oed BISY DN 03 A39181S
) A391eng ‘esoding :pasodoig ‘pasIAAI ‘pamarAral A391ens eI 14Y7 Teuordar yyelrp Areurwurjorg LAY o1y108J JRIp JO UONBIUISAI] IRIN-8661
vV ‘g (16-Ly dd) L661
10qUIDd(J — €# UNA[ng UoNBULIOU]
U1 JOoY OAI] D “UOIBoX Spue[s|
OjIoe{ 9} Ul SALIdYSYY poo] sy Syroed oy ul LAAIT
J901 9A1] JO Juowrdo]oAdp d[qeureIsns oy} 1o suonsa33ns juowddeueu
9y} 10} suonsag3ns juowoFeue|y Jo uoneorqnd pue uoneredold 200-L661
Ioyew SALIAYSY DJS Ue se
open 2y SuISSAIPPE YIIm dnNURUOd
0} [eAoldde [euIOJUT PIATOOAT
puE ‘/ 661 9¥e] BIIOQUE)) UI SUnosW
[1ouno)) DS Y3 e soaneussordor
JUDWUIAA0S JoquIdt DJS *10}0211(J UOISIAI(]
[IM SUIOIUOD OPEI} [SIJ JOOI QAI] SO0INOSNY SULIBIA DS YIM
PassSnosIp A[[ewIojur 1030911(J SYL, KJ9s0]0 210wt unyiom uesaq DNL 190-L661

*9NSSI SILIYSIJ © JO AIOW SeM )1 SB
SANSSI YT UO Ped[ Ay} 3L} p[noys
DdS PapIoap AdY], )1 INOQE [BIOUIL)
1039211 DS Y} 03 y[e) p[jnom

9y PasIApe pue sanssI 1T Y}
INOQE 103021 dHYJS O} Yiia POy
QI9M SUOISSNOSIP ‘Q0UAIJUOD A1) 1Y

"opeI} YSIJ JOAI dAI] A}
uo uonNnosal & pajdope 0ouIu0))

‘uorSoI SPUB[S] O1J10eJ AU} UI 9pen
USIJ JOOI AAI] Ay} JO JudwaSeuew
pUE JOUO)) G UOIIN[OSAY

"L661 ‘1290100
€ 03 10quatdag €7 ‘NS4 ‘1eduyod
u1 p[oy pue ‘d4dds Aq paiosuods

‘SBAIY PI)09)0IJ PUB UOTJBAIISUO))
QINjeN UO 99UIJUO)) O1J19.] [INOS
19 oy Je syoedwrt syt pue YT oY)
Jo onsst oy pastel ‘soanejudsaidor
ODN PUE SJUSWUIIA0T

ONd pue Spue[s] [[BYSIB]N

‘NS woly 1oddns g DN

100/doS-L661

SINININOD

HNODLNO

LNdLnQ

ALIALLDY

ALV




£00T ‘0€ Anf

144

MIIARY LAJIT

“2AT I
ONL DOdS ‘TIM “VIAI yutof

000T
ur papreme K[[enjusAs Jueln) VI,

uejdsprom pue [esodord v 1Y 9AV

UOISSIWUWOY) O1J108J
2} JO JBLIB)AIOOS AU} JO SALHUNOD)
13QUISIA 9} UL YST] Jooy 9AI]

ur apei], 2y} d3eury A[qeureisng
0} Ayroede)) o yuowdoroasg

J10J 90UB)SISSY [BITUY0I |,

103 resodoid gy jo yuswdojoraq

9(-unf-6661

(ONL DdS ‘TIM ‘VIAD

paasord VIAYd 14471 oyioed e Jo uSisop
0} MOT] UO JJeIs gV WI0J UOIOAII(] SUOISSNOSIP PUE SUONIEIUASAIJ | 9Y} UO B[IUBI Ul gV Yim Sunoon unf-6661
paaoxdde (14171 2y} uo Jursnooy)
(S9010RIJ SUIYSI] 9ANONNSIJ
wolj sjody [e10)) Sunodoid,
10} (300D SN) 3utpury (IAd V)
€007 Ioquiaidag [un 661 1290100 6661 23] SAIIENIU] [BIUSWUOIAUY J1JI08] puL
woij porrod paroAod Jurpun, [1un 9[qe[IeA. opew jou Jurpun,j 000°00¢$ paaoidde Surpung BISY )seq 10J paprwuqns [esodoid 1dv-6661
‘Juowd[dur 0) ATESSOIOU SIOINOSI ~yodox Sureow oy ur n
MU Y} )29s pue s1oured 2Inods 43572108 93 JO JUSUISIOPUD [PULI0] BIUOPI[ED) MIN ‘BOWNON
'SODON ynm 0} DJS padin pue ‘Auord y3iy ur pjoy doys3yIop\ juswaSeuey
J10Mm 0} SIdqUIAU $)1 AQ PJOSIIP YN QAIRIIUT MU € St AForeng (ONLL 2 DdS) SOLIDYSLY AJUNWIWIOY) OYIdRd T
SBM UOISIAL(] S90IN0SY SULIBJA [euo13ay o110 Ysi Jooy | ‘yovo.ddy aanv.oqojjo) y :432ip.41S Ay 18 DNLL pue DS £q pojuasaid
DdS Y3 Jey) dwn ISy ) Sem SIY ], 9AIT,, 9y} PasIopud Sunesuw AL, [PuU0132Y 21f1d0g Ys1] fay 2417 | dAnENIU] 1Y [euoISay pasodoid 190-8661
“JUSWIASIOPUD
Anunod d1j19ed 193 0} pue Spadu
LAdT 9Ys Jo 28pa[mouy oyyroe  d[qissod SuIAFnudpt yIm (ONLL ‘TIM “VIND
ou pey Jyers gqv ey snoraqQ pa9oo1d 0) gV WOIJ JUsWodITy J3e1s gqv 03 uoneiuasaxd jutof | sonsst [T U0 gAV YHm Sunoon Snv-8661

M Pue VIAI ©OdS 4q 03
pa213e sjuouodwiod A321ens peorg

yovoaddy
24110.10qD]10)) | :A32)p.41S [PU013DY
2U10 YSL] Joy 21T YA

s1ouped yum A301ens LIT
[euorSa1 NI JeIp JO UOISIADY

f-1dv-8661

SINININOD

HNODLNO

LNdLnQ

ALIALLDY

ALV




00T ‘0€ AInf 4 MIASY LATAT
dd ¥$ "vSn ‘IH ‘ninjouoy
‘KoueAIasuo ) armeN oYL ‘1010 (rremey ‘nnjouoy
#110doy ‘weidold SULIRIA [BISBOD) ‘100 A1BN1q9 ] $Z-77) A39181S
" LAYT Y3 SS2Ippe 03 o1j1oBd BISY SIIoR] BISY PP YSL] POO] aA1RI0qR[[09 B dO[2ASp 0] pue
'SUOIEPUNO,] INYITYORIA UIYIIM SODIATIOR Q1IN U0 ‘T M J22y aa17 2y ssappy 03 ASopp.S | LT OYI WOI AJISIOAIPOIQ dULIEW
pue pieyded yjoq jo 1oddns pey VAL “OdS ‘ONL £q 1wowa0idy 24110.10gD]10) F *1007 "L ‘Weyeln) | 0} syeaIy) ssaIppe 03 poy doysyiom q24-100C
ddy,z ‘uo13ay oifiong visy ay;
K3a1ens u1 A1S.4201p01g QULIDFT OF SJD2LY ]
pajeidojur Aouade-nuwi & Aq | AF9jen)s 1ope0Iq Y} UIYIM SONIATOR S, apD.A] YS1,] J22Y 2A1T dY] SS2UPPY ‘paredord A391e1S
popasiadns sem 31 se pazijeur) JON yo9foxd 11T o1y1oed 9y paoe[d 01 A321p.415 paIv.41323U] S, N[ L9 parerdajur DNLL Yerig nr-000¢
‘uonisod dy} 10J pauIeIqo q p[Nod ‘Ky1oeded uoneurpIood
Surpuny 1atpo [nun ded oy ur po[[Ig | s.DdS HIng suonesiqo NOIN 1oy} "10B1U09 YSNOI) I1991JO IeN-100C
"NOIA 92U} JO $5909nS 9y 0} K9] juswerdwt A[[ng 031 DS pojqeuqg sy1odar ssardoid ¢ J971 OdS Jo 1oddns [eroueury 03 KBIN-000C

(2007 19quIdI3( 03 6661 1PqUIAA) NOA

) ySnoay ], uoneioqeo) pue uonejudwd[dwy :7 aseyq

‘I °seyd
Jo uonodwos ay) padTew Sy L,

uor3a1 oyroed

oy 103 sanuionid yIom Jo 3os paaiSe

ue pue ‘JuowoSueLIe 9AIJRIOqR[[0D B
‘A39yens Teuor3al e yjoq paysijqeIsq

(dd TIM VAT DdS ONLL)
(66-99Q-G | pausis) oAnENIU] OpeL],
USI] Jooy SAIT [BUOISNY OlIoed SYL
— Surpue)sIopu) JO WNPUBIOWA

M PUe VIAT
OdS WM NON Jo uewdoerdq

29(-3nv-6661

Tam

Pue DNLL “VIAT WM UOHRIOqR[[0d
ur oAnEnIu] 3] [euoIa1 e 10§
resodoad 2y pajroddns pue ‘A391e1S
KI9US1] JOoy OAIT [BUOISOY

ot ur yred sy1 Sunuowoydur

IO} SUBAWI oY} }03S 0} DJS POIOSIIP
1] JuSWaZeurW JOJ 9Seq UOIBULIOJUT
oy uoyiSuams 03 pue ‘IIYT
Surpuedxas oy} Jo JuswaSeurwW O}
s 9dod 0y Kroeded [8o0] 94130910
PIINg 0} PA3U A} PAJOU PUL UOISIOP
(STB2A 1B pauLIjjeal Sunaow Ay |,

uoneyudsard 11T ONL/TIM/VINL
jurof pue ‘Juswale)s I9AIISQO JN.L

BOWNON

ur SuroowW SALIAYSI JO SPeaH [
DdS 01 A3oyens pue oAnenIu] 1191
Jeuo1Soy d1yIoRJ PASIAQI POJULSAI

3nv-6661

SINININOD

HNODLNO

LNdLnQ

ALIALLDY

ALV




00T ‘0€ AInf 9% MIASY LATAT
*dd 86 (1007 "99) "L ‘weyeln
‘KoueAIasuo)) amjeN oy I, ‘weidord
QULIBRIN [BISBO)) "SUOND32433}
Buumods ys1, Joay 410f L3a1p.43
UOYDAIISUO)) [PUOLSDY O1fi1oDJ DISY
*dd 001 (1002
'qQ2q) "] ‘Weyels) ‘AOUBAIOSUO))
amjeN Ay, ‘weidoid SULIBI ‘A39rens
‘uo1gar [e1se0)) "suoyn3a.33y Sutumpds | uonEBAIdSU0d uonedaisse Jurumeds
O} UI UOTJBAIOSUOD uone3oi3se | ys1.7 f22y 10f A32)p.415 UO1IDALISUO)) ApIM-DNL & Jo syuouodwod
Surtumeds ssarppe pinoys DN.L [PU0133Y 21f10Dg VISY aYy] 0f unjg UOISIAI( 91J10BJ PUE J1J10B] BISY
MOT] UO SUOT)EPUSUILIOND] POPIAOI] uoyvyudWA|dui] UOISIALT d1f1oDJ oy} yyoq dojoasp 03 Koueynsuo)) 991-200T
'S9)1S 9521 ojerodioour ey
SYJIN pue suone3ai33e Surumeds oy1oed
ysij a8euew 0y Aroedeo aoueyuo pue oy ur suonedaI33y Surumedg
‘uone)1o[dxa-12A0 03 AI[IqeIoUNA [sI Jooy SurSeuey pue Su1309101d
SOOINOSAT 9SAY} JO SSAUTEMB :50013081J SUIYST] 9ATIONISO(] WOIJ
aseaour ‘uonodjold 9y1s uone3ai3de SJoY [e10)) Sunodjoid 10J ([AdVH)
Surumeds pue juoweSeuew 000°00S$ "200T 1290300 QATIETIU] [BIUSUIUOIIAUY JIJT0BJ
201n0sa1 oaodwr [[1m 309fo1g woIj d[qe[TeAR SPUN PUE POPIEMY pue eIsy jseq oy 03 [esodoig AON-100T
"LAAAT ™Y
yum s2oudLIadxs 1oy Jnoqe Junyje)
speay A1oysyj o1j1oed papnjouf
oFeyoed s[erojew ssouaTeme | "open) pooj JYT oY} IM PIJBIOOSSE
oy Jo JuouoduIod Quo Se J1JIoeJ | SONSSI UTEW JT) SAUIINO JBY) SIOew SIOYeW UOISIOoP J0J 09PIA I .11 IRIN-700T
oy} oy3noIy) DS £q paanquusiq UOISIOAP I0J 0IPIA AJNUI-XIS Y 1oys aredaid 0} p23oenuUod DJS 0} [nf-100T
"BOUWINON] UI Surjedw
2ATRDIUL 1Y [BUOISaY OLyIoed oY) SOLIYSI] JO SPBSH ,, ¢ DdS 9
Jo ssa13oi1d oy uo s1ouped pue DJS ‘Jodax | 03 saniAnoe aAnenu] I YT dyroed
POPUSUILIOD SALNUNOD JIqUIdW DS | Sunoow oy ur 1oddns jo juowde)g o uo payrodar sroupred NON ne-1002
“eournn)
moaN ended ‘gNM ‘Aeg aquury]
'ss9001d Jno-umeIp ‘I10JUQ)) OILISIY PUE UOTJBAIISUO))
Juo[ A1oA & oweddq "S[eLIdje 1re BN BIUOYRIA "100T
asoyy Surredaxd ur pajnsar 'ssa001d uononpoid pue sjeldewr | AR\ [ — L ‘doysyioy fo Lmuung
sa3uo[[eyd Auew ‘paje[norne Kyronid ‘sagessown ‘sooudrpne 12204 SS2UDADME D1f10DJ "DNJ Ut pjoy doyssiom
A11e070 0109M Sd1S o) A[IYA 123818) A9 UO P23I3e PUR PAYNUIP] — 9PV YSI] Jo2Y 2A1T °S ‘NI 103(o1d ssouoreme J YT dyoed AeIN-100T

SINININOD

HNODLNO

LNdLnQ

ALIALLDY

ALV




00T “0€ AInf Ly MIASY LATAT
dd oz1
(€00 dos) ‘uor3ay spuvysy oyf1ovd dytoed ayj ut
‘uopesrjqnd pue uonezIjeuly oYy u1 SaLIYS1,] YS1,] poog Jo2y | 1A1¥T 2ys SuiSeuew 10y souroping das-€00t
10J DS 01 popraoid yeiq | 2417 Surdvuvpy 40f saurjaping yvaq [euor3ar yeip jo juowdorordg 0} AON-200C
ST JOoy SAIT UO unos[ng
uoneuLIoju] DS 1S AL ‘t
'sa10ads
apexn pooj YT 91 doy ayy 10§
SpIed UONBIYNUAPI YsIJ onseld '€
"s1oYew
UOISIOAP JOJ 0IPIA AINUIW-XIS Y T
oyroed
oy ur A10)sIy opex) pooj YT Jo
dew e pue ‘sjueine)salr 0y SIAYSY
o) woxy  Apojsno Jo ureyo,, Ay} Jo
weiderp & pue saroads 1931e) am
193s0d e ‘s300ys 108} 93ed-z 1noj
LT 9y Jo maratdao a3ed-g ue
Surureyuoo) 1opjoj uonejuasald v |
"'SODN JUBAS[DI :papnjout
pue sa1oua3e SaLIAYSIy SAIunod | oFexoed ssouareme Y[ ‘UOHNQLISIP ‘parordwions oFexoed sjeriejew
PUE[ST OIJ10R ] [[€ O} PANQLISI 10J DJS 03 paddrys syerrajejy ssouoreme J T [euoISoy 29(1-200C
*S[OAQ[ [eoTUYO?) pue Aorjod
uo uoroe 10j senuond Aynuapt
pue ‘syuedronaed Jo smara o
19110 “309f01d a1 Jopun syndino pue
SOIIAI}OR UO UONBWIOUI (3IM UO0ISal
oy ut s1o8euew pue s1yewAorod
*9q p[noys sdajs 1xou "SUIdOUOD pue ch-6€ souIaysty apraoid o3 soupred
o} JeyM SSOSSE pue ‘oAnentu] YT | Speou ogroads sommunos pue ‘1191 dd 11# unerng YT DS ‘Hodoy NO Pue DJS 107 “If1] ‘eAng ur
[euoISay d1108d 9y} JO SHNSAI A} oy} 0} PAJe[I SUOIIBPUSWUIOI doyssrop JuowaSeuey opel] | ploy doyssiop JudwaSeurA opel],
juasaxd o3 Ayrunyzoddo ue papraoig pue s3urpurj £oY JO SILIOS Y USI] JOoY 9AI'T [BUOISY d1j10e] USI] JOoy 9AI'] [BUOISY J1j10e] das-z00z
"110330 9jeorjdnp jou Uo1309S UOIBULIOJUT
pUE S[eLIdJRW SSAUdIEME FUNSIXO UO SOLIAYSI] DS 0 JUIS S[eLIdew [[e P21o[dwoo S[BLI)BW SSOUATEME
pIIng pue asn 03 303foxd 2y pamoyry Jo sa1doo pue A103u0AUI OIUONI[T pate[aI-1 1141 JO A103u0AU] 1dv-2002

SINININOD

HNODLNO

LNdLnQ

ALIALLDY

ALV




00T ‘0¢ ATf 8¥ MATARY LALA'T
“[1oUN0Y) SHUBID) YOIRISAY
3uoy] Suoy jo AJISIOATUN) )
PUE S90IN0SIY QULIBJA JO UOISIAIQ dd
nE[Eq oY) ONL “UONEPUNO < vl
MO Y} ‘Aouddy SOLIAYSI,] WINIO] OUEAIOSUOD) SIMEN U], 14
SR YOS 3y Aq papraoid 1qnd SOLIAS [2I8ISY UONBAIISUOD)
sem 100fo1d siy) 10y Surpun,g OUHEIN "1DIPd Ul (ovpru1125)
suadno.n) Jo suonp3a.33p
“JI0M JUQWISSISSE onj1oed Sunumnds *6661 TNIUY
pue SuLiojiuow uone3ar3de BISY o) Ul suonedardse Sutumeds "H pue ‘AA0peS " A ‘WweyeIn) ne[ed ur suone3oidde 3Ny-9661
Surumeds s, ONLL PopInD 10dnoi3 jo Apmys w1e)-3uoj 3sI1,] ‘1 ‘oxnbg T gy ‘souueyor Surumeds ¢ jo ApmiS :nefed 03 1dv-$661
TTVNOLILVN
juswageurw pue uonojoId (3uro3-uo)
uornegoi33e Sutumeds uo snooq 01190-200C
‘nefed
SHOM DN oImny ur pray 300ford LAY 2y1oed
9pINg 0) JUILI| SUOSSI] AJIIUIP] ‘uonjeredard ur 11odar maraay DNLL oY} 10J FuI0owr MAIAY 1dv-£00C

“100foxd oy) yum rerjruuey

jou uaym 309fo1d xoydwos pue Suoj
® yons 10j A3o[ouoayo oy 9idurod
0} 10}OBIUOD B 10J JNOLIIP 00T,

anfe paywit] JO

'sa[qe) pue 1xodar yerq

‘sindino

pue sanIAnoE ‘sjusuodurod Jo
K3ojouoayo y09foxd 1,114 oyy1oed
DN o11dwos o3 Aoueynsuo)

das-Inf-€00¢

(uasaad 03 £007) NOIAN-ISOd $3105JH S ONLL JO SUISNI01-3Y pue uonn[oAy :¢ aseyd

SINININOD

HNODLNO

LNdLnQ

ALIALLDY

ALV




£00T ‘0€ Anf

6v

MIIARY LAJIT

ITey) preog oy 0}
ONLL Aq uonejuasaid ayj Jo asnedaq
ordrounid Areuonnesad sydope v IN

‘PaNSSI SOSUDI| MU OU
pue ‘paddoys suonerado 111971 IV

WINLIOJBIOIN

SOSUADI YT Mou Aue
uo wnrrojerow e pasoduwr (gIN)
preog sOLIdYSI] [euoneN :ONJ

(2)3nv-8661

‘paroafor sem

NSA Ul LAAYT =20
Jo Juowadeuew J0J SUONSa3Ins pue

‘1odutjoq 10§ uoneorjdde [ 13T uo

1ore1odo [ 41971 oy Aq uoneorddy SJUSUIWIOD [JIM UOISSTWIANS MITAY SJUIWITUOI MITAJI PIPIAOI] (JASA ny-,1661
§1-p1 dd v ‘mrug
"SoNsSI 3T O sarouade L6 09d ¢# undlIng 44T OdS
K9y UIIIM SSOUDIEME PASBIOU] “SpupS| [pYsAvpy ay1 Jo dnqnday
o1 Ul SO SILIYSL 203 21T sIoped] A9 03 s3urgoriq papiaoid
"opIueAo 103 sajdures ysiy Sunsa) pue Spue[s] [[eySIR]A S} Ul UOIBN)IS
10} VIAIL 03 Vdd IINY PalIojoy "uodor [euIoluI [EIUSPLUOY) LAAYT 343 paauswundoq <IN Y unf-/661
uerd
ueld juowaSeuew [euly dd g1 ‘ue[q JuowoFeuRA SOLISYSI] JuswoSeURW [BUONEU YT YeIp
oY) 10§ s1seq oY) st VAN Aq pasn) ST Jooy 2AIT [eUOnEN Yeld B UM VAN Papiaoid DN :ONd AON-9661
juowdSeuRIA YSI,]
wnuenby ourey uo rodeq Sujoug
eounn maN endeg sopen wnirenbe
"pIeog soLIoySI [euoneN | JIoj suoneordwy oy pue apei] ysij | pue I oy uo sioded uoneurroyur
oy} Suyeliq ul VAN £q Pas() | JOoY 9ArT Ay, :1oded uopeuLIofu] UM VAN PapIA0Ld :ONd KeIN-9661
‘sauljepmoy/ueld
JUSWSRURIA] SALIOYSI]
Jooy yeap Areurwroid e axedard
0] ‘DN WOIJ dJUBISISSE M VN
-orqrssod
se uo0os se V. IN £q peredoid
9q 01 DN 10} ue[d JuswdFeURI
Suryst, Jooy e 1oj Sunedw
16} £q 03 p2213e 9q UONN[OSAI
€ 181} DN Y} 0} POPUSUITIOIAT
Iodeq uonewoyuy oy, (9661 ‘S
-¢ [dy) Sunoow [1oun0)) SALIAYSIJ sonssI 1Y SSNOsIp 0}
[euoneN oy} 03 pajuasaxd oq (0DHV pue DAJ ‘VAN) siusuntedop
0 10deq uoneurrojuy ue aredod 0y JUSWIUIOAOS puE ‘sdAnejudsardar
doue)sisse S, JN.L parsonbar (VAIN) Ansnpur oAIp pue Ansnpur Surysiy
Auoyiny SOLIAYSI] [BUOHEN YL 11oda1 pue sajou Funao ‘SODN 1890] 1M SunedA :ONJd IBIN-9661
SINTFIWINOD dNODLNO LndLnQ ALIALLDY aLvq




00T ‘0€ AInf 0S MIIAYY LAAYT
“BISOUR[OIN OpeIL YSI JOoy OAIT
Uo JIOM PISeq-AJunuIuod SIBA 0M) 10J 000°0ST$ o o uorsuedxy ay) Surjjonuo)),
pue [euorjeu 10§ Surpunj papraoid ‘0007 A1en1qag ul papiemy | J1oj uonepunoy jeQ oy} o3 [esodoig AON-6661
‘pIeoq jo soSueyo ¢ Jsea|
1B puE ‘sown ¢ 1030211(] SuiSeue|y 'sa1391ems
pasueyd VAN ‘(200 01 9661) DNJ 10§ UB[J JUOWOSUR |  JUSWOTEURU [ YT U0 DNLL PIm
ueld juowaSeuew Y} U0 VAN PIM 971 reuoneN dofoasp 03 DNI | drom 03 v IN Sunsonbar uorssiuqgns
POdIOM DNI own oY) Surm( :210N 3 os1el] 03 VN $I09IIp pIeoqg AN pieog soLdysL] [euolieN :ONd AON-6661
100foxd
oy Jo uonodwos [nun ‘IS ur
SIONEW 1Y T Ul JUSWOAJOAUL S)I
Ppaonpal Ajqesopisuod DN ‘eoerd ur
100fo1d sty yypy “ue[d JUSWOSEURIA
[euOnEN LA¥T 9y 910]dwioo o) wire “ue[d JUSWTEURA ¥60/8661/THINV
o) M ‘IS ur LT 2ys Jo syoadse LAT9T reuoneN e jo uonsdwoo 100Z *AON doyssjrom JuswaSeueyy 103f01d YVIDV 'SPUB[S] UOWIO[OS UT
JIWIOU0930100S Y} 9)eT1ISOAUL Ay ur ynsazjou pip nq ‘L1971 IS KI0ys1,] peseg-opel], Ysi Jooy oAl 99-1002
03 309fo1d sty papunj YvIiOVv oy} Jo Surpuejsiopun Y 0} pappy 'syjodor snoue A | 9y} JO JuSWOSRURIA S]qBUIR)ISNS IS 01 N[-6661
(6661 ‘07— LT
6661 ‘07 — L1 AN ‘eIeluoy | A®JA ‘BIRIUOY) SPUB[S] UOWO[OS A}
SpuE[S] UOWO[OS oY} Ul [ I TOY} | 'SPUB[S] UOWO[OS dY} UI OPBI], POO] ul opel], POO YSI JOO 9AIT oY}
Sureuew 10 A391e1)S PROIQ O} UO UST,] JOOY 9AIT oY) JO JuowoFeue|A Jo juowadeuey pue juswdojosdg
(Ansnpur ‘Ajrunwiod JUIUIUIdA0S) pue juowdo[aAd( a3 uo doyssIop o) uo doyssIoA\ 9ATJRINSUOD)
$10309s [[& Aq JuUowadIIy aAnE)nsuo)) uo yodoy doyssyropn S9Je)I[IOR] pue spunj DNLL ;IS KeIN-6661
SIOOIJJO JUSWIUIOAOT
Aq LATYT oY} JO 2INjBU 9AONLSIP
oY) JOj SUISOUO)) “WNLIOJRIOW pasoduut
9} UO PIAIIS AJT)OU [BULIOJ ON wNLIOJeIOIA SOSUADI| 13T UO WNLIOJBIOIA IS 994-6661
*DNLL 10 souueyor g3y £q popuspy
"SpPUE[S] UOWIO[OS A} UI SANIANOR
TIM VNI ONL 02foxd LAY T dnoi3-193ur o3eUIPIOOD
AVIDV ‘SOLIDYSI [S :POAJOAU] ‘JUSWIORIS . UOIRUIPIOO)) | UONEBUIPIOOd UO sauueyof Aq 11odoy 0) oueqsLg ul SUnAIIN IS 3Ny-8661
SI0MIOU  [OJBMISEOD, Surrojiuowr [9ssoA [ IYT 21qrssod uo
€ JO JUQWIYSI[qBISO Ay} 9jeSnsoAul 91JUS)) UOLJBUIPIOO)) AJUB[[IOAING
01 DDSN YHM JIOM 0} JUSWITY 1.1¥7 uo Suygerrg [euoneN yim Sunddn :ONd 3Iny-8661
SINIININOD) AN0DLNO LndLnQ ALIALLDY aLvg




00T ‘0€ AInf IS MIIASY LAAYT
"dd z¢ '100¢ oung
-a1mnbg 94T "AoueAIdsuo)) ainjeN
oy, 10j paredard 110dar y “2ouno4g
*SONIUNUIOD SNUDJ ‘puvisy ayng, N v apvaf
PAUI2OU0D ) JO JudWITe ) Ys1,] Jo2y 24177 aYy] 40f Sauljaping A19ysy TeLn 1oy ‘snuely ‘oyng N
M VAN Aq paf[eoued sem A19ysiy JUWIPUDIN pup SULIOJIUOPY ‘S2)IS ur Sururen} pue A9AINS JUSWISSOSSE
[e1n oy saroads 3031e) JO OB 0] oang uoyn32.433y Surumnds fo Loa.ng y saroads 1318} TYT :ONJ IBIN-100C
OPBLL USI POO] JOoY 9AI'T
“BISOUROIN oy} pue SUIySsI,] 9ANONISO(] WOIJ
Uo YI0M PIseq-Ajunuod ‘s1eok om) 1040 | suonedai3dy Surumedg Suroojoid,
pue [euonjeu 10f Surpuny papraoid | 000°08$ 'Z00T ATeniqo ur papiemy | JoJ uonepunoq yeQ oy 03 jesodorg AON-000Z
(ayep) "Aroysrg
ys1, poo, Jooy oA  uomSuo
10} ue[J JuowoSeue IS ‘8661
10V owaSeur SOLRYSL] VAN
(ye1p) “A1oystg
USL] POO] Jooy 9AIT ng N ‘uomBur], pue oxng N ur
10J ue[d JUdWISeuRA 9IS ‘8661 | Souoysiy [1en J0j sue[d juowoFeuew
‘pasn jou a1om suefd asoy 10V Wowageur SALDYSL] VAN 9)1s yeIp Jo uoneredald :oNd das-000¢
"LAddT
o 03 uosiad Jye)s ouo jseo] e ugisse
0} VAN saarnbay “drysuornjefar
Sunjrom [ewtoy sagyroads NOW NOW pausig NOW US1s ONLL Pue VAN :ONd dog-000¢

‘suonerado

1T oIng J0J SUOIEPUSTUUIOID]
JUOWAFRUBW YIIM $I0IN0SOY SULIBIA
JO uoISIAI( nefed ) papIaoid

'dd 68 :v'S'( ‘remeH ‘nnjoucy
‘KoueAIasuo)) armeN YL ‘€010

# 1odoy weidoid SULIBIA [BISBOD)
OYIBJ BISY "[((T “oquiad2(]
‘JuawWaIUDN L0f $192ds504J

pup L10JSI :nv[ng O Sa112YS1,]
Joay 2417 2y [ "100T "L ‘Weyeln

‘nefeqd Ul SONIAIOER
LAIAT I8 Jo MAIAY :nefed

AON-TBIN-000C

SINININOD

HNODLNO

LNdLnQ

ALIALLDY

ALV




00T ‘0€ AInf (4 MIASY LATAT
juswageurwW pue
uono9joxd uonedar3se Jurumeds (3uro3-uo)
uo sndoq JASH / nefed / IS / ONd 01390-200C

‘uoneyuowd[dwr pue uondope

10J pamaraal 3ureq Apuarn)

‘ueld yjuowadeuew J 1147 IS oY
Jo oseyd uoneredaid oy seyordwo)

SJUDWNOOP
pajeroossy + ‘dd 95 *¢00¢ "dos
“La2YS1] YSI] POOL Jo2Y 2417 1) 40f
uv]q juaudojaadq pun Judu23vuny
[PUOYDN SPUD]S[ UOULO]OS

"SPUE[S] UOWO[OS d}
oy ueld yuowoSeuew [ YT [eUOHBU
oy 9301dwiod 03 Aoueynsuo)) IS

Sny-ABIN-€00T

" L4491 oY) 9Feurwa
A19A11091J9 0 9oe[d Ul SWSIUBYOIW

'dd 11 2002 924
unjg JudwdIDuvp L42YS1,q Ysi]

P00 fo5) 2417 [DUOUDN Y[ "866]

ue[d
juowoSeury 14T [EUOnEN ®

juowaFeuewW AY) SeY DN J 1o Juawa3vunpy sardysi] VAN | soaoidde pue sojoidwod VAN :ONd q994-2002
100T AIng yeiq [eur (VAN)
SIDILL SULYS1A Y1 poos Joy
2417 L0f SautjapIng JuUdWIIPUDI —
100 |  pue Aorjod Surysty (e, LI TE
Ang ~onoq urysig (i ifp4q | 2redord 01 VAN $ISIsse ONIL *ONd Inf-100C
"110dX9 10 Souuo)
9 191p0UR 0] Ysyy 0} Auedwoo
Y} MO[[E 0} PIPIAP VAN USH
JO SoUuu0} § }SBI] Ik Paje[NNIoe
Apeaife pey Auedwod ay) asneooq
pue Surysy [ren ay) jo oseyd
1SI1J oY) SULINp PIOJ[[0O SEM BIED
K1oysty o[n1] A1oA se ing "uoneiddo "K1oysty
AT [1Tel) oY) UMOP 3S0[0 0} |  “[00T dunf *d ‘TUBOT ‘pupja.if Map | [ely) 10} ‘Fuolaey] AOAINS JUSUWISSISSE
pasodoxd w N ‘Aoains oy uo paseq 0 £24.4ng UOND32.433} SUIUMDAS saroads 12318} 1T :ONJ AeIN-100T
SINIWNOD) dNODLNO LndLnQ ALIALLDY aLvq
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
The Pacific Regional Live Reef Fish Trade Initiative

This MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING is entered into by and between:

The SECRETARIAT OF THE PACIFIC COMMUNITY (“SPC*), an inter-
governmental organization with headquarters in Noumea, New Caledonia;

The INTERNATIONAL MARINELIFEALLIANCE (“IMA”), a non-profit corporation
organized in the Philippines, Indonesia, Hong Kong and the United States with
headguarters in Manila, Philippines;

THE NATURE CONSERVANCY (“TINC*), @ non-profit corporation organized in
the United States with headguarters in Arlington, Virginia: and

The WORLD RESCOURCES INSTITUTE (“WRI”), a non-profit corporation
organized in the United States with headguarters in Washington, D.C.;

on the basis of the following facts and circumstances:
STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The overriding purpose and goal of this MOU is to implement a cooperative initiative to provide scientific,
information, policy and management advice and assistance to Pacific island countries and territories
with respect to the live reef fish trade. This shall be done by developing effective partnerships between
organizations that have related interests and responsibilities to ensure a coordinated approach and to
eliminate duplication of effort. This initiative is herein referred to as “Pacific Regional Live Reef Fish
TradeInitiative,” or simply “the Initiative.”

MANDATE OF SPC MEMBER COUNTRIES AND TERRITORIES

The Initiative responds to the specific mandate of SPC member countries and territories, which was
articulated in the official record of two recent SPC fisheries meetings:

At the 2™ Pacific Community Fisheries Management Workshop (Noumea, New Caledonia, 12-16
October 1998), SPC, IMA, TNC and WRI put before the member countries and territories a provisional
“Live Reef Fish Pacific Regional Strategy™ for their consideration and endorsement. In their official
record of the meeting, member countries and territories stated the following:

“The meeting endorsed the “Live Reef Fish Trade Pacific Regional Strategy” as a
new [nitiative with high priority, and wged the Secretariat of the Pacific Community
to secure partners and seek new resources necessary to implement SPC’s role in the
strategy, provided this did not compromise the existing capability for providing
assistance and advice to members on general reef fishery assessment and management.
It was recognized that the Iive reef fishery whilst being a potential source of both
benefits and problems and demanding a high degree of awareness and preparedness,
was of more significance to some member countries and territories than others. However,
translating the currently high level of concern into action on this issue was likely to
benefit reef fishery management activities in general across the region.”
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In the official record of the First SPC Heads of Fisheries Meeting, held in Noumea, New Caledonia
August 9-13, 1999, the Heads of Fisheries Departments of the SPC member countries and territories
stated the following:

“SPC member countries and territories, pointing out the need to huild effective local
capacily to cope with the management of the expanding live reef fisk trade, and to
strengthen the information base for management, directed the Secretariat to continue
to seek the means for implementing its part in the Regional Live Reef Fishery Strategy
endorsed by the 1998 SPC fisheries meeting, and supported the proposal for avegional
Live Reef Fish Initiative being prepared by the Secretariat in collaboration with the
Internatioral Marinelife Alliance (IMA}), The Nature Conservancy (TNC} and the
World Resovrces Instiite (WRI).”

MUTUALITY OF INTEREST

SPC, IMA, TNC and WRI (“the Parties”) share a concern that the Live Reef Fish Trade (LRFT), in
both food and aquarium fish, presents Pacific island countries with both potential and problems. As
relatively small-volume, high-value fisheries in which significant income can accrae directly to fishing
communities, LRF fisheries have the potential to make a significant contribution to sustainable economic
development in many Pacific island countries. However, experience with the trade in Southeast Asia—
and its initial forays into the Pacific—have shown the trade to be prone to a “boom-and-bust™ syndrome,
with one area after another being overfished for the highest-valued species. Of particular concern in
the Pacific is the unsustainable targeting of grouper spawning aggregation sites by LRF operators for
the live reef food fish trade. In addition, the use of ¢cyanide to stun and capture fish in the trade has
wreaked extensive damage on the reefs of Indonesia and the Philippines, and several operators have
been canght using the poison in Pacific island countries.

While each organization has been acting on these concerns to assist Pacific island countries and
colmmunities, it is obvious that no one agency or organization has the capacity to adequately address all
the issues arising from the LRFT, and so a collaboration between concerned organizations is essential
for success.

COMPETENCE AND QUALIFICATIONS OF THE PARTIES

The Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC) is an inter-governmental technical advisory and
networking organization founded in 1947. The mission of the Coastal Fisheries Programme, within the
Marine Resources Division, is to provide a regional support service that assists Pacific islanders in
identifying the status, and optimizing the long-term social and economic value, of small-scale fisheries
and aquatic resources in the Pacific island waters. SPC has 26 member governments and administrations
(22 Pacific island countries and territories).

As noted above, SPC member countries and territories have given a clear mandate to the SPC Coastal
Fisheries Programime to take on a catalytic and coordinating role in assisting member countries and
territories to address issues associated with the live reef fish trade, and to initiate cooperation with
international organizations possessing relevant expertise for that purpose.

The International Marinelife Alliance (IMA) is a non-profit, non-government organization (NGO)
founded in 1985 to help conserve marine biological diversity, protect marine environments and promote
sustainable and equitable use of marine resources. Headguartered and registered in the Philippines, it is
also registered in Indonesia, Hong Kong, and the TUSA.
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In partnership with the Philippines’ Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources, IMA has since 1992
managed the Philippines Destructive Fishing Reform Program, the only existing comprehensive national
program in the Asia-Pacific which focuses on managing and regulating the live reef fish trade and
combating the use of cyanide and other destructive fishing practices in that trade. IMA’s Hong Kong
Office carries out systernatic monitoring of live reef fish impo1ts in collaboration with the Agricultural
and Fisheries Department and the Hong Kong Chamber of Seafood Importers. IMA is a Board member
of the Marine Aquarium Council, a U.S.-based organization bringing together aquarium fish importers
and exporters, scientific experts and marine conservation organizations to promote the environmental
sustainability of the marine aquarium fish trade.

The Nature Conservancy (TNC) is an international NGO, founded in 1951, whose mission is to
preserve plants, animals and natural communities that represent the diversity of life on Earth by protecting
the lands and waters they need to survive. TNC operates field programs throughout the Asia-Pacific
region, North America, Latin America and the Caribbean, including terrestrial and marine protection
programs. In the Pacific, TNC currently has site-based projects in Palau, the Federated States of
Micronesia, the Solomon Islands and Papua New Guinea.

Since the mid-1990s, TNC has been involved with raising international awareness concerning the
impacts associated with the LRFT in the Asia-Pacific region. Activities have focused on management
and policy at the national level, awareness, mariculture and alternative livelihood options, consumer
issues and capacity-building. Initiatives have been focused on country, site and community-based
LRFT actions, with an emphasis on the Federated States of Micronesia, Indonesia, Palau , Papua New
Guinea and the Solomon Islands. TNC is also a Board member of the Marine Aquarium Council.

The World Resources Institute (WRI) is an independent center for policy research and technical
assistance on global environment and development issues, founded in 1982 and based in Washington,
D.C.. WRI provides —and helps otherinstitutions provide — objective information and practical proposals
for policy and institutional change that will fosterenvironmentally sound, socially equitable development.
WRI tries to build bridges between ideas and action, meshing the insights of scientific research,
economic and institutional analyses and practical experience with the need for open and participatory
decision-making.

Since 1996, WRI has worked closely with IMA and other partners to document the Philippines’
experience in combating cyanide fishing and regulating the live reef fish trade and to adapt and promote
this experience for the benefit of other countries in the Indo-Pacific region, where the live reef fish
trade is expanding.

OBJECTIVES

SPC, IMA, TNC and WRI desire to work cooperatively and collaboratively to:

*  Collect, assess and disseminate information on LRF fisheries and trade in the Pacific region;

*  Assist Pacific island nations to develop and implement regional, national and local mechanisms,
policies, and management strategies that promote or foster sustainable practices in the LRF fisheries;

*  Provide training and capacity-building to Pacific island nations for sustainable LRF fishing and
fishery practices;

*  Strengthen the capacity of SPC’s Marine Resources Division to respond to requests for technical
assistance related to LRF fisheries from SPC member countries and territories;
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Raise Pacific decision-makers’ and communities’ awareness and understanding of the LRFT; and

Explore and develop appropriate opportunities for coordination and collaboration between the
“supply” communities and “demand” markets to promote a sustainable industry which benefits
local Pacific island nation communities.

UNDERTAKINGS OF THE PARTIES

SPC, IMA, TNC and WRI will work together to achieve specitic goals in furtherance of the Pacific
Regional Live Reef Fish Trade Initiative as agreed upon from time to time.

Subject to the availability of funding and appropriate human resources, the Parties agree to undertake
the following activities under this MOU:

Secretariat of the Pacific Community (8PC)

Serve as the official liaison between the Initiative and SPC member countries and territories,
including regular provision of information about the Initiative and assistance to other Parties in
obtaining official support for field activities from relevant agencies of SPC member countries and
tertitories.

Implement burean services to respond to requests and inquiries and provide linkages to sources of
additional assistance available from the cooperating Parties and others.

Identify highest priority problem sites/countries and research priorities (in collaboration with other
Parties).

Institute and maintain a regional register of LRF operators (with assistance from IMA and SPC
members).

Promote regional and national dialogue through means appropriate to each area, including dedicated
workshops and other fora (in collaboration with other Parties).

Actively collect and provide access to relevant information through direct publicity, Initiative website,
newsletter and responses to requests (in collaboration with all other Parties).

Formally develop agreed regional standards for managing LRFT fisheries through regional meetings
of SPC member representatives (with assistance from all other Parties).

Building on the ongoing work of the SPC Coastal Fisheries Program, continue to provide Pacific
island fisheries managers with information about the status, exploitation levels and future prospects
of nearshore resources under their control, and to recommend and assist in the development and
application of appropriate fishery or ecosystermn management measures.

Report Initiative activities and progress to scheduled SPC and other inter-governmental meetings.

International Marinelife Alliance (IMA)

Conduct field assessments of existing LRFT operations (assisted by SPC).

Train government fisheries agents in the monitoring, inspection and sampling of LRF shipments,
and in the collection of statistical data on exports (assisted by SPC).
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* Provide assistance to target countries that wish to set up Cyanide Detection Testing (CDT)
laboratories, and also provide testing services to countries that do not have or need a CDT laboratory.

*  Assist with developing information, education and awareness campaigns (in collaboration with
TNC and SPC).

¢ Train fishermen in ¢yanide-free LRF capture techniques and post-harvest handling procedures (in
collaboration with SPC).

» Initiate marketing and community enterprise development, “certification” programs, and alternative
livelihood options (in collaboration with SPC, TNC and others).

*  Conduct applied scientific research on groupers (in collaboration with SPC).
The Nature Conservancy (TNC)

*  Assist SPC with coordination and facilitation of the Initiative, with decreasing responsibility as
SP(C’s institutional capacity improves.

*  Develop and refine generic national and provincial/state level LRFT management plans and licensing
agreements as guides for use within the region (in collaboration with SPC and WRI).

*  Compile and maintain an inventory of LRFT awareness materials (all media), to be transferred to
SPC within two years (with assistance from all Parties).

*  Developrelevant generic LRFT awareness materials for each target audience (regional and national;
decision-makers; local communities) and disseminate them in high priority countries (in collaboration

with SPC and IMA).

*  Develop and implement protection strategies for key spawning aggregation sites (in collaboration
with all Parties).

*  Complete and implement example site-specific LRFT response strategies at test sites in Papua
New Guinea and the Solomon Islands.

*  Assist national and provincial governments with completing, adopting and implementing LRFT
management plans as requested (in collaboration with SPC and WRI).

World Resources Institute (WRI)

*  Formally develop agreed regional standards for managing LRFT fisheries (in collaboration with all
Parties).

*  Conduct government policy, legal framework, and institutional capacity assessments (assisted by
SPC and TNC).

*  Development of national LRFT policies (in collaboration with SPC member countries and territories,
and other Parties).

*  Documentation and publicity (in collaboration with all Parties).
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FINANCIAL AND FUND-RAISING MATTERS

This MOU does not create or imply any commitment of financial resources by any of the Parties. All
Parties agree to cooperate to seek financial resources to support activities undertaken under the Initiative,
and to jointly plan for long-term financial stability of the Initiative.

Arrangements regarding allocation and management of funds raised jointly pursuant to implementation
of the Initiative shall be made by means of separate agreements entered into among the Parties, bearing
in mind the principles and objectives set out in this MOU.

PROCEDURAL MATTERS

The Parties will communicate on and agree about Tnitiative goals and strategies, progress against goals,
and policy review at least quarterly.

Each Party will perform its functions under its own respective identity, working in partnership and
collaboration with each other.

S0 long as this MOU is in effect, each Party may represent its cooperative activity with the other
Parties on this Initiative to outside persons and entities.

The copyright and ownership of any and all materials shall remain with the Party producing such
materials unless the Parties reach an agreement specifying a different arrangement.

Use of the logo of any Party by any other Party shall only be permitted by prior written consent, on a
case-by-case basis.

RISKS AND RESPONSIBILITIES

Each Party agrees that it will be responsible for its own acts and the results thereof, and shall not be
responsible for the acts of the other Parties or the results thereof. Each Party, therefore, agrees that to
the extent it may legally do so, it shall assume all risk and liability to itself, its officers, employees or
agents, under this MOU, for any claims, damages, losses, judgments, expenses or other costs including
litigation costs and attorney’s fees, arising out of, in connection with, or resulting at any time from any
and all causes due to any act or acts, negligence, or failure to exercise proper precautions, of or by
itself, orits own officers, employees or agent, in the performance of this MOT.

EFFECTIVITY AND AMENDMENT

This MO shall become effective upon signature by all four Parties and shall remain in effect for a
period of three (3) years from that date.

The MOU may be renewed at the end of this period by mutual agreement among and signature by all of
the Parties.

The MOU may be amended at any time by mutual agreement among and signature by all Parties.
Any Party may withdraw from further participation in this MOU at any timme and for any reason by

giving thirty (30) days prior written notice to all of the other Parties.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each of the Parties to this MOU have caused this MOU to be executed by
its proper officers thereunto duly authorized, and have set forth its ad dress and designated representative
below. 3
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Secretariat of the Pacific Commumity Designated Hepresentative

oy S e
f/l,z ’fj) :3.3}%«% Tim Adams

\\ . Dicectos, Misine Resources Divisioa
Robert Dun Secretariat of the Pacific Community

Secretarict sf Secretary General B DF, 98848 Noumea Cedex,

the Pacific New Caledonia

Communisy : Tel. (687) 262 000
pae_ 3 -Nov. 44 Fax (687) 26 38 18

Email: TimA@spe.org.nc

International Alliance Designated Representative

Geronimo P, Reyes
WS Wice-Presideni
President 17 San Jose Street, Kapitolyo, Pasig City
I Metro Manila, Philippines
Daz___ [0 fﬂS Jr %4 Tel. (632) 634-0067, 638-7145
r Fax (632) 631-9251
Email: kool(@imamarinelife. org,
vpratti@imamarinelife.org

Conservancy Designated Representative

The —"“%‘—s_ :
M%@ O ik Andrew Smith
a e ' Coastal/Marine Management Specialist
Johin Sawhill The Nature Conservancy
President PO Box 1738

- : Korer, Republic of Palau PW 96940
pae 15 Necerdts 1599 Tel. (680) 488 2017

Fax (680) 488 4550

Email: asmith_tnc/@csi.com

Designated Representative

World Resources Institate
. 14 Cabbage Street, Valle Verde 5
{ag (fr Pasig, Metro Manila, Philippines
L
|

i
SO | PP 7.
Date ) & W {ien LT

Tel. (632) 631 0421
Fax (632) 631 0406
Email: evbarberzibm.net
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