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This document is the consolidation of a number of Impact Assessment Tools (IATs) developed by consultants during the CLME+ subproject #3 EAF for Eastern Caribbean Flyingfish (a.k.a. “Flyingfish subproject). These impact assessment tools aim to assess whether the main objectives/actions to enhance the different arrangements for implementing an ecosystem approach for flyingfish fisheries are being achieved

Enhancing Governance, Facilitating Adaptive Management and Implementation of Management/Stress Reduction Measures

Below are three impact assessment tools, which address ERG/Blue Earth’s work under ERG/Blue Earth’s CRFM consultancies – “Technical Support to Enhance the Governance Arrangements for Implementing an Ecosystem Approach for Flyingfish Fisheries” (Governance), “Technical Support to Facilitate Adaptive Management for Eastern Caribbean Flyingfish Fisheries” (Adaptive Management), and “Technical Support on Implementation of Management/Stress Reduction Measures in the Eastern Caribbean Flyingfish Fishery.” Importantly, the main purpose of these impact assessment tools is to facilitate the Caribbean Regional Fisheries Mechanism’s (CRFM) ongoing assessment of work relating to the consultancies following their completion. 
These three IATs include a tool focused on assessing Governance, one focused on assessing the Adaptive Management, and a General tool. The General tool assesses the impact of activities related to implementation of the Eastern Caribbean flyingfish fishery management plan (ECFF-FMP), which relates to all perspectives. While this does not include a specific tool for the Stress Reduction, the General impact assessment tool assesses whether objectives/actions related to the FMP implementation component of the Stress Reduction intervention have been achieved. 
Impact Assessment Implementation

The impact assessments will draw on various sources of data and information, which may include documents, data analysis, surveys, or stakeholder interviews. Some questions below will be easily addressable without data collection, and others may require data collection. 
Outlines of Impact Assessment Tools

Tool 1: General

Each proposed indicator of success is listed as a section below, with associated evaluation questions. Indicators are focused on FMP implementation and support. With each question, a brief narrative will help explain responses when CRFM implements the impact assessments. 

FMP Implementation and Support 
Indicator 1: Updated ECFF-FMP consistently upheld and implemented by national agency partners
1. How much progress has the made on validating the updated ECFF-FMP?

Minimal or no progress (0-25% achieved)
Moderate progress
(25-50% achieved) Strong progress (50-75% achieved)

Very strong progress (75-100% achieved)

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:

2. How much progress the country made on revising its national legislation and regulations as needed to allow for implementation of the updated ECFF-FMP?

Minimal or no progress (0-25% achieved)
Moderate progress
(25-50% achieved) Strong progress (50-75% achieved)

Very strong progress (75-100% achieved)

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:

3. Has a sub-regional implementation plan been developed and validated by this country and the CRFM?

No 
Yes 

In Progress
4. Is the country participating in sub-regional management of flyingfish fisheries?
No 
Sometimes 
Yes

Please provide any necessary explanation for these responses, including indicating which countries are not participating: 
5. Has a national implementation plan been developed and validated by stakeholders in your country?

No 
Yes 

In Progress
6. To what extent have the objectives of the updated ECFF-FMP been met to date?

[For each objective]:


Minimal or no progress (0-25% achieved)
Moderate progress
(25-50% achieved) Strong progress (50-75% achieved)

Very strong progress (75-100% achieved)

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:

7. To what extent is an ecosystem approach to flyingfish fisheries governance at the sub-regional level being implemented, with regard to the country? 
Minimal or no progress (0-25% achieved)
Moderate progress
(25-50% achieved) Strong progress (50-75% achieved)

Very strong progress (75-100% achieved)

8. What actions have taken place in the past year to implement adaptive management of the Eastern Caribbean flyingfish fisheries?

Adjustment of the annual catch trigger point
Data collection and/or research to inform management

Management measures in response to the trigger point being exceeded
Adjustment of open fishing seasons

Changes in allowable gear

Changes in enforcement and surveillance coverage

Changes in vessel permitting system

Changes in stakeholder engagement

Implementation of targeted outreach and education
Other

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
9. To what extent is the national fisheries authoritiy responsible for management, research, and planning and national monitoring, control, surveillance, and enforcement agencies provided with the requisite resources to facilitate effective implementation of the ECFF-FMP?

Minimal or no resources (0-25% achieved)
Moderate resources (25-50% achieved) Strong resources (50-75% achieved)
Very strong resources (75-100% achieved)

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
10. Overall, what is the level of knowledge among relevant staff members in the country regarding the goals and requirements stated in the ECFF-FMP?

No knowledge
Minimal knowledge
Moderate knowledge

Strong knowledge
Very strong knowledge

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
a. What percent increase in knowledge level has occurred over the past year?

0-15%

15-30%
30-45% 
>45%
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
11. Is the national fisheries authority and national monitoring, control, surveillance, and enforcement agencies making consistent efforts to ensure compliance with the ECFF-FMP?

Minimal effort (0-25% achieved)
Moderate effort (25-50% achieved)

Strong effort (50-75% achieved)
Very strong effort (75-100% achieved)

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:


12. Overall, what level of support for implementing the updated ECFF-FMP is currently demonstrated by the decision-makers who have been involved?

a. Acting as a political champion

No support

Minimally supportive
Somewhat supportive

Supportive

Very supportive
b. Supporting scientific work and engagement

No support

Minimally supportive
 Somewhat supportive

Supportive

Very supportive
c. Providing capacity-building opportunities

No support

Minimally supportive
 Somewhat supportive

Supportive

Very supportive
d. Providing funding

No support

Minimally supportive
 Somewhat supportive

Supportive

Very supportive
e. Generating public support

No support

Minimally supportive
 Somewhat supportive

Supportive

Very supportive

f. Keeping under review the supporting work planning and budgeting arrangements
No support

Minimally supportive
 Somewhat supportive

Supportive

Very supportive
g. Other – please specify
No support

Minimally supportive
 Somewhat supportive

Supportive

Very supportive
Please provide any necessary explanation for these responses:

13. What have been the primary impacts of updating and implementing the ECFF-FMP on sub-regional flyingfish management?

14. Are the implemented management interventions for flyingfish fisheries producing outcomes that are consistent with the goals set by the ECFF-FMP (e.g., improving food security, improving catch/income, improving safety, security, and health of fishers)?

Minimal or no progress (0-25% achieved)
Moderate progress
(25-50% achieved) Strong progress (50-75% achieved)

Very strong progress (75-100% achieved)

15. To what extent have financing mechanisms been developed to support management activities required for an ecosystem approach to flyingfish management in the Eastern Caribbean?

Minimal or no progress (0-25% achieved)
Moderate progress
(25-50% achieved) Strong progress (50-75% achieved)

Very strong progress (75-100% achieved)

Indicator 2: Relevant bodies (e.g., NICs/FACs or other similar bodies, CRFM-WECAFC Working Group on Flyingfish, CRFM Pelagic Fisheries Working Group, WECAFC Data and Statistics Working Group, OECS Commission) are actively working toward improved regional flyingfish fishery management
1. What additional types of support are still needed to enhance Eastern Caribbean flyingfish fishery management? 

Funding


Fisheries management personnel 

Trainings for fisheries management personnel

Additional opportunities for regional collaboration 

Resources for stakeholder consultations 

Resources for fisherfolk organizations

Equipment or supplies

Other:  

Please provide any necessary explanation for these responses:

a. For each type of support, what body(ies), processes, inter-sectoral arrangements, or other arrangements would be most appropriate for providing this support?

2. Are all relevant regional bodies participating in sub-regional management of flyingfish fisheries? 

 No 
Sometimes 
Yes

3. Are meetings of regional bodies taking place on an appropriate basis – that is, frequent enough for adequate information exchange, but not too frequently to lose value?

Meetings are not often enough



Meetings are occurring on an appropriate basis 

Meetings are happening too frequently

Please provide any necessary explanation for these responses:
4. Are there clear agendas leading to action items and responsible parties for each meeting of the relevant regional body?

No 
Sometimes 
Yes

Please provide any necessary explanation for these responses:
5. Is there an arrangement in place that integrates national flyingfish fisheries into a sub-regional policy cycle that includes all relevant regional bodies?

Yes 
No


In Progress

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
6. Are all harvesting countries following up on their commitments and action items to further the improvement of regional flyingfish fishery management?

No 
Sometimes 
Yes

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
Tool 2: Governance

Each proposed indicator of success is listed as a section below, with associated evaluation questions. Indicators are focused on aspects of ECFF-FMP implementation and support and the data policy specific to Governance.
Partnership Development
The indicators and associated evaluation questions in this section are focused on ECFF-FMP implementation and support. Responses should be based on the perspective of the specific country
Indicator 1: Effective management collaboration demonstrated between the CRFM and France

1. Has a partnership agreement been endorsed with a signature from each of the relevant Parties (e.g., CRFM Secretariat and Martinique’s Direction de la Mer)?

Yes

No

In progress

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
2. How often do technical/scientific fisheries agency staff in the communicate/work on flyingfish matters (e.g., produce papers, formulate management strategies) with fisheries staff in in othercountries?

Never 


1-3 times per year
 


4-10 times per year 
More than 10 times per year

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
3. How often do CRFM staff communicate/work on flyingfish matters (e.g., produce papers, formulate management strategies) with fisheries staff?

Never 


1-3 times per year
 


4-10 times per year 
More than 10 times per year

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
4. How often do legislative/policy staff or elected officials in the country communicate/work on flying fish matters (e.g., produce papers, formulate management strategies) with fisheries staff in other countries?

Never 


1-3 times per year
 


4-10 times per year 
More than 10 times per year

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
5. How many opportunities have been provided in the past year for stakeholder input on flyingfish management from Eastern Caribbean countries and Martinique (e.g., public comment, community forums, online requests for information and feedback, etc.)?

0-1 opportunity 

2-4 opportunities
 


5-7 opportunities 

>7 opportunities

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
6. How many Ministerial Sub-Committee and/or Ministerial Council meetings have been held in the past year with participation from non-CRFM countries?

No meetings

1 meeting


2 meetings


3 meetings 

>3 meetings

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
7. To what extent are the six countries and Martinique upholding their commitments as described in the partnership agreement? 
Not at all


Minimally


Moderately

Strongly


Very strongly

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
Data Policy
The indicators and associated evaluation questions in this section are focused on the data policy.
 Indicator 2: Sub-regional flyingfish data policy validated, approved, and coordination capacity in place

1. Has the updated sub-regional data policy been validated in the country and approved by the CRFM? 

Yes

No

In progress

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
2. Does the data policy provide an effective framework to enable harmonized flyingfish data collection and management throughout the Eastern Caribbean?

3. Has the CRFM developed a database and begun regularly compiling regional flyingfish data?

Yes

No

In progress

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
4. Does the CRFM have adequate resources to facilitate establishment, management, and reporting on the sub-regional flyingfish catch and effort and vessel registry databases?

Yes

No

In progress

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:

5. Are the necessary systems and software in place to compile, store, and manage national data?

Minimally in place


Moderately in place



 Strongly in place


Very strongly in place 

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
6. Are the necessary systems and software in place to analyze regional data, for the purpose of supporting regional flyingfish management decisions?

Minimally in place


Moderately in place



 Strongly in place


Very strongly in place 

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
7. Are flyingfish landings traceable using current data collection tools and approaches? 
Yes

No

In progress
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
Indicator 3: Sub-regional flyingfish data policy consistently upheld and implemented by national agency partners
1. Do national fisheries division staff understand the regional flyingfish data priorities and data submission guidelines outlined in the data policy?

No understanding

Minimal understanding
Some understanding

Good understanding
Very good understanding

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
a. If understanding is not adequate, please explain why: 
2. Is the national fisheries division effectively communicating standardized data collection methods and sampling requirements to all individuals involved in data collection?

No communication

Minimal communication
Some communication

Good communication
Very good communication


Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
a. If communication is not effective, please explain why: 
3. Is the national fisheries division consistently collecting and submitting flyingfish fishery data to the CRFM?

Never

Occasionally
Regularly on an appropriate timeframe 

 Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
a. If divisions are not collecting and submitting data, please explain why: 

4. If and when it submit data to the CRFM, is the national fisheries division submitting all of the required types of flyingfish fishery data?

Yes

No

Sometimes

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
5. Is the CRFM regularly analyzing and synthesizing flyingfish data collected from throughout the sub-region?

Yes

No

Sometimes

6. Is the CRFM regularly sharing synthesized data and information with stakeholders including fisherfolk in all six countries?

Yes

No

Sometimes
Indicator 3: Stakeholders actively engaged in implementation of sub-regional flyingfish data policy

1. How many information products (e.g., press release, Facebook post, short video, infographic) focused on Eastern Caribbean flyingfish fisheries have been developed and distributed in the past year?

0-1

2-3

4-5

More than 5

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
2. Have those information products been developed with a clear target audience and purpose?

Yes

No

Sometimes
3. Approximately what percent of flyingfish fishers are participating in fishery data collection?

0-10%


11-20%


21-30%
31-50%


50-70%


> 70%  
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:


4. Approximately what percent of fisherfolk organizations are actively supporting flyingfish fishery data collection?

0-25%

25-50%

50-75%

75-100%

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:

5. Approximately what percent of processors are participating in flyingfish fishery data collection?

0-25%

25-50%

50-75%

75-100%

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:

6. Approximately what percent of establishments that sell flyingfish products are participating in flyingfish fishery data collection?

0-25%

25-50%

50-75%

75-100%

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:


7. Other than the stakeholder groups mentioned in the above questions, what other stakeholder groups are actively involved in flyingfish fishery data collection and how are they involved? 

8. Are there any points along the flyingfish supply chain where data is not currently being collected, but would benefit sub-regional flyingfish management if it were collected? Why would these data benefit management?
Tool 3: Adaptive Management 

Each proposed indicator of success is listed as a section below, with associated evaluation questions. Indicators are focused on aspects of FMP implementation and support specific to Adaptive Management.
Information Products
Indicator 1: Fishermen, consumers, and organizations are knowledgeable about the flyingfish FMP and supporting its implementation through compliance and consumer choices

1. What percent of fishers in your country are estimated to have been exposed to information products (e.g., infographic, press release, radio spot, etc.) relating to flyingfish management in the past year?

Few fishers (0-25%)

Moderate number of fishers (25-50%)

Many fishers (50-75%)

Most fishers (75-100%)

a. Approximately how many individual fishers does this represent?

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
2. How many seafood consumers are estimated to have been exposed to information products (e.g., infographic, press release, radio spot, etc.) relating to flyingfish management in the past year?

Few consumers (0-25%)

Moderate number of consumers (25-50%)

Many consumers (50-75%)

Most consumers (75-100%)

b. Approximately how many individual seafood consumers does this represent?

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
3. Have incidences of fishermen’s noncompliance with the flyingfish FMP regulations changed in the past year?

Strongly decreased

Decreased


Remained stable


Increased


Strongly increased

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:



4. How many national-level public meetings have been held in the past year with the goal of awareness-building of ecosystem-based management for flyingfish fisheries? 

No meetings

1-2 meetings

3-4 meetings


>4 meetings

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
5. What mechanisms, if any, other than national-level meetings have been tested to strengthen cooperation at the national and regional levels in flyingfish management? Which mechanisms, if any, have been successful?

6. Are the following groups participating in sub-regional or national processes for flyingfish?

a. Fisheries NGOs

Yes

No

Sometimes

b. Fishers

Yes

No

Sometimes

c. Fisheries private sector bodies

Yes

No

Sometimes

d. Environmental NGOs

Yes

No

Sometimes

7. Does the country conduct consumer surveys to gather information about seafood buying choices?

Never 


Once every 3 years

Once every 2 years 
Once annually 


Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
a. [If yes to Question 6] Do consumers report that their seafood buying choices are influenced by the effectiveness of fishery management?

[For each country and Martinique]:

Not at all influenced
Somewhat influenced
Very influenced

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
Enhancing Data and Information Management Decision Support and Facilitating Long-term Enhancement of Livelihoods and Human Well-being

Below are four impact assessment tools, which address “Technical Support to Enhance Data and Information Management Decision Support” and “Technical Support to Facilitate Long-term Enhancement of Livelihoods and Human Well-being for Eastern Caribbean Flyingfish Fisheries”.   These aim to assess whether the main objectives/actions to enhance data collection and information management systems and sustainable livelihoods and human well-being for Eastern Caribbean flyingfish fishery. 

These impact assessment tools can be used to facilitate the Caribbean Regional Fisheries Mechanism’s (CRFM) continued assessment of the work completed relating to the Eastern Caribbean flyingfish fishery consultancies. There are a variety of ways in which the CRFM can collect the necessary information needed to adequately assess each of the questions associated with each indicator. Depending on the nature of the questions, information could be collected through stakeholder surveys, annual reports, published data and other information sources. Information needed for the impact assessment tools are likely to come from a variety of sources, which may include directly from CRFM staff, fishers, fishery officers, fisher organizations, international organizations (i.e. FAO), academic institutions, and more. 

The four impact assessment tools below include two tools related to Data Management and Enhancement and three tools for Livelihoods enhancement. Specifically, these tools will assess the following:

Data Management and Enhancement:

1. Impact of the online database and information repository for CRFM use to assess improvements in stakeholder access to data and information of relevance to application of the EAF assessment and management of Eastern Caribbean flyingfish.

2. Impact on system and procedures supporting the generation of updated EAF management advice, for follow up evaluation by CRFM.

Livelihoods Enhancement
1. Impacts of updating the EAF management recommendations to incorporate socio-economic information.

2. Assess the effectiveness of the value chain analysis and stakeholder awareness building activities.
Impact Assessment Tools for Data Management and Enhancement
The impact assessments will draw on various sources of data and information, which may include documents, data analysis, surveys, or stakeholder interviews. Some questions below will be easily addressable without data collection, and others will require data collection. CRFM could perform the impact assessments regularly following the consultancies’ completions, for example every 12-18 months. 

Tool 1: Online Database and Information Repository

The following indicators of success are provided in the section below, which includes questions for use in evaluating progress and success. Indicators are focused on the online database and information repository relevant to the application of the EAF assessment and management of Eastern Caribbean flyingfish. This impact assessment should be conducted on an annual basis to determine incremental improvement in the use and support for the online database and information repository. 

Tool Objective: Assess the impact of the online data and information repository for CRFM use to assess improvements in stakeholder access to data and information of relevance to application of the EAF assessment and management of eastern Caribbean flyingfish.

Indicator 1: Database is populated, accessed and used by regional fisheries management organizations and agencies. (indicate for the specific country)
1. What CARICOM Member States are currently populating, accessing and using the database? 

 Antigua and Barbuda
The Bahamas

Barbados 

Belize



Dominica

Grenada 

Guyana



Haiti

Jamaica

Montserrat

Saint Kitts
and Nevis


Saint Lucia

Saint Vincent and Grenadines

Suriname 

Trinidad and Tobago



Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
2. Has there been an increase number of government departments using the database?

No increase (0% achieved)
Minimal increase (1-30% achieved)

Moderate increase (30-70% achieved) 

Strong increase (70-99% achieved)



Very strong increase (100% achieved)

Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
3. Has there been an increase number of fishery organizations using the database?

No increase (0% achieved)
Minimal increase (1-30% achieved)

Moderate increase (30-70% achieved) 

Strong increase (70-99% achieved)



Very strong increase (100% achieved)

Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
4. Has there been an increase number of individual researchers using the database?

No increase (0% achieved)
Minimal increase (1-30% achieved)

Moderate increase (30-70% achieved) 

Strong increase (70-99% achieved)



Very strong increase (100% achieved)

Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
5. Has there been an increase number of academic institutions using the database?

No increase (0% achieved)
Minimal increase (1-30% achieved)

Moderate increase (30-70% achieved) 

Strong increase (70-99% achieved)



Very strong increase (100% achieved)

Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
6. Has there been an increase in the number of users of the database outside of the region?

No increase (0% achieved)
Minimal increase (1-30% achieved)

Moderate increase (30-70% achieved) 

Strong increase (70-99% achieved)



Very strong increase (100% achieved)

Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
7. What is the frequency in which the database is updated with new information?

No update 

Minimal update (annually)

Moderate update (bi-annually) 

Regular update (quarterly)



Constant update (monthly)

Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
8. Are research reports being updated/provided in the database?

No update 

Minimal update (annually)

Moderate update (bi-annually) 

Regular update (quarterly)



Constant update (monthly)

Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
9. How many staff are dedicated to the maintenance of the database?

Regional:

Zero

One 

More than One

Do not know
National:

Zero

One 

More than One


Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
10. How much funding has been allocated to the maintenance of the database?

Regionally:

No funding 

Minimal funding 

Moderate funding 



Strong funding 

Do not know
Within Member States:

No funding 

Minimal funding 

Moderate funding 



Strong funding 

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
Indicator 2: Member State government support and use of the database.
1. Which of the following Member States are currently providing financial or human resource support for the database? (indicate for the specific country)
Antigua and Barbuda
The Bahamas

Barbados 

Belize



Dominica

Grenada 

Guyana



Haiti

Jamaica

Montserrat

Saint Kitts
and Nevis


Saint Lucia

Saint Vincent and Grenadines

Suriname 

Trinidad and Tobago



Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
2. Has there been an increase level of support by government departments for the database?

No increase (0% achieved)
Minimal increase (1-30% achieved)

Moderate increase (30-70% achieved) 

Strong increase (70-99% achieved)



Very strong increase (100% achieved)

Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
3. What is the frequency in which the database is updated with new information?

No update
Minimal update (annually)
Moderate update (bi-annually) 

Regular update (quarterly)



Constant update (monthly)

Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
4. Are research reports being updated/provided in the database?

Minimal or no update (annually)

Moderate update (bi-annually) 

Strong increase (quarterly)



Very strong increase (monthly)

Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
5. How many staff are dedicated to the maintenance of the database?

Zero

One 

More than One



Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
6. How much funding has been allocated to the maintenance of the database?

No funding 

Minimal funding 

Moderate funding 


Strong funding 

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
Indicator 3: Regional organization support and use of the database.
1. Has there been an increase number of fishery organizations using the database?

No increase (0% achieved)
Minimal increase (1-30% achieved)

Moderate increase (30-70% achieved) 

Strong increase (70-99% achieved)



Very strong increase (100% achieved)

Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
2. Has there been an increase number of individual researchers from regional organizations using the database?

No increase (0% achieved)
Minimal increase (1-30% achieved)

Moderate increase (30-70% achieved) 

Strong increase (70-99% achieved)



Very strong increase (100% achieved)

Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
3. Has there been an increase number of academic institutions using the database?

No increase (0% achieved)
Minimal increase (1-30% achieved)

Moderate increase (30-70% achieved) 

Strong increase (70-99% achieved)



Very strong increase (100% achieved)

Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
4. Has there been an increase in the number of users from international fisheries organizations?

No increase (0% achieved)
Minimal increase (1-30% achieved)

Moderate increase (30-70% achieved) 

Strong increase (70-99% achieved)



Very strong increase (100% achieved)

Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
5. Are additional regional research reports being updated/provided in the database?

No update

Minimal update (annually)

Moderate update (bi-annually) 

Regular update (quarterly)



Constant update (monthly)

Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
Tool 2: Data Collection Systems for EAF Management 
Tool Objective: Assess the impact on system and procedures supporting generation of updated EAF management advice for follow up evaluation by the CRFM

Indicator: Member State data management systems and procedures support the generation of updated EAF management advice.

1. What level of change has been experienced in national policies and regulations regarding data collection and storage?

No progress (0% achieved)
Minimal progress (1-30% achieved)

Moderate progress (30-70% achieved) 

Strong progress (70-99% achieved)



Very strong progress (100% achieved)

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
2. What level of change has the Member State made to improving their data management systems?

No improvements (0% achieved)
Minimal improvements (1-30% achieved)

Moderate improvements (30-70% achieved) 

Strong improvements (70-99% achieved)



Very strong improvements (100% achieved)

Please list indicators of progress:

3. What is the frequency of data collection and input into national data management systems?

None at all
Daily

Weekly

Bi-monthly



Monthly or more

Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
4. What is the level of completeness of the data being collected (difference between actual data and required data)?
No information gaps (0% missing information)
Minimal information gaps (less than 10% missing information)

Moderate information gaps (10 to 40% missing information)

Severe information gaps (40 to 75% missing information) 



Very severe information gaps (75-100% missing information)

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
5. To what extent are fishers and/or fisher organizations involved in data collection and storage?

No involvement (0%)
Limited involvement (Less than 30%)

Moderate involvement (30-70%) 

Strong involvement (70-99%)



Complete involvement (100%)

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:

6. What is the number of employees within the Member State’s Fisheries Division dedicated to data collection and storage?

None

1 to 2

3 or more



Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:

7. What is the number of employees within regional organizations dedicated to data collection and storage?

None

1 to 2

3 or more
Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:

8. What is the number of employees within the Member State’s Fisheries Division involved with to data analysis?

None

1 to 2

3 or more


Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:

9. What is the number of employees within regional organizations involved with to data analysis?

None

1 to 2

3 or more


Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:

10. What is the level of regional harmonization of data collection systems?

No harmonization (0% achieved)
Minimal harmonization (1-30% achieved)

Moderate harmonization (30-70% achieved) 

Strong harmonization (70-99% achieved)



Complete harmonization (100% achieved)

Do not know
Please list indicators of progress:
Impact Assessment Tools for Livelihoods Enhancement
These impact assessments will draw on various sources of data and information, which may include documents, data analysis, surveys, or stakeholder interviews. Some questions below will be easily addressable without data collection, and others will require data collection. CRFM could perform the impact assessments regularly following the consultancies’ completions, for example every 12-18 months. 
Tool 3: Socio-Economic Information for EAF Management

The following indicators of success are provided in the section below, which includes questions for use in evaluating progress and success. Indicators are focused on socio-economic data, value chain enhancement and value chain analysis relevant to the application of the EAF assessment and management of Eastern Caribbean flyingfish. This impact assessment should be conducted on a regular, periodic basis to determine incremental improvement in the use and support for the online database and information repository. 

Tool Objective: Assess the impacts of updating the EAF management recommendations to incorporate socio-economic information.

Indicator: ECFF-FMP adequately incorporates socio-economic information.

1. Does the national fisheries management plan include in their objectives and protocols the collection of socio-economic data?

No collection of socio-economic data
Minimal collection (1-30% achieved)

Moderate collection (30-70% achieved) 

Strong collection (70-99% achieved)



Complete collection (100% achieved)

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
2. Has the Member State made progress in examining and revising their data collection systems to incorporate socio-economic data (level of effort)?

No progress
Minimal progress (1-30% achieved)

Moderate progress (30-70% achieved) 

Strong progress (70-99% achieved)



Complete progress (100% achieved)

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
3. Does the Member State’s Fisheries Division collect socio-economic data (i.e. employment data for men and women, income data, educational/training data, etc.) (level of progress)?

No collection of socio-economic data
Minimal collection (1-30% achieved)

Moderate collection (30-70% achieved) 

Strong collection (70-99% achieved)



Complete collection (100% achieved)

Please list indicators of change:

4. Has there been an increase in gender equity within the fishing industry (level of change)?

No Change 

Minimal Change (1-30% achieved)
Moderate Change (30-70% achieved) 

Strong Change (70-99% achieved)



Complete Change (100% achieved)

Do not know
Please list indicators of change:

5. Has there been an increase in the average income of fishing families?

No increase
Minimal increase (1-30% achieved)

Moderate increase (30-70% achieved) 

Strong increase (70-99% achieved)



Complete increase (100% achieved)

Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:

6.  Has there been an increase in income diversification amongst fishing families?

No increase
Minimal increase (1-30% achieved)

Moderate increase (30-70% achieved) 

Strong increase (70-99% achieved)



Complete increase (100% achieved)

Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
Tool 4: Value Chain Awareness

Tool Objective: Assess the effectiveness of the value chain analysis and stakeholder awareness building activities.
Indicator: Stakeholders are aware and understand the fisheries value chain.
1. Do Fisheries Extension Officers provide information regarding fisheries value chain to industry participants?

Minimally (once every few years)

Moderately (annual basis) 

Frequently (bi-annual basis)



Very frequently (monthly)

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
2. Are there formal training programs available to industry participants regarding fisheries value chain and development opportunities?

No 
Yes, offered once a year

Yes, offered bi-annually

Yes, offered quarterly



Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
3. If yes, what is the rate of participation in these value chain training programs?

Minimally (once every few years)

Moderately (annual basis) 

Frequently (bi-annual basis)



Very frequently (monthly)

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
Indicator: Member States conduct value chain analysis to promote socio-economic sustainability.

1. What is the number of employees within the Member State’s Fisheries Division involved with value chain analysis?

None

1 to 2

3 or more


Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:

2. What is the number of employees within regional organizations involved with value chain analysis?

None

1 to 2

3 or more
Do not know
Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:

3. Has the Member State made investments in value chain enhancements?

No investment
Minimal investment (1-30%)

Moderate investment (30-70%) 

Strong investment (70-99%)



Complete investment (100%)

Please provide indicators of determination:

4. Have changes been made along the value chain to improve cost? 

No change
Minimal change (1-30% achieved)

Moderate change (30-70% achieved) 

Strong change (70-99% achieved)



Complete change (100% achieved)

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
5. Have changes been made along the value chain to improve quality?

No change
Minimal change (1-30% achieved)

Moderate change (30-70% achieved) 

Strong change (70-99% achieved)



Complete change (100% achieved)

Please provide any necessary explanation for this response:
CRFM Impact Assessment Tools – all appropriate flyingfish subproject consultancies
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